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| Performance Audit relating to Government Companies |

Limited

2.1  Power Transmission Utility- Rajasthan Rajya Vayut Prasaran Nigam

Executive Summary

Transmission of electricity and grid operations
in Rajasthan are managed and controlled by
Rajasthan Rajya Vidyut Prasaran Nigam
Limited (RRVPNL). As on 31 March 2012,
RRVPNL has 418 GSSs with capacity of
42972.50 MVA and transmission lines of
28363.28 CKM capable of transmitting 17425
MVA at 220 KV annually. During the period
2007-12, RRVPNL constructed 115 GSSs
(7250 MVA) and 233 lines (7308.33 CKM),
besides augmenting the existing capacity by
10533 MVA. Transmission of electricity
increased from 34519.12 Million Units (MUs)
in 2007-08 to 47977.61 MUs in 2011-12,
registering an increase of 38.99 per cent
during five years ending March 2012. The
turnover of RRVPNL in 2010-11 was
¥1652.55 crore, which was equal to 5.48 per
cent of the State PSUs and 0.51 per cent of the
State Gross Domestic Product respectively.
RRVPNL employed 9157 employees as on 31
March 2012.

Planning and Development

RRVPNL achieved the targeted addition for
EHT GSS and EHT lines during 2007-08 to
2011-12. In case of EHT lines the actual
addition was 7308.33 CKM (105.38 per cent)
against the targets of 6935 CKM. Voltage-wise
capacity additions planned and actual
performance there against revealed that actual
addition was 27 GSSs including up-gradation
of 13 GSSs of 132 KV to 220 KV category
against planned addition of 31 GSSs of 220 KV
during 2007-12.

Project Management of Transmission System

RRVPNL did not follow the recommendations
of the Task Force Committee and projects were

awarded to the contractors  without
undertaking preparatory activities.
Consequently the problems viz. ROW,

requirement of forest clearance, hassle free
availability of land etc. were identified at a
later stage and the projects were completed
with a delay ranging between 2 and 64 months.
Consequently funds o 56.40 crore remained
blocked without vyielding any benefit and
RRVPNL was deprived of envisaged energy

savings in terms of reduction in system and
transmission losses of 2055.79 LUs valuing
¥66.25 crore besides avoidable interest burden
of ¥2.16 crore on the amount deposited with
JDA for unsuitable land. The planning of
RRVPNL was not commensurate with the
generation plans and it could not complete the
power evacuation systems even with the
leverage available due to delay in
commissioning of projects by RRVUNL and
RWPL.

Performance of transmission system

Though the annual peak demand (4995.96
MVA) at the end of March 2007 was already
on lower side in comparison to the installed

transmission capacity of 7283.50 MVA, yet
RRVPNL continued to add the transmission

capacity through augmentation of GSSs and
lines. RRVPNL could not adhere to the

Standards of Performance Regulations 2004
issued by RERC. The transmission losses
during 2007-08 to 2011-12 were ranging

between 5.57 and 6.20 per cent against CEA
norms of four per cent. Value of transmission

loss suffered by DISCOMs in excess of the
target limits fixed by RERC was 3594.598 MUs
valued at¥1105.82 crore.

Grid Management

RRVPNL failed to maintain Grid discipline
and drew power below 49.2 Hz and NRLDC
issued 65 ‘C’ type messages to RRVPNL
during July 2009 to March 2012.

Disaster Management

RRVPNL did not implement the DMP broadly.
Vulnerable centres having highest risk were
also not identified and comprehensive state-
wide drills were never carried out to test the
capabilities.

Energy Accounting and Audit

Against 0.2s accuracy class of meter prescribed
under RERC (Metering) Regulations 2007 as
minimum acceptable specification for interface
and energy accounting and audit, only 71 GT
points were provided 0.2s class meters while 57
and 14 GT points were provided with 0.5 and
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1.0 class meters respectively. Further, of 494
TD points only 176 points were provided with
0.2s class meters while 266 and 39 TD points
were provided with 0.5 and 1.0 class meters
respectively.

Financial Management

The financials of RRVPNL deteriorated during
2008-10 as the total cost per unit was more
than the realization. The interest cost which
increased by 107.17 per cent during 2007-11
also affected the profitability of RRVPNL.
RRVPNL filed ARR with RERC with the delay
ranging between 29 days and 116 days during
2007-12 which consequently delayed the
approval from RERC. Delay in implementation
of RERC tariff order resulted in recovery of
transmission charges by RRVPNL either at the
rate of previous year or provisional rate. This
caused loss of interest of 4.22 crore on
delayed recovery of transmission charges
during 2009-10 and 2010-11 for delay in filing
of ARR. Further, there was no proper system
of accounting of deposit works and the final
account of deposit work was also not finalised
within the stipulated period. RRVPNL incurred
excess expenditure of 948.61 crore than the
capital investment approved by the State
Government during 2007-08 to 2011-12 except
2010-11. As a result RRVPNL was deprived of
the 20 per cent equity portion of the excess
expenditure amounting to¥ 195.72 crore.
Further, RRVPNL did not claim incentive of
30.20 crore for availability of transmission
system beyond 98 per cent during truing up of
ARR of 2008-09 and 2009-10.

Material Management

The stores though maintained higher closing
stock in terms of month’s consumption during
2007-08, 2009-10 and 2010-11 it neither
conducted any ABC analysis nor fixed any
level for material requirement. Further, poor
co-ordination between the  executing
department and procurement led to non-
utilisation of transformers and advance
procurement of conductor.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Plans for capacity additions/augmentation
were not prepared keeping in view the peak
demand and existing transmission capacity
and hence, extral/idle transmission capacity
increased over the years. RRVPNL could not
adhere to the norms/criteria stipulated by
RERC/CEA regarding operation and
maintenance of transmission system. RRVPNL
could not complete transmission projects
within scheduled completion period due to
deficient planning and non-adherence to

recommendations of Task Force Committee on
Project Management. Transmission losses
were in excess than fixed by CEA/RERC. The
capital investments did not contribute to
effective reduction in transmission losses
during the review period and the losses stood at
6.20 per cent against the norms of 4 and 4.2
per cent of CEA & RERC respectively. There
was mismatch in  commissioning  of
transmission projects with generation projects.
RRVPNL did not implement the Disaster
Management Plan at Grid Sub-Stations and
vulnerable centres having highest risk were
also not identified and comprehensive state-
wide drills were never carried out to test the
capabilities. RRVPNL could not file ARR in
scheduled time and did not claim incentive for
enhanced availability of transmission system
than targeted. The capital expenditure was
incurred in excess to the amount approved by
RERC/Government. There were instances of
improper material management as higher level
of inventory was kept, material was procured
in advance of requirement and bays remained
idle for considerable period of time. The review
contains seven recommendations which
include preparation of plans for capacity
additions/augmentation keeping in view the
peak demand and existing transmission
capacity; adherence to the recommendations of
Task Force Committee on  Project
Management and take effective steps to ensure
completion of transmission projects in
scheduled time; adherence to norms/criteria
stipulated by RERC/CEA regarding Operation
and Maintenance of transmission system;
completion of transmission system with
commissioning of generation projects;
implementation of Disaster Management Plan
broadly; mechanism for timely submission of
ARR to RERC,; to keep the Capital expenditure
as per plan approved by RERC/Government;
and to analyse and monitor inventory level.
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| Introduction |

2.1.1 With a view to supply reliable and quality powerdlh by 2012, the
Government of India (GOI) prepared the NationalcEleity Policy (NEP) in
February 2005. The NEP lays emphasis on the ragame of adequate and
timely investment in transmission sector besiddgient and coordinated
action to develop a robust and integrated powetesy$or the country. It also
recognized the need for development of National &tade Grid with the co-
ordination of Central/State Transmission Utiliti@sansmission of electricity
and grid operations in Rajasthan are managed anttoled by Rajasthan
Rajya Vidyut Prasaran Nigam Limited (RRVPNL) whigh mandated to
provide an efficient, adequate and properly coatdid Grid management and
transmission of energy. RRVPNL came into existeasea part of power
sector reforms in Rajasthan under which the erdétwRajasthan State
Electricity Board was unbundled into fiveompanies. It was incorporated on
19 June 2000 under the Companies Act 1956, anduacksr administrative
control of the Energy Department, Government oaBtjan (GOR).

The Management of the RRVPNL is vested in a BoafdDaectors
comprising seven members appointed by the Statei@ment. The day-to-
day operations are carried out by the Chairmanhdawlaging Director who is
Chief Executive of the RRVPNL, with the assistantE®irector (Operations),
Director (Technical), Director (Finance), Secreta&dministration) and
Company Secretary.

Area of operation and Transmission network

2.1.2 For smooth functioning and to carry out the operat efficiently,
RRVPNL has divided its area of operation into threenes headed by Zonal
Chief Engineers and nifiéransmission and construction circles (TCC) headed
by Superintending Engineers under them. During A& 734519.12 Million
Units (MUs) of energy was transmitted by RRVPNL eghiincreased to
47977.61 MUs in 2011-12, registering an increas@®99 per cent during
2007-12. As on 31 March 2012, RRVPNL had a transioms network of
28363.28 Circuit Kilometer (CKM) and 418 Grid Sutattons (GSSs) with an
installed capacity of 42972.50 Mega Volt Ampere (A)Y capable of
transmitting 17425 MVA at 220 KV annually. Duringet period 2007-12,
RRVPNL constructed 115 GS5§250 MVA) and 233 lines (7308.33 CKM),
besides augmenting the existing capacity by 10582M

The turnover of RRVPNL in 2010-2vas 1652.55crore, which was equal
to 5.48 per cent of the State PSUs and 0.5k cent of the State Gross

1 Rajasthan Rajya Vidyut Utpadan Nigam Limited, &8#jan Rajya Vidyut Prasaran
Nigam Limited, Jaipur Vidyut Vitran Nigam Limitedpdhpur Vidyut Vitran Nigam
Limited and Ajmer Vidyut Vitran Nigam Limited.

2 Jaipur, Jodhpur and Ajmer.

3 TCC-l, I,V and VI under Jaipur Zone, TCC-1V, VAnd IX under Jodhpur Zone and
TCC-IIl and VII under Ajmer Zone.

4 It includes 14 upgraded G$8. one 220 KV GSS to 400 KV GSS at Barmer and
thirteen 132 KV GSS to 220 KV GSS.

5 The accounts of RRVPNL for the year 2011-12 hawt been finalised (October
2012).
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Domestic Product respectively. It employed 9157 leyges as on 31 March
2012.

| Scope of Audit

2.1.3 The present Performance Audit conducted duringalg2012 to May
2012 covers performance of RRVPNL during 2007-082€11-12. Audit
examination involved scrutiny of records of differewings at the Head
Office, Store at Jaipur, State Load Dispatch Cef8tDC). In addition, out of
three Zones, Jaipur Zone and out of four TCCs unidéhree TCCs (I, Il and
V) were selected for detailed study and analyssetian the performance and
execution of maximum capital expenditure and maxmuumber of
completion of GSSs and Transmission lines during téview period in
comparison to other two Zones. Out of 49 GSSs (3UMA) and 94 lines
(1996.33 CKM) completed during 2007-12 in Jaipurn&€o 13 GSSs of
1452.50 MVA (46.85per cent) and 31 lines admeasuring 1485.58 CKM
(74.42 per cent) were selected for detailed examination. Besid€ésGSSs
(10295 MVA) and 13 lines (995.76 CKM) which wereprogress as on 31
March 2012 were also examined.

| Audit Objectives |
2.1.4 The objectives of the performance audit were tessshether:

» Perspective Plan was prepared in accordance vatguidelines of the
NEP/Plan and Rajasthan Electricity Regulatory Cossion (RERC)
and assessment of impact of failure to plan, if,any

» Operation and maintenance of transmission systescagied out in
an economical, efficient and effective manner;

* The transmission system was developed and commession an
economical, efficient and effective manner;

» Disaster Management System was set up to safeguaedations
against unforeseen disruptions;

» Effective failure analysis system was set up;

» Effective and efficient Financial Management systeith emphasis
on timely raising and collection of bills and fignof Aggregate
Revenue Requirement (ARR) for tariff revision imé was setup;

» Efficient and effective system of procurement of tenal and
inventory control mechanism was set up;

» Efficient and effective energy conservation measwvere undertaken
in line with the National Electricity Plan (NEP)amestablished Energy
Audit System; and

* There was a monitoring system in place to revievwsti#g/ongoing
projects, take corrective measures to overcomeidatiies identified
and respond promptly and adequately to Audit/lrdkrrmaudit
observations.
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| Audit Criteria

2.1.5 The source of audit criteria was the following:

* Provisions of National Electricity Policy/Plan andational Tariff
Policy;

» Perspective Plan and Project Reports of RRVPNL;

» Standard procedures for award of contracts witeregfce to principles
of economy, efficiency, effectiveness, equity atidos;

« ARR filed with RERC for tariff fixation, Circulardylanuals and MIS
reports;

* Manual of Transmission Planning Criteria (MTPC);

» Code of Technical Interface (CTI)/Grid Code consggtof planning,
operation, connection codes;

» Directions from GOR/Ministry of Power (MoP);

* Norms/Guidelines issued by RERC/Central Electriciyuthority
(CEA);

* Report of the Committee constituted by the MoP maoending the
“Best Practices in Transmission”;

* Report of the Task force constituted by the MoPatalyse critical
elements in transmission project implementatiomnl;, an

* Reports of Regional Power Committee (RPC)/StatedLDéspatch
Centre (SLDC).

| Audit Methodology
2.1.6 Audit followed the following mix of methodologies:

* Review of Agenda notes and minutes of RRVPNL/BARRIZ/SLDC,
annual reports, accounts and regional energy ate¢REA);

» Scrutiny of loan files, physical and financial pregs reports;

* Analysis of data from annual budgets and physisakell as financial
progress with completion reports;

* Review of tariff fixed by RERC,;

» Scrutiny of records relating to project executipmcurement, receipt
of funds and expenditure; and

* Interaction with the Management during entry anidl @nference.

The methodology adopted for attaining audit obyestiwith reference to audit
criteria consisted of explaining audit objectivestbp management, scrutiny
of records at Head Office and selected units, auigsn with auditee entity

personnel, analysis of data with reference to aadiéria, raising of audit

gueries, discussion on audit findings with Managamend issue of draft

Performance Report to Management/Government fomnoemts.
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| Brief description of transmission process

2.1.7 Transmission of electricity is defined as bulk sfan of power over
long distances at high voltages, generally at 182aKd above. Electric power
generated at relatively low voltages in power daist stepped up to high
voltage power before it is transmitted to redueeldss in transmission and to
increase efficiency in the Grid. GSSs are fac8itigithin the high voltage
electric system used for stepping-up/ stepping desltages from one level to
another, connecting electric systems and switchqugpment in and out of the
system. The step up transmission GSSs at the dmmeratations use
transformers to increase the voltages for transamssver long distances.

Transmission lines carry high voltage electric pow&he step down
transmission GSSs thereafter decreases voltagesgbtdransmission voltage
levels for distribution to consumers. The distribaotsystem includes lines,
poles, transformers and other equipment neededetived electricity at

specific voltages.

Every transmission system requires a sophisticaystem of control called
Grid management to ensure balancing of power geaeralosely with
demand. A pictorial representation of the transioisprocess is given below:

Substation
Step Down
Medium and Small
Transformer _ — | scak Industries
Transmission lines o by 33KV and 11kV
400/ 2204 132 KV
Generaling Station ¥
Y % ;
Domestic! (ommercial
, Transmission Customer M) Customers
Generating 132KV or 120KV = 40V and 140 ¥
Step Up Crarnl, Frars A Bay. Sieel
Transformer sl pikre Viager Tndwirie

| Audit Findings

2.1.8 We explained the audit objectives to the RRVPNLimyran ‘Entry
Conference’ held on 09 April 2012. Subsequentlyditadindings were
reported to the RRVPNL and the State Governmentluty 2012 and
discussed in an ‘Exit Conference’ held on 31 OatoB812. The Exit
Conference was attended by Secretary to the Gowrhifbepartment of
Energy) and Chairman and Managing Director of RRVPRRVPNL/State
Government replied (November 2012) to audit findinghe replies have been
considered while finalising this Performance AuRéport. The audit findings
are discussed in subsequent paragraphs.
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| Planning and Development

National Electricity Policy/Plan

2.1.9 The Central Transmission Utilities (CTUs) and Stat@nsmission
Utilities (STUs) have the key responsibility of wetk planning and
development based on the National Electricity Rtaoordination with all
concerned agencies. At the end (March 2007) 8f R@n, the transmission
system in the country at 765/HVDC/400/230/220/K¥a&t at 1.98 lakh CKM
of transmission lines which was planned to incréase2.93 lakh CKM by
end (March 2012) of f1Plan. The National Electricity Plan assesseddked t
inter-regional transmission capacity at the en@@¥6-07 as 14100 MW and
further planned to add 23600 MW in”i;blan bringing the total inter-regional
capacity to 37700 MW.

In Rajasthan, RRVPNL is responsible for planning aevelopment of the
intra-state transmission system. Assessment of W@&ns|an important pre-
requisite for planning capacity addition. Five ygéans followed by annual
plans in terms of capacity addition and financele prepared in accordance
with the budgetary capital outlay decided by that&Government. The five
year plans and annual plans are submitted to tite &overnment and RERC.

RRVPNL’s transmission network at the beginning 602-08 consisted of
317 Extra High Tension (EHT) GSSs with a transmissicapacity of
25189.50 MVA and 21054.95 CKM of EHT transmissiane$ which
increased to 418 EHT GSSs with a transformatiomai#pof 42972.50 MVA
and 28363.28 CKM of EHT transmission lines at the ef March 2012.

Transmission network and its growth

2.1.10 The transmission capacity of RRVPNL at EHT levelinig 2007-08 to
2011-12 is given below. The particulars of voltagise capacity additions
planned, actual additions and shortfall in capaatdgition during the review
period are given ilnnexure-7.

SI. No | Description [ 2007-08 | 200€-08 [ 200S-1C ] 201(-11 | 201112 [ Total

A. Number of GSS:

1 At the beginning of th 317 331 34¢ 36E 39:
yeal

2 Additions planned durin 1t 17 23 3C 30 11E
the yea

3 Added during the ye 1E 17 23 32 28 11F

4 GSSs upgraded durir 1 2 4 4 3 14
the yea

5 Total GSSs at the end 331 34¢€ 36t 39z 41¢
the year (1+-4)

6 Excess/(Shortll) in - - - 2 (2)

additions (-2)

ransformers Capacity (MVA)

=0
—

Capacity at the beginnir| 25189.5( | 26102.5! | 28802.5! | 32589.01 | 38293.5I
of the yea

2 Additions/augmentatio 1200.0¢ | 1600.0¢ | 2620.0( [ 3180.0( | 3000.0( | 11600.0
planned for the ye

3 Capicity added durin 913.0( | 2700.0( | 3786.5( | 5704.5( | 4679.0( | 17783.0
the yea

4 Capacity at the end of tl| 26102.5( | 28802.5! | 32589.0( | 38293.51 | 42972.5I
year (1+3

5 Excess/(Shortfall) il (287.00 | 1100.0( | 1166.5( | 2524.5( | 1679.0(| 6183.0(
additions/augmentation
(3-2)

=0

Transmission lines (CKM)

[At_the beginning of th] 21054.9' | 22017.1. | 23453.8; | 25204.31 | 27172.2! |
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yeal

2 Additions planned durin| 1285.0( | 1400.0( | 1350.0( | 1850.0( | 1050.0( | 6935.0(
the yea

3 Added during the ye 962.1¢ | 1436.7. 1750.4 | 1967.9! 1191.0: | 7308.3:

4 Total lines at the end (| 22017.1. | 23453.8: | 25204.3( | 27172.2! | 28363.2!
the year (1+:

5 Excess/(Shortfall) il (322.84 36.7: 400.47 117.9¢ 141.0:
additions (-2)

It may be seen from above that RRVPNL achievedtdhgeted addition for
EHT GSS and EHT lines. In case of EHT lines thetaddagainst the targets
of 6935 CKM during 2007-12, the actual addition w898.33 CKM (105.38
per cent). The achievement in the targets of EHT GSS irsgdathe
transformer capacity by 153.3@r cent against planned additions during the
same period. Scrutiny of Voltage-wise capacity adds planned and actual
performance there against, however, revealed thaihst planned addition of
31 GSSs of 220 KV during 2007-12, actual additiasv27 GSSs including
up-gradation of 13 GSSs of 132 KV to 220 KV categgmr RRVPNL,
however, could not achieve the targets of capaaulyition in 400 KV lines
and there was shortfall of 50.39 CKM during 2007-12

=o—Excess/Shortfall in addition of transmission lines (in CKM)

400.47

_100 2007-08 008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12

-200
-300

-322.84

-400

We observed that achievement of targets was mdunyto construction and
achievement in excess of the targets of augmentatiol32 KV GSS and
lines which were constructed/ augmented as perpthas submitted by
DISCOMs.

The Government accepted the fact of shortfall inilement of targets for
220 KV GSS and 400 KV line and also stated thastiwtfall of four number
of GSSs was due to deferment of 220 KV GSS keepingiew the over

achievement of target for 132 KV GSS.

The under-utilisation/idle capacity is discussedubsequent paragraphs.

| Project Management of Transmission System |

2.1.11 A transmission project involves various activiti'®em concept to
commissioning. Major activities in a transmissiorojpct are (i) Project
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formulation, appraisal and approval phase andRigject Execution Phase.
For reduction in project implementation period, thenistry of Power,

Government of India constituted (February 2005) asklT Force on
transmission projects with a view to:

* analyze the critical elements in transmission mtaj@plementation;
* implementation from the best practices of CTU amtd§ and
» suggest a model transmission project scheduledfan@nths’ duration.

The Task Force suggested and recommended (July) 20@5 following
remedial actions to accelerate the completionasfdmission systems.

» Undertake various preparatory activities such aveys, design &
testing, processing for forest & other statutorgachnces, tendering
activities etc. in advance/parallel to project agal and approval
phase and go ahead with construction activitiese oh@nsmission
Line Project sanction/approval is received,;

* Break-down the transmission projects into cleardfired packages
such that the packages can be procured & implemertpiiring least
coordination & interfacing and at same time it aits competition
facilitating cost effective procurement; and

» Standardise designs of tower fabrication so thaf 6nonths can be
saved in project execution.

We noticed that RRVPNL did not follow the recommations of the Task
Force Committee. Various preparatory activitieshsas surveys, design and
testing, processing for forest & other statutogachnces which were essential
for timely completion of the project were not untd&en. The activities
pertaining to survey, design etc. were includedhim scope of the work of
contractors and consequently the problews Right of Way (ROW),
requirement of forest clearance, hassle free awhila of land etc. were
identified at a later stage and the projects walsstantially delayed. In some
cases there was mis-match in construction of G&884dimes which resulted in
non-utilisation of created infrastructure due tanfmompletion of the other
supplementary activities. Notwithstanding the efabed guidelines given by
the Task Force Committee for timely completiontd# projects, RRVPNL did
not timely execute several GSSs and Lines durifly A2 as detailed below:

Capacity | Total No. Total No. No. test Delay in Time overrun®

in KV | Constructed | constructed | checked by | construction |range in months’

in Jaipur Audit (Numbers)
Zone
GSS | Line | GSS | Line | GSS | Line | GSS | Line| GSS Lines

400 5 16 1 6 1 g 1 6 9 410 23
220 27 76 14 28 6 13 ! 9 2tol6 5top4d
132 83| 141 34 6( 6 1p 5 9 1to27 2to|36
Total 115| 233 49 94 13 31 10 24 1t027 2top4

The GSS and lines constructed in Jaipur Zone duskgw period and delay
observed in completion is given Amnexure-8.

6 Test checked in audit
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Government stated that recommendations of TaskeFOmmmittee were not
mandatory; however, RRVPNL generally followed teeEammendations of
Task Force Committee. It further stated that séparantract for survey work
would not be feasible in view of time consuming &@W problem during
execution. The fact remained that RRVPNL did nompty with the

recommendations of Task Force Committee which werbe followed for

efficient project management.

Some of the cases highlighting delay in projecte dw improper project
management planning and non-follow up of the recemmhations of the task
force committee observed during test check of mxare as below:

Name of project/ | Scheduled / Delay and reasons for delay Loss due to

scheme/ work (actual delay
completion date )

Rajwest — March 2009 12 months due to delay inRRVPNL

Jodhpur 400 KV | (March 2010) approval of L2 network by constrained tg

DC line November 2009 | RRVPNL and survey work, evacuate power

and

400 KV bay at
Jodhpur

(June 2012)

(Line charged a
220 Kv il
completion of 400
KV bay)

profiling, route alignment, towe|
supporting work by firm.

Placement of order for 400 K
bay (May 2009) after scheduls
completion date of line work an
lack of co-ordination betwee
contractor of bay work an
RRVPNL.

r from

/transmission
dosses.

d
n
)|

lower
voltage which
would increase

The Government stated that delay was due to ROWIgmg theft of tower and line material.
It further stated that available system was sudfitito evacuate the power. The reply was

not

convincing as delay occurred due to improper plagind lack of various preparatory projéect

activities.
Evacuation March 2009 and | Delay ranging between 12 and 82
system for wind| October 2009 months due to delay 1in936.54 LU

farm generation
at Barmer/
Jaisalmer

(October 2010
and November

2011)

preparatory activities, borlong d
foundation work, stub-setting et

)

f(X 27.91 crore)

The Government stated that delay was due to ROWlgmg theft of tower and line materi
and extremely difficult terrain which were beyonohtrol. The reply was not convincing

delay occurred due to improper planning and lackaofous preparatory project activities.

Al
AS

220 KV Bassi -
Heerapura line

November 2003
(September 2005
(Line could not be
interconnected
with existing line

till June 2008)

There was delay of 22 months
scheduled completion due

delayed/ non-providing of ling
material by RRVPNL tg
contractor and PLCC equipme

in
207.90 LU
2 (% 6.20 crore)

nt

at 400 KV GSS Bassi.

The Government did not furnish spec

ific reply ois fbsue.

132 KV GSS
PWD Bungalow
Jaipur

July 2009
(January 2012)

There was delay of 30 month
The reasons were delay
handing over of site (10 months
initiation of work by contracto
(4 months) and non-availabilit]
of testing equipment 3
contractor’s end.

591.78 LU
nX 2.74 crore)
)!

y

—

220 KV GSS

October 2009

nth

There was delay of 16 nmo
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[1854.21 LU
f(X 10.56 crore)
n

Indira Gandhi
Nagar, Jaipur

(February 2011) from scheduled completion. T
delay was mainly in approval g
layout and drawings, delay i
nominating inspecting officers b
RRVPNL (9 months) and no
follow up of testing schedule dy
to non-availability of testing
facilities at contractor’'s end (

months).

y
n
e

i

Government stated that both the GSS were based I8nt€&hnology which was new.

Comparison of actual saving in losses with envidaggeving in scheme was impossible. T
reply is not convincing as the technical and finaheiability of any scheme is based
savings in losses and improvement in technicalrpatars which needs to be adhered to.

132 KV GIS GSS|132 KV GSS The delay was of 16 months |n

New  JhotwaraJuly 2009 completion of GSS. GS§98.32LU
along with LILO [(November 2010) | subsequently could not heR 3.80 crore)
of existing 132|LILO line commissioned (September 2012)

KV VKIA- |June 2010 even after lapse of 22 months |in

be| the absence of completion of lir
work attributable to failure o
RRVPNL in resolving ROW,

problem and change of contract

Vaishali Nagar to e

new Jhotwara

(yet to

completed) f

or

The Government stated that delay was mainly ateihuo severe ROW problems at si
Facts remained that the RRVPNL failed to take resgsaction to avoid ROW problem
per Task Force recommendations to undertake varipusparatory activities
advance/parallel to project appraisal/approval.

Dt
€35.83 LU
dR 1.39 crore)

Power from the GSS could n
be drawn till December 2009 du
to non-completion of bay an
other related work.

132 KV GSS| October 2008
Mayla (Ramganj (March 2009)
Mandi) including| 33 KV
construction of 33 completed
KV bays. December 2009

bay
in

in

DN

te.
AS

The Government stated that bays were completed ay BD09 but were not utilized b
Discoms. The reply is incorrect as bay work forvaabof power was completed in Decembh
20009.

er

220 KV GSS March 2012 Feasibility Report prepared inSystem losses

Bundi (Not completed | January 2010 but GSS could rjodf 10.97 LUs
upto September | be commissioned till Septembeper annum till
2012) 2012 due to delay incompletion of

identification of proper land, GSS.
non-completion of foundation far
transformer and incorrect sqil
resistivity data.

Government stated there was no relation betweendftion work of transformer and sa

resistivity data. The balance work was withdrawonfr the contractor due to delay [in
construction work of GSS. The reply of Governmertswiot correct as defective/delayed
planning in identification of land/placement of erdand incorrect data of soil resistivity
which needed to decide the strength of foundatiortrinsformer, led to delay in completion
of GSS at Bundi.

132 KV GSS| September 2007 | Delay of 15 months due tpThe Project did
Khandar and (February 2008) | delayed approval of routenot mention

132 KV LILO alignment, lack of co-ordinatiohenvisaged

from Sawai| April 2007 with contractor and slackness psavings of
Madhopur- (July 2008) the contractor in construction ancenergy.

Sheopur line supply of material.

The Government stated that the construction work supply of material was awarded on
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turnkey basis to the same firm. The route alignnienGSS was approved without any delay

after submission of the same by contractor. Théyra@ms not correct as the contract w

awarded in August 2006 with scheduled completionApril 2007. However, the route
alignment was approved in February 2007 which m@id slackness on the part of RRVPNL.

220 KV GSS June 2012 There was delay of 11 months ypl29.03 LU
Gangapur city  [(Not completed up | to September 2012. The delay | (X 5.78 crore)
and associated |to September was mainly in finalisation of lay | up to
four lines 2012) out by RRVPNL. September
March to October 2012
2011

(Two lines were
completed in June
July 2012 and two
are yet to be
completed —
September 2012)

as

The Government stated that delay was procedurattendiork order for GSS against Central

labour rate contract (CLRC) could hardly be plagédch took time as no contractor was

ready to take work on CLRCThe work of associated lines was awarded to separat
contractors which executed the work as per theailable resources. The fact was that

improper co-ordination led to delay in completioh @SS and associated lines there
depriving RRVPNL of envisaged benefits.

132 KV GSS March 2009 Delay of 33 months due tp
Baroli (January 2012) inability of RRVPNL to| 46.42 LU

complete civil and electricgl (X 1.79 crore)
work despite  purchase of
transformer in April 2010.

The Government stated that GSS was commissionéelimuary 2011 and charged on I
voltage level at 33 KV due to non-completion ofaasated lines. The fact of commissioni
of GSS was not in consonance with the monthly msgreport of RRVPNL which stipulate
commissioning date as January 2012. Further, agrgf GSS at low voltage would ha
added to transmission losses.

132 KV GSS March 2011 The land was allotted during thes5.08 LU
Bapawar (Not completed | year 2000, but GSS could not bgk 2.48 crore)
up to September | completed due to delay ihupto
2012) finalisation of lay out plan ang September
non-availability of approach road2012
in rainy season.

by

w
g9
2d
e

The Government stated that the Board approved ¢hense in 2010 but encroachme
delayed the finalisation of electrical layout anghstruction activities. The reply was n
convincing as despite award of land in the yearO2@RVPNL could not ensure removal
encroachments which delayed construction activities

nts
ot
of

132 KV GSS March 2009 Due to belated award of contract
Atru and (December 2010)| for construction of line in May 65.91 LU
132 KV Kawai- 2009, delay in applying for (X 2.56 crore)
Atru line clearance from forest and Power

Telecom Coordination

Committee (PTCC) and norn
coordination with  contractor.
This attributed the project wag
delayed by 21 months.

n

The Government stated that the approval of forkestrance and PTCC case was delaye

the contractor started the work very late. The M@maent did not indicate the delay attribu[](ed

on its part for awarding the contract and belatgolyang for forest clearance and PTCC a
awarding the contract for line.

0 as

er
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132 KV SC line
from 220 KV
GSS Jhalawar to
132 KV GSS
Bhawani Mandi

December 2007
(January 2008
and

August 2009)

Delay of 19 months due to no
availability of railway clearance
tower material and resistan
from cultivators and awarding g
contract initially to a contracto
which  had submitted th
incorrect profile of location an
made incorrect survey.

A
, 34.75LU
te (X 1.04 crore)

f
r
)

The Government accepted the facts.

220 KV GSS
Lakhesra

Improper land was identifie
initially by RRVPNL which was|
under nallah, existing templé
cremation ground an
encroached by public whic
resulted in belated refun

0 Loss of interest
of¥ 2.16 crore
2 for 18 months
i on refund
hamount oR
d14.40 crore

(October 2012) oR 14.40 crore|
deposited (March 2011) with
Jaipur Development Authority
(JDA). Thus the project was
delayed by more than three
years.

The Government stated that the amount had beeivedctfom JDA and alternate land w
taken into possession by RRVPNL at Goner. Howetber laxity on the part of RRVPNL i
identification of land at Lakhesara resulted indidiag of funds for 18 months causing inter

burden on RRVPNL.

400 KV GSS
Chomp

Not yet started

Possession of land could not be
taken due to indecision on the part
of RRVPNL for the ownership
land proposed.¥ 15.40 cror
deposited (February 2011) with
JDA for allotment of land against
the demand of 16.17 crore eve
though Whole Time Director
(WTD) accorded approval for
deposit of full amount. The lan
was not acquired in the absence of
decision to acquire the same in the
name of subsidiary company. This
resulted in blocking oR 15.40

AS
h
St

crore for 19 months upt

September 2012.
The Government stated that the possession of ttiaedauld not be taken due to non-receipt of
clearance for allotment of land by JDA in favourRifikcity Transmission Service Company
Limited (Subsidiary of RRVPNL). The fact remaindtat indecision by RRVPNL about the
ownership of allottee, at initial stage, not ondgulted in blocking of funds but also delayed
the project
400 KV SC line | November 2006 | Due to delay by contractor inPenalty of X
from Dholpur (February 2008) | submission of drawings, desigr6.51 crore
Gas Thermal 400 KV bay was| data and other documentsimposed on
Power Station to| completed in May| clearance from Ministry of contractor for
Heerapura and | 2010 Environmental and  Forestsdelay of 435
400 KV bay at Railway and Aviation, the line days in

Heerapura

was completed (February 2008rompletion of
but could be utilized on full load, line was
after delay of 27 months, in Maywaived by the
2010 after completion of 400 KY RRVPNL.
bay.
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us
7.
12

The Government stated that there was delay for wambandatory clearances from varig
departments and part of the line was commissiome®20 KV voltage on 12 December 20(
The reply was not convincing as RRVPNL applied ébearances after delay of about
months from awarding of the contract which ultinhatelayed the line work.

400 KV Chhabra-| December 2008 | Due to lack of preparatory-
Bhilwara line and | (September 2010)| activities, = non-adherence of
Chhabra-Hindaun| December 2008 | stringing schedule, norn-
line (April 2010) availability of forest clearance, th

lines could be completed wit
delay of 21 and 16 month
respectively.

n 35 0

Government stated that forest clearance was indolmeone section of lines which was
received in December 2009. Both lines were comglbtfore commercial operation of Unit-
Il of Chhabra TPS. The fact was that the lines vimatedly completed which deprived t
envisaged benefits of commercial operation of unit-

132 KV SC Work was awarded Awarding of work  without| -
VKIA- Pratap in January 2008 | conducting proper line route
Steel line but not yet survey, change in design of towers
completed and refusal by contractor to work
(September 2012)| on revised design delayed the

project.

The Government replied that the delays were duminavailability of ROW, change in tower
specification and due to space constraints. Thly rgas not convincing as the RRVPNL did
not adhere to the recommendations of Task Forcenttiee for carrying out preparatory
activities before execution of project.

400 KV GSS Commissioned in | Due to lack of coordinatioh Transformer

Merta and June 2012 between RRVPNL and contractqgryaluing 3

400 KV bay delay in supplies by RRVPNL and12.13 crore
short deployment of manpower byand 400 KV
contractor, the GSS could ©heSC Jodhpur-
commissioned in June 201PMerta line
However, the RRPVPL procuredvaluing 3
power transformer in Decemberd4.27  crore

fcould not be
Jutilized for 41
months and 22
months

respectively.

2008 prior to commissioning @
transmission line (August 201(
and GSS (June 2012).

Government attributed the reasons for delay duertbpetition filed and Gurjar agitatiorn).
The reply was not correct since the delivery ofisfarmer was received by RRVPNL prior to
commissioning of line and GSS, as stated aboves fénil no relation with Gurjar agitation.

Thus, improper planning and non-follow up of theammendations of the
Task Force Committee led to substantial delay ircekon of above
mentioned projects and consequently funds amounting 56.40 crore
remained blocked without yielding any benefit. RRMPwas also deprived

of envisaged energy savings in terms of reductiogystem and transmission
losses of 2055.79 LUs valuirg66.25 crore besides avoidable interest burden
of X 2.16 crore on the amount deposited with JDA fauitable land.

Mismatch between Generation Capacity and Transnossiacilities

2.1.12 National Electricity Policy 2005 envisaged augmeata of
transmission capacity keeping in view the plannioig new generation
capacities by generation companies to avoid midma&tween generation
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capacity and transmission facilities. The transiors$acilities to be provided
by RRVPNL to match the generation plans of Rajastfajya Vidyut

Utpadan Nigam Limited (RRVUNL) and Rajwest Powemited (RWPL)

could not be provided in time due to delay in exiecu of transmission
evacuation works. This resulted in mismatch betwgeneration capacities
and transmission facilities and consequent evamuatif power with the
existing and already overloaded transmission lines.

We observed that in the following five out of theven projects test checked
during audit, RRVPNL could not complete the trarssian network to match
the generation plans of RRVUNL and RWPL.

Sl. No. Project RRVUNL/RWPL Generation Plans RRVPNL'’s plan Result of
Schedule date | Actual date of mismatch
of commissioning
commissioning

1 250 MW, | 14 October| 29 August| 400/220 KV GSS at RRVPNL
Unit-6, 2008 2009 Bikaner and| was
SSTPS, associated lines constrained
Suratgarh were completed to evacuate

between March power from
2010 and February existing
2011 against the 220 KV
scheduled systems for
completion date of 18 months.
October 2009.

2 250 MW, | 2  September 30 The works for| RRVPNL
Unit-1, 2008 October2009 | power evacuation was
CTPP, system werg constrained
Chhabra completed during to evacuate

3 250 MW, | 2  December 4 May 2010 February 2009 tg power from
Unit-2, 2008 July 2011 agains} existing
CTPP, scheduled 220/132
Chhabra completion during KV

December 2008 t@ systems.
October 2009.

4 125 MW, | 15 June 2008 28 Decembe220 KV two S/C| RRVPNL
Unit-2, 2008 Giral-LTPS- was
GLTPP, Barmer line| constrained
Giral completed in| to evacuate

October 2009. 220 power from
KV S/C Giral-| existing
LTPS-Baltoo and 220/132
220 KV Baltoo-| KV systems
Balotra lines were for 18
completed in| months.
October/November

2009 respectively.

5 Unit 1 to| April 2009 to| November 400 KV Dl/c line| The 400
4 of 125| October 2009 | 2009 to| from Rajwest| KV line
MW each December 2011 LTPS-Jodhpur was
of completed in| charged on
Rajwest February 2014 low voltage
LTPS at instead of schedule of 220 KV.
Barmer commissioning  of

March 2009.
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RRVPNL could not provide the power evacuation syste time to RRVUNL
and RWPL despite the fact that RRVUNL and RWPL cassioned the
generation projects beyond scheduled date. Thisatet lack of planning of
RRVPNL to commensurate with the generation plars ewen it could not
complete the power evacuation systems during Werdge available beyond
scheduled commissioning of projects by RRVUNL aniMR..

We further observed that:

« The works for power evacuation systepianned for two projects of
250 MW each at Chhabra Thermal Power Station wemgpteted with
delay ranging between 9 and 34 months against atdgwdompletion
dates envisaged in work orders. Delay was attridatdo delay in
initiation of tender process, completion of civiloks, delay in
awarding erection works, right of way problems,ageih applying for
forest clearance and non-receipt of forest clearamtime.

The Government stated that 220 KV S/C Chhabra TH8vai-Baran-Dahra
line with 220 KV Kawai GSS & 220 KV Baran GSS angleccircuit of 400
KV D/C Chhabra TPS-Dahra line (Charged on 220 K\@revconstructed
before the synchronization date of unit #1 at Chkhdi®S. The fact remained
that the transmission facilities were not ready f&ymchronization and
RRVPNL was constrained to evacuate power from iegs220 KV systems.
The Government also stated that the unit-1 of CrhabPS was
commissioned on 11 June 2010 which was not coagdtwas commissioned
on 30 October 2009.

* There was gross mismatch in planning of constranatio400 KV D/C
transmission line from Rajwest LTPS to Jodhpur 466 KV Bay at
Jodhpur end envisaged for power evacuation fromv&ajLTPS (unit
| to IV) at Barmer as work order for constructionBay was placed in
May 2009 after two months of scheduled completi@ied(March
2009) of line. Further, the line could be comple{éebruary 2010)
with delay of 11 months against scheduled compieitioMarch 2009
and the construction of bay was completed in J@i& 2This was due
to lack of co-ordination between RRVPNL and thetcactor, delay in
supplies by RRVPNL and shortage in manpower deployg the
contractor. Resultantly, line was connected through0 KV
Dhorimana bay.

The Government replied that due to delay on parcaitractor 220 KV
Rajwest LTPS- Dhorimanna line could not be comroissd on time and 400
KV DC Rajwest LTPS-Jodhpur line was charged on RR0voltage level.
The reply was not convincing in view of the facattlpower was evacuated
through the existing 220 KV system as the transomsfacilities were not
ready for synchronization.

7 400 KV Chhabra TPS-Bhilwara line, 400 KV S/C Chisa TPS-Hindaun
line,400/220 KV GSS Hindaun, 220 KV Chhabra TPSallar line, 400/220 KV
315 MVA GSS Bhilwara, LILO of 400 KV Dholpur-Heerafa line at Hindaun end,
220 KV D/C Hindaun (400 KV)-Hindaun Line (220 KV220 KV S/C Hindaun
(400 KV)-Mandawar line, LILO of 220 KV S/C Bhilwaiali line at GSS
Bhilwara, LILO of 220 KV S/C Bhilwara-Bali line &6SS Bhilwara and 220 KV
GSS Kawai.
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* RRVPNL despite aware of the fact that 250 MW uniite Suratgarh
was scheduled to be commissioned in October 20£)&8tdully awarded
(April 2008) contract for construction of 400/220/K5SS at Bikaner
with scheduled completion in October 2009. Furthiee, other workd
relating to power evacuation system from this wnére completed
with a delay ranging between five and 18 monthsnfithe schedule
date of commissioning of the unit.

The Government stated that the existing evacuaystem was adequate to
evacuate the total available generation from SaratgPS. The reply put a
guestion on need of extra evacuation system forSSURit-6 since the entire
evacuation could be managed through existing system

As regards GLTPP, the Government stated that thietirof GLTPP was not
generating to its full capacity therefore the emptsystem was sufficient to
evacuate the generation for both units. The remg wot convincing as the
power was evacuated through the existing 220 KVesydor 18 months. The
fact, however, remained that the transmission iteas| were not ready for
synchronization.

Construction of GSSs and lines without assessingdaequirements

2.1.13 For construction of a GSS and line, the load groatld anticipated
increase in future demand along with permissibitets of voltage regulations
are required to be considered mandatory, prioakig up of the project, so
that unnecessary expenditure can be avoided. The forecasts for the
proposed new schemes should also consider theipatéd physical and
financial benefit to be derived.

RRVPNL constructs transmission system on the bakithe proposals of
Distribution Companies (DISCOMs).e. Jodhpur Vidyut Vitran Nigam
Limited (JAVVNL), Ajmer Vidyut Vitran Nigam Limited(AVVNL) and
Jaipur Vidyut Vitran Nigam Limited (JVVNL). The pposals of DISCOMs
are analysed keeping in view the techno-economisiderations which are
based on RERC (Investment Approval) Regulation$200

We observed that in following two cases RRVPNL ¢arded GSS and lines
without carrying out load flow study:

() Based on the revised (July 2005) proposal of JdVVdilconstruction
of 132 KV GSS at Khajuwala and 132 KV Khajuwala-@&ama line with
envisaged load of 17.45 MVA and annual energy smviof 26.806 LUs
(X 1.04 crore), RRVPNL completed the project by Oetol2008 and
September 2008 respectively at the co&t .60 crore.

We, however, noticed that RRVPNL before construcbbthe project did not
estimate the probable load. RRVPNL also did notsmer the financial
viability of the project in terms of net presentueof all the benefits accruing
during the estimated life span (25 years) of thggat which as per RERC
guidelines indicated loss &f2.41 crore. Further, against the envisaged load of
17.45 MVA, the actual load during 2009-10, 2010ah 2011-12 was 9.50
MVA, 5.63 MVA and 7.31 MVA respectively.

8 400 KV S/C Suratgarh TPS-Bikaner line, LILO ofl2RV S/C Bikaner-Nagaur line
and LILO of 220 KV S/C Bikaner-Sri Dungargarh line.
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We observed that the RRVPNL besides violation ofRREguidelines of
financial prudence in construction of transmisssystem had put additional
burden off 10.02 lakl towards operation and maintenance (O&M) charges
on the consumers of DISCOMSs during 2009-10 and 2018nd will continue

till the GSS assumes envisaged load as the O&Mgelsaof the GSS are
debited to DISCOMs in the ARR.

The Government replied that the projection of leadhe proposed 132 KV
GSS was done as per the forecast by the DISCOMs @l the actual load
recorded at the GSS was regulated by the DISCOMerefore, RRVPNL
had no control on the actual load recorded at t88.Gt further stated that it
was technically feasible to construct GSS beingrdmote and border area
and for feeding uninterrupted power supply to laddandhi Nahar Project
(IGNP) and Public Health and Engineering Departm{@&HED). The reply
was not convincing as the GSS was not a deposk aod solely dedicated
for PHED and IGNP. Further, financial prudence wagerlooked in
construction of GSS as it indicated a negativepmesent value and the GSS
remained underutilized during 2009-12.

() RRVPNL constructed (January 2008) 132 KV GSS Kanhaia cost
of ¥ 3.49 crore on the proposal (February 2006) of JV\MMiich envisaged
31.50 MVA load and annual energy savings of 28.8% lvaluing3 1.11
crore. We noticed that after construction of theSG& never achieved the
envisaged load and the peak load was 5.09 MVAMVA, 7.43 MVA and
10.69 MVA during 2008-09, 2009-10, 2010-11 and 2Q@21respectively,
which was much below than the envisaged load.

We also observed that the decision of construadb®GSS Kanwari was in
violation of clause 1.3 (1) (i ) of RERC (InvestmeXpproval) Regulations
2006) which provided that ‘in rural area, distatetween new 132 KV GSS
from existing GSS should normally be not less tB@nKms, unless load
concentration so warrants’. In the instant cas€) R¥ GSS (200 MVA)
Jhalawar and 132 KV GSS (37.50 MVA) Bhawani Mandrev20 Kms away
from Kanwari and the transformers installed thead hot achieved installed
capacity. Further, both the GSSs were capable rifidu augmentation upto
400 MVA and 150 MVA respectively as prescribed undause 3.6.1 of the
said regulations, in case of concentration of load.

Thus, construction of new GSS at Kanwari withouy aaquirement was
contrary to the guidelines of RERC which led todkiog of funds oR 3.49
crore along with additional burden &f 24.04 laki® on the consumers of
DISCOMs towards O&M charges of GSS during 2008TIils burden would
continue till actual requirement of new GSS at Karnvarose as the O&M
charges of the GSS were debited to DISCOMs in tRRA

The Government stated that the technical param&ietbe proposal were as
per guidelines of RERC. The reply was not convigcas the criteria of
distance from nearby GSS set by RERC was not feltband the option to
augment nearby GSS<. Bhawani Mandi and Jhalawar up to permissible

9 (Envisaged load - Actual maximum load during ¢hyears) X 3 years X 42000.
10 (Envisaged load - Actual maximum load duringrfpears) X 4 years X 42000.
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limit was not exercised. Besides, the actual loag var below the envisaged
load.

| Performance of transmission system

2.1.14 Supply of quality power with minimum interruptiomdepends on
efficient maintenance of its EHT transmission netwdn the course of
operation of GSSs and lines, the supply-demandl@nefthin the constituent
sub-systems is identified and system improvememerses are undertaken to
reduce line losses and ensure reliability of polmemmproving voltage profile.
These schemes are for augmentation of existingsfwamer capacity,
installation of additional transformers, laying afdditional lines and
installation of capacitor banks. The performancBVPNL as regards O&M
of the system is discussed in the subsequent [zquiagyr

Transmission capacity

2.1.15 RRVPNL constructs lines and GSSs at different EHboltages to
evacuate power from Generating Stations and to rieetoad growth in
different areas of the State. A transformer corsveaiternate current (AC)
voltage and current to a different voltage andenirat a very high efficiency.
The voltage levels can be stepped up or down @imlin increase or decrease
of AC voltage with minimum loss in the process. ®wacuation is normally
done at 220 KV GSSs. The transmission capagity {otal transmission
capacity at 220 KV transformers) created vis-athis transmitted capacity
(peak demand met) at the end of each year by RRVeNIng five years
ending March 2012 are as follows:

Transmission capacity (in MVA)
Year Installed After 30 per Peak demand including Excess/shortage
centmargin non-coincident demand (3-4)
1) 2 3) 4) ®)
2007-08 106085 7423.5D 5620.20 1803}30
2008-09 117085 8193.5D 6162.62 2030}88
2009-10 128085 8963.50 6928.28 2035}22
2010-11 15255 10678.50 7517.17 3161(33
2011-12 17425 12197.50 7681.81 451569

The table above indicates that the overall transiomscapacity of RRVPNL
was always in excess of the peak demand in eveny yrecomparison to peak
demand, the excess capacity was 32@9cent in 2007-08 and increased to
58.78 per cent in 2011-12. The existing transmission capacity eaicig 30
per cent towards redundancy worked out to an excess of 8919 VA at the
end of March 2012 which worked out¥dl58.05 crore¥ 3.50 crore per 100
MVA PTR based on latest purchase order of JanuatpPwhich was passed
on to the consumer. We noticed that even thoughativaial peak demand
(4995.96 MVA) at the end of March 2007 was alreadyower side related to
the installed transmission capacity of 7283.50 M#ut RRVPNL continued
to add through augmentation of GSSs and lines ssusied in preceding
paragraphs. Existence of extra/idle capacity intthasmission network and

11 70 per cent of total transmission capacity (10405 MVA) in Mar2007.
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prevalence of overloads, high voltages on certéacgs reflects unscientific
planning in creation of transmission network.

The Government accepted the fact of higher capaoity stated that GSSs
were augmented on recording of @& cent of transformer capacity on the
GSS and the allowed redundancy and spare constraiate essential to
maintain system reliability/stability. However theply was in deviation to the
recommendation of working group on power fof"Idlan stipulating 3Qer
cent margin of transmission capacity.

Sub-stations
Adequacy of Sub-stations

2.1.16 Manual on Transmission Planning Criteria (MTPClues$ by CEA
prescribes maximum permissible capacity of 1000 MiéA 400 KV GSS,
320 MVA for 220 KV GSS and 150 MVA for 132 KV GS$aximum
capacity for different GSSs in Rajasthan prescribeder clause 3.6.1 of
RERC (Investment Approval) Regulations 2006 is 1600A for 400 KV
GSS, 400 MVA for 220 KV GSS and 150 MVA for 132 K¥SSs. Further,
clause 1.3 (Annexure-l) of the said regulations @ivides that the dedicated
transmission system shall conform the requiremédesign criteria.

Our scrutiny however revealed that RRVPNL did nahere either to
guidelines of MTPC or RERC and maximum capacityelevas on March
2012 at 400 KV GSS Heerapura, 220 KV GSS at Khagan, Bhilwara and
Heerapura were 1065 MVA, 455 MVA, 420 MVA and 52W R respectively
which were in excess of the prescribed limits. rertfour numbers of 132

KV GSSs also exceeded the permitted level of 150AMV

Clause 5.3 (b) of RERC (Rajasthan Electricity GTidde) Regulations 2008
provides that in all GSSs of 132 KV and abovegast two transformers shall
be provided. It further provides that on 132 KV G®&Bere it is possible to

arrange alternative supply at 33 KV within five mies of outage of 132 KV

transformers, then the provision of one transformeay be considered

acceptable in first phase. In existing GSSs whetg one transformer exists,
second transformer shall be installed as per invest plan in phased manner.
A provision of two transformers shall be kept whdlesigning a new 132 KV

GSS.

We observed that RRVPNL, in contravention to thiel gaidelines did not
provide two transformers at 64 GSS of 132 KV aMamch 2012. Further, the
investment plans of RRVPNL also did not include viismn of additional

transformer at five 400 KV GSSs and 12 GSSs ofk20

The Government stated that MTPC issued by CEA wetemandatory in
nature and marginal deviations were on account@fgling field conditions.
It was also stated that existing transformers weimg replaced by higher
capacity transformers. In case of installation e€ad transformer, it was
stated that based on the load growth/recorded {abBbyer cent) on first

transformer, second transformer would be commigslonSimultaneous

12 132 KV GSS Chambal (180 MVA), 132 KV GSS JawaNagar (175 MVA), 132
KV GSS VKIA at Jaipur (175 MVA) and 132 KV GSS Kotadustrial Area, Kota
(158 MVA).
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installation of two transformers may result in uilised capacity especially in
remote/rural/desert areas of the State. However faht was that RRVPNL
did not follow the MTPC issued by CEA.

Voltage management

2.1.17 Clause 5 of the MTPC stipulates maintenance ofdgtstate voltage
limits to provide quality power and to reduce thensmission losses. Further,
Clause 5.2 (s) of Indian Electricity Grid Code Riagjons 2010 (Grid Code)
also stipulates that all useviz. RLDC, SLDC STUs, CTU and NLDC shall
take all possible measures to ensure that thevgtidge always remain within
the permissible operating range. The maximum anginmum voltage level
prescribed by MTPC and Grid code for different gaty GSSs and actual
voltage level maintained by RRVPNL in Jaipur Zonginlg 2007-12 is as
below:

Category | Minimum/Maximum | No. of GSSs| No. of GSSs| Minimum/maximum

of GSS level prescribed by| of rated | where voltage| voltage recorded on
MTPC and Grid | capacity level not | the transformer
Code maintained

400 KV | 380/420 2 2 365/440

220 KV | 198/245 29 23 117/250

132 KV | 122/145 125 110 93/148

It could be seen that to maintain the prescribedllef voltage as in case of
400 KV GSS none of the transformers were withirspribed range while in
case of 220 KV and 132 KV GSS, & cent and 88 per cent respectively of
the transformers did not maintain the prescribeeklleThe variation in
minimum and maximum level at 400 KV was rangingnestn 3.95 and 4.76
per cent while in case of 220 KV and 132 KV GSS the same wanging
between 40.91 and 2.@ér cent and 23.77 and 2.03er cent respectively.

The Government replied that due to deviation in 8tate generation and
allocation from Central Generators against thewpresl condition, the voltage
profile of a region was affected and when the eagbower balance was not
maintained, the voltage of STS would be high or.lGke maximum and

minimum voltages recorded at the GSSs were at ticplar instant of time

which were normally temporary in nature and couldt me adjusted

instantaneously. Since the system had the capedilio withstand marginal
deviation for short period of time the reactive gamsation was carried to
normalize the voltage. However, as stated abowsethad been significant
deviation in actual voltage recorded at various &8E5RRVPNL from the

limits prescribed by MTPC/Grid Code. Besides, thetmuld not be any
fluctuation in the voltage, if there had been systd capabilities of reactive
compensation as stated by Government.

EHT lines

2.1.18 Permissible line loading limit depend on many fasteuch as voltage
regulation, stability and current carrying capadityermal capacity) etc. As
per MTPC permissible line loading cannot normakyrbore than the Thermal
Loading Limit (TLL). The TLL limits the temperaturattained by the
energized conductors and restricts sag and logmeile strength of the lines.
The TLL limits the maximum power flow of the lineds per MTPC the
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maximum TLL of ACSR*MOOSE 520 sq. mm, ZEBRA 420 sq. mm and
PANTHER 210 sg. mm conductor used at 400 KV, 220 KNd 132
KV line respectively at 4& ambient temperature is 595 ampacity
(amps), 546 amps and 366 amps respectively.

The following table depicts load on various categgof lines of Jaipur Zone
during 2007-12.

Type of | TLL (in | Total no.| No. of feeders wherg Maximum
conductor | Amps) of feeders | Amps recorded more| Amps
than TLL recorded
Zebra 546 82 45 787
Panther 366 303 104 600

It could be seen that out of 385 feeders havinguartypes of conductor, 149
(38.70per cent) feeders were having load more than the presciibet The
maximum recorded Amps on ZEBRA and PANTHER conduetovarious
feeders was 144 and 16ér cent respectively against the prescribed limit.
Excess loading of the lines beyond capacity woaldse voltage fluctuations,
higher transmission losses and frequent interraptireakdowns.

The Government stated that MTPC guidelines muskdy in mind while
planning/operation of the transmission system hkait mandatory. It further
stated that the peak load was not continuous ana $tort duration. The TLL
depended on various factors and accordingly thestnéssion line could also
be loaded to TLL for a specific period without ohseg any
contingency/outage in the system. The fact remathat feeders/lines were
considerably overloaded in contravention to thesgnibed TLL limits.

Bus Bar Protection Panel (BBPP)

2.1.19 Bus bar is used as an application for interconoactf the incoming
and outgoing transmission lines and transformermnatlectrical GSS. BBPP
limits the impact of the bus bar faults on the enfpower network which
prevents unnecessary tripping and selective to omby those breakers
necessary to clear the bus bar fault. As per Goitns and Best Practices in
Transmission System, BBPP is to be kept in serfacall 400 KV and 220
KV SSs to maintain system stability during Gridtdibances and to provide
faster clearance of faults on 400 KV and 220 KVdsu®ur scrutiny revealed
that as on 31 March 2012 though BBPPs were indtallall the nine 400 KV
GSSs but BBPP at 400 KV GSS Bikaner and Surpura wet of service
since October 2011 and December 2011 respectialyther, out of 89
feeders of 220 KV at 400 KV GSS and 220 KV GSS, BBRvere installed
only at 24 feeders out of which nine BBPPs wereinaise since October
2006/February 2012 due to non-operational/defectbays, defects in
communication scheme and extension of 220 KV swéotfs.

The Government while accepting the fact of nonalation of BBPPs replied
that the tenders for purchase of BBPPs had beenedpand were under
evaluation. The defective BBPPs at 400 KV GSSshemh rectified and were
working satisfactorily. The fact remained that BBR#ere not installed at all
the feeders.

13 Aluminum Conductor Steel Reinforced.
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Maintenance
Working of hot lines division/sub divisions

2.1.20 Regular and periodic maintenance of transmissistesy is of utmost
importance for its un-interrupted operation. Agestm scheduled patrolling of
lines following seven techniques are prescribedthe Report of the
Committee for updating the Best practices of Trassion in the country for
maintenance of lines:

* Hot Line Maintenance

* Hot Line Washing.

» Hot line Puncture Detection of Insulators.

* Preventive Maintenance by using portable earthotdihe tools.
* Vibration Measurement of the line.

* Thermo-scanning.

* Pollution Measurement of the equipment.

The hot line technique (HLT) envisages attendingneintenance works like
hot spots, tightening of nut and bolts, damagehéoconductor, replacement
of insulators etc. of GSSs and lines without switghoff. This includes
thermo scanning of all the lines and GSSs towardsgntive maintenance.
HLT was introduced in India in 1958. We observedttRRVPNL did not
establish any hot line division/sub-division tillavth 2012 to maintain the
above stated maintenance of transmission system.

The Government accepted the fact and stated tha?PRIR was also
intending to establish hot line division/sub-dioisi

Transmission losses

2.1.21 While energy is carried from the generating statiorthe consumers
through the Transmission & Distribution (T&D) netiko some energy is lost
in this process which is termed as T&D loss. Trassmn loss is the
difference between energy received from the geimgrastation/Grid and
energy sent to DISCOMs. While CEA has prescrib@daaimum of fourper
cent norms for transmission losses, RERC has also apgrtarget limits for
maintaining the transmission loss for each findngmar. The details of
transmission losses from 2007-08 to 2011-12 in amepn of CEA and
RERC norms is given below:

Particulars Unit Year

2007-08 | 2008-09 | 2009-10 | 2010-11 | 2011-12
Power received for MUs 36716.712| 38870.71f 44204.881 47210.456 51585.8
transmission
Net power transmitted] MUs 34519.118 36460.397 A4I800| 44580.726 47977.608
Actual  Transmissior] MUs 2197.594| 2410.320 2704.110 2629.130  3148,250
loss Percentage 5.99 6.20 6.12 5.57 6|16
Target Transmission Percentage 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4/00
losses per the CE;T\
norm
Target Transmissio$ Percentage 4.40 4.40 4.40 4.40 4{20
loss as per RER
norms
Transmission loss il MUs 582.089 700.008 759.097 2.8 | 1000.964
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Particulars Unit Year

2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12
excess of RERC norms Rate per 3.28 3.16 3.04 2.98 2.98*
(Valued at average unit (in%)
cost of power purchasgz? in crore 190.92 221.20 230.77 164.64 298.P9
by DISCOMs)

The transmission losses in RRVPNL during 2007-02Gd1-12 were always
more than the prescribed norms of CEA and targe¢sl foy RERC. Against
CEA norms of fourper cent the transmission losses were ranging between
5.57 per cent (2010-11) and 6.2fer cent (2008-09). During the period 2007-
08 to 2011-12 value of transmission loss in exd88594.598 MUSs) of the
RERC target limits wa$ 1105.82 crore which was suffered by DISCOMs due
to in-efficiency of RRVPNL.

We observed that RRVPNL incurred capital expenditof¥ 7286.25 crore
during 2007-12 on system improvement with the dbjecto supply quality
and reliable power and to reduce transmission $osséowever, the
investments/investment plans did not effectivelgtabute reduction of losses
as there was no major reduction in transmissiose®sduring 2008-09 to
2011-12. In-efficiency of RRVPNL to maintain transsion losses within
prescribed limits of RERC put an additional burdem DISCOMs and
consequently on consumers.

We further observed that RERC while issuing (AugR809) Multi Year
Tariff (MYT) order directed RRVPNL to undertake dié¢d system study to
identify and priortise transmission schemes thatuldo reduce
congestion/improve system parameters/reduce trasgmilosses and submit
the same to RERC during annual performance revie\2®09-10. RRVPNL,
however, did not adhere to the directions and rath ftudy was undertaken
and submitted to RERC to ensure commitment for ggdin in transmission
losses.

The Government stated that there could not be umifworms of T&D losses
for whole country as losses depends on transmissistem corresponding to
geographically area, load center/load pattern asxhtion of generating
station. In Rajasthan transmission system wasivelgtlarger and the losses
included in the above table were inclusive of Isssetside the state whereas
RERC gave yearly targets only for losses withitesth further stated that the
transmission losses within state were slightly bBrgthan the target set by
RERC but were on reducing trend. The fact, howevemained that the
transmission losses were higher than the normgl flye CEA/RERC. The
Government also stated that RRVPNL had already rizkien detailed system
study as per RERC directions but the same wasowowidf submitted to RERC
on record.

Transmission standards of performance

2.1.22 RERC issued (July 2004) ‘Transmission Licensee’an&rds of
Performance Regulations 2004’ (Performance Stasylaia providing an
efficient, reliable, coordinated and economicakaysof electricity supply and
transmission by RRVPNL. The objectives of the penfance standards were:

14 In absence of average cost of power purchase éoydlar 2011-12, transmission losses have
been valued at the cost of 2010-11.
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To ensure that the Grid Performance meets a ministandard which
is essential for the user’'s system demand and dbgment function
properly;

To enable the users to design their systems angragat to suit the
electrical environment that they operate in;

To enhance the quality standards of the State mr&sgn System in
order to move towards standards stipulated in @béshed under the
authority of National and State Acts and Ruleshe short term and
gradually moving towards international standardghelong term;

To provide quality of power at the interface pahB33 KV and 11 KV
lines emanating from wind farm or other generatstgtions and
terminating at RRVPNL EHV GSS.

The performance standards were to be implementedtiree stages.e. (i)
Preliminary Stage- one year immediately followingpeoval of these
standards, (ii) Transition Stage-Time period spiregadipto two years after
preliminary stage (iii) Final Stage- Period aftgpiey of Transition Stage.

Analysis of the records, however, revealed thatpds@ormance of RRVPNL
towards achieving/adhering the standards prescriz@sl not as per RERC
guidelines. Our scrutiny revealed that:

Voltage unbalance in various categories of tramsérs was always
more than the prescribed letebf RERC during 2007-08 to 2011-12.
Against prescribed level of twper cent for 400 KV, the voltage
unbalance during 2007-12 was ranging between 2nt024.69per
cent. In case of 220 KV and 132 KV the voltage unbalamazes
ranging between 4.54 and 7.p& cent and 4.02 and 15.§@r cent
respectively. Further, in case of 33 KV and 11 Kkle same was
ranging between 5.1@er cent and 35per cent and 3.37 and 1per
cent respectively against the prescribed limit

The performance standards prescribed that the rtumiebalance
should not be more than thrger cent and would apply on all the
feeders of voltage class emanating from sub-stadiken as group. We
noticed that RRVPNL did not measure the currentalarice on the
feeders till 2010-11 in absence of which the penfmce could not be
measured. The current unbalance on various feetemnsg 2011-12
was as below:

Feeder 400 KV | 220KV | 132 KV 33 KV 11 KV
Current Unbalance 13.09 12.24 17.44 16.94 14.94
(Percentage)

Harmonics affect system operation and life of tig@igments. The
performance standards prescribed that Total Hamndistortion
(THD) should not exceed omer cent at the inter-connection point of
EHV system in final phase. The measurement wasttaken at 10
minutes interval and should last for one week ptz. ¢t was also
prescribed that wherever THD exceeds the Ilimit odividual

15

220 KV and above- twoger cent and below 220 KV- threper cent.
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harmonics exceeds Oger cent, RRVPNL should measure harmonics
with and without load/generating stations to asgerthe origin. We
however, noticed that the instrument having provisior reading
harmonics was not installed by RRVPNL till March120and in
absence of this the effects of harmonics on tleedlifinstruments could
not be commented. During 2011-12, THD was 4é@U0cent.

The Government stated that the voltage imbalance due to imbalance of
load at interconnection point with DISCOM. RRVPNIasvnot able to comply
with this requirement of Regulation. It further tsth that it had tried to

identify equipment which could carry out the measuent as required by the
Commission. However, Multi Function Meters werengginstalled to collect

THD data.

Voltage Variation Index (VVI)

2.1.23 VVI represents the degree of voltage variation fraominal value
over a specified period of time. RERC prescribeat ¥Vl on annual basis
shall not exceed the limit of orger cent for voltage levels of 220 KV, 132
KV and 66 KV and in respect of 400 KV nominal voiéathe VVI shall not
exceed 1.12per cent. The performance of RRVPNL there against is as unde

(Figures in percentage

Target 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12

Nominal
Voltage higher | lower | higher | lower | higher | lower | higher | lower | higher | lower
(KV) voltage | voltage | voltage | voltage | voltage | voltage | voltage | voltage | voltage | voltage
400 +1.125 3.06 1.47 2.2p 0.94 171 14 2/36 174 3.35 0.65
220 +1 3.20 1.83 3.75 1.76 1.83 1.08 3/55 2179 3.27 1.92
132 *1 1.52 3.21 3.24 3.4B 1.16 141 1p1 2/51 1.59 2.26
33 +1 2.6 2.37 3.49 2.85 1.38 1.30 1.p3 2|09 172 921
11 *1 2.12 2.20 3.27 2.28 1.22 1.08 191 156 1.50 1.48

It could be seen that the performance of RRVPNLatwls adhering the VVI
norms of RERC was inferior.

As per clause 11 of the Standard Performance R@égugaan Annual Review
Committee was to be formed by RRVPNL and its recemaations were to
be submitted to RERC for approval. We noticed RRVPNL did not form

the committee to review the annual performance tdsvanplementation of
the performance standards prescribed by RERC.

The Government replied that voltage variation in0/2Q0/132/33/11 KV
system could not be controlled as these were &ltged and connected to
regional grid. It further stated that the performanmvas reviewed every month
by protection wing/protection committee constitutettler REGC. However,
nothing was found on record about formation of cottea as well as annual
review as per SOP prescribed by RERC.

| Grid Management
Maintenance of Grid and performance of SLDC

2.1.24 Transmission and Grid Management are essentiatifunscfor smooth
evacuation of power from generating stations to EH8COMs/consumers.
Grid Management ensures moment-to-moment power nbalain the
interconnected power system to take care of rdiigbsecurity, economy and
efficiency of the power system. Grid managemeningiia is carried out in
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accordance with the standards/directions givenhen &rid Code issued by
CEA. The Rajasthan State Load Despatch Centre (KK$LDPleerapura,

Jaipur, a constituent of Northern Region Load Dadp&entre (NRLDC),

New Delhi came into existence (December 2004) tsuen integrated
operation of power in the State. The operationRSEDC are controlled and
managed by RRVPNL. RSLDC is assisted by fSuBub/Area Load Despatch
Centres (Sub-LDCs/ALDCs) for data acquisition/tfansand supervisory
control of 400/132 KV GSSs equipments. The RSLD@eke and collect such
fees and charges from the generating companiesliegltsees engaged in
intra-state transmission of electricity as speditiy the RERC.

Infrastructure for load monitoring

2.1.25Remote  Terminal  Units/Sub-station = Management  System
(RTUs/SMSs) are essential for monitoring the ediay of the transmission
system and loads during emergency in load despaotres as per the Grid
norms for all GSSs. We observed that out of 418 $5&3400/220/132 KV
and 11 generators as on March 2012, only 71 GS8s(Icent) and eight (73
per cent) of generators were provided with RTUs for recogdieal time data
for Efficient Energy Management System. Furtheoutih the Sub-LDCs and
RSLDC were integrated among themselves but nonteofour Sub-LDCs
had any data storing or back up facilities.

The Government replied that RRVPNL had ordered pwocurement,
installation and commissioning of 70 RTUs and tterkawvas in progress. It
further stated four Sub-LDCs were interconnectet®C, Heerapura and
the data of four Sub-LDCs was being stored at SnB-level as well as
SLDC, Heerapura. The fact remains that all the G8felsgenerators will still
remain without RTUs even after new order of 70 RTWs regards data
storing facility at Sub-LDC level is not in consoma with the reply (May
2012) given by Superintending Engineer (SCADA) whistated that the
provision of data storing/back up facilities haegbencluded in ULDC phase-
Il, scheduled to be completed by the end of yedaB20

Grid discipline by frequency management

2.1.26 Indian Electricity Grid Code provides that SLDCsalshtake all
possible measures to ensure that the grid frequam@ys remains within the
49.5 -50.2 Hz band to ensure efficient functionargl to prevent sudden
collapse of the Grid. Keeping in view the safetyGrid, RERC also issued
(May 2008) Grid Code, clause 11.3 of which provitiest all the constituent
members of the Grid are expected to maintain esy$tequency between 49
and 50.5 Hertz (Hz). However, due to various reassuch as shortages in
generating capacities, high demand, Grid indiseglin maintaining load
generation balance, inadequate load monitoring amahagement, Grid
frequency goes below or above the permitted frequésvels. To enforce the
Grid discipline NRLDC issues three (A, B, C) typafsviolation messages.
‘A’ type message is issued when the frequencyss than 49.2 Hz and over-
drawal is more than 50 MW or J@r cent of schedule whichever is less while
‘B’ type message is issued when frequency is laas ¥9.2 Hz and over-
drawal is between 50 and 200 MWs for more thamerutes or 200 MW for

16 Heerapura, Ratangarh, Bhilwara and Kota.
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more than five minutes and ‘C’ type messages areeabus nature and are
issued 15 minutes after the issue of ‘B’ type mgssavhen frequency
continues to be less than 49.2 Hz and over draavalore than 100 MW or ten
per cent of the schedule, whichever is less.

We noticed that NRLDC issued 65 ‘C’ type messageRRVPNL during July
2009 to March 2012. Prior to July 2009 there wasysiem in force to record
the violation messages. Failure of RRVPNL to mam@urid discipline led to
penalty oR 6 lakh by CERC in May 2009.

The Government stated that the management of Isadea schedule was
primarily the responsibility of distribution licees and as soon as a message
was received from NRLDC, SLDC took immediate actamd directed the
distribution licensee to restrict drawal as peresithe. It further stated that an
appeal was filed in APTEL wherein the order of CERosing penalty of

X 5 lakh, against penalty &f6 lakh, was set aside.

Planning for power procurement

2.1.27 RRVPNL draws long term supply plan taking into agwb the
contracted generation capacity, allocation fromtregénsector and future
committed projects and evolve net additional rezgmgnt of power in
consultation with the DISCOMSs. It also draws dayadhplan for assessing its
day to day power requirement. The details of toéguirement of the State,
total power supplied and shortage of power forfive years 2007-08 to 2011-
12 are given below:

(Figures in MUSs)

Sl. No. Particulars 2007-08 | 2008-09 | 2009-10 | 2010-11| 2011-12

1 Total power 37386 38453 44542 46592 51900
requirement

2 Total power supplied 34519 36460 41501 44581 47978

3 Power short supplied 2867 1993 3041 2011 3922

4 Percentage of shortage 7.67 5|18 §.83 4.32 7.56

Against total power requirements of State the actugply was ranging
between 92.33%er cent and 95.68per cent. The shortfall in supply though
reduced to 5.18per cent and 4.32per cent in 2008-09 and 2010-11
respectively but again increased to 7p&6 cent in 2011-12, almost equal to
the level of 2007-08.

The gap in demand and supply position leads toatran between actual
generation/ or actual drawal and scheduled gewoerair scheduled drawal
which is accounted through Unscheduled Interchghie charges, worked
out by RSLDC for each 15 minutes time block. Ul rgjes are levied for the
supply and consumption of energy in variation frtora pre-committed daily
schedule. This charge varies inversely with théesgsrequency prevailing at
the time of supply/consumption. Hence it refletis tharginal value of energy
at the time of supply. The levying of Ul chargetsaas a commercial deterrent
to curb over drawals from Central Generating StetigCGS) during low
frequency conditions.

17 Including generation, short and long term purchased drawal from Central
Generating Stations.
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During 2007-08 to February 2012, RRVPNL paid Ul rges valuing
3 3624.02 cror®. The Ul drawals during this period were as higi¥ #&20
per unit.

The Government while accepting the facts and figistated that the financial
liability of Ul charges lies on distribution licesss.

Disaster Management plan

2.1.28 Disaster Management Plan (DMP) aims at mitigatimng impact of
major break down in the transmission system antbrieg it in the shortest
possible time. As per the Report (2002) of the Cdttern on ‘Best Practices in
Transmission System in the Country’s, DMP shouldseeup by all power
utilities for immediate restoration of the transsims system in the event of a
major failure. DMP is to be carried out by deplayiEmergency Restoration
System, DG sets, vehicles, fire-fighting equipmestslled and specialised
manpower. It aims at carrying of mock drills foarging up generating stations
operations during black statt Disaster Management Centre, NLDC, New
Delhi acts as Central Control Room in case of désasAs a part of disaster
management programme, RRVPNL carried out mocksdgillarterly at GSSs
to meet crisis/disaster situations.

We noticed that the co-ordination committee of powector companies of
Rajasthan approved (May 2009) DMP, whiaker alia considered necessary
various actions and facilities as preventive/miima measures to minimize
the impact of disaster and crisis.

2.1.29 We observed that RRVPNL did not implement the DMBaldly as
mobile DG sets, synchronoscopes and vehicles i gomdition were not
available at centralized location for immediate rhsétion of manpower and
material to provide relief and to meet the need@fatering pumps. Further,
vulnerable centres having highest risk were aldodentified. Besides these,
neither fire alarms and extinguishing systems westalled at all places nor
periodically comprehensive state-wide drills werarried to test the
capabilities.

The Government stated that the Disaster Managerfdgm was being
implemented. RRVPNL had made necessary arrangeraestame important
sub-stations. The fact remained that the Disastaragement Plan approved
(May 2009) by the RRVPNL was yet to be implementelty (September
2012).

| Energy Accounting and Audit

2.1.30 Energy accounting and audit is a necessary andatrstep towards
assessment and reduction of transmission lossestrahsmission losses are
calculated from the Meter Reading Instrument (MfRRBdings obtained from
Generation to Transmission (GT) and TransmissionDistribution (TD)
Boundary metering points. As on March 2012 theraew849 interface
boundary metering points between GT (155) and TE4)4It was noticed that
against 0.2s accuracy class of meter prescribeceruRERC (Metering)

18 2007-08 X 725.53 crore, 2008-09 ¥ 720.24 crore, 2009-10 % 468.73 crore,
2010-11 X 898.01 crore and 2011-12, upto Februa®y8411.51 crore.
19 The procedure necessary to recover from pantialtotal black out.
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Regulations 2007 as minimum acceptable specificatar interface and
energy accounting and audit meters only 71 GT pomtre provided 0.2s
class meters while 57 and 14 GT points were pravidigh 0.5 and 1.0 class
meters respectively. Further, of 494 TD points dhf$ points were provided
with 0.2s class meters while 266 and 39 TD poirgsawrovided with 0.5 and
1.0 class meters respectively. The remaining 1@ 13 TD points were not
provided with meters of any type.

A further analysis of annual statistical statemeff§CC-I revealed that out of
25 GSS as on March 2012, no meters were provideth@e, two and 11
GSSs during 2009-10, 2010-11 and 2011-12 respéctiBesides this, meters
on eight GSSs were defective in 2009-10 and 2018rtlwere showing 100
per cent losses. The transmission losses recorded on theredeGSSs ranged
between 0.07 and 3.4¢&r cent, 0.04 and &A1 per cent & 0.17 and 3.30 during
2009-10, 2010-11 and 2011-12 respectively.

Thus, progress of RRVPNL towards measurement astnéssion losses was
not satisfactory as all the GT and TD points werd provided with
meters/prescribed accuracy class of meters. Furthen-replacement of
defective meters and usage of different accuraagscineters at input and
output points led to un-realistic recording of samssion losses at GSSs.
Besides this, RRVPNL was not having system of rdicgr feeder wise losses
on monthly basis and appraising the same to theehiguthorities.

The Government accepted that at few points eitretera were not installed or
meters of other than 0.2s class were installeculth cases energy readings
were obtained from meters installed on transfornograrating in parallel. It
further stated that purchase of meters/obtainingrggndata from meters on
BOT basis was in progress. However the fact rendaith@t due to non-
installation of 0.2s class meters on all meteriogts and non-replacement of
defective meters, energy recorded by RRVPNL coubd lpe termed as
accurate.

| Financial Management

2.1.31 One of the major objectives of the National Eledtyi Policy 2005

was to ensure financial turnaround and commercadiity of Power Sector.
Since reconstruction of the erstwhile RajastharteStEectricity Board in

2000, RRVPNL was preparing accounts on ‘No Prafd &lo Loss’ basis till

2007-08 as per the financial reconstructing plapreged by the State
Government. The ‘No Profit and No Loss’ basis systiBd not depict the true
financial position of RRVPNL and as a result then@troller and Auditor

General of India gave ‘not true and fair' certiicaon the accounts of
RRVPNL for the year 2007-08. RRVPNL subsequentbrtetd to maintain
accounts on ‘Generally Accepted Accounting Priresp{GAAP) from 2008-

09 onwards.

The financial position of RRVPNL during folryears ending March 2011 is
as under.

20 Final accounts for the year 2011-12 were noalied during the course of
performance audit.
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(¥in crore)

Particulars | 2007-08] 2008-09] 2009-10 | 2010-11
A. Liabilities
Paid up Capital 939.00 1104.00 1344/00 1744.00
Reserves & Surplus (including Capital Grants) 132.7 208.10 197.45 210.14
Borrowings (Loan Funds) 3502.68 4569[/6 5228.64 7608
Current Liabilities & Provision§CL) 994.79| 1969.55 2766.14  3293.43
Total Liabilities 5569.18| 7851.41| 9536.23| 11285.41
B. Assets
Gross Block 4482.22 5326.15 6396.32 8285.71
Less: Depreciation 1677.69 1786.p1 192388  2150.73
Net Fixed Asse(®FA) 2804.53| 3540.74  4472.44 6134.98
Capital Works-in-Progreg€WIP) 656.46| 1317.72 1552.07 1314.90
Investments 0.66 0.34 0.25 0.3%
Current Assets, Loans and Advan¢€s\) 2089.56| 2121.21 1828.36 2196.43
Miscellaneous Expenditure 17.97 10.63 640 418
Accumulated Losses - 860.17 167671 1634.57
Total Assets 5569.18| 7851.41| 9536.23| 11285.41
Debt Equity Ratio® 3.73:1| 4.14:1 3.89:1 3.46:1
Profit before Tax 0.80| (859.91)| (815.94) 42.15
Interest (net of IDC** capitalised) 203.13| 307.69 344.57 421.02
Profit before interest and tax 203.93| (552.23)| (471.37) 463.17
Capital Employed” 4556.00| 5065.81 5193.87 6511.21
Return on Capital Employed (Percentag€f 4.48| (10.90) (9.08) 7.11

It could be seen that after framing financial stegats on the basis of GAAP
from 2008-09 onwards RRVPNL incurred losses dugfg8-09 and 2009-10
which accumulated t& 1634.57 crore by the end of March 2011. Furthes, th
profits of ¥ 42.15 crore reflected in 2010-11 was also cons#qt® an
adjustment of prior period item (Employee cost0f208.26 crore). The
analysis of financial position of RRVPNL revealéa following:

Debt-Equity ratio though decreased from 3.73:1 007208 to 3.46:1
in 2010-11 but the same was higher in 2008-09 (4)ldnd 2009-10
(3.89:1) indicating increased dependence of RRVRMLborrowed
funds which increased (172.38r cent) from ¥ 3502.68 crore to
% 6037.84 crore during 2007-11.

Capital employed increased by 42.p& cent during 2007-11 but
return on capital employed was negative during 200&nd 2009-10.
This was mainly due to recognition of employeesbiiity in 2008-09
and implementation of sixth pay commission recomuaéons.

Addition in fixed assets and capital works in pesg during the
review period was more than the equity contributeyl State
Government and long term borrowings. This showedrtsierm
borrowings were utilised for creating capital assehich indicated

21
22
23

24

Borrowings (Loan funds) / Paid up Capital.

Interest during construction.

Net Fixed Assets + Capital Works in Progresautréht Assets, Loans and Advances
— Current Liabilities and Provisions + Provisiom @ratuity.

Profit before interest / Capital employed X 100.
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imprudent financial management and RERC had alsalldwed
capitalisation of interest on short term borrowingsed for capital

assets in ARR/truing up.

The details of working results like revenue redl@a net surplus/loss and
earnings and coger unit of transmission are given below:

(¥in crore)

SI.No | Description | 2007-08 | 2008-09 | 2009-10 | 2010-11
1 Income
1.1 Revenue from sale of power 153,38 179.94 229.56 248.59
1.2 Revenue (transmission and

SLDC charges) 723.26 840.68 110734 1387.46
1.3 Other income including

Interest/Subsidy, Turnkey

Contracts and Prior Perigd

Income 44.61 349.30 88.89 298.69
Total Income 921.25| 1369.92| 1425.79| 1934.74
2 Expenditure
(a) Fixed cost
(a.1) | Employees cost 323.44 145845 1358.20 911.29
(a.2) | Administrative and General

Expenses 87.04 69.75 92.01 71]93
(a.3) | Depreciation 120.0D 133.%9 166,21 222.35
(a.4) | Interest and Finance charges (net

after capitalisation) 206.72 311.22 34918 428.26
Total fixed cost (A) 737.20] 1973.01] 1965.60| 1633.83
(b) Variable cost
(b.1) | SLDC Charges 12.85 17.91 14.42 13/55
(b.2) | Generation of Power (Including

Prior Period Exp.) 104.79 165.31 181.54 150.07
(b.3) | Repairs & Maintenance 66.41 74.47 8017 95.14
Total variable cost (B) 184.05 257.69 276.13 258.76
Total cost (A) + (B) 921.25| 2230.70] 2241.73| 1892.59
3 Transmission
(3.1) | Installed capacity (MW) 6420.68 7019.48 8616. 9188.22
(3.2) | Power received from generation

units (MUs}® 3509.889| 2879.005  2090.093  2607.469
(3.3) | Power purchased (MUs) 33206.823 35991.712 147ZB8| 44602.987
Total (C) 36716.712| 38870.717| 44204.831| 47210.456
Loss in transmission (MUs) (D) 2197.594| 2410.320, 2704.110| 2629.730
Net power transmitted in MUs
(C) — (D) 34519.118| 36460.397| 41500.721| 44580.726
4 Realisation¥ per unitf*® 0.267 0.376 0.344 0.434
5 Fixed cost3 per unitf° 0.214 0.541 0.474 0.366
6 Variable cost3 per unitf® 0.053 0.071 0.066 0.058
7 Total cost T per unit) (5+63° 0.267 0.612 0.540 0.424
8 Contribution  per unit) (4-6§° 0.214 0.305 0.278 0.376
9 Profit (+)/Loss(-) (4-7f°

R per unit) 0.000 -0.236 -0.196 0.010

It was observed that the realization per unit andltcost per unit were same
for the year 2007-08. This was due to framing péficial statements on ‘No
Profit No Loss basis’ as mentioned in previous geaph. The financials

25
26

Including private generation.

Other income is also considered for calculatibper unit cost under rows 4-9.
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of RRVPNL deteriorated during 2008-09 and 2009-4@ha total cost per unit
was more than the realisation per unit. RRVPNL giotegistered increase in
contribution per unit fron¥ 0.305 toX 0.376 during 2008-11 but an excess
fixed cost per unit during 2008-10 wiped of theisgs as the fixed cost on
account of employee cost significantly increasedn® 323.44 crore in 2007-
08 toX 1458.45 crore (350.9@er cent) in 2008-09. The consequential effect
of increased employee cost affected the finan¢ihl2010-11 when the fixed
cost per unit decreased Ry0.108 and contribution per unit increased by
% 0.098 in comparison to 2009-10 thereby reducirg ttital cost per unit
leading to marginal profit in 2010-11. Further, th@erest cost which
increased by 107.1per cent during 2007-08 to 2010-11 also affected the
profitability of RRVPNL.

Recovery of cost of operations
2.1.32 The realisation per unit, cost per unit and profg per unit during
2007-08 to 2010-11 is given in the bar graph below:
0.7 -
0.6 -
0.5 - 0.434 0.424
0.4 -
0.3 -
0.2 -
0.1 -
0
01 - 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11

0.612

(In &

-0.2 -

-0.196
-0.3 - -0.236

B Realisationper unit @ Cost per unit Profit:Loss per unit

The graph above indicated that RRVPNL could nobvec cost of operations
during 2008-09 and 2009-10. The reasons of nonvergmf cost of operation
have been discussed in previous paragraph.

Elements of Cost

2.1.33 The percentage break-up of major elements of dost2010-11 is
given below
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7.93 % ® Employee Cost
4.52 %

48.15 % M Interest & Finance

Charges
@ Depreciation

5.02 %

B Repairs and

Mainte nance
@ Others

11.75 %

@ Generation of power
22.63 %

Elements of revenue

2.1.34 Transmission charges constitute the major eleménewenue. The
percentage break-up of revenue for 2010-11 is gbedow in the pie chart

O Transmission
charges

B Other Income

72% O Sale of Power

Tariff Fixation

2.1.35The financial viability of RRVPNL depends upon geat®n of
surplus (including fair returns) from the operatioto finance its operating
needs and future capital expansion programmes bptag prudent financial
practices. Revenue collection is the main sourcgeoferation of funds. The
issues relating to tariff are discussed here under.

The tariff structure of RRVPNL is subject to rewisiapproved by the RERC
after objections, if any, received against ARR tpmii filed by it within
stipulated period. As per clause 13 and 8 of RER&nis & Condition for
Determination of Tariff) Regulation 2004 and 20@3pectively, RRVPNL is
required to submit ARR by 30 November every yeamg@l with annual
statements of performance and accounts includitestlaeport of audited
accounts. The tariff worked out in accordance wikie regulations is
chargeable from April 1, next year.
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The table below shows the due date of filling ARRBtual date of filing, date
of approval of tariff petition and the effectivetdaf the revised tariff for the
period 2007-08 to 2011-12.

Year Due date of| Actual date of | Delay | Date of | Effective | Time gap
filing filing in approval of | date  of | between
days | ARR/tariff tariff effective date
order by | order and date of
RERC approval
200708 | 30 Novembe 30 Decembe 3C 7 March 200 1 April -
200¢€ 200¢ 2007
200¢-08 | 30 Novembe 29 Decembe 2¢ 31 Maich 200¢ | 1 April
2007 2007 200¢
200¢-1C | 30 Novembe 26 March 200 | 11€ 1 August 200 | 1 April 4 month
200¢ 200¢
201(-11 | 30 Novembe 27 Januan 58 16 Septembe | 1 April 5 months ani
200¢ 201( 201( 201( 16 day:
201112 | 30 Novembe 14 March 201 | 104 23 Decembe 1 April 8 months ani
201(C 2011 2011 23 day:

We observed that RRVPNL never filed ARR with RER@hwi dues date of
filing during 2007-08 to 2011-12 and the delay wasging between 29 days
and 116 days which consequently delayed the apprfoma RERC. It is
pertinent to mention that RRVPNL appointed consu#taduring 2009-10 to
2011-12 for timely filing of ARR but even then tterget date of filing could
not be adhered and delay increased in comparis@?@3@-08 and 2008-09.
Further, delay in approval by RERC was ranging keetwfour months and
eight months 23 days also led to delay in implerugm of tariff order.
Scrutiny of reasons for delayed approval from RBERGides delay in filling
of ARR were delay in responding to the queries BRR, delay in submission
to the objections raised by parties during hearetgs

Delay in implementation of RERC tariff order resdltin recovery of
transmission charges by RRVPNL either at the rdtgrevious year or
provisional rate ordered by RERC for the respecywar. This caused loss of
interest oR 4.22 crore on delayed recovery of transmissiomggsoR 85.57
crore andk 94.20 crore during 2009-10 and 2010-11 for defayiling of
ARR.

The Government attributed that ARR for the year 200 was filed with
delay due to introduction of new formats by RER@ ancase of 2010-11, it
was delayed due to non-finalisation of plan ceiliby the Planning
Commission. The reply was not convincing as RRVPHhpointed a
consultant keeping in view the new formats foryear 2009-10 and 2010-11.
Even then ARRs were filed with delay and conseqlmsg of interest borne
by RRVPNL.

| Other issues in Financial Management |

Deposit works

2.1.36 RRVPNL executes deposit works on the demand ofapgiparties/
government departments/institutions after collegtime estimated expenditure
in advance in accordance with the policy/circulssied from time to time.
As per the policy/circulars the amount of advarseoi be deposited in one
installment by the party after issuance of techrsaaction. Further, the final
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account of deposit work shall be prepared withirdé@s of the completion of
the deposit work to ensure recovery/refund ashpefibal account.

We noticed that there was no proper system of axtoay of deposit works
due to which RRVPNL was not aware of the actual eexitture
incurred/incurring on the deposit work during exemu stage. Further, the
final account of deposit work was also not finaliseithin the stipulated
period as a result a sum 3f5.52 crore was pending for recovery from the
parties as on March 2011. Our scrutiny of recorfddeposit works revealed
the following:

() According to deposit works policy (April 2004) RRMB was to
recover block charges from the party for shut dafril32 KV or higher
voltage, Single/Double Circuit line. We noticed ttHRRVPNL could not
recover block charges & 22.60 lakh from Krishi Upaj Mandi Samiti, Jaipur
(KUMS) for shifting 220 KV double circuit line pasg through the terminal
market, Muhana, which was executed in December.20@/noticed that the
initial (March 2005) estimate was revised (Augud3®@ and April 2007) twice
and the same were deposited by KUMS. RRVPNL, howefter finalisation
(December 2007) of bill of quantity raised addiabdemand of 22.60 lakh
towards block charges but KUMS did not depositgame claiming the delay
was on the part of RRVPNL and requested to waieehillock charges. The
management refused (May 2010) to waive the bloclargds but on
subsequent request (October 2010) of KUMS, the WHhidme Directors
(WTD) approved (January 2011) the waiver on theugds that RRVPNL
suffered no revenue loss due to shut-down of Iméhe supply system was
worked on alternate means during the entire perfathut down.

We observed that RRVPNL could not recover the bloblarges due to
incorrect estimation of shut down time during ak tthree times and further
the decision of WTD was in violation of the laidvwdwo policy. This led to loss

of revenue of 22.60 lakh which could have been recovered ha@shimates

were made after considering the appropriate sharhdone.

The Government replied that the contractor didawohplete the work and the
balance work was got completed through departméadtalur which could not

complete the work within due course of time. Itther stated that there was
no disturbance of power therefore no revenue lassiroed to RRVPNL and

there was no violation of laid down policy and henthe WTDs waived the

block charges considering KUMS a Government Orgdians. The reply was

not convincing as shut down actually occurred ama ¢dharges were to be
recovered as per deposit works policy (April 20@4hjch were not included in

all the three estimates and finally had to be weio# on the representation of
KUMS after inclusion in final bill.

(1)) Deposit works of modification of ‘EHT track crosgibetween Madar-
Pushkar new line’ and ‘gauge conversion of RewamngRs-Phulera-Ajmer
section’ were undertaken by RRVPNL on the requdsiNorth Western
Railway (NWR) and Rail Vikas Nigam Limited (RVNL]J.he block charges
amounting t& 2.26 crore and 1.76 crore respectively to be recovered as per
the modified (March 2006) policy were not includgdhe time of preparation
(June 2006) of technical estimates. The block dsrkgere later included in
the final bill (NWR- May 2009 and RVNL) but couldnbe recovered (May
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2012) since NWR and RVNL were of the view that klabarges levied were
not reasonable and did not commensurate with aatoiding hours.

We observed that negligence in preparation of egdémled to non-recovery
of block charges of 4.02 crore. Had the charges been included in attsn
the actual work would have been undertaken onlgrdfill deposit of the
estimated amount.

The Government replied that recovery from conceragdncy was being
pursued.

Expenditure in excess of RERC approval and lossqtiity

2.1.37 RERC (Investment Approval) Regulations 2006 progiddat no
investment would be considered for ARR/tariff detgration unless it had
been approved by the commission under annual imeggt plan. It further
provides that investment should not exceed theosepr limits specified by
the RERC from time to time and in case capital edgare during a year was
not incurred as per investment plan approved by &ERere should be
prorata deduction of depreciation, interest andrfoe charges and O&M
charges in the tariff at the time of truing up. Tiheestment plan/revised plan
for the years 2007-08 to 2011-12 submitted by RRVPapproved by RERC,
outlay by State Government and actual expendituas ibelow:

(¥in crore)
Year Investment Plan Revised Outlay by State Actual
plan approved investment Government | expenditure
submitted to | by RERC | plan submitted (Revised)
RERC to RERC
2007-08 622.00 639.18 - 622.00 712192
2008-09 825.00 825.0D 1048.52 825/00 1518.04
2009-10 1233.0( 1233.00 1550.00 1233100 1382.70
2010-11 2550.0( 2280.00 2000.00 2000.00 1657.64
2011-12 2820.0( 2470.00 2000.00 2000.00 2014.95
Total 8050.00 7447.19 6680.00 7286.P5

Analysis of the above revealed that:

* RRVPNL incurred excess capital expenditur& &16.48 crore during
2007-10 than the approval of RERC. ConsequenthR®Hisallowed
expenditure oR 53.20 crore towards interest charges at the tifne o
truing up of ARR 2008-09. Truing up order of ARRO2010 was not
yet issued (October 2012) by RERC.

* RRVPNL incurred excess expenditure f948.61 crore than the
capital investment approved by the State Governrderihg 2007-08
to 2011-12 except 2010-11. As a result RRVPNL wagrided of the
20 per cent equity portion of the excess expenditure amountmg
¥ 195.72 crore and had to manage the equity portitmough
borrowings which created minimum additional burdsninterest of
% 55.92 crore.

The Government stated that RRVPNL made effortshab there is no excess
capital expenditure from the approved plan but ¢éb tgansmission system
ready matching with commissioning of generationguts and requirement of
field, excess expenditure was done from outside fulad which could not be
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avoided. It further stated that incase, work ofngraission schemes was
stopped in between to avoid excess expendituresaiemes might be delayed
and later on the payment of price variation wouddrbore than the equity
portion expected from the Government. The reply waisconvincing as the

excess expenditure beyond approved plan could bese avoided by proper
planning and fund estimation of schemes. This teduh payment of interest

on borrowed funds which otherwise would be finantedugh equity coupled

with disallowance of interest by the RERC.

Incentive for achieving higher availability of trasmission system

2.1.38 Clause 82 and 105 of RERC (Terms and Condition®&iermination
of Tariff) Regulations 2004 and 2009 respectivelsovdes for annual
incentive to the transmission licensee on achieavaglability of transmission
system beyond 9Ber cent in accordance with the prescribed fornfllahe
regulations further provides that no incentive klied payable above the
availability of 99.75er cent.

We noticed that the actual availability of transsios system at 132 KV
during 2007-08 to 2009-10 was more thanp@8 cent but RRVPNL did not

claim incentive during truing up of ARR of theseay® It was further noticed
that RERCsuo-motu allowed incentive (August 2009) &f6.63 crore for the

year 2007-08 stating that better performance afitdity could be recognised
more-so when projected ARR was getting reduced bgrsiderable amount
without any return on equity.

Truing up of 2008-09 ARR and 2009-10 ARR were filedviarch 2011 and
November 2011 respectively without claiming inceatiRERC order against
2008-09 ARR was issued in December 2011 withowwalg any incentive
and order for 2009-10 was pending (October 2018)pér prescribed formula
incentive for 2008-09 and 2009-10 worked ouRt@3.22 crore and 16.98
crore respectively.

The Government stated that as per Financial Reating Plan (FRP) 2005,
RRVPNL was not to claim return on equity durings#ion period. It further
stated that RRVPNL did not claim incentive on erdehsystem availability
above targeted availability being additional returview of the provisions of
FRP. The reply was not convincing in view of thetfthat interpretation of
incentive as an additional return was incorrect amdcontravention of
orders/directives of RERC to submit claim for intbem which was not
claimed by RRPVNL.

Availment of higher interest loans

2.1.39 Power Finance Corporation (PFC) increased (Augu3d4p the
threshold limit of short-term loans (STL) for RRVENrom ¥ 120 croré® to

% 300 crore which was further enhanced (Februaryp@iX 500 crore. As
per policy of PFC, STL could be availed initiallgrfa period of 180 days on
the basis of Government guarantee/hypothecatiomssets and thereafter
could be rolled over for a period of another 189sdd he policy was changed

27 Incentive= Annual Transmission Charges X (Annangilability achieved- Target
availability)/ Target Availability.

28 Prior to August 2004, the aggregate sanctiomaitl bf RVUNL, RRVPNL, JVVNL,
AVVNL and JdVVNL wast 600 crore.
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in February 2010 and could be availed in multigge80 days with option to
roll over for a maximum of 360 days or for complete year in one outgo.

We noticed that RRVPNL availed short term loanX df50 crore between
May 2009 and August 2009 from various banks on gowent guarantee at
interest rate ranging between 10 and 1@&0cent though STL from PFC was
available at a rate ranging between 8 and Ber®ent. Further, RRVPNL also
did not roll over the higher interest loans ®f200 crore availed prior to
enhancing of the limit by PFC.

This resulted into payment of avoidable higher negé rate and guarantee
commission amounting t® 6.57 crore to the banks which would otherwise
have been saved had the STL was borrowed from RHF&wvar interest rate
without guarantee commission and the higher intdoass would have been
restructured.

The Government replied that the rates of PFC wenlaaged at the end of April
2009 and a proposal (May 2009) was sent to PFGanat®n a short-term
loan. On receipt of sanction and completion ofatiier formalities, the loan
was availed in installments in July to Septembe®@R20The fact was that
availment of higher interest loans from other isibns instead of PFC
resulted in additional interest burden which cduddve been avoided through
better time management and financial planning.

Awarding of contract at higher rates

2.1.40 RRVPNL with a view to achieve economy and unifogmit cost of
construction of 400 KV and 220 KV bays at existit@0 KV GSSs at
different locations under turnkey contract (TN-28@d TN-294) proposed
(December 2010) the lowest bidder (L1 bidder) tose its quotations on the
basis of least quoted item wise cost. The proposa accepted by the L1
bidder and RRVPNL managed to s&vé.40 crore in this contract.

We noticed that RRVPNL did not apply same principlehe construction of
765/400 KV GSS Phagi and 400/765 KV GSS Anta. Titieepbids for which
were opened (February 2011) under turnkey systehttanlL1 bidder was the
same party (Areva). The L1 bidder was given (Sept&n2011) an option to
select either of the GSSs for construction as ti@®Were of the opinion that
it would not be possible for the bidder to compléte work of both the GSSs
within scheduled time. The L1 bidder selected 468/KV GSS Anta for
which the higher rates were quoted by him in consparto GSS Phagi. The
work of GSS Phagi was awarded to L2 bidder at #tesrquoted by the L1
bidder after adjustment of capitalisation of tramsfer losses.

We observed that the item wise rates quoted byitlde for GSS Anta were
higher than the rates quoted for GSS Phagi for stemes and the decision of
the WTD to award contract to the L1 bidder withmdtching the rates led to
awarding of contract at higher prices amounting 807 croré’.

The Government stated that the item wise comparngas not feasible in
turnkey projects. It further stated that Areva ltguded only one projedte.
TN-2, therefore comparison of cost of individuainit with that of TN-1 which

29 Only unit wise cost of seven major items werasiered for calculating the
difference amount.
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was awarded to other firm could not be insistednupbhe reply was not
convincing as RRVPNL had compared item wise costummkey contract

where same work was involved and the same firm lwas thereby savings
were made. Further, RRVPNL had awarded the workNfL to other firm on

the overall amount quoted by Areva, hence it wasappropriate to conclude
that the amount was not comparable.

Non recovery against risk and cost

2.1.41 RRVPNL placed (May 2009) order for constructionipfl32 KV S/C
line from Saradhana GSS to Pushkar Road, (ii) 1823/C line from MDS
University GSS to Kotra GSS and (iii) 132 KV D/CUOQ of Chittor-
Hamirgarh line to Rashmi. The three lines were dualeal to be completed by
November 2009. It was noticed that the contractarlcc not complete the
work within time schedule consequently RRVPNL dedidMay 2010) to
withdraw the work of first two lines on “as is wikeeis” basis and to complete
the balance work at their risk & cost. Subsequeithythe request (June 2010)
of the contractor to restore the work order, RRVRANS&tored (June 2010) the
work of second line while work order for first limeas awarded (June 2010) to
another contractor. The CMD level committee howelderided that payment
to the defaulting contractor should be made afffecceng recovery of risk and
cost amount for the withdrawn line. It was furtliecided that lifting of un-
utilised material should be allowed after ensuradgquate financial hold
against risk & cost of the amount of withdrawn work

Our scrutiny however revealed that the TEP@id not finalise the risk and
cost amount but CPC made (July 2010 to March 2@ayment oR 65.77
lakh in violation of the decision of CMD level conttee. Further, TLPC
calculated (October 2012) tentative recovery¥ 613.04 lakh towards risk and
cost but the same was pending (November 2012) pprozal by the
competent authority.

As on November 2012, RRVPNL was having financididhof X 1.59 crore
against the defaulting contractor but the same ccowdt be utilised for
recovery as the amount was under attachment bya@lad High Court.

The Government replied that tentative recovery®of3.04 lakh had been
worked out towards risk and cost clause by TLPCgwifhe fact, however,
remained that the tentative recovery worked outTyC was pending
approval by the competent authority and the amauititheld could not be
used for recovery due to Court stay.

| Material Management

2.1.42 The key functions in material management are lagiogn inventory

control policy, timely placement of orders and emmictal procurement of
materials and disposal of obsolete inventory. Appranventory control needs
application of various techniquesiz. determination of maximum and
minimum stock level, determination of safety stoAIBC analysis based on
the value of a particular item and its share ialtquantity.

30 Transmission Line Procurement Circle
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RRVPNL maintains three stores at Heerapura, BeaweérJodhpur, one store
in each zone. Zonal Chief Engineers in each zosesaghe likely works to be
executed by various circles during the year anerafbnsidering the position
of available material in stores net requiremenimatterial to be purchased is
determined. The requirement of material pertainmgub-stations is conveyed
to SSPC and that for lines to TLPC. SSPC and TuRes tenders and the
procured material is either deposited at storesaliriectly delivered at site as
per requirement

The details of annual/monthly stock consumptiont desing stock and
closing stock in terms of months consumption fortla¢ three stores during
the period 2007-08 to 2011-12 are as below:

(¥in crore)
Year Consumption | Consumption | Net Closing Closing stock in terms of
(per annum) (per month) Stock months to consumption

2007-08 73.71 6.14 77.84 12.6B
2008-09 140.85 11.74 86.19 7.34
2009-10 116.63 9.72 121.85% 12.54
2010-11 165.14 13.76 158.7y 11.54
2011-12 148.58 12.38 78.67 6.35

It could be seen from above that the stores of RRVRaintained inventory

level ranging between 6.35 months consumption ar®68l months

consumption during 2007-12. We observed that tbeestthough maintained
higher closing stock in terms of month’s consumptituring 2007-08, 2009-
10 and 2010-11 it neither conducted any ABC ansalgsr fixed any standard
minimum level/reorder level for material requirerhelkeeping higher stock
levels shows improper planning and lack of co-aatlon between execution
and purchase.

Review of material management system revealedollening:

 As on March 2012, non-moving material valuifigs1.57 lakh was
lying at Heerapura store. We noticed that theseemads were
purchased during 1994 to 2005 but could not bé&eatlldue to change
in design/specificationsetc. This showed that these items were
purchased in excess or without requirement. Nopedial of these
items had resulted in diminishing of realizableuealvith passage of
time and incurring of carrying costs.

* Three failed power transformers deposited in tlwesby the field
offices way back during 2000 to 2006 were lyingheiit any decision
as regards repair or disposal. Similarly, threedfarmers were also
lying with AEN-I (C&M 400 KV) Heerapura since 206 2009 for
disposal. It was also observed that two repairadsformers were also
lying with the same office since May 2008/NovemB8d.0 but were
not installed (May 2012).

* Work order for erection of 132 KV S/C Gangapurdi20 KV)-Sri
Mahaveerji line and 220 KV D/C Hindaun-Gangapurditye were
awarded in November 2010 with scheduled complafiang August
2011 and October 2011. We noticed that RRVPNL diatle procure
tower material due to inability of the suppliersboth the cases but
continued to accept the supply of disc insulatard eonductor. The
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disc insulators and conductor &f 3.49 crore purchased between
January 2011 and March 2011 were lying (March 2012)
stores/material at site.

The Government stated that material requirementfimatised for the works
to be executed during current financial year ad aglfor the works which
were to be initiated during current financial yaad targeted to be completed
in next financial year as per plan. It further stathat essential material has to
be kept in ready stock to meet the requirementsnfmintenance work and any
exigency/emergent situation. The reply was not garing as inventory level
more than six months was not justified and couldehlaeen reduced through
proper material management. Higher inventory lésélto blocking of funds
and risk of obsolescence due to change in designgEhspecification besides
deterioration in quality. Further, the reply of Gorment was silent about the
other issues regarding non-moving/slow moving itenamd non-
utilisation/disposal of transformers.

As regards purchase of disc insulators and condugiior to procurement of
tower material, Government replied that supply sder tower material were
placed November/December 2010 and again in Juge2Dill but suppliers
failed to deliver the material.

Non-utilisation of bays

2.1.43 33 KV bays strengthens the distribution system wag that either the
distribution losses are reduced or load on a pdaticdistribution GSS is
reduced/diverted to protect them from overloadifigy.meet this objective, 33
KV bays are constructed along with all new 220/X32 GSSs and further
additional bays are constructed as per the profsegalrement of DISCOMs.

A review of records revealed that large number830KYV bays constructed by
RRVPNL were not utilized since their constructidime number of un-utilised
bays as on March 2009 were 96 which increased td 2aluing
% 31.84 crore as end of March 2012. This increasiagd of unutilized bays
indicated that the project evaluation/DISCOMs piade were not analysed
properly. The non-utilization of bays defeated tkery purpose of
strengthening of distribution system and also ¢ellbcking of funds.

The Government stated that the DISCOM authoritiesewbeing regularly
requested for providing timely inter-connection.eTposition was, however,
that the numbers of unutilized bays were increageay by year.

Un-warranted purchase of transformers

2.1.44 CMD level committee of RRVPNL reviewed (January 2DXhe

supply position of 20/25 MVA, 132/33 KV categoratisformers under TN-
2859 and analysed that against the scheduled sab@$% transformers by
March 2011, delivery of only 30 transformers wageapnted. Considering
inability of a supplier under the said purchase eordo supply five

transformers by March 2011, the committee placaduydry 2011) repetitive
order with another supplier of the same tenderaatesprices. The delivery of
these five transformers was received between 2zZiM2011 and 29 March
2011. The installation/utilization of the transf@rma revealed that 22
transformers could be utilized by June 2011 andetdfeer 10 transformers
were utilized by October 2011 while three transfersnremained unutilized

58



Chapter Il Performance Audit relating to Government Companies

(May 2012) at sites due to non-completion of GS8saccount of non-
completion of civil works/lines/ROW problems.

We found that prices of the transformers were ocligiag trend and lower
prices (between 7.7fer cent and 20.60per cent as compared to previous
tender) were received in price bids opened duringust 2010 to November
2010 for other capacity transformers. It was alsticed that another tender
(TN-2920) for 42 transformers of the same capaagiythat of TN-2859 was
floated during October 2010 and technical bidswhbrch were opened during
November 2010 was kept pending for finalisatioh dilly 2011. Purchase
orders for TN-2920 were issued in July 2011 atieepbelow 22.06er cent
than the updated price of TN-2859.

We observed that RRVPNL delayed the finalisationrbf2920 against the
purchase manual directions of finalizing the sanithiwv 120 days from the
date of opening of tender and gave repetitive ofalefive transformers under
TN-2859 at higher prices. Had the TN-2920 beenliied as per purchase
manual directions by March 2011, the delivery & five transformers could
have been obtained by June 2011.

Thus, delay in finalizing TN-2920 extended unduedi# to the supplier
under TN-2859 by placing repeat order for five sfanmers at higher prices
without any actual requirement at the sites. Thesulted into extra
expenditure ok 2.29 crore.

The Government replied that repetitive order untidr2859 was placed in
January 2011 to meet the targets of financial $8410-11. The transformers
supplied against repeat order were utilized proynml April/May 2011
(except one transformer at Sarna Doongar due to Rl@Wlem of line). It
further stated that no extra expenditure was imcuas delayed supplies of
five transformers under TN-2859 were taken at loprezes of TN-2920. The
fact was that only 22 transformers were utilisedtaplune 2011 indicating
there was no need of repeat order for five tramséos. Had the TN-2920 been
finalised as per purchase manual directions by Mafl1, the delivery of the
five transformers could have been obtained by R0l at reduced prices.
Further, getting supplies of five delayed transfersnunder TN-2859 at the
prices of TN-2920 was not recoupment of the exx@eaditure incurred due
to repeat order.

Advance procurement of conductor

2.1.45The delay in completion of Chhabra-Hindaun line a@thabra-
Bhilwara line by 16 and 21 months respectively dudack of preparatory
activities has been discussed in paragraph 2.A4Xegards procurement of
conductor for these lines the purchase orders exszded in December 2007
with scheduled delivery in November/December 2008ictv was in
accordance with scheduled completion of the wodes of lines. The supply
of the conductor was to be made in two lots of 2B5& (Lot-1 for Chhabra-
Bhilwara) and 1953 Kms (Lot-2 Chhabra-Hindaun) ionthly packages of
350 Kms and 250 Kms respectively from February 280& to be completed
upto September 2008 while the remaining supply twdse made in December
2008 and November 2008 respectively.
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We noticed that the CMD instructed (December 2Q0 8xpedite the work of

completion of Chhabra-Dahra (portion of ChhabrahBaia) by March 2008

in view of readiness of power evacuation systermfi©hhabra stage-l. The
superintending Engineer (SE 400 KV design) accgiglimstructed (February
2008) the supplier to complete the overall deliveciiedule of both the lines
by June 2008, which was completed in July 2008.

We observed that SE 400 KV design mis-interprebeddirections of CMD

and instead of ensuring conductor availability olyo1581 Kms for only

Chhabra-Dhara portion pre-poned the overall defivsahedule of lot-1 and
lot-2 which was not required as stringing work adHba-Bhilwara portion of
the line could not start till December 2008. Due delayed progress of
stringing work, only 1879.95 Kms conductor could uigized till July 2008

out of total 4509.50 Kms conductor procured.

Thus, the decision to procure all the conductototfl and lot-2 instead of
deferring the supply as per clause®8.8f the purchase order in accordance
with the actual progress resulted in advance pewmoant of 2629.55 Kms
conductor which was utilized during August 2008 $eptember 2010.
Consequently, funds & 72.05 crore remained blocked over a substantial
period.

The Government stated that supply of conductor wescheduled in
anticipation of commissioning of Chhabra TPS uptpt&mber/October 2008.
It further stated that in case the supply of comoluavas taken as per
scheduled delivery then RRVPNL would have to gay.94 crore more
towards price variation. The reply of the Governimeas not correct as the
conductor was procured before delivery scheduléowmit requirement even
before completion of tower work and commencemenstahging work of

Dahra-Bhilwara line. This clearly indicates misergretation of directions
and lack of overall planning of RRVPNL in completiof line. As regards
savings ofX 4.94 crore in the form of price variation, the samwmas after

thought and the inventory carrying cost was muchentioan the savings.

Monitoring and Control

2.1.46 The performance of the GSSs and lines of 400/220K\3 on various
parameters like Maximum and Minimum voltage levélgakdowns, voltage
profiles should be recorded /maintained as perGhd code standards. The
circle offices of RRVPNL compiled yearly MIS repsrtindicating the
performance of the TCCs as well as installed eqaigsmand forwarded the
same to the Corporate Office. However, the inforomatvas not compiled by
MIS wing. Further, verification of MIS reports ofrcles revealed that details
regarding programmed overhauls of equipments likeu@ Breakers (CBs),
due dates of next oil change, On Load Tap Changerations, dates of
maintenance works, performance of GSS batteriedorpgance of relays,
cause-wise analysis of feeder breakdoetnswere not compiled/maintained.

31 Purchaser reserves the right to reschedulpdpegpostpone) of supply of conductor
as per requirement assessed based on actual Eadresinging work of conductor
at site.
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The Government stated that various reports except dates of next oil
changeviz. maximum/minimum voltage levels, breakdowns, rdsoand
maintenance of voltage profile, overhauls/mainteeanf equipments were
recorded in OMS module at circle level. The replgswiot correct as these
reports were neither generated by the circles et t® MIS wing at corporate
level for further compilation and submission toheg authorities for decision
making and improvement in the system.

Review of the envisaged benefits of T&D schemes

2.1.47 RRVPNL executed and commissioned 115 EHT GSSs eautedl a
total length of 7308.33 CKM of EHT lines during rew period. While
approving T&D schemes RRVPNL envisaged benefiteims of reduction in
line losses, improvement in voltage levels andidlael growth to be achieved
by the new schemes. It was, however, observediliea¢ was no system to
measure the achievement/non-achievement of thesaged benefits of the
schemes. In number of cases GSS and lines werele®ajcommissioned
belatedly against the schedule completion periodtihe same were neither
reviewed/measured to assess the return on capgahditure.

The Government while accepting the fact stated ttlere was no
methodology to quantify the scheme wise benefitaninntegrated system. It
was further stated that the overall technical patens of this system were
being monitored.

Internal Controls and Internal Audit

2.1.48 Internal control is a process designed for progdireasonable
assurance for efficiency of operations, reliabildly financial reporting and
compliance with applicable laws and statutes whgldesigned to ensure
proper functioning as well as effectiveness ofititernal control system and
detection of errors and frauds. The shortcomingstarnal control system and
internal audit mechanism as pointed out by Stayufarditors and observed
by us during performance audit are discussed below:

Comments of statutory Auditor

2.1.49 The statutory auditors pointed out following magirortcomings in
their various reports:

* The internal audit system of RRVPNL was not adegjaatd needed to
be reinforced so as to make it more effective axlilt oriented to
cover vast and vital check points.

* Internal Auditors were unable to detect materiaestations regarding
capitalisation of fixed assets, physical verifioatiof inventory, fixed
assets, non-uniform procedure of deposit works classification in
various headsgtc. The same was due to continuous failure of
management to correct major weaknesses in inteamaiols.

The Government accepted the fact and stated tbavdink of audit was being
carried out without sufficient staff and were tryibest efforts to carry out
effective internal audit. The Government also ajgedhthat it had awarded a
work order to conduct internal audit of commercaicounts for the year
2011-12.
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Our findings

2.1.50 We observed following shortcomings in the interoahtrol system
and internal audit mechanism during the courseedibpmance audit:

1. No parameters for quantum of work, selection of poaver and
deployment of manpower for internal audit had b&amed which
showed unscientific management of the internaltasygitem as out of
34 selected units during 2011-12 internal auditgraould cover only
22 units. Further, the internal audit wing pointedt only meager
recoveries ranging betwe&rD.39 lakh and 0.71 lakh during 2009-10
to 2011-12.

2. Little cognizance was given to internal audit comitseas out of 677
outstanding paras as on March 2012, 100 parasimettathe period
2003-06.

The Government stated that parameters for quantumvodk, selection of
manpower and deployment for internal audit had besened and two internal
audit parties were working for expenditure of 34tsirand one party for
commercial accounts. The reply was incorrect akington record was found
as regards selection and deployment of manpowg@eagjuantum of work.
Further, the fact of inadequate deployment of mamgpchad been accepted
above by the Management. As regards outstandingsparwas stated that
vigorous efforts were being made at corporate léwvedettle the outstanding
paras.

\ Conclusion

* Plans for capacity additions/augmentation were notprepared
keeping in view the peak demand and existing transigsion
capacity and hence, extra/idle transmission capagitncreased over
the years;

* RRVPNL could not adhere to the norms/criteria stipdated by
RERC/CEA regarding operation and maintenance of trasmission
system;

* RRVPNL could not complete transmission projects witin
scheduled completion period due to deficient planng and non-
adherence to recommendations of Task Force Commite on
Project Management.

* Transmission losses were in excess than fixed by B/RERC. The
capital investments did not contribute to effectivereduction in
transmission losses during the review period and thlosses stood at
6.20 per centagainst the norms of 4 and 4.er centof CEA &
RERC respectively;

 There was mismatch in commissioning of transmissiomrojects
with generation projects;

* RRVPNL did not implement the Disaster Management Rin at
Grid Sub-Stations. Vulnerable centres having highdsrisk were
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also not identified and comprehensive state-wide dis were never
carried out to test the capabilities.

RRVPNL could not file ARR in scheduled time and didnot claim
incentive for enhanced availability of transmissionsystem than
targeted. The capital expenditure was incurred in xcess to the
amount approved by RERC/Government; and

There were instances of improper material managemeras higher
level of inventory was kept, material was procuredn advance of
requirement and bays remained idle for considerableperiod of
time.

Recommendations

RRVPNL needs to:

Prepare plans for capacity additions/augmentation &eping in view
the peak demand and existing transmission capacity;

Adhere to the recommendations of Task Force Commige on
Project Management and take effective steps to engucompletion
of transmission projects in scheduled time,

Ensure adherence to norms/criteria stipulated by RRC/CEA
regarding Operation and Maintenance of transmissiorsystem;

Ensure completion of transmission system with commasioning of
generation projects;

Ensure implementation of Disaster Management Planroadly;

Evolve mechanism for timely submission of ARR to RRC. The
Capital expenditure should be kept as per plan apmved by
RERC/Government;

Analyse and monitor inventory level.

63



Audit Report No. 2 (Public Sector Undertakings) for the year ended 31 March 2012

64



2.2 Performance Audit on Rajasthan State Road Dev@bment
and Construction Corporation Limited

Executive Summary

Rajasthan State Road Development and
Construction Corporation Limited
(Company) mainly executes three types of
works (i)  Tender  works, (i)
Centage/Deposit works (iii) BOT projects.

Work performance

The pace of completion of works was very
dow as against 208 works pending for
execution at the beginning 2006-07 and
286 works (¥ 3814.66 crore) obtained
during 2006-12, only 267 works (¥891.06
crore) could be completed and
transferred to client department. Almost
82 per cent (186 works) works were
completed with a delay upto 18 months
while in 18 per cent cases (42 works) the
delay was beyond 18 months. The
maximum execution of works was 66
months. Delay in completion was
attributable to awarding and
commencement of work by the
contractor, late approval of drawings by
client department, completion by
contractor, supply of cement and steel by
the Company, poor monitoring and
supervision of works and release of funds
by the client department. It deprived the
Company of timely recovery of centage
besides loss of credibility where the client
department withdrew the work and loss
of socio-economic benefits to the State.

Deposit/Centage works

The rates of centage were fixed by the
GOR way back in 1996 but the Company
never reviewed the adequacy of centage
towards recoupment of actual
administrative  overheads  incurred.
Against the directions of GOR to recover
nine per cent centage on actual cost, the
effective recovery turned out between
7.24 and 8.15 per cent against actual
overheads ranging between 8.06 and
11.48 per cent, thereby leaving a gap of
¥ 21.10 crore during 2006-08 and 2009-
11. Besides, the Company while arriving
out total cost did not include the interest
and finance charges which also resulted
in short recovery of centage of ¥ 2.65
crore on the projects executed during
2010-12. Further, instead of charging 15

per cent profit on the investment as
allowed under Rajasthan  Road
Development Rules, 2002, the Company
charged centage at the rate of seven per
cent which resulted in under recovery of
profit by & 17.96 crore on 13 roads
entrusted by the State Government
during 2009-10.

Tender works

The Business Procurement Cell of the
Company largely failed to increase tender
business by 10 per cent as per the
directions of the State Government. Out
of participation in 195 tenders during
2006-12, the Company could secure only
three tenders valuing ¢ 65.08 crore. Of
eight tender works completed during
2006-12, the Company earned profit of
¥ 2.26 crore on six works and incurred
loss of ¥0.80 crore on two works. The
profit on these works was without
apportioning administrative cost which
after consideration would turn the tender
worksinto loss of ¥4.63 crore. There was
substantial delay in raising final bills of
the completed projects ranging between
three and 31 months with the client and
as on March 2012 payments of & 2.94
crore were pending for realisation.

BOT Projects

The Company overbooked the profits by
¢ 17.70 crore during 2006-12 due to
incorrect accounting of BOT projects
entrusted by the State Government. The
Company contrary to the provisions of
the Rajasthan Road Development Act,
2002 and MOU with State Government
collected toll of ¥16.82 crore in addition
to actual recovery of investment
including interest.

Contract Management

The Company invited tenders without
including risk and cost clause in the
standard bidding document. This caused
additional financial burden of ¥ 15.47
crore transpired due to re-invitation of
bids on un-executed works by defaulter
contractors. There was lack of co-
ordination and uniformity in execution
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of the work among units as similar the manual were not adhered to and
nature of works were got executed by variations in budgets were not analysed.
different units by clubbing with main Improper planning and in-adequate
contract or through separate contract contract management led to delay in
and by using different rates of BSR for completion of the projects. Excess toll
same items causing extra expenditure of collection was made in contravention to
T48.84 lakh. the provisons of Rajasthan Road

Development Act, 2002 and MOU with

Mechanical Unit GOR. Project formulation was not as per

The overall performance of the Rules which caused short recovery of
mechanical unit was not satisfactory and profit and further centage charges were
it negatively contributed to the profits of also not adequate to meet administrative
the Company. The hire chargesin all the cost. The Company executed un-viable
years except 2009-10 were not even able road projects and improper evaluation of
to cover the direct cost. The Company tenders, absence of risk and cost clause
while fixing cost to be charged on deposit and lack of co-ordination among units
works did not include the element of caused extra expenditure. There was
labour cost employed on the machinery under utilization of plant and machinery
in the hire charges and consequently against the standard hours recommended
labour charges of & 7.35 crore were by Ministry of Surface Transport. The
under recovered. The overall utilization review contains five recommendations
of machinery as on March 2012 against which include preparation of long-term
the standard annual hours recommended action plan and annual plan to minimize
by MOST was only 41.41 per cent and the dependence on  entrusted  works;
individual utilization ranged between adherence to the Manual, Rules and
22.24 and 79.38 per cent. Procedures; proper planning, effective

_ ) monitoring and co-ordination  with
Conclusions and recommendations contractors as well as clients to avoid
The Company did not prepare long term delay in execution of works; ensure
action plan to ensure achievement of viability of the projects and adequacy of
organisational objectives and was wholly centage pharg% to maintain profitability;
dependent on the works entrusted by the and optimum utilization of plant and
State  Government/Departments/PSUs. machinery.

The procurement of works on its own
was almost negligible. The provisions of

Introduction

2.2.1 Rajasthan State Bridge and Construction Corporatlomited
(RSBCCL) was incorporated in February 1979, as allwhowned State
Government Company to augment the limited numbespscialized and
qguality construction agencies available in the &tahd Country so as to
reduce the cost/time overruns in the constructibrBodges, Roads and
Buildings. RSBCCL was renamed (18 January 2001Ramsthan State Road
Development and Construction Corporation LimiteGo(npany) to include
the construction of privately financed infrastruetu projects, mainly
Highways, Bridges and Rail Over Bridge (RO&E. being constructed on
Build-Operate-Transfer (BOT)/Public Private Parsigo (PPP) model.

The Minister for Public Works Department (PWD), @avment of Rajasthan
(GOR) is the Chairman of the Company and is furthssisted by the
Managing Director, Company Secretary, Financial i8dv and the General
Managers. As on March 2011, the Board of Direc{BGD) of the Company
comprises of seven directors apart from ChairmahManaging Director.
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The Company mainly executes three types of wo(RsTender worksi.e.
works/contracts procured through participationameetitive bidding, invited
by various Government Bodies/Organisations throughe country, (ii)
Centage/Deposit workd.e. works/contracts entrusted by various State
Government Departments/Undertakings on cost plussband (iii) BOT
projects. The Company executes the projects thraunghoffices, headed by
the Project Directors (PDs) who are further asdidtg the Project Officers
(POs). The unit offices are of temporary nature anel created as per the
volume of the work requirement. The units are woupdor are merged with
other units after completion of the project/s. Plasition of units during 2007-
08 to 2011-12 excluding service units (Mechanical Blectrical units) was as
below:

Year 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12
Number 17 17 17 28 28
of units

Revenue Sources

2.2.2 The various sources of revenue include income fB@T projects,
centage/deposit works, tender works, hiring of nreehand other incomez
interest income, sale of tendets. The Company earned revenuea286.28
crore during last five years ending March 2012 fiihese sources.

The revenue from various sources is depicted ircipaet below.

40.90; 14%\ Tin crore
5.02; 2%
\

8.69; 3%_— 48

® I[ncome from BOT projects ® I[ncome from centage charges
Income from tender works ® [ncome from hiring of machines
= Other income

Scope of Audit

2.2.3 A comprehensive Performance Audit on “Constructanivities” of

the Company appeared in the Audit Report (Commigrina the year ended
31 March 2005. The review had been discussed (N&y by the Committee
on Public Undertakings (COPU) and the recommendatieport of the

1 The position of the works during the year 2082#2011-12 is referred in paragraph 2.2.9.
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Committee was placed in the State Legislature oA@§ust 2011. The main
recommendations of the COPU were (i) to executgtbgcts in time bound
manner (ii) to ensure sound contract managementdicontrol cost overrun
(iv) to maintain quality and (v) to ensure sounghficial management.

The present performance audit covers performanceghef Company in
execution of deposit works, BOT projects and terwderks during the period
2006-07 to 2010-11. The working figures for thery2@11-12 have also been
incorporated in the Performance Audit. The audimeixation involved
scrutiny of records at the Head Office, four sesvimits (one mechanical and
three electrical), Gurgaon unit and three othetsuwdaipur-1, Jodhpur-I and
Jaipur-Il) during last five years ending March 20The selection of units was
based on the total highest turndvand maximum number of execution of
tender works. Besides, three units (Udaipur-1l,hjna-II and Chittorgarh-I)
having turnover 12.3ger cent of the total turnover were also reviewed as the
same were lying in the vicinity of selected unitbus, the size of sample was
39.28per cent of the total turnover of the units during 20064072010-11.
During the course of performance audit 102 centegd&s having turnover of

% 234.33 crore, seven roads having turnovet 662.46 crore and 11 tender
works with turnover oR 129.08 crore were selected on the basis of vdlue o
work more thark 20 lakh.

Audit Objectives

2.2.4 The performance audit of the Company was carriddt@wascertain
whether:

* There was action plan and projects were implemeafesd adequate
planning, survey, investigation and estimates ttercaffectively to
infrastructure needs of the State; and

* There was a transparent system for contract dociatem bidding
and awarding the work as per the terms and agreteshéme contract.

Audit criteria

2.2.5 The source of the audit criteria were the following

* Agenda and minutes of the meetings of BODs and kex
Committees (EC);

» Instructions/guidelines issued by the State Govemtftompany;
* Road traffic census data and consultancy reports;

* Basic Schedule of Rates (BSRs) issued by the Pulliorks
Department;

2 Total turnover of the Company during 2006-07 @ @11 was 1216.68 crore. Total turnover
in the three selected units during 2006-07 to 2D1Qvas, Jaipur-11 75.56 crore), Jodhpur-I
(X 114.15 crore) and Udaipur-R (90.08 crore) and selection was 2298 cent of total
turnover. The total of sample was 39@8 cent (including 3.98per cent turnover of Gurgaon
unit).
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» Detailed Project reports of toll projects;

» Standard bidding document containing general aedisp terms and
conditions;

* Rajasthan Road Development Act, 2002 and Rules;
* Budget and financial estimates/statements;

* Material at site accounts, Measurement books, Juok Wills, monthly
running accounts and monthly progress reports; and

* Procurement and operational manuals of the Company.

Audit Methodology and Findings

2.2.6 We explained the audit objectives, audit criteaadit methodology
and scope of the Performance Audit to the Managemelintry Conference
(March 2012). The audit findings were reportedhte Government/Company
(August 2012) and discussed in the Exit conferdihmember 2012) which
was attended by Deputy Secretary to the Governrokemajasthan, Public
Works Department and Managing Director of the Camypalhe views
expressed (November 2012) by the Management haveen be
considered/incorporated while finalizing the Pemfance Audit Report.

Planning

2.2.7 The Company did not prepare long term action planehsure
achievement of the objectives laid down in Memotandf Association. The
Company was mainly dependent on the works entrustedthe State
Government/Departments/PSUs. The procurement oksvat its own was
almost negligible. The work performance has beetutised in subsequent
paragraphs.

Budgetary analysis

Budgetary analysis

2.2.8 The Company prepares annual physical and finarbidgets. The
budget manual provides that budgets should be pd@nd approved by the
Board in the month of February of preceding yearfuither provides that
revised estimates for the current year should dsoprepared showing
separately the actual expenditure for nine montnd estimates for three
months along with detailed justification for varcas.

We noticed that the budget estimates for the y2@@3-08 and 2008-09 were
belatedly approved by the BODs in June 2007 ane AQ®8 respectively.
The budget estimates for 2009-10, 2010-11 and 2@1d«ere also submitted
to the Board on 30 March of the preceding finangi@ar. The Company,
however, did not achieve the targets of turnoveéimeded in the physical
budget except during 2007-08. The shortfall in agglishment of turnover
was ranging between 3.92 and 39(@6 cent. The percentage of variation in
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respect of budgeted revenue and actual was ramgitvgeen 93 and 202er
cent while in respect of budgeted expenditure and actized 82.76 and 235
per cent (Annexure-9).

The Management accepted the facts and statedlitleffioats were being made
to place the budget estimates before Board asimer schedule. It further
stated that budget provisions were mere approximati quantum of work
likely to be executed during the year and couldbeostrictly adhered to list of
work indicated in the budgets. The controllable enges were closely
watched and had been kept within prescribed cailohgring last five years.
The fact remained that the reasons of wide vanaticthe budget were never
analysed and appraised to Board as required imgneual of the Company.
Further, the administrative expenses also rangatgden 93 and 16fer cent
of budget indicated the lack of control over expand.

Position of works in hand

2.2.9 The details of various works (in numbers and vahex)ding execution
at the beginning of the year, works received areteted during the year and
pending execution at the end of year during 20066@011-12 are as below:

(¥in crore)
Year Works Works Works Work Works
pending at the | obtained executed completed and | pending at
beginning of | during the during the transferred to |the end of the
the year year year the client year

during the year
No. | Value | No. | Value | No. | Value | No. Value |No. | Value

2006-07 | 208 | 255.93 55 265.0

N

26 141.84 84 119.96 179 277.8

2007-08| 179 | 277.81 5§ 332.2 23 170.10 29 112.54 pO5 335.3

2009-10| 208 | 489.35 58 2656.9 26 221.50 45 167.13 221 7243.

2010-11| 221 | 543.72 48 24995 26 394.48 61 185.25 P08 B52.9

3
il 4
2008-09| 205 | 335.37 34 19948 239 289.f3 31 135.75 p08 889.3
0 6
9
4

2011-12| 208 | 752.95 36 11101 24 873.57 17 170.43 P27 0856.

It could be seen from above that the pace of camopleof works was very
slow. As against 208 works pending execution athibginning 2006-07 and
286 works valuing® 3814.66 crore obtained during 2006-12, only 267k&or
(54.05per cent) valuingI 891.06 crore could be completed and transferred to
client department. Further, out of 208 works pegdiecution at beginning

of 2006-07, 176 works valuingy 179.43 crore (70.1fer cent) were allotted

by State Government/Departments/PSUs. Similarlyypb@86 works obtained
during 2006-12, 283 works valuirgy 3749.58 crore (98.9per cent) were
pertained to Government/Departments/PSUs and rémgaithree works
valuingX 65.08 crore (1.0per cent) could only be procured through tenders.

A comparison of the deposit works vis-a-vis tenderks executed by the
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Company during 2006-07 to 2011-12 is as below:

Year Deposit works Tender works Total
Number | Value in | Number Value Rin Number | Value Rin
crore) crore) crore)
2006-07 231 110.98 3p 30.86 263 141{84
2007-08 208 148.89 2p 21.21 234 170{10
2008-09 218 263.97 21 25.76 289 289|73
2009-10 253 200.08 18 21.42 266 221150
2010-11 264 388.91 3] 5.57 269 394148
2011-12 240 870.24 il 3.33 244 873)57

During 2006-12, the execution of tender works imparison to deposit works
had decreased substantially due to poor particpati open tenders, lack of
professional expertise and unable to compete tloeling coupled with
increased allotment of deposit works/BOT projeastite Company by the
State Government/Departments/PSUs.

Thus, the dependency of the Company was on depmsks and revenue
generated from the works allotted by the State @owent/Departments/
PSUs had been the lifeline of the Company overrmg®f time. The reasons
for slow pace in completion of works are discussesubsequent paragraphs.

The Management stated that pendency of work atrideof any financial year

was unavoidable because period of completion oft wiahe works was either
two years or even more. It further stated that eles® in execution of tender
works in comparison to deposit works was due to @mse rise in turnover
during these years and deputation of additiondl stas not agreed by PWD.
The reply was not convincing as &2r cent of the works were delayed
beyond scheduled completion date. The Company, eweould not secure
works through participation in open tenders aswdised in paragraph 2.2.14.

Delay in completion of work

2.2.10 A review of the 267 works completed and transfertedhe client
department during 2006-07 to 2011-12 revealed tmy 39 works were
completed within scheduled period. The extent daylen execution of 228
works is detailed below:

(Numbers)
Delay in months
Year 1-6 7-12 13-18 19-24 25-3C 31-36 | above 3t | Total®
200€-07 26 21 4 5 3 - i 54
2007-08 10 15 11 7 3 1 1 48
200¢-09 13 7 5 2 1 1 - 2d
200¢-10 20 13 6 5 1 3 2 5
201(-11 13 12 2 1 - - 1] 20
201F12 - 2 6 1 2 2 - 13
Total 82 70 34 21 10 7 4 228

It could be seen that almost §@2r cent (186 works) of the works were
completed with a delay upto 18 months while inp@8cent cases (42 works),
delay was beyond 18 months. The maximum delay vbden execution of

3 The figures mentioned above might not match whith previous table as the unit offices and
accounts wing has taken different approaches fasidd® the works completed and
transferred to the client department.
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works was 66 monthise. in case of works started prior to 2006-07. Delay in
completion was attributable to delay in awarding aammencement of work
by the contractor, late approval of drawings bymidepartment, delay in
completion by contractor, delay in supply of cememd steel by the
Company, poor monitoring and supervision of workd delay in release of
funds by the client department. A few major workewing exorbitant delay
in execution along with reasons are giveimexure-10.

We also observed that non-availability/inadequatgpky/ of steel and cement
was also significant reason of delay in executibwarks. The head office of
the Company procured cement and steel on the bhsisarterly requirement
from the unit offices. The position of ordered qutgnof steel and actual
supply during 2006-07 to 2011-12 is given below:

(In MT)
Year Ordered Quantity Actual supply Short supply
2006-07 8509.2( 8020.26 488.94
2007-08 5670.0( 4672.66 997.34
2008-09 13512.5( 10430.10 3082.40
2009-10 4558.5( 4473.90 84.60
2010-11 2773.1( 2767.57 5.53
2011-12 11827.0( 10142.34 1684.66

The short supply of steel was due to placing oemsan a single bidder which
could not make timely supply as per the requirensérthe units and delayed
the projects. The Company, from 2011-12 onwardsited procurement of
entire steel from Steel Authority of India Limit@ustead of inviting bids.

Delay in completion of works deprived the Comparhtimely recovery of
centage charges besides loss of credibility antbssmmnomic benefits to the
State.

The Management accepted the facts and stated ¢laat Was unavoidable in
the interest of work and Company. Further, thers m@loss of credibility as
these departments were still getting the work donthe Company. The reply
was silent on the issue of delayed and inadequgiplys of cement and steel.
As regards, loss of credibility, Kota Super TherrRalwer Station mentioned
about poor work performance of the Company and nghsctant to get the
work done through Company.

Deposit/Centage works

2.2.11 Deposit/Centage works are those which are exedutdie Company
on actual cost plus certain fixed overheads. TheDP{@OR) authorized
(October 1979) the Government Departments/StatesR&ntrust large civil
engineering works directly to the Company (erste/fiRISBCCL) at actual cost
plus 15 per cent or 10 per cent overhead$ This circular (1979) was
extended/amended from time to time by the Statee@Gwwent to maintain
continuity of business to the Company. However,fiked overhead rates to
be charged by the Company were amended (Janua@y t®%22.50per cent in

case designs and drawings were to be preparedeb@dampany; 1(er cent

4 15per cent overheads if the Company executes the work as arttepntal work while 1@er
cent in case works executed by the Company through adotra
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in case the same was supplied by the client depattnThese rates were
further amended (August 1996) to nip& cent and seven and hagter cent
respectively. These rates were being continueddiv (March 2012).

Adegquacy of centage charges

2.2.12 The Board ofrstwhile RSBCCL constituted (September 1979) a Your
member committee to propose administrative sebufREBCCL. The Report
of the committee was approved (March 1980) by tlwarB. As per the
recommendations of the committee, it was decidexpfopriate fouper cent
centage charges towards staff at sitepeixcent towards staff at headquarters,
three per cent for payment of loan and interest and twer cent as
reserve/profit. Further, the GOR while extending¢Pmber 1981) the period
of circular (1979) reiterated that the overheadsuldoinclude charges
pertaining to or incidental to a woile. establishment expenditure of office
staff and field supervisory staff of the level ofinlor Engineer, office
expenses and running and maintenance of vehicled @& supervisory
purposes.

We observed that the Company never reviewed theuady of centage
charges towards recoupment of actual administratest incurred on
execution of deposit works. Further, the effectreduction in recovery of
centage charges from pBr cent (1979 to nineper cent in 1996 was also not
reviewed considering increase in administrativet consequent to two wage
revisions and inflation in economy.

The position of actual administrative cost incurrea deposit works and
centage charges earned during 2006-07 to 2011 di26a inAnnexure-11.

It could be seen from the annexure that the centhgeges earned were not
sufficient to cover the actual administrative exglieare/overheads incurred on
execution of deposit works except in the years 20@&nd 2011-12. Against
the directions of GOR to recover niper cent centage charges on actual cost,
the effective recovery turned out between the rasfgeé24 and 8.1%per cent
against actual overheads ranging between 8.06 a8 per cent; thereby
leaving a gap of 21.10 crore during 2006-08 and 2009-11 withouluding
interest and finance charges and depreciation ahimeryetc.

We also noticed that the Company either did notrggnacentage on some
project§ or the rate charged was lower than fixed by thegBmment. In some
caseSthe Government itself directed to charge a lowaéz than prescribed by
it. We further noticed that the Company chargedtaigs on BOT projects
ranging between three and nip& cent against 15er cent as allowed under
Rajasthan Road Development Rules 2002 without pagific directions from
the Government.

The rates of centage were fixed by the GOR way lad©96 and thereafter
as commented above the overheads increased manbesbite this the
Company never approached the Government for revisiocentage rates.

5 Chairman and Managing Director (CMD) of RSBCCL, ChiefgiBeer (PWD), Chief
Engineer (Irrigation) and Deputy Secretary to GOR.

Govind Devjee Temple (Nil), Satellite HospitaliljNaind Construction of [IT-R (per cent).

High Court Building Jodhpur (6.per cent), Construction of Medical College Jhalawar (5.5
per cent) and Construction of Rajasthan State Judicial Acad@n per cent).

~N o
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Further, a recovery below than prescribed limits BOT projects also
contributed to short recoupment of the actual ozads incurred.

The Management stated that calculation had beere dmn attributing
overheads to deposit works only, while the samepomaer and machinery
was also deployed on the execution of tender wadrks. overall recovery of
centage keeping in view the payment made to meststortfall towards
pension fund of employees was ranging between peR4ent and 8.96per
cent. The reply was not correct as the calculation d@se after apportioning
overheads between deposit and tender works in #fie of respective
turnover. Further, the turnover of deposit worksswaken net off centage
charges. As regards provisions towards the empsoyeension fund, the
shortfall pertained to respective years was alsoetoecovered in subsequent
years.

Non-recovery of centage on interest and profit

2.2.13 The norms for project formulation mentioned in Araee A of the
'‘Rajasthan Road Development Rules 2002' stipuliger cent interest rates
to be included in the cost of project. The ternwtual cost’ indicated in GOR
Circular 1981 mention that any cost directly refat® the works to be
included in the actual cost of the project. Thernest cost during construction,
being the direct cost should have been includextinal cost while calculating
the centage charges. A review of the system ofgohgrcentage revealed that
the Company while arriving at total cost did notlude the interest and
finance charges which resulted in short recovenyeotage of 2.65 croré on
the projects executed during 2010-12.

Annexure-A to the ‘Rajasthan Road Development Ru2892’ (Rules) also
allowed 15per cent profit to the person/entrepreneur with whom thetesta
Government has entered into an agreement for deweot of road on his
investment. The Company instead of charging pgb cent profit on the
investment, charged at the rate of sepencent as centage. This resulted in
under recovery of profit b§ 17.96 crore on 13 roads entrusted during 2009-
10 by the State Government.

The Management replied that MOU with GOR for exexubf BOT projects
allowed only rate of sevemer cent. It further stated that recovery of
investment with seveper cent charges takes a period of about 20 years and it
was not prudent to claim 1per cent centag@ charges. The reply was not
correct as the MOUs did not provide for rate oftage recovery and rather
allowed 15per cent profit as per norms for project formulation.

Tender works

2.2.14 The State Government extended the validity of ¢acto award large
civil engineering works directly to the Company bgovernment
Departments/State PSUs from July 2005 onwards tivércondition that there
should be increase of Jer cent in the volume of works procured by the
Company by tender process every year. Report t® éffiect was to be

Sevemer cent of interest capitalise®(37.91 crore) during 2010-12.
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conveyed to Finance and Administrative departm@@BR) by 31 March of
each financial year. Failure to submit such repastid result in automatic
withdrawal of extension prematurely. Prior to thife Company had
constituted (April 2002) a Business Procurement (B#C) to secure tenders
by participating in the bidding process. The celaswresponsible for
examination of Notice Inviting Tenders (NITs), paeation of proposals for
new tender works and technical bid and submissiats eecommendations to
the Managing Director (MD) who was the competentharity to take
decision for participation on the basis of pastezignce and capacity of the
Company.

We noticed that the BPC largely failed to incretseler business by Ifer
cent every year as the performance of the Company ieteparticipation was
meager. Besides, the Company never reported therpemce of tender
business to the State Government despite standiectidns to do the same in
every financial year.

The status of participation in tenders by the Camgpand the contracts
actually procured there against during six yeadirgnMarch 2012 is given
below:

Year No. of tender in| No. of tenders| Total value of| Percentage
which the Company | acquired by | works acquired | success in
participated the Company | Rin crore) participation

2006-07 15 0 q Q

2007-08 21 2 56.58 9.5p

2008-09 17 1 8.50 5.88

2009-10 138 Q d (

2010-11 4 0 0 0

2011-12 0 0 0 0

Total 195 3 65.08 1.54

The Company out of participation in 195 tendersrp2006-12, could secure
only three tenders valuing 65.08 crore. During 2006-07 and 2009-12 the
Company even could not secure a tender, out ocjgtion in 157 tenders.

The Management stated that main reason for noicipation in tender works

was immense rise in turnover during these finangedrs and scarcity of
Engineers and technical staff and lot of works @amdhto execute. The reply
was not convincing as the Company executes thesnamkcontractual basis,
which did not affect the shortage of manpower. fthraover of deposit works

was increased October 2010 onwards and priorthe iCompany could secure
only three tenders out of participation in 195 tensdwhich indicated that the
guoted rates were not competitive. Further, the @ managed with

almost same number of staff even after five tinmesdase in turnover.

Determination of non-feasible price bid

2.2.15 The Company patrticipated (October 2007) and acdgpteril 2008) a
tender work valuing 13.46 crore for construction of 60 number of resihl
units of various categories at Kota Super Thernwald? Station (KSTPS),
Kota. For execution the contract, the Company, betwApril 2008 and June
2008, invited tenders two times but could not fis®lit as the rates received
were on higher side. On the basis of last tendeng(2008), the Company
assessed that it would suffer a losXaf8.94 lakh in case it was executed.
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Considering the probable loss in execution of tleekwthe Company refused
(August 2008) KSTPS to execute the work on the phed the work was
awarded after expiry (December 2007) of the validit the bid. Since the
Company did not execute the work, KSTPS issuedy (2009) notice for
recovery oR 22.48 lakh towards risk and cost of the work awdrtb another
contractor. The actual risk and cost of the work hat been assessed by the
KSTPS (September 2012).

The Management stated that KSTPS placed work oxitér the Company
even after withdrawal of bid. The Company decide@xecute the work and
demanded escalation due to delay in issue of wailkrpwhich was lawful
and justified. The reply was not correct as the Gamy managed its inability
to execute the work on the quoted rates taking pfethe validity period of
bid. Had it been the reason for non-execution,Gbenpany would not have
invited tenders twice and asked (June 2008) fowithgs and designs coupled
with assurance (July 2008) to commence the worthbyManaging Director.
Further, the tender conditions/work order did ntpudate any escalation
clause.

Performance in execution of tender works

2.2.16 The position of tender works completed during 20@6to 2010-11
and in progress as on March 2012 is giveimexure-12. It could be seen
from the annexure that:

« Of eight tender workscompleted during 2006-07 to 2011-12, the
Company earned profit & 2.26 crore on six works while incurred
loss ofX 0.80 crore on two works. The profit worked outr{ded
value of work less actual expenditure) on the actual investment/
expenditure on these works was ranging between gefZent and
6.25 per cent. We, however, observed that the Company did not
apportion the administrative cost incurred on ekeauof these works
which was ranging between 7.@@r cent and 11.48per cent during
the period 2006-07 to 2010-11. After consideringamistrative cost
the profit of 1.46 crore earned on these eight completed wodkgddv
turn out into loss of 4.63 crore.

* There was substantial delay in completion of thesgects ranging
between 9 and 41 months from scheduled completoiog envisaged
in tenders. We observed that the client departndidtaot made fronts
timely available, delay in providing drawings andsuns, incorrect
assessment of bill order quantity (BOQ), excess exich work. The
Company, however, made delay in providing cement steel and
deficient monitoringgtc.

 There was substantial delay in raising final bifl the completed
projects ranging between 3 and 31 months with thentc The
payments were made by the clients with a delayedngpto 7 months
and as on March 2012 paymentsXa2.94 crore were pending receipt
from clients on four completed projects.

9 Works procured prior to 2006-07.
10 9.51per cent being the average of five years administrative eostturnover.
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The Management stated that after meeting seaencent administrative
overheads the Company incurred minor los @12 lakh on the 11 works.
The reply was not correct, as stated above, thep@aognincurred loss on eight
works executed and completed during last six yeading March 2012 and
remaining three works were shown in progress asipéatest accounts. Thus,
the position of profit/loss on these remaining éhnworks could not be
assessed. The reply was silent on the issue of deleompletion of projects,
delay in raising of final bills and non-receiptpdyments from the clients.

BOT Projects

2.2.17 The Company executed two types of BOT projects, wheeh was
directly allotted by the State Government with fld& period of concession
and the other procured by the Company in competibidding with fixed
concession period. In case of flexible period @iaession, the Company was
to recover investment made on the project throegly bf user fee (Toll) as
per the provisions of Rajasthan Road Developmertt 2002. After full
recovery of investment, the project was to be feansd to the State
Government free of charge. While in case of fixedigl of concession, the
Company was to collect toll during specified perméntioned in the tender.
In this case the collection of toll in excess olobethe investment was to be
the profit or loss of the Company, as the case loeay

The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between ttaeSGovernment
and Company for execution of BOT projects rendenedlexible concession
period basis include the capital cost of constagtinterest on capital cost,
maintenance co&tc. of the project during the period required for nemy of
investment and would be recovered through collaatibtoll. Clause 5 of the
MOU provides that the Company shall maintain a sdpaaccount for the
‘project’ detailing all these costs and recoverytofal investment through
collection of toll. The details of this account BHze submitted to the State
Government every year in April. The Company prepaedefinitive project
report (DPR) and on the basis of all the likely tso® be incurred and
expected toll revenue, a concession period forugemnt of investment is
determined.

Accounting System of BOT projects

2.2.18 As per system adopted by the Company for accourginfexible
concession period BOT projects, the profit elemanthe form of centage
charges included in the project’s capitalized ahsing construction period.
The excess/short recovery of toll than the capkalicost of project amortized
was treated as profit/loss of that particular year.

We observed that since the element of profit watuded in the investment
till completion of the project and treating the egs/short recovery of toll than
the amount amortised during concession period@sne/expenditure was not
in accordance with the provision of MOU and gergratcepted accounting
principles. This led to inflation/deflation of th@ofit/loss of that particular
year. The Company overbooked the profitkly7.70 crore during 2006-07 to
2011-12.
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The Management stated that the Company was foltpuiis policy since
financial year 2002-03 and was accepted by the tAadd Income Tax
Authorities. Further, the profit earned during 2ad6was onlyk 9.88 crore.
The reply was not convincing as the MOUSs for thejguts were signed with
GOR in 2009 which provided for recovery of investrhenly. Prior to the
MOUs all the projects, whether acquired throughdéza or directly entrusted
by GOR were treated at par and accordingly accogritir entrusted projects
was considered. As regards difference in figurprofit, the Management had
not considered thrée projects surrendered to the Government. After
considering these three projects surrendered,rtfee was 17.70 crore.

2.2.19 During 2006-07 to 2011-12, the State Governmermttali 23 road
construction works to the Company for executionarnBOT system with
flexible period of concession. One road was alsmyred by the Company
through competitive bidding with fixed period ofrm@ssion. Out of these 21
roads, the Company had executiedir™ roadsand started collecting toll
between December 2009 and May 2011. Of remaininglibfted roads, 11
roads were under execution and DPRs of two roads wader preparation as
on March 2012. The other fddrroads were withdrawn by the State
Government for execution under different schemé® gosition of the roads
under execution and the margin money depositechbyState Government
there against is given linnexure—13.

Collection of Toll

2.2.20 During 2006-07 to 2011-12 the Company had beerecitig toll on
12'° roads having fixed and flexible period of concessiOut of these, three
roads with fixed period of concession and threelsoaith flexible period of
concession had been surrendered to the State GosetnAs on March 2012
the Company was collecting toll on §iXBOT projects. The shortcomings
noticed in collection of toll during review periadle discussed below:

Excess collection of toll

2.2.21 The State Government awarded (February 2001) thek wad

construction of Banswara — Dahod road, Massi Bridgel Mangalwar-
Nimbaheda road to the Company with right to recameestment by levy of
toll. The Company completed the Banswara — Dahad,rMassi Bridge and

11 Banswara-Dahod Road (surrendered on 4 June 2Q0@3phgalwar-Nimbahara Road
(surrendered on 3 August 2010) and Massi overbridge Sanganer Malpura Road
(surrendered on 31 March 2011).

12 One road was allotted by the State Governmeadtiire 2008 while 19 roads were allotted in
January 2010 and March 2010.
13 Bikaner Bypass (started toll collection from Beber 2009), Chala Neem Ka Thana-Kotputli

Road (started toll collection from October 2010), te@hgarh-Kapasan -Mavli-Dabok Road
(started toll collection from February 2011) andrédgarh-Hanumangarh Road (started toll
collection from May 2011).

14 (i) Pratapgarh - Mandsaur, (i) Sanderao - Fdliiz Jodhpur — Bhopalgarh — Gotan — Merta
and (iv) Bharatpur - Roopwas - Dholpur.

15 Four roads completed during 2006-12 as merdidneparagraph 2.2.19 and eight road
completed prior to 2006-07 and toll was collectedy 2006-07 onwards.

16 (i) Sriganganagar-Hanumangarh, (ii) Hanuman@arntatgarh, (iii) Chomu-Ajitgarh-Shahpura

(iv) Bikaner bypass (v) Chittorgarh -Kapasan —Mawikok, and (vi) Chala Neem Ka Thana-
Kotputli Road.
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Mangalwar- Nimbaheda road at a cost (excludingrést ofI 2.20 crore,
% 1.62 crore and 7.84 crore and started toll collection from NovemB001,
April 2002 and March 2002 respectively. At the tiofeawarding work to the
Company, the State Government did not specify threcession period for
recovery of toll. The State Government notified (R@002) ‘Rajasthan Road
Development Act, 2002’ (Act); Clause 5 of whiclter alia provided that the
State Government might enter into an agreement avithperson or any local
body in relation to development of any road whoutide entitled to collect
and retain the whole or such portion of the toll $och period as might be
agreed having regard to the expenditure involvethendevelopment of the
road and collection of the toll, interest on theita invested, reasonable
return on the investment and volume of traffic. tRar, Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) with State Government for theseks was entered in
March 2009. Clause 7 of the MOU provided that tlevédnment land leased
to the Company should be handed over back immégiatethe day when the
total investment for construction, development andintenance was fully
recovered by the Company. The MOU, however, didmenttion the specific
concession period.

We noticed that the Company, contrary to the prous of the Act and MOU,
continued toll collection on these projects beydhd actual recovery of
investment including interest amounting ¥016.82 crore till these were
surrenderel to the State Government. The Company was awaggaefss toll

collection on these projects but the Chairman aldwOctober 2009) to
continue toll collection in view of substantial ition from the project.

The Management stated that toll was collected up# actual concession
period mentioned in approved DPRs or till extendedcession period. The
reply was not convincing as the period mentioneDRRs was an estimate for
recovery of investment while the MOU signed with &@ March 2009
explicitly provided for recovery of toll till recqament of investment. Further,
the provisions of MOU superseded the concessiaongenentioned in DPRs.

I mproper planning

2.2.22 Sensitivity analysis is an important tool in fa@ting investment
decisions involving huge capital outlay and largeyimck period. In road
projects, it is pre-requisite for assessing thesifelty of the project that
various factorsviz. estimation of toll collection, interest elememidaoverall
expenditure on the project should be subjectedetusitvity analysis for
proper evaluation and return on investment on thgept.

We observed in two completed projects that the Gompvhile evaluating the
proposals of Chittorgarh-Kapasan-Mavli-Dabok Roadd a Suratgarh-
Hanumangarh Road did not ensure the financial lidesgi of the projects
though the same was specifically mentioned by tlageSGovernment while
conveying (August 2010) administrative and finah¢®m&F) sanction. The
toll collection contract for Chittorgarh-Kapasan\eDabok Road was

17 (i) Banswara — Dahod road surrendered on 4 JOD@, 2xcess collection wds2.38 crore, (ii)
Massi Bridge surrendered on 31 March 2011, excelisction wasI 4.76 crore and (iii)
Mangalwar - Nimbaheda road surrendered on 3 Aug0%0, excess collection w&s9.68
crore.
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awarded (March 2012) for the first year after oglfour times bids & 20.50
crore against the DPR projections ®f 38.23 crore. Further, Suratgarh-
Hanumangarh Road, the contract was awarded (Fgb2042) for initial two
years after calling four times bids%ap5.09 crore against the DPR projections
of ¥ 35.21 crore. The expenditure on these roads tilcM&2012 wag 274.22
crore anck 183.15 crore respectively which was further likeyincrease as
some minor works were pending completion on bo¢hrdads. Further, as per
A&F sanction, the Company was liable to refund nrargoney with interest
to the State Government. The margin money of taeeSkovernment on these
two projects wa 89.57 crore and the rate of interest to be chargas
pending decision with the Government. These prsjeare financed through
borrowing (October 2010 and March 2012)X0200.28 crore from HUDCO,
margin money given by the State Government andirengafrom own funds.

While analyzing the actual toll collection with iesated eight per cent
increase every year (State Government norm foreStaghways is siper
cent) was not even sufficient to meet the cost of feilag which had been
considered at 11.58er cent per annum (rate of interest of HUDCO loan as on
1 April 2012) on both the projects in next 10 aridykars. However, DPR
projections mentioned recovery of cost of financirgn the first year itself
and recovery of investment in 16 years (Chittorgaaipasan-Mavli-Dabok
Road) and 20 years and six months (Suratgarh-Hamgana Road). Thus, in
the absence of sensitivity analysis by factoringuinvariables of interest rate
and estimated toll collection while determining ftiv@ancial viability, these
un-viable projects would not have been acceptetth&yCompany.

The Management accepted the poor viability of roadd stated that after
completion of bridges on these roads, toll wouldasely increase as more
traffic would be diverted. It further stated thlaé tprojects were allotted by the
GOR on open ended basis and there was no loset@€dmpany. The fact
remained that the projects were entrusted by theefBment with clear
instructions to execute the projects after ensufingncial viability, which
was, however, not done by the Company. These psogamnot remain open
ended.

Tender evaluation

2.2.23 For execution of 15 BOT projects awarded (JanuadyMarch 2010)
by the State Government, the Company split thegaaib various stretches
and invited individual tender for each stretch. Téreders were invited in two
parts, technical bids and financial bids. The feiahbids of only technically
qualified bidders were opened, which carried ‘fymartsi.e. G-schedule and
H-schedule and the tenders were finalised in fawuhe bidder who stood
lowest in totality. The shortcomings noticed inden evaluation process are
discussed as below:

18 G-schedule means Basic Schedule of Rate (BSRpm&iand H-schedule means non-BSR
items.
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I mproper evaluation of BOQ-a case study

2.2.24 Based on the BOQ of G-schedule and H-schedule &yets in the
tenders of the projects, the Company awarded thk& armlers in favour of the
lowest bidders. Our scrutiny of the records of @@ngarh — Kapasan — Mavli—
Dabok road revealed that there were vast variatiotse BOQ envisaged in
tender and work actually executed. The variation80Q of G-schedule of
different stretches of the road ranged betwmeus 8.87 andminus 20.81 per
cent while in case of H-schedule, the same was rangetgden 5.02 and
minus 54.62per cent (Annexure-14) This indicated that the DPRs prepared
were not commensurate with the actual work requargsiand there was lack
of field study.

We noticed that of three stretch&sut of total 10 stretches, completed during
April 2011, two items of H-schedule (i) carryingtaonfirmatory bores up to
depth between 0 m to 10 m and (ii) depth betweemml® 20 m though
envisaged in DPRs and tenders of all three stretthe were not actually
executed by the contractor due to non-requirenieesides these, other two
items (i) P & F 100 mm NB Gl pipe rail and (ii) S & road delineator,
envisaged in DPRs and tenders of 60-70 Km and 9B+89stretches were
also not executed. Non-execution of H-schedule stefntenders would have
changed overall status of the of the bidders ietsies 60-70 Km and 90-99
Km and the bidder who stood lowest in totality (€aduleplus H-schedule)
was not actually the lowest in real terms afterleion of the non-executed
items of H-schedule.

Since G-schedule items constitute more tharp@QOcent of the value of the
total order, the Company instead of evaluatingfthancial bids in totality,
should have separately decided the lowest biddeGfand H-schedule and
thereafter the lowest rates for H-schedule itenmikhhave been offered to
the lowest G-schedule bidder to achieve economy @adsparency in
awarding tenders. This would minimize the instarafeshange in the status of
bidders after execution of work.

Had the Company adopted above system of evaluafidimancial bids, the
Company could have sav@d2.13 crore in awarding the tenders for all the
three stretches.

The Management stated that G-schedule and H-sahedaims were
interdependent which could not be awarded to differcontractors. There
could be variation in quantity taken in BOQ and mjitg actually executed,
however, lowest should remain lowest was also easur final quantities.
The reply was not correct as the position of lowsdtler had been changed
after execution of two stretches, as stated ab@e.also observed that the
Company awarded items of G-schedule and H-schedaledifferent
contractors in same stretch (60-70 Km) of a rodaisT the argument put forth
that G-schedule and H-schedule items were interdigrg and could not be
awarded to different contractors did not hold well.

19 (i) 60 to 70 Km stretch, (ii) 80 to 90 Km stitetand (iii) 90 to 99 Km stretch.
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Contract Management

2.2.25 Contract management is a process of managing amgtugng
contracts in an efficient and economic manner. Toatract agreement
includes various clausesz. performance security, bank guarantee, risk and
cost, security depositc. to safeguard the financial interests.

Non-insertion of risk and cost clause

2.2.26 We noticed that the Company while inviting tendinsexecution of

13 roads(Annexure-13) allotted (January and March 2010) by the State
Government made a new standard bidding documertweid not include the
risk and cost clause. The bidding document, apauinffive per cent
performance security included unbalanced?bidlause to safeguard the
financial interests of the Company.

Our scrutiny revealed that the bidders quoted riaesr than the Engineer’s
Cost and procured the work orders but did not cetepthe works within
stipulated time schedule. This led to withdrawalofk by the Company after
forfeiting the fiveper cent performance security and additional performance
security relating to unbalanced bid. Further, ofankgation, the bids were
received at a very high price ranging between 12r@821per cent above G-
schedule than that of earlier awarded ranging betwis and 28.5per cent
below G-schedule.

We observed that performance security and unbalabckagainst the work
orders withdrawn by the Company was not sufficientneet the additional
financial burden on re-invitation of tenders. Ferthin oné' case the

Company though invoked the bank guaranteelIoB.36 crore against
additional performance security but could not matee it due to litigation.

Had the Company incorporated the risk and costselam the contract
agreements, the additional financial burden onuhexecuted works could
have been recovered from the defaulter contractors.

The details of works withdrawn by the Company du@an-execution by the
contractors and additional financial burderkaf5.47 crore transpired due to
re-invitation of bids are given iAnnexure-15

The Management accepted the facts and stated dh&ractors bid on given
set of condition and as such earlier bided workaldcaot be changed,
however, for further tenders the Management woake @& view. It also stated
that no financial burden occurred till date on thtzount. The reply was not
correct as the extra cost as worked out based engtiantities and rates
mentioned in the new bids would be more than thanitial hold due to award
at higher rates than the previous bids. We alsergbd that in the previous
tenders documents of Bikaner Bypass Road the Coynpafuded the risk

and cost clause.

20 If the bid amount of the successful bidder isdpthan the Engineer’'s Cost of the work to be
performed under the contract, then the bid shaltreated as ‘unbalanced bid’ and the bid
amountminus Engineer’s Cost shall be considered as unbalancedram

21 Jodhpur-Osian-Phalodi road.
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Sub-standard execution of work

2.2.27 The Company executed (September 2010 to May 20&lywork (four
lanes from existing two lanes) of Suratgarh—Hanugadm road at an
expenditure ok 183.15 crore. Toll collection on this road was tet@rfrom 5
May 2011. However, the toll collection process va#®rted (11 September
2011) due to damages occurred in the road and epritext of incomplete
work at some stretches.

We noticed that the PWD and the State Governmemdtitoted (between 25
August 2011 and 8 February 2012) three committeesidentify/investigate

the reasons for damage/failure of road, fixing esponsibility and to

determine the cost of removal of defects. The cabesiconstituted by PWD
(17 November 2011) was to submit report within sevlays while that

constituted by the State Government (8 Februar@P@hs to submit report
by 29 February 2012. The findings of the committ@ese not provided by the
Company treating them as confidential. It was fewrthoticed that the State
Government suspended (July 2012) nine engineetseoCompany and also
issued charge-sheet to the then Managing Director.

The PWD inspection notes, however, revealed theatddmages occurred due
to heavy rains and seepage of rain water from tadian of the road. It was
further noticed that Company blamed that the woas wot completed by the
contractors as per Ministry of Road Transport anghitays (MoRTH)
specifications while the contractors blamed the Gany that the consultant
appointed for DPR preparation lacked technical diggeand DPR prepared
was defective. The contractor further blamed thatquality issues were
complained by the officers of the Company duringaiion of road.

The Management accepted the facts and statednitpaity had already been
taken up and all possible measures had been takensure quality work. It
was also stated that the agreement consist clause defect
liability/maintenance guarantee and accordinglyftha has to maintain and
rectify defects upto six years. The reply, howewkd not mention that the
abstract bills of the road were certified by thej€ect Officer stating that the
work had been carried out as per the PWD spedificsit

I mproper co-ordination among units

2.2.28 Co-ordination among different units of the Compaegomesine qua
non when different stretches of a same road are exgédht®ugh different
units. The Dabok - Mavli - Kapasan- Chittorgarhdosas divided into 10
stretches under three units. Three stretches (Q&0 and 30-40) were
under unit Udaipur-l, two stretches (20-30 and Opa®re under unit
Udaipur-ll and remaining five stretches (50-60, &0)-70-80, 80-90 and 90-
99) were under Chittorgarh-1 unit. A review of v@ars works executed by
these three units under different tenders on therse&ompleted stretches
revealed the following shortcomings.

22 First committee by the PWD in August 2011 un8leperintending Engineer (PWD), Second
committee by the PWD in November 2011 under chaishgp of Additional Chief Engineer
(PWD) Zone-1, Jaipur and third committee by theteS@overnment in February 2012 under
Advisor (Infra) RSRDCC.
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(@) We noticed that Chittorgarh unit included the wofkree guard in the
main work order and got executed the same at Gebibhaatedess tender
discount at cost & 513.42 per tree guard. However, the unit-l andvdaed
separate contracts for the same work at a co$tl&50 anR 2000 per tree
guard respectively. We observed that all the thneies lacked co-ordination
and uniformity in execution of the work of tree gilias the Chittorgarh unit
put in place tree guards with iron structure wiile Udaipur unit-I and Il put
in place tree guards with RCC.

Thus, use of disparate tree guards by the unitstdeelxtra expenditure of
% 40.57 lakR®,

The Management stated that works along differemtates were taken up
through different units but DPR was prepared by amesultant. As such there
was no variation on the major items and minor vaEmamight be there on
account of stretch specific requirements, whichldmot be considered as
extra expenditure. The reply was not convincingtrae guard was not a
stretch specific item and similarity was to be ntaimed as per DPR.

(b) The Udaipur-1l got executed the work of filling regultural earth in
central strip at different stretches through iteon & of Chapter of BSR (Earth
work for road R-3) G-schedule rdtess tender discount at cost ¥f66.50 per
Cum ancR 66.97 per Cum. However, the Udaipur-I unit did matlude the
work in G-schedule and invited the tenders by idiclg it in H-schedule
which was awarded &t 125 per Cum for all the three stretches. We oleserv
that by going strictly with the nature of work,cibuld have been executed by
clubbing three itenf§ (number 3, 8 and 9) of the horticulture chapterl()R
under applicable BSR whose combined cost va89 per Cum. After giving
effect of tender discount, the applicable cosh® €ompany was in the range
of X 84.46 toX 85.91 per Cum.

The dissimilarity in execution of same work was dte improper
monitoring/supervision at the level of Deputy GeheManager and
Headquarters’ level who were supposed to verify tbeder documents
submitted by the project directors of each unit.

Thus, non-observance of similarity in executionsafne work led to extra
expenditure of 8.27 lakR>.

The Management stated that the contractor whildingigates for any work
go through the items involved in execution of thatrk. By changing item,
rates received would be different. Further, presigndifferent set of items on
same rate and calculation of extra expenditureoss Wwas not realistic. The
reply was not in consonance with the issue as trapgany was supposed to
verify and maintain similarity of G-schedule itero$ different tenders to
ensure economy in execution of same works.

23 € 1550 ] 513.42) X 2001 +(2000% 513.42) X 1334 (number of tree guards).

24 Item no. 3- Supplying sludge duly stacked a/sibre ¥ 73 per Cum), Iltem no. 8- (Spreading
of sludge farm-yard manure or/and good earth imireq thickness (cost of sludge, farm-yard
manure or/and good earth to be paid separatIgR (per Cum) and item no. 9- Mixing earth
and sludge or farm-yard manure in proportion spetior as directe®(4 per Cum).

25 (Rate at which the work was awarded — Rate at#iider as per G-schedule) X Quantum of
work executed.e [(X 125 X 84.46) X 7000 Cum (125-% 85.91) X 7000 Cum (125 X
85.04) X 6740.91 Cum].
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Withdrawal of work by client

2.2.29 Rajasthan Rajya Vidyut Utpadan Nigam Limited (RRMUNllotted
(February 2006) infrastructural civil work of 2 6@ MW Chhabra Thermal
Power Project to the Company on actual cost 4f33 crore (later on revised
to X 8.16 crore) plus centage charges at the ratebgier .cent with scheduled
completion within nine months from the date of hagdover of site. The site
was handed over to Company in February 2006 andCtmepany mobilized
its staff in March 2006.

We noticed that the Company though $pland awarded (March 2006) the
work to six contractors but did not ensure commeresg of all the works
simultaneously as only thr€eworks could be started during March and April
2006. The non-commencement and slow progress df was brought to the
notice of Company by RRVUNL several times betweesyMnd July 2006.
RRVUNL also complained about non availability opswising staff at site to
monitor the work of contractors. The Company, hosvewdespite several
reminders from RRVUNL could not speed up the wook the desired
satisfaction level of RRVUNL. Consequently, RRVUNlirected (October
2006) to stop the workv.ef. 30 November 2006, upto to which works of
% 2.16 crore were executed by the Company.

Thus, the lack of supervision and co-ordinationwleein the Company and
contractors led to withdrawal of work by RRVUNL arwhused loss of
revenue oR 45 lakh towards centage charges on un-executedswork

The Management stated that change in work spetificand drawing by
RRVUNL led to stoppage of work. The reply was notrect as three works
were not started even after lapse of six monthsaredwork was rescinded
due to slow progress of the contractor.

Work of Biological Park at Sajjangarh

2.2.30 The Wildlife Department Udaipur allotted (Octobe003) the
construction work of various buildings and boundavgll at Sajjangarh
Biological Park to the Company on actual cost plise per cent centage
charges. Of the total estimated cosRdf4.75 crore for overall project, work
of ¥ 5.30 crore were to be executed in first phase bgust 2010.We noticed
that the Company could complete the first phasgepravork ofX 4.33 crore
till May 2012 due to lack of planning and impropaw-ordination among
various project activities. The Company awardedgust 2009) the work of
construction ak 2.74 crore with scheduled completion by August ®01
excluding cement and steel and without engaginbitactural consultant for
preparation of designs for the project. The archib@l consultant was
belatedly engaged in February 2010.

We further noticed that awarding of constructionrkvavithout finalization of

designs/drawings/specifications led to crop up ed#dhces between the
Contractor and the Company. As a result, the cotaraefused to carry out
the work with changed specifications than the Gedae and as such the

26 (i) Boundary wall Part-A, (ii) Boundary wall Pt (iii) Field hostel, (iv) Office & store
shed, (v) Road and (vi) Fencing work.
27 (i) Boundary wall Part-A, (ii) Office & store sl and (iii) Fencing work.
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Company cancelled (September 2010) the contratteatisk and cost of the
contractor. The Company re-awarded (January 20H4)work to already
defaulted firm with scheduled completion period augiugust 2011. The
Company further could not get the work completed ttuconflict on the issue
of delay in providing material/designs/drawings iy Company and slow
progress of the work by the contractor. Resultanthe Company again
cancelled (December 2011) the contract and blastledithe contractor for
participation in future tenders. Both the contrestinitiated legal action
against the Company and new contract was yet ténlaéised (November
2012). This not only caused delay in realisatibnemtage charges &f19.44
lakh on un-executed portion of first phase but aldacted litigation with the
contractors.

The Management while accepting the fact of delay lgmgation stated that
work of X 4.33 crore had been completed against the sanatidrb.30 crore
and forest department had assured to issue regiaection ofX 20 crore
works. The reply was not convincing as impropert@ot management led to
rescinding the contract twice and next contract ye{November 2012) to be
finalized.

Avoidable expenditure due to not using excavated earth

2.2.31 The BSR and the tenders invited for constructiomoaids mentioned
different rates for ‘construction with excavatedtlkaand ‘construction with
earth from borrow pits (private land)’. Scrutiny tbie final bills submitted by
the contractors revealed that whole of the excavaseth was not used by the
contractors in construction and instead they cldic@nstruction from borrow
pits. The position of earth excavated, excavatethesed in construction and
earth unused in construction test checked in s$testcof Chittorgarh —
Kapasan — Mavli - Dabok and Suratgarh — Hanumangaalds is given in
Annexure-16.

As against 9.31 lakh Cum earth excavated from ctdyebridges and
drainages, 8.41 lakh Cum earth was used in thetrcmtion. Non-utilisation
of 0.90 lakh Cum excavated earth caused extra eipea ofI 41.07 lakh as
the work was executed through earth from borrow. pit

The Management stated that all possible effortsevekeme to use available
excavated earth, if it was suitable for use in emkbeent and economical in
transportation. Most of the times surplus earthlalke was in distant section
from the section of its use and in such cases pi@tegion, loading, unloading
become costlier than taking earth from nearby heetbarea. The reply was
not convincing as the Company was to record thdadbla excavated earth on
a particular location and also the reasons forusotg the same. However, no
such record was found maintained and the reason®faising the excavated
earth were also not recorded.

Awarding the work to single bidder despite higher rates

2.2.32 Rule 55 of the General Financial and Accounts R(B#s & AR) Part-
Il issued by the State Government provides thaénadring would be
necessary in case tenders received were lesshremdnd the committee was
not satisfied about the reasonability of the ratéluse 6.8 of the manual
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of the Company further provides that in case theeki tenderer does not
reduce his rates in negotiations or the reducesks rate still considered to be
higher, then the tender sanctioning authority maykvwout a counter offer and

ask the lowest tenderer to accept it. If it is actepted by the lowest tenderer,
then the sanctioning authority may reject the tesnde make the same counter
offer as per delegation of powers.

The Company awarded tenders at higher rates withiostiring reasonability
of rates. In some cases the tenders were awardgddle tenderer instead of
re-inviting the tenders as required under GF & ARd ananual of the

Company. Cases noticed in selected units are agetkebelow:

Name of work | Rates quoted| Internal Whether Rates Rates at which
by the lowest| estimates of| tender re- | received on| tender was
tenderer the Company | invited re-tendering | awarded

Construction o | 24.50 per cent | - No NA 24.50 per cent

Hostels at| above G- above G-

AIIMS Jodhpur | schedule (single schedule
bidder

Construction o| 30 per cent | 22.95per cent | Yes 2351 per | 23.51 per cent

LSQ & USQ | above G-| above G- cent above G-| above G-

Campus at schedul schedul schedul schedul

Udaipur 29.81 per cent | 22.9% per cent | Yes 23.51 per | 23.51 per cent
above G-| above G- cent above G-| above G-
schedul schedul schedul schedul
34 per cent | 22.87per cent | Yes 19 per cent | 19 per cent
above G-| above G- above G-| above G-
schedul schedul schedul schedul

(@) In case of construction of hostels at AIIMS Jodhphe work was
divided into three parts and only single tendeggtipipated (December 2007)
in the tender process. The rates quoted by theebidare considered on
higher side but during negotiation the bidder retl reduce the quoted rates
of G-schedule. The Company instead of exercisiegoftion of re-invitation,
awarded (January 2008) the tender at the quoted.rat

The Management stated that tender was awardedwrigxercising the option
of re-invitation due to the reasons that (i) teedeatid not reduce the quoted
rates during negotiation, (ii) rate analysis of i@est Engineer was higher
than quoted rates, (iii) similar work was awardedling the same period @
24.60per cent above G-schedule rates, and (iv) it was a tendexa#t and
penalty could be imposed for delaying the work. Tégy was not correct as
the internal estimates of the Company for executhey work wereX 4.50
crore while the work was awarded3a6.43 crore. The fact remained that the
provisions of the manual as well as GF&AR were aahhered despite single
bidder and higher rates than estimates.

(b) Considering higher rates quoted by the contractor case of
Construction of LSQ & USQ Campus at Udaipur the @any negotiated
(2 January 2008) with the contractor who in turduaed rates to 29.25, 29.31
and 33per cent above BSR for part I, Il and Il respectively bbetsame were
also considered higher by the management. Furtherunit also submitted
(23 January 2008) rates of 22.95, 22.93 and 2p&7cent above BSR
respectively but these were also not consideresbredble and the Company
scrapped the tender. On re-invitation (February8200nly single bidder
quoted 23.51per cent rate above BSR for part | and Il whereas in pdrt-II
lowest rate of 1@er cent above BSR was received among three bidders.
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We noticed that though the rates for part | andvéke above the estimates
submitted by the unit which were also consideredhayher side yet the
Company awarded (March 2008) the contract to thgleibidder without any
negotiation.

The Management stated that as per revised ratgsaé24.050er cent above
BSR) done by unit on current market rates, the eploates were considered
reasonable and accordingly work was awarded. Tl reas not convincing
as the only same bidder again quoted rates onvitiion of tender and the
Company awarded the works at its quoted rates witjustifying the market
trend which was reducing being evident from pdrialid new rates received
in part | and part Il.

Mechanical Unit

2.2.33 The plant and machinery and equipments includipgetis and trucks

used in the construction of buildings, roads aridgaes remain in the charge
of the mechanical unit at the head office of themPany. The primary

function of mechanical unit involves purchase, agien and maintenance of
the plant and machinery and equipment as well asffide vehicles and

maintaining their log books.

The working results of the unit for last six yearsding March 2012 were as
under:

(¥in crore)
Particulars | 2006-07 | 2007-08| 2008-09| 2009-10| 2010-11| 2011-12
Hire charges charged fo  ; o5 2.48 0.71 3.82 4.48 8.58
civil units
Hire charges receivefl o4 023 025 007 006 -
from contractors
Hire Charges receivef
from PWD - 0.19 0.40 0.04
Profit on sale of fixed 0.14 i i 0.01 0.2 0.01
assets
Miscellaneous receipts 0.97 - 0.01 0J05 0.06 0.03
Total revenue 1.78 2.90 1.37 3.99 4.80 8.62
Plant running expenses 1.55 2.90 1120 2.23 3.76 216.2
Depreciation 0.26 0.19 0.14 0.11 0.16 0[16
Rates & taxes 0.0y 0.06 0.05 0.p6 0|07 g.08
Establishment ~ Expenses ) o 0.86 1.35 1.56 1.60 1.74
(Labour)
Establishment  Expenses 45| 32| 023 043 059 0.73
(Officers)
Other expenses 0.36 0.42 0.42 0j41 Q.46 D.63
Total expenses 3.47 4.75 3.41 4.80 6.64 9.56
Net result (1.69) (1.85) (2.04) (0.81) (1.84) (0.94)

It could be seen that hire charges charged forotigdant and machinery had
been the main source of revenue of the mechanio#l The overall
performance of the mechanical unit was not satisfgcas it had negatively
contributed to the profits of the Company. Furtlibe hire charges in all the
years except 2009-10 were not even able to cowerdilect cost (plant
running expenses and labour).
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We noticed that the GOR while transferring (Decemi@81) bridge works
from PWD to the Companyerstwhile RSBCCL), allowed inclusion of hire
charges (including cost of labour) of the machinercluding element of
interest in the actual cost. However, the Compaimlenfixing cost to be
charged on deposit works did not include the elégroéfabour cost employed
on the machinery in the hire charges and conselyudtr labour charges of
X 7.35 crore were under recovered.

The Management accepted that the machinery and onempavailable in
mechanical unit could not be fully utilised in pi@ys years due to insufficient
work of road construction with the Company. As sutethe expenditure was
more than income from hire charges. Efforts arexdgpelone to control the
departmental expenses through departmental exaanitimore and more road
works. It further stated that the Company did rmisider direct cost of labour
at the time of determination of hiring charges neyious years. However,
direct cost of labour is being considered for dateation of hiring charges
from 2012-13. The major reasons for loss in the¢ amd discussed below.

Utilisation of plant and machinery

2.2.34The Ministry of Surface Transport (MOST) recommehden
December 1993 and May 1998 ‘economic life for condation purpose’ and
‘annual utilisation norms’ respectively, for varputypes of plant and
machinery used in the construction of roads. Furttige manual of the
Company prescribed that the month-wise utilisat@ineach construction
machine/equipment shall be compiled by the Meclzdninit every year and it
will be compared with the annual utilisation norrAs.eport in this regard was
to be submitted to the Managing Director with comtseto find out the
reasons of under utilisation. The details of piami machinery owned by the
Company and there utilisation is givenAnnexure-17. We observed that:

* The overall utilisation of machinery (excluding iwed as on March
2012 against the standard annual hours recommdnd®dOST was
only 41.41per cent and the individual utilisation ranged between 22.24
per cent and 79.3%er cent. Further, in case of paver finishers, against
the standard annual utilisation norms of 800 holesaverage annual
utilisation during 2006-07 to 2011-12 was rangirgween 32.83 and
787.33 hours. In case of road roller, vibromax emlland soil
compactor the same was 423.83, 712 and 476.50 mespectively
against norms of 1000 hours.

The utilisation of the plant machinery was thouglolw the norms yet the unit
did not submit month wise and machine wise repgothé Managing Director
for decision making as regards improvement in théisation ratio of
machines.

* For condemnation purpose, the MOST recommendedpavameters
for economic life of the plant and machinemsy later of year or hours.
The paver finisher-3, vibromax roller and craneas ltompleted their
economic life both in years and hours. A higher arepand
maintenance expenditure on these outlived machinenyd not be
ruled out but in absence of machine wise detailsregair and
maintenance expenditure, the same could not bgsathby us.
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The Management in addition to reply submitted farggraph 2.2.33 stated
that heavy plant running expenditure was incurree t ageing of machines
and efforts were being done to control it.

Conclusion

The Company did not prepare long term action plan ¢ ensure
achievement of organisational objectives and was why dependent on
the works entrusted by the State Government/Departents/PSUs. The
procurement of works on its own was almost negligle. The provisions of
the manual were not adhered to and variations in bdgets were not
analysed. Improper planning and in-adequate contracmanagement led
to delay in completion of the projects. Excess totiollection was made in
contravention to the provisions of Rajasthan Road Bvelopment Act,
2002 and MOU with GOR. Project formulation was notas per Rules
which caused short recovery of profit and further entage charges were
also not adequate to meet administrative cost. ThHéompany executed un-
viable road projects and improper evaluation of teners, absence of risk
and cost clause and lack of co-ordination among utsi caused extra
expenditure. There was under utilization of plant ad machinery against
the standard hours recommended by Ministry of Surfae Transport.

Recommendations

The Company should:

* Prepare long-term action plan and annual plan to mmimise
dependence on entrusted works;

* Adhere to the Manual, Rules and Procedures;

* Ensure proper planning, effective monitoring and ceordination
with contractors as well as clients to avoid delayn execution of
works;

» Ensure viability of the projects and adequacy of agage charges to
maintain profitability; and

* Ensure optimum utilization of plant and machinery.
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