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

(i) Go ernment companies 

(ii) Statutory corporations and 

(iii) Departmentall y managed commercial undertakings 

2. This reiJolt deals with the results of audit of Government companies 
and Statutory corporations including Tamil Nadu Electricity Board and Tami 1 

adu Warehousing Corporation and has been prepared tor submission to the 
Government of Tamil Nadu under Section 19-A of the Comptroller and 
Auditor General 's (CAG) (Duties, Powers and Condit ions of Service) Act, 
1971, as amended from time to time. The resu lts of audit relating to 
departmentally managed commercial undertakings are included in the Report 
of the Comptroller and uditor General of India (Civil) Government of 
Tamil adu 

3. Audit of the accounts of Government companies is conducted by 
Comptroller and Auditor General of India under the provisions of Section 619 
of the Companies Act, 1956. 

4. In respect of Tamil adu Electricity Board, which is Statutory 
Corporation. the Comptroller and Auditor General of India is the sole auditor 
In respect of Tamil Nadu Warehousing Corporation, he has 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 CAG. The Audit Reports on the annual accounts of these two 
corporations are forwarded separately to the State Government. 

5. The cases mentioned in this Report are those. which came to notice in 
the course of audit during the year 2000-0 I as well as those, which came to 
notice in earlier years but were not dealt with in the previous reports 1atters 
relating to the period subsequent to. 2000-01 have also been included, 
wherever necessary. 
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Overview of Govern.ment companies and Statutory 
.. ,~.d ,;- corp-oratio·nsJ~ . . ,_,, 

Overview 

~: 

'·· 

As on 31 March 2001, the State of Tamil Nadu had 82 Public Sector 
Undertakings (PSUs) comprising of 80 Government companies and two 
Statutory corporations as against 84 PSUs during last year. The number of 
non-working Government companies as on 3 I March 200 I was 12 against the 
same number of companies during the last year. In addition there were three 
companies under the purview of Section 619-B of the Companies Act, 1956 as 
on 3 I March 200 I. 

The total investment in working PSUs decreased from Rs.9778.52 crore as on 
31 March 2000 to Rs.9654.57 crore as on 31 March 2001. The· total 
investment in non-working PSUs also decreased from Rs.56 90 cron! to 
Rs.48. C) I crore during this periqd. 

The budgetary support in the form of capital, loans, grants and subsidy 
disbursed to the working PSUs increased from Rs. l349.85 crore in 1999-2000 
to Rs.2005.43 crore in 2000-0 I, however, no budgetary support was extended 
to non-working companies during 2000-0 I. The Government guaranteed 
loans aggregating Rs.3621 .19 crore during the year :W00-0 I. The total 
amount of outstanding loans guaranteed by the State Government decreased 
from Rs.4266.30 crore as on 31 March 2000 to Rs.3764.59 crore as on 31 
March 200 I. 

Out of 68 working Government companies, 35 have finalised their accounts 
for the year 2000-0 I. The accounts of the remaining companies and both 
Statutory eorporations were in arrears for periods ranging from one to three 
years as on 31 March 200 I. The accounts or seven non-working Government 
Gompanies were in arrears for periods. ranging from one to II years as on 31 
March 2001 . 

According to the Latest. finalised accounts, 31 working PSUs (29 Government 
companies and 2 Statutory corporations) earned aggregate profit of Rs.460.59 
crore, out of which only six working Government cGmpanies and one 
Statutory Corporation declared dividend of Rs.3. 72 .crore and Rs 0 76 crore 
respectively. 37 working PSUs incurred aggregate loss of Rs.365 36 crore as 

, per the latest finalised accounts. Ofthese loss incurring working Government" 
companies, 25 companies had accumulclted losses aggregating Rs 2046 :n 
crore, which exceeded their aggregate paid-up capital of Rs 748. 17 crore by 
mt>re than two times. ·. 

EvetJ attl.!r completion of 16 to 37 years of e.'\istence, the turnover as per th~ 
latest tinalis·ed accounts or four Government companies had been less than 
Rs 5 crore during the last five years. Out of these four, one Company had 

.. 













Chapter I - Overviell' of Gtll'erumeut c:omtumies and Statutory corporations 

CHAPTER-1 

1 ;::Overvi.ew of Government companies and Statutory 
'· cor pod tions · 

1.1 Introduction 
.. 

As on 31 March 2001 , there were 80 Government companies (68 working 
companies and 12 non-working companies) and two Statutory corporations 
(both work ing) as against 82 Government companies (70 working companies 
and 12 non-working companies) and two working Statutory corporations as on 
3 I March 2000 under the control of the State Government. The accounts of 
the Government companies (as defined in Section 617 of Companies Act , 
1956) are audited by Statutory Auditors, who are appointed by the 
Comptroller and Auditor General of 1 ndia (C AG) as per provision of Section 
619 (2) of the Companies Act, 1956. These accounts are also subject to 
supplementary audit conducted by the CAG as per provisions of Section 619 
of the Companies Act, 1956. The audit arrangements of tatutory 
corporations are as shown below: 

Name of the Corporation 

Tamil Nadu Elcctrici t~· 

Board 

Tamil Nadu W:arclwusing 
Corporation 

1.2 

Authority for audit h~ the CAG 

Section 69 (2) of the Electricity 
Suppl~ Act, t 9-tH 

Section 31 (8) of the State 
Warchousin~ Corporations Act , 
1%2 

1. 2. 1 lm•estment inworlcing PSUs 

Audit arran~cmcnt 

Sole audit h~ CAG 

C hartca·cd Accountants 
and supplcmcntar~· 

audit h~· CAG 

As on 31 March 200 I, the total investment in 70 working PSUs (68 
Government companies and two Statutory corporations) was Rs.9694 .57 crore 
(equity: Rs. l729.36 crore; long-term loans : Rs.7962.01 crore and share 
application money: Rs.3.20 crore) as against 72 working PSUs (70 
Government companies and two Statutory corporations) with a total 
investment of Rs.9778.52 crore (equity: Rs. 1432.95 crore; long-term loans: 
Rs.8298.00 crore and share app lication money: Rs.47.57 crore) as on 31 
March 2000. The analysis of investment in working PSUs is given in the 
following paragraphs. 

The investmen.t (equity and long term loans) in various sectors and percentage 
thereof at the end of31 March 2001 and 31 March 2000 are indicated below in 
the pie charts. 

"" Lon~ term loans mentioned in Para~raphs 1.2. t , 1.2. 1.1 mul 1. 2.1.2 arc 
c:\chuling interest accnacd and due on such loa ns. 
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SECTOR-WISE INVESTMENT IN WORKING COMPANIES AND STATUTORY 
CORPORATIONS 

Total Investment: Rs.9694.57 crore 

530.13 
(5.47°/o) 

478.9 

642.26 
(6.62%)----~ 

1024.28 
(10.57%) 

(13%) 

2000-01 
(Rupees in crore) 

8 Power .Traruport 

.lnl'nutntcture Development • Others 

• EconomlcaUy Weakrr SectJon C A¢culture 

OFtnance 

•Industry 

Total Investment: Rs.9778.52 crore 

463.63 
(4.74"/o) 

727.74 (7.44"/o) _____ ....., 

1056.39 
(10.80"/o) 

1936.21 
(19.80"/o) 

1999-2000 
(Rupees in crore) 

II Power • Transport 

• Infrastructure Development • Others 

• Economically Weaker Section C Acriculture 

1. 2.1.1 Working Government companies 

OFinance 

•Industry 

100.39" 

5624.58 
(58.02%) 

(50.89%) 

Total investment in 68 working Government companies as on 31 March 2001 
was Rs.4062.38 crore (equity: Rs.1621.75 crore; long term loans: Rs.2437.43 
crore; share application money: Rs.3.20 crore) as against total investment of 
Rs.4794.74 crore (equjty: Rs.l425 .34 crore; long term loans: Rs.3321.83 cr01:e 
and share applica~ion money: Rs.47.57 crore) as on 31 March 2000. 

2 
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Chapter I - Overview of Gm•emmeut companies am/ Statutory corporations 

The summarised statement of Government investment in working Government 
companies in the form of equity and loans is detailed in Annexure- I. 

As on 3 I March 200 I, the total investment in working Government companies 
comprised 40 per cent of equity capital and 60 per cent of loans as compared 
to 30.72 per cent and 69.28 per cent, respectively as on 3 I March 2000. 

Due to signi fi cant decrease of long term loan of transport sector, the debt 
equity ratio decreased from 2.56: I as on 3 I March 2000 to I .50: I as on 3 I 
March 2001 . 

1. 2.1. 2 Worldng Statutory corporations 

The total investment in two working Statutory corporations at the end of 
March 200 I and March 2000 was as follows : 

(Rupees in crurc) 

1999-2111111 2111111-111 
(Pmvisional) 

C:tpital Luan Capital Loan 

T:unil Natlu Elcctricit~· Boanl NIL ~976. 17 Jllll.llll 55H.58 

Tamil Nadu Warchousin~ Corporation 7.61 --- 7.61 ---

The summarised statement of Government investment in working Statutory 
corporations in the form of equity and loans is detailed in Annexure-I. 

1.2.2 Budgetary outgo, grants/suhsidie.'i, guarantees, waiver f~{ dues am/ 
conversion of loans into equity 

The details regarding budgetary outgo, grant/subsidies, guarantees issued, 
waiver of dues and conversion of loans into equity by State Government to 
working Government companies and working Statutory corporations are given 
in Annexure-1 and 3. 

The budgetary outgo (in the form of equity capital and loans) and subsidies 
from the State Government to 26 working Government companies and one 
working Statutory corporation for the three years up to March 200 I are g1ven 
below: 

3 
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Eq11it~ •·apilul 
uut ~~~ fa ·uu1 
huclg<·t 

LuaU!\ :,!ht•n 

11'11111 htlll;!l'l 

c:r·aut. 

(I) Suhshly 
1111\:tl'ciS 
l't•llj<••'l' / 
Pttf!,! l ':tlllUW. 

:-.dlt'tll\'' 

(ii) Otlt<·t· 
'uh,l<l~ 

(iii ) l 11tal 
sub>icl~ 

Tllt:tl ulllj!H 

A udit Report (Commercial) for the year ended 3 I March 2f)(J I 

(A mount - Rupees in crorc) 

199H-99 1999-2111111 2111111-111 

( lllll jllllli\'' ( 'III'Jllll~tliuns ( 'IIIIIJl:llti<·s ( 'uqwrulitfll' C'lltlljt.llllr' ( 'urpuntliull!'l 

'\u. 

2H 

l 

2 

25 

27 

3(,. 

.\nwunt i\u. .\1111111111 ~u. . \nwu111 \II. .\1111111111 :-. ... .\11111\1111 ~II. .\nwunt 

235.53 I 257.37 27 1211.(i5 I 11111.1111 7 7.H I --- ·--

1.22 ... - I J.IJ(I -- -· 3 111.57 - ... 

--- I 23.117 -·· ·- I 17.59 --- ··- --- ---

Gil.~ -- ·-- G 7-IH.9J ··- -·· H 1599.27 I 111.55 

591.311 I 2511.1111 17 lll.liH I 2511.1111 I-I 12 1.2J I 2511.1111 

liSJ.911 I 2511.1111 2J Hliii.GI 1 2511.1111 22 17211.511 I 2M. 55 

HHH.65 1 531.2-1 311* 9H2.26 I J67.S9 2(i* 173H.HH I 2116.:'\5 

During the year 2000-0 I, the Government had guaranteed the loans 
aggregating Rs.3621 . 19 crore obtained by 21 working Government companies 
(Rs. l991 . 19 crore) and one working Statutory corporation (Rs. l630 crore). At 
the end of the year, guarantees amounting to Rs.3764.59 crore against 31 
working Government companies (Rs.2423 .59 crore) and one working 
Statutory Corporation (Rs. 1341 .00 crore) were outstanding. The Government 
converted its loan amounting to Rs.247.84 crore into equity capital in 18 
transport companies and Tamil adu Electricity Board during the year. The 
guarantee commission paid/payable to Government by Government 
companies and Statutory corporations during 2000-0 I was Rs.3.51 crore and 
Rs . l5 .38 crore respectively. 

1.2.3 Finuli.mtion t~{ accmml.'i hy working PSUs 

The accounts of the companies for every financial year are required to be 
finalised within six months from the end of relevant financial year under 
Section 166, 210, 230, 619 and 619-B of the Companies Act, 1956 read wi th 
Section 19 of the Comptroller and Auditor General's (Duties, Power and 
Conditions of Service) Act, 197 1. They are also to be laid before the 
Legislature within nine months from the end of financial year. Similarly, in 
case of Statutory corporations their accounts are finalised, audited and 
presented to the Legislature as per the provisions of their respective Acts. 

However, as could be noticed from Annexure-2 out of 68 working 
Government companies only 35 working companies and neither of the two 
working Statutory corporations have finalised their accounts for the year 
2000-0 I with in the stipulated period. During the period from October 2000 to 
September 200 I, 26 working Government companies finalised 29 accounts for 

* These arc actual numhcrs of cumpanics/curpurations, "hich have •·ccci, ·ctl 
hutl~ctar~· SUilJlOrt in the form of CIJUit~· , loan anti suhsitlics from the State 
Gm·crnmcnt during the rcspcctiw ~cars. 
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previous years. Similarly, during this period two working Statutory 
corporations finalised two accounts for previous years. 

The accounts of 33 working Government companies and two Statutory 
corporations were in arrears for periods ranging from one year to three years 
as on 30 September 200 I as detailed below: 

Sl. Ya·ur fl·um \1 hidt '\umh(' t' uf \'uua lu: r· nf" u1·ki n~ Rl'f!'r<'lll'l' lu S l. ;\u. uf 
...... :tn:uuut~ an: in ouTt·:u·s Yl':li'S ...... l'otlllJIU llil'. t'u l'ptt l'alilfi1S . \lllll'Xlll'l' 2 

\lhkh 
:tCl'UUilh art• ( ;II\ l'l'll llll' lll Stutulotr') c;,., •·nama·nt Stutulul') 

ill :t i 'I '{'UI"S 
t·urupanit·~ t•uqwnaliuns •·mnpanio:s ('UI'fllll~ll ill liS 

1. 199K-99 J I --- JJ ---
2. 199!.1-2111111 2 3 -- IX. 36,37 ---
3. 2111111-111 I 29 2 • I :uul2 

The administrative departments have to oversee and ensure that the accounts 
are finali sed and adopted by the PSUs within prescribed period. Though the 
concerned administrative departments and officials of the Government were 
appraised quarterl y by the Audit regard ing arrears in fina lisation of accounts, 
no effect ive measures have been taken by the Government and as a result, the 
investment made in these PSUs could not be assessed in audit. 

I. 2.4 Financial position and working re.mlt.'i r~f working PSUs 

The summarised fi nancial results of working PSUs (Government companies 
and Statutory corporations) as per latest ~inalised accounts are given in 
Annexure-2. Besides, statement showing financia l position and working 
results of individual working Statutory corporations for the latest three years 
for which accounts are fi nal ised are given in Annexure-4 and 5 respectively. 

According to latest finalised accounts of 68 working Government companies 
and two working Statutory corporations, 37 companies had incurred an 
aggregate loss of Rs.365.36 .crore, 29 companies and two corporations earned 
an aggregate profit of Rs.100.79 crore and Rs.359.80 crore. One Company 
(Serial Number 14 of Annexure-2) was under implementation and in case of 
one Company (Serial Number 38 of Annexure-2) entire amount of loss is to 
be compensated by State Government. 

I. 2.4. 1 Working Gm•emment companies 

1.2.4. 1. 1 Profit earning worl<ing companie.\· and dil'identl 

Out of 35 working Government companies, which finali sed their accounts for 
2000-0 I by 30 September 200 I, 16 Companies earned an aggregate profit of 
Rs. 75 .70 crore and only six companies (Serial Numbers 20, 24, 26, 27, 41 and 
68 of Annexure-2) declared dividend aggregating to Rs.3.72 crore. The 
dividend as percentage of share capita l in the above six profit making 
companies worked out to 7.68. The remaining I 0 profit making companies 
did not declare any dividend. The total return by way of above dividend of 
Rs3 . 72 crore, worked out to 0.25 per cent in 2000-0 I on total equity 

., Serial numhcr·s I to3, 5, 8 to Ill, 15, 16, 19, 22, 25, 28 to 32, 3.t, 35, 38, .t2 to -'-'• 
511, 5 1, 58, 63, 66 and 67 
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investment of Rs.1498.08 crore by the State Government in all Government 
companies as against 0.76 per cent in the previous year. The State 
Go,·ernment bas not formulated dividend policy for payment of minimum 
dividend. 

Similarly, out of 26 working Government companies, which finalised their 
accounts for previous years by September 200 I, I 0 companies earned an 
aggregate profit of Rs.4.94 crore and only nine companies earned profit for 
two or more successive years. 

1.2.4. 1.2 Loss inwrring working Government companies 

Of the 37 loss incurri ng worki ng Government companies, 25 companies had 
accumulated losses aggregating Rs.2046.33 crore, which exceeded their 
aggregate paid-up capita l of Rs. 748. 17 crore. 

Despite poor performance and complete erosion of paid-up capital, the State 
Government continued to provide fi nancial support to these companies in the 
form of contribution towards equity, further grant of loans, conversion of 
loans into equity, subsidy, etc. According to available information, the total 
financial support so provided by the State Government by way of conversion 
of loan into equity to 15 State Transport Undertakings (Rs. l42.79 crore) and 
subsidy (Rs.88.05 crore) during 2000-0 I to I 0 companies, out of these 37 
companies amounted to Rs.230.84 crore. 

I . 2.4. 2 Working Statu tory corporations 

/ . 2.4. 2. 1 Prt~fit earning S tatutory corporutiml.'l am/ tlil•itleml 

Both the Statutory corporations had finalised their accounts for 1999-2000. 
Tamil Nadu Electricity Board and Tamil Nadu Warehousing Corporation 
earned a protit of Rs.356.25 crore and Rs.3.55 crore respectively. Of them, 
Tamil Nadu Warehousing Corporation alone declared a dividend of Rs.0.76 
crore for the year 1999-2000. 

1. 2. 4. 2. 2 Operational performance r~f" working Statutory corporation ... 

The operational performance of the working Statutory corporations is given in 
Annexu re-6. 

As seen from Annexure-6, though hyde! power generation increased by 22.6 
per cent in 2000-0 I compared to 1999-2000, therma! generation increased by 
just 3.2 per cent during the same period despite an increase of 5. 7 per cent in 
plant load factor. 

6 
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1.2.5 Return 011 capital clnployed 

As per the latest finalised accounts (up to September 200 I), the capital 
emplo~ed • worked out to Rs.7434.14 crore in 68 worki ng companies and total 
return thereon amounted to Rs.258. 13 crore, wh ich is 3.47 per cent as 
compared to total return of Rs.244. 96 crore ( 4.4 per cent) in the previous year 
(accounts finali sed up to September 2000). Similarly, the capital employed 
and total return thereon in case of working Statutory corporations as per the 
latest finalised accounts (up to September 2001) worked out to Rs.9439.53 
crore and Rs.853 . ~ I crore (9.04 per cent) respectively against the total return 
of Rs.757.72 crore (8. 1 pet' cent ) in previous year (accounts finali sed up to 
September 2000). The detai ls of capital employed and total return on capital 
employed in case of working Government companies and Statutory 
corporations are given in Annexure-2. 

1.3.1 Investment in non-working PSU.'i 

As on 31 March 200 I, the total investment in 12 non-working PSUs (all 
Government companies) was Rs.48. 9 1 crore (equity: Rs. l9.27 crore; long
term loans: Rs.29.64 crore) as against total investment of Rs.56.90 crore 
(equity: Rs. l 9.27 crore; long term loans Rs.37.63 crore) in same number of 
non-working PSUs as on 31 March 2000. 

The classification of the non working PSUs was as under: 

(Amount - Ru11ees in uore) 

Sl. Status ufnun- :\urnlwr uf :'iurnbt·r· lll\'l'Stllll'lll 
~ ... wu r·kin:! I'SIJs CUIII(lanit·s .... 

Statutory Com panies Statutur·y curpumt iuns 

rurpura- Et1uity Lun:!-t•:nn E<tuily Lung-trnn 
tiutL"i luaus loans 

(i) trrnlnl i<tuidatiun 2" -- 3.95 13.13 --- ---
(ii) l 'ruh·r· dusur·c , .. - 11.32 6.111 -- - -
(iii) I 'mh·r mn~l'r I < --- ~.(Ill 111.511 --- ---

(i\") Oth<"t'S --- - -- --- -- -
T utal 12 -- 19.27 29.6~ -- ---

• Capital employed represents net fixed assets (including capital "orks-in
progress) PLUS workin~ capital except in finance companies and corporations, 
where it represents a mean of aggre~ate of opening ;md closing balances of paid
till ca11ital, free reset·ves, bonds, deposits and bot-rowings (including retinance). 

• Fo•- calculating total return on capital employed, interest on borrowed funds is 
added to net lll'olit/subtracted from the loss as disclosed in the profi t and loss 
account. 

A Serial Numbers 6 and Ill of Anncxure-2 
n Serial Numbers 1 to 5 and 7 to 9 and 11 of Annexure-2 
c Serial Numbe•- 12 of Annexm-e-2 
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Of the above non-working PSUs, 11 Government companies ~ere under 
liquidation or closure under Section 560 of the Companies Act, 1956 for three 
to 12 years and substantial investment ofRs.34.41 crore was involved in these 
companies. Effective steps need to be taken for their expeditious liquidation 
or revival. 

The investment (equity and long term loans) in various sectors and percentage 
thereof at the end of 31 March 2001 and 20(>0 are indicated below in the pie 
charts. 

SECTOR-WISE INVESTMENT IN NON-WORKING COMPANIES 

11.49 
(23°/o) 

11.49 
(20%) 

18.48 
(38"/o) 

Total Investment: Rs.48.91 crore 

2000-01 
(Rupees in crore) 

!• Industry • Othen 0 Acricultlare 0 Transport I 

(46"/o) 

Totai In\ estment: Rs.56.90 crore 

1999-2000 
(Rupees in crore) 

8 

0.33 

O.JJ. 

18.61 
(38%) 

18.60 
(33%) 
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Chapter I- (h•en•iew of Gm·emmeut c:ompauie.\· ami Statutory c:orporatitm.\ 

1.3.2 Budgetary outgo, grant/suhsitly, guarantees, waiver of due.\· am/ 
con version of ltutn.\' into et[U ity 

The State Government had not extended any budgetary support to these non
working companies during the year ended :1 I 1arch 200 I. 

1.3.3 Tow/ establishment e.v:pentliture t~{Jum-wor/,ing PSUs 

The year-wise details of total establishment expenditure of non-working PSUs 
and the sources of tinancing them during the last three years up to 2000-0 I are 
given below: 

(A mount - Rupees in crorc) 

y,.,.,. ;\u uf Tutal Finan•·•·d h) 
I'Sl's ··•l:ahli•h-

nu·nl rl- l>ispu•;ol l ~uaus (;u\'l'l'llllll'lll hy way uf OIIH'rs 

p<•tulihor·•· uf inn·••- frum 
IIH'nl/ pri\ ah• I.Atans <:ranis 

:a1'\.'\t.•ls p:u1ics 

Gm'<' t' totnt·nl 
,·umpanit·' 

19911-99 Ill. 2.75 2.5X --- 5.25 --- ---
1999-2111HI Ill. 1.511 1.31 - 11.16 --- --

2111111-111 111• 11.61 11.111 --- --- -- --

1.3. 4 Finali.wttioll t~{ accounts by non-worl,ing PSU.'i 

The accounts of seven non-working companies were in arrears for periods 
ranging from one year to I I years as on 30 September 200 I as could be 
noticed from Annexure-2. 

1.3. 5 Financial position anti worl<ing results l~{ non-working PSUs 

The summari sed financial results of non-working Government companies as 
per latest finalised accounts are given in Annexure-2. 

The details of paid-up capital, net wo r1h, cash loss/cash profit and 
accumulated loss/accumulated profit of non-working PSUs as per their latest 
finalised accounts are given below: 

(Amount- Rupees in crore) 

Yc:u· Paid-up Net worth Cash loss (-) I Accumuhatellloss (-)I 
capital Cash profit(+) accumulated profit (+) 

I lJX'J-<JII 0.33 (-)11. 10 ( + )0.002 (-)1.11 

I lJlJ2-'J3 2.07 I.()() --- (-)0.-Hl 

I'J%-lJ7 --- 0. ()O ( + )tl.J(, ( + )0.60 

I lJlJR-lJ'J 0.37 (-}2.07 (-)0.0() (-)2.-l.t 

I lJlJlJ-2000 7.5-t (-)79.2R (-)13.29 (-)K6.R2 

+ Information in respect of two companies "ere not anailablc. 



Audit Report (Commercial) for tlte year ended 3 I Murch 2()()] 

Year Paid-up Net worth Cash loss (-) I Accumulated loss(-) I 
capital Cash profit(+) accumulated prufit (+) 

2000-0 1 X.% (-)7. 12 (-)-U2 (-} ICi .Ol) 

Total 19 .. 27 (-)86.31 (-) 17.31 (-)W6A8 

(Note: Net wm·th, cash loss/profit and accumulated 11rofit / loss calculated as per last 
certified accounts. ScYcn non-working PS Us have not finalised their accounts for one to 
1 I ~·cars as indicated in Anncxurc-2) 

1.4 .. Status of placement of S~r>arate AuditR~po[ts of.Statutory 
corporations in Le islattirc :... . .. 

The following table indicates the status of placement of various Separate 
Audit Reports (SAR) on the accounts of Statuto1y corporations issued by the 
CAG of India in the Legislature by the Government. 

Sl. 
\ u. 

I. 

2. 

:"alii!' uf Slalulu•·y ( 'ul")llll'atiun 

T amil 1\(:ulu Eh·t·tl'il'ity Bu:ll'll 

T amil ,'\aclu \\':u·c·hut1Sill2 
('uqwrac iuu 

\'t·:u·s II J>I u \'t·:u·• liu· 1\hkh S.\ lts nul Jllan·<l in L•·:!i• lalul'l' 
whkh )>,\Rs 
rla··~ !l ill 
Lt·l!isla111n· 

J999-211fltl 

1999-2111111 

\\·:u· uf Dah• uf issm· Rt·a""" ful' •I<· Ia) 
S.\lt tu th~ in pl:ll'~m·nt i11 

211tiii-CII 

2111111-111 

c;.,,·~•·nmcnt Lc·l!isl:~tu•·~ 

. \,·,·uunts nut 
tinaliw<l 

\t-.:t mnts nut 
tiualist·<l 

1.5 Disinvestment, privatisatfon and restructuring ofPublic 
Sector Unuertakings .. ::::: ... -.-. .. ·w.· ............... · .. ·.··· . : : ....... . 

The Government decided ( lay 1997) to amalgamate the then existing 21 
State Transp011 Unde11akings (STUs) into seven STUs for operational 
convenience and economical viability As a sequel to the above decision 
during the year 2000-0 I, two STUs have been merged with the sister STUs 
(Serial Number 44 and 46 of Annexure- I). 

1.6 Results of~udhhy C6iliph·o1Jer andAuditor: General ot'lndia I 

During the period from October 2000 to September 200 I, the audit of 
accounts of 59 Government companies (working 54 and non-working five) 
and two working StatutOJ)' corporations \\Cre selected for review As a result 
of the observations made by CAG, two companies and one Corporation 
revised their accounts. 
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Clwpter 1- (h•eniew of Government <.'OIIIJUIIIies and Statutory c:orporatimt.\' 

SI.No. Name of the Company Year of Accounts 

I. Tamil Nadu Urhan finance and lnfrast ructu re 2000-0 I 
De' clopment Corporation Limited 

2. Anasu Ruhher Curpuration Limited 2UUU-U I 

3. Tamil Nadu Electricity Board IIJIJIJ-21HHI 

In addition, the net impact ofthe impot1ant audit observations as a result ofthe 
review of the remaining PSUs were as follows: 

Sl. 
:-; ... 

(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(I\') 

(\) 

(\'I) 

lnl'rl'a'"' in rmlit 

l),.,.,.,.as t· i11 rnolit 

lnt·r·t.·aM· in lu'' 
Dt•t-rt•ast· in Ius' 

Er..-ur-suf 
da,sifh'atiun 

Xom-tlisd u,un· uf 
malt,·i:oll\rt·ts 

X umht·r· uf uccutr11ls 

(;ot\'t'l'llllll'lll 
,·,uuranit·s 

\\"ul'l; inl! '\om-
wu•·kiu~ 

Staulul')' 
l'UI"(lUnl

liunS 

llUJll't'S irr lakh 

c;,., ,.,. .. m .. nt 

' '"mll:lnh•s 

\\'ul"kiu:! :'\un· 
wur·kin:! 

.uu 

2Hl.H9 

Statuto II'~ 
l'\11"(1111~1-

liurL• 

3-'1\-1.7 1 

Some of the major errors and omissions noti ced in the course of review of 
annual accounts of some of the above companies and corporations are 
mentioned below: 

1. 6. 1 Error.o; and omissions noticed in case f~{ Government companie.\· 

-
St. Xamt· uf ( 'uriiJl:IIIY Yt·ar o f ErTo' r-s/Omissio IllS .\rrruunt 

'" ;UTUUI1fS ( I(UJll'l'> ill 
\' l"lll'l'S) 

I. Tamil .'\':ulu I r·hau Finam·t· 2111111-tll (), t•r-stall'llll'lll u f asst·ls :uul liabilili•·s 2.H2 
anol lnfi'L'II'IIl' llll '~ rim· lu al·t·uunlinl! ufC:m·~rrum·rrl 
u .. , l'lurmt·lll C 'ur·r •tr'tl iull l! '~"" ,.,.,·l'ind alh·r 3 1 :\lardr211111 
Limitt·tl 

2. Tamil X:ulu E:\-Sl' l'\ in·men's 1999-2111MJ (h er-,. tal~ll ll'nl uf rr·ulil IIIII' '" 111111- 11.33 
( 'uq lur·atiun Limih·ol rrm b iuu lior· liahilil) lu\\':ti'IIS ~l' l'\ in· 

Ia~ 

J . Tamil .'\':ulu ( 't•nu·lll ' l 99\l-211tHI ;\uii- Jll'" ' biuu uf l!l':rluil ) liahilit~ :L' --
C 'u rr., r:o tiuns Limitt·tl Jll'r· tlu· l'l'tluin•mt·nls uf .\t'l'ull nting 

Starulanl- 15 

-'· Tamil ;\arlu ( 't'llll' llls 1999-211110 l ' nch•r-slaii'IIU'III uf Ius.• tim· lu 111111- 1.1\3 
Cou·rur~oliull Limih·tl I"''" isiun fur lia bility towards Sl'l'\'in· 

tax 

I. 6. 2 Errors am/ omissions noticed in case f~{Statutory Corporation 

Errors and omissions noticed in case or Tami l Nadu Electricity Board on the 
accounts for the year 1999-2000. 

II 
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SI.No. Error/Om ission Amount 
( Ru11ees in crore) 

I. E~n·ss pro\'isiun of unhilled re\'enue 3~. ')') 

2. Short computation of arrears to he collected from 13.S5 
custumers 

3. Inclusion of obsolete and non-mo\'ing stores and stocl~s 7.19 

.t. Short proYisiun of interest pa~ a h ie on secu rit~· deposit 3.05 
from COIISUillers 

5. Nun-provision of depreciation on compktcd ci,·il " orl•s 2.(.-t 

(i, Inclusion of pension as loans and adY:IIIces in!ltead of 2A~ 

charging it to revenue account 

7. Nun-inclusion of recover~ tuwards e:\cess concession 5.0(i 
allo" ec.J in earlier years 

1.6.2. 1 Audit assessment f~{'tlle worlcing results of Tamil Nadu Electricity 
Board 

Based on the audit assessment of the working resu lts of the Tamil adu 
Electricity Board for the three years up to 2000-0 I and taking into 
considera tion the major irregul arities and omiss ions pointed out in the 
Separate Audit Reports on the annual accounts and not taking into account the 
subsidy/subventions receivable fro m the State Government, the net 
surplus/deficit, percentage of return on capital employed, capital invested wil l 
be as under. 

(Amount - Rupees in crure) 

S l. Particulars 1 99~-9') 1999-201111 2000-01 
No ( P roYisi on al) 

I. Net surplus/(-) deficit as per hool<s of 33.t.9.t 356.25 (-) 1095.92 
accounts 

2. Suhsid~ frum the State Government 11176.22 1776.39 2511.110 

3. Net suq1lus/(-) deficit hefore subsidy (-)7-t 1.28 (-) U20.U (-) IJ.t5. 92 
from the State Government ( 1-2) 

.t. Net increase/decrease in net surplus/(-) (-)7(i.50 (-)3.t.65 N.A . 
deficit un account of audit comments 
on the annual accounts 

5. Net surph1ll/ (-) c.Jcl'icit after takin g in to (-)~ 17.78 (-) l.t5.t. 79 N.A. 
account the impact of audit comments 
hut hefore suhsic.Jy from the State 
Go,·e rnment (3-.t) 

6. Total return on capital em ployed 753. 16 ~.t9.99 (-)5-t 7.3-t 

7. Percentage of total return lUI capital 8.1 9.11 --
elll lllo~ ed 

During the year 1999-2000, net surplus increased marginally by Rs.21 .31 
crore though subsidy from Government increased by Rs.700. 17 crore. This 
was mainly due to steep increase in revenue expenditure by Rs. 1346.30 crore 
as compared to the increase in revenue of Rs.790.95 crore only. 
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Chapter I- OvervieiV of Government c:omptmies am/ .S'tatutory c:orporatimrs 

/ . 6.3 Persistent irregularities and .\ystem deficiencies in .financialllutffers 
of PSUs 

The following persistent irregularities and system deficiencies in the financial 
matters of PSUs had been repeatedly pointed out during the course of audit of 
their accounts but no corrective action has been taken by these PSUs so far 

(i) .\'tatutory Corporation 

Tamil Nadu Electricity Board 

Fixed assets re~i sters have not been maintained at all in four circles and 
improperly mai'Otained in 16 other circles as a result, the correctness of 
amount shown under fixed assets could not be ensured. 

Capital expenditure on completed works had been arrived at based on the 
completion certificates from field engineers and not on the basis of closed 
work orders. 

Negative balances were shown under various schedules in many circles to the 
extent of Rs.72.20 crore, Rs.87.44 crore and Rs.207.93 crore during the three 
years ended on 3 I March 200 I. 

I L7 Recommendations for closure of PSUs J 

Even af1er completion of 16 to 37 years of their existence, the turnover of four 
Government companies (all working companies) have been less than Rs.5 
crore in each of the preceding fi ve years as per latest finalised accounts Of 
these four, one Company had been incurring losses for five consecuti,·e years 
(as per latest finalised accounts) leading to net negative net worth. In view of 
poor turnover and continuous losses, the Government may either improve 
performance of above four Government companies or consider their closure. 

1.8 Response to lnspection Reports, Draft Paragraphs and 
Reviews ···::. 

·.•.• •.•,•.w.w.•.w.•.•., ,·:·:·:·; •.•.••.• 

Audit observations noticed during audit and not settled on the spot · are 
communicated to the head of PSUs and concerned departments of State 
Government through Inspection Reports. The heads of PSUs are required to 
furnish replies to the Inspection Reports through respective heads of 
departments within a period of six weeks. Inspection Reports 1ssued up to 
March 200 I pertai ning to 79 PSUs disclosed that 2583 paragraphs relating to 
708 Inspection Reports remained outstanding at the end of September 200 I. 
Of these 705 Inspection Reports containing 2572 paragraphs had not been 
replied for more than two years. Department-wise break-up of Inspection 
Reports and Audit Observations outstanding as on 30 September 200 I is given 
in Annexure-7. 
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Similarly, draft paragraphs and reviews on the working of PSUs are forwarded 
to the Principal Secretary/Secretary of the administrative department 
concerned demi-official ly seeking confirmation of facts and figures and their 
comments thereon within a period of six weeks. It was, however, observed 
that 14 draft paragraphs and five draft reviews forwarded to the various 
departments during July 2000 to June 200 I as detailed in Annexure-8 had not 
been repl ied to so far. 

It is recommended that (a) the Government should ensure that procedure exi~ts 
for action agai nst the otTtcials who fai led to send rep lies to ·Inspection 
Reports/draft paragraphs/reviews as per the prescribed time schedule, (b) 
action to recover loss/outstanding advances/overpayment in a time bound 
schedule and (c) revamping the system of responding to the audit 
observations. 

1.9 Position of discussion of Audit Reports (Commercial) by the 
Committee on Public Undertakings (COPU) 

The fol lowing table indicates the detail s regarding number of reviews and 
paragraphs pending discussion at the end of 3 I March 200 I. 

Number of reviews and para~raphs Number of reviews/para)!raJihs 
Pe r iod of aJipeared in the Audit Report Jlendinl! for discussion 

Audi t Report 
Re,·iews ParagraJihS Re,·iews Panll!raphs 

1995-% ~ H ~ 21 

19%-91 5 H 5 2~ 

1991-98 5 211 5 211 

1998-99 (j 23 (j 23 

1999-2111111 ~ 2~ ~ H 

1.10 ·6J 9-''B Companies I 

There were three companies coming under Section 619-8 of the Companies 
Act, 1956. Annexure-9 indicates the details of paid-up capital, investment by 
way of equity, loans and grants and summarised working results of these 
companies based on their latest available accounts. 

Tamil Nadu Newsprint and Papers Limited earned profit of Rs.76.43 crore in 
2000-0 I against Rs. l8.4 1 crore in 1999-2000 and declared a dividend of 
Rs.6. 11 crore to the State Govern ment during 2000-0 I. 

Tamil Nadu Telecommunications Limited in which the tate Government had 
no share holding, earned a profit of Rs. 7. I 0 crore in 2000-0 I against Rs.2. 71 
crore in 1999-2000. 

I 
I 



Chupter-11 Reviews relutiug to Government companies 

HIGHLIGHTS 

l'a•nil N~<lu :~ement~==::bo:rp~~t~oh Li~i~~d (Cqr~p~u-y) :~~~.incotpD:rat~d 
ln Fthnrary T97'6 wifu~:the maio objective t<J otanufattti·~ ·pul"chase ~nd 
sal~ of cement. The Company~ which earned profit of Rs.l4.56 crore in 
19.96t91 start~ incuttriug lost~s .siltce .. ~,9,98'"'9~l. ... ;_lnd ac.~l!fl!ulatw loss or 
Rs.39~94 croi~t as on ''31 March= 2001 .h~s compl~tely enxfed the paid-up 
capi~ of~:l7.~9 crore. 

(Paragraph ... 2A.l, 2A.2 and 2A. 6) 

Due to non-implementation of moderniSation Jlrogramme itt AJauguhun 
cement plant, the expenditure of R$..0.38 c.r{)re incurred tow~rds 
cons.~ltaJ1cy ~pd addifH)n~J int~rest b!tr<{en of Rs.J.~ 70 cror~::J.>er annun1 on 
fund$ ra}sed ::=:J>-ecame· nuprodu~thie~ ·== Ftu;tb~r, == tl1ere wa$·'.\mproductive 
investment o{RsA.23 Cl-ore in a·'land unt;fer dispu.te. 

(Paragraph 2A. 7) 

Production loss. in kilns due to contt·ollable factors duJing the last five 
years· ending.$1 Mar.cb 20(){ ngg1·egated t<* 40149=3'''1\>lTs in ,~langulam and 
194651 1Ts jii Ariyalur valued ~t Rs.l08.48 en)~ ·· · 

(Paragraph 2A. 7.3. 1) 

SimiUtrJy, the« was p~ductibn loss iu cement ndlls due to controllable 
facto-rs durin&,the p~ripd und~r review aggreg~tt~ to ?.41395 MTs in 
AJJu•gUJam AJi:tf=l988Q()':MTs In ~rj'ynlut" va:hiw at Rs.239.45 e.-ore. 

(Paragraph 2A. 7.3.2) 

IS 
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h1JP9tt:,:jp~, f.D!t,,. 
·Rsl16.~:40i~f.Sl:ji- \:':>·',,.,,.,, :t:?t@j(£S?t:~;:&tttt:{] 

(Paragraph 2A. 7.4) 

(Paragraph 2A. 7. 5.) 

(Paragraphs 2A.8 and 2A.9) 

Tamil Nadu Cements Corporation Limited (TANCEM) was incorporated in 
February 1976 as a subsidiary of Tamil Nadu Industrial Development 
Corporation Limited (TIDCO) to manage the existing cement factory at 
Alangulam (set up in 1970-71 ). Subsequently, the Company (T ANCEM) 
established one more cement plant at Ariyalur. in Trichy district in 1979, an 
Asbestos Sheet Unit at Alangulam in 1981 , and an Asbestos Pipe Unit at 
Mayanur in 1984. lt also took over ( 1989) the defunct Stoneware Pipe Unit 
located at Yridhachalam from Tamil Nadu Ceramics Limited. During 1994, it 
became a separate Government Company, when the equity shares held by 
TIDCO were transferred in favour of Government. 
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Clwpter-11 Reviews relating to Government companies 

I 2A.Z' .Objectives l 

The main objectives of the Company inter alia, include the following: 

Manu facture, purchase and sale of cement. 

Purchasing, taking on lease or otherwise acquiring the business of 
any cement manufacturing company in India. 

Sale of concrete, asbestos, gypsum, coal, jute, etc. 

The Company in pursuance ofthese objectives apart from maintaining the five 
manufacturing units as stated earlier, has been mining the quarries of 
limestone and clay connected with these factories. 

I 2.6,~3 ,., Orga ni sa tiQnal set -u p·l 

The affairs of the Company are managed by a Board cons1stmg of nine 
directors headed by the Chairman. The Chairman is also the Managing 
Director of the Corporation and is assisted by unit heads. The Committee on 
Public Undertakings (COPU) had recommended that in order to ensure 
continuity and accountabi lity in the management, the • Chairman-cum
Managing Director (CMD) should hold the post for a minimum period of three 
years. During the period under review, it was noticed in audit that out of the 
seven officials, who held the post of CMD, none of the CMDs completed the 
period of three years and two held the post just for six months. The Company 
was thus deprived of leadership on long term basis . 

l 2AA ·Finldi.ng I 

2A. 4. 1 Capital structure 

The authorised share capital of the Company was Rs. 18 crore against which 
the issued and paid,up capital by the Government ofTami l Nadu was Rs. 17.99 
crore as on 3 I March 200 I 

2A.4.2 Borrowings 

The borrowings mobilised by the Company ·by way of loans from financial 
institutions, public deposits, cash credit, etc., which stood at Rs.26.53 crore 
during 1996-97 had increased to Rs.81.1 9 crore in 2000-0 I. The borrowings 
included Rs.14 crore availed from Industrial Development Bank of India 
(March 1998) towards working capital requirements and normal capital 
expenditure. As the repayment of debts were defaulted, the Company had to 
pay Rs.44.17 lakh as penal interest. 
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The performance of the Company's cement plants and asbestos sheet unit was 
last reviewed and included in the Report of the Comptroller and Auditor 
General of lndia (CAG) for the year ended 31 March 1982 (Commercial) and 
asbestos pipe unit was reviewed and included in the Report of CAG 
(Commercial) for the year ended 31 March 1987. The reports were discussed 
by COPU and its recommendations are contained in 3 I st and I 34th Reports 
respectively. The recommendations of COPU have also been examined and 
commented in the review, wherever considered necessary. The present review 
conducted during January to April 200 1 covers the activities of the Company 
for the five year period from 1996-97 to 2000-200 I. 

2A. 6. 1 Financial position 

The Company' s financial position at the end of each of the five years upto 31 
March 2001 are given in Annexure-tO. 

A review of fi nancial position indicated the following: 

(a) The paid-up capital of Rs. 17.99 crore had been eroded by the 
accumulated loss of Rs.39.94 crore at the end of2000-01. 

(b) The reserves and surplus, which touched a peak of Rs.3 1.45 crore 
in 1997-98 was completely wiped out (barring a committed reserve of Rs.IS 
lakh) by the continuous losses incurred during the last three years ending 
2000-0 I amounting to Rs. 72. 11 crore. The accumulated losses of the 
Company was Rs.39.94 crore as on 3 1 March 200 I. 

(c) The net worth became negative during 2000-0 I. 

(d) The borrowings had increased by Rs.54.66 crore in the last fi ve 
years, which was mai nly due to: 

(i) Continuous losses from 1998-99 onwards to finance work ing 
capital needs. 

(ii) Non-recovery of sundry debtors (Rs. 9. 95 crore) for more than three 
years. 

(ii i) Discontinuance of I 00 per cent advance payment by Government 
Departments for supply of cement with effect from 1998-99. 

2A. 6. 2 Working resu Its 

The working results of the Company for the five years up to 3 I March 200 I is 
given in Annexure-It. Analysis of the working results indicated the 
following: 

The Company, which earned net profit of Rs. J 0.20 crore in 1997-98 started 
incurring losses from 1998-99 and the accumulated loss as on 31 March 200 I 
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stood at Rs.39.94 crore (provisional accounts). This loss was mainly 
contributed by: 

(i) Alangulam cement plant (accumulated loss: Rs.56 .55 crore) due to 
non-modernisation ofthe plant, under utilisation of plant ' s capacity and excess 
consumption of power and coal (discussed in Paragraphs 2A.7.1, 2A.7.2 and 
2A.7.5). 

(ii) Asbestos Pipe unit, Mayanur (accumulated loss: Rs. l 1.03 crore) 
incurred unproductive expenditure of Rs.3.99 crore due to stoppage of 
production from February 2000 onwards {discussed in Paragraph 2A. 9). 

(iii) Stoneware pipe unit (accumulated loss:Rs.1.72 crore) whose 
capacity utili sation was very low due to lack of orders (discussed in Paragraph 
2A.l 0). 

(iv) Cessation of trading activity in cement from 1998-99, which was 
hitherto contributing substantially towards profit ofthe Company. 

The Company has got two cement plants one at Alangulam and the other at 
Ariyalur. The cement plant at Alangulam adopts "wet process" for production 
whereas Ariyalur plant adopts "dry process". The stages involved in both the 
processes are: 

Crushing the limestone quarried from mines, feeding crushed 
limestone into kilns for clinkerisation, grinding clinkers to get cement by 
adding gypsum and fly ash. 

ln the wet process crushed limestone is mixed with water to get 
slurry, which is then fed into kilns, whereas in the dry process no water is 
used. 

Whi le most of the wet process plants had gone in for conversion to dry process 
in view of considerable savings in the fuel and power cost (estimated to be 
around 52 per cent of total cost of production), the Company's proposal 
(March 1993) to modernise its Alangulam plant at an estimated cost of Rs 139 
crore was not approved by the State Government. The Company's subsequent 
proposal (August 1996) was cleared by the Government in July 1997 at an 
estimated cost of Rs 20 I crore. As the Company could not mobilise the funds 
either from the Government or from the financial institutions the project could 
not be implemented. In the meantime, an expenditure of Rs 38.46 lakh 
incurred towards project consultancy and other charges became unproductive. 
Further, the public deposit of Rs. l3 .56 crore raised during 1996-97 for funding 
the project partly was wiped out due to heavy cash losses suffered by the 
Company, which resulted in additional interest burden of Rs. 1.70 crore per 
annum. 
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2A. 7. 1 Limestone mining 

Limestone is the basic raw materi al for manufactu re of cement Hence, 
availability of good quality limestone is required to be ensured While the 
mining reserves under the lease ( 122 1.70 hectares) in Alangulam are estimated 
to last fo r fo rty years, in Ariya lur the same (2465 03 acres) would last for 24 
years. The Company deposited ( ovember 1996 to December 1999) Rs.4.23 
crore for acquiring mi ning rights in respect of 1114 16 acres of land in 
Ariyalur. P01tion of this land has been acquired by other cement 
manufacturers and are under di spute as such these could not be exploited. 
Consequently, the investment of Rs.4.23 crore became un producti ve. 

The requirement of crushed limestone to achieve the install ed capacity of 
cement mi lls at Alangulam and Ari yalur was 6 lakh tonnes and 8. 71 lakh 
tonnes respect ively As against this, actual quantity of li mestone raised during 
the period under review, are detailed below: 

Year Alan~ulam (MTs) A r iyalur (MTs) 

1996-97 296899 625768 

1997-98 189222 72.t662 

1998-99 35851 6 8 1.t566 

1999-211011 2-tl%8 7.tll~2 

211011-11 I (Provisional) 2111668 6.t3.t2H 

The shortfall in mining of limestone in Alangulam was due to existence of 
high over burden content and non-avai lability of quality limestone deposits. 
In view of this, the Company engaged (March 1994) National Council for 
Building Materials (NCBM) for preparation of Computer Aided Mine Plan 
(CAMP) for carrying out survey, geological mapping and monitoring of 
exploration work of plant' s mines. Though an amount of Rs 16. 13 lakh had 
been spent as early as in 1995, NCBM had not given any report so far (March 
200 I ), defeating the very purpose of engaging the consultant. 

2A. 7. 2 Production of cement 

2A. 7. 2. 1 Capacity utili.mtion 

As against the insta lled capacity of 4 lakh MTs and 5 lakh MTs per annum at 
Alangulam and Ari yalur plants respecti vely, the details of actual capacity 
utili sation during the last fi ve years are given below: 

Alanj.,'llla m A ri ~·alur 

Year Capacit~ (.t bLI<h MTs) Capaci t~ (5 lakh MTs) 

Prod uction (MTs) Percentage of P roduction (MTs) Percen tage of 
ut ilisation u tilisation 

1996-97 22659-t 57 .t62596 93 

1997-98 2.t6725 62 53868-t ](18 

1998-99 3011378 75 .t87 106 97 

1999-2000 285558 71 .t.tS9 13 89 

2tiiiii-O I 302-t% 76 .tS95.t5 n 
(P rovisional) 
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From the above, it could be seen that the capacity utilisation of Alangulam 
plant was poor and the maximum utilisation was 76 per cent only The m~in 
reasons for the poor capacity utilisation of Alangulam plant were poor gualtty 
of limestone and poor operation of supporting mills as discus .ed 1n the 
succeeding paragraphs. 

2A. 7.3 Per./(Jrnumce of l<ilns and cement mill.'i 

2A. 7.3. 1 Performance f~( Kilns 

The performance of the kilns and cement mills at the two plants during the last 
five years is given in Annexure-12. From the Annexure, it could be seen that 
the production loss in ki lns due to controllable factors (mechanical and 
electrical repairs, brick fixing, Electro Static Precipitator (E P) failure, 
stoppage due to non-adoption of pollution control norms, etc., ) during the last 
five years aggregated to 401493 MTs in Alangulam and 194657 MTs in 
Ariyalur valued at Rs. 1 08 48 crore. 

Further analysis of idle hours in kilns due to controllab le factors revealed the 
following: 

( I) Alangulam and Ariya lu r plants lost 967 1 hours due to electrical 
and mechanical breakdowns and frequent brick fixing, etc., in excess of 
normal maintenance hours during the period from 1996-97 to 2000-0 I. The 
total production loss of clinker worked out to 263926 MTs valued at Rs.48.90 
crore (Aiangulam 20 1050 MTs va lued at Rs.40.60 crore and Ariyalur 62876 
MTs valued at Rs.8.30 crore). 

(2) ln Alangulam plant, the Electrostatic Precipitator of Kiln-! caught 
fire (October 1997) due to excess firing of coal in the kiln by unskilled 
labourers. Consequently, Kiln-1 could not be operated from October 1997 to 
January 1998 resulting in loss of 282 1 hours corresponding to a production 
loss of 74051 MTs of clinker valued at Rs.16. 99 crore. 

(3) Alan,gulam plant had to stop the production in April and May 1997 
for 3250 hours to implement pollution control norms as per emission levels, 
which resu lted in production loss of853 13 MTs valued at Rs 19.57 crore 

(4) The poor utilisation of the kiln at Alangulam plant during the three 
years ending 1998-99 resulted in stoppage of cement mill for 1777 hours due 
to shortage of clinker with production loss of 46647 MTs valued at Rs. l 0.55 
crore. 

Despite the COPU' s earlier recommendations (31 st Report in April 1986) that 
the Company should not suffer production loss for want of coal, it was noticed 
that Alangulam and Ariyalur plants had lost 8185 hours (production lo s 
2 14856 MTs of clinker va lued at Rs.40.93 crore) and 3650 hours (114063 
MTs of clinker valued at Rs.14 .98 crore) respectively for want of coal during 
the period under review. 

2A. 7.3.2 Performance f~{ cement mills 

From Annexure-12, it could be seen that the production loss in cement mills 
due to controllable factors like mechanical and electrical repairs, want of 
clinker, etc., during the last fi ve years aggregated to 94 1395 MTs 111 

Alangulam and 198800 MTs in Ariyalur valued at Rs.239 45 crore. 
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Audit analysis of hours lost due to controllable factors in the cement mills 
revealed the fo llowing: 

(I) Alangulam and Ariyalur plants lost 4499 hours due to electrical 
and mechanical break downs during the period under review besides losing 
69 14 hours on maintenance in excess ofthe normal maintenance hours, which 
resulted in loss of production of 479105 MTs valued at Rs. l 00.59 crore (this 
includes production loss of 242080 MTs valued at Rs.52.68 crore due to 
maintenance hours uti lised in excess of normal maintenance hours) . 

(2) As agai nst the rated output of 35 MTs and 80 MTs per hour in 
Alangulam and Ariyalur plants respectively, the actual out put was 26.27 to 
28.62 MTs and 68.03 to 81 .06 MTs during the five years ended 3 1 March 
200 I. Due to this lower out put, the two plant lost 377104 MTs and 152302 
MTs of production valued at Rs.92.29 crore during this period. 

2A. 7. 4 Cost r~f production and prr~fitahility 

The cost of production. variable cost, contribution. break-even point, etc .. of 
the two cement plants during the past five years are gi ven Annexure-13. 

From Annexure-13, it could be seen that the cost of production at Alangulam 
was always higher compared to Ariyalur and this was mainly due to non
modernisation of the plant as discussed in Paragraph 2A 7.1. Funher, the 
break even production was more than I 00 per cent of the plant ' s capacity in 
the last four years in Alangulam and last two years in Ariyalur indicating 
unviability ofthe plants. 

(i) It was also observed in audit that the sale of Pozzalanic Portland 
Cement (PPC) was more advantageous than the sale of Ordinary Portland 
Cement (OPC) in view of (I) high cost of production of OPC (2) better 
contribution from PPC and (3) sale of PPC was to stockist's market against 
advance payment, when compared to sale of OPC to Government Departments 
on credit Despite this, the Company did not produce the budgeted quantity of 
PPC resulting in loss of additional contribution to the extent of Rs. ll .89 crore 
during the fi ve years ended 3 I March 200 I. Reasons of non-production of 
PPC were not available. 

(ii) The Alangulam plant planned to produce "Super Star" cement (which 
had a ready market) by substituting clinker with cheaper slag to the extent of 
60000 MTs per annum as this would bring down the cost of production of 
cement by Rs.454 per MT. It was, however, noticed in audit that the plant did 
not use the envisaged quantity of slag, which resulted in foregoing savings to 
the extent of Rs .8. 1 0 crore during the three years ended 31 March 2000. 

2A. 7. 5 Consumption offu el in the plants 

Power and coal are the two main components of cost in cement production and 
an} cost reduction measure achieved in these components would minimise 
production cost. The details of norms fixed for consumption of power and 
coal, actual consumption and excess consumption are indicated in Annexures-
14 and 15, respectively. 
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(a) Power 
From the Annexure-1 4, it could be seen that the actual power consumption 
was hiuher than the norms fixed by the Company in both the plants resulting 
in an ~xtra expenditure of Rs.5.62 crore (Rs.2.84 crore in Alangulam and 
Rs.2.78 crore in Ariyalur) during fou r years up to 1999-2000. Further, 
Alangulam plant paid a penalty of Rs. 1.48 crore during the period under 
review due to having its supply through II KV A in place of 33 K Y A 
transformer as required by the terms and conditions of supply prescribed by 
the Tamil Nadu Electricity Board (TNEB) for consumers having sanctioned 
demand exceeding 5000 KYA. 

(b) Coal 

It may be seen from Annexure-15 that as against the specific heat 
consumption of 1500 Kcal/Kg and 950 Kcal/Kg for clinker production in 
Alangulam and Ariyalur plants respectively, the actual consumption was far in 
excess during the three years up to 1998-99 in Alangulam and during one year 
( 1996-97) in Ariyalur plant resulting in excess consumption of coal (to 
produce the extra heat) valued at Rs.9.88 crore. 

As a cost reduction measure, the Company proposed (May 1997) to use 
imported coal as fuel instead of indigenous coal. Even though the 
Government gave administrative approval for import of coal in 1998 itself, the 
Company could not import coal due to non-final isation of tenders . lt was 
estimated by the Company that usage of imported coal would result in a 
savings of Rs.16.40 crore per annum . It is pertinent to point out that out of 
II cement plants in Tamil Nadu except these two plants al l the other nine 
plants are using imported coal. The Company also did not explore the 
possibi lity of procuring cheaper coal indigenously or substitute fuel with a 
view to reduce the costs. 

2A. 7. 6 Pollution control 

Cement industry being a heavily polluting one is being closely monitored by 
the Tamil Nadu Pollution Control Board (TNPCB). lt was observed (June 
2000) by TNPCB that Alangulam plant has exceeded the permitted outlet dust 
emission and suggested corrective action, which is yet to be complied with by 
the plant (March 2001). ln respect of Ariyalur plant, TN PCB directed to 
implement various po ll ution control measures like (a) continuous monitoring 
stations in major pol luting chimneys (b) installation of po llution free fl y ash 
system in cement mi ll (c) revamping of gas condition towers at raw mill and 
(d) construction of oxidation pond to treat sewerage water but the plant is yet 
to act on these directives (March 200 I). 

2A. 7. 7 Marketing of cement 

2A. 7. 7. 1 Sales performance 

The details of installed capacity, target and actual sales of both the cement 
plants for the last ft ve years up to 3 I March 200 I are given below: 
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1996-97 

1997 911 

19911-99 

1999-2tttHI 

2flfJU-ftl 
( l'n" biunal) 

In stalled capacitY: 9 lal•h MTs per a nnum 

Taq~ctcd ~ale• l'cn·entaj!<' uftarj!<•t•·tl .\1·tual •ales 
sales lu install••tl ca padly 

79StHIII IIX.JJ 611111157 

lllllltHIII 119.71 711365 1 

IIH51Httl 911.33 

11771Hltt 7396116 

7119fH itt 117.66 7571-t l 

(In MTs) 

l'•·rnnlal!l' uf 
a .-tuals sales lu 
tarect 

116.65 

96.99 

95.96 

From the above table, it wou ld be seen that sales targets were fixed at lower 
levels than the installed capacity (9 lakh MTs per annum) and the same 
ranged from 87.66 to 98.33 per cent of the installed capacity during the last 
ft ve years ended 31 March 200 I. Even these lower targets could not be 
achieved by the Company in any of these five years. Further, the Company 
was forced to supply cement to Government Departments at the lowest 
tendered rates from 1998-99 due to withdrawal of purcha e preference from 
that year and this brought down the per tonne sales realisation and contribution 
from 1998-99. The Company, instead of increasing its sa les to overcome the 
effect of purchase preference withdrawal , actually reduced the targeted sales 
from 885000 MTs per annum in 1998-99 to 789000 ITs per annum in 
2000-0 I. The actual sales also declined from 778241 MTs in 1998-99 to 
75714 1 MTs in 2000-01 resulting in under absorption of ftxed costs and 
consequent losses. 

2A. 7. 7. 2 Sale of additional quantities at lower rates 

(i) As per the terms of Government Order (February 1997), the 
Company was to· supply to the District Rural Development Agency (DRDA) 
only up to 50 per cent of the tendered quantity by matching the lowest rates 
offered and remaining quantity at the rates fixed by the Company for supply to 
other Government Departments. It was however, noticed that the Company 
supplied quantities in excess of 50 per cent at lowest tendered rates (due to 
the failure of other producers to supply the quantities ordered on them by 
DRDA) instead of at rates fixed by the Company for Government supplies 
resulting in a loss of Rs.2 92 crore during the three years ended with 3 I March 
2001 . 

(ii) Similarly, the Company quoted (August 2000) Rs. l 15 per bag for 
supply of 500 tonnes of cement to Neyveli Lignite Corporation but supplied 
15000 tonnes at this rate. As the tendered rates for the above supply was 
unreasonably low compared to the lowest supply rate of Rs. 125 per bag 
prevai ling during that period, the excess supply of cement over and above the 
tendered quantity resulted in loss of revenue of Rs.29 lakh. 

2A. 7. 8 Sales 

(a) Undue benefit to traders 

From 1998-99 onwards, the Company devised a system of supply of cement to 
bulk consumers directly at rates less than that of stockists (trading orders) . 
However, it was noticed that stockists were also allowed to lift cement at 
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bulk order rates, though they were not eligible as per the original scheme and 
this resulted in revenue loss of Rs.81 .26 lakh to the Company during the three 
years ended 3 I March 200 I . 

(b) Non-recovery of additional packing cost 

Though the Company supplied cement only in HOPE bags in Tamil Nadu, its 
supplies to Kerala traders were made in paper bags at their request involving 
additional cost of Rs.6.26 to Rs. 7.25 per bag. As the Company did not recover 
the entire additional cost from the purchaser, it had to lose Rs. 1.36 crore on 
supply of cement in paper bags (28.92 lakh bags) during the period from 
I 996-97 to 2000-0 I . 

(c) Non-adoption of revised rate for supply of cement 

The terms and conditions of supply of cement stipulated that prices prevailing 
at the time of delivery wou ld be charged to consumers. But a test check of 
records at Alangulam plant for the year 2000-0 I revealed that 24662 tonnes of 
cement were sold at pre-revised rates instead of the revised rates prevailing at 
the time of delivery resulting in a loss of Rs.25.73 lakh. It is pertinent to 
mention here that when there was a fall in price, the Company supplied at the 
revised reduced rates during thi s period. 

I2A.8 Asbestos Sheet .~nit, Alang:ul1}ffll 

The unit was set up (October 198 1) at Alangulam near the cement factory of 
the Company at a capital cost of Rs.2.59 crore. 

2A. 8.1 Capacity utilisation and production performance 

(i) The details of capacity utilisation, production performance and 
profitability of the unit during the last five years ended with 31 March 200 I 
are furnished in Annexure-16. 

From the details furnished in Annexure-16, it could be seen that against 
installed capacity of 36000 MTs per annum of the plant, the capacity fixed by 
the Company was 30000 MTs per annum. Considering the fact that the 
Company was very much aware of the demand supply gap in AC sheet market 
(Apri l 1997) fixation of low targeted capacity lacked justification. As against 
the reduced capacity of 30000 MTs, the actual performance was between 74 
and 9 1 per cent during last five years ended 31 March 2001. 

(ii) During the period from 1996-97 to 2000-0 I, out of 36942 productive 
hours available, the unit lost 3625 hours due to controllable factors like 
mechanical and electrical breakdown, process stoppage, power failure, want of 
fly ash, etc., resulting in production loss of 13775 MTs valued at Rs.9.43 
crore. 

(iii) Though the unit earned profit of Rs.5. 12 crore during 1996-97 and 
1997-98 it subsequently incurred loss of Rs. 1.45 crore in the next three years 
up to 2000-0 I due to increase in cost of production and decrease in sales 
reali sation. The abnormal loss during 1998-99 was due to the strike by the 
workers, which parafysed the production of the unit for about a month. It was 
observed that during this period, Company ' s traders switched over to other 
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brands and further, as many as 13 new units started producing AC sheets and 
sold their products at very low rates due to new industries concessions such as 
sales tax exemption enjoyed by these units 

Further, it was observed that: 

(i) ln order to reduce the consumption of costli er cement in the production 
of AC sheets, the unit started substituting a portion of cement with cheaper fl y 
ash from the year 1993 . The usage of fly ash reduced cost of production, but 
increased the initial setting time of sheets by about four hours necessitating 
usage of more templates in which the sheets are set. Though the unit 
estimated that an additional 200 templates costing about Rs. 18 lakh wou ld 
have been sufficient to compensate the production loss due to extra setting 
time, it did not procure them, which resulted in a minimum annual production 
loss of 1500 ITs valued at Rs 97.23 lakh The unit confirmed this loss. 

(v) As per the production norms for AC sheets, the raw material mix of 
fibre, cement and fly ash in the ratio of 8 5, 42.5 and 25 per cent respectively 
would yield out put of I 00 per cent after adding water to an extent of 24 pet· 
cent. However, it was noticed that this output ratio was not achieved in the 
three years under review resulting in production loss of 1466 ITs valued at 
Rs. 98 lakh. The Company attributed the reasons such as operational 
variations and stoppage/breakdown of plant fo r shortfall in production The 
reply is not tenable as the output norms have been fixed after taking into 
consideration al l these factors. 

I 2A.9 Asbestos Pipe Unit, M,ayanur J 

The asbestos pipe plant was set up in 1984 as a unit of the Company at 
Mayanur (near Karur) at a capital cost of Rs.9.45 crore and it commenced 
production in the same year with an installed capacity of 36000 MTs per 
annum . 

2A. 9. I Capacity utilisation and production performance 

The details in respect of capacity utili sation, production performance and 
profitability of the unit for the last fi ve years ended with 3 1 March 200 I are 
furnished in Annexure-1 7 

(i) From the Annexure, it could be seen that the capacity utilisation sta rted 
declining from 1998-99 onwards and the unit was forced to top production 
from February 2000 onwards due to lack of orders from Tamil adu Water 
Supply and Drainage Board (TW AD), which started awarding orders on 
turnkey basis shifting its product preference to PVC and pre-stres ed concrete 
pipes Consequently, the unit, which earned profit of Rs.3.56 crore du ring the 
two years up to 1997-98 had incurred loss of Rs. 14.59 crore during the 
subsequent three years. Further, due to stoppage of production from February 
2000, the unit paid idle wages of Rs 3 33 crore, Rs 43 95 lakh as 
administrative overheads and Rs 21 .66 lakh as minimum power charges 
during 2000-0 I. 

lt was further observed that 
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(ii) As per the technical norms for production of pipes, each tonne of 
output (pipes) should comprise input of cement, fibre and gain in weight in the 
ratio of 79 5:12.5:8. However, the norm prescribed for gain in weight (8 per 
cent) was not achieved in any of the years resulting in production loss of 4552 
MTs valued at Rs.6.12 crore. The Company attributed the reasons for 
shortfa ll in gain due to ban on import of blue fibre, which was earlier used 
The reply is not tenable as the norm fixed for gain in weight while using blue 
fibre was 18 per cent, which was scaled down to 8 per cent for use of other 
fibres . 

(iii) During the period under review, out of the available 36000 hours for 
production, the unit could utilise only 15977 hours leading to 20023 idle 
hours. Out of this, 4336 hours were lost due to avoidable causes like 
mechanical and electrical breakdowns, power failure, process stoppage, etc., 
with consequent production loss of 15176 MTs valued at Rs.21 .36 crore. It is 
pertinent to mention here that though the unit had three DG sets sufficient to 
take care of entire production in case of power cut, the unit lost 123 hours due 
to power cut with production loss of 43 I MTs. 

(iv) The production of pressure pipes involves use of " mandrels" around 
which pipes are produced as thin layers. As the unit failed to keep sufficient 
quantity of mandrels of popular sizes, it was forced to produce 1650.7 MTs 
(va lue: Rs.2.03 crore) pipes of sizes not ordered (cal led combination sizes) 
and these were lying in stock fo r more than three years lt is pertinent to 
mention that the COPU in their 1341

h Report (April 1993) recommended to 
take immediate action to liquidate the inventory The Company informed 
(January 1994) the Committee that the unit had changed over the system of 
manufacturing pipes after obtaining order. However, from the above facts it is 
evident that it had not changed over the system and piled up stock of pipes not 
ordered worth Rs.2.03 crore as on 31 March 200 I. 

. 
(v) The consumption of power for production of pipes was in excess of 
norms in all the four years up to 1999-2000 resulting in an extra expenditure 
of Rs. 70 44 lakh. It was replied that the excess consumption of power was 
due to production of smaller dia pipes in 1996-97 and 1997-98 and due to 
frequent power fai lures in 1998-99 and 1999-2000. As the norms for 
consumption of power was fixed for production of pipes of all sizes, the reply 
of the Company that the excess consumption of power was due to production 
of smaller dia pipes is not acceptable. 

2A. 9. 2 Pay m ent t~f Canafi.,·ing!Selling agents commis.\·ion 

It was observed that the unit sought the services of canalising agents for 
procurement of orders and recovery of payments even from Government 
departments, viz., TWAD Board and Kerala Water Authority (KWA) and paid 
commission of Rs.55.44 lakh during the last fi ve years ended with 31 March 
200 I. Considering that both TW AD Board and K W A are Government 
agencies, the appointment of canalising/selling agents to secure 
orders/realisation of dues and payment of commission for this purpose was not 
only avoidable but also against the specific recommendations (September 
1993) of the COPU not to use the services of such agents for procuring 
orders/payments from the Government. 
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f 2A.l0. St<>neware ,.~ipe. Unit, Vridbachala~ I 
The Company took over (October 1989) the defunct Stoneware Pipe Unit at 
Yridhachalam from Tamil Nadu Ceramics Limited. At the time of take over, 
the capacity of the plant was 4800 MTs per annum, which was increased to 
7200 MTs in eptember 1993 by incurring an additional capital expenditure of 
Rs.80 lakh. 

2A. 10. 1 Capacity utilisation and profitability 

The details of capacity util isation and profitability of the unit during the last 
five years ended with 31 March 200 I are given in Annexure-18. 

Ohjt.'Ctive of From the details in Annexure- 18, it could be seen that even after reducing the 
investment of Rs.ll.811 target for production, the Company was never able to achieve the reduced 
cror e to increase the target in any of the years . As mentioned above, the main objective of 
productiYe capacit~· investment of Rs.80 lakh was to increase the installed capacity to 7200 MTs 
could not be per annum but the production never exceeded the earlier installed capacity of 
achieved. 4800 MTs per annum thus, the objective of investment could not be achieved 

Piling up of unsold 
inventor~ valued at 
Rs.U.45 crorc. 

The production started declin ing from 1999-2000 onwards due to dwindling 
orders from the major customers viz., Chennai Metropolitan Water Supply and 
Sewerage Board (CMWSSB), Tamil adu Slum Clearance Board and Tamil 
Nadu Housing Board, who had changed over to execution of their projects on 
turnkey basis It was observed that due to high overhead cost, the unit could 
not offer its products at competitive rates and hence lost an opportunity 
(December 1999) to supply 32000 MTs of toneware pipes of turnkey projects 
of municipalities in the State. 

2A.J0.2 Marketing 

The details of targets and actual sales of the unit for the last fi ve years ended 
with 31 March 200 I are given below· 

1!>96-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-20011 2111111-111 
(Provisional) 

Targeted sales (MTs) 58511 541111 6 1011 54011 4811() 

Actual sales (MTs) 4272 5756 43% 2336 770 

a les to CMWSSB (MTs) 15115 389'J 3686 1593 127 

Percentage of CMW B 35.23 6 7. 74 83.85 68.1 9 16.49 
sales to total sales 

From the above details, it could be seen that the unit 's sales performance 
started declining after 1997-98 and there was marginal sale of 770 MTs in 
2000-0 I 

The unit was over-dependent on CMW SB as its sales to CMW SB 
accounted for 35 to 84 per cent of total sales during the four years upto 
1999-2000 When the orders from CMWS B started declining the unit ' s sales 
suffered heavily leading to curtai led production. Though the Company was 
aware of the likely decrease in order from Government departments as early 
as in February 1994 itself, no effective act ion was taken to develop sa les 
through traders in addition to sales to Government departments and thi s 
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resulted in poor sales and consequent gross under-utilisation of installed 
capacity and piling up of unsold inventory valued at Rs.45.44 lakh as on 31 
March 200 1. 

The following table gives the position of sundry debtors during the period of 
rev1ew: 

{RuJlCCS in lakh) 

Sundr:· Debtors 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-110 2000-01 

(Provisional) 

Below one )Cal· 315.t.211 3518.1111 3759.711 211-t 1.85 1962.116 

One to two years 236.99 939.51 53.t.31 11177.67 222.81 

Two to three 260.25 2113.12 258A9 152.13 21UP 

~~ears 

Over three years 378.82 869.66 606.97 6211.21 995.27 

Total .tll30.26 55311.29 5159.47 3891.86 3391.95 

Sales l97.t6.16 25165.51 18558.76 16162.23 1666 1Jl7 

Percentage of 211A1 21.97 27.811 H .ll8 211.36 

debtors to sale 

From the details given above, it could be seen that though the percentage of 
trade dues to sales started declining during 1999-2000 and 2000-0 I, the dues 
over three years had steadily increased from 1998-99 onwards indicating that 
there was no proper follow-up of old dues. It was also observed that though 
the Company was supplying cement against I 00 per cent advance payment 
till 1997-98, there was huge outstanding of Rs.55.30 crore as on 31 March 
1998, which subsequently came down to Rs.33 .92 crore as per provisional 
accounts for the year ended 31 March 200 I. This was partly due to the fact 
that the Company sold cement to traders, on credit basis in contravention of its 
policy of cash and carry sales. 

In the Asbestos Sheet Unit, the Company extended credit to traders without 
verifying their credit worthiness or obtaining bank guarantee and consequently 
a sum of Rs.64.29 lakh was outstanding for more than three years from 
stockists as on 3 I March 200 I. Though legal action had been initiated in 27 
cases for recovery of Rs.20 46 lakh, no effective action had been taken for the 
recovery of the remaining Rs.43 .83 lakh. 

ln Mayanur unit (since closed) a sum of Rs.3.21 crore remained un-recovered 
for more than three years. Audit analysis revealed that out of thi s, Rs.2.22 
crore had been already adjusted by TW AD Board and KWA towards penalty 
for delayed supplies, damaged pipes, etc., and hence not recoverable. 

The above matters were reported to the Company/Government in June 200 l ; 
their replies had not been received (September 200 I). 
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I Conclusion ] 

The Company, which earned profit up to 1997-98 steadily deteriorated and 
started incurring losses resulting in complete erosion of capital. The poor 
performance of cement plants was due to non-modernisat ion of plants 
resulting in high cost of production. The loss of production hours due to 
controllable factors in kilns and cement mills, excess consumption of power 
and coal and failure to develop adequate marketing infrastructure had all 
contributed to the decline in the performance of ~ement plants. The asbestos 
sheet unit at Alangulam, which was earning profit till 1997-98 started 
incurring losses due to high cost of production and entry of competitors 
offering sheets at lower rates. The pipe units at Mayanur and Vridhachalam 
are also suffering due to lack of orders from main customers viz., TWAD and 
CMWSSB who had switched over to award the contracts on turnkey basis. 
The viability of these units in their present form is doubtful. Hence, 
immediate sale of the Company is recommended. 
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11VIPLElVIENTATION OF REHABILITATION 
SCHEl\rlE IN SOUTHERN STRUCTURALS 

LllVJITED 

HIGHLIGHTS 

..... · 
'; 

fhe ~1:1\.uage~ii.ent of the Sotl.tii.eri1''8tr.uci'UraYs·:··Limited was taken ov~r by 
the. State Go,•erument ju the ye~u· (971 ,:a.ud the CompHuy became a 
Govemment ComJ>any in t11e yea1· l979. 'Due · to continuous losses the 
Coi.t'\p;tlly be<:ame sick ~lltd ts now OJ)tt';Hiug:::.uHh~J· tc•l year rchabilit:ttion 
sdteme, ~~~)proved by Board for lndust~:jal. an<l ·= ffinandal Reconstruction 
( B lFJ~).; .. ~ ,,, · .... .::-- · .;;:. ·,,::r:::::::::'',:!';=;';·:;;,;:::{L,,, ,,· · .,,,,,: ...... ., ''· 

(Paragraph 2B. l) 

As pe.i; rehabilitation schemef the.~C'o.itipan:r was· expected to eant profit 
froml998-99 !Jut it incurred loss of Rs.l5.67 .croJ·e,.against e!(pected profit 
of,Rs.l4.49 crore during 1998-99 fo ,290.0-0l :;, -· ~= 

(Paragraph 211.5 am/ A nnexure-20) 

:The''3:?,pmpany diver(('.d Rs.l.48 , cro~~·::hR~~\nt Jor,, ~ap.ital expeodit ure to 
·wqrkhig. e~pital requil:cmetit (Rs.O.~~:??,I~()re.).; a.ud to a new · pl'oject With 
n~~v. i¢~J.tiloJogy ,~villJ9ut n ppi·ov~~ .. O.r: B.JJt.R. (I'{s.9·.s.t crore) . . 

{Paragraplt!i 2/J. 7.1 (/)and (3)} 

Consequent to delay tn executiou ···or orders for the supply of 173 numbers 
of railway wagolls, the Compauy was deprived of iJtterest free advance of 
Rs.l. 70 crore~ which led to reduction iu the availability of working capital 
and loss ofiu~ercst of Rs.0.9l crore. Ftn·ther, due to pillld1yof funds, the 
ord~rs. . .vttl~•eci .at Rs.l.20 cl'ore could noi be ,e~ecuted. 

{Paragraph 2/J. 7.1 (2)} 

fiH).Ii(ti.l1ate , delay in the execu~~.oii . :or orde1·s :foJ' mamifacture of rnH 
wagohs resulted in loss of .Rs.3.S8''' qoi'e bj/\vJ\y of excise du ty (Rs.0.15 
cro.re)~· non dahuiug of MODVAT (Rs..OC:1:1.,.h~re),' cost escaJatjon (Rs.1.70 
cr~u·e) and loss of income (ns.O.s~.sro're). .::.' .. ' ... .,.:.~ -~~ ........... .. 

(Paragraphs 2H 9. / tmt! 2H 9. 2) 
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t>ciay i~t t~.·ausrng···-c;rs~l>~coli'tr~t~·····r;·na ···a,\rarCi m·i· ·.oi<c()i, iBl=ct':"1o"'"'a"'·;·u'b.: 
conh·actor without app!·o¥:tJ o( the.. TamiL Nadu \Vater . Supply <md 
Dra;pag~· Boa1·d r~s~l!~~.i1i ·loss.::J!f. ~s.O.l ? ~r·o,.1:~ .,and Joss.pf m,argin.pf 
. ~s. l ~ 3 7 er•o ret:·, : : c:::unr::!·: ::r:::~:~~'.'\::)j)j}-Jlliflli~=£j} ~u:> . :':'':::' J::::=:::t:~:::::~;y: · ... :: ::{: :- :: :: •: ::~~::~:~·~(: :~:~::?:':tf?:=:=: ::: ~~:~: ::::::~=:::~}· 

(Paragraph 213./fl./) 

I 2B.l lnt•·oduction I 

Southern Structurals Li mited (SSL) was set up in October 1956 in the private 
sector for manufacture of railway wagons and steel structurals. Due to 
mounting losses and labour problems, its operations were stopped in 
December 1969. With a view to revive the Company, the State Government 
declared it as a "relief undertaking'' under the Tami l Nadu Rel ief 
Unde11akings (Special Provisions) Act, 1969 and took over its management in 
January 1971. The Company became a Government Company in August 1979 
with the conversion of periodical loans and outstanding interest into 
Government share capital. Continuous losses of the Company led to total 
erosion of net worth in 1989-90 and it was referred to BIFR, which declared it 
(October 1992) a sick Company. A rehabi litation scheme, sanctioned (January 
1998) by the BIFR, covering the period from 1996-97 to 2005-06 is currently 
under implementation (discussed in Paragraph 28.8). 

2B.2 O bjectives and activities 

The main objectives of the Company inter a lia, include the following 

To carry on the business of structural engineeri ng. 

To carry on the business of manufacturing railway wagons and 
carriages and rolling stock of all kinds. 

To carry on the business of purchasing, importing, assembling or 
manufacturing railway carriages and wagons, carts, trucks, lorries, 
motor vehicles, locomotives, engines, rolling stocks and fittings of 
all kinds of accessories, components, elc. 

The Company is mainly concentrating on manufacture of rai lway wagons, 
structural works and executing projects on turnkey basis. For these activities, 
the Company has two divisions viz., works division and project di,·ision. 

lzB.3 :organisational set-up l 
The Articles of Association envisaged the management of the Company by a 
Board consisti ng of not less than three and not more than twelve Directors. As 
at the end of March 200 I, the Board had eight Directors, one of whom was 
nominated by the BlFR and others by the State Government. As per the 
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rehabilitation scheme, a Chief Executive with professional and indust ria l 
background was to be appointed. The State Government had appointed 
technocrats as lanaging Director (M D) in April 1997 and August 2000. 
However, as stipulated in the rehabilitation scheme no Memorandum of 
Understanding for guaranteed performance was entered into with the MDs. 
Besides, as per the scheme, a Senior Finance Professional was to be appoi nted 
as Financial Controller, but the post of Financial Advisor and Chief Accounts 
Officer has been vacant since January 1998 and the finance wing was 
functioning under a Deputy Manager (Finance) till November 2000 and under 
a Senior Engineer thereafter. 

I 2B.4 Scope of A udit I 

The performa nce of the Co mpany was last re,·iewed and included in the 
Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India fo r the year ended 3 1 
March 1994 - No. I - (Commercial ) - Government of Tamil Nadu. The 
review was discussed by the Committee on Publ ic Undertakings (COPU) in 
July 1999. Recommendations are awaited. The activities of the Company 
covering the period from 1996-97 to 2000-0 I with emphasis on the 
implementation of the rehabilitation schemes sanctioned by BIFR were 
reviewed in audit between January and May 200 I. The results of audit are 
discussed in the succeedi ng paragraphs. 

2B.5 .Financi:tl posit ion and working results 

The Company has finalised its accounts up to the year 1999-2000 and 
prepared provisional working resuhs for the year 2000-0 I. The tables 
summari sing the finan cial position and work ing results of the Company for the 
fi ve years up to 3 I March 200 I are given in Annexures- 19 and 20. 

The following observations are made: 

(I) The Company susta ined loss in all the five years ranging from 
Rs.0.98 crore to Rs.8.29 crore resulting in further erosion of net worth though 
as per the rehab il itation scheme, it was expected to earn profit from 1998-99. 
The inability of the Company to earn profit of Rs.2.82 crore in 1998-99, 
Rs.4.88 crore in 1999-2000 and Rs.6. 79 crore in 2000-0 I, as envisaged in 
Rehabilitation Scheme was due to insufficient orders consequent to improper 
marketing strategy and de lay in executing orders as discussed in Paragraphs 
28.8 to 2B. I 0. Aga inst an ti cipated profit of Rs.14.49 crore during 1998-99 to 
2000-0 1 as per rehabilitation scheme, the Company suffered loss of Rs 15 67 
crore. 

(2) After expiry of three years moratorium, though the Company 
became liab le to pay interest amounting to Rs. 1.44 crore and Rs. 1.96 crore in 
1998-99 and 1999-2000 respectively on loans obtained from Government, it 
did not pay the amount due to financial constraints. 

(3) The reduct ion in loss in 1999-2000, despite reduct ion in sales was 
mai nly due to accounting of the credit of Rs.5.59 crore based on the settlement 
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reached with Cochin Pon Trust in respect of an order completed in October 
199-t. 

I 2B.6 Sickne.ss and r eference to 81 FR I 

The Company was earning profit up to 1984-85. Lack of upgradation and 
diversification of products, marketing strategies and shortcomings in 
manufacturing and financial functions coupled with lack of sufficient orders 
and compulsion to maintain the huge work force resulted in the Company 
incurring losses and net worth was eroded in the year 1989-90. Consequently, 
a suo motu reference to BlFR was made by the Company in October 1992. 
The BIFR declared the Company as sick and appointed (October 1992) State 
Bank of India (SB I) being one of the lenders of the Company as Operating 
Agency (OA), to prepare a scheme for rehabilitation of the Company. 

I2B.7 Rehabilitation scheme I 

The BIFR conducted seven hearings between May 1994 and June 1997 before 
sanctioning the rehabi litation scheme in January 1998. Factors, which led to 
delay in finalising the rehabilitation scheme are discussed below: 

The initial rehabilitation scheme prepared by the OA in April 1994 involved 
restructuring of liabilities and funding of cash losses, which required 
assistance from Government to the extent ofRs. 13 .65 c:-ore. This could not be 
implemented as Government informed (July 1994) BIFR that it could not 
finance the scheme and desired to privatise the Company. However, the OA 's 
attempt to privatise the Company as per BIFR's directive (August 1994) was 
not successful, as the only offer received from Tebma Engineering Limited 
was found (March 1995) unviable by BIFR. Meanwhile (February 1995), 
Government evinced interest on the Company's proposals for financial 
restructuring by converting ways and means advances into equity capital, as 
the Company was hopeful that with the newly received orders for wagons · 
from the Railway Board, it could be revived . Government sanctioned 
(February 1996) cenain reliefs and concessions amounting to Rs .3 7. 96 crore 
viz., conversion of ways and means advances and interest accrued thereon up 
to 31 larch 1995 into equity (Rs.20.47 crore) additional equity (Rs. l.45 
crore), rehabilitation loan (Rs.12.90 crore), waiver of Government guarantee 
commission of Rs.6 1.33 lakh outstanding as on 31 March 1995 and 
reimbursement of sales tax (Rs.2.53 crore) for the period 1995-96 to 1997-98 
for the rehabilitation of the Company. As per directives of BIFR, the 
industrial and Technical Consultancy Organisation of Tamil Nadu Limited 
(lTCOT) was appointed (August 1996) to conduct a techno-economic 
feasibility study on Company's operations A rehabilitation scheme prepared 
by the OA based on lTCOT's repol1 was approved (January 1998) by the 
BlFR. 

The basic assumptions underlying the scheme were that modernisation of the 
plant to achieve projected production levels, diversification and 
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reduction/restructuring the Company's li abilities would make it viable on a 
long term basis. The salient features of the rehabil itation scheme were: 

(a) The scheme costing Rs. 14.53 crore would be financed by the 
Government (Rs.14.35 crore) and by internal accruals (Rs 0. 18 crore). 

(b) The Company would diversify its activities into manufacture of 
idlers, bogies and crane spares in addition to continuing with its existing 
product lines and the project division would concentrate on Engineering 
Procurement and Construction (EPC) contracts. 

(c) The rehabi litation period would be lor ten years (I 096-97 to 
2005-06). The Company would earn profit from 1998-99 onwards and its net 
worth would turn positive by 200 1-02 and the accumulated loss would be 
wiped out by 2005-06. 

(d) A consortium of banks would provide need based working capital 
requirements. 

The following points were noticed in the implementation of rehabilitation 
scheme : 

2/J. 7. 1 Implem entation f~{'the scheme 

(I) As per the scheme, the Company received a loan of Rs. 12 90 crore 
(Rs.S crore in 1995-96 and Rs.7.90 crore in 1996-97) of which Rs 2 71 crore 
was to be utilised for procurement of balancing equipment/modernisation and 
Rs.32 lakh for diversification activities. Prior to the sanction of the scheme, 
the Company approached (June 1997) the Government tor sanction of Rs .2.70 
crore for modernisation, etc , based on the preliminary report of IT COT and 
went ahead with its implementation though in the final report, lTCOT made 
several changes. Against the envisaged expenditure of Rs .3.03 crore, the 
Company spent only Rs.1.55 crore (including Rs .0.41 crore on machinery not 
included in lTCOT' s final report). The balance of Rs.1.48 crore was utilised 
for development of an unapproved new project costing Rs.81 61 lakh (as 
discussed in the succeeding paragraphs) and remaining for working capital 
requirement (Rs.66 lakh). Thus, the amount provided for capital expenditure 
aimed at el iminating production bottlenecks and to achieve the planned 
production capacity was not properly utilised . 

(2) As envisaged in the scheme, a consonium of banks would provide 
need based worki ng capital requirements. The Company had been availing 
facilities of cash credit (Rs.5.70 crore), letter of credit and bank guarantee 
(Rs.24 II crore), which \vere covered by Government guarantee. llowe,·er. 
Government did not renew the guarantee after January 1999, due to 
Company's failure to pay guarantee commission of Rs.43 .69 lakh. The 
Government also turned down (August 1999) the Company's request for 
interest free sales tax deferra l for a period of five years from 1998-99 as 
envisaged in the scheme on the ground that it was not an essential part of the 
packagt:. This had resu lted in the Company being deprived of working capital 
to the extent of Rs. l.85 crore due to payment of sales tax for the period 1998-
99 to 2000-01. While the Company was starving for working capital, failure 
to execute the order for manufacture of 173 numbers of Bogie Covered Wagon 
Type (BCNA) wagons as per schedule of delivery, has deprived the Company 
of interest free advance of Rs.2.70 crore (December 1998) on which it 
incurred interest amounting to Rs . 91.26la.~h at 15 per cent per annum This 
coupled with working capital crunch suff~red by the Company due to non-
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availability of Government guarantee led to the. non-completion of the 
following orders worth Rs I 20 crore. 

(i) The Company received an order from Hindustan Aeronautics Limited 
(HAL), Bangalore (March 2000), for supply of two numbers EOT cranes of 5 
tonne and 3 tonne capacity at a price of Rs.24.66 lakh and Rs.20.70 lakh 
respectively to be delivered within six months. However, the order has not 
been completed so far (!'day 200 I), mainly due to delay in tina! ising drawings 
and paucity of funds for procurement of materials. 

(ii) The Company received (October 2000) an order from LC Limited lor 
supply of track plates for Rs.74.25 lakh, to be delivered in January 200 I, 
which was also not completed ( 'lay 200 I) due to paucity of funds to procure 
raw materials 

(3) The rehabilitation scheme prohibits the Company from under1aking 
any new project without prior approval of BlFR However, without such 
approval the Company took up (May 1998) a project for manufacture of 
Moving Cantilever Robot ( ICR) for automation of loading and unloading of 
LPG cylinders in LPG plants As per 10U entered (July 1998) into with t\\ o 
private tirms, who had taken up the design and technology development and 
identifying markets, the prototype was to be developed by the Company by 
May 1999. However, it has not been completed so far (April 200 I) as many 
design changes had to be made. The Company had incurred expend itu re of 
Rs.81 .61 lakh till December 2000 on this manufacture. Ini tially, the cost of 
MC R per un it was assessed (May 1998) at Rs.37.50 lakh with a selling price 
of Rs.SO lakh and an estimated market of 200 units over five years. However, 
finally the cost was assessed much higher and the Company informed (March 
1999) the Indian Oil Corporation (IOC) that the price would be Rs 250 lakh 
per unit. IOC replied (March 1999) that the price was very high and that the 
requirement of the industry would be only around 36 units over l\\O years. 
Subsequently, the Company informed (September 2000) the oil companies 
that the selling price per unit would be Rs.200 and Rs.250 lakh for 
pneumatically and electrically powered models respectively. In response, IOC 
stated that procurement of product would depend on performance of the 
equipment, cost benefit analys is and establishing reasonableness of the price 
Thus, the Company had invested heavily on a new product, which was not pan 
of the sanctioned scheme, without prior approval of B lFR/Government even 
though the technology was not establ ished and without confirm ing the market 
potential. 

(4) As mentioned earlier, the scheme envisaged, diversification of 
activities by taking up manufacture of id lers, crane spares and bogies for 
rai lway wagons. The tu rnover and profit s anticipated from these products 
from 1997-98 to 2000-0 I are indicated below: 

Anticipated 1997-98 

Turnm·er 123.112 

Prufi t 12.% 

979.6 1 

82.75 
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1999-2111111 

1373.H7 

1111.37 

(Rupees in lakh) 

2111111-111 
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No difficulty was expected in securing orders for idlers and crane spares. in 
view of Company's close ties with the end users. However, the Company 
could obtain only a trial order (February 1999) for 24 idlers valued at Rs.2 46 
lakh from eyveli Lignite Corporation (NLC). The Company could obtain 
orders amount ing to Rs.32.09 lakh only for crane spares during the last five 
years ended 3 1 March 2001 . The trial order for idlers has not been completed 
as the materials were rejected by NLC due to manufacturing defects/deviations 
from drawings. The Company has also not taken up the manufacture of bogies 
citing that it required installation of foundry with high capital cost. However. 
as per the scheme, the proposal was to purchase castings, which would be 
converted into bogies by the Company. Thus. the assumption that these 
products would contribute substantiall y to turnover and profits did not 
materialise. 

(5) Concurrent Auditors appo inted by the OA under the scheme were 
required to report the progress on the implementation of the rehabilitation 
scheme. In their reports for the period 1998-99 they had attributed the poor 
performance of the Company to sho11fall in completing the modernisation 
programme and venturing into a new product namely LPG cylinder handling 
system not envisaged in the rehabi litation scheme. Concurrent Auditors were 
not appointed for subsequent periods. The Government had also constituted 
(July 1996) a High Power Committee to review the working of the Company 
and the progress of implementation of the rehabilitation package, which has 
not met so far. Thus. the implementation of the scheme by the Company was 
not properly monitored so as to take etTective steps to ensure its success, even 
though the Company had not been able to achieve the desired progress from 
the beginning itself. 

l2n.a· J\tarket!ii] 

The rehabilitation scheme envisaged revamping of the exist ing marketing set 
up. The table summari si ng the details of tenders participated and orders 
secured by the Company in the five years ended 2000-0 I is given below: 

(\"aim•- Rupt·cs in lakh) 

l':u1kul:u-s 19%-97 1997-9)( 199N-99 1999-2111HI 2111111-111 

:-. ... \ 'aim· ""· \ "a lue :\u. \ ahn· :-. ... \ "ahH' \u. \ aim· 

\\'O ith:S 1>1\"I SIO:\ 

(a ) 

(b) 

(c) 

(a) 

(h) 

(•·) 

l':u·tki rmtilln intrndt·•-s 72 1911(~ 1~5 13359 16-' 15711)( 122 165211 6)( 7-'22 

Onl t·I'S uhtailwol 211 2511 2)( 1566 -'1 577 IN 11156 )( )(95 

l't·n·•·nla:!.l' 11f ( h) tu (a) 27.H 1.3 19.3 11.7 25 3.7 I~.N 6A lUI 12. 1 

l' ltO.IEC T 1>1\' ISIO:\ 

l':u1il'ipalillll in lt•udt•I'S 15 13522 31 3-'M7-' 32 6621 1 -'5 31165)( 2J 12JN5 

Onlci'S uhtaim·d I '.195 3 211-'1 3 2~3 5 127M 3 155M 

l'(•rnnlal!<' uf(h) In (a) (,.7 '·-' 9.7 5.9 9A IIA I I. I u 13 12.1i 

I . From the above table, it would be seen that percentage of receipt of 
orders as compared to tenders participated was meagre and ranged from 6. 7 to 
27.8 in terms of number of orders obtai ned and 1.3 to 12.6 in value of orders 
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in both the divisions . The main reasons for the low percentage of success in 
tenders were high rates quoted as compared to other tenderers, the Company's 
poor financial status (negative net worth), non-meeting of certain pre
qualification requirements, absence of tie-up with the foreign collaboraters and 
stiff competition fro m small scale industries. 

2. The Company could not obtain any order for railway wagons in 
1998-99, as it had not completed the earli er orders received in December 1994 
and January \995 . 

3. Absence of a ful l fl edged marketing set up was identified as one of 
the major causes for the Company becoming sick. A study conducted (Ju ly 
1999) by the Institute of Cost and Works Accountants of India (ICW AJ) also 
pointed out shortcomings in marketing and suggested certain remedial 
measures, which inter alia, included (i) restructuring of the organisation to 
suit its commercial activities and customer's focus towards competitive 
envi ronment. (ii) a standing letter of assurance to be issued by Government 
for financial support and performance guarantee· against the orders procured 
by the Company. (iii) financial support up to 75 per cent of the value of the 
orders to be based on the Company's assurance to the Government for timely 
completion of order and (iv) strict adherence to the repayment of advance. 
However, none of the suggestions was implemented so far (May 2001), 
resulting in continued poor marketing performance ofthe Company. 

The details of the targets, as envisaged in the rehabilitation scheme and the 
achievement of the Company for the period 1996-97 to 2000-0 1 are given in 
Annexure- 21. 

It may be seen therefrom that though the targets were almost ach ieved in 
1998-99 (93 .01 per cent), the performance declined drastica lly in 1999-2000 
(67.28 per cent) This was mainly due to inability ofthe Company to procure 
sufficient orders. As against the projected sa les of Rs 30.37 crore in 1999-
2000 and Rs 1 1 2 1 crore in 2000-0 I, the Company could obtain orders for 
only Rs 10.56 crore in 1999-2000 and Rs.8.95 crore in 2000-01 . There was 
also delay in execution of these orders due to shortage of working capital for 
procurement of raw materials, which led to losses. Some of the instances 
wherein the Company incurred loss of Rs.3.58 crore are discussed in the 
succeeding paragraphs 

2B.9. / Bogie Tank Wagon.for Liqu~fied Petroleum Gas Type (BTPGLN) 
wagons 

(i) The Railways did not allow reimbursement of increase in excise 
duty from 15 to 16 per cent with effect from I March 1999 amounting to 
Rs. 14 67 lakh in respect of 59 wagons supplied beyond the original delivery 
period of August 1995 

(ii) The escalation for materials and labour which was admissible up to 
August 1995 as per the order was extended (March 200 I) up to March 1997. 
Hence, increases in cost beyond that date on account of consumables and 
labour amounting to Rs.1.47 crore had to be absorbed by the Company. 
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(iii) The wagons manufactured for oil companies became excisable from 
November 1995. However, the Company availed MODVAT benefits onl y 
from August 1997 resulting in loss to the extent of Rs. l . l7 crore. 

213. 9. 2 Bc'NA wagon~ 

ln the order for manufacture and supply of 173 numbers of BCNA wagons, the 
Company was entitled to claim escalation in cost for wagons supplied within 
the deli very period of March 1999. As the Company delayed the supply of 
wagons, the Railways revised the eltgibility period for escalation in respect of 
52 wagons from April 1999 to November 1999, which resulted in the 
Company losing Rs.23.40 lakh being the revenue realisable on account of 
escalation at Rs.0.45 lakh per wagon. 

The Railways placed (July 1999) an order for supply of J'I 0 Nos. BCNA 
wagons at a price of Rs.5.55 lakh per wagon, to be completed by March 2000. 
Due to the Company's failure to keep up the delivery schedule as provided for 
in the contract, the Rail ways reduced the price to Rs.4.84 lakh per wagon for 
the balance 46 wagons to be deli vered by March 2000. Thus, due to delay in 
completing the order, the Company lost income of Rs.32.66 lakh. 

The financial targets for 1996-97 to 1999-2000 as envisaged tn the 
rehabi li tation scheme and the actuals are given below: 

Year Pro.iection as per Rehllhilitation Actual Percentage of actual 
scheme to projection 

(Rupees in lakh) 

1!.196-97 225.12 365.62 162AI 

1997-98 HHI-'.92 1577.119 156.93 

1998-99 1385. 111 1-'35.3-' 1113.63 

1999-21100 1828.85 8-'7. 12 -'6.32 

From the above, it would be seen that though the Company could achieve the 
targets up to 1998-99, the Company ' s sales performance declined to 46.32 per 
cent of the target in 1999-2000. The Company was not able to get any EPC 
contract as envisaged in the rehabilitation scheme. 

Out of the 14 projects, which were executed through sub-contractors on back 
to back• basis, only I 0 projects were completed. Of these I 0, the execution of 
three projects ended in a loss of Rs.6. 70 crore and seven projects earned a 
profit of Rs.2.89 crore leavi ng a net loss of Rs.3.81 crore. Of the remaining 
four projects, two projects were cancelled due to slow progress of work, which 
are discussed in the succeeding paragraphs and two projects were in progress 
(valueRs. 7. 19 crore) in which the cl ients had repeatedly complained over the 
poor progress . 

• Under hack to bad< contracts the Com1•any enters into agreement with sub
contractors on the same terms and conditions of its contracts with clients, exceJ)t 
for variation in rates for various items. 
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213. 1 fJ. I Execution f~( combined water !iUpply scheme 

(i) The Tamil Nadu Water Supply and Drainage (TWAD) Board placed 
(October 1999) an order on the Company for execution of a combined water 
supply scheme in Sattankulam and other places in Thoothukudi District for 
Rs 8. 12 crore, to be completed by March 200 I In turn, the Company awarded 
the work to three sub-contractors for a value of Rs.7.34 crore only in February 
2000. The Company also fai led to ensure progress of work as per agreed 
schedule Con equently, the TW AD Board terminated (December 2000) the 
contract at the Company's risk and cost and forfei ted security deposit of 
Rs.16.54 lakh. Thus, delay of the Company in finalisi ng the sub-contracts and 
its fai lure to ensure proper progress resulted in loss of Rs.16.54 lakh, besides 
the loss of margin of Rs. 78 lakh. 

(ii) The Company received an order from the TW AD Board (June 2000) 
for execution of a combined water supply scheme in Tiruchendur and other 
places in Thoothukudi District for Rs.8.39 crore. The Company awarded 
(August 2000) the work for a value of Rs 7.80 crore to three sub-contractors, 
one of whom was not approved by TWAD Board. TWAD Board objected to 
this stating that the sub-contractor had been entrusted with similar works in 
other locations, and doubted his ability to complete all the works as per 
schedule. As the Company could not finali se alternate arrangements, TWAD 
Board, which had repeatedly expressed concern for not starting the works, 
finally cancelled (January 200 I) the order Thus, entrusting the work to a sub
contractor without obtaining prior approval of the TW AD Board. resulted in 
cancellation of the contract and loss of margin of Rs. 59 lakh. 

The above matters were reported to the Company/Government in June 200 I; 
their replies had not been received (September 200 I). 

Conclusion j 

Continuous losses of the Company led to total erosion of net worth and it was 
referred to BIFR, which sanctioned a rehabilitation scheme to be implemented 
in ten years ( 1996-97 to 2005-06). Despite massive infusion of funds there are 
no signs of recovery at present. The Company was expected to earn profit 
from I 998-99 onwards, but sti ll it is in the grip of heavy losses. This was 
mainly due to lack of monitoring of the scheme to ensure its success, 
embarking on the project not envisaged in the scheme, diversion of funds 
whtch resulted in paucity of worki ng capital and consequent non-completion 
of orders. Working capital crunch and escalations led to delay in completion 
as well as cancellation of orders by the clients. Continuance of the Company 
in the present form would only be a drain on the State Exchequer Hence, 
immediate sale of the Company is recommended. 
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['-----·-T_A_l\_1_IL_N_A_D-'-U-E_L_E_C_T_R_I_C_IT_\I_' . .B_O_A __ R_D ___ ] 

PROCUREMENT, PERFORMANCE, :MAl TENANCE 
AND REPAIRS OF TRANSFORMERS 

./:·· 

HIGHLIGHTS 

bue·:::::·'io shoHt.-.u Hi th~t'"'')ji;ocui~n1tili.''···~r ······a!stllbu't(iin" .. , t';rtnsform~rs 
~{)n•te.<;ted lo-~~ "'as: f;w ip_ .~((ts~ 9f.di~ttibtdi{)~- trnus{orme~;s eapadty, 
:\vbidi\~ncre~d fr?m 69 ;s.~:~:}l~r:: c~IJ{::in/:!~~?$-9<F::::f~ ,J~ '-~·=pen:g£nt dufin g 
l9.99 .. +ooo. Furthert ·agaiusf tbe guldelin'es ()f Po~er .Fln~rice Chrporftiion 
(Pf.(:):(hat tr~u$for.rncrs SIHJuld ')()t "be.loAdtd bey~nd SQ per ~c.nt ()ft~ei•· 
'kpittity, the' excess 'Jo~d ·aU ring :1~98~9.~)::' and ·:t?.99-:-20Q~ was== :S8i7~ dhtd 
91.84per celltteSpeitively .. . ,. ' ' .,, · ,.:,. .;.,.·_ -~~~-~~· 

(Paragraphs JA. 4 and JA. 5) 

.The Boal'd"slitrered loss of'Rs.1.16h.:Ot·(t'd:ue. .. to 'deficiel1cies6·i.n··"terms .itnd 
C()•Jd~tions ()[, in•rel.;tase or~e·· vi<;., GO\i~siou oF,,,: iute~tst tla~s:e in ... th.~ 
puttlj~se () rdeh' tt&li~Jevy '()f~:hJ,ter~~i'<i>h ... idvante''l~~yme~f'and :::9'missiop of 
clause .for Jevy of Uquid~Jeq'd1\mag~$~... , .··.· ·''····· . .,..~.·-~··~-

(Paragraph 3A.5.3) 

=FRilri~''lo ''tM~~')ht&':~ctoun;:''~tte.hiitf.~t}~lirtrgei'::u~=- resJ)~tt ot:A,morp~t>tis 
Met~f'C()rc D.i$tribution Tpiluf()rnters pttrth.nse(J ~t higher ~o.st. th~n the 

·conv.~~Jtional tqmsformer~ {)n the gJOUJJ~. pf b~t.t~.- pert9.rm~~~~e resulted 
in extra ~xpeiiditure Gf Rs..·t·13 crori. · · · ·, · · · =:::::=::: · '=:=='='=·=··= .. ·.·· · ·· · · 

(Paragraph JA. 5. 4) 

.P)ric~eut:of.?Jw() ;·extens~9.il ()rd~rs xin. -,.vi~latihif ~f ~tender.· rc:gulatfQns 
te~hlttd in?~;a;;~ e~~e~ditt1't¢ '~t R~~2(~6':~h~r0e. l1~t~y. i~'''ti6h)lj,~J.g9ioniri'g ~f 
power tt·~usformers :led tg, loss ot interest o:t't~.9-~48 ~;()re on idle 
·.t._lt·v "" .. -~"'..oH• . ·.·= :~/( . ·=<: 

'-· V.tJ~IJ.Ilt .,... ·.::;:-:··: ~ 

(Paragraph.., JA . 5. 5 and JA. 5. 6) 
.f) 
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Despite introduell{)u 'of inaifltenatlce .plartni~'g syst(;tii; ···tbe'' ove1·al, 'faillire 
rate of distribntiou tra~sformers increa$ed from 8."99 p t-"1" cent iu_}995 .. 96 
to 10.6 pb cent ilt1999-200o' ag:ainst the eip~ded failure ra.te of5/p4r c.e..nt~ 
Furthe~, abnormal delays in repairing failed power tra.nsforme~s led 'to 
:t'V()idabte •tew pu,.eh~ses wblett tesulted in Joss ot i.nttrest ()t\(~~.~T~ 
crore. · ,. · --~.,'~_,.,,,,_ .. ~~-~·~·~''''.·~· '.'''';::: · ::"'':::. ·::::·'?''''''' 

•••• .A.~~ •• ~:: ......... ; •• ..:· 

(Paragraphs 3A.6.2 and 3A.6.3.1) 

Despite having idle capadty in its Tra~s:form~r Repair X~'rd and 
assurance to C(.mmittee on Ptiblk Ull,dertnkhtgs that not h.19re t:fi.~t J ~0(} 
tr:ansformers w()uld be repaired itt a yea( ftom private. ageu~ie.s, the· 
Board ,, ~wt rep~i~e<t 1;!253 tnwsformers . (~P. exc~~~ of 1§(!9 p~rA!;f!~ntpli.J 
dul'ing the five year$ ended· \vith 19~~~2009 at ati" extr~(;;~(Jst 9t::Jt~.3:L8' 

+ ;.· . . . ·-:-: 

crore. :-:: 

(Paragraph 3A. 6. 4) 

Delay in condemning'· and · lion-disposal o.f failed tr~nsformer$/spares 
resultefij n lo_cking of(t!nds anwuntin,g ~o Rs.S.75 crore o~)dle a~~~~-· '"'/;/ 

(Paragraph 3A. 7) 

13A.l Jntrodoct~on I 

Transformer is a static equipment used for stepping up and stepping down 
voltage in transmission and distribution of electricity. Power is usually 
generated at a very low voltage (I I KV to 15.75 KV)) and is then stepped up 
(I I 0 KV, 230KV and 400 K V) through power transformers for economic bulk 
transmission to the load centres. At the receiving sub-stations (SS), the 
voltage is brought down (I I 0 KV, 66 KV or 33 KV) by using step down 
transformers (22 KV or II KV) for supplying power to the various consumers. 
The transformers used at the generating station and in the high voltage sub
stations (known as transmission system) are called power transformers, while 
transformers used in distribution system are called distribution transformers. 
Power is distributed to the consumers through transmission and distribution 
lines 

Chief Engineer (Transmission) procures and distributes power transformers, 
whereas in the case of distribution transformers these are procured by Chief 
Engineer (Material Management). Maintenance of power transformers 
installed in Grid sub-stations is done by the Superintending Engineer 
{Operation) and repair of these transformers is carried out at the Transformer 
Repair Bay (TRB), Ambattur. The maintenance and repair of other power and 
distribution transformers are done by the Special Maintenance Wings under 
the Superintending Engineers of Distribution Circles. 
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I 3.A.~· i Scope :~th~.udit I 

The functioning of the Special Repair Yards and Material Management in 
Tamil Nadu Electricity Board were last reviewed and included in the Report of 
the Comptroller and Auditor General of India (Commercial) for the year ended 
31 March 1988. The main recommendations of the Committee on Public 
Undertakings (COPU) contained in their 2211

d Report presented to the 
Legislature in October, 1991 were : (i) the Board should increase the number 
of distribution transformers and their capacity so that the load is not exceeded 
and their far lure rate should be brought to the lowest possible level and (ii) the 
Board should institute remedial measures without further delay to utilise the 
transformer repair yards to the maximum capacity and try to reduce the repair 
by private agencies, which would definitely resu lt in economy. Government 
informed (July 1992) COPU that necessary instructions were issued for 
implementation of its recommendations. However, the Board has not 
complied with these recommendations as discussed in Paragraphs 3A.4 and 
3A.6.4. 

The present review conducted between January and May 200 I covers the 
procurement, performance, maintenance, repair and condemnation of 
transformers during the last five years up to March 2001, through scrutiny of 
records at Headquarters of the Board and test check of records of 21 out of 42 
circles (37 Distribution Circles and five General Construction Circles). 

I 3A.4 Adequacy of transformation capacity I 

The table below indicates the number of power and distribution transformers 
installed, their capacity and growth vis-a-vis connected load for the five years 
ended 1999-2000. 

Sl. 1995-% 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-
No. 2111111 

1. Power transformers 

(a) Numbc•· 12~6 1356 U56 1518 1622 

(h) Cat~<tcit~· (in MVA) 15578 19tH 2118% 21668 22670 

(c) CaJHtcit~· (in MW) Ull211 17212 188116 195111 211~113 

2. Distdbution transformers 

(a) Number 106663 11111(15 114830 1193112 127429 

(h) Ca1H1city (in MVA) 121U 12562 131165 13359 U6118 

(c) Ca11acit~· (in MW) 1119113 I 13116 11759 121123 131~7 

J. Connected load (in MW) 18516 19638 21198 • 22697 25221 

4. Connected load in excess of 76 13 8332 9..J39 ICI674 12117~ 

distl'ihution transformers 
catlacit~· {3-2(c)} 

5. Excess load (in 11er cent) 69.82 73.7 811.27 88.78 91.8~ 

(4/2(c) X toll} 
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Sl. 
No. 

1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-
201111 

6. Power transformation II. 757 11.876 11.887 11.859 0.809 
capacit~ 11er MW of 
connected load {l (c) I 3) 

7. Di11t r ibution tran!lfonnation 11.589 11.576 11.555 11.5311 11.521 
capacit~ 11er MW of 
connected load (2(c) I 3) 

It may be seen from the above table that the increase in distribution 
transformer capacity was not commensurate with the transformation capacity 
and connected load during the last five years up to 3 I March 2000. The 
connected load in all the fi ve years up to 1999-2000 was far in excess of 
distribution transformer capacity and it increased from 69.82 per cent in 
1995-96 to 91.84 per cent in 1999-2000. It is pertinent to mention here that 
as per guidelines issued by Power Finance Corporation, a transformer should 
not be loaded beyond 75 to 80 per cent of its capacity. Excessive load on the 
distribution transformers resulted in increase in their fai lure rate. Thus, the 
Board had not kept up its assurance (Ju ly 1992) to COPU that instruction was 
issued to implement their recommendation to increase the distribution 
transformer capacity so that the connected load was not exceeded and to bring 
down the failure rate of distribution transformers. 

Based on the Transmission and Distribution Programme and the requirements 
of transformers received from the field offices, procurement of transformers is 
made by the Chief Engineer, Materials Management and the Chief Engineer, 
Transmission after obtaining the approval of the Tender Committee/Board. 

The table below indicates the total requirement of transformers, actual 
procurement and expend iture incurred thereon during the last five years up to 
2000-0 I: 

(RuJ)ees in lakh) 

Total requirement Actual Jlrncurement Expenditure 
(Number) (Number) incurred 

Year Power Distri- Power Distri- Po"er Distri-
trans- hution trans- hution trans- hution 

formers trans- formers trans- formers trans-
formers formers fot·mers 

1996-97 158(1949) 1311119( 1537) 158{1949} 3526(4611) 6532 2196 

1997-98 145(3744) 14813(1759} 145(37-U} 6478(9119} 9281 4357 

1998-99 I 11(51111) I 7956(2 148) 1 11(51111} 2788(662} 9711 2818 

1999-2111111 96(16114} 7870( 111113) 96( 16114) 111734(1224) 451 7 511112 

2111111-111 98( 13211) 18111111(2155) 98(13211) 146 I 5(211211) 5521 8572 

Note: Figures in brackets indicate capacity in MVA 

44 



Vendor assessment 
sen·ices introduced tu 
im11roYc , ·cndor 
ratinJ,: was 
discontinued. 

Cltapter-/11 Reviews relating to Statutory corporation 

From the above table, it could be seen that though the requirement of power 
transformers was fully met during th~ last five years, there was a shortfall in 
the procurement of distribution transformers to the extent of 33507 numbers 
and 3327 MVA (in capacity) representing 46.7 and 38.7 per cent ofthe total 
requirement respectively. This shortfall in procurement had resulted in over 
loading on the available transformers, which led to increase in failure rate of 
transformers as discussed in Paragraph 3A.6.2 . 

JA. 5. I Vendor A .... \·es.mrent Sen•ices 

Vendor rating is the process of grading each manufacturer oftransformer after 
assessment of performance or different makes with reference to their capacrty 
to manufacture, trouble free performance, failures and promptness in repairing 
the fai led transformers by the vendors. ln order to improve the existing system 
of rating of vendors, the Board approved (September, 1998) the formation of a 
Vendor Assessment Services (VAS) under the Chief Engineer (R & D) at an 
annual recurring expenditure of Rs.25.67 lakh The VAS had the following 
functions: 

(i) Screening of vendors based on documents furnished by them. 

(ii) Inspection of vendors' premises to assess their capabilities. 

(ii i) Registration ofvendors. 

(iv) Evaluation ofvendors ' performances and taking follow up action. 

The VAS was formed with one Executive Engineer and one Assistant 
Various formulae ·for vendor rating were designed, standard design of 
distribution transformers was prepared and vendors manufacturing poor 
quality transformers were identified. The software for vendor assessment 
works was also developed for computerisation of Purchase Order Database. 
However, the post sanctioned for VAS was attached (May 2000) to Technical 
audit and final ly abolished (November 2000). It was observed that except for 
the standardisation of design for distribution transformers, the other output of 
VAS i.e., software package was not being put to use. Thus, even after 
incurring an expenditure of Rs.34.23 lakh, the purpose of forming the VAS 
has not been achieved. 

JA. 5. 2 Orders placed wit/tout asses.,·ing the performance of trial order 

A trial order was placed (February 1997) on Industrial Meters Limited for 
supply of three numbers of 8 MVA transformers (value: Rs.59.98 lakh) . Two 
transformers were supplied (May 1997) and one of them failed immediately 
after install ation (June 1997) and the same was repaired and put back in 
service in October 1997. The third transformer was supplied in December 
1997. It was seen that without assessing the performance of these 
transformers suppli ed against the trial order, Board placed (December 1997) a 
bulk order on the same supplier for supply of 22 numbers of 16 MVA 
transformers (value: Rs. l 1.03 crore). These transformers were supplied and 
commissioned between Jul y 1998 and June 2000. Of these, seven 
transformers fai led within the guarantee period, out of which, one transformer 
was repaired after a delay of six months, four transformers were repaired after 
one year and two transformers, w hich failed in July and September 2000 
respectively were yet to be even lifted for repair (March 2001) by the supplier. 
ln addition to these, three more transformers failed after the guarantee period 
and were repaired by the suppli er with delays ranging from three months to 
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one year The interest loss to the Board on account of delays in repairing the 
failed transformers worked out toRs 54.68 lakh. No liquidated damages could 
be levied on the supplier for the above delays in repairing the failed 
transformers as the purchase order did not contain such a provision 

From the above facts, it would be seen that bulk order was placed on the 
supplier without assessing the performance of trial order resulting in frequent 
failures of transformers and avoidable loss of interest. 

Some of the deficiencies noticed during test check of procurement of 
transformers are discussed below: 

3A.5.3 Deficiency in term.v and condition.'\ ofpurclw se order 

(i) Omi.n·ion t~f interest clause in tire purchase order 

Letters of intent for the supply of I 0 numbers I 00 MY A Auto Transformers 
covered under ADB loan were issued (December 1995) to Apex Electricals 
and the supplier was paid an interest free advance of Rs. 1.28 crore in April 
1996 Apex Electricals supplied all the I 0 units beyond the contractual 
delivery period with delays ranging from 96 to 313 days. According to Tender 
Regulations, 1991 of the Board, if interest free advance is given, the supplier 
will have to pay interest at Board' s borrowing rate in case supply is delayed 
beyond the contractual delivery period. It was, however, observed that no 
interest could be collected from the supplier for the delayed supplies as no 
provision was included in the purchase order for charging interest on advance 
payments in cases of delayed supplies. Thus, failure to incorporate necessary 
provision in the purchase order for levy of interest on advances paid in case of 
delays in supplies as provided in the Board's Tender Regulations resulted in 
the Board foregoing an interest of Rs 34.65 lakh (computed at the Board 's 
borrowing rate of 22 per cent per annum) 

(ii) Non-levylslwrf levy of interest on adJ•ance payment 

Orders were placed (January 1995) for the supply of nine power transformers 
(I 00 MVA) on Crompton Greaves Limited (CGL) (seven transformers) and 
GEC Alsthom Limited (GEC) (two transformers)and an interest free advance 
of Rs.2. 73 crore and Rs. 76.44 lakh was given to M/s CGL and GEC, 
respectively. 

As per the terms of purchase order, interest at the rate of 22 per cent was 
chargeable on the advance payment, if the supplies were made beyond the 
stipulated delivery schedule. According to supply order, GEC was to 
complete the supplies by January 1996 but actually supplied the two units only 
in June and July 1996. ln the case ofCGL, three units to be supplied between 

ovember 1995 and February 1996 were actually supplied during 
June/ August 1996. lt was however, observed in Audit that the Board had not 
levied penal interest of Rs 48.23 lakh for the delay in supply. 

(iii) Omis.~ion ofclam;e for lel'y l~{ liquidated damage.\· 

Purchase orders for supply of distribution transformers contained a clause 
providing for levy of Liquidated Damages (LD) in case of delay beyond two 
months on the part of the suppliers to rectify the defects in the transformers 
that fail within the guarantee period. • However, in respect of power 
transformers procured, no such clause was included, though the purchase 
orders contained a clause providing for repair within two months. During test 
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check, it. was observed that there were delays beyond two months in repairing 
four numbers of 8 MVA transformers and five numbers of 16 MVA 
transformers, which fai led within the guarantee period. These delays ranged 
from 13 I to 507 days and no LD could be levied on the supplier as there was 
no such provision in the purchase order. Thus, failure to include a clause for 
levy of LD resulted in inordinate delays in repairing the failed 1 ansformers 
and interest loss ofRs.33 .28 lakh to the Board. 

3A.5.4 Uneconomical purchase of Amorphous Metal Core Distribution 
Tran.~former.'i 

During the period from 1995-96 to 1999-2000 the Board procured 960 
numbers of63 KV A/1 1 KV and 943 numbers of I 00 KV Alii KV Amorphous 
Metal Core Distribution Transformers (AMDTs) at a total cost of Rs.l3 .3 1 
crore. The extra cost on account of rate difference between AMDT and the 
cheaper conventional Cold Rolled Grain Oriented Silicon Steel Core (CRGO) 
transformer on these purchases amounted to Rs.4. 70 crore. The no load loss 
( loss of energy when the transformer is not loaded) of 63 KV A and I 00 KV A 
AMDTS were less by 135 watts and 194 watts respectively when compared to 
CRGO Transformers and this would result in the savings of Rs.4.78 crore over 
the usefu l life of transformers as per REC calculations for capitalisation of 
losses. However, it was observed in Audit that the interest on higher cost 
incurred on procuring AMDTs was not considered wh ile evaluating the 
fi nancial aspects, which resu lted in an extra exp~nditure of Rs.4. 13 crore 
(considering the net present value of interest on higher cost) to the Board. lt is 
pertinent to mention here that the Board decided (August 1999) to sto'p 
pu rc~ase of AMDTs based on technical opinion. 

JA. 5. 5 Violation f~{ tender regulations 

As per the Board ' s tender regulations, an extension order could be placed 
against a previous order fo r meet ing urgent requirements provided there was 
no decline in pri ce and not more than one repeat order could be placed. Two 
instances, w here these criteria were not followed, resu lting in extra 
expenditure of Rs.2.66 crore to the Board are discussed below: 

(a) An extension order was placed (December, 1997) on Andrew Yule for 
supply of 12 numbers of I 0 MVA Power Transformer for meeting immediate 
requirements, since they had completed supplies of 22 numbers against the 
earlier order (September 1996). The extension order was justified on the 
grounds that it would take seven months for supply to commence if fresh 
tender were to be floated and that there was no decline in price. The 
transformers were suppl ied (Apri l 1998 - September 1998) against thi s repeat 
order and commissioned (September 1998 to May 1999). 

lt was also observed that the same supp lier had quoted a lesser evaluated price 
of Rs.57.34. lakh per transformer as against the repeat order evaluated price of 
Rs.68.66 lakh in October 1997 itself well before the placement of repeat order 
by the Board (December 1997). Thus, the decision of the Board to place 
repeat order in vio lation (as there was no urgency and prices came down) of 
tender regu lations resu lted in an avoidable extra expenditure of Rs. 1.36 crore 
{(Rs.68.66 lakh - Rs. 57.34 1akh) X 12} . 

(b) A second extension order for the purchase of nine numbers of 16 MY A 
power transformer was placed (February 1996) with Apex Electricals Limited 
fo r meeting the urgent requirements for evacuation of power from wind farms. 
Before this order was placed, another tender for supply ofthe same capacity of 

~7 



\ 

Dcla~s in 
cnmmis~ionin~ of 
JHmcr tran~form(·r~ 
rc~ultcd in lo~~ of 
intcr·c~t of R,.9AM 
crorc on idle 
im c!ltmcnt. 

Audit Report (Commt!rcial) for the .J't!llr ended 3 1 Marc:h 2001 

transformer was opened 111 June 1995 wherein the lowest evaluated price 
(Rs 96 75 lakh) was less than the extension order rate (Rs. l ll .l6 lakh) by 
Rs 14 41 lakh. Despite this, the Board placed exten ion orders resulting in 
avoidable expenditure of Rs 1.3 crore. It was observed in Audit that out of 
nine transformers procured, seven were commissioned with a delay ranging 
from 29 to 472 days after supply indicating that there was no urgent need for 
these transformers. 

3A. 5. 6 Delay in commi.\'"iioning of power tran.iformers 

During the period from 1996-97 to 2000-0 I, the Board procured 507 power 
transformers Out of these, erect1on and commissioning detai ls of 310 
transformer '"ere test checked in audit and it was observed that there were 
delays 111 commissioning of252 transformers (value: Rs. l4 1.92 crore) ranging 
from one day to 29 months (after allowing 30 days for commissioning). These 
delay resulted in an interest loss of Rs.9.48 crore to the Board (computed 
with reference to Interest rate of 12 per cent per annum) on idle investment 
in these transformers. A further analysis revealed that the delays were 
abnormal in case of high value transformers, viz., 25 KV A, 50 K A and I 00 
K VA as out of 52 transformers test checked in these categories (total 
transformers procured 63 ). there were delays from 4 days to 29 months in 
erecting 47 numbers (value: Rs.66.95 crore), which resu lted in an interest loss 
of Rs 5 69 crore to the Board This indicates that there was no proper 
plann1ng and co-ordination between the agencies responsible for procurement 
and erection/comm1 ·sioning. 

13.4..6 Maintenance at~d repai r of transformers I 

Proper maintenance of transformers in service and timely repair of failed 
transformers are a pre-reqU!site for their optimum utili ation and uninterrupted 
supply of power. 

JA. 6. I Maintenmu:e t~f" di.\·tribution tran.~f"ormer.,· 

A maintenance planning system for distribution network \vas developed 
(October 1995) by In-house 1anagement Consultancy ervices (lCMS) of the 
I3oard with the object of reducing interruption in power supply and improving 
the performance of the Board by reducing failure rate of transformers through 
systematic planning and maintenance activities. The system was implemented 
from 1996 

It ''as expected that by carrying out various maintenance work on distribution 
transformers and l1nes efTectively, the failure rate could be kept below 5 per 
cent as against the pe1missible ltmit of 6 per cent thereby saving in 
expenditure on repair The implementation of the Annual Maintenance 
Programme in each distribution c1rcle wa also to be test checked annually by 
the Supenntending Engineer/Rural Electrification and Improvements 
(Distribution) 

3.4. 6. 2 Failure rate of di.,·tribution transformer.\· 

The Board is not maintaining proper records regarding details of distribution 
transtbrmers that failed within the guarantee period and those failed after the 
guarantee period. The overall failure rate of distribution transformers in all 
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the eight regions of the Board during the period 1995-96 to 1999-2000 are 
given in Annexure-22. 

It may be seen that despite the introduction of maintenance planning system, 
the overall failu re rate increased from 8.99 per cent in 1995-96 to I 0.6 per 
cent in 1999-2000 against the expected failure rate of 5 per cent The failure 
rate was particularly high in Vil lupuram, Trichy and Vellore regions. During 
1999-2000 the fai lure rate was 14.54 per cent in Villupuram, 13 .67 per cent in 
Trichy and I 0.96 per cent in Vel lore, which were more than the overall 
failure rate of I 0.6 per cent in 1999-2000. 

The cause wise analysis for failure of distribution transformer as per the 
annual review conducted by the Board for the period 1995-96 to 1999-2000 is 
given in the table below· 

1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-21100 

No. Per No. Per No. Per No. Per No. Per 

cent cent cent cent cent 

I. Ina de- 2127 22. 1!1 IHI\H 111.65 22116 19.36 25.t7 211.55 3 1211 23.119 

quat<· 
m ain-
I CII :IIll' C 

2. ' a tur:sl 1529 15.95 21-tH 21A5 21123 17.12 2731! 22.119 351!7 26.56 

(':IUS(' 

3. O , ·c r· luacl 1723 17.97 15.t9 15.-n 191ll 16.119 l!l.t6 1.t.H9 2971! 22.11-t 

.t. Dt'!!! i~n .t9 11.51 52 11.52 169 l..t3 t 6H 1.35 175 1.3 

Jl<•f('('l 

5. . \~cin~ 126-t 13. 11! 99H 9.96 IHIIII HA6 117!1 9 .5 111112 7.-tl 

unci 
dcteriur.1li 

un uf 
insulatiuu 

6 . Othl'I'S 2 !197 311.2 1 3-tflll 3.1.95 .t.t35 37.5-t 3919 3 1.62 26-tH 19.6 

Tutal 951!9 1111115 II HI-t 12396 135111 

It may be seen from the above table that overloading and inadequate 
maintenance, which are controllable factors were the major causes for the high 
failure rate. Despite instructions issued each year to improve maintenance so 
as to prevent failure due to causes such as oil leak/low oil level , poor quality 
of oil/deterioration of oil, loose connection, poor earthing, silica gel not 
provided/not reconditioned, fault on L T side and poor tree clearance 
attributable to poor maintenance, the position has not improved. 

JA. 6.3 Repair of tran.~former.-. 

The repair of power transformers are done at the Transformer Repair Bay 
(TRB), Ambattur and al o by outside agencies. Repair of distribution 
transformers are carried out in the Transformer Repair Yards (TRY) of the 
special maintenance division attached to the EDCs and also through private 
agencies. Out of37 EDCs, 31 have transformer repair yards. 
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3A. 6.3. I Abnormal delay in repair o.f power transformers resulted in 
avoidable purchase.'i. 

During the period from 1995-96 to 1999-2000, 154 power transformers failed 
beyond the guarantee period of which II 0 transformers were repaired by the 
TRB. Ambattur during the same period. A test check of 83 failed transformers 
during this period revealed that 52 transformers were repaired with delays 
ranging from 116 to 1606 days and 31 transformers had not been repaired till 
date (March 200 I) and lying unrepaired for more than four years. Had these 
transformers been repaired at least within one year of their failure, the Board 
could have postponed purchase of 9 numbers 33 KV power transformers and 
18 numbers of I I 0 K V power transformers by one to five years period and 
saved interest on investment (Rs.9.73 crore) on these purchases to the extent 
of Rs.2. 72 crore. 

3A. 6.3.2 Idle investment on e.:(pansion ofTRB 

The existing capacity of repair of the Transformer Repair Bay (TRB), 
Ambattur is 12 transformers per annum . In order to increase this capacity to 
24 transformers, work on expansion ofTRB was awarded (January 1998) at an 
estimated cost of Rs.50.76 lakh Though the work was completed in August 
1999 at a total cost of Rs.43 .09 lakh (except provision of wooden planks for 
test bench platform), the expanded bay could not be put to use by the Board as 
no action had been taken to procure the related equipment leading to idle 
investment of Rs43.09 lakh. 

3A. 6.4 Repair t~{ di.'itrihution tramiformen 

The out turn for each TRY was fixed (January 1994) as 30 numbers per 
month per ya rd. 

The details of distribution transformers failed and repaired in TRYs and 
private agencies during the last five years ended 1999-2000 are given below: 

Year Capacit~ Total Repaired Pcrccn- Repai•·cd Transfor·mers 
of T RY number hyTRY tagc of b~ Jlri\'ate to he repaired 

of uti lisa- agencies a t the end of 
failures tion of the )'Car 

TRY 

(1) (2) (3) (-') (5) (6) (7} 

1995-% 1 I I 611 9589 5669 511.79 3257 663 

1996-97 I I I 611 IIIII I 5 6 193 55.-'9 2722 1763 

1997-98 I I I 611 1181-' 6887 61.71 5632 11158 

1998-99 111 611 12396 685 1 61.38 -'Mil 19-'2 

1999-201111 111611 135111 7115 63.75 5-'8 1 2856 

Total 5581111 5732-' 32715 58.63 21753 

From the above tab le, it could be observed that the percentage utilisation of 
TRY ranged from 50.79 per cent to 63.75 per cent during 1995-96 to 1999-
2000, but despite having id le capacity the Board repaired the transformers at 
higher rates from private agencies. It is pertinent to mention here that though 
the Board had assured COPU (July 1992) that the efficiency of TRYs would 
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be improved so as to uti li e them to the maximum capaci.ty and that the 
number of transformers to be repaired by pri vate agencies wo uld be limited to 
1500 pet• annum only, the Board had not kept up its assurance as evidenced 
by the fact that the number of transformers repaired by the private agencies 
was much more than 1500 in all the last five years. Computed with reference 
to the average cost of repair of a transformer by private agencies (Rs. l2400) 
and by TRY (Rs. l 0 I 00), the avoidable extra expenditure incurred by the 
Board during the last five years in not implementing its assurance to COPU 
worked out to Rs.J 28 crore { (2 I 753-7500) X Rs 2300} . 

3A,7 · Condemnation and- disposal of unservicooble transformers/ 
.:. -- ·'•' 

spares ............ w... '::.,'"'~ ... eo".W ••• , 

Instructions were issued (August 1987) by the Chai rman that in respect of 
failed power transformers, which were beyond economical repair, the 
condemnation proposals should be finalised expeditiously and the 
transformers disposed off. It was however, noticed in Audit, that there were 
considerable delays in condemning unserviceable transformers and spares and 
their disposal as discussed below: 

(i) 22 transformers which failed between 1982 and 2000 and lying in 
Singaperumalkovil Sub Station (SS), Villupuram SS, TRB Ambattur and 
Repair Bay, Samayanallur and 4 1 coils lying at TRB Ambattur since 1977 
have not been disposed off, though they had been condemned. The reserve 
price fixed for these transformers was Rs.3 . 13 crore. 

(ii) 90 transformers, which fai led between 1990 and 2000, were lying in 
various EDCs, for which condemnation proposals were yet to be initiated. 
The reali sable value of these fai led transformers , as assessed in Audit, was 
Rs.2.62 crore. 

The above matters were rep01ted to the Board/Government in June 200 I ; their 
replies had not been received (September 200 I). 

Conclusion I 

Transformers play a vital ro le in both transmission and distribution of power 
and involves huge investment which necessitate proper planning in the 
procurement, maintenance and repair. It was, however, observed that Tamil 
Nadu Electricity Board suffered various deficiencies, which inter a lia, 
included overload ing of transformers due to less procurement of distribution 
transformers, consequent ly higher rate of fa ilure at the same time idle 
investment due to delay in commissioning of the transformers, abnormal delay 
in repair, etc. Despite Board's assurance to increase the efficiency of its own 
repair yard, the Board got the transformers repaired from private agencies at 
higher rates. There is need to improve the over all system by procuring 
sufficient number of distribution transformers so as to avoid overloading and 
consequent fa ilures as well as timely repair of transformers, etc. 
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[~ _____________ s_E_C_Tl_O_N_3_B ____________ ~li 

[ TAMIL NADUELECTRICITV BOARD , !! 
REVIEW ON PYKARA ULTIMATE STAGE HYDRO: 

ELECTRIC PROJECT 

HIGHLIGHTS 

Pyka.•·a Ultimate tage Hydro :ltlectrlt Pr()ject was initiaDy c.oricei~td'''iu· 
1981-31. to add capacity of 100 M'W (two units of 5() MW eRcb) to the 
existing .Pykara Powe•· Bouse at Singara. Tt"te capacity ()f the P:t:~Jectw~~
subsequcn11y increAsed to 150 MW (th~ee units of 50 · 1\\( tac.hrin 
1,35~8{). . ;:; 

-~••••-m-~~~o....o.....,...;...._~--~--:~---~~-·-···'··AA~MV~ ...... ·;'N~~.:·;:;:;.,.;•,• .• w )o;•,,t..:•:•:·:t 

(Paragraph 3B. /) 

The proj~(t cost of Rs~ 70.16 ~r'oi'~ as pet" ,J)PR ( l985-86) had uttdet;g~(¢ 
three re,•isions and a.s per latest t·evision (April 2000) the project ·cost was 
R$.382.8' crore i.~ mQre than 500 per ~~nt increase in tbe pt<oject cost. _.,,:;: 

(Paragraph 38.4) 

Delay in implementation Qf the project had resuUed uot onJy ili''.£t}it 
ov.erntn of Rs.Jl2.65 t'rore bufrus.o r~_~lted in potential Loss of ge,P-erati<i,pj 
of Rs.2 7 5 um-e. · ': · · · ... ::::::.··· .... ::: .,.;:,:'_:::0:: 

(Paragraph 38.5.2) 

Failure of the Boat<d to indnde intetestwclause on mqbilisa~!gil '··a#:~: 
nHtchinery advarltts despite agreeing to by the t()Utrado,. reSulted =~ 
interest I~ of Rs.S.l7 trore. Further~. payment of escalatio~•:~: "'itbo~t 
deducting interest free advance to tbe contract()r resulted in exceSs 
p~yntent of Rs.2.l3 cror~~ _., 

{Paragraph 3B. 6.1 (h)(i)} 

Place~neut of pttr·<:hast orders fot m~chiuery evert after the $t-Opp~gt: 9t 
civil works resulted in idle inv-estment of Rs.46.14. crore and loss::: (;f 
hl.tet~~t Qf R$.u:n erQre~ · · ,,. , ;:::· ~::··,:::::::,:(,:':'·,.',,,,:::::=:~:1::::~::::;:~:' 

{Paragraph 3B. 6. 2 (i)} 

52 



Chapter-Ill RevielVs relating to ,\'tatutory Corporation 

,~=~~~~s~~:~j~~~~f,=!~~;:t,;.:;·~~= .:~:;~r:;et~;;~=~:~~~::y~f.:;~~::;~~;~~: 
rendered th~''com~jssJ~ning_pf th~ pr()ject -:~jffiC.{llt unl~ssi!Jfis ;:approved 
byJJie F!lres~fQ~tiirt~e~~t· =:,H%:h J: :::"=::1\iF:i==iJ ':.?.,.:: ... 'i:tt:::2:':::':1:=:.> .:::::::=Jk~ .:::::::::::::::,,;: ·· 

(Paragraph 38. 7. 1) 

I 38.1 .lntrod.uction .I 

Pykara Ultimate Stage Hydro Electric Project (PUSHEP) was conceived 
( 198 I -82) to have an additional capacity of I 00 MW (2 units of 50 MW each) 
to the existing Pykara Power House at Singara, ilgiris district with a 
generating capacity of 70 MW so as to effectively utilise all the available 
flows of Pykara ri,·er and its neighbouring tributaries and to meet the growing 
peak demand of power. The initial ( 1981-82) estimated cost of the project of 
Rs.38 14 crore was revised to Rs. 70.16 crore as per Detailed Project Report 
(DPR) prepared in 1985-86 consequent to the increase in generation capacity 
to !50 MW (3 units of 50 MW each) on the suggestion of the Central 
Electricity Authority (CEA). 

According to the Project Report, the generation of power would be by uttl ising 
the flow over the head available between the full reservoir level of the existing 
Glenmorgan Forebay and Maravakandy Dam near Masinagudi in an 
underground powerhouse located near Glenmorgan. The annual generation of 
power estimated at 19 million units (MUs) was to be evacuated through 230 
KV Double Circuit (DC) line to be laid from Pykara to M.G Pudur (Arasur) in 
Coimbatore district. 

The environmental clearance of the project was obtained in March 1985 . The 
techno-economic clearance for the project was given by CEA in November 
1987 and by Union Planning Commission in August 1988 for Rs.70.16 crorc. 
The Board accorded administrative approval for the project in September 
1988. However, based on the revised administrative approval in June 1990 for 
Rs. l 14.87 crore ( 1989 price level), the project commenced only in August 
1990. Taking into account the gestation period of six years as stipulated by 
Planning Commission at the time of project clearance, the project should have 
been completed by September 1994. Even adopting the actual date of the 
commencement of the project i.e, August 1990, it should have been completed 
by August 1996. But the project has not been completed so far (August 200 I} 

ln the meantime. the cost of the project underwent two revisions for Rs.136.32 
crore ( 199 1-92 price level) and Rs.382.81 crore (1999-2000 price level) in 
September 1992 and Apri l 2000 respectively. The actual expenditure mcurred 
up to March 200 I was Rs. 197.57 crore. 

[ 3B.2 Scope' of audit I 

The review conducted from January to Apri l 200 I covered planning and 
implementation of the project for the period from August 1990 to March 200 I. 
The findings ofthe audit are di scussed in the succeeding paragraphs. 
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[ 3B.3: ~unding of ~he projec~ I 
The project included in eventh Plan was proposed to be partly fund ed from 
Japanese Overseas Economic Co-operation Fund (OECF) loan package 
available during the years 199 1-92 to 1994-95 for procurement of electrical 
generating equipments worth Rs.60.62 crore. Other components of the project 
were to be funded by Board 's fund s. As the OECF assistance could not be' 
obtained due to longer gestation period of the project, the entire project cost 
was to be met by Board's borrowed funds. 

f 3B.4 Project viability I 

The viability of the project based on the financial parameters as envisaged in 
the Detailed Project Report (DPR) as well as at the time of subsequent 
rev isions of the project cost by the Board and worked out by Audit based on 
the parameters contained in DPR in subsequent revisions are given below: 

.June 19 '.111 ( Fir.. t :.t'plemher 19'.12 \pril 2111111 

Sl. l'urtirula rs 
.\ s pr r rc\ isiun) (Sec;und rl'\ blun) (Lulr st revisiun) 
I) Pit 

'" ( I '.IHS H6) \\ urhrd out b) \\'urkcd out hy \\ u t•kt•ll out b ) 

l:luar1l .\udlt Board .\ U!II t Board .\Uifit 

I. ( 'u:,t uf prHjet·t (Ru pct's 711.16 ll ~.H7 --- 136.32 --- J H2.HI --· 
ln crurc) 

2. Re' r nue retum (in prr 12.15 ' ··'·* (-) 6A5 12.32 (-) 2.12 1 ~.5~ 5.56 
(' (' Ill) 

3. llcm·lit t·o; t ratlu (natiu) I .IIH ' ··'· 11.72 1.37 11.7~ n.9H 11.79 

~- Cusl ur j!Cnr mtiun ~n ' ·"· HI 95 1113 I HS 2 11 
(p:olsr prr unit) 

.. N.A. indicate!' not ava ilable as these we re not worl<ed out by the Board . 

It may be seen from the above that the benefit cost ratio of the project as 
worked out by the Board, fe ll below one at the escalated project cost of 
Rs 382.8 1 crore in April 2000 indicating that the project is economica ll y 
unviable Further, the percentage of revenue return projected at 12 15 in DPR 
had come down to 5 56 (as worked out by aud it). The cost of generation of 40 
paise per unit at DPR stage had gone up to 185 paise as worked out by Board 
duri ng the latest revision (Apri l 2000), whereas the same worked out to 211 
paise per unit (as per audit) as compared to the average realisation of2 1 0 paise 
per unit 

More than 500 per cent increase in the project cost was mainly due to time 
over run and consequent cost escalation, incorrect/unrea li sti c estimation as 
discussed in the succeeding paragraphs coupled with lack of effecti ve control 
over the time schedule of the project had rendered the project economicall y 
unviable. 
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[ 3B.~ lmplen.~ntatiO,n ;of the projectJ 

38.5. 1 Time over run 

As mentioned earlier, though the project was cleared by th~.. Planning 
Commission in August 1988, actual implementation was commenced only in 
August 1990, i.e., after a delay of two years . The contract for civil works was 
awarded in August 1995 and the Board prepared the PERT chart only in 
March 1997 and revised it t:vice subsequentl y to match the progress of the 
work. According to the revi sed schedule, the project has been slated for 
commissioning in October 2002. 

In the absence of effective project management and monitoring, there were 
heavy slippages in the implementation of the project and the time over run was 
mainly due to : 

Delay of36 months in inviting tenders for civil works. 

Delay in finalisation oftenders. 

Delay in execution of civil works. 

Delay of 23 months in recommencing the excavation work for lower 
pressure shaft due to occurrence of major loose rock fall in May 1997, while 
tunneling for pressure shaft. 

These delays are discussed in subsequent paragraphs. 

3 B. 5. 2 Cost overrun 

The project cost, which was estimated at Rs. 70. 16 crore in the DPR was 
revised to Rs.382.8 1 crore in Apri l 2000. The revision of more than 500 per 
cent in the project cost at various stages is detailed below: 

(Rupees in crore) 

C'ompon~nls As p~r First Second Third Inc reuse in 
DPR re\ ision revision revision per centuee as 

(1985-R6) (19!!9-90) (1991 -92) (1999- compared tu 
2000) DPR 

( I ) (2) (3) (5) (7) (8) 

C'h il "urks 22.72 .. 3.71! 53.21 1-'MA9 653.37 

l!lectrinrl works -'0.29 611.62 6H.J9 1116.62 26 ... 63 

Tr:111smission wurk.• 7. 15 111.-H 1-'.72 33.UU .. 61.5 .. 

lnlert>sl durin2 t"llnslrucliun pt· r1od 9-'.711 

Tow I 70.16 11-'.87 136.32 3H2.81 545.62 

The steep increase in project cost was mainly attributed to : 
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I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Subsequent inclusion of cost of financing " hich was omitted to 
he considered a t the ti me of DPR 

Ad d it ion of nc" items 

lm:r ease in cust due to escalation 

Increase in quant ities 

Increase in establishment cost in project im11lcmcntat ion 

lncr-e;tsc in the cost of tra nsmission wot·ks 

T otal 

(Rupees in 
c r ore) 

94.70 

4 1.48 

124.02 

5.68 

20.92 

25.85 

31 2.65 

Besides for every month of delay in completion the Board has worked out the 
revenue loss on generation as Rs.5 crore. Thus, delay in implementation of 
the project had resulted not only m cost overrun of Rs.3 12.65 crore but also 
resulted in potential loss of generation of Rs.275 crore (up to the revised 
scheduled date of comm issioning viz., October 2002). 

l3'8.f Executi(}n of the project I 

The project included mainly civil works comprising construction of access 
tunnel , pressure shaft, cable shaft, power house and Tail Race Tunnel (TRT), 
etc., and electrical works comprising procurement and erection of generating 
equipments, auxiliary equipments, power transformers of transmission lines, 
etc. The execution of these works, are discussed in the succeeding 
paragraphs. 

311. 6. I Gvil worl<s 

(a) Award of contract 

Though the Planning Commission cleared the project in August 1988, tenders 
were invited only in August 199 I i.e., after 36 months. These tenders were 
opened 111 November 1991 to execute the civil works in a single package 
comprising construction of Access Tunnel, Adit - ll and TRT at an estimated 
cost of Rs 13 I I crore. 

Subsequently, the Board decided (April 1992), to split the work into two 
packages, so as to take up both packages simultaneously as it was felt that 
both Access Tunnel and TRT were in critical path. Negotiation was held with 
two of the eligible tenderers for this purpose without any success. 
Consequently, Board decided to award the entire work to one tenderer (M/s 
RPNN Ltd ) A the Government did not approve the award due to poor rating 
of the vendor. Board called for fresh tenders (April 1994) enlarging the scope 
ofthe work to include all the civil works, (v iz., construction of Access Tunnel, 
TRT, Pressure Shaft, Powerhouse Cavern, Cable Shaft and Adits) so as to 
award entire civil works as a single package (at a total cost of Rs.44.58 crore). 
Finally, the civil works were awarded (June 1995) to KCT Brothers, New 
Delhi (KCT). 
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Thus. the indecisiveness of the Board viz., frequent changes made in the scope 
of work by the Board resulted not only in a time over run of 28 months (from 

ovember 199 1 to April 1994) but also in cost escalation of Rs.5 crore (being 
the difference between the va lue of the items of work in the cancelled tender 
and the subsequent contract for the same items of work) 

It was also observed that at the time of award of this work, KCT had not 
executed works of such a magnitude. Although, KCT was stated to have 
carried out I 0 works of lesser magnitude between 1972 and 1994, the Board 
did not enquire adequately about the performance of the contractor Thus. 
awarding the contract to the tenderer without adequately verifying their 
previous performances resulted in abnormal delay in execution of civil works 
as di scussed in succeeding paragraphs. 

(h) Execution uf work 

(i) Mohili.mtion am/ machinery advances 

As per general conditions. which formed part ofthe contract, no mobilisation 
ad\·ance "ould be considered for works and procurement of machinery 
However, KCT requested for release of mobilisation and machinery advances 
and offered to pay interest at 14 per cent per annum on these advances The 
Board released Rs 8.91 crore being the 20 per cent of the contract value (I 0 
per cent for mobilisation and I 0 per cent for machinery) as an interest free 
advance for no recorded reasons Subsequently, another advance of Rs.4 46 
crore (I 0 per cent) was released as interest free machinery advance in lieu of 
contractors' agreement to advance the completion of the works by two months 
(i.e. from 48 months to 46 months). However, no penal clause was 
incorporated in the contract to protect the Board's financial interest in the 
event of non-completion of the works within the stipulated time. As the 
project is being funded by borrowed funds, any delay in completing the 
project in time would render the investment made so far idle with consequent 
interest burden to the Board. 

lt was observed in audit that failure to include suitable clause in the agreement 
regarding interest at 14 per cent on the advances as agreed by the contractor 
resulted in an interest loss of Rs.5. 17 crore. Besides by admitting the 
contractor's escalation claim for value of work done without .deduction of 
interest free advance, the Board suffered loss by way of excess payment of 
escalation amounting to Rs.2. 13 crore. 

(ii) Delay in execution (~f ci t •il wurk~ 

The civil works were commenced in August 1995. However, PERT chart for 
the project was prepared only in March 1997. The following table indicates 
the delay in completion ofvarious components of civil works. 

Sl. 
Completion schedule Delct~· in 

Nn. 
Acth·ity 

Due Actual months 

I. Access tunnel March 1996 Apr il 1996 I 

2. Po" c r house cavern March 1997 Febnmr: 2111 111 35 

3. Transformer cavern A1u·il 1998 M ay 1999 13 

4. T ail race tunnel March 1999 October 2111111 19 
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Sl. 
Com11letion schedule Deht~· in 

No. 
Activit~· 

Due Actual months 

::i. Pressure shaft- Ullller reach June 1997 Mat·ch 1998 9 

6. Pressure shaft -lower reach Dcccmhcr 1997 Not ~·ct comJIIctcd -
7. Cahle shaft Aug-ust 1998 Not ~ ct comJIIctcd --

It would be seen from the above that the contractor had completed fi ve out of 
seven works with a delay ranging from one to 35 months. The main reasons 
for the delays were inadequate mobilisation of men and machinery by the 
contractor. The remaining two works, which are under execution are 
discussed in the succeeding paragraph. Board' s attempt to identify a new 
contractor to carry out the balance works has not borne fruit so far (August 
200 I). The Board could not levy any penalty/liquidated damages on the 
contractor for delay in completion of these works due to its failure to include 
such clause in the agreement. At the same time, the Board was incurring 
interest expenditure on the borrowed funds invested in these works. 

(iii) Incomplete civil works 

(a) The excavation work in lower pressure shaft was commenced in 
November 1996 as per schedule. The work was carried out up to 176 metre at 
a cost of Rs.37 lakh but further excavation had to be stopped (May 1997) due 
to major rock fall. Based on the recommendations of the expert committee, 
the work already done was abandoned and excavation in different alignment 
was entrusted (February 1998) to KCT at an additional estimated cost of 
Rs.6.12 crore. However, KCT commenced the work belatedly in April 1999 
and has not completed it so far (August 200 I) . 

(b) The excavation of cable shaft, which was scheduled to be 
commenced in October 1997 as per PERT chart was actually commenced in 
January 1999 only due to accidents on account of loose rock fall similar to that 
faced while tunneling for lower pressure shaft and the work was still under 
progress (August 200 I). 

3B. 6.2 Mechanical ami electrical works 

(i) Idle investment in procurement of machinery 

As per the PERT chart prepared in March 1997, the generating machinery and 
power transformers, etc., were to be procured in seven to 24 months so as to 
be ready for erection on completion of the civi l works. As mentioned earlier, 
the civil work in lower pressure shaft, which was to be completed in 
December 1997 was stopped indefinitely in May 1997 due to major rock fall. 
The Board was not sure of resumption of civil work immediately as the 
problem was to be studied by an expert committee and finally the civil work 
was recommenced only in April 1999. But even before knowing the probable 
date of recommencement of the civil work, the Board placed orders 
(November 1997) for generating machinery (value: Rs.S8.17 crore) and cables 
(value: Rs.8.75 crore) and made payments to suppliers amounting to Rs.46. 14 
crore up to March 2001. 

Generating machinery were delivered by the supplier at site between April 
1998 and February 200 I. These are being kept in open yard subjecting them 
to vagaries of nature and not taken into Board' s accounts as the storage and 
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custody are the responsibilities of the suppliers until the erection as per the 
terms of the contract. The erection and commissioning of the machinery still 
could not be carried out, as the work front has not been made available to the 
suppliers Thus, non-synchronisation of supply with project commissioning 
has led to locking up of borrowed funds of Rs.46. 14 crorc without beneficial 
use besides interest loss thereon amounting to Rs. 12.77 crore up to March 
200 1. 

It is pertinent to note that as the warranty period of the machinery had already 
lapsed, the Board might not be able to hold the suppliers responsible for 
defects in supply/specitication, if any, in respect of these high value items at 
the time of commissioning. 

(ii) Non-provision f~( butterfly valve 

Provisioni ng of an isolating valve viz., butterfly or gate valve to the individual 
turbine in a power house in addition to the spherical valve would enable 
carrying out repair work on the spherical valves and would avoid draining of 
the entire water in the penstock during such repairs. A suggestion by the 
Chief Engineer/PUSHEP (September 1997) to have a butterfly valve in the 
power house was rejected (September 1997) by the Board on the ground that 
PUSHEP was to be a peak load station running for about six hours a day. It is 
observed in audit that non-provisioning of butterfly valve was not referred to 
CEA and Central Water Commission, project consultants. In this connection, 
it is pertinent to mention that in Servalar project the open power house was 
flooded during operation due to non-provision of a similar valve and then the 
same was provided with great difficulty with forced outages for four to six 
months Even a peak load station had to maintain continuous generation 
during the period of surplus \~ater and any repair even if! a single spherical 
valve during such period would adversely affect the generation in all the units 
of the power house. ln view of this, the Board should consider to instal 
butterfly valve. 

(i) Tran.\·mi.ttsion line 

The project envisaged erection of 230 KV DC line of 85 KMs length for 
evacuation of power from Pykara to MG Pudur (Arasur sub-station) including 
14 KMs through forest area. The planning commission while approving the 
project in August 1988, had stated that forest clearance for transmission 
system had to be obtained before commencing transmission works. It was, 
however, observed that without waiting for such prior approval from the 
Forest Department for construction of line in the forest area, the Board went 
ahead with the construction of the line in non-forest area for a route length of 
26 K.Ms at a cost of Rs.8.30 crore. An alternative proposal at the instance of 
Forest Department (March 1998) for erecting 220 KV DC line along the 
corridor of existing 1 I 0 KV SC Pykara Nellithurai line is yet to be submitted 
by the Board to the Forest Department. 

Besides, the Board constructed TRT which passes through the Forest 
Land/Reserve Forest area, at a cost of Rs. l7.39 crore without obtaining the 
forest clearance. As informed by the Ministry of Environment and Forest in 
May 2000, construction of TRT was violative of the Forest Conservation Act 
1980 and required Ministry's clearance. The Board is yet to obtain Ministry' s 
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clearance for this work Thus, non-obtaining the forest clearance both for 
TRT and transm ission lines has not only rendered the expenditure of Rs.25 .69 
crore idle but also rendered the very commissioning of the project, even if all 
the works are completed, difficult unless it is approved by the Forest 
Department. 

(ii) S torage capacity f~{ Marava/wmly Dam 

Project en vi. aged that water discharged from the Power House of PUSHEP 
was to be led into Maravakandy Dam for furt her discharge to Moyar forebay 
through flume. The existing storage capacity of 34 2 Million Cubic Feet 
(mcft .) of the dam was sufficient to store and conduct water discharged from 
the already existing power house at Singara. Later the Board found ( 1993) 
that in order to operate both power houses to the full capacity increasing the 
storage of the dam by increasing height of the dam by another 5 feet and 
increasing carrying capacity of the flume by widening and deepening were 
necessary Otherwise, water discharged from both power houses would result 
in surplussing 53 5 mcft of water equivalent to generation of 1.25 MUs per 
day 

But the Board did not succeed in increasing the carrying capacity of the flume 
or the height of the dam as these were objected to by the forest department 
(September 1996) and as a result the Board would be ab le to operate both 
power houses for a maximum of II 5 hours a day only This would yield 
generation of 3.4 MUs only against full generation capacity of 6.16 MUs per 
day This is contrary to the principle of operating the hydro stations for full 
generation and backing down the generations in non-hydro stations during the 
monsoon period to avoid surp lussing of water. 

Thus, the failure to study these aspects at investigation/planning stage it elf 
had rendered the power house inoperable with ful l capacity during the 
monsoon period. · 

The above matters were reported to the Board/Government in June 200 I ; their 
replies had not been received (September 200 I ). 

Conclusion I 

The project, which was initially conceived in 198 1-82 was yet to be 
completed. It suffered right from the initial stage due to excessive delay in 
calling for tenders and finalising the contractor for civil works. wrong 
selection of main contractor, ineffective project management and monitoring. 
These coupled with the failure to obtain prior forest clearance for laying of 
transmission line and for construction of TRT and inability of the Board to 
raise storage level of Maravakandy dam so as to run the power house to the 
optimum level led to depriving the benefits of the project such as eco-friendl y 
energy generation at a low cost, shorter gestation period etc. Thus, poor 
implementation of the project with reference to DPR and PERT chart had not 
only increased the project cost by more than 500 per cent and cost of 
generation from 40 paise at the DPR level to 185 paise in 1999-2000, but also 
resulted in potential loss of generation of Rs.275 crore up to the revised 
scheduled date of commissioning viz., October 2002. In view of this critical 
position there is an urgent need to complete the project by removing all the 
bottlenecks so as to utili se the id le investment incurred so far fruitfull y as well 
as to provide power to the public. 
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I·AA.J.tl]ndue ben~tit totb~ Roller Flour Mil~ I 

Company's failure to recover the cost of gunny bags from Roller Flour 
Mills resulted in undue benefit of Rs.8. 77 crore to them. 

) 

Government of Ind ia (GO!) permitted (December 1992) the State Government 
to convert a portion of wheat supplied from the Central Pool for Public 
Distribution System (PDS) into wheat products like Maida and Rava and 
distribute them to the ration card holders through PDS outlets at the rates fixed 
by the State Government. The State Government in turn entrusted (May 1993) 
the conversion and distribution work to the Company. 

The Company in turn entered into separate agreements with private Roller 
Flour Mills (RFMs) for conversion of wheat into maida and rava Wheat 
allotted for the purpose of conversion was to be del ivered in gunny bags by the 
Company and the flour (maida and rava) were to be packed by the R.FMs in 
prescribed retail packets (primary packing) and bundled in gunny bags 
(secondary packing). 

The agreement with RFMs provided for payment of packing charges for retail 
packing of maida and rava and also packing them in gunny bags (each gunny 
bag contains 50 to I 00 retail packets) in addition to milling charges 
Accordingly, the claims of RFMs were regulated and packing charges were 
paid. However, it was noticed in audit that the cost of gunny bags in which 
wheat was supplied by the Company to R.FMs was not adjusted/recovered 
against the claims of RFMs. This resulted in undue benefit of Rs.8. 77 crore to 
the RFMs on 72.63 lakh gunny bags supplied during the period from 1993-94 
to 1999-2000. 

The Government in its reply (Apri l 200 I) stated that the millers need a total of 
16 gunny bags per tonne of wheat (including I 0 gunny bags that were supplied 
with every tonne of wheat) for holding smaller packets of wheat products that 
were supplied to the Company and for selling the remaining quantity of wheat 
products in the open market and hence the question of retrieval of gunny bags 
from R.FMs did not arise. 

The reply of the Government is not tenable as the Company has not adjusted 
the gunny bags supplied by it, though it made the payment for 16 gunny bags 
required for holding smaller packets. 
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4A.l.2Extra expenditure due to non-lifting of aJlotted rice under 
B.PL uota 

Lifting of allotted rice under Above Poverty Line (A PL) quota cost of 
which was highe•· as compared to cost of rice for Below Poverty Line 
(BPL) resulted in avoidable extra expenditure of Rs.l.02 crore. 

Government of India (GOl) allots rice from Central Pool to the States on 
monthly basis for distribution under Public Distribution System (PDS). The 
allotment is made under two categories viz., for BPL beneficiaries and APL 
beneficiaries at issue rates of Rs.3500 and Rs.9050 per MT respectively. The 
Government of Tamil Nadu as a policy sells both the categories of rice at the 
same rate viz. Rs 3.50 per Kg. to all beneficiaries under the PO Being the 
agency of the Government, the Company procure the rice against Central 
Pool Allotment and distributes it at the rate fixed by the State Government to 
PDS shops for sale to ration cardholders Accordinu to procedure, the 
monthly quota of allotted rice is to be lifted latest by 1Sl11 of the succeeding 
month by the Regional Offices (ROs) of the Company from the nearest 
godowns of the Food Corporation of India (FCI) after paying the cost in 
advance. 

On a review of the lifting of Central Pool ri ce allotment by the ROs of the 
Company, it was noticed that for the month of June 1999, Trichy RO of the 
Company was allotted 3000 MTs of rice under BPL category and 2000 MTs 
under APL category. Indents were placed by the RO for lifting the allotment 
first under APL category by remitting Rs. 90.50 lakh on II June 1999 (for 
I 000 MTs) and another Rs 90.50 lakh on 18 June 1999 for the balance I 000 
ITs and the entire quantity allotted under this category (2000 MTs) was lifted 

by 15 July 1999. The first payment (Rs.35 Jakh) for BPL allotment was made 
onl y on 25 June for lifting I 000 MTs and the second on 30 June for 2000 MTs 
(Rs. 70 lakh) through adjustment of balance amount available with the FCI in 
respect of earlier months indent. Due to delay in indenting for BPL rice 
despite availability of sufficient balance fund with the FCI, it could li ft only 
11 66 433 MTs out of the al lotted 3000 MTs by 15 July 1999 and the unlifted 
quantity of 1833 .57 MTs lapsed. 

It could be observed from the above that had the Comp<uw indented for the 
BPL allotment first by adjusting balance fund with FCI, it ~..nuld have lifted the 
entire BPL allotment. Failure to do so had resulted in an avoidable extra 
expenditure of Rs. l .02 crore in lifting APL allotment in full whi le leaving the 
BPL allotment to lapse. (Rs.5550 x 1833 .57). 

The Government in their rep ly stated (July 200 I) that liftment of both APL 
and BPL rice was done on need basis to the optimum level and omission to lift 
the cheaper variety rice could not be construed to have caused 
additional/avoidable expenditure. The reply is not tenable as there was 
Company's failure to make indent for BPL rice immediately on allotment (I 
June 1999) despite availability of balance fund with the FCl. 
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Disbursement of loan by the Company by relaxing the terms and 
conditions of sanction and not ensuring the fulfilment of assurance by 
the loanee resulted in non-recovery of Rs.5.92 crore. 

A term loan of Rs.2 .50 crore was sanctioned (February 1996) by the Company 
for a new project promoted by N.R.S Textile Mills Limited, Coimbatore (unit) 
to manufacture and export cotton yarn. The estimated project cost of Rs.9.90 
crore was proposed to be financed by (i) promoter's contribution (Rs.3.30 
crore) (ii) Public issue of shares (Rs.3.30 crore) and (iii) term loans from the 
Company (Rs.2.50 crore) and bank (Rs.0.80 crore). · 

The terms and conditions of the loan sanctioned by the Company inter alia, 
included that (i) the loan was to be released onl y after public issue of shares 
for Rs.3.30 crore fully subscribed and paid-up and (ii) the loan of Rs.0.80 
crore from the bank should be tied up before execution of Joan document. 

In April 1996, the loanee unit made a representation to the Company stating 
that public issue of the shares was fully subscribed and 50 per cent amount 
was received and as per the terms of public issue, the remaining amount of 50 
per cent would be realised in April 1996 and hence requested for relaxation of 
terms for disbursement of loan sanctioned. Thereupon, the Company relaxed 
(April 1996) the above conditions and disbursed Rs.2 .23 crore between May 
and November 1996. However, the balance amount of share capital was not 
received till the closure of loan in September 1997. 

The loanee unit could not commence full-fledged operations till September 
1997 due to its failure to mobilise anticipated project cost and working capital 
requirement . Due to default in payment of dues, the Company foreclosed the 
loan (September 1997) and took possession of the assets of the unit in 
December 1999. 

The following points were noticed in audit: 

(i) As per the ex~sting policy of the Company, term loans exceeding 
Rs. 1.50 crore could be sanctioned only to existing units in operation for a 
period not less than three years. In case of new units promoted by the existing 
industrial groups, the existing units of the same group should have earned 
profit/declared dividend during the previous two years to make them eligible 
for term loans exceeding Rs. 1.50 crore. However, in the instant case, term 
loan was sanctioned to a new unit one of whose existing associated units 
incurred loss in the previous two years. (ii) Though the Company took 
possession of assets of unit as early as in December 1999, its efforts to dispose 
off the assets had not yielded any results so far (January 200 I) . 

Thus, the sanction and disbursement of term loan by the Company in (i) 
contravention of the existing policy and (ii) relaxation of terms of sanction and 
disbursing the term loan without raising the entire share capital by loanee 
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resulted in non-recovery of dues amounting to Rs 5 92 crore (principal 
Rs 2.23 crore and interest Rs.3 .69 crore) 

The Government replied ( lay 200 I) that the unit was at the advanced stage of 
implementation and the imported machinery envisaged in the project had 
arrived, which \\-ere incurring demurrage, hence the terms and conditions were 
relaxed However, it was noticed in audit that at the time of relaxation (April 
1996) promoter's statement that they had brought in Rs I 55 crore as 
unsecured loan and their assurance that balance of share capital of Rs 1 65 
crore would be received within one month was belied as neither did they bring 
the additional amount nor the balance of share capital amount ''as actually 
received e\·en after two years, which resulted in non-commencement and 
eventua l failure of the project 

4A.2.2Loss due to acceptance of grossly overvalued collateral;.~n'I·:, ?'"><= 
securities · .-·:· 

lFailure to ascertain the guideline va lue of coll~lteral securities from the 
I Registnation Authorities resulted in loss of Rs.0.65 c•·ore 

----------------~ 

(I) The Company sanctioned (March 1997) a term loan of Rs.20 lakh to 
1/s Excel Engineering, Chennai (loanee) for the purchase of plant and 

machinery required for preventive maintenance/reclamation of scarce 
resources in po"'-er plants, Railwa) s, Port Trusts, etc The loa nee offered 50 
cents of land '' ith buildtngs in Arumanthai Village, Chengalpet District as 
collateral security, \~hich \Vas va lued at Rs 21 .52 lakh by the Company's 
valuer (April 1997). The Company disbursed (April 1997) a sum of Rs.19 23 
lakh against the sanctioned loan 

As the loanee defaulted in payment of principal and interest and on noticing 
missing of machinery from the factory premises, the Company foreclosed 
(April 1998) the loan after disbursement of Rs 19 23 lakh. While taking over 
the possession of the machinery in October 1998, it was found that a major 
portion of the costly machinery was missing As the value of the available 
machinery was meagre, the Company took possession of the collateral security 
in October 1999. 

When this propet1y (collateral security) was auctioned in March 2000, the 
maximum offer received was Rs.0.21 lakh only (as against the value or 
Rs.21.52 lakh assessed by the Company va luer) and hence was not disposed 
of At this juncture the Company wrote to the ub-registrar, Red Hills who 
intimated that the gu ideline value of the said property was Rs.22950 only (at 
Rs 45900 per acre) and the Company also found the property to be a part of 
the paddy field and not land with buildings as certified by the Company's 
va luer. The total amount to be recovered from the borrower as on 30 June 
2000 wa Rs 35 01 lakh (including interest of Rs.IS 78 lakh). 

It \vas replied (July 2001) by the Government that the collateral security was 
assessed by the Company's approved panel valuer and that criminal complaints 
had been lodged against the promoter, owner of collateral security and the 
va luer. 

(2) Similarly in another case (M/s Raviraj Apparels, Chennai) a loan of 
Rs 18.33 lakh was disbursed (July 1997) against collateral security of 1.82 
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acres of land in Keezhapakkam vi llage. The borrower defaulted in payment 
and absconded after closing down the unit (April 1998). The Company lodged 
a police complaint as a major ponion of the machinery hypothecated to the 
Company was missing. The available machinery were taken over by the 
Company and sold in public auction for Rs.2.80 lakh (November 1999) The 
total amount due from the borrower as on 30 September 2000 was Rs 29 56 
lakh (including interest of Rs. l4.03 lakh). 

ln this case also, the collatera l secu6ty was valued afresh after the borrower 
defaulted (April 1998) and it was observed that the guideline value in 
February 1997 as well as in April 1998 was Rs. l9 100 only per acre and 
consequently the value of the collateral security was Rs 34762 only ( 1.82 
acres) . 

lt was replied (July 200 I) by the Government that the original valuat ion of the 
collateral security was made on square foot basis as per sale deed and while 
making subsequent valuation, the guideline value was taken on acre basis. 
The reply is untenable, as the basis of va luation could not make such a huge 
difference in valuation Further, the guideline va lue of agriculture land was 
ah~ays fi xed on acreage basis. 

From the above mentioned facts, it could be seen that the modus operandi of 
the borrowers in both the cases was to boost the value of the collateral 
security. This could have easily been detected by the Company had it 
approached the Registration Authorities (Sub-Registrars) before the 
disbursement of loans at the time of valuation of properties instead of after 
disbursement. lt is pertinent to mention here that in March 1995 (D.O.letter 

o.5277/J2/95-2, dated 16 March 1995) the Sub-Registrars in the State had 
been directed by the Inspector General of Registration to furnish the guideline 
value in writing as and when requested by the Company but it failed to make 
use of this directive before disbursement of loan. 

No action has been taken by the Company against the officers responsible for 
the lapse in this regard. 

Release of term loans relying on bogus collateral securities resulted in 
non-recovery of dues amounting to Rs.0.43 crore. 

(a) The Company sanctioned (March 1997) a term loan of Rs.20 lakh 
(repayable in 28 quarterly insta lments) to M/s. Sree Kamakshi Polymers 
(SKP), Chennai for the purchase and erection of plastic bag manufacturing 
plant. The loan was inter alia secured by mortgage of six grounds of land 
(3 I . 75 cents) at Madipakkam owned by a third party as collateral security and 
a sum of Rs. l7.77 lakh was disbursed (October 1997). However, borrower 
defaulted in repayment of both principal and interest and during the inspection 
(May 1998) of unit by the Company machinery pur;::hased out of the loan 
amount were found missing. Thereafter, the Company foreclosed (May 1999) 
the loan. The overdues as on March 2000 stood at Rs.25.25 lakh (including 
entire principal amount of Rs. l7.77 lakh) and the same was yet to be 
recovered (September 200 I). 
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(b) Similarly, the Company sanctioned (August 1996) a term loan of 
Rs. 7.30 lakh, working capital Joan of Rs.6.25 Jakh and subsidy bridge Joan 
against subsidy of Rs.2.34 lakh to M/s. Sastha Leathers Pri\'ate Umited (unit). 
The term loan was repayable in 24 quarterly instalments and the working 
capital Joan was repayable in 12 instalments. Against these loans, an amount 
of Rs. 12.93 lakh was disbursed to the unit, which was inter alia based on a 
collateral security of a residential house (valued at Rs. 14 lakh) in Chennai held 
in the name of Mrs. Dhanalakshm i, a third party. As the borrower defaulted in 
payment of dues, the Company foreclosed (June 1999) the loan and took over 
possession (September 1999) ofthe assets. The assets were subsequently so ld 
in auction for Rs.4 .05 lakh only (October 2000). The balance amount of 
Rs. l7.25 lakh (including interest of Rs.8.37 lakh) could not be recovered so 
far (March 200 I) . 

lt was observed in audit that in both the cases mentioned above, after 
disbursement of the loan, it was found (December 1998 and February 2000) 
by the Company that the collateral securities offered were bogus/fictitious. In 
the case of SKP, the land offered as collateral security was found to have been 
sold by the owner as early as in 1964-65 itself. In the other case, the owner of 
the collateral security claimed (December 1998) that she did not offer her 
property as security to any one. The Company also did not obtain any 
personal guarantees from the Directors. 

Thus, failure of the Company in verifying the validity of the collateral 
securities before disbursement of the loans especially when collateral 
securities offered were owned by third parties other than the promoter coupled 
with failure to obtain personal guarantees of Directors resulted in non
recovery of Rs.42.50 lakh. 

The Government while admitting (July 200 I) the facts stated that criminal 
complaints were lodged against the promoters as well as the collateral owner 
in the case of SKP in September 2000 and the action was being taken against 
the officials responsible for the lapses in this regard. 

I 4A.J.J Disbursement of loan on second h~nd machinery I 

The Company disbursed loan on imported second hand machinery 
which failed to achieve the desired level of productivity and 
consequently, it could not realise Rs.4.67 crore. 

State industries Promotion Corporation ofTamil Nadu Limited (S lPCOT) and 
Tamil Nadu industrial Investment Corporation Limited (TllC) sanctioned 
(December 1995) term loans of Rs.2.50 crore and Rs. I .50 crore respectively to 
M/s Coimbatore Vijay Cotton and Synthetics Limited to jointly finance a 
project to set up a spinning mill at Palladam taluk. The original project cost of 
Rs.7.80 crore was subsequently reduced to Rs.6.68 crore with consequent 
reduction in financing by SIPCOT (Rs.2. 14 crore) and TIIC (Rs. I .23 crore). 
The balance project cost (Rs.3.31 crore) was to be arranged by the Joanee unit 
itselfby share capital (Rs.3.10 crore) and unsecured loan (Rs.0.2 1 crore). 
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A sum of Rs.1.61 crore was disbursed by SIPCOT between November 1996 
and September 1997 and Rs. 71 lakh was disbursed by TIIC between May 
1997 and February 1998. Both these loans were repayable with interest in 24 
quarterly instalments commencing after two years from the date of first 
disbursement. As the borrower defaulted in payment of principal and interest 
to both TllC and SIPCOT, the loan accounts were foreclosed 
(January/February 2000) by these companies and the amount due from the 
borrower to SlPCOT was Rs 3.42 crore (Rs.1.61 crore principal plus interest: 
Rs. l. 81 crore) as on 30 April2001 and TllC was Rs. l.25 crore (Rs.71 lakh 
principal plus Rs.54.45 lakh interest) as on 31 March 200 I. 

After inspecting the unit in May 2000, SIPCOT observed (June 2000) that the 
machines were grossly underutilised due to lack of adequate working capital 
support and the unit was unable to achieve the desired level of productivity 
with the imported second hand machinery. 

ln audit, it was observed that the appraisal of the project was defective due to 
the fo llowing reasons: 

( I) The Company had failed to ensure export market potential for the 
product especially, when the borrower had to fultil export obligation (as the 
machinery were imported under Export Promotion Capital Goods Scheme). 

(2) While extending the term loan, the Company failed to assess the 
suitability of the imported second hand machinery for the project through 
independent body in the textile field like South India Textile Research 
Association (SITRA). 

The Government in their reply stated (July 200 I) that market tie-up 
arrangement for export was not insisted upon as India is one of the few 
countries that export cotton yarn/fabrics/garments and there was good scope 
for export. Regarding suitabi lity of the machinery, it was stated that the textile 
machinery were normally maintained by replacing the worn out parts and the 
suitabi lity ofthe machinery was ensured through chartered engineer. 

Even after accepting the Government's reply, fact remains that the unit was 
unable to achieve the desired level of productivity with the imported second 
hand machinery, which should have been ensured before disbursement of loan 
in order to safeguard the interest of the financial institutions. 

Failure of the Company to exercise basic checks before disbursement 
resulted in non-recovery of Rs.2.36 crore. 

(a) Sri Prasanna Vinayagar Textiles Private Limited (borrower) proposed to 
set up a new automatic fabric weaving unit at Katheri vil lage of Namakkal 
District at an estimated cost of Rs.1.85 crore and approached (July 1996) the 
Company for sanction of a term loan of Rs. I . J 5 crore for purchase of plant 
and machinery. The Company sanct ioned (January 1997) Rs. l crore as term 
loan to purchase 20 sunrise brand auto looms and other machinery. The 
promoter offered collateral securities, whose market value was assessed by a 
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Chat1ered Engineer at Rs.57 1akh and two Directors gave personal guarantee 
for the term loan. 

Based on the xerox copies of invoices of Rs 63 lakh for the purchase of plant 
and machinery from M/s Sunrise Industrials, Bangalore and the Chartered 
Accountant's certificate to that effect and raising of capital envisaged in the 
project report, the Company released (March 1997) Rs.54 lakh as first 
instalment of term loan direct to the borrower instead of supplier, as 
reimbursement for purchase of plant and machinery. Subsequent instalments 
were also released in April 1997 (Rs. 15.80 lakh), September 1997 (Rs.26 
lakh) and September 1998 (Rs.4.20 lakh) by way of adjustment towards 
interest. 

During April 1999, the Company learnt from M/s Sunrise 1 ndustrials that they 
had not at all supplied any machinery to the borrower and that the invoices 
produced by the borrower for the drawal of term loan were fabricated and 
fictitious. Consequently, the Company foreclosed the loan account 
(September 1999) and took possession of the unit (September 1999). As 
against the outstanding amount of Rs. 1.61 crore (principal · Rs.one crore plus 
interest: Rs.60.95 lakh) the value of assets taken over was Rs 18.79 lakh only 
including the value of plant and machinery (Rs.4.08 lakh). The Company also 
found (December 2000) that the collateral securities were also fictitious and a 
major portion of the same was not owned by the promoters and hence legally 
unenforceable 

It was observed in audit that though the Company' s guidelines on 
disbursement ofterm loan provided for inspection of assets created/purchased, 
the first instalment of Rs.54 lakh, which was reimbursement of plant and 
machinery purchased was disbursed without such an inspection and solely 
based on xerox copies of invoices. From July 1997 onwards, it was recorded 
by the inspection officials of the Company that the borrowers had purchased 
and installed the machinery as envisaged in the project repot1 but this turned 
out to be false as the borrowers themselves admitted (July 1999) that they did 
not purchase the plant and machinery from M/s Sunrise Industrials but 
purchased only second hand machinery from Gwalior Similarly, the 
genuineness of the collateral securities and their market/guideline value was 
not verified by the Company by reference to Revenue/Registration authorities, 
which subsequently turned out to be fictitious and fabricated lt was also 
observed that though the Company obtained personal guarantees from two 
directors, these were yet to be invoked (May 200 I). 

Thus, the failure of the Company to exercise basic checks before disbursement 
of term loan resulted in a loss of Rs I 61 crore. 

lt was replied (July 200 I) by the Government that the instalment amounts 
were released directly to the borrowers as reimbursement for purchase of plant 
and machinery on the Chartered Accountant ' s certificate. It was also stated 
that a criminal complaint had been lodged against the borrowers with Crime 
Branch/Criminal Investigation Department (CB/CLD), Namakkal and that 
Departmental enquiry was being conducted to fix responsibility for the lapses. 
The reply is untenab le as the Company fai led to comply with the disbursement 
procedure, which resulted in non-recovery of Rs 1. 6 1 crore. 
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(b) A term loan of Rs. l.27 crore was sanctioned (December I 996) by the 
Company to Unigold Jewellery Limited for setting up a project for the 
manufacture of gold and silver ornaments 

On representation by the loanee that he had already purchased machinery 
worth Rs.53 .69 lakh, the Company disbursed (31 March 1997) Rs.41 .69 lakh 
to the unit without physical verification of the machinery.Just after ten days of 
disbursement of part of the term loan, the Company found (I 0 April 1997), 
based on a complaint by an employee of the loanee unit, that the promoter had 
absconded after encashing the cheque received from the Company. 
Consequently, the Company took possession of the machinery in the unit 's 
premises and the loan was foreclosed on l I June 1997. But this machinery 
could not be sold as a criminal complaint was made by the deposit holders of 
the borrower. 

The Company also took possession (October 1998) of the collateral security 
(9.45 acres of land) valued at Rs.2.06 crore by a panel valuer (February 1997), 
but it could not dispose of the same as the owner of the land had filed a civil 
suit against the take over. It was also found (October 1998) by the Company 
that the actual value of the collateral security was Rs.3 lakh only and not 
Rs 2.06 crore. 

Thus. the Company's disbursement of term loan without physical verification 
of machinery as provided in the guidelines resulted in non-recovery of 
Rs.74.771akh including interest ofRs.32.93 lakh as on 31 March 2001 

It was replied (May 200 I) by the Company that based on the Chartered 
Accountant ' s Certificate that the promoter had brought in Rs . l 17 crore 
towards share capital and based on the verification of plant and machinery 
purchased for Rs.68 .69 lakh the payment was directly made to the party as 
reimbursement. The reply is not tenable as there was nothing on record to 
show that any physical verification of plant and machinery was ever made. 

The above matters were reported to the Government in July 200 I, their reply 
had not been received (September 200 I). 

j 4A.3,3ldle investment on EJport Promotion Industri~J Parks I 

Improper selection of location of Export Promotion Industrial Parks 
(EPI P) r·esulted in idle investment of Rs.l5.67 crore 

As a part of the centra II y sponsored scheme of the Government of India (GO I) 
to set up EP lPs in various States for strengthening export production 
infrastructure, the proposal of the Company to establish an EPIP at 
Gummidipoondi was approved by GOI in December 1994. The estimated cost 
of Rs. 19.90 crore of the scheme was to be met by GOI grant of Rs. l 0 crore 
and the balance by internal resources of the Company. 

The Company decided (February I 994) to earmark 2 I I acres of land which 
was already in its possession in Gummidipoondi Phase ll scheme for 
development of EPIP. The project scheduled to be completed in September 
1997 was actually completed (barring some minor works) only in March 2000 
at a cost of Rs. I5.67 crore. 
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The demand for plots under the scheme was not encouraging and no plot had 
been sold till date (July 200 I) in spite of the fact that the selling price of plots 
which was initially fixed at Rs.13 lakh per acre was reduced to Rs. 9 lakh per 
acre in October 2000. 

The main rea on for the poor response to the EPIP scheme as analysed in audit 
was improper selection of location. As mentioned earlier, the site at 
Gummidipoondi was chosen as it was in possession of the Company at the 
time of launching of the scheme by GOI (November 1993) In view of the 
export orientation of the scheme, a proper market survey/study should have 
been conducted by the Company before selection of the location but this was 
not done. It is pertinent to point out that Gummidipoondi meets neither of the 
two requirements stipulated by GOI in the guidelines issued (May 1999) on 
choice of location viz. that it should ha\'e concentration of export units or 
should be a leading trade centre of the State. 

Thus, improper selection of location for setting up EPIP scheme had rendered 
the expenditure of Rs. l 5.67 crore incurred on the scheme infructuous besides 
non-achievement ofthe objective of the scheme viz., promot ion of export . 

lt was replied (July 200 I) by the Company that it is exploring all possible 
ways and means to market the plots through regular advertisements in the print 
media as well as through web site. The fact remains that the Company could 
not sell even a single plot till July 200 I. 

The matter was reported to the Government in July 200 I; their reply had not 
been received (September 200 I). 

I4AA.l Delay in·revisi.on of jnierest rates {)it deposits I 

Delay in reducing interest rate on deposits resulted in additional 
burden of interest of Rs. 1.87 crore. 

The Company mobi lises funds through publ ic deposits at varying rates of 
interest based on the market conditions and the same are generally at par with 
Tamil Nadu Transport Development Finance Corporation Limited (TDFC), a 
Govern ment of Tami l Nadu undertaking. The funds mobi lised by the 
Company are most ly lent to Tamil Nadu Electricity Board (TNEB) after 
adding administrative cost (0.35 per cent) and margin of 0.30 per cent. 

TDFC reduced the interest rates on deposits by 0.5 per cent with effect from 
12 July 2000. However, the Board of Directors of the Company in its 4211

d 

meeting on 25 July 2000 decided to retain the prevailing interest rates on 
deposits for a further period of three months and watch the developments in 
money market/commercial banks and then decide on the quantum of revision 
required. 
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It was observed in aud it that the Company did not review the position 
immediately after the expiry of three months as per decision of the Board. lt 
was only on 12 December 2000 that the Company decided to reduce the 
interest rate on deposits by half a per cent with effect from I 0 January 200 I 
and also to correspondingly reduce the lending rate to the Board by the same 
margin from the same date. Failure to reduce the interest rate on deposits 
from I November 2000 itself (after three months from July 2000) had resulted 
in an avoidab le additional interest burden of Rs. 1.87 crore on deposits 
(Rs. l52.29 crore) mobilised by the Company during the period from I 
November 2000 to 9 January 200 I . 

The Company replied (February 200 I) that it was not paying any additional 
interest as its lending rate was based upon borrowing rate. The reply is not 
tenable in view of the fact that the delay in revision of interest rate on deposits 
had actuall y resulted in foregoing the benefit of reduced cost of borrowing, 
which could have been passed on to the TNEB. 

The matter was reported to the Government in May 200 I ; their reply had not 
been received (September 200 I). 

I 4A5.lNon-recovej-y of diff~fential i;{)sffr~Ul the ~Uottees · l 

Defective provisional allotment order and delay in working out final 
cost of construction resulted in non-recovery of Rs.l.25 crore. 

With a view to promote electronic industries in the State, the Company 
decided to construct an electronic complex at Guindy comprising two blocks 
of 40 modules each at an estimated cost of Rs.3.60 crore. Based on 
app li cations received from time to time, provisional allotment orders were 
issued for 35 modules in each block to the prospective entrepreneurs. The 
provisional allotment order indicated that the tentative cost of the modules had 
been fixed as Rs.400 per Sq.ft . plus 5 per cent service charge (SC) 
(subsequently revised to Rs.500 per Sq .ft . with effect from I July 1995 and 
Rs. 713 per Sq. ft with effect from I January 1996) and that this was subject to 
revision depending upon .. the floor during regular allotment. 

The construction of the two blocks was completed in June 1995 and December 
1995 at a total cost of Rs.2.04 crore and Rs.2.08 crore respectively (including 
common development expenditure but excluding land cost and interest). The 
modules were handed over to allottees during the period from 1995-96 to 
1997-98, after collecting the cost as per provisional allotment order. 

The Company worked out the final cost of construction as Rs. 927 and Rs. 940 
per Sq.ft . plus SC for Blocks-l and ll modules respectively (which included 
cost of construction, cost of land, expenditure on common amenities and 
interest up to 3 1 July 1997) in July 1997 and intimated the same to the 
allottees (August 1997) with a request to pay the balance amount. 
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The SlDCO Electronic Complex Owners' Association representing the 
allottees filed (December 1997) a writ petition in Chennai High Court 
chal lenging the additional amount demanded by the Company on the plea that 
as per the provisional allotment order, the final cost was dependent on the 
fl oor only and therefore there was no justitlcation for demanding such a huge 
amount as differential cost The High Court granted (May 1999) interim 
injunction subject to the condition that the petitioners should pay half the 
re,·ised demand within six weeks. Neither the allottees complied with the 
Court ' s directives nor the Company took steps to get the interim injunction 
vacated. Consequently, the differential cost remains unrealised till date 
(September 200 I). 

The main reasons for the non-recovery of the differential cost of modules as 
analysed in audit were: 

(i) The tentative cost of Rs.400 per Sq.ft . plus SC was very low and it was 
fixed without any reference to the estimated cost of construction of Rs.3 .60 
crore (for approximately 78000 Sq.ft .) excluding cost of land. 

(ii) The provisional allotment orders did not specifically indicate that the 
tentative cost wou ld be subject to revision based on the actual cost of 
construction on completion but merely mentioned that it would be subject to 
revision based on floor of allotment. There was also no explicit clause to the 
effect that t~e allottees would have to pay the differential cost before taking 
over possesston. 

(iii) The modules were handed over without working out or collecting the 
differential cost and there was an inordinate delay of more than two years, in 
working out the final cost by the Company after completion of construction of 
blocks. 

Thus, the failure of the Company to draft the provisional al lotment order 
properly and inordinate delay in working out and intimating the final cost of 
construction resulted in non-recovery of Rs.l.25 crore for more than fi ve 
years. Consequently, the Company also suffered interest loss of Rs. l crore 
(calculated at the borrowing rate of 16 per cent per annum) on this 
unrecovered amount. 

The matter was reported to the Company and the Government in July 200 I ; 
their replies had not been received (September 200 I). 

Non-finalisation of tenders in time resulted in loss of revenue of Rs.0.84 
crore to State Transport Undertakings. 

In order to augment the revenue, the State Government directed (April 1998) 
all State Transport Undertakings (STUs) to go ahead with display of 
advertisement in the buses after following the usual financial procedure. 
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Accordingly, the High Level Committee on Central Purchase of STUs of the 
State decided (Apr!! 1998) that the STUs themselves can invite tenders for 
advertisement on the terms and condi tions prescribed by the committee. 

It was noticed in audit that there were abnormal delays in calling for and 
finalisation of tenders by the STUs. A test check in audit in respect of five 
STUs (out of 19) indicated that after taking into consideration normal period 
of four months in the finalisation of the contracts, the delays ranged from four 
to 14 months leading to a revenue loss of Rs.83 87 lakh du ring the period of 
delay (computed with reference to the revenue realised on advert isements after 
awarding the contract) 

In view of the fact that the evaluation and awarding of tenders did not involve 
much technical expertise and that urgent and effective steps were required to 
be taken to reduce the mounting losses, such abnormal and avoidable delays 
lacked justification. 

The Government in their reply stated (August 200 I) that the rates offered for 
ad\·ertisement in buses in response to the tenders floated by some STUs were 
not encouraging and the low rates quoted by advertisement agencies might be 
one of the reasons for delay in finalisation of tenders The reply is not tenable 
as there were delays in initiating action to call for tenders and their 
final isation 

[4A.6.2 Loss of revenue due to delay in leasing QUt shop j 

Due to injudicious rejection of initial offer and consequent delay in 
leasing out the shop the Company suffered loss of revenue of Rs.O. l9 
crore. 

The motel complex comprisi ng a hotel and five shops constructed (June 1990) 
by the Tamil Nadu State Transport Corporation (Yi llupuram - Division I) 
Limited (Company) at Mamandur for the conveni ence of the travelling public 
was let out on lease basis. In respect of Shop No.5, whose lease period was to 
expire in January 2000, the Company conducted tender-cum-public auction in 
November 1999 after inviting tenders. The si ng le tender recei ved for a lease 
rent of Rs. l.87 lakh per month was rejected on the ground that it was less 
than the existing lease rent of Rs.2 78 lakh per month. In response to the re
tender held in December 1999, aga in a single tender for Rs. l.Sl lakh quoted 
by the same person was rejected (March 2000) in view of low offer received 
Meanwhile, the existing licensee on completiun of lease period vacated the 
shop on 6 Janua ry 2000. Against the fresh limited tenders invited in June 
2000, the offer received for Rs.1.63 lakh from one of the two participants was 
negotiated (August 2000) and increased to Rs. 1.65 lakh per month with an 
increase of 15 per cent over previous year's licence fee for the second and 
third year. The shop was let out on lease from 13 ovember 2000. 

In this connection, it was observed in audit that the rejection of the single offer 
received in November 1999 on the ground that the offer was very low 
compared to the existing lease amount lacked justification as: 

(i) The Company was already aware of the fact that li cence fees for 
the motel complex offered in various auctions during previous two years were 
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low compared to the existing lease amount due to non-stopping of point-to
poi nt bus services at the motel for refreshment. 

(ii) The Company on an earlier occasion (December 1998) had 
finalised a lease for the hotel in the same complex for a lesser amount of 
Rs.2.25 lakh per month compared to the two previous lease amounts of 
Rs.2.68 lakh and Rs.3.51 lakh pe•· month respectively 

As such the Company should have analysed the trend before rejecting the offer 
received in the first auction in November 1999 itself as only one tenderer 
responded even after wide publicity and there was continuous decline in the 
offers for lease. Alternatively, when the single tenderer in the first auction 
quoted a still lesser amount in the second auction, he should have been called 
for negotiation and persuaded to accept his earlier offer on-acceptance of 
the first offer received in November 1999 and subsequent delay of I 0 months 
in finalisation of tender resulted in loss of revenue amounting to Rs .19.07 lakh 
(from 7 January 2000 to 12 November 2000 at Rs. l 87 lakh per month) 
besides a recurring annual loss of Rs.2.64 lakh (Rs 1.87 lakh minus Rs. l 65 
lakh for 12 months). · 

The Government stated (June 200 I) that the single tender was rejected as the 
tenderer did not turnish solvency certificate as per tender conditions and the 
rate quoted in November 1999 could not be accepted as it was very low, when 
compared to the previous year' s licence fee. The reply is not tenable as the 
single tenderer, who quoted in November 1999 was running the hotel in the 
same complex from December 1998 and was paying the licence fee regularly 
till then. The Company had also fa iled to consider the down trend in the 
licence fee of the motel complex on account of non-stoppage of point-to-point 
bus serv ice at the motel. 

4A.7 T_Ai\tJIL N.ADUEX-SERVICEMEN'S 
CORPORATION LIMITED 

4A.7.1Non-collection of service tax and house rent allowance from 
tbe clients .• w.•.-,•. ········: · .. ·.··· 

Failure of the Co mpany to include suitable clause in the agreement 
with clients regarding the service tax and house rent a llowance 
resulted in avoidable liability of Rs.0.46 crore and non-recovery of 
Rs.0. 15 crore respectively. 

(a) The Company rehabilitates ex-servicemen by utilising their services 
for providing security to Public Sector Undertakings (PSUs) on contract basis. 
For this purpose, the Company entered into agreements with the PSUs and 
accordingly claimed service charges along with the salary payable to ex
servicemen whose services were placed at the disposal ofthe PSUs. 

Through a notification dated 7 October 1998, Government of India (GOl) 
brought services rendered by the security agencies also under the purview of 
service tax with effect from 16 October 1998. As such, the Company became 
liable to pay service tax at 5 per cent on the gross amount received by it from 
the clients by way of security charges. Further, according to Section 83 of the 

74 



2-28-14a 

Clwpter-IV Miscellaneous topics of interest 

Finance Act, 1994 read with Section 12-B of the Central Excise Act, 1944 
service tax being an indirect tax was legally reimbursable by the clients. 

It was noticed in audit that instead of taking up the matter with the clients 
(PSUs) by including the same in the bills raised by the Company from 

ovember 1998, the Company approached (Apri l 1999) the GOI seeking 
exemption from the payment of service tax, which was turned down (April 
1999). 

Thus, due to failure of the Company to include service tax in the claims for 
security charges from its clients from the date it became liable to pay the same 
i.e ., 16 October 1998, it became liable to pay Rs.77 20 lakh (Rs.46. 13 lakh in 
case of Central Government PSUs and Rs.31 .07 lakh in case of State 
Government PSUs) up to March 2000. Besides, the Company had also 
become liable to pay interest/penalty for delayed/non-remittance of service tax 
as provided in the Act. 

The Government while accepting the loss on account of non-recovery of 
service tax had stated (June 200 I) that orders were issued directing the 
Company to collect service tax with effect from October 1998 from State 
Government Departments/PSUs. However, the fact remained that a sum of 
Rs.46. 13 lakh due from Central Government Departments/Undertakings for 
the period up to March 2000 become irrecoverable as the said order was not 
binding on them. 

(b) The guidelines of Director General of Rehabilitation (DGR) inter alia 
stipulated that in addition to salary payable to ex-servicemen and the service 
charges, House Rent Allowance (HRA) at I 0 per cent of Basic Pay (BP) plus 
Variable Dearness Allowance (YDA) would be paid by the clients, wherever 
suitable accommodation was not provided to the ex-servicemen posted on 
security duty in their establishments. Accordingly, the Board of Directors of 
the Company decided (May 1996) that the Company should explore the 
possibility of either getting free accommodation from the clients or get 

· reimbursement ofthe cost of hired accommodation from them. 

It was noticed in audit that most of the clients did not provide accommodation 
to the ex-servicemen posted on security duty in their establishments and the 
Company incurred an expenditure of Rs.14.64 lakh during the period from 
Apri I 1998 to January 2001 in providing rent free accommodation to those ex
servicemen but it could not recover this amount from the clients as it failed to 
include suitable clause in the agreement. 

It was replied by the Company (February 200 I) that the rent free 
accommodation provided to ex-servicemen was a sales promotion technique. 
However, the fact remained that the Company had neither followed the 
bruidelines of DGR in this regard nor acted on the directives of its Board of 
Directors. 

The above matters were reported to the Government in April 200 I; their reply 
had not been received (September 2001 ). 
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4A.8 T A.IJJL NADU STATE ~IARKETING . 
CORPORATION Lli\11TED -~·-, 

•• • ·:· .-!• 

j 4A.8.1Extension ofundue bcne.fit ~o :*ecr supplier I 

Due to incorrect fixation of normal supply level, the Company 
extended an undue benefit of Rs.0.22 crore to the supplier. 

In order to overcome the acute scarcity of beer, the Company decided (July 
1998) to import the beer from other tates One of the conditions of supply 
order provided for payment of additional amount towards freight and other 
charges for the quantities supplied in excess of normal supply. ln August 
1998, the Company placed order for 5 Jakh ca es of King F1sher beer from 
outside the State. Against the above order, 359 100 cases were supplied 
between August and October 1998. The additional payment of Rs 14 per case 
was made for 319100 cases In this connection, it is per1inent to mention here 
that consumption of beer depends on weather conditions lt was. however, 
observed that while ordering for fi ve lakh cases of Kingfisher beer. instead of 
adopting 98600 cases per month as the normal supply level computed with 
reference to the actual supplies during the corresponding three months in the 
previous year (August to October 1997), the Company fixed 20000 cases per 
month being average of actual supplies during the previous four months (April 
to July 1998) Considering the fact that in the past supplies were 111 the order 
of 98600 cases per month, the additional payment of Rs 14 per case should 
have been re tricted to 16 1900 cases, instead it was made for 3 19100 cases. 
This resulted in additional payment of Rs.22.0 I lakh 

The Company in reply stated (August 2000) that the additional cost was 
recovered from the licensees. The fact remained that the consumers were 
overcharged. 

The matter was reported to the Government in January 200 I, their reply had 
not been received (September 200 I). 

4A.9 =:/fAJ\fHLINAD = ADIDRAVIDAR HOUSING ANl) 
DEVELOP1\1ENT CORPORATION LIMITED ·- . ~ 

I 4A.9.1 Misappropriation due to inadequate internal control systems ] 

Failure to evolve effective internal control systems resulted in an 
avoidable loss of Rs.O.l7 crore. 

The branch offices of the Company collect cash/cheque/demand draft towards 
repayment of loan/interest from the beneficiaries of welfare schemes and 
miscellaneous receipts and also incur expenses by drawing self cheques. 

It was observed in audit that during the years 1998-99 and 1999-2000, a sum 
of Rs.20.56 lakh was misappropriated from the three branches of the Company 
at Madurai, Pudukottai and Thanjavur as detailed below: 
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St. No. Details of misapprOJ)riation Name of the bran cit! 
month of transaction 

I. 

2. 

Pa~·ments h~ hank against 
bogus nodal proceedings of 
sanction 

Alteling figures in the self 
cheques anc.l short 
remittance of collections 
into banl<s 

Mac.lurai/ Mm·ch to Ma~· 

1998 

Puc.lulwttai anc.l 
ThanjaYur/ Fehruar~· 
1998 to Aplil 201111 

Total 

LESS : Amount recovered (Rupees 3.2tllakh against 
item I and Rs.ll.20 lal<h against item 2) 

Loss 

Amount 
m isappmJl riatec.l 
(Rupees in lakh} 

C) .1111 

I 1.56 

211.56 

3 ... 11 

17. 16 

The Company had placed the delinquent officials under suspension and also 
lodged criminal complaints. The outcome ofthe investigation is awaited. 

A test check in audit revealed the following system deficiencies, which 
faci litated the misappropriation: 

(I) Maintenance of control records for collection and remittance by the 
same person. 

(2) Issue of receipts by cashier without counter signature by the 
competent authority. 

(3) Inordinate delay in preparation of Bank Reconcil iation Statements. 

(4) No check regarding collection of margin money, subsidy etc , and 
sim ilarly payments to the beneficiaries by the branches. 

Thus, the failure of the Company to ensure effective internal control checks in 
spi te of repeatedly being pointed out by Statutory Auditors resulted in an 
avoidab le loss of Rs. 17. 16 lakh. 

The Company, while accepting the loss, further stated (June 200 I) that action 
has been taken to improve the existing system with respect to collections, 
issue of cash receipts, etc. 

The matter was reported to the Government in June 200 I; their reply had not 
been received (September 200 I). 
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48.1 TAi\1IL NADUELECTRICITY BOARD 

4B.l.l Heavy financial burden due to routing of loan through 
POWERFJN 

Board incurred an avoidable extra expenditure of Rs.26.96 crore on 
routing of ADB loan through PO\VERFIN though not a party to the 
loan transaction. 

The Board obtained (January 1987 and December 1990) loans from Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) and Overseas Economic Co-operation Fund 
(OECF) (International Institutions) for part financing orth Chennai Thermal 
PO\.\ er Project ( CTPP), Chennai Augmentation and Up-gradation Project 
(CAUP}, external coal handling plant for Tuticorin Power Project and Basin 
Bridge Gas Turbine Pmver Project. The loans consisted of (loan o 798-1 D) 
sanctioned initially for 150 million US dollars and (loan No. I 029- IND) for 
200 million US dollars were subsequently reduced to I I 0 and 170 million US 
dollars and 11450 million Japanese Yen respectively These loans were 
repayable in twenty equal annual instalments. 

The loans would initially be made available to Government of India (GO!) and 
GO! would in turn release the same to Government of Tamil adu. The 
tripartite project agreements amongst International Institutions, Government of 
Tamil Nadu and the Board envisaged that Government of Tamil adu should 
transfer the amounts released by the International Institutions to the Board. 
The rates of interest and repayment terms for such on lending should not be 
less than rates/terms as applicable to loan from Government of India to 
Government ofTamil Nadu. 

Notwithstanding the provisions of the tripartite agreement, the Government of 
Tamil Nadu routed the loan through Tamil Nadu Power Finance and 
Infrastructure Development Corporation Limited (POWER.Fl ) and the Board 
also agreed to this arrangement. During the period 1991-92 to 1996-97, the 
Government of Tamil Nadu released Rs.805 crore, full amount of loan 
received from GOI to POWER.FIN at interest rate of I 0. 75, 11.75, 13.5 and 
14.5 per cent per annum for onward lending to the Board. The POWERFIN 
in turn released the amounts to the Board with addition of 0.25 per cent as its 
margin to the interest rates stipulated by the Government of Tamil Nadu, 
besides levying interest tax at 3 per cent. 

Thus, by routing the loan through POWERFIN, wnich is not a party to the 
transaction, the Board has been burdened with additional commitment of 
Rs.55 81 crore for the entire tenure of loan. Of this, Rs.26.96 crore (Rs. l 0.42 
crore towards 0.25 per cent margin to POWERFl and Rs.J6.54 crore 
towards interest tax) has been paid, future (un-extinguished) commitment of 
Rs.28.85 crore is devolving on the Board. 

The Board replied (April 200 I) that as the Government of Tamil Nadu is 
compensating the loss of the Board, payment of higher interest charges would 
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be ultimately to the Government account necessitating additional tariff 
compensation. The reply is not tenable as higher financing charges would 
increase the cost of generation and would have to be made good either by the 
consumers by way of increased tariff or by the Government out of tax 
collections. 

The matter was reported to the Government in June 200 I; their reply had not 
been received (September 200 I) . 

4B.1.2 Avoidable ~xtra exp~nditure 4ueJo non-availing concessional 
· Sales T:ai .. '·.\ '· . :·=: .. = ·,,:'· ,.;·;,.=\· .. ... ·=·· ................. , ... ·.···· 

Failure to avail concessional Sales Tax on purchase of furnace oil due 
to delay in communication resulted in an avoidable extra expenditure 
of Rs.3.26 crore. 

The thermal power stations of the Board procure large quantities of Furnace 
Oil (FO) for lighting boilers for generation of steam, which in turn runs the 
turbines to produce electricity. 

As per amended Section 3(3) of Tami I Nadu General Sales Tax Act, the 
concessional sales tax of 3 per cent was applicable on production of Form
XVII for sale of any goods including consumables, packing materials and 
labels but excluding plant and machinery by one dealer to another. Further, as 
per clarification of Sales Tax Department Circular dated 24 February 1999 on 
purchase of furnace oi l also concessional sales tax is applicable subject to 
production of Form-XYll. 

The Board requested the Special Commissioner and Commissioner of 
Commercial Tax (CCT) (April 1999) to get approval of the Government for 
extending concessional rate to FO on the plea that this is used in thermal 
power stations for initial lighting of boilers, which in turn rotate turbines and 
generate electricity. CCT informed (June 1999) the Board that it could 
purchase FO against Form XVII but not HSD Oil and LSD Oil in view of the 
specific proviso to Section 3(3) of the Act. It was noticed that this 
clarification by CCT was only a reiteration of Department 's circular dated 24 
February 1999 mentioned above, which categorically stated that FO could be 
purchased against Form XVll. 

Even after Sales Tax Department 's clarification vide circular dated 24 
February 1999 and receiving such a clear cut clarification from the CCT about 
the eligibility of FO for concessional tax, the Board inordinately delayed the 
communication of this clarification to the users viz., thermal power stations. It 
was only on 8 September 1999 that the CFC wrote to all the Chief Engineers 
and the Superintending Engineers to ava il of concessional sales tax. Lt was, 
observed in audit that thermal power stations received this letter after a delay 
ranging from one to eight months. Thus, an important clarification by the 
CCT involving huge financial savings to the Board was not communicated to 
the thermal stations immediately and this delay resulted in an avoidable extra 
expenditure of Rs.3.26 crore on payment of sales tax on FO purchased from 
16 August 1999 to 31 May 2000 at 16 per cent instead of the concessional 
rate of3 per cent (after allowing one month for communication). 

The matter was reported to the Board and the Government in April 200 I; their 
replies had not been received (September 200 I) . 
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r---------------------------------------------------~-------~ 
4B. L3Locking up of Board's funds and consequent loss of interest 

due to oon .. commissioning of circuit breaket·s 

Failure to allot allied equipment resulted in non-comnusswning of 
circuit breakers leading to locking up of Board's funds to the extent o'f 
Rs.0.85 crore and interest loss of Rs.0.45 crore. 

Orders for procurement of twenty I I 0 K V SF6 Gas Circuit Breakers (GCBs) 
was placed (February 1996) on M/s. Asea Brown Bovery Limited (ABB) at a 
total cost of Rs. 1.70 crore and the supplies were to be completed within foUl 
months from the date of receipt of purchase order These c1rcuit breakers "' ere 
required for the Transmission and Distribution (T and D) and Operation and 
Maintenance (0 and M) works for 1995-96 

It \\as observed in audit that though these circuit breakers were received by 
the General Construction Circles (GCCs) at Chennai (I), Trichy (I 0), Madurai 
(2), Salem (I) and Coimbatore (6) between September 1996 and August 1997. 
there were inordinate delays in the commissioning of ten circuit breakers 
rangmg from 15 to 48 months and remaining ten circuit breakers had not been 
commissioned at all till date (March 200 I) 

Non-commissioning of these ten circuit breakers had resulted in locking up of 
Board's funds to the extent of Rs 85.24 lakh for periods ranging from 42 to 54 
months and consequent mterest loss of Rs 44.95 lakh. It i also pertinent to 
point out that the performance guarantee period for these circuit breakers ( 12 
months from the date of commissioning or 18 months from the date of 
despatch. whichever was earlier) had already lapsed 

lt was replied by the concerned divisions that these circuit breakers could not 
be commissioned due to non-allotment of allied equipment like Current 
Transformers (CTs), cables etc., by the Board's Headquarters Oflice 

The matter was reported to the Board and the Government in May 200 I; their 
replies had not been received (September 200 I) . 

4B.l.4 lnfructuous expenditure due to availing ofloan without 
infrastructure ..... ., ·=· 

Availing of loan without infrastructure facilities for execution of 
project resulted in an infructuous expenditure of Rs.0.30 crore towar·ds 
interest. 

The Board's proposal ( lay 1994) to execute 2 x 2 MW small hydro electric 
project at Amaravathy at an estimated cost of Rs. 5.19 crore was approved by 
the Government in October 1994 The project cost was subsequently revised 
(January 1995) to Rs 12.46 crore. The Government also approved (January 
1995) the Board' s proposal to avai l Overseas Economic Corporation Fund 
(OECF) loan assistance which was to be routed tl1rough Rural Electrifi cation 
Corporation (REC). REC sanctioned (November 1995) the OECF loan 
assistance of Rs. 13. 11 crore (after including Rs.0.37 crore towards 
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consultancy ch~ges and Rs.0.28 crore towards physical contingency charges) 
with an interest rate of 14 per cent per annum. For the purpose of availing 
the OECF loan, the Board entered into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
with REC in January 1997. 

The terms and conditions ofMOA inter alia included the following : 

(I) The Board would maintain a separate account in respect of all 
transactions pertaining to the project cost as per the financial procedure of the 
Board. 

(2) Procurement of goods and services for execution of the project 
should be on turnkey basis through International Competitive Bid (ICB). 

Based on the Board's request for payment of first instalment of loan, REC 
released (December 1997) Rs.92.92 lakh. This amount was kept in separate 
current account in Canara Bank. Of this amount, the Board could spend 
Rs.0.56 lakh only on the project till April 2000. The balance could not be put 
to any beneficial use, as no expenditure was incurred on the project due to 
non-avai lability of land, office building, vehicles and staff for the project. 
Due to inability of the Board to spend Rs.92.36 lakh, this amount was 
transferred to the Board' s general account in May 2000. The Board, however, 
continued to pay interest on the amount drawn at 14 per cent from the date of 
drawal viz., 17 December 1997. 

The main reason for the non-utilisation of the advance amount as analysed in 
audit was the non-availability of land required for construction activities for 
power house and other components and staff quarters. It was observed that a 
portion of the land allotted by the Public Works Department (PWD) in 
November 1995 for construction of quarters was found to have been handed 
over to Sainik School, Amaravathy and the remaining portion was found to be 
unfit for construction purposes. 

In view of the conditions attached to the loan in regard to separate account, 
execution on turnkey basis, etc., the Board should have availed the first 
instalment of loan only after finalizing the basic infrastructure required for 
executing projects viz., land for power house and staff quarters. Failure to do 
so had resulted in the Board incurring an infructuous expenditure of Rs.30.17 
lakh towards interest for the 28 months period (January 1998 to April 2000) 
during which the amount remained idle. 

The matter was reported to the Board and the Government in June 200 I; their 
replies had not been received (September 2001 ). 

Incorrect revision of basic rate for steel wires of ACSR conductors in 
the price variation claims resulted in short recovery of Rs.0.25 crore. 

Based on the complaints that the suppliers of Aluminium Core Steel 
Reinforced (ACSR) conductor to the Tamil Nadu Electricity Board (Board) 
had claimed excessive Price Variation (PV) on High Tensile Grade (HTG) 
steel wires used for manufacturing of ACSR conductors, the Chairman of the 
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Board instructed (May 1998) the vigilance wing of the Board to conduct 
investigations on the allegations. On completion of investigations, the 
Chairman directed (June 1998) that the PV claims admitted in respect of steel 
against purchase orders issued during the period from January 1992 to 
December 1995 and the pending bills in respect of the purchase orders issued 
from January 1996 be revised by adopting the average of the official rates of 
M/s. Special Steels Limited (T ATA) and M/-s. Mukund Steels Limited. 
Inspector General of Police/Vigilance (IGP) of the Board, whi le intimating 
this directive to Superintending Engineers (General Construction Circles) had 
instructed that the basic rates of HTG steel wire mentioned in the relevant 
purchase orders should be ignored and the average of official rates of HTG 
wires communicated by the vigilance wing would have to be adopted. Based 
on these instructions, Board revised the PV clai ms admitted earlier. 

During the test check of General Construction Circle, Coimbatore, it was 
observed in audit that the method intimated by IGP for recovery of excess PV 
claims paid earlier was erroneous as nowhere in the orders of the Chairman it 
was recorded that the basic price mentioned in the purchase orders would be 
ignored It was only recorded that the average rate computed on the official 
rates ofM/s. Mukund Steels Limited and M/s. Special Steels Limi ted (TATA) 
would be adopted and the excess payment of PV claim already made would be 
recovered. .. -
Thus, due to not reckoning/regulating the ..PV claim with reference to basic 
price originally quoted by the supplier and the average price on the date of 
supply as communicated by lGP, there was short recovery of Rs.25.08 lakh. 

The matter was reported to the Board and the Government in June 200 I; their 
replies had not been received (September 200 I). 

I 4B. l.6Purchase of YCB panels without having land I 

Improper planning in purchase of 22 KV VCB panels resulted in 
· locking up of Board ' s funds of Rs.0.90 crore and consequent loss of 

interest of Rs.0.23 crore. 

The Board placed (June 1998) an order orr.M/s Eswaran and Sons Limited, 
Chennai for the supply of 27 numbers 22 KV Indoor Vacuum Circuit Breaker 
(VCB) panels at a total cost of Rs 1.21 crore required for the commissioning 
of I I 0/22 KV sub-stations at Hasthampatty and Kandanpatty under Salem 
Urban Development Scheme. 

12 Panels were received (February 1999) by General Construction Circle 
(GCC) .).ores in Salem but the remaining 15 panels were diverted (June 1999) 
to GCC, Chennai as the proposal to commission the sub-station at 
Kandanpatty \\as dropped due to non-availabiltty of suitable land These 15 
panels ha' e not been put to use till date (I\ larch 200 I) . It was ob erved that 
even the I::! panels received in Salem GCC could not be utilised as the 
proposed tndoor sub-station at Hasthampatty was shifted to another locality 
(Ktchilipalayam) due to non-avail abi lity of land. Out of these 12, seven 
panels were used in I I KV indoor sub-station at Taluk Oftice, Thirupur. The 
remaining tive panels were lytng unutilised till date (March 200 I) 

Thu". out of 27 indoor panels procured, 20 panels remained unutilised till 
March 200 I, vvhich had resulted in locking up of Board' funds to the extent 
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of Rs.89.63 lakh with consequential interest loss of Rs.22. 77 lakh up to March 
2001 (computed at 14 per cent per annum). 

While admitting the non-commissioning of 20 numbers 22 KV indoor VCB 
panels, the Board stated (February 2001) that these panels were proposed to be 
commissioned in Ukkadam and Adigaretty sub-stations and the proposed 22 
KV indoor switching station in Kodaikanal Hills in March 200 I. However, 
the fact remained that these panels remained unutil ised till date (September 
2001). 

The matter was reported to the Government in April 200 I ; their reply had not 
been received (September 200 I). 
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ANNEXURE-I 

(Referred to in Paragraph 1.2.1.1, 1.2.1.2, 1.2.2, 1.3.1 and 1.3.2) 

Statement showing particulars of up-to-date paid-up capital, budgetary outgo, loans given out of budget and loans outstanding as on 31 
March 200 I in respect of Government companies and Statutory corporations 

Sl. 
\u. 

( I ) 

l'lt•dtJr unci \unit' uftl ll' ( 'urupan~ 

(2) 

\ . WORh:l\( ; C'0\11' .\\I ES 

,\C:JUC'I I.Tl tu: 
'l ,nml !'>lith: 1'1 sh~n~' D~~~hlpnwnt 

Corporal I•"' I lll11t~tl 

~ . r.mnl :\;~;In ·1 ~a l'l.u11.111t>ll 
( nrpll1Jium1 . 1nlll ~d 

l.nml \,11111 \~I'll lndn,tn~' 
1:0~1 dnpm~nl (.'urpnrallun l.nml~d 

Scclur·-wi~r lutu1 

1\' lll STR\ 

A '1 a nul 1\ndu lmhl'lrHii D~wlupnwnt 
Cnrpur.llmn I •m•t~d ( J'll>CO) 

l'nr111 l \otLhl lndustna1 hpln,iw~ 
1 tmit~tl ( Snh~> ldl•ll ~ nl'1llK'O ) 

Paid-up n rpitulus at tlw t•ncl of till' cm·r•t•nt year 

Shill' < 't•ntml lluhlilll! Others Tutal 
(;u\ CI'Il ( ; .. , ern- CHill • 

nu•nl llll'nl pa nics 

J(a) J(h) 3(t•) J{d) J (t•) 

445 52 -·- --- --· 445.52 

51J(, I!< ... . .. . .. S'Jli I!< 

415 <J!( 165 ()0 --· ... (,()0.9!< 

1477./iH l li5.111t •.. -· l li~2.1iH 

9417 .. 11 ... . .. . .. 9-1 17 11 

22 1-1 14 41<154 2695.GK 

Equity/ln;ms n ·n ·ln cl 
uul uf hudect during 
th1• yrur 

Equity Luans 

~(a) ~(h) 

. .. . .. 

··- ... 

-- --· 

. .. 3%114 

·-- ... 

(Fi1,rurcs in Column J(a) to 4(f) arc Ru1lccs in lakh) 

Oth<-r Luuns uutstunding ut the dost· of Debt cqult~· 

ht:IIIS 2111111-111 6 mtlu fur 
r·~··rl\'cd 2111lt 

dul'inl! 
Gm·t·m - Others Tutu I 

(pn•,•ious 
the yrur )'I'Ur) 

lll('llt ~(f)/3(e) 

~(I') ~{d) ~{c) ~{f) (5) 

··- ... 337.15 337.15 0.57:1 
(11.57: 1) 

... 477.00 11 7.92 594.92 0.99: 1 
(1.1 5: I ) 

--· ~77.110 ~55.07 932.117 11.57:1 

1!<!<34.62 209.71< ... 209.71< 0.02:1 
(O.OR: I) 

. ... :1 IKK.UG . .. 3 11<!(.{)(, 1.1 !< : 1 
( 1.1 !<: 1) 

• E\ I!Cill in I'CS!lCCt nf cmnpanicN "hich lin ulisctl their ;•ccmmts for 2UUU-U1 (Selia I Numbers 4, (i, 7, II to 14, 17, '211, 21, 23, H. 26, 21, 39 to .u, 4!\ to -'9, !li2 to 
S7. ~I) to fi 2, (,.l, liS anti liH) fi ~urc!l arc pruvisinnalantl as ~-:ivcn h) the com1H1nics, 
· ~urcs In hraclwt indic ate the sh ;~ rc applicatinn munc) . 
Luaus «Htl '..!.itndln.J.L!II the cloNe of l iHIII-01 r•cprcscutlnng term lu;ws onl,. 
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Audit Report (Commercilll) for tlte yeur ended 3/ Murch 2001 

( I ) (2) 3(a) 3(h) 3(c) 3(d ) 3(e) 4{a ) 4(h) 4(c) 4(d ) 4(e) -'(f) (5) 

(>, Tamil '\adu Paint~ and . \lli~d --- --- 2.05 --- 2.05 
Produ,·L, l .imitcd (Suh~1Jiary of 
T .\ :\SI) 

7. Tamil :-.adu Small lndustri~s 1505 26 --- --- --- 1505.26 --- --- --- 290.ll<l< --- 2903.XX I IJ.l : l 
Corpordtion Limited (T,\.11\SI) {0.!<4 :1) 

1<. Tamil '\adu Small lndustri.:s 730.00 --- --- --- 730 00 --- --- --- 61 .02 --- 61 .02 0.!11<:1 
l.>.:wlopm.:nt Corporution Limited (lUll<: I ) 
(SIJX'O) 

9. Stat~ I nJu~tri .:s Promotion 579 1.25 --- -- --- 579 1.25 --- --- 1066.00 1979.50 14.100.00 16279 50 21<1 :1 
Corp<>ration ot'Tamil :\adu Limit~d (3 12:1) 
(SIPCOT) 

10. Tam1l \'adu Salt Corpurution l.imit.:d 3 17.0 1 --- ....... --- .ll7.0 1 

IL Tam1 l 'adu ~lugnesit .: l.1mit.:d 1665.00 --- --· --- 1665.00 --- --- --- 1937.7~ --- 1937.75 I 16. 1 
(1. 16: 1) 

12 T:uml :'1/adu !..:ather J.>.:wlopm.:nt 250.00 --- -- --- 2511.00 --- ....... --- 290.9 1 --- 290.91 1.16: I 
Curpur:1tion Limited 

13. . \ra'u Ruhh.:r Corporation Limited 200.00 -- --- --- 200.00 -- --- --- 26.45 401<.1<6 435.:1 I 2. 1!<:1 

14. Tamil ~adu (.;r:•phit.:s l.imit.:d IIJ.OO --- -- -- 10.00 

Sedu1·-wist> total 19885.H3 - 2216.19 4111.54 225113.56 -- 396.114 199UU.62 111597.35 14711H.86 25306.2 1 1.12 :1 

E:\(:1.\E .. ~RING 

15 State Engin.:~ring and s~rvicing --- --·- 49.7 1 --- 49 71 ....... --- --- --- --- --- ( 19.71<:1) 
Cnmpany of'Tamil Nadu l.1m1t.:d 
(SESCOT) (Suhsidiary ofT:Iu,S I) 

16 South<!rn Strudur.1ls Limikd 3435.5() ....... --- 1!<.1<0 3454.:10 --- ....... --- 2236.20 --- 2236.20 0.65:1 
(0.(,5 : I ) 

Se<'hH'-\\i.~e tulal 3435.511 --- 49.7 1 IR.Hll 35114.UI --- ....... --- 2236.211 --- 2236.211 11.64: 1 

ELHTRO~ ICS 

17. Ele~1roni.:s Corporation of' Tamil 259.1.05 --- --- --- 259:1.0:" 
:\adu I imit.:d ( FI.COT) 

II< T:1mil l'\adu hl'titute oflnli>rmation 1 000.1)() --- --- --- 10011.00 
T.:dtnuiO!,'Y 

Sedur-l\ist- tulal 3593.05 - - --- 3593.tl5 
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Atrnexure 
IV 

~ ... 
I ...... 

a> 

( I) (2) 3(a) 3(h) 3(.:) 3(d) 3(e) 4(a) 4(h) 4(.:) 4(d) 4(.:) 4(1) (5) 

n ::XTILES 

19. Tamil :'\adu T~''tilc Corporation 154.00 --- --- ..... 154.00 --- --- --- IOO.R7 --- 100.!!7 0.66:1 
Limit~d (0.65: 1) 

20. Tamil :'\adu Zari Limited 34.40 --- --- --- 34.40 

Sectur-wise tntul 1811AO --- - - I NliAO -- - --- 100.87 -- 11Ht87 11.54:1 

HANDLOO~I AND 
HANDIC RAFTS -

21. Tamil :'lladu Handi•-rall< D.:vd opm<!nt 176.69 11 6.00 --- 0.7 1 293.40 10.00 --- --- 31.49 --- 3 1.49 0.11 : I 
Corporation Limit.:d (0. 11 : I ) 

22. Tamil Nadu llundl oom Devclopm.:nt 267.00 --·- --- 161.10 428.R3 0.49 --- --- J . IR --- 3.1R 0.01 :1 
Corporat ion Limited 

Sector-wise total 4·0 .69 11 6.Ufl -- 162.54 722.23 I UA9 -- -- 34.67 --- 34.67 fl. OS: I 

FOREST 

23. Tamil :-.ludu For.:st Plantation 300.00 - -·-- --- 300.00 
Corporation Limited 

Sector-wise tot:al 3UO.Ofl --·- -- --- 3fiU.UO 

MINING 

24. Tamil Nadu Minerals Limit.:d 786.90 --- --- --- 786.90 
(TMIIN) 

Sector-\\isl' total 786.90 - - --- 786.90 

CONSTRUCTION 

25. Tamil Nadu State Constru•1ion 500.00 --- --- ..... 500.00 --- --- --- 100.00 --- 100.00 0.20:1 
Corporation Limited (0.20:1) 

26. Tamil Nadu Police Housing 100.00 --- --- --- 100.00 --- --- 1037R.66 --- 27796.43 27796.43 277.96:1 
Corpor.ation Limited (211.61: I) 

Srctor-" ise total 60fi.OO -- -- --- 61HI.UO -- --- 1CI37H.66 tou.no 27796.43 27R96A3 46.49: 1 

DRUGS A"~D CHE!\IIC ALS 

27. Tamal l'\adu ~ l .: di .:ina l Plant Farms 20.75 --- --- --- 20.75 
and Herhal t.ledi.:in.: Corporation 
Limited 
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Audit Report (Commercial) for tlae year ended 31 Marcia 2001 

( l ) (2) 3(11) J(b) J (l') 3(d) 3(e) ~(ll) ~(b) ~(r) ~(d) ~e) ~(f) (5) 

21!. Tamil !vledi.::tl S~rvi.;.:< Corporation JOO.OO ... ... ... 300.00 
L.1m1t.:d 

Scctur-\\ise tot:1l 3211.75 -· -- - 3211.75 

Sl'GAR 

29. Tamil '\adu Su~:ar Corporation 679 15 ... ... 100.00 779. 15 ... . .. . .. 50.92 . .. 50.92 0.07:1 
Limit.:d (T. \SCO) 

30. Peramhalur Su~:ar ~ !ill< Limito!d ... . .. 226.75 190.60 41 7.J5 
(Suhsidiary orTASCO) 

Se<·tor-\\ise tutul 679.15 - 226.75 2911.611 ti96.YJ ... - ·- 511.92 ·- 511.92 ti.Cl-':1 

CE!\IF.NT 

3 1. Tamil Nadu C~m~nts Corporation l799. D ... . .. . .. 1799. 13 ... ... . .. 319.00 1715.37 20:\4.:\7 1. 14: l 
Limit~d ( 1.17: 1) 

Scctur-nise lutul 1799. 13 -- --·- - 1799.13 - · -- - 3 19.011 1715.37 2113U7 1.14:1 

AllF.A OEVELOP:\IENT 

32. Dharmapuri Dist.nc1 Development 15.00 ... . .. . .. 15.00 
Corporation l.imit~d 
--
Sectur-wise lntal 15.110 ... ·- - · 15.1)11 

ECO~OMICALL \' WEAK Ell 
SECfiO~ 

3J. T:tmil 1'\adu Adi Dravidar Housing 4024 00 3219.9 1 --- ... 7243 .91 .. ..... ... . .. 9 .19 . .. 9. 19 0.00 1:1 
and Ocvdopmenl Corporation (0.001 :1) 
Limit.:d 

34. Tamil :\'adu Ba..:kward Cla.!l.<~s 111 9.0 1 ... ··- ....... 11 19.0 1 . .. ... 276.24 ....... 1245.56 1245.56 1.1 : I 
L.:onomic Dewlopment Corpornlion ( I 21 : I) 
Limited 

35. Tamill\adu ~linoritic< E..:onomi.: (320.00) ... . .. . .. (320.00) 320.00 
o~,·~ lopment Corporation L.imittd • 

36. T:tmll :'\adu Corporation lor 40.00 31<.42 ... . .. 71< ~2 
o~vdopment ot'\Vom~n Li mited 
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Annexure 
.... 
~ 
00 

I ... 
"' Ql 

(1) (2) 3(") 3(h) 3(t') J(d) 3(1.') -'(.a) 4(b) 4(r) 4(d) 4(1.') 4(f) (5) 

37. Tamil :-Judu Ex-~<r.:v i.:~m.:n's 17.9 1 --- --- 5.00 22.9 1 --- --- --- --- --- --- (1.11 : 1) 
Corporation Limit.:d 

Sector-wisr toht1 521111.92 3251i.33 --· 5.1HI K46.U5 3241.1111 --- 276.24 9.19 1245.56 1254.75 41. 14:1 
(3211.1111) (3241.1111) 

PUBLIC DISTRIDl"TIO~ 

JK Tamil :-.'adu Civil Suppli<s 3271.10 .......... --- --- :1271.10 J(,.oo 
Corporation Limit.:d 

Sector-wise tntal 327 I. HI --- --- - 3271.111 16.111.1 

TOURISl\1 

39. Tamil ~adu Tourism D~wlopm.:nt 67 !< 63 --- --- --- 67!<.63 --- --- --- 20~.]2 159.4!< 364.!CO 0.54:1 
Corporation Limikd (0.40:1) 

Srctur-"isl.' to.tul 67K.63 --- .......... -- 67K.63 --- --- --- 2115.32 159.4K 364.1'11) 11.54:1 

FINANC'I~G 

40. Tamil Nadu lndustriallnvestm<nt 2502 .2!< --- --- 1747.2!< 4249.56 --- 600.00 52363.00 10]50.00 !<71!29.00 9!< 179.00 23. 10 :1 
Corporation Limit.:d (Til C) (2:U6:1) 

Sertor-\\ise total 25412.28 - -- 1747.21i 4249.56 -- 6UU.OU 52363.UO IU3511.UO H7H29.1111 91il79.0U 23.111: 1 

INFRASTRUCTURE 
DE\"ELOP:\1ENT 

41. Tamill\adu L"rhan Finan'.: and 3102.00 --- --- 9&.00 -'200.00 --- 60.9!< --- 5!<1.55 709. 12 1296.67 0.41 :1 
lnlra~tru.:tur~ D.:v< lopm~nt (1.50.1) 
Corporation Limit~d 

42. Tamil !\adu Power Finan..:.: and 2200.00 --·- --- --- 2200.00 - ......... --- 41090.00 5143.00 46233.00 21.02: I 
lnlrastru~1ure Dcwlopm.:nt (23 .. H : l ) 
Corporation Limited 

43. Tamtl l\adu Corporation for lndustri11l 6600.00 19!<0.00 --- --- !<5!<0.00 50.00 .......... --- 211 (o 70 --- 2716.70 0.32:1 
lnlrastru~1ur.: D~vdopment Limit.:d (0.32:1) 

Sector-\\1se totul 119U2.1HI 191111.\MI --- 911.041 l39H41.4141 5U.IHI 60.911 --- 44394.25 SH52. 12 511246.37 3.59:1 

TRANSPORT 

44. Mclropolit;ul Transport Corporation 24296.&0 --- --- --- 242%.!<0 --- --- 145!<.93 --- 4!<1 !!.46 4!<1&.46 0.20:1 
(Ch.:nna t) Limit~d (0.37:1) 
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A udit Report (Conrmerdal) for the year ended 31 March 2001 

( I ) (2) 3 (" ) J(b) J(c) J(d ) 3(t') 4(a) 4(b) 4 (••) 4(d) 4 (1') 4(1) (5) 

45. Tamil ~adu State Tran, pon 444!<.57 ... . .. ---- 444!<.57 ... . .. 161<.14 ... 1:124.!<6 1324. !<6 0.30:1 
Corporat ion ( t-.l.tdurai Dt,·ision-1) (0.55:1) 
Limited 

46. Tamil!'adu Stnt~ Tr<lll'JlOrt 572!<.!<6 ... . .. ... 57210<(, . .. . .. ... . .. 12.50 12.50 0.002:1 
Corporutton (Coimhatnr..: Di'i~ion-1) (0.!<2 : I) 
Lrnrited 

47. Tamil :'\adu Stnh: Tnmsport 4131.07 ... . .. . .. 4D 1.07 ... . .. ... ... 1093.41 1093.41 0.26: 1 
Corporation ( Kumha~nnam Division- (0.39: I) 
I) Limited 

4!<. TlliOil :'\adu State Tran,port 2569..10 ... . .. . .. 2569.40 . .. . .. !<73.20 . .. 24!<5. (() 24!<5. 10 0.97: 1 
Corporation (Salem Di ' ision-1 ) ( 1.02:1) 
Limil~d 

49. Tamil Xadu Stut.: Tnmspurt 7 19:1.57 --- --- ... 719:1.57 . .. . .. 172.22 . .. 1400.10 1400. 10 0. 19:1 
Corporation (t-. ladunoi Di vision-II) (0.33:1) 
Limit.:d 

50 Pnompuhar Shipping Corporation 2053.00 ... . .. . .. 2053.00 ... . .. --- . .. 2!!50.00 2!!50.00 1.39:1 
Limited (1.56: 1) 

51. Tamil Nadu State Transport 2149.0() ---- ... --- 2149.00 3!<0.00 --- 1401U<4 ... 2352.30 2352.30 1.09:1 
Corporation (\" illupuram Di,·ision-1) (1.05:1) 
Limited 

52. Tamil :-;adu Transpo11 Development 4303 ()() 1!!71.1!< ... 6174. 1!< ... . .. 3000.00 . .. 2350.00 2350.00 0.3!<: 1 
Finance Corporation !.united 

53. Stat~ E\pres.' Transpon Corporation 9!<27. 15 -- ---- ....... 91127. 15 ---- ... 123.00 ... 1249.97 1249.97 0.13: 1 
Limit.:d (Tamil Nadu Drvis ion-1) (0.34:1) 
Limited 

54. Tamil Nudu Stat..: Transpor1 3661.23 ... . .. . .. 3661.2:1 . .. . .. 266.77 ... 900.02 900.02 0.25:1 
Corporation ( Kumhakon.un Division- (0.42: I) 
Ill) Limit.:d 

55. Tamil l\:adu Stat.: Transport 196!<.93 ... . .. ... 196!<.93 --- ... 56 !<.10 . .. 1559.15 1559. 15 0.79: 1 
Corporation (\' illupuram Divis ion-H) ( 1.22:1) 
l.imit..:d 

56. Tamil Nadu Stat.: Transport 20 10.22 ... . .. . .. 201 0.22 . .. . .. 1295.30 ... 1893.34 1893.34 0.94:1 
Corporat ion (Cormhatore Division-H) (0.79:1) 
L.imit..:d 

57. Tamil '\adu Stale Tran<por1 4112.69 ... --- ... 41 12.69 . .. . .. 94.26 ... 1221.74 1221.74 0.30: 1 
Corporat illn (:'\ ladurai Divi~ion-11 1 ) (0.43 : 1) 
Limit~d 
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( I ) (2) 3(a) 3(b) 3(c) 3(d) 3(e) -'(:~) -'( b) 4(c) -'(d) -'(r) -'(I) (5) 

5R. Palla,-an Tr.msport Consultancy 10.00 - -- ... 10.00 5.00 -· 40.90 .......... 20.84 20.84 2.0!<:1 

Ser\'i.:~s Limited 

59. Tamil Nadu State Transpurt 2150.69 ... ... -·· 2150.69 ... ... 1235.42 ... 2652.96 2652.96 123:1 
( 1.20: I) 

Corporation (1\.umbakonam Division· 
II) Limited 

(,() , Tamil Nadu State Transport 1853.1J ... ... ... 11<53.13 ... ... 199.30 ... 992.4!< 992.4!< 0.54:1 
( 1.1 !<: I) 

Corporation (Madurai Di\'ision-IV) 
Limited 

6 1. Tamil Nadu Stat.: Transport 1465.34 
1465.34 

"' 
... ... ... ... ... 1063.12 ... 1!<09.21 1!<09.21 1.23:1 

( 1.27: I) 

Corporation (Sakm IJi\'i<ion-11) 
Limitl!d 

62. Tamil Nadu State Transport 2492.2!< -· ... ... 2492.21! ... ... 649.!< 1 ....... 1371.81 137U<l 0.55:1 
(0.55: I) 

Corporation (Villupuram Di\ ision-111) 
Limited 

63. State Express Tran~port Corporation 224!1.22 .......... ... ... 224!<.22 -· ... 129.03 ... 237.87 237.87 0.11 :1 

(Tamil Nadu Di,•ision II ) Ltmited 

(0.26:1) 

64. Tamil Nadu State Transport 101'<8.00 ... ... ... 10ll!<.OO ... ... 347.33 ··-- 744.95 744.95 0 .6!<:1 
(0 .69:1) 

Corporation (~lndura1 Ot\ision· \ ' ) 
Limited 

65. Tamil Nadu State Transport 541 .05 ... ... ... 54 1.05 ... ... 344.6!! ... 755.09 755.09 1.40:1 
(1.69:1) 

Corporation (1\.umbakonam Division-
IV) Limited 

Sector-wise tohtl 90302.20 ... 111'71 . Ill -~· 
92173.38 385.110 •.. 1343!1.35 ··- 33893.70 33893.70 !1.37:1 

MISCELLANEOUS 

66. Overseas Manpo\\er Corporation 15.00 ... ... ... 15.00 

Limited 

67. Tamil Nadu Film De,•clopment 1391.00 .......... ... ... 1391.00 ... ... ... 707.93 -· 707.93 0.51 :1 
(0.14:1) 

Corpor.ttion Limited 

68. Tamil Nadu State ~l:trkeung 700.00 
... 700.00 ... ... 565.!<!1 .......... 504.91 504.91 0 .72:1 

Corpor.ttion Limited (fAS:>-1 \C) 

Sector-wise total 21116.00 - - - · 2 t06.lMI - ·- 565.88 707.93 504.91 1212.8-' 0.511:1 

TOTAL(.\) 1-'9~.2 1 5519.33 -'363.10 2803.76 1621 75.13 781.-'9 1057.112 96922.75 69582.70 17-'160.50 2-'3743.241 1.5:1 

(320.ll0) 
(320.1111) 
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Aut/it Report (Commercial) for the year entled 31 Murch 2001 

(I) (2) 3(u) 3(b) 3(<') J(d) 3(f.') ~M .&(b) ~(;·) .&(d) ~(~) .&(f) (S) 

8 . \\'ORI\:I NG ~'TATI 'TORY 

CORPORATIONS 

1'0\VER 

). Tamil Nadu F.l~.:tridty Hoard 10000.00 --- --- --- lOOCXJ.Oil --- --- 1292 13.00 --- 552451<.00 55245!<.00 55 25: 1 
( 15.59:1) 

S••ctor-wille 1111111 IUtllMI.UO --- --- --- IIHHMUHI --- -- 129213.1HI --- 5S2~5H.IHI 552~51UHI 55.25:1 

AGRI<TL Tl ' RF. 

2 .. Tamil Nadu War~huusing Curporatinn 31<0.50 ]1<0.50 --- --- 76 1.00 

~r.·tor-\\ise tntul 31.111.541 3NII.511 --- - 761,1141 

TOT,\ J, (D) 1113HI1.5ll 3NII.511 --- -- 111761.1HI --- -- 129213.1HI --- 552~58.lHI 552~5H.IHI 51 .3~: 1 

(;RAND TOTAL (A-+·Il) 159116H.71 5H99.HJ ~63.HJ 2Mt13.76 172936.13 7NJ.~9 11157.112 226135.75 69582.711 72661N.5U 796201 .20 ~.6U: I 

(3211.1Ml) (321UHI) 

c. ~ON-WORh:l'iC; CO!\IPAIES 

.\<: RICTLTI Rt: 

I. Tumil Nadu Poultry D.:vdopm.:nt 125.43 --- --- 1.25 126.611 --- --- --- 63. 19 --- 63 .19 0.50:1 
Corporation Linutcd (0.50: 1) 

2. Tumil Nadu Sugur~an~ Furm 27.50 --- --- --- 27.50 
c,,rporation Limited 

] . Tumil :-ladu State Furm~ Corporation 155.)] --- --- --- 155.1J ··-· --- --- 537.46 ·--· 537.46 J.-16:1 
Limited (J.4C.: I ) 

4 . Tamil :'\adu State Tuh.: wells )) 50 --- --- - - 31.50 
Corporat ion L1mit~d 

5. Tamill\adu Dairy O~wlopment 207.]6 --- --- ---· 207.)6 
Corporation Linut.:d 

Se.·to r-wisr tolul ~6.92 -- -- 1.25 5~1U7 - ---· - 6410.65 --- 61HI.65 1. 10:1 

l~l>t:STRY 

6. Tamil ~adu \lagn~~ium and \Iarin.: --- --- 362.00 --- ]62.00 --- --- --- 12!<2.00 3U9 )] 13.)9 3.63:1 
Ch.:mi..:::1ls Limit.:d (Suhsidia~ of' (3.62:1) 
T IDCO) 
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Annexure 

(I) (2) J(a) J(h) J(.:) J(d) 3(~) 4(a) 4(h) 4(.:) 4(d) 4(~) 4(1) (S) 

7. Tanul \;ttdu Cerami.:s Limit~d 11!6.11 -·- --- --- 11!6. 11 

Sel·tor -wise total IH6.11 --- 362.1HI -- 5414.11 - -- -- 12H2.00 31.39 1313.39 2AII :1 

E~C:l:'\EERING 

1!. Tamil :'\adu Sleds Limited 392.00 --- -·- --· 392.00 --· ..... --- 51!4.37 465.99 1050.36 2.6!!:1 
(2.61!:1) 

Sectut·-wisl' total 392.1111 -·· ..;.._; -- 392.1111 - - -·- 5H4.37 465.99 JH50.36 2.6tl: l 

F li\ ,\ "< 'I:"(; 

9. 111~ Chot Corporation oi'Tumil l'd.lll 5.92 --- --- --- 5.92 
l.imit~d 

-
Se<'tnr-wl~r total 5.92 --- --- --- 5.92 

TRA'\SPORT 

10. Tamol 'adu Good' Tr.tnsport 26.56 ... --- 6.10 32.66 
Corporation Limit~d 

Sector-wist> total 26.56 --- -- 6.HI 32.66 

MISC 'ELLANEOl'S 

II. Tamil \Jadu Stat.: Sport., Ocvelopm~nt 
Corporation Limit~d 

0.002 -·- -·- -·- 0.002 

12. Tamil :\adu Spirit Corporation 160.00 -·- 240.00 ... 400.00 
Limit~d (Suhsidiary ofT AS~IAC) 

Sector-wise total 160.lH12 -- 2411.00 -- 4UU.IHJ2 

TOTAL((} 1317.512 - 602.1111 7.35 1926.1162 -- --- -- 2467.02 497.38 2964.40 1.54:1 

G RAND TOTAL (A+B+(') 1611H6.222 5H99.!0 4965.H3 21U 1.11 174862.992 7111.49 1057.02 226135.75 721149.02 727115.~ 799165.HII 4.56:1 
(3211.00) (3211.110) 

D 
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Audit Report (Commerciul) for the year ended 31 March 2001 

ANNEXURE-2 

(Referred to in Paragraph 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 1.2.5, 1.3.4 and 1.3.5) 

Summarised financial results of Government companies and Statutory corporations for the latest year for which accounts were finalised 

(Figures in Columns 7 to 12 are RuJlCCS in lakh) 

Sl. Srrtur amd Namt ufthl' :-\ume of Datruf Periud of Year in Net Net llnrutct Paid-up Arcumu- Cupital Total Perc en Arrears 
:>lo. Comp11ny Department hwurpu- accounts whkh profit/ uf10udlt cupitul Ia ted empluyed return un tu~r of of 

r.lflon accounts loss(· ) CODIDll"lltS profit/ A c-.apltal tot.ul accounts 
flnlllist•d Ius.~(-) employed return in terms 

on ofyr11rs 
caplta~l 

emplo-
yed 

( I) (l ) (J) (~) (S) {6) (7) (R) (9) (1 0) ( II ) ( 12) ( JJ) (1~) 

A. WORKING COMPANIES 

A(;RJCl LTIIRE 

I. Tamil 1'\adu r\gro lndu!<lrie• Agri~uhur~ U Jul~ 1%6 1999- 2000-01 (-)171.23 --- 600.91< (-)1795.94 1527.20 (-)42.72 
IX\dopmc:nt Corporation Limitc:d 2000 

2. Tamil :-:adu Fisheries Dcv.:lopmcnl Fi~hcric:' 11 April 1999- 2000-01 (-)55.79 --- 445.52 (-)576.28 (-)20.70 (-)55.79 
Corpora! ion Limit.:d 1974 2000 

3. Tamil Nadu Tc:a Plantation En,iron· 22 .\ugu~1 1999· 2000-0 1 120.7& --- 59G. IR 1701.30 2270.44 147.04 6.4R 
Corporatmn Limited mcnt and 1 97~ 2000 

For ell! . 
SN·tur-\\ise lulal (-) 106.2~ 16~2.6H (-)67fl.92 3776.9~ ~8.53 1.28 

INDl'STR\' 

.4. Tamil Nadu Industrial lndu~tric:~ 21 ~lay 1965 1000-01 200 1-02 23.73 -·- 941 7.3 1 2 133.59 12507!<.90 3235.4R 2.59 
Dewlopm.ml Corporation Limited 
(TIDCO) 

96 



Annexure 
... 
~ 
:ll> 

I ...... _, 
(1) (2) (3) (~) (5) (6) (7) (li) (9) ( ttl) (11 ) (12) (13) (1~) 

5. Tamil ~adu lndu$trial E"-"JIIO~IV<s lndu~rie~ 9 r.:hruaf") 1999- 2000-01 (-)56.49 -- 2695.6!< (-)1610.71 5530.97 15!<.90 2.87 
Lim1t.!d (Suhsidiary ofTIIX.'O) 19!<3 2000 

6. Tamil Nadu l>aints and Allied Small II< Nov..:m- 2000-01 200 1-02 0.41 --- 2.05 3.32 27.62 1<.75 31.61! 
Products Limited (Subsidiary of lndu>tr ics lwr 19!<.5 
TA.l'\SI) 

7. Tamill'\adu Small lndustrie~ Small 10 S.:pt~m- 2000-01 2001-02 17!<.46 --- 1505.26 (-)5610.1 !< 4311.51 464.6!< 10.7!< 
Corporation Limited (T.I\1'\SI) lndustri.:s her 1965 

K. Tamil Nadu Small Industries Small 23 ~larch 1999- 2000-{)1 61!.07 --- 730.00 262.40 93!<.51 592.1l7 63.09 
D.:velopmcnt COI"poration Limited lndustrie~ 1970 2000 
(SIDCO) 

9 . State Industries Promotion lndustrie~ 25 ~·h•rch 1999- 2000-01 (-)1372.69 --- 5791.25 (-)3016.90 24!<24.42 121!<.64 4.91 
Corpomtion ofTamil Nadu Limited 1971 2000 
(SIPCOT) 

10. Tamil Nadu Salt Corponttion lndu,tries 22 July 1974 1999- 2000-01 255.14 --- 317.0 1 109.55 441U<4 255.23 56.!<6 
Limited 2000 

11. Tamil Nadu Magnesit.: Limited Industries 17 January 2000-01 2001-02 (-)163.10 --- 1665.(){) (-)3394.36 (-)2476.76 22.5. 1!< 
1979 

12. Tamil :'\adu Leather D.:vdopmenl Small 21 March 2000-01 200 1-{)2 (-)259.61< --- 250.00 (-)1330.7!< 29!<.!<4 (-)182.46 
Corporation Limited Industries 19!<3 

13. Arasu Rubber Corporation Limited En'~ron- 10 August 2000-01 2001-02 (-)41<2.52 Loss 200.00 (-)1970. 13 (-)1305.25 (-)433.91 
menl and 191<4 in•Te.ased 
Fore~ hy 

R.~.4. !<2 

lakh 

14. Tamil Nadu Uraphiles Limited Industries 19 March 2000-01 2001 -02 --- -- 10.00 --- (-) 12.05 --- --- L'nd~r 
1997 implement 

ation 

Sector-wise total (-)180H.67 22583.56 (-) 14~2~.211 157665.53 5~2.56 3.52 

ENGI~EERJNG 

15. State Engin.:ering and Sm•icing Small 25 April 1999- 2000-01 (-)142. 19 --- 49.71 (-)1447.63 (-)121.59 (-)1!2. 12 
Company ofTami l Nadu Limit.:d lndu~ri.:s 1977 2000 
(SESCOT) (Subsidiary ofTANSI) 

97 



Audit Report (Commercial) for tire year ended 31 March 2001 

(1) (2) (3) (-4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11 ) (12) (13) (1-4) 

16 Southern Stru,1ural< L1mit.:d lndu'<trie~ 17 0-.1ob.:r 1999- 2000-01 (-)192.21( --- 3454.30 (-)5907.60 1072.47 70.01 6.53 
1956 2000 

Sector-\\i5e tutu( (-)33H 7 -·-- 350-4.01 (-)7355.23 950.88 (-)12.11 

ELECTRONICS 

17. El.:dronks Corporation ofTamil Information 21 Mar~h 2000-01 2001-02 21<.89 --- 2593.05 67.23 1329.90 34.40 2.59 
Nadu Limit.:d n.LCOT) and 1977 

Technology 

18. Tamil \:adu ln,tllut.: of lhgh~r 20 F.:hruary 1998-99 2001-02 (-)54.69 --- 1000.00 (-)54.69 936.75 (-)54.69 --- 2 
InJormation T.:.,hnology Edu"ation 1998 

Sector-wise tutal (-)25.8fl -- 3593.05 12.5-4 2266.65 (-)20.29 

TEXTILES 

19. Tamil Nadu Tc:-.1ile Corporation Hand loom. 24 April 1999- 2000-01 1.69 --- 154.00 (-)195.54 570.64 13.36 2.34 
Limited llandi,Tafl. 1969 2000 

Te~11lc~ and 
Kh<~di 

20. Tamil Nadu l.tn l.1m1ted llandloom. 6 D.:cemh~r 2000-01 200 1-02 72.41< --- 34.40 321.05 405.0f< 79 40 19.60 
l land1"rafl. 1971 

Te\1il.:s and 
Khadi 

Sector-\\ise total 7-4.17 - I8HAO 125.51 975.72 92.76 9.51 

IIANDL00:\1 A.\D 
HA:-ID1C'RAFT~ 

21 Tamil!'\adu lland1-.-ratl< llandloom. 26 July 1973 2000-0 1 2001-02 (-)60.f<4 --- 293.40 (-)103 69 419.05 (-)37 16 
De,·.:lopm.:nt Corpor.ttion L1mit.:d llandi,ntl. 

Te:~-1it.:s and 
Khadi 

22. Tamil :'\adu llandloom llandloom. 10 1999- 2000-0 1 8.20 --- 421<.1'C3 (-)19.36 (-)276.5!< (-)21.!<2 
o~vdopment Corporation Limited llandi,Tat\. September 2000 

T e\1i 1.:• and 1964 
Khadi 

Sector-wise totul (-)52.64 --- 722.23 (-)123.05 142.47 (-)5li.?IS 

l~ 
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FORE.'IT 

23. Tamil Nadu Forest Plantation c n\'iron- 13 June 1974 200()..{)) 2001-02 124.88 --- 300.00 2342. 12 2794.90 12.5.2.5 4 48 
Corporation Lamiud m.:nl and 

l'or.:st 

Sector-wise total 124.88 -- 3nn.un 2342.12 2794.90 125.25 4.48 

MINING 

24. Tamil Nadu ~hneral• Limited lndu,tril!s 6 April 1977 2000-01 2001..{)2 1127.411 --- 7116.90 8323.78 61<69.48 1136. 1.5 16 . .54 
(T.-\1\ IIN) 

Sector-\\ise total 1127.411 --- 7lC6.9H l023.78 6869.48 1136.15 16.S.. 

C'O!'ISTIHI(TIO~ 

25. Tamil Nadu Stat.: Con~tru ..:tion Puhhc K F~bmary 1999- 2000-0 1 (-).569.5 I --- 500.00 1666.61 .5223.74 (-)532.50 
Corporation Limited Worl..' 1980 2000 

26. Tamil Nadu Police Housing Hom.: 30 April 2000-0 1 2001..{)2 34.5.5 --- 100.00 440.3 1 28!< 19.86 73.22 0.22 
Corporation Limitl!d 1981 

Sectur-'1\ise total (-)534.96 -- 600.00 2106.92 340.0.60 (-)459.2M 

DRUGS AND CHEMICALS 

27. Tamil Nadu Medidnal Plant Fanns Indian 27 2000-0 1 200 1..{)2 37.52 --- 20.75 62.51 131!.27 3!<.78 28.0.5 
and llerhal Medidne Corporation Medicine Septemher 
Limited and Homeo- 1983 

pathy 

28. Tamil Nadu Medical Services Health and I July 1994 1999- 2001..{)2 3 . .5.5 --- 300.00 30.11 11171<.56 3.55 0.19 
Corporation Limited Family 2000 

Wellim: 

Sector -'1\ise total 41.07 - 32Cl.75 92.62 2016.83 42.33 2.10 

SUGAR 

29. Tamil Nadu Sugar Corporation Industries 17 <>..:toher 1999- 2000-01 (-)1113.62 --- 779.15 (-)229!<.50 3970.26 (-)309.52 
Limited (T ASCO) 1974 2000 

30. Perambalur Sugar ~1ills Limitl!d Industries 24 July 1976 1999- 2000..{)1 (-)923.50 --- 417.35 (-)204 1.58 3502.36 (-)1117.27 
(Suhsidiary ofT ASCO) 2000 

Sector-\\1se tot11l (-)2037.12 --- 1196.51) (-)4340.08 7472.62 (-)496.79 
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( I ) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) ( ttl) ( tl ) (12) (13) (14) 

CEMENT 

31. Tamil Nadu C~ment• Corporation lndustri~~ II February 1999- 2000-0 1 (·)30~1<.56 Lo~s 1799.13 (. ) 1043.1(3 1<657.0f< (-)1510.31 
Limited 1976 2000 inLTca.<ed hy 

R~. I 05.25 

lakh 

Sector-wist' total (-)JU51t56 ... 1799.13 (-)IU43.~ H657.tll'l (-)1510.31 

AREA DEYELOP:'\IE~T 

32. Dhannapuri Di,1ri•1 Development Rur;~l 7 Nov.:mher 1999- 2000-0 1 2.67 ... 15.00 57.17 113.2-l 3.62 3.211 
Corporation Limit.:d D.:,·dop- 1975 2000 

ment and 
Local 

.\dmmi~1ra-
tion 

Sector-wise total 2.1i7 - 15.1111 57.17 113.24 3.62 3.211 

EC0'\'0:'\IIC'ALLY WE.\h: ER 
SECfiOi'i 

33. Tamil 'adu Adi J)mvidar Housing Adi Or.l\'idar I 5 F~hruary 1997-91( 2000·01 (·)14.47 --· 6 122.41 54.1<1 7 190.31 26.30 0.37 ) 

and Development Corpomtion and Trihal 1974 
l .imitcd We liar~ 

34. Tilmll \ladu Bad..\\ard Classes Ba~k\\nrd 16 1999· 2000-01 7U~ ... 1119.0 1 5 1.5 1 2234.96 134.6!< 6.03 •I 
Economic D~"~l opm.:nt Cl<~ss.:s and November 2000 
Corporation Limited :'\lo•t 1981 

Hack ward 
Class~s 

Welt:trc 

35. Tamil '\adu :'\linontlc~ Economi..: Backward 3 1 August 1999- 2001-02 4.10 ... 320.00 4.10 331 .48 4.10 1.24 
D.:vclopm"'lt Corporation L1mited Clas.<.:s and 1999 2000 

~I oM 
Back\\ard 
Class.:• 
Wdlar.: 

36. T:um11'\adu Corporation lor so~i"l 9 Deccmh'-'1' 1991<·99 2000-0I (-)3.05 ... 71<.42 0.!<6 451<.55 (-)3.05 ... 2 
Development oi'Women Limited Wdlilre and 191<3 

Noon-Meal 
Programme 

Hill 



Annexure 

(I) (2) (3} (4) (!'i) {6) {7) (8) (9) (111) {tl) ( tl) ( IJ) (14) 

37. Tamil ~adu Ex-s<r~v•~<m.:n·s Puhli.: (Ex- 2~ January 19911-99 2000~1 77.29 De~Tea.•~ in 22.91 72.67 1.52.1<4 90.64 59.30 2 
Corporation Limited s.:rvk~m<n} 1911Ci prulit hy 

Rd3.041ukh 

Sedor-wist' total 135.42 - 7662.75 183.95 ttl368.l4 252.67 2.44 

PUBLIC' DISTRIBL.TION 

:ll<. Tamil Nadu Civil Supplies Food and 21 Aptll 1999- 2000-01 --- -- 32.5.5.10 (-}7 11G.12 1414211.40 723l31 5.12 
Corporation Limited Con5umer 1972 :2000 

prote~tion 

Sector-wist' total ··-·- - 32~~.10 (-)71 16.12 141428.40 7235.31 5.11 

TOllRISM 

39. Tamil Nadu Tourism Devdopm.:nt lnli>rmatlon 30 June 1971 2000..01 lOO I-02 72.9.5 ... 67!<.63 123.0.5 1310 . .57 39.31 3.0 
Corporat ion l.imit.:d and Tourism 

Sector-wise totul 72.95 --- 678.63 223.05 13 10.57 39.31 3.11 

FINANCING 

40. Tamil Nadu Industrial Investment Small lCi Man!h 2000-01 2001..02 (-)2879. 1!! ... 4249 . .56 17.58 1.92 10!<046.30 97.53.2.5 9.03 
Corporation Limited (Til C) 1ndustri<~ 1949 

Sector-wise tutu! (-)21479.18 ..... 42411.5& t '1S81.9l 1081.1-t6.JO 9753.25 9.03 

INFRASTR UCfllRE 
DE\ .ELOP:'\1ENT 

41. Tamil Nadu l 1rhan Finance and Municipal 2 1 Man:h 2000-01 2001-02 3.598.19 ... 3200.00 1269.20 4.5982.07 4139.96 9.0 
1nlrastru~ture Development Admin is- 1990 
Corporation Limited tration a nd 

\Vat.or 
Supply 

42. Tamil Nadu Power Finan..: ... and Energy 27 June 1991 1999- 2000-01 11!49.39 Current ass.:ls 2200.00 709. 11 111141.90 IS 136.74 13.62 
lnfhtstn••1ure Development 2000 under stated hy 
Corporation Limited R.•.3.82 •Tore 

43. Tamil :\adu Corporation for Industries 21 Man:h 1999- 2001-02 (-)1.96 ... 8.530.00 17.93 11220.17 (-)1.96 
lndustriallnfra.slructure 1992 2000 
Development Limited 

Sector-wise total 5445.62 ... 1J9JO.OCI 1996.24 168344.14 19274.74 I 1.45 
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( 1) (2) (3) (~) (5) (6) (7) (H) (9) ( Ill) ( 11 ) ( 12) ( 13) ( 1~) 

11U :\S P0 1{ I' 

~~. \ktn,pnhtan I '"·"''l"'n l'ran,pnn llllkc~mhcr I')')')- 21100-HI (-11222 12 ... 10!<1 (,.j (·)2-1217 7J (·)6-l!i\) 17 (·)25')1.(·9 
(a) (. ••rporatinn (Ch~m1.11 l>l\'l'"'n-1) 1'>71 2000 

lnmt.:d 

.j.j \ kttupohtan l'~om,purt Tl.lll'Jl"rt IX <ktuh~r I')')'). 21JU().(J I (·)Uo()(o.-17 ... 765() ')') (·)12-l!il 70 J5291 (-)2 1()()() IU 

tht l \ wpnr.tllon (Ch~ntl.ll 1>1\l'lonll) I')I)J 200() 
lnnikd 

45 T•nml 'adu St,tk Tr<III'P"rt Tr.m'l"'n I II J),·~.:mh.:r 2000-01 2000-02 (·)DH.IJJ ... 444!<.57 (-) 127(> 1.1<2 (·)1<9 1.72 (-)J7l<.l<!i 
<:nrpnntllnn ( \l~dur.n Dl\ "'"n-1) 1'>71 
lnmkd 

.j(, l.tmtl 'udu St.tt.: I r.m,pnn Tr.m'l"'rt 17 F~hntu~ 2000-01 20111-<12 (·)2942.26 --· 572!< !<(i (·) 1711 9. 16 (-):'1!<14.')() (·)1 !(J.j ()!( 

Co>rporatwn (Curmh.thlr.: l>l\ ' '""'" 1'>72 
I) I imtted 

47 l .nml '\udu Stat.: Tran'P•Ir1 Trun'p<lrt 17 F.:hruar. 2000-01 200 1-02 (-)172.91 -·-· 4D I 07 (·)96!<5.30 (-)795. 17 (-){,56.62 
Corp<lr.ttttlll ( "-umhitl.unam 1972 
L>l\·i, ion-1) l .nntt~d 

4!<. 'l .tmil ,,tdu St.tt.: 'I ransp<111 Tr.nhpurt 2' J.muu~ 2()(1().(11 2001-02 (-)472.5J ... 21(o2.00 (-)7035.29 (-)12!<2.00 IOJ.-12 
Corporation (Sakm 1>' '""'11·1) 1971 
Lunit.:d 

.j') 'l .tmil :\udu Stat.: Tr.m~pnn Trun,pnrt 12 D~.:.:mhcr 2000-UI 21101-02 (·)3647. 19 --· 7193.57 (-)2 1!<99 62 (-)1477.92 (-)2046.!<9 
Cnrp<mttinn ( \luduriti l>tvt,inn-11) 197J 
l .mut.:d 

)() l'oompuhar Shtpping Corpnmtion lligh\\,1~' I I April 19?9- 2()(1().()1 (-)797 64 --- 205].()(1 !<34.36 7707.54 (·)302.77 
lmtit.:d 1974 2000 

5 1. Tami l :\adu Slut.: Transpt.ll, Tr.m.,port 9 Janua~ 1999- 2000-01 44!<1 ... 1769.00 (-)2696.45 1104.45 561.24 30.59 
CorporatiOn ( \ ' illupuram Dtvtslon- 1975 2()()() 
I) Limited 

52. Tutm l \adu Tran,port Tr.tn,port 25 :\lan;h 2000-0 1 2001-112 1!<50.3!< --- 617419 4220.67 904~0.01 13 125.2!< 14.51 

n~,~lopm~nl Fin.tn~~ Cl'l'pomtton 1975 
I imit~d 

H. Stat.: L.\pr~s.• Tmn,port Tr~n'JXII"I 14 JanuJ~ 2000-01 2001-02 (-)3075.32 -- 9!<27. 15 (·)23766.99 (-)3077.61 (-) 16-15.!<5 . 

Corp<>ration l.imit~d (T:ttnil '\.adu 19!<() 
Dt\·i•ion-1) Limikd 

54 Tamil :\adu Stat~ Tran'r•m Tran.•port I S<!pl.:mh.:r 2000-01 2001-02 (-)363.30 ... 3661.23 (-)9!<42.96 (·)1!<3.0!< -142.!<9 
Corpur.ttion (Kumhakunam 19!<2 
l>i\'iMon-111) l .imit<!d 
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(I) (2) (3) (-4) (S) (6) (7) ( l!) (9) ( tn) ( II ) (12) (13) ( 1-4) 

55. Tamil :\adu Stat~ Tran~port Tran•port I I 2000·01 2001-U2 (·)744 51\ --- 196!<.9J (·}6456.!<6 24 1.9:1 (-)120.71 

C•>rporation (Villupuram 1>1' l<hlll· ;-..," ~mh~r 

II) Lunit~d 191<2 

5(, Tamil !"adu Stat~ Tran,pnrt Trmt.~port 21< J>~,~mh~r 2000-01 200 1-02 4:1 01 ··- 20 10.22 (-):1254.60 1001.1<9 352.57 :\5. 19 

Corporation (Coimhator< J>i, ••inn · l~l<l 

11) l .imit~d 

57. Tamil Nadu Stat~ Tran,purt Transport 1G F~hmary 2000-0 1 2001-02 (·)176:1.6 1 --- 411 2.69 (-) 12342.92 (-)399.:16 (-)650.66 

Corporati•)ll (~ladunu l>il"i,lon-111) 191!3 

l.imikd 

51<. Pallan111 Transport CmtMihan~\ Transport 20 F~hmary 1999- 2000-0 1 (·)26.55 --- 5.00 5.55 6.43 (-)25. 19 

Scn·ic~s I ,imit~d . 191<4 2000 

59. T.unil 'adu Stat~ Tran<port Tran<port 1 Januury 2000-01 100 1·02 .'3 53 ·-- 2150.69 (- )41<31<.72 (.)5.76 41<1<.1<1< 79.39 

Corporation ( Kumhakonarn 1 9K~ 

D1' l'ion-11) I .imit~d 

60 Tamil '\adu Stat< Tnutsport Trait.< port 19 \ larch 2000-01 2(10 1-02 (-)121<:1 .77 ··- H<53.1l (-)6764 .30 (-)9!<7 72 (-)797.20 

Corporation ( \ladunu Oi\"I<Hln-1 \") 191<6 

l .imiud 

(,J. T:uml :\adu Stat< Tnm,port Tran<p<lrt 2(, :.. Jar.:h 2000·1)1 2001·02 1•n 59 ·-- 1465.34 (-)2793.1<2 7%.41 520. 11 65.31 

Corporation (Salem Di' i'inn-11) 191<7 

Limikd 

62. Tamil l\adu State Tran•purt Tran~port 24 FdmmJ! 2000-01 2001-02 (-)11l7l<.5!< --- 2492.21< (-)9324.54 (·)732.49 (-)3 17.24 

Corpuratiun (\' illupuram Dil"l<ion- 1992 

Ill ) J.inut~d 

63. Stat~ Expr~ss Tran,port Transport I Octuh~r 1999- 2000·01 (·)1<25.1<7 ··- J714.:n (. )4(>1<0.43 !<00 .51 (-)301.35 

Corponllion (Tamil ~adu Dl\ i'ion 1993 2()00 

II ) Limited 

(,4 Tanul :\adu State Tran<port Tran.,port l< :..larch 2000·01 2001-02 (·)11<3.19 --- IIJI<!(.(J() (-)27!<0.05 3!<.Gil 19.9 1 51.5!< 

Corporat11m (:.. ladur;u D"·i,wn-\' ) 1?% 

Linutcd 

65 Tamil 'ddu State Tran,purt Tran.,port l< \ larch 2000-01 200 1-02 (-)200.1<0 -·· 5-11.0~ (-)2740 46 ( -)53.5(, 61<.(,2 

Curpurat1on ( 1-umhakonam 19% 

Dl\1si•m-l \") Limit~d 

St'ctur-\\ise tutu! 
(. )22565.3!1 -- 825!!2.92 (-)192393. 19 !13671. 7-4 (-)15673.111 
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Audit Report (Commercial) for the year ended 31 March 2001 

( I ) (2) (J) (-4) (5) (6) (7) (H) (9) ( IU) ( II ) ( 12) ( 13) (1-4) 

1\IISC'F. LLA:"'F.O LIS 

66. o,·~rs~as ~lanpowcr Corpnmlion Lahour and 30 Nowm- 1999- 2000-01 1.36 -·-- 15.00 13.91 29.12 1.46 5.01 
Limit~d ~mplo}m~nt h.!r 1971¢ 2000 

67. Tamil \ndu Film Oewlopment Information 12 April 1999- 2001-02 (-)230.()2 --- 1391.00 (-)1219.93 1209.39 (-)3.40 
Corporation I hnit~d and Tourism 1972 2000 

61¢. Tamil \adu State ~lark~ting Prohihition 23 1\la~ 191¢3 2000-01 2001-02 150.24 --- 700.00 295.01 1259.9'2 499.07 39.6 
CorpordtiOnl imit<1d (T.\S\IAC) llll4 f.lilii~d 

Sectm·-wlse lutal (-)711.42 - 21116.1111 (-)911.111 2-49lU3 -497.13 

TOTA L(.\ ) (-)26-457. JN -- 151 717.17 (-)1953JJ.HJ 7-43-413.59 2SHJ2.1U 3.47 

B. WOJH.:JM; ~"J',\'rl iTOKY 

C'ORPORr\TIONS 

POWF.R 

I. Tamil :\udu El~o.1ricity Board En~rs.v I July 1957 1999- 2000-0 1 35625.00 Net surplus --- 300626.00 94 106!<.00 1<4999.00 9.03 
2000 deo.n:as~d hy 

R.\3464.71 
lakh 

Sed ur-wlse totul 3S625.1HJ -- -- 3fHI626.0U 9-41416lWU IU999.1lll 

AGRIC l L Tl'RE 

2. Tamil Nndu War~housing Food and 2 1\la~ 1951¢ 1999- 2000-01 354.91< --- 76 1.00 2 103.63 21¢1¢4.1<2 35 1.06 12.17 
Corporation Con,;umcr 2000 

Protection 

Sectol'·" ise tullll 3~.98 - 761.1HI 21113.63 2884JI2 351.06 

TOTAL(B) 35979.98 - - 76J.IHI 3 412729.63 9-43952.82 853SU.II6 9.11-4 

G RAND TOTAL (A+B) 9522.8Cl -- J5247H.J7 107397.112 1687366.41 Ill 162.911 6.59 

c. NO :"'-WO RKI NG COI\IPAIJ::S 

AGRICl 'LTl' RE 

I. Tamil :'\adu Poultry l>~vdopment ,\nimal 12July l973 2000-01 200 1-02 (-)302.93 --- 126.6!< (-)954.9 1 (-)249.22 (-)266.57 
Corporat ion l.imit~d Hushandry 

and fish~rics 

tll4 
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(1) (2) (3) (-t) (S) (6) (7) (II) (9) ( 10) (1 1) (12) (13) ( 1-t) 

2. Tamil :"\adu Sugan:ane Farm Agrio.:ulture 22 F.:hruary 2000-01 2001-02 (-)0.16 -·-- 27.50 (-)17.62 9.87 (-)0. 16 
Corporation Limited 1975 

3. Tamil '\adu Stat.: Fanns Agrio.:ultur.: !< D.:o.:.:mh.:r 2000-01 2001-02 (-)0:03 --- 155.13 (-)1570.75 1.22 (-)0.03 
Corporation Limited 197-t 

4. Tamil Nadu State Tuhe wdls Puhlio.: 19 Maro.:h 199!!-99 2000-0 I (-)2.39 --- 31.50 (-)209,07 72. 1 (-)2.39 -- 2 
Corporation Limited Works 19!<2 

5. Tamill\adu Dairy Development Agrio.:ulture 4 May 1972 1992-93 1999- (-)0.03 --- 207.36 (-)40.!<0 166.56 (-)0.03 -- t< 
Corporation Limited 2000 

Sector-wise total (-)305.5-t -- S-t8.17 (-)2793. 15 0.53 (-)269.18 

INDl'STRY 

6. T~tmil :\adu 1\lagnesium and Jmlu~tries 10 Fehruary 1999- 2000-01 (-)380.52 --- 362.00 (-)1550.'81 140.38 (-)3!<0.4R ---
Marine Chemi o.:als Limit~d 19!<7 2000 
(Suhsidiary ofTIDCO) 

7. Tamil :"\adu C.:ramio.:s Limited Small 14 D.:o.:emher 2000-01 200 1-02 2.88 --- 1!<6. 11 (-)186. 11 --- 2.!<!< 
Industries 1973 

Sector-wL"' total (-)377.64 -- 548.11 (-)1736.92 140.38 (-)377.611 

ENG INEERJ NG 

!<. Tamil Nadu Steds Limited Industries 17 1999- 2000-0 1 (-)948.2 1 --- 392.00 (-)7131.27 (-)2053.95 (-)86.99 
September 2000 

19!<1 

Sector -\\ ise total (-)948.21 - 392.00 (-)7131.27 (-}2053.95 (-}86.99 
---
FJNANt 'JNG 

9. The Chit Corpordtion ofTamil Commercial II January 1998-99 2000-01 (-)4.23 -- 5.92 (-}35.32 (-)8.22 (-)0.63 --- 2 
Nadu Limited Taxes 1984 

Sector -wi.se total (-}-'.23 -- 5.92 (-)35.32 (-}8.22 (-)0.63 

TRANSPORT 

10. Tamil ~adu Goods Transport Transport 26 :Vlan:h 1989-90 0.2 1 --- 32.66 (-)132.55 (-)29.85 6.57 --- II 
Corporation Limit.:d 1975 

Sector-wise total 0.21 --- 32.66 (-)132.55 (-}29.85 6.57 

MISCELLANEOUS 

II . Tamil Nadu State Sport.~ Education 15 Novem- 1996-97 1998-99 36.38 --- 0.002 59.96 77.69 41.32 53. 19 4 
Development CorporatiOn Limited her 1984 
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Audit Report (Commercial) for tile yeur ended 31 Marc:h 2(}0/ 

(I) (2) (3) (~) (5) (6) (7) {H) (9) ( IU) ( II ) (12) ( 13) ( I~) 

12. Tamil Nadu Spirit Corporation Pruhihit ion 10 July 19ll9 2000-0 1 2001-02 (·)132. 15 . .. 400.00 1120.G'J 1479.05 19.92 1.:15 
Limit~d (Suhsidiary ofT.\Si\1.\C) and Ex.:is~ 

Sertor -\\ise total (-)95.77 ... ~4141. 11112 IIHU.65 1556.7~ 6 1.2~ 

TOTAL (C') (·)173 J.IH ·- t926.H62 (· ) lti6~H.S6 (-)39~.37 (-)666.59 

GRA:-iD TOTAL (A+U+C) 7791.62 - 1 54~fl5.t132 96749.26 t6H6972.11.t 1111~96.3 1 6.55 

NOTE: 

A: Capital em(Jio~·ed re11resents net fixed assets (including ca11ital wurk-in-pro~ress) PLUS working ca(lital exce(lt in case of finance companies/corponttions, 
where the ca(lital em(Jio~·ed is worked out as a mean of ag~re~ate of the open in~ and clusin~ balances of paid-u11 ca(lital, free resen·es, bonds, deposits and 
borrowings (including refinances). 
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ANNEXURE-3 

(Referred to in Paragraph 1.2.2 and 1.3.2) 

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 2001 

St. Name of the C0111 puny/ • subsidy re<·l'ind durinJ! the y<'ar 
·c:uar; mtees re<·ch•ed durinj! the ~·ear and outs tandinJ!, at th<• r nd uf 

;\u. Stutulm')' C'urpumtiun 

(I) (2) 

(A) \\'OH.KJ!'\G CO:\IP,' ~I£S 

A<:RIC'liLTt:H.E 

1. Tamil ~ndu T .:a Plantation 
Corpomtron Limited 

2 Tamrl '\adu r\gro Industries 
Corporation Limit~d 

( 'entr.rl 
(;u\ern
ment 

J(a) 

State 
C:u, <·m 
ment 

J(h) 

Other-s Total 

J (c) J(d) 

Cash I'I'Cdil 
frum h:mk.• 

-4(a} 

Loans frum 
other 
snurces 

-'(h) 

(3:17. 15} 

(1 17.92) 

• Suhsid~· includes suhsid~ recci\'ahlc at the end of year, which is also shown in brackets. 
* Fi!!:ures in bracket indicate !!:uantntces outstandin!!: at the end of the vear 
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the yt·m· 

L<"ll<'rs Papnenl Tutal 

uf ohliJ!,:t-

<"rNlit tion 
upencd w1der 

b~· a~ree--

hanks mcnt 

in with 
r·espect foreiJ!.n 
of consul-
impm1 tants 

-'(") -'(d) -'(e) 

(337.1 5) 

( I 17 92) 

(Fi~urcs in Columns 3(a) tu 7 arc Rullces in htkh) 

\\ 'ai\'er uf dti('S durin~!, the ~ 1'111' Luans Luan~ 

"" 
...... ,. 

which ••uted 

Loans I ntH- Penal Tutal 1uun•· intu 

repa~ - est inter- tnrium cquit) 

ment wuh ~d est allu- durin~!, 

written wah ed \\ ed the 

uiT )'tar 

S(a) S{h) S{c) S(d) (6) (7) 



Audit Report (Commercial) fnr the year ended 31 March 1001 

(1) (2) 3(ll) 3(b) 3(c) 3(d) ~It) ~b) ~c) ~d) ~~> S(a) S(b) S(c) S(d) (6) (7) 

INDl'~'TR\' 

3. Tamil Nadu lndust-..nal .. ...... ·- .. ..... . .. -· 105939.00 -· ·- 105939.00 
Development Corporation (I 05939.00) ' • ( 105939.00) 
Limited 

4. Tamil l'adu lnduruial 436 45 .. ...... . .. 436.45 
Explo~iv(s Limil<!d 

5. Tamil Nadu Small lnduruies ... ·- . .. . .. 150.00 300.00 ... . .. 450.00 
Corporation Limtted ( 14.54) (200.00) (2 14.54) 

6. Tamtl 1\adu Small Industries 92.03 ........ . .. 92.03 
D.!velopment Corporation 
Limit.:d 

7. State lndustri.:s Promoti on 264.00 1063.00 -· 1327.00 -· 3500.00 ... . .. 3500.00 
Corporation ofTamtl Nadu (53 19.00) (53 19.00) 
Umtt.:d 

HANDLOOM .\~D 
HANDICRAFTS 

!1. Tami l '"adu Handio..Tatb 21!.57 15.00 . .. 43.57 
D..:velopm..:nt Corporation 
Limited 

9. Tamil Nadu Handloom ... ... . .. . .. 550.00 . .. . .. . .. 550.00 
D~vclopment Corporation (550.00) (550.00) 
Limit..:d 

COJ\STRL'C I"ION 

10. Tamil Nadu Stat.: ·-· ... . .. ... (250.CJO) 17000.00 . .. -· 17000.00 
Constru.:tion Corpordtion (17000.00) ( 17250.00) 
Limit.:d 

II. Tamil Nadu Polic.: Housing ... ....... ·- ·-·· ... 999!1.00 . .. . .. 999!1.00 
Corporation Ltmit.:d (27796.43) (27796.43) 

SUGAR 

12. Peramhalur Sugar \lilt~ ... ... . .. . .. . .. (R5R.OO) . .. . .. (851!.00) 
Limtted 

CEMENT 

13. Tamil ~adu C.:m.:nL< ........ --- ......... ... ---- (600.00) -- - (600.00) 
Corporation Lirnit.:d 
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Annexure 

(I) (2) J(a) J(b) J(c) J(d) "'(a) "'(b) _.(c) .. (d) 4(e) S(a) S(b) S(c) S(d) (6) (7) 

ECONOMICALLY 
WEAKER SECTION 

14. Tamil Nadu Adi Dravidar 6455.44 231.44 ....... (j(j!((jJ(l< . .. (2!< 16.99) . .. . .. (2!<16.99) 
I lousing and Development 
Corporation Limit~d 

15. Tamil Nadu Bao.:kward -· 3 1.64 ........ 31 .64 . .. (1245.56) ·- ........ ( 1245.56) 
Classes Economic 
Development Corpor-<~tion 
Limited 

16. Tamil Nadu Corporation for ... 2215.70 . .. 2215.70 
Development of Women 
Limited 

PUBLIC DISTRIBt:TION 

17 . Trunil Nadu Civil Supplies ... 154000.00 -- 154000.00 2000.00 4000.00 - · .. ..... 6000.00 
Corpomtion Limited (2000.00) (2000.00) (4000.00) 

FINANCING 

18. Tamil Nadu Industrial -- 576.00 ... 576.00 . .. 47125.00 . .. . .. 47125.00 
lnve~1ment Corporation (56!<52.00) (56!!52.00) 
Limited 

INFRM'TRUCTURE 
DEVELOPMENT 

19. Twnil Nadu Urban Finance 1924.50 1793.65 ... 3718. 15 (5000.00) ... . .. .. ..... (5000.00) 
and Jntrnstru~ture 
Development Corporation 
Limited 

20. Tamil Nadu Power Finan.:e -· ... . .. ... (5143.00) . .. . .. .. ..... (5143.00) 
and Infrastnocture 
Development Corporation 
Limited 

TRANSPORT 

21 Metropolitan Transport -· ... - -· 280.00 -- -- ·- 2!<0.00 ...... ... . .. ....... -- 8264. 17 
Corporation (Chennai) (233.34) (233.34) 
Limited 

22. Tamil Nadu State Transport ... ... -- -· 300.00 -·· ....... - ·- 300.00 ... .. ..... ... - -- 516.00 
Corporation (Madurai - (100.00) ( 100.00) 
Division I) Limited .. 
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.4Tidit Report (('omnum :iul) for the ycur ended 3 1 March 1001 

- - ·--------- -------------------
(ll (2) 3(>~) J(h) 3(t•) 3(d) -4(u) -4(b) -4(•·) -4(d ) -4(c) S(a) 5(1>) 5(•·) S(d ) (6) (7) 

-------------- -------
21 T~mil :-.adu St.ll~ 1, an,pur1 ... 1)((.7.;\0 ... I Xf,7.JO . .. 100.00 . .. . .. 100.110 . .. -- ... . .. -- 5(,?.00 

Corporalum (C•Hillhllt()f~ ( I 02 ~(I) ( I 0:!.30) (5 00) (5.00) 
n;, isi<Hl I) tirnit.:d 

24 T.nTlii '~adu ~b11 ..: Tr.tl1f\pnr1 ... •1(,(>.()5 --- 966.05 ... J50.00 . .. . .. 350.00 . .. -- -- ... - - 117.55 
Cnrpor.i\iou i "-••miMJ..c•r:;m• (116.05) ( ll li.05) (511.00) (50.00) 
Di·.•i>iun I) I rmit~d 

25. Tamil :-.;,itfu Stak Tr.ttl!.pt•t1 ... ?Jl< 42 ... 7Jl<42 -- -- -- -- ... ... . .. ... . .. . .. 407.40 
Corporation (Salem (41.42) (43.42 ) 
Divi,ion I) Lrmit~d 

2G. Tamil :-\.ldu Stat~ Tr.m<p.-rt ... . .. . .. ... X03.110 . .. . .. . .. ~03.00 . .. -- -··- ... . .. 9!oi I.X:l 
Corr,oratron ( \ ladurai (XOJ.OO) (XOJ.OO) 
Divi<ion If ) l.imikd 

27 Twnil ~adu Stat~ Trun •r••tl ... M5.?2 -- 665.92 
Corpvration ( \"illupuram (665.92) ((,65.92) 
Di\i •;ion I) Limit.:d 

.!X. Stat~ Expr.!ss Transp••rt ... . .. . .. . .. 5011.00 . .. . .. . .. 5110.0() . .. . .. . .. . .. . .. 1293.40 
Corporatmn (Tar nil \;adu (X50.00) (1<50.00) 
Oivisrun I) Limill!d 

:!9. T;~mil :--;adu St.ll~ Transport ... 666.46 -- (,66.46 ... 94.00 . .. . .. 94.00 . .. ··- ... . .. . .. 46 1.19 
Corpl.lratron ( Kumhakonam (4 1.46) (4 1.46) (47.00) (47.00) 
lli \·is ion Ill ) Limited 

30. rmml :-.~du Stak Tran,pot1 ... I45U6 ... 1457.!!6 . .. . .. . .. . .. . .. ... . .. --- ... . .. 179.\19 
Corp..,mtion (\' illupuram (407.1<6) (407.1<6) 
Di\'lsion II) Limit~ 

.II. Tamil ;-. adu Stat.• Tran,port ... 68li.li4 -- 6!<6.64 --- --- -- ... . .. . .. . .. ... . .. . .. 220.22 
Corpora t ion (C:oimha1<1r~ (36 1.64) (:16 1.64) 
Di\'fston ll)l.imit~d 

.12. T~mil :-..adu Slat~ Transport ... 51<3.44 . .. 51<3.44 1511.00 120.110 . .. . .. 27111111 . .. . .. . .. . .. . .. 46?.90 
Cntporat inn ( \ ladurai (571<.6 I ) ( 11 1<.40) (697.0 l) 
Di,·ision Ill ) Lrmrt~d 

:n Tamil .'\adu St.H~ Tr;mspon ... IJ I6.l<O ... 1316.!!0 ... -- ... . .. . .. . .. . .. . .. ' --- ... 222.69 
Cllrp•:r.t(i•m ( Ku mhaknnam (726.1<0) (726.1<0) 
Dl\isinn II) i.irnit.-d 

1 4. Tamil \adu St,rk Tnrnspon ... 63!< 46 . .. 6JX.46 190.00 . .. . .. . .. 1\10.1~1 . .. . .. . .. . .. . .. 2J 1.13 
Cnrporat inn (:O. Iadur.ri (2K46) (21<.46) ( I 50.00) ( 1511.011) 
Di 11sion 1\") Limit~d 
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Annexure 

( I ) (2) 3(u) 3(b) 3(l ') 3(d) 4(11) 4(b) "(c) 4(d) 4(e) S(a) S(b) S{<') S(d) (6) (7) 

35. Tamil Nadu Stat~ Tran~port ... 641< 64 ... 641< (, 4 . .. 250.00 --- --- 250.00 ... ... ... ... ... 211U4 
Corporation ( Sa l ~m (26!<.64) (26l<.(>4) (70.00) (70.00) 
D1v1~ion II ) l.imi t~d 

36. Tamil :\adu Stat~ Tran~port --- 106(•.54 --- 1 oc.c • ..54 --- 320.00 --- --- 320.00 --- --- --- ... --- c.2.12 
Corporation (\' lllupumm ( 1(>1.54) ( IC•I.54) ( 129.!<6) ( 129.!<6) 
Division Il l ) l.im1t~d 

37 State Expr~~s Tramport --- --- --- --- (GO.OO ) --- --- --- (60.00) --- --- . ..... --- --- 53.1.90 
Corponnion (Tamil '\adu 
D1vision II) Limitl!d 

3K Tamil Nadu State Transport --- 492.9 1 --- 492.9 1 (75.CJO) --- --- --- (75.00) --- --- --- --- --- 1:1.60 
Corporation ( ~ ladurai ( 142.9 1) ( 142.91 ) 
Division V) Limited 

39. Tamil Nadu State Tnm•port --- 327.1<6 --- 327.1<(, --- 100.00 --- --- 100.00 --- ... --- --- --- 9.54 
Corporat ion ( Kumhakonam . ((>2.1<6) (62.1<6) (49.34) (49.34) 
Dhision I \ ') l .im1t.:d 

MJSCELL.\~EOl'S 

40 Tamil ~adu State \ larkcting ....... ... --- --- --- ~000.()() ... --- ... .5000.00 
Corporation Limited (5000.1){)) (.5000.()()) 

T OTAL (A) 92UH.99 172U49.73 --- IH12!\U.72 9923.1JU IH9196.UU --- ....... ... 19911 9.UU --- -- -- -- --- 147!0.97 
(3129.H6) (3 129.H6) (211lW7.49) (221 !\5 1.65) (242359.14) 

(B) STATUTORY 
CO RPOR-\ TIO:'/S 

Tam1l Nadu Elc-.1ridty Board --- 266.55.00 --- 26655.00 --- I GJ()(JO.OO ... --- 163000.00 --- -- --- --- --· 10000.00 
( D 4100.00) ( 134 100.00) 

TOTAL (B) ....... 2665!\.UO --- 26655.1111 --- 16JIHJII.IJU -- --- 163flOII.IIU -- -- - - -- --·- I UIJIHJ.UU 
( 13411 HUIU) ( 134tflH.IJU) 

GRA:'ID TOT.\ L (A+B) 920U.99 19117114.73 --- 2117905.72 9923.()(1 352196.00 - -- 362119.0() - - -- - - 247!0.97 
(3129.lj6) (3 129.116) (2UIIfl7.49) (355651.65) (376459.14) 
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Audit Report (Commercial) for the year ended 31 Murch 2001 

ANNEXURE-4 

(Referred to in Paragraph 1.2.4) 

Statement showing financial position of Statutory Corporations 

(RuJiees in crore) 

Particulars 1998-99 1999-2000 211110-01 

l.TAMll.. NADU ELECTRICITY BOARD (Provisional) 

A. LIABILITIES 

Equity capital• 2 19.43 --- 100.00 

Loans from Goverrunent --- --- ---
Otl1er long-term loans (including bonds) 4099.87 4976. 17 5524.58 

Reserves and surplus 3525.36 ~026. 88 3277A8 

Otl1ers (subsidy) 1510.09 1662. 14 1854. 11 

Current liabilities and provisions 36 13.76 ~206. 72 6250.94 

TOTAL(A) 12968.51 14871.91 17007.11 

B. ASSETS 

Gross fixed assets 9596.45 10514.80 11545.58 

LESS: Depreciation 271 9.51 3267.9 1 3855 .29 

Net fixed assets 6876.9~ 7246.89 7690.29 

Capital works-in-progress 2763 . 3~ 3047.47 3672.02 

Assets not in usc 4A5 0.96 0.84 

Deferred cost 2.79 3. 18 3.57 

Current assets 3277. 10 3323.0~ ~390. 1 3 

Investments •+3.89 ~3A8 -0 .37 

Subs1dy receivable from the Government -- 1206.89 1206.89 

Miscellaneous C'\pendiwrc --- --- ---
f--· 

Dcticits --- --- ---
f--

TOTAL (B) 12968.51 14871.91 17UII7.11 

c. CAPITAL EMPLOYED• 93113.62 94111.68 95Ul.5U 

"' It rcJlreS(•nts lc>an co"'·ertctJ into equity caj)ital and are subject to adjustment a gainst subsitJy 
rccch·;~hle from Gm crnmcnt. 

• Capital cmJIIO)etJ reJ>rcscntll net fixed assets (inclutlin~ \\Orks-in-J>ro~rcs~) PLUS working 
capital. While working out working caJ>ital, the clement of tlcfcrrcd cost and inycstmcnts arc 
cxcludcll from current assets. 

112 



Annexure 

(Rupees in crorc) 

2.TAMIL NADU WAREHOUSING CORPORATION 

Pat-ticulars 1998-99 1999-2111111 2111111-0 1 

A. LIABILITIES 
" 

(Pro\'isional) 

Paid-up capital 7.61 7.61 7 .G I 

Rcscn es and surplus 18AI 2 1.0-J 2-J. 92 

Borro\\ ings (others) 0.09 --- ---

Subsid) 0.21 0.20 0.20 

Trade dues and current liabilities (including provision) 5.33 5.65 G.l6 

TOTAL (A) 31.65 34.511 38.89 

B. ASSETS 

Gross block 32. 12 32.89 33.62 

LESS: Depreciation 7.38 8.15 8.85 

Net fixed assets 2.J.7.J 2-J. 7-J 2.J .77 

Capital works-in-progress --- --- ---
tm·est ment --- --- ---
Current assets. loans and :-ld\'ances 6.9 1 9. 7() I.J. I2 

Profit and loss account --- --- ---
TOTAL (B) 31.65 3.J.511 38.89 

c. CAPITAL EMPLOYED• 26.32 28.85 32.73 

• Capital emtlloyed represents net fixed :tssets PLUS working capital 
113 
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Audit Report (Commerc:ial) for the year ended 31 Marc:/1 2001 

ANNEXURE-5 

(Referred to in Paragntph 1.2.4) 

Statement showing working results of tatutory Corporations 

I. TAMIL NADU ELECTRICITY BOARD 

(Ru1Jees in crore} 

Sl. Particulars 1998-99 1999-211110 2111111-0 1 
() (Provisional) 

I. (a) Re\ enue receipts 5()!<2.53 r,.n3 .. U< 7-Hl0.1-t 

(b) Subsid~ /sub' entton from GO\ cmmcnt I07o. 22 1776 lY 250.00 

TOTAL 67S8.7S 8249.87 76S0.34 

2 Rc' cnuc expendtture (net of C;>,.pcnses capitalised) mcluding 5-02.22 6778.52 7153.76 
''rite off of intangible assets but excluding deprcctation and 
interest 

1 Gross surplus(+) I delicti ( -) for the~ car ( 1-2} 1326.53 l.t71 35 2'}6 51< 

.t. Adjustments relating to pre,·ious ~ C<l rs (-)11014 (-)78.74 (-}2(,2 .0-t 

5. Final gross surplus(+) I delicti(-) for the year (:H4) 1196. 1Y l 1tJ2.(,J 1-t.54 

(,, (a) Depreciation (LESS: Capitalised) ~3 .03 5-t2.62 51-11 .88 

(b) Interest on Go' cmment lo<trts -- - --
(c) I ntercst on others. bonds. ad\ ance. etc .. and linance 595 73 7 11).80 7')7.87 

charges 

(d) Total interest on loans and linancc charges (b) + (c) 5Y5.71 71 'J.XO 797.87 

(c) LESS: Interest capitali;.cd 177 5 1 22().()(, 2-t9 29 

(I) Net interest charged to re' cnuc (d) - (c) 41K.22 493. 7-l 548.58 

(g) Total appropnallons (a) + (I) 861.25 1036.36 1130.46 

7. Surplus (+) I dclicit (-) bcrore accounting for subsid~ from ( -)741.28 (-) 1420. 14 (-) 13~5. ')2 

State Government ( (5) - (, (g) - I (b): 

8. Net surplus(+)/ defictt (-) ((5) - 6(g)] 314. ')4 156.25 (-) 10')5.92 

9. Total return on capital cm11 lo~·cd" 7SJ.I6 849.91) (-}547.34 

10. Per·ccnta).!c of return on capital cmplo~ cd 8. 1 IJ.II -

• Total r·ctum on capital emplo~ cd represents net suq1lus/deficit PLU total interest chaq~ed to 
Profit and Loss account (LE interest capitalised). 
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Annexure 

2.TAMIL NADU WAREHOUSING CORPORATION 

Par1iculars 1998-99 1999-211011 2111111-tll 

I. Income ( ProYisional) 

(a) Warehou ing cha rges 10.83 12 ()() 16 5(, 

(b) Other income 0.72 1. 2~ 1.2 1 

TOTAL (I ) 11.55 13.8-t 17.77 

2. Ex11enses 

(a) Establishment cha rges 5.85 6.72 (1.!0 

(b) Other expenses 3.72 3.6 1 6.~2 

TOTAL (2) 9.57 111.33 13.23 

J. Profit (+) I Loss(-) before tax I. 9g 3.5 1 ~ . 5-l 

~. Other appropriations --- --- ---
5. Amount available for dividend 2.45 :us ~.55 

(,, 01\ idend for the ) ca r 0.23 0. 76 0.6 1 

7. Total return on capital em11lo~·cd 2.112 3.51 .t.55 

8. Perccnta~e of return on capital em plo~ ed 7.67 12.17 13.911 
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Audit Report (Commercial) for tire year euded 31 March 2001 

ANNEXURE-6 

(Referred to in Paragraph 1.2.4.2.2) 

Statement showing operational performance of Statutory Corporations 

I. TAMI L NADU ELECTRICITY BOARD 

Sl. Particulars 1998-99 1999-211110 2111111-111 
No (Pro' !siunal) 

I. Insta lled capaci t~ (MW) 

(a) Them1aJ 2970 21)7() 2970 

(b) H) del 1963 1993 1996 

(c) Gas 130 130 227 

(d) Other 19 19 19 

TOTAL 5082 5112 5212 

2. Normal ma:xnnum demand 5196 5580 6290 

l Power generated (MKWH) 

(a) TI1em1aJ 17076 18861 19464 

(b) Hyde I 49 18 HH 5450 

(c) Gas 124 217 215 

(d) Other 21 27 18 

TOTAL 22 1-t 1 23549 25147 

LESS: Au:-.ilial) consumption 

(a) Then11aJ 1564 1(,97 1650 

(Percentage) 9. 16 9.00 8.48 

(b) H) dcl 79 59 92 

(Percentage) 1.6 1 1.33 1.69 

(c) Gas () 0 0 

TOTAL 1643 1756 1742 

(Percentage) 7.4 7.5 6.9 

5. Net po\\ er generated 20498 21793 23405 

G. Power purchased 

(a) Within the State 

(i) GoYenunent --- --- ---
(ii) private 1579 3096 3353 

(b) Other States 716 880 129 

(c) Centml grid 10676 10788 13 135 
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Annexure 

Sl. Pm1iculars 1998-99 1999-201111 2111111-tll 
No (Provlsionut) 

7. Total JHIWCt' availahlc for sale 33529 36557 4tHI22 

8. Power sold 

(a) Within the State 27657 30238 33~ 1 8 

(b) Outside the State 205 196 ---
9. Transmission and distribution losses 5667 612] 660~ 

I ll. Load factor (Percentage) 

(a) Hydcl 28.6 25.2 3 1.2 

(b) Thennal 65.6 71.3 7!Ul 

II. Perceutage of transmission and distribution losses to total 16.9 16.8 J(d 
power available for sale 

12 Number of , ·illages/towns electrified (in lakh) 0.6~ 0 .6~ 11.64 

I 3. umber of pump sets/\\ ells energised (in lakh) 16A3 16.79 17.23 

1~. Number of sub-stations 83 1 876 9 13 

15. Transmission and Di~•ribution lines (in lakh KMs) 

(a) High/medium voltage 1.3 1.37 1.63 

(b) Low voltage 4.09 ~ . 1 5 ~.23 

1(1 . Connected load (in MW) 22~2~ 234 16 25373 

17 Number of consumers (i n.lakh) 1 2~ .03 133.03 143.57 

18. Number of eJP'lloyec:s (in h1kh) 0 .9~ 0.99 0.94 
. 

19. Consumer/employees ratio 13 1.95 134.37 152.73 

20. Total expenditure on staiT during the yea r (Rup-:cs in crorc) 126X.33 I 50~.28 1518.59 

21. Percentage of expenditure on staff' to total rc\ enue 211.6 20.8 18.5 
expend iture 

22. Units sold (MKWH) 

(a) Agriculture 7556 8838 919 1 

Percentage share to total units sold 27.1 29.0 27.5 

(b) I ndustri<J I 1105-l 11152 11 75 1 

Percentage share to total units sold 39.7 36.6 35.2 

(c) Commercial 2200 273 1 3 1-l8 

Percentage share to total units sold 7.9 9.0 9A 

(d) Domestic 5280 60 19 731 1 
---

Percentage share to total unit s sold 18.9 19.8 21.9 

(c) Others 1772 169~ 2017 

Percentage share to total units sold GA 5.6 6 .0 

TOTAL 27862 311434 33418 
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Audit Report (C 'om mercia/) for the year ended 3 I Murch 200 I 

I. Particulars 1998-99 t 999-211110 2111)()-0 t 
No (l'rm illinnal) 

(Paise per KWH) 

(a) Re' enuc ( C'\cludmg substd~ from Go,·crnmcnt) 20-l 213 221 

(b) Expenditure .. 202 232 223 

(c) Profit(+) I Loss(-) 2 (-) I I) ( -)2 

(d) AYeragc subsid) claimed from GO\·crruncnt :w 58 7 

(c) Average interest charges 2 1 H 24 

2. TAMIL NADU WARE HOUSING CORPORATION 

Par1iculars 1998-99 1999-2111111 21100-01 
( l'ruvisiunul) 

Number of stations CO\ crcd 6-l (,5 68 

Storage capac il~ created up to the end of the year (tonne 111 

lakh) 

(a) Owned 5.98 5.98 5.98 

(b) Hired 0 .25 0 .29 0.97 

TOTAL 6.23 6.27 6.95 

A' eragc capacit) utilised during the) car (tonne in lakh) 5. 17 5. 11 (, _15 

Percentage of utili .t.ation 83 82 88 

A,·cragc rcycnue per mctnc tonne per ~car (Rupees) 222 .23 271.(!1 288.83 

Average e:\pcnscs per metric tonne per year (Rupees) I 8-l .O(, 202A6 2 15. 12 

• Re,enuc expenditure includes depreciation hut e:\clutles interest on long-term loanli. 
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I I. 
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17. 

18 . 

I 'J. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23 . 

2-l . 

25. 

2(). 

ANNEXURE-7 

(Referred to in Paragraph 1.8) 

Anuexure 

Statement showing the Department-wise outstanding Inspection Reports (IRs) 

Name of Department Numher Numhcr of Numhcr of Years from 
of PS Us outstanding outstanding which 

Irs IHint~raphs paragn111hs 
outstanding 

Industry 15 5!-\ 263 1993 -9-l 

Small lndusll) -l 15 7J 199-l-95 

Information and TecllJiol og~ 3 8 3-l 1997-98 

Commerc ia l Taxes I 3 (} 1995-96 

Information and Tourism 2 10 57 191)4-95 

Agriculture 2 (, 23 199-l-1)5 

Publ ic Informa tion I 3 8 1997-98 

Prohibition and Excise 2 3 II 1998-99 

Socia l Welfa re I -l 2 1 19%-97 

Eneyg~ I 2 (} 19lJ7-98 

Mtll)iCipal Adm1nistrdt io n and Wate r I 2 7 2000-0 I 
Sup pi~ 

T,-a nsport 23 8-l 298 11)91-9-l 

Animal Husband£) 2 10 -l-l l lJ9-l-lJ5 

Laboor and Emplo) mco1 I 2 5 1997-IJX 

Public I 5 28 l lJI)5-96 

Health and Famil~ Welfa re 2 7 29 1998-99 

Adi D rcn ·idar and Tribal Welfa re I (} TJ 1992-93 

Backwa rd C lasses. Most Backward Classes 2 5 10 19%-97 
ru1d Minorit) Welfare 

Runt! I 3 I I l lJ'J5-% 

Home I I . -l 2000-0 I 

Public Wo rks 2 7 18 1995-96 

H iglm a~s I 5 22 1995-96 

Handloom. Handicrc1fls. Khadi and Textiles 3 1-l 63 199-l-95 

Em·ironment and Forest 3 6 -l5 1996-97 

Food and Consumer Protect ion 2 l) 97 l lJ92-93 

Tamil Nadu Electrici t) Board I -l 30 1307 199-l-95 

Grand Total 7CJ 7118 2583 
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Aut/it Report (Commercial) for tlte year ended 31 Marc:lt 2001 

ANN..EXURE-8 

(Referred to in Paragraph 1.8) 

Statement showing the Department-wise draft paragraphs/reviews reply to which are 
awaited 

Sl. Name of De11artment Number of Number of Period of issue 
No draft re,,iews 

paragra11hs 

I. lnduslf! I 2 Jul) 2000. April and June 200 I 

2. Transport I I Jul) 2000 

3. En erg) 9 2 Jul) 2000. Apri l . Ma) and June 
2001 

4 Pub I ic (Ex-scn·iccmcn) I --- Apnl 200 I 

5. Prohibition and Excise I --- Januaf! 200 I 

Ci. Adi Dravidar and Tribal Welfare I --- June 200 I 

TOTAL 14 5 
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3. 

ANNEXURE-9 

(Referred to in Paragraph 1.1 0) 

Statement showing paid-up capital, investment and summarised working results of 619-B companies as per their latest finalised 
accounts 

(FiJ,'llres in Columns 5 to 17 arc Rupees in lakh) 

Nam e of St:1tus Year of Paid-UJI Equity by Lu:ms/Grants by Total in\'estment b) way nf Prufit (+)/ ,\ccu-
Comrany ;u-count capital equity. loans :ond ~rants Luss (-) IIIUiated 

P1·ofit (+)/ 
Luss (-) 

State State Ccn- Others Statc St:~tc Centr:~l Statc State Centr.1l 
Gmt. Gu\1. lr.tl ( ;m t. Gm1. C.m1. Crtl\1. Gm t. (;0\1. 

com- Go\"1. t't•nl- com-
panjcs and its JI:IIUCS panies 

l "UUI· 

panics 

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) ( 10) ( II) ( 12) ( 13) (14) ( 15) ( 16) ( 17) 

Tamil Nadu Worki ng 2000-0 1 2266.50 --- 66!(.40 695.10 903.00 l l0.92 --- --- --·- --- --- 710 42 317.47 

Td ecommuni- 29.5°o 30.6°o J9.9°o (loans) 
cations Limited 

Tid.::! Pru l. Worl..ing 1999- 3350.00 -·· 600.00 --- 2750 ()() --- --- --- -·-- -·- --- --- ---
L1m1ted 2000 17.9°o l<2 1°o 

Tamil Nadu Working 2000-01 69 11.74 2444.49 236.CJ2 -- 4231 .21 --- --- --- --- ... -- 1642 77 24544 60 
:\~wsprints and 35 4°o 3.4°o 61.2°o 
Papers Limited 

-· ---- -~·--- ----
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Audit Report (Commercial) fo r the year ended 31 March 2001 

ANNEXURE-10 

(Referred to in Paragraph 2A.6. l) 

Financia l pos ition of Ta mil Nadu Cements Corpoa·ation Limited for the five 
yea rs up to 31 March 200 l. 

(Rupees in lakh) 

19%-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999- 2111111-111 
. 2111111 

LIA BILIT IES ( Provisiona I) 

(a) Paid-up capi la l 1799 . 13 1799. 13 1799. 13 1799. 13 1799. 13 

(b) Reserves and surplus 2322.66 3 14-l.85 2029.73 15.00 15.00 

(c) Bo rrowings 

( i) Short lenn and lo~1g lenn 25-l5.08 5-ll 8.36 7329.52 7537.50 
8 11 8.82* 

(i i) Cash credit I 07 .92 220.7:"1 370.99 38-lA5 

(d) Trade dues and othe r 853.3.6-l 7 1o7.7 I (l36o.O-l 6710. 1-l 860-l. l2 
liabilities (including 
proYisions) 

T O TAL 15308A3 17750.78 17895A1 16-U 6.22 18537.07 

AS ET 

(a) Gross lixcd assets 8998.50 9729.9-l 10833 .75 11090 .86 I 19o 2.o5 

(b) LESS: Depreciation ·r, Io .27 5858.73 6 125.82 o-l-l5.3 1 67-lHlO 

(c) Net lixed assets 3182.23 387 1.2 1 -l707.93 -l<i-l5.55 5 158.65 

(d) Capital '' orks- in-progrcss (,5-l . 08 2(i0 .07 <i7 1.50 <i96. 9 1 N IL 

{c) Othe r <Jsscts/im·cstments 0 .03 (l.( J:l 0.03 0 . 03 N IL 

(I) Current assets. loans and 11 2-l5.53 13W 8. 75 125 13.60 ltl02-l . 76 936 1.1 5 

advances 

(g) Intangible assets 

(i) M iscellaneous cxpcndilure 26.5<i 10.72 2.35 35 . 1-l 23 .<iO 

(i i) AccunHt i<Jtcd losses 0.00 0 . ()() (). ()() IO-l3.83 3993 .<i7 

TOTAL 153<18A3 17750.78 l 7895AI 16-l-l6.22 18537.117 

Capita l employed <i09-l . 12 10572.32 1152<i.99 8657.08 59 15.68 

Net worth -l095.23 -l933.26 382<i.5 1 735. 16 (-)2203. 1-l 

* Details of short ter·m, long term and cash c redit a re awai ted. 

Note: 

(i) Ca pital employed rep resents ne t fi xed assets PLUS \\ Orlo ng capital. 

(ii) Net "orth represents paid-up capital PLUS resenrc L ESS intangihlc assets. 
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Aune.r:ure 

ANNEXURE-It 

(Referred to in Paragraph 2A.6.2) 

Working results of Tamil Nadu Cements Corporation Limited for the five years 
upto 31 March 2001. 

(Rupees in lakh) 

1996-91 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2111111 2111111-11 I 

A. INCOME (Provisional) 

(i) Sale of producls 19746.16 25 165.51 18558.76 16162.23 1666 1.07 

(i i) Other income 84.88 83. 13 122.07 275 .28 41.27 

(i ii ) Increase/Decrease in (-) 13.88 181.01 639.30 (-)574.53 (-) 168.86 

finished stock 

TOTAL 198 17. 16 25429.65 193211.13 15862.98 16533.-l8 

EXPENDITURE 

(i) Raw materials including 4834.55 8687.96 3653.87 3307.33 3 183.68' 

purchase of cement 

(ii) Salaries and wages and 2 174.32 2525.74 2736.75 2875.92 3 103.-l2 

other related costs 

(iii) Stores. spares and 849.06 794.57 948.54 764.0 I 153. 13 

consumables 

(iv) Power and fuel 6872.92 7753 .72 8924.68 6942.72 7874.20 

(v) Repairs and 259.54 409 .6 1 254.74 179.09 174.24 

maintenance 

(d) Administmtive and 2 188.05 3036.24 2368.37 2432.96 2723 .64 

selling over heads 

(vii) Interest 644.04 780.75 1257.54 1548.25 2060.28 

(vii i) Depreciation 2 19.36 2 18.59 238 .85 283.45 298.69 

(i.x) Tax 221.94 126.68 NIL NIL NIL 

TOTAL· 18263.78 24333.86 211383.34 18333.73 19571.28 

Profit/Loss for the year 1553.38 1095.79 (-) 10(>3.2 1 (-)2470. 75 (-)3037.80 

Prior period adjustments % .94 75.69 (-)5 1.9 1 ( -)587.8 1 O.-l9 

Net Profit(+)/Loss(-) 1456.-l4 1020. 10 (-)11 15. 12 (-)3058.56 (-)3037.3 1 

lm·estment allowance 4. 80 125 .16 NIL 21 .92 NIL 
withdrawn 

Net profi t/loss 146 1.24 1145.26 (-) I I 15. 12 (-)3036.64 (-)3037.3 1 
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Audit Report (Commerc:ia/) for the year ended 31 March 2001 

ANNEXURE-12 

(Referred to in Paragraph 2A.7.3.l and 2A.7.3.2) 

Performance of Kilns and Cement mills of Tamil Nadu Cements Corporation Limited during the last five years ended 31 March 
2001 

Alan:.,oulam Ari~·alur 

1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2()()() 2111111-111 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2111111 2111111-11 I I 

{Al Per[prma11ce o[ I 
! 

Kilns 

A,·ailablc hours (e'l:cluding ~~~76 ~~~7(} ~~~7(} ~~~76 ~~~76 15200 15200 15200 1520() 15200 
mamtcna11ce hours) 

Actua l hours 9512 8631 12130 8502 9628 l~08H 15509 ~~~50 IH~I 1297(} 

DO\\ n time hours ~%-l 58~5 2J~(i 597~ ~8~8 111 2 NIL 750 2759 222-l 

Do\\ n time due to -l855 5708 1837 906 1989 967 NIL -l97 2658 2107 
controllable factors (hours) 

Rated output (MTs per hour) 26.25 26.25 26.25 26.25 26.25 3 1.25 31.25 31.25 31.25 31.25 

Production loss due to 1 27~~-l 1~9835 ~822 1 23782 522 11 302 19 NIL 1553 1 83063 658~~ 

controllable factors (MTs) • 
R<llc per MT (In mpccs) 19~~ 229~ 191 9 1901 1901 1 3~7 --- 1306 1312 1312 

Value of production lost due 2~77.5 1 3437.2 1 925.36 452.11 992.53 ~07 .05 --- 202 83 I 089.79 863.87 
to co11trollable factors 
(Rupees in lakh)" 

(B~ Per[prmance o[ 
cement mills . 
A\a ilable hours (excluding 158~0 158-lll 1 58~0 1 58~0 158~0 7920 7080 7060 7056 7080 

• Total production loss due to controll able facto•·s in Kilns of Alangu lam (411U93 MTs) and Ari~·alur (194657 MTs). 

• Total value of nroduction lost in Kilns of Alanl!ulam and Arhalur: Rs.108.48 cro•·e. 
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Annexure 

Alan~rulam Ariyalur I 

1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-211011 2111111-411 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2111111 2111111-11 I 

maintenance hours) 

Uti lised hours 803-l 8\.135 IO-l9-l 10790 11 5 12 6800 6726 (,009 5736 6-l66 

Down time hours 7806 6905 53-lG 5050 -l328 11 20 35-l 1051 1320 6 1-l 

Down time due to 7730 67 10 3559 -l81-l -l08-l 829 N.A. 63 1 896 129 
controllable factors (hours) 

Rated output (MTs per hour) 35 35 35 35 35 80 80 80 80 80 

Actual output (MTs per hour) 28. 19 27.6 1 28.62 26A7 26.27 68.03 80.09 8 1.06 77.7-l 7 Ul7 

Production loss due to 270550 23-l850 124565 168-l90 l-l29-l0 66320 N.A. 50-l80 7 1680 10320 

controllable factors (MTs)'" 

Rate per MT (In rupees) 2 16-l 22 12 2085 2075 2065 2085 --- 1996 1778 1795 

Value of productton lost due 585-l. 70 5 194.88 2597.18 3-l96. 17 2951.71 1382.77 --- 1007.58 127-lA? 185.2-l 
to controllable factors 

(Rupees in lakh)" 
' ~ 

• TotaiJlrolluction loss lluc to contJ·ollablc factors in cement mills of Alangulam (941395 MTs) anti Ariyalur (19881111 MTs) . 

• TotaJ Yalue of production lost in cement mills of AJangulam anti AriyaJur: Rs.239AS crore. 
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ANNEXURE-13 

(Referred to in Paragraph 2A.7.4) 

Statements showing cost of production and profitability of Cement Units at 
Alangulam and Ariyalur 

1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2HHH 2HIHI-0 I 

ALANGULAM UNIT (Provisional) 
(capacitF~ lakh tones) 

Variable cost (Rupees perMT) 1 ()6~ 1999 1 65~ 162X 16()5 

Sales realisation (Rupees per 2 164 2212 2085 2075 2065 
MT) 

Contribution (Rupees per MT) 500 213 ~3 1 ~~7 ~()0 

Fixed cost (Rupees in lakh) 18H 1936 2156 2370 ; 2102 

Break-even production (in MT) 36~XOO 908920# 500232# 53020 1# 525500# 

Actual product ion (MTs) 22659~ 2~6725 300378 285558 302~96 

# The hreak-evcn production was beyond the installed capacity of .t lal<h tones, indicating 
the unviahlc working of the unit. 

1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2111111 2111111-01 

ARIYALUR UN IT (Provisional) 
(Ca pacity:5 lal<h tones) 

Variable cost (Rupees perMT) 1279 1 3~7 1382 1308 1359 

Sales realisation (Rupees per 2085 2129 1996 1778 1795 
MT) 

Contribution (Rupees per MT) 806 782 6 1~ 470 .nr, 

Fixed cost (Rupees in lakh) 1910 20(i l 2675 3150 3102 

Break-cYcn production (In MT) 236973 2o3555 ~35667 6702 12* 71 1~68* 

Actual production (MTs) ~62596 53 868~ ~87106 .t~59 1 3 ~595~5 

* Thl! bn·ak-e,·cn production of cement in Ar·i~·alur during 1999-2000 and 21HHJ-(J1 is not 
attuinahlc as the same exceeds the installed capacity. 
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Particulars 

Cement production (MTs) 

Norm for power consumption 
(U nits/MT) 

Actual consumption (Units/MT) 

Excess consumJ>tion (Units) 

Rate 11er unit (Ru1>ees) 

Extra expenditure (Rupees in lakh) 
·-

ANNEXURE-14 

{Referred to in Paragraph 2A.7.5 (a)} 

Extra expenditure on power consumption 

1996-91 1997-98 1998-99 

AlanJ..rulam Ari~alur Alan~ulam A.-i~·alu•· Alangulam 

22659-t .t62596 2.t6725 53863-t 31111378 

1211 1311 1211 1311 1111 

122.58 uo 139.55 132.25 113.17 

58.t612 .t6259611 .t823.t7.t 1211926 952198 

3. 19 2.88 3.811 3A8 .t.IIJ 

18.69 133.23 183.29 .t2.17 38.37 

' 
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1999-201111 

Ari~·alur AlanJ..rulam Ari~·alur 

.t871116 285558 .t.t5913 

130 1111 130 

135.76 113.57 126.71 

28115731 lllt9.U2 --
3.67 .t.33 -

1112.97 ........ --



Audit Report (Cmmtrercia/) for the year e11ded 31 March 2001 

1. 

2. 

3. 

... 
5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

ANNEXURE-IS 

{Referred to in Paragraph 2A.7.5 (b)} 

Extra expenditure on coal consumption 

P:u1iculars Alangulam 

1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 

Clinker 1rroduction 1911331 16168 .. 262711 .. 

Norm for coal consumption 151111 15110 151111 
(Kcal) 

Actual heat used (Kcal) 182 .. 1769 17117 

Excess consumption (Kcal) 32 .. 269 2117 

Calorific value of coal ..21-t .... 69 .. 756 

Excess consumption of cual 1 .. 63.t 9732 lt.t3.t 
(MT) IX .. /5 

AYera~e cost of cnal (Rupees 211.t9 22115 2318 
per MT) 

Extra eX(Ienditurc (Rupees 299.85 21.t.59 265.11-t 
in lakh) 
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Ariyalu1· 

1996-97 

.. 17115 

9511 

11138A2 

88A2 

.. 21 .. 

8752 

2383 

2118.56 



Annexure 

ANNEXURE-16 

(Referred to in Paragraph 2A.8.l) 

Statement showing capacity utilisation, production performance and 
profitability of Asbestos Sheet Unit, Alangulam 

A. Installed capacity 36000 MTs per annum 

B. C apacity fixed by the Company 30000 MTs per annum 

19%-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-21HIU 211011-111 

I. Capacity utilisation (Provisional) 

Budgeted capacit) (MTs) 28500 28500 28500 30000 26-HlO 

2 Actua l production (MTs) 2(i~78 26132 222 1~ 2(i9~2 273~1 

3. Percentage of achie,·ement to 
the capacil) 

( i) Installed 7~ 73 62 75 76 

( i i) Fi.,.cd b~ the Compan) 88 87 7~ 90 91 

(iii) Budgeted 93 92 78 90 10~ 

II. Cost of production and 
profitability 

(i) Variable cost (Rupees per ~803 ~41~ ~873 ~602 ~.u,f 

MT) 

( ii) Fi.,.ed cost (Rupees per MT) 1132 I (i(,(, 2053 199~ 2003 

(iii) Total cost of production 6135 r,mm (il)26 (,596 6~65 

(Rupees per MT) 

(i\) A' erage sales realisation 75 12 6899 ()390 63~8 6390 
(Rupees per MT) 

(\") Contribut ion (Rupees per 2709 2~85 1517 1 7~6 1928 
MT) 

(\"i) Total lixed cost (Rupees in 352.82 ~35 . 39 ~%. 1 2 537.21 5~7. 5 1 

lakh) 

(\ i i) Break-e\ en production 13023 1752 1 30067 307()8 28398 
(MTs) 

Ill. Down time analysis 

I. A' ailable production hours 72~5 76 17 7~88 7320 7272 
(excluding maintenance) 

2. Do\\ n time hours 1232 1888 2391 1 1 ~7 1270' 

(a) Due to cont rollable factors 825 86~ ()98 523 7 15 
(hours) 

3. Production loss due to 3135 3283 2652 1987 2718 
controllable factors (MTs) 
(3 .8 MTs per hour) 

Ill. Profitability 

Profit(+)!Loss(-) (Rupees in 350.23 16 1.78 (-)76.07 (-)~~U5 (-)30.G3 
lakh) 
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ANNEXUR.E-17 

(Referred to in Paragraph 2A.9. l) 

Statement showing capacity utilisation, production performance and 
profitability of Asbestos Pipes Unit, Mayanur 

Installed capacity A. 

B. Capacity fixed by the Company 

L 

I. 

2. 

Capacity utilisation 

Budgeted capacity (MTs) 

Actual production (MTs) 

3. Percentage of achievement 
to the capacit) 

(i) I nstallcd 

(ii) Fixed b) the Compan) 

(ii i) Budgeted 

11. Down time analysis 

I . Avajlable production hours 
(exclud ing maintenance) 

2. DO\vn ti me hours 

(a) Due to controllable factors 
(hours) 

3. Production loss due to 
controllable factors (MTs) 
(3.5 MTs per hour) 

IIJ. Profitability 

Profi t(+)/Loss(-) (Rupees in 
lakh) 

1996-97 

~~~00 

~~~30 

~() 

~8 

100 

7200 

1909 

11 9~ 

~1 79 

123.90 

36000 MTs per annum 

30000 MTs per annum 

1997-98 1998-99 1999-2111111 20110-01 

(Provision;t1) 

18000 

1 72~5 

58 

96 

7200 

11 58 

1019 

3566 

18000 

9~75 

26 

32 

53 

7200 

3658 

1796 

18000 

27~6 

8 

9 

15 

7200 

6098 

327 

11~5 

232 .46 (-)377.32 (-)507.20 

1311 

20000 

NIL 

NlL 

NIL 

NIL 

7200 

7200 

NfL 

NIL 

(-}57~ .3X 

-



ANNEXURE-IS 

(Referred to in Paragraph 2A.l0.1) 

Statement showing capacity utilisation and profitability of Stoneware Pipe Unit, 
Virdhachalam 

Installed capacity: 7200 MTs per annum 

19%-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2CHW 2CHIU-OJ 

I. Capacity utilisation 

I. Budgeted capacity (MTs) 5700 5 100 6000 5400 4800 

2. Actual production (MTs) -ll 76 -l78-l -l820 3 183 I Hi2 

3. Perccrltage or achicYemcnt to 
the capacity 

(i ) Installed 58 66 67 -l4 16 

( i i) Budgeted 73 9-l 80 59 2-l 

II. Profitability 

I. Sales re<l lisation (Rupees per 2328 3 106 3363 3279 25()9 

MT) 

2. Variable cost (Rupees per MT) 12-lR I-l6o 163 1 17()2 15 13 

3. Contribution (Rupees per MT) 1080 to-to 1732 15 17 1056 

-l . Fixed cost (Rupees in lakh) (i I .(i-l 7-l . l 7 8(i.31 93.65 II 1.38 

Prolit(+)!Loss(-) (Rupees in (-) 17.29 1.91 (-) 16.87 (-)30.8-l (-) 109.20 

lakh) 
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ANNEXURE-19 

(Referred to in Paragraph 28.5) 

Financial position of Southern Structurals Limited for the five years upto 31 
March 2001. 

(Rupees in lakh) 

19%-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999- 21Hlfi-Ul# 
2000 

LlABJLITIES 

(a) Paid-up capitnl 1-'5-UO 3-'5-' 10 ~q5-'.30 1-'5-' 10 N.A. 

(b) Rcscrycs and surplus %8.65 8%.08 828.9-' 772.1-' N. A. 

(c) Borrowings N.A. 

(i) Short tcnn and long term 2236.20 2236.20 2236.20 2236.20 N. A. 

(i i) Cash credit 393.12 320.-'0 -'61.10 517.53 N.A. 

(d) Trade dues <Uld other 32-'0. 15 28 19.95 3002A2 2165.89 N.A. 

liabilities (including 
prm isions) 

TOTAL lll292A2 9726.93 9982.% 91-'6.26 N.A. 

ASSETS 

(a) Gross fi:..:cd assets 288 1.57 2875. 16 2928.03 2932.62 N.A. 

(b) LESS: Deprcciallon 1663.97 175-'.90 181-'.79 190.t.,87 N.A. 

(c) Net fi xed assets 121 7.60 11 20.2(i 11 13 .2-' 1027.75 N.A. 

(d) Capital '' orks-in-progress I I. OCi 25.77 l-l.6 7 l7Jl9 N.A. 

(c) Other asset slim est mcnts IUO o.:w 0.30 0.10 N.A. 

(f) Current assets. loans and 3907.27 33-'8.17 3010. 7-l 2 192.92 N.A. 

advances 

(g) Intangible assets N.A. 

( i) M iscellancous C\pcn- 8-'.37 "6.2-' 28. 12 NIL N.A. 

diturc (Deferred revenue 
expenditure) 

(i i) Accumulated losses 5071 .82 5176. 19 581 :i.X9 590 7. (,() N.A. 

TOTAL IU292A2 9726.93 9982.% 9146.26 N.A. 

Capital cmplo~ cd* 188-'.7-l 16-'8A8 11 16 23 I 072 A7 N.A. 

Net \\orth " (-)711 .2-' (-)882.115 (-)1560.77 (-)I (,go 1)(, .A. 

Note: 

# Accounts not finalised. 

* Capital emJIIo~ cd represents net fixed assets PLUS "orking capital. 

(/ et "tH1h represents paid-up capital PLUS rescrYe LESS intan~ihle assets. 

N.A ot Available ( as accounts arc ~ct to he finalised). 
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ANNEXURE-20 

(Referred to in Paragraph 28.5) 

Annexure 

Working results of Southern Structm·als Limited for the five years upto 31 
March 2001. 

(RU J)CCS in laldl) 

Particula1·s 19%-97 1997-98 I 998-99 I 999-211011 211011-111 

(Provisional) 

(i) Income from contn1cts 181().91 35~7.62 ~1185.53 28911.68 1119~.87 

(ii) M anufactu ri nJ! 1728.79 311~3 . 75 3755.1~ 21~6.47 1398.88 

C:\JICnSCS 

(iii) Contribution 82.12 5113.87 3311.39 7~~.21 (-)311~.111 

Less: Interest 1411.73 %.28 252.36 3116.811 3111.(il) 

Less: Dc1u·cciation 39.39 35.9~ 36.41 ~2.38 33.110 

Less: Overheads 53~.1111 593. 76 6%.97 7H.28 H8.31 

Deficit (-)632.11(1 (-)222.1 1 {-)655.35 (-)329.25 (-)89(1.111 

Add: M iscellancous 169.112 266. 15 171.81 183.92 66.611 

income 

(iv) Opcnttin)! profit(+)/ (-)~62.98 ~~.II~ (-)~83.5~ (-)U5.33 (-)829.4 I 

Loss(-) 

(\ ) Provision for doubtful 3~.85 33.51 ~3.56 ~6.95 N.A. 

dchts 

(\·i) Prufit(+)/Loss(-) for (-)~97.83 111.53' (-)527. I() (-) 192.28 (-)829.4 I 

the ~·car 

(\'ii) Add/Deduct 1u·ior (-)59.42 ( -) 11~.88 (-) 112.611 11111.57 N.A. 
period adjustment 

(\'iii) Loss as per accounts (-)557.25 (-) I 11~.35 (-)639. 711 (-)91.71 (-)829.4 1 

(i:\) Prujcctcd profit(+)/ (-)53~.5~ (-)62. 98 282.42 ~88.28 678.6~ 

Loss as 11cr rchahili-
tation scheme 

N.A: Not a\'ailahlc. 
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ANNEXURE-21 

(Referred to in Paragraph 2B.9) 

Performance of Works Division 

(Rupees in lakh) 

Items 1996-91 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2111111 

Wagons Projected in the 292.31 1579.211 1838.76 1838.76 
scheme 

Actual 321A1 l256A8 183-'.112 1231.12 

Stnu:turals P rojectcd in the 8116.66 879. 16 IJ-'6.17 1132. 19 
scheme 

Actual 362.79 31111A2 182.99 611.35 

Mining Equipmcnts Pro.iected in the 1-'7.33 56.91 64A2 66A7 
scheme 

Actual 761 .118 "13.62 633. 18 2111 .118 

TOTAL Projected in the 12-'6.311 2515.27 28-'9.35 31137A2 
scheme • 
Actual I -'-'5.28 19711.52 2650.19 211-'3.55 

Percentage of actual 115.96 78.3 93.111 67.28 
to projection 

--------



1995-96 

. Rej!ion :'\o. uf :-."umber Ratt of 
' tnms- failed fullure 
'· fonuers .... 

in Sel'\'iC(' .. 

\ 'Hiupurnm 17305 2275 13.15 

Trichy 16723 1666 9.96 

\ 'eiJore 13727 1197 8.72 

Cherumi 11521 1127 9.71 

T inmelnU 10~~9 !129 7.93 

l\ladurai IHI1 5 IIR3 7A 7 

Salem 16111~ Jl~ll 7.17 

Cobubatore 12109 764 6.31 

Total 106663 9589 R.99 

ANNEXURE-22 

(Referred to in Paragraph 3A.6.2) 

Failure rate of Distribution Transformea·s 

1996-97 1997-911 

:-<o. of Nwuber Rat<' of :'\u. of :'\umbl'r Rate of 
tr.ms- failed failure trnns- failed f:ailure 
formHs formers 
lll SCI'\ kc in sen icl' 

1 711~2 2~Ril 13.911 111933 27 1~ 1~.33 

17533 1771 111.10 tR676 1951 IIU5 

U 3tu 1505 10.52 t~R72 1661 11.1 7 

91120 1:151) 9A2 9~9 1 IUS II ll.ll6 

tn92!1 9~7 !1.67 11267 1127 I lUlU 

12361 926 7A9 121155 1018 7.92 

16353 1 1!8~ 6.63 17097 1365 7.9!1 

12658 ~52 3.57 11 639 928 7.97 

tl IIKIS tnlltS 9.112 11~100 I 181~ 111.29 
-- --- - --------- -- -----·----
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Annexure 

19911-99 1999-211011 

:-lo. of 'lumber Rate uf :-iu. uf :"umber Rail• uf 
trans- failed failure tr-.ons- failed failure 
fonuers formers 
in in sen ict• 
set-vice 

19~69 27 1~ 1 3.9~ 21156H 2992 1~.~ 

197 13 2365 11.99 19929 2725 13.67 

1~96tl 11116 12. 1~ 15791 1732 111.96 

ltl205 915 S.97 111810 11~1 IUA8 

11765 IIU 9A7 12597 1238 9.113 

13562 109!1 8.111 I·H26 123 2 !1.72 

175911 1388 7.119 1!1981l 1~38 7.57 

1211311 986 6.95 U S 55 1012 6.95 

11931)2 12396 111.39 1 27~29 13510 111.611 
- ---
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