

















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Annexure

of ¥ 31.78 crore (including advance of ¥ 25.11 crore towards machinery) on two plots (E-263
and E-264) by November 2014. However, the allottee did not furnish required document/
proper certificate to ascertain date of making actual investment equivalent to the committed
investment separately for plots under rule 3 (W). We observed that the Company did not make
proper efforts to obtain the required document and inordinately delayed recovery of dues. In
the absence of information regarding investment made within the stipulated schedule and
achievement of committed investment, additional land cost/retention charges recoverable from
the allottee could not be worked out in andit.

Government stated (July 2018) that the final show cause notice had been issued to the allottee
in April 2018 and the matter would be examined and additional cost of land/retention charges
would be recovered after receipt of requisite documents and certificate. Further progress is
awaited (August 2018). (Bhiwadi-1 Unit)

M/s Stride Auto Parts Limited

The Company allotted (May 2011} a plot to M/s Stride Auto Parts Limited (allottee). The
allottee was required to commence production activity with minimum investment of ¥ 121.50
crore upto 25 May 2013. The allottee could not commence production activity within the
stipulated time schedule. The allottee requested for time extension along with certificate of
CA showing more than the committed investment (X 129.64 crore). The matter was placed
before a Sub-committee. The Sub-committee decided (September 2013) to grant extension of
time for commencement of production upto 31 December 2013 on payment of retention
charges. Acknowledging the investment made by the allottee, the Sub-committee also
recommended for putting up the matter before the IDC for waiver of additional land cost for
extension of time. Meanwhile, the Unit office, Bhiwadi-I raised (October 2013) demand of ¥
24.75 crore (i.e. ¥ 23.95 crore towards additional land cost and T 0.80 crore towards retention
charges for extension of time upto December 2013. The allottee commenced (12 February
2014) production activity and requested (March 2014 & June 2014) for waiver of retention
charges on the grounds of excess committed investment. As per the certificate of CA (22 May
2013) furnished by the allottee, total investment of ¥ 129.64 crore included capital advances
of ¥ 88.85 crore. The matter was placed (August 2014) before IDC to take decision on the
issue of capital advances. IDC decided (August 2014) to consider investment of ¥ 129.64
crore in the project upto 22 May 2013 and to levy retention charges at the rate of 0.5 per cent
per quarter upto 12 February 2014 for delay in commencement of production. As per decision
of IDC, the Unit office recovered retention charges of ¥ 53.72 lakh.

We observed that consideration of capital advances as capital investment in the project was
not cotrect as according to the site report (September 2013) the allottee did not install plant
and machinery within the stipulated time. Further, the Company allowed consideration of
capital advances as investment against committed investment in this case whereas later it
disallowed (August 2017) the same in other case (M/s Aerobok Shoe Private Limited)
which indicates that the decision making on such issues was not consistent in the Company.
Thus, the Company extended undue relaxation of ¥ 3.87 crore to the allottee.

Government accepted (July 2018) that the Company considered the capital advances as
investment and stated that the same was not considered in case of M/s Aerobok Shoe Private
Limited as production was verified pursuant to policy revised in July 2014. Therefore, both the
cases could not be compared having different merits/grounds. The reply is not acceptable as the
former policy/rules had the similar provisions for considering the capital investment. The fact
thus remains that the Company extended undue relaxation of 3.87 crore to the allottee.
(Bhiwadi-1 Unit)
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