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Preface

This Report deals with the results of the compliance audit of Departments,
Government Companies, Statutory Corporations and other Entities of the
Government of Uttar Pradesh. The Report has been prepared for submission to
the Governor of Uttar Pradesh under Article 151 of the Constitution of India
and Section 19A of the Comptroller and Auditor General’s (Duties, Powers
and Conditions of Service) Act, 1971 as amended from time to time.

The accounts of Government Companies (including Government controlled
other companies) are audited by the Comptroller and Auditor General of India
(CAG) under the provisions of Section 143 (6) of the Companies Act, 2013.
The accounts certified by the Statutory Auditors (Chartered Accountants)
appointed by the CAG under the provisions of the Companies Act, 2013 are
subject to supplementary audit by officers of the CAG and the CAG gives his
comments or supplements the reports of the Statutory Auditors. In addition,
these companies are also subject to test audit by the CAG.

The audit arrangements of Statutory Corporations are prescribed under the
respective Acts through which the Corporations are established. The audit of
Government Departments and other Entities is conducted under Comptroller
and Auditor General’s (Duties, Powers and Conditions of Service) Act, 1971
as amended from time to time.

This Report contains three chapters, Chapter-1 contains introduction about
Government Companies/Statutory Corporations and other entities under the
audit jurisdiction of office of the Accountant General (Audit-1I), Uttar
Pradesh. Chapter-II contains results of audit on ‘Construction of High-Level
Cancer Institute’ and ‘Procurement and Management of Transformers by
DISCOMs’ and other compliance audit observations relating to Government
Companies. Chapter-III contains compliance audit observations relating to
Departments and Entities (other than PSUs).

The instances mentioned in this Report are those which came to notice in the
course of test audit during the year 2019-20 as well as those which came to
notice in earlier years, but could not be reported in previous Audit Reports.
Instances relating to the period subsequent to year 2019-20 have also been
included, wherever related and necessary.

The audit has been conducted in conformity with the Auditing Standards
issued by the Comptroller and Auditor General of India.
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Overview

This Report contains following chapters:

Chapter-I - Introduction

Chapter-I - e Audit of (i) Construction of High-Level Cancer Institute
(i1) Procurement and Management of Transformers by
DISCOMs;

e Compliance Audit Observations relating to Public Sector
Undertakings

Chapter-III - Compliance Audit Observations relating to Departments and
Entities (other than PSUs)

The total financial impact of the audit findings included in the Report is
% 418.13 crore.

|Chapter-I: Introduction \

This report covers audit of 16 Departments of Government of Uttar Pradesh
alongwith 52 Public Sector Undertakings (PSUs) and 19 other Entities
(Autonomous Bodies/Authorities, etc.) thereunder, which comes under audit
jurisdiction of the Accountant General (Audit-1I), Uttar Pradesh. During the
year 2019-20, compliance audit of 358 units out of total 2,227 auditable units
under 13 Departments of Government of Uttar Pradesh was conducted. This
Report contains Audit of ‘Construction of High-Level Cancer Institute’, Audit
of ‘Procurement and Management of Transformers by DISCOMs’ and 12
audit paragraphs pertaining to five Departments' and PSUs/Authorities
thereunder.

Recoveries at the instance of Audit

During the course of audit, recoveries of X 197.17 crore pointed out in seven

cases in various Departments/Entities, were accepted by the respective

Department/Entities. Against this, recoveries of I 26.73 crore in six cases

were effected.

Chapter-1I: Compliance Audit Observations relating to Public Sector
Undertakings

|Audit of ‘Construction of High-Level Cancer Institute’ \

In view of the shortage of quality and affordable cancer care in the State, the
Government of Uttar Pradesh (GoUP) with the objective of providing a
comprehensive facility for cancer management and cancer related research
work and education under one roof decided (June 2013) to construct a
High-Level Cancer Institute at Medicity, Chak Ganjaria Farm, Lucknow
(Cancer Institute).

The Department of Medical Education, GoUP accorded (February 2015)
administrative approval for construction of the Cancer Institute at a cost of
% 854.51 crore. Uttar Pradesh Rajkiya Nirman Nigam Limited (UPRNN) was
nominated as executing agency for the project. UPRNN awarded (September
2015) the work to a Construction Agency at a cost of X 796.76 crore. It also

Public Works Department; Transport Department; Energy Department; Environment,
Forest & Climate Change Department; Infrastructure & Industrial Development
Department.
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appointed an Architect at a fee of 1.5 per cent of the sanctioned project cost
and a Consultant at a fee of 1.5 per cent of the actual project cost.

Significant audit findings are as follows:

e The estimated cost of the project was inflated by X 75.91 crore due to
adoption of rates without obtaining competitive rates from market and
adoption of incorrect rates. As the bids were benchmarked against such
inflated estimate and justification statement of rates was also not prepared,
it resulted in extra expenditure of I 64.60 crore when compared to actual
procurement cost or correct/reasonable rates.

(Paragraph 2.1.3)

e Irregular substitution of rates to be paid for various items of M-25 and
M-30 grade concrete works after award of work resulted in excess
payment of X 4.02 crore to the Construction Agency.

(Paragraph 2.1.4)

e UPRNN, in contravention to the provision of the agreement did not
recover any amount from the bills of the Construction Agency against
expenditure incurred on Project Management Consultant resulting in
excess payment of X 3.25 crore to the Construction Agency.

(Paragraph 2.1.5)

e UPRNN did not deduct the cost of bought out items from the project cost
sanctioned by the Government for the purpose of calculation of Architect’s
fee resulting in excess payment of X 1.49 crore to the Architect.

(Paragraph 2.1.7)

e UPRNN incurred avoidable expenditure of ¥ 2.30 crore because of excess
procurement of one transformer, two DG sets and two voltage stabilizers
due to incorrect application of power factor for conversion of demand from
KW to KVA.

(Paragraph 2.1.11)

e UPRNN earned interest of ¥ 36.68 crore on Government funds during the
period 2015-2021 but the same was not deposited in the Treasury.

(Paragraph 2.1.14)

e TUPRNN recovered T 13.69 crore as interest on mobilisation advance from
the Construction Agency but did not credit the amount to Government
account.

(Paragraph 2.1.15)

\Audit Paragraphs \

Uttar Pradesh Rajkiya Nirman Nigam Limited violated the orders of GoUP
as well as its own orders for e-tendering while awarding the work of creation
and maintenance of social media platforms.

(Paragraph 2.2)

Uttar Pradesh State Bridge Corporation Limited participated in the tender
process without including GST in their bid price which led to denial of
reimbursement of GST claim by NHAI and consequential loss of ¥ 41.99 crore
to the Company.

(Paragraph 2.3)

viii
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Failure in timely implementation of the National Electronic Toll Collection
Program deprived Uttar Pradesh State Road Transport Corporation of
cashback of ¥ 14.18 crore on payment of tolls and led to an avoidable loss to
the same extent.

(Paragraph 2.4)

Uttar Pradesh State Road Transport Corporation made inadmissible and
excess payments of ¥ 69.84 crore to a private firm in violation of the
conditions of the agreement in implementation of a project of ITMS.

(Paragraph 2.5)

|Audit of ‘Procurement and Management of Transformers by DISCOMs’ \

DISCOMs are required to maintain a robust distribution network to ensure
regular supply of electricity to the people of the State. The transformer, a static
equipment used for stepping up or stepping down the voltage in generation,
transmission and distribution of electricity, is a vital equipment used by the
electricity sector utilities for maintaining efficient electricity distribution
network.

The present audit was conducted in respect of four DISCOMs to evaluate
whether procurement of Distribution Transformers (DTs) was economical,
efficient and effective; the quality of transformers was ensured; and recovery
of material from damaged transformer was in accordance with norms.

Important audit findings are as follows:

|Pr0curement of Transformers \

Award of contract to firms not fulfilling the pre-qualifying conditions

e For opening of Part-II (Financial) of the bid, it is mandatory for tenderers to
submit BIS certificate and Type Test Report of the equipment offered.
During the period from 2016-17 to 2018-19, in six out of 48 sampled
tenders, DISCOMs not only opened the financial bid of firms which did not
fulfill the mandatory pre-qualifying criteria of Type Test report and BIS
certification but also awarded them contracts for supply of transformers
valued at X 44.65 crore.

(Paragraph 2.6.3.1)

Loss due to failure to enforce Price Fall Back clause

e In order to avail the benefit of ‘Price Fall Back’ clause of the contract,
DISCOMs should have enforced the clause on the existing tenderer to
supply the balance quantity of his tender at the rates (if lower) in the
subsequent tender of the same specification of transformers. However,
DISCOMs failed to do so which led to extra expenditure of X 1.37 crore.

(Paragraph 2.6.3.2)

|Quality Assurance of Transformers \

Undue favour to a firm by PuVVNL due to procurement of transformers
after failure of the sample in the quality test

e After debarring a firm for failure of the sample in the quality test,
PuVVNL received supply of 2,429 transformers of 25 KVA valuing

X 11.19 crore from the firm in violation of tender conditions.
(Paragraph 2.6.4.2)

X
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|Repair of Transformers \

Higher failure rate of distribution transformers

e Actual failure rate of Distribution Transformers installed by the
DISCOMs-MVVNL, PuVVNL, DVVNL and PVVNL were
20.27 per cent, 16.14 per cent, 13.92 per cent and 13.28 per cent
respectively in the year 2018-19 which was much higher than the norm of
two per cent.

(Paragraph 2.6.5.1)

Short retrieval of HV/LV coil

e As per norms, 35,85,467 kg copper and 1,58,85,070 kg aluminium was to
be recovered from 4,92,246 damaged transformers during April 2016 to
March 2019. However, the DISCOMs could recover only 35,13,237 kg
copper and 1,52,65,573 kg aluminium. Thus, there was short recovery of
72,230 kg copper and 6,19,497 kg aluminium which resulted in loss of
¥ 8.22 crore to the DISCOMs.

(Paragraph 2.6.5.2)

Short retrieval of burnt/damaged transformer oil

e As per norms, 3,07,64,913 litre burnt transformer oil was to be recovered
from 4,94,119 damaged transformers during April 2016 to March 2019.
However, the DISCOMs could recover only 2,72,91,024 litre burnt
transformer oil. Thus, there was short recovery of 34,73,889 litre burnt
transformer oil resulting in loss of X 10.42 crore to the DISCOM:s.

(Paragraph 2.6.5.3)
|Audit Paragraphs \

Dakshinanchal Vidyut Vitran Nigam Limited short recovered Regulatory
Surcharge by ¥ 79.90 crore from Distribution Franchisee (Torrent Power
Limited) and also suffered loss of interest of I 29.97 crore on the short
recovered amount.

(Paragraph 2.7)

Dakshinanchal Vidyut Vitran Nigam Limited’s failure to ascertain the
correct price variation for the extended delivery schedule of distribution
transformers led to excess payment of X 2.03 crore to the suppliers.

(Paragraph 2.8)

Inflated assessment of requirement by Dakshinanchal Vidyut Vitran Nigam
Limited led to unwarranted procurement of Sheet Moulding Compound
(SMC) boxes valuing I 7.86 crore with a consequential loss of interest of
% 2.12 crore.

(Paragraph 2.9)
Arbitrariness in assessment of requirement by Madhyanchal Vidyut Vitran

Nigam Limited led to unwarranted procurement of transformer protection
boxes valuing X 7.25 crore which remained unutilised for over four years.

(Paragraph 2.10)
Incorrect estimation of taxable profit by Uttar Pradesh Rajya Vidyut

Utpadan Nigam Limited led to avoidable payment of interest of X 6.41 crore
with a consequential loss to the same extent to the Company.

(Paragraph 2.11)
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Chapter-11I: Compliance Audit Observations relating to Departments
and Entities (other than PSUs)

Forest Divisions made fraudulent payment of X 1.37 crore involving
1,058 payment vouchers for various works by mentioning false registration
numbers of vehicles through which work were claimed to be executed.

(Paragraph 3.1)
Uttar Pradesh Expressways Industrial Development Authority made

excess payment of X 3.65 crore due to execution of sale deeds at rates higher
than the approved land rates for purchase of land in Kannauj District.

(Paragraph 3.2)

Yamuna Expressway Industrial Development Authority made payment of
X 2.71 crore for more than actual area available in records.

(Paragraph 3.3)

X1
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Introduction






CHAPTER-I |

[Introduction |

1.1 This report covers audit of 16 Departments of Government of Uttar
Pradesh along with 52 Public Sector Undertakings (PSUs) and 19 other
entities (Autonomous Bodies/Authorities, etc.) thereunder, which comes under
audit jurisdiction of the Accountant General (Audit-1I), Uttar Pradesh. The
details of Departments and respective entities are given in Appendix-1 and
summarised in Table 1.1.

Table 1.1: List of Departments and entities under audit jurisdiction

SL Name of Department(s) Number of
No. Public Sector Other Entities Total
Undertakings (Autonomous
(PSUs) Bodies/
Authorities, etc.)
1 | Energy Department 13 1 14
2 | Department of Additional Sources of - 1 1
Energy
3 | Department of Information 7 - 7
Technology and Electronics
4 | Infrastructure and Industrial 14 12! 26
Development Department
5 | Micro, Small and Medium Enterprises 7 - 7
and Niryat Protsahan Department
6 | Transport Department 1 - 1
7 | Handloom and Textile Industry 5 - 5
Department
8 | Khadi and Village Industries - 1 1
Department
9 | Tourism Department 1 - 1
10 | Civil Aviation Department - - -
11 | Geology and Mining Department - - -
12 | Culture Department 1 - 1
13 | Religious Affairs Department - -
14 | Public Works Department 2 - 2
15 | Environment, Forest and Climate 1 2 3
Change Department
16 | Department of  Science and - 2 2
Technology
Total 52 19 71
|Audit Coverage |

1.2 During the year 2019-20, the office of the Accountant General (Audit-II),
Uttar Pradesh conducted the compliance audit of 358 units out of total 2,227
auditable units under the 13 Departments of Government of Uttar Pradesh.
This Report contains results of audit of ‘Construction of High-Level Cancer
Institute’ and ‘Procurement and Management of Transformers by DISCOMs’
and 12 compliance audit paragraphs pertaining to five Departments” and

PS

Us/Authorities thereunder.

1

This includes four Departmentally Managed Units of Infrastructure and Industrial
Development Department (IIDD), i.e., Government Press.

Public Works Department; Transport Department; Energy Department; Environment,
Forest & Climate Change Department; and Infrastructure & Industrial Development
Department.
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|Audit Process and Response of Government to Audit

1.3 Audit affords a four stage opportunity to the audited units/departments to
elicit their views on audit observations, viz.

Audit Memos: Issued to the head of the audited unit during the field audit to
be replied during the audit itself.

Inspection Reports (IRs): Issued within a month of the completion of audit to
be replied by the head of the audited unit within four weeks.

Draft Paragraphs: Issued to the heads of the Departments under whom the
audited units function for submission of Departmental views within a period
of six weeks for consideration prior to their being included in the CAG’s
Audit Report.

Exit Conference: Opportunity is given to the head of departments and State
Government to elicit Government/Departmental views on the audit
observations prior to finalisation of the Audit Report.

In all these stages, Audit strives to provide full opportunity to audited
units’head of Departments/State Government to provide rebuttals and
clarifications and only when the departmental replies are not received or are
not convincing, the audit observations are processed for inclusion in the
Inspection Report or CAG’s Audit Report, as the case may be. However, in
most of the cases, the audited entities do not submit timely and satisfactory
replies as indicated below:

e Status of Replies to Inspection Reports

A detailed review of IRs issued up to March 2020 to 1,407 Drawing and
Disbursing Officers (DDOs) pertaining to 13 Departments/PSUs/Autonomous
Bodies (ABs) revealed that 39,664 paragraphs contained in 8,657 IRs were
outstanding for settlement for want of convincing replies as on 31 March 2020.
Of these, the DDOs submitted initial replies against 3,477 paragraphs
contained in 599 IRs, while in respect of 36,187 paragraphs contained in
8,058 IRs, there was no response from DDOs.

The status of outstanding IRs is given in Table 1.2.

Table 1.2: Outstanding IRs and Paragraphs (issued up to 31 March 2020) as on
31 March 2020

SL Period No. of outstanding IRs | No. of outstanding Paras
No. (per ceni) (per cent)
1 2019-20 273 (3.15) 2,057 (5.19)
2 More than 1 year to 3 years 1,794 (20.73) 10,415 (26.26)
3 More than 3 years to 5 years 1,330 (15.36) 7,156 (18.04)
4 More than 5 years 5,260 (60.76) 20,036 (50.51)
Total 8,657 (100) 39,664 (100)

Source: Information compiled by Audit

During the period 2019-20, 10 meetings (Audit Committee Meetings) of Audit
with the Departmental officers were held, in which two IRs and 49 Paras were
settled.
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e Status of Replies to Audit paragraphs included in Audit Report
2019-20

For the present Audit Report 2019-20, Audit Report of ‘Construction of
High-Level Cancer Institute’, Audit Report of ‘Procurement and Management
of Transformers by DISCOMs’ and 12 audit paragraphs were forwarded to the
Principal Secretaries/Secretaries of the concerned administrative Departments
to elicit their views on the audit observations. Regulation 138 of the
Regulations on Audit and Accounts, 2020 (Regulations, 2020) provides that
the Secretary to Government of the concerned Department shall furnish the
replies to the draft paragraph within the specified time. Government of Uttar
Pradesh has, while referring the Regulation 138 of the Regulations, 2020,
directed (September 2020) all the Departments to furnish replies on draft audit
reports in accordance with the procedures defined in the Regulation, 2020.
Replies/responses of the Government in respect of Audit Report of
‘Construction of High-Level Cancer Institute’ and two audit paragraphs have
been received. The replies of the Government in respect of Audit Report of
‘Procurement and Management of Transformers by DISCOMs’ and 10 audit
paragraphs are still awaited (November 2021) despite reminders. However, the
replies of the Management have been received in respect of all paragraphs.

|F ollow up action taken on earlier Audit Reports \

1.4 Replies outstanding to Audit Paragraphs included in earlier Audit
Reports

The Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India represents the
culmination of the process of audit scrutiny. It is, therefore, necessary that it
elicits appropriate and timely response from the Executive. The Finance
Department, Government of Uttar Pradesh issued (June 1987) instructions to
all the administrative Departments to submit replies/explanatory notes to
paragraphs/performance audits included in the Audit Reports of the CAG of
India within a period of two to three months of their presentation to the State
Legislature. The position of replies/explanatory notes not received is given in
Table 1.3.

Table 1.3: Explanatory notes not received (as on 30 September 2021)

Year of the Date of Total Performance Number of PAs/CAs
Audit Report placement of Audit (PAs) and Paragraphs for which
(PSUs/ Non- Audit Report Compliance Audit explanatory notes
PSUs) in the State (CAs) Paragraphs in were not received’
Legislature the Audit Report
PAs | CAs PAs | CAs
A. Economic Sector (Non-PSUs)
2012-13 01.07.2014 2 6 2 0
2013-14 17.08.2015 2 5 1 2
2014-15 08.03.2016 4 4 4 4
2015-16 18.05.2017 2 4 1 4
2016-17 19.07.2019 - 4 - 1
2017-18 21.08.2020 - 10 - 9
2018-19 19.08.2021 - 9 - 9
Total 10 42 8 29

> Pertaining to Energy Department; Department of Additional Sources of Energy;

Department of Finance; Infrastructure and Industrial Development Department; Housing
and Urban Planning Department; Public Works Department; Urban Development
Department; Transport Department; Department of Micro, Small and Medium Enterprises
and Niryat Protsahan Department; Environment, Forest and Climate Change Department;
and Department of Information Technology and Electronics.

3
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Year of the Date of Total Performance Number of PAs/CAs
Audit Report placement of Audit (PAs) and Paragraphs for which
(PSUs/ Non- Audit Report Compliance Audit explanatory notes
PSUs) in the State (CAs) Paragraphs in were not received®
Legislature the Audit Report
PAs | CAs PAs | CAs
B. PSUs
2011-12 16.09.2013 2 14 1 1
2012-13 20.06.2014 1 19 - 1
2013-14 17.08.2015 2 15 1 5
2014-15 08.03.2016 6 12 2 3
2015-16 18.05.2017 6 11 3 -
2016-17 07.02.2019 3 7 2 5
2017-18 21.08.2020 1 12 - 6
2018-19 19.08.2021 - 06 - 6
Total 21 96 09 27
Grand Total (A+B) 31 138 17 56

Source: Information compiled by Audit

e Discussion of Audit Reports by Public Accounts Committee (PAC)

During the years 2012-13 to 2018-19, 10 Performance Audits and 42
Compliance Audit Paragraphs related to Departments/Autonomous Bodies
were reported in these Audit Reports. Of these, PAC had taken up
11 paragraphs (PAs/TAs/CAs) for discussion. The status of PAC discussion as
on 30 September 2021 is detailed in Table 1.4.

Table 1.4: Status of PAC discussion, Uttar Pradesh Vidhan Sabha

Status PAs/TAs/CAs of Audit Report
pertaining to Economic Sector for the
year 2012-13 to 2018-19

Number of total Audit Paras 52 (10 PAs/TAs + 42 CAs)
Taken up by PAC for discussion 11 (3 PAs/TAs + 8 CAs)
Recommendation made by PAC Nil

ATN received Nil

Action taken by the Department -
Source: Information compiled by Audit

e Discussion of Audit Reports by Committee on Public Undertakings
(COPU)
During the years 1982-83 to 2018-19, 159 Performance Audits and 1,010
Compliance Audit Paragraphs of Public Sector Undertakings were reported in
these Audit Reports. Of these, COPU had taken up 148 Performance Audit
and 995 Compliance Audit Paragraphs for discussion. The status of COPU
discussion as on 30 September 2021 is detailed in Table 1.5.
Table 1.5: Status of COPU discussion, Uttar Pradesh Vidhan Mandal

Status PAs/TAs/CAs of Audit Report
pertaining to PSUs for the year
1982-83 to 2018-19

Number of total Audit Paras 1,169 (159 PAs* + 1,010 CAs)
Taken up by COPU for submission of written reply 1,143 (148 PAs + 995 CAs)
Recommendation made by COPU 270 (29 PAs + 241 CAs)
ATN received Nil

Action taken by the Department -
Source: Information compiled by Audit

* Included Standalone Performance Audit Report on Sale of Sugar Mills of Uttar Pradesh State

Sugar Corporation Limited.
4
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|Status of audit of Accounts of Entities

1.5 In respect of Entities of the State Government audit of accounts of which
is entrusted to the Comptroller and Auditor General of India (CAG) as per the
Governing Acts of these Entities/Government orders/provisions of the
Constitution of India, Separate Audit Reports on their accounts are to be
prepared by the CAG and laid in the State Legislature along with annual
report/accounts by the Government.

e Arrears in finalisation and submission of Accounts of Entities

As on 31 March 2020, audit of annual accounts of 10 entities of Uttar Pradesh
had been entrusted’ to the CAG. As on 30 September 2020 out of 10 entities,
only one entity, i.e., Uttar Pradesh Electricity Regulatory Commission had
finalised its accounts for the years up to 2019-20. The remaining nine entities
have arrears of 88 annual accounts up to 2019-20. Year(s) for which annual
accounts are in arrears is detailed in Table 1.6.

Table 1.6: Statement showing arrears of accounts of various Entities

SL Name of Entities Year(s) for which | Number of
No. Accounts are in accounts
arrears in arrears
1 | New Okhla Industrial Development Authority 2005-06 to 2019-20 15
2 | Yamuna Expressway Industrial Development Authority | 2005-06 to 2019-20 15
3 | Lucknow Industrial Development Authority 2005-06 to 2019-20 15
4 | Gorakhpur Industrial Development Authority 2005-06 to 2019-20 15
5 | Satharia Industrial Development Authority 2005-06 to 2019-20 15
6 | Uttar Pradesh Expressways Industrial Development | 2017-18 to 2019-20 3
Authority
7 | Greater Noida Industrial Development Authority 2018-19 to 2019-20
8 | Uttar Pradesh State Industrial Development Authority 2018-19 to 2019-20
9 | Compensatory Afforestation Fund Management and | 2014-15 to 2019-20
Planning Authority
Total 88

Source: Information compiled by Audit

Status of laying of Annual Reports/Accounts along with Separate Audit
Reports of Entities in the State Legislature

1.6 Details of Annual Reports/Accounts along with Separate Audit Reports
(SARs) of two entities which are yet to be laid in the State Legislature are as
depicted in Table 1.7.

> Audit of seven Industrial Development Authorities was entrusted w.e.f. 2005-06 vide GoUP
order dated 17 January 2018.

5
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Table 1.7: Statement showing details of Annual Reports/Accounts along with Separate
Audit Reports yet to be laid in the State Legislature

SI. | Name of the Entities Year upto which Position of Annual Reasons
No Annual Report/ Report/Accounts along with for not
Accounts along SARs not laid in the State laying of
with SAR laid in Legislature Annual
the State Y f Report/
Legislature Aear 0 Accounts
nnual q
Report/ Date of issue of .along
A ¢ SAR to with SAR
ccounts
. Government
alongwith
SAR
1 | Uttar Pradesh Nil 2003-04 19 October 2006 Reasons
Electricity Regulatory 2004-05 5 October 2007 not
Commission (UPERC) 2005-06 5 October 2007 furnished
2006-07 3 October 2008 by
2007-08 17 August 2009 UPERC
2008-09 15 August 2010
2009-10 26 May 2011
2010-11 8 June 2012
2011-12 | 24 September 2014
2012-13 20 February 2015
2013-14 22 June 2015
2014-15 28 December 2015
2015-16 18 May 2017
2016-17 8 March 2019
2017-18 15 May 2020
2018-19 18 December 2020
2 Compensatory Nil 2010-11 2 May 2019 Reasons
Afforestation Fund 2011-12 1 October 2019 not
Management and 2012-13 1 October 2019 furnished
Planning Authority by
(CAMPA) CAMPA
|Rec0veries at the instance of Audit
1.7 During the course of audit, recoveries of ¥ 197.17 crore pointed out in
seven cases in various Departments/Entities were accepted by the respective
Department/Entities. Against this, recoveries of I 26.73 crore in six cases
were effected as per the details given in Table 1.8.
Table 1.8: Recoveries pointed out by audit and accepted/recovered by the
Departments/entities
(R in crore)
Department Particulars of recoveries Recoveries pointed | Recoveries effected
out in Audit and
accepted by the
Department/Entity
Number | Amount | Number | Amount
of cases | involved | of cases | involved
Energy Excess payment due to incorrect determination of 1 2.03 1 1.31
Department price variation
Undue favour to Distribution Franchisee 1 109.87 0 0
Audit of ‘Procurement and Management of 1 0.29 1 0.33°
Transformers by DISCOMs’

Recovery was more than pointed out by Audit due to computation of amount by UPPCL

for updated period.




Chapter-I: Introduction

Department Particulars of recoveries Recoveries pointed | Recoveries effected
out in Audit and
accepted by the
Department/Entity
Number | Amount | Number | Amount
of cases | involved | of cases | involved
Infrastructure | Loss to the public exchequer due to not paying 1 9.31 1 9.31
and Industrial | stamp duty on the lease agreement
Development
Department
Public Works | Avoidable loss due to incorrect filing of GST 1 4.22 1 4.16
Department returns
Audit of ‘Construction of High-Level Cancer 1 1.61 1 1.62
Institute’
Transport Irregular payments for ITMS project 1 69.84 1 10.00
Department
Total 7 197.17 6 26.73

Source: Information compiled by audit

|C0nclusion

Not submitting replies to Audit, large arrears in preparation of annual accounts
of most of the State Entities and not laying the Annual Report/Accounts along
with SAR in the State Legislature adversely affects accountability and
transparency in the Government and is therefore a cause of concern.
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| CHAPTER-II |

| Compliance audit observations relating to Public Sector Undertakings |

Important audit findings emerging from test check of transactions made by the
Public Sector Undertakings are included in this Chapter.

\ Public Works Department \

| Uttar Pradesh Rajkiya Nirman Nigam Limited |

| 2.1 Audit of ‘Construction of High-Level Cancer Institute’ \

Introduction

2.1.1 In view of the shortage of quality and affordable cancer care in the State,
the Government of Uttar Pradesh (GoUP)' decided (June 2013) to construct a
High-Level Cancer Institute at Medicity, Chak Ganjaria Farm, Lucknow
(Cancer Institute) over an area of 100 acres. Considering the specifications of
the proposed Cancer Institute, GoUP also decided (June 2013) that the
construction would be done as per the system/procedure prescribed for
signature buildings” (Appendix-2.1).

Uttar Pradesh Rajkiya Nirman Nigam Limited (UPRNN) was nominated
(June 2013) as the executing agency, Archohm Consults (Architect) was
selected (February 2014) as architect after open tender by adopting Quality
Based Selection (QBS) system and Mukesh & Associates (Consultant) was
selected (November 2014) as third-party consultant for quality control out of
firms empanelled by Uttar Pradesh Public Works Department on the
recommendation of the committee under the chairmanship of Chief Secretary.

OPD Block of Cancer Institute

The Department of Medical Education, GoUP accorded (February 2015)
administrative approval for construction of the Cancer Institute at a cost of

Directorate of Medical Education and Training.

Signature buildings are buildings of eminence and flagship projects of the Government.
The GoUP designates certain buildings to be signature buildings which are required to be
constructed as per the system/procedure prescribed vide GoUP order dated 11 June 2013 as
explained in Appendix-2.1.
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¥ 854.51 crore’. Thereafter, UPRNN invited e-bids (August 2015) for
construction and awarded (September 2015) the work to Shapoorji Pallonji
and Company Private Limited (Construction Agency)” at a cost of ¥ 796.76
crore. The scheduled dates of start and completion of work were 23 October
2015 and 22 October 2017 respectively. The sanctioned cost of the project was
subsequently revised (May 2020) to ¥ 805.28 crore. The construction work
was still under progress and an expenditure of I 698.24 crore had been
incurred by UPRNN on the project (March 2021).

UPRNN being the executing agency of the project, was to provide services
such as preparation of estimates, invitation of tenders, inspection of works,
supervision and quality control, etc. In its work relating to preparation of
estimates it was to be assisted by the Architect and for the purpose of quality
control it was to be assisted by the Consultant. The construction work was to
be done by the Construction Agency under the supervision of UPRNN. Thus,
the overall responsibility for execution of the project including preparation of
estimates and quality control was of UPRNN.

The present audit was conducted (November-December 2020) to examine
execution of the project by UPRNN. During audit, records of UPRNN at its
Units® and Headquarters relating to the project for the period since inception
of the project to November 2020 were examined.

The audit findings were issued to UPRNN on 2 February 2021 and to GoUP
on 21 May 2021. The replies of GoUP/UPRNN have been suitably
incorporated in the Report.

|Audit findings |

2.1.2 Canons of financial propriety provides that the expenditure should not
prima facie be more than what the occasion demands, and officials charged
with stewardship of Government funds must exercise the same vigilance in
respect of expenditure incurred from public money as a person of ordinary
prudence would exercise in respect of expenditure of his own money.

Audit noticed several deficiencies at various stages of implementation of the
project including preparation of estimates and execution. The audit findings
are discussed in succeeding paragraphs.

Extra expenditure due to preparation of inflated estimate

2.1.3 The Department of Medical Education, GoUP accorded (February 2015)
administrative approval for construction of the Cancer Institute at a cost of
% 854.51 crore including cost of work amounting to ¥ 796.84 crore. The main
components of the estimated cost of work are detailed in Appendix-2.2. The
estimate for construction of the Cancer Institute was prepared by the Architect
based on Uttar Pradesh Public Works Department’s Schedule of Rates
(UPPWD SOR)’, Central Public Works Department’s Delhi Schedule of Rates

Cost of work - X 796.84 crore; Contingencies - ¥ 15.97 crore; Labour Cess - X 8.14 crore;
Cost of External Electrification - ¥ 1.50 crore; Architect’s fee - ¥ 12.21 crore; Quality
Control Consultant’s fee - ¥ 12.22 crore; Centage Charges - X 7.63 crore.

On the basis of lower of two bids received in re-tender.

The civil works under the project are being executed by Cancer Institute Unit, Lucknow
and the electrical works are being executed by Unit-18 (Electrical), Lucknow.

The estimated cost included items valuing ¥ 105.01 crore the rates of which were taken as
per UPPWD SOR.
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(DSR)’ and analysis of market rates in case of non-scheduled items®. The
estimated cost included items valuing X 499.38 crore, the rates of which were
based on analysis of market rates. Thus, of the total sanctioned cost of work of
% 796.84 crore, more than half i.e. 62.67 per cent was based on market rates
and these were determined by the Architect by obtaining budgetary
offers/quotations.

Tenders for construction of Cancer Institute were invited on percentage rate
basis wherein the bidders were required to offer their rates as a percentage
below or above the estimated cost. The bidders were required to fulfill the
minimum eligibility criteria regarding satisfactory completion of similar works
valuing specified percentages of the estimated cost put to tender’ and average
annual financial turnover on construction works equivalent to the estimated
cost put to tender'’. The Construction Agency had offered to execute the work
at 0.01 per cent below the estimated cost. Thus, payment was made to the
Construction Agency for actual work done against each item of work at
estimated cost of the item reduced by 0.01 per cent.

The Expenditure Finance Committee (EFC) while approving the estimated
cost had noted (January 2015) that since rates of various items in the estimate
were based on budgetary offers/quotations hence, before implementing such
items, UPRNN should obtain rates from manufacturers on competitive basis.

Audit noticed that the UPRNN without obtaining rates of non-scheduled
items'' from manufacturers on competitive basis to verify the veracity/
correctness of the rates independently, invited tenders for execution of the
project on the basis of the sanctioned estimate.

Audit examined the sanctioned estimate on the basis of which tenders were
invited and found nine non-scheduled items having estimated cost of
¥ 99 crore where high rates were adopted based on single budgetary
offer/quotation resulting in increase in the estimated cost by ¥ 45.50 crore as
detailed in Appendix-2.3. The estimated cost of the aforesaid nine items was
inflated by 33 per cent to 395 per cent when compared to the cost calculated
on the basis of procurement cost as evidenced from the invoices attached with
the bills submitted by the Construction Agency.

In addition to above, Audit also found five items having estimated cost of
% 153.64 crore where incorrect rates were adopted (details in Appendix-2.4)
resulting in inflation of the estimated cost by ¥ 30.41 crore. The estimated cost

The estimated cost included items valuing I 192.45 crore the rates of which were taken as
per DSR.

Non-scheduled items are items the rates of which are neither available in the UPPWD SOR
nor in the DSR.

Three similar completed works each costing not less than the amount equal to 40 per cent
of the estimated cost put to tender or two similar completed works each costing not less
than the amount equal to 60 per cent of the estimated cost put to tender or one completed
work costing not less than the amount equal to 80 per cent of the estimated cost put to
tender or one completed work of any nature costing not less than the amount equal to 40
per cent of the estimated cost put to tender with some Government Department/
Autonomous Body/Public Sector Undertaking.

The bidder should have had average annual financial turnover of ¥ 796.85 crore on
construction works during any three years out of last five financial years.

Items the rates of which were to be included in the estimate on the basis of analysis of
market rates.

10
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of the aforesaid five items was inflated by 6 per cent to 100 per cent when
compared to the correct/reasonable rates.

The estimated cost of the project was thus inflated by ¥ 75.91 crore due to
adoption of rates without obtaining competitive rates from market and
adoption of incorrect rates. Further, as the Construction Agency was chosen on
the basis of experience in execution of similar works equal to specified
percentages of the estimated cost and turnover on construction works
equivalent to the estimated cost, an inflated estimate reduces competition in
bidding and tends to favour a few bidders. In the present tender too only two
bidders participated. The inflated estimated cost also resulted in extra
expenditure on Architect’s fee as the same was based on sanctioned cost of the

project.

As the bids were benchmarked against such inflated estimate and justification
statement'” of rates was also not prepared, the inflated estimate resulted in
extra expenditure of ¥ 64.60 crore (worked out on the basis of actual quantities
executed up to November 2020) as detailed in Appendix-2.5 and summarised
in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1: Statement showing extra expenditure due to payment of inflated rates

SL Item Rate used in Actual rate Basis of actual Percentage Extra
No. estimate rate inflated rate | expenditure
®in crore)
1. |Light fixtures [¥37.33 crore |3 19.32 crore | Actual 93 per cent 18.01
procurement cost
2. |Steel T 68.10 per Kg |X 54.60 per Kg |Market rates of| 25 per cent 16.12
reinforcement steel and labour at
Lucknow
3. |Horizontal Bed |¥ 2 lakh per|¥ 40,415 per|Actual 395 per cent 8.47
Head Panels panel panel procurement cost
4. | Waterproofing |3 2,800/ 2,660 |3 1,400/ 1,330|Quotation obtained | 100 per cent 3.78
work per sqm per sqm for preparation of
estimate
5. | DG sets ¥ 89.39 lakh|X 65.74 lakh per | Actual 36 per cent 3.55
per set set procurement cost
6. |Granite I 3,866 per|X 3,244.35 per|DSR 2014 19 per cent 3.40
flooring sqm sqm
7. | Elevators % 13.35 crore | 9.97 crore Actual 34 per cent 3.38
procurement cost
8. |Solar PV X 1.57 crore|X 40.15 lakh per | Actual 291 per cent 2.34
system per set set procurement cost
9. |UPS system % 5.58 crore X 3.54 crore Actual 58 per cent 2.04
procurement cost
10. | Granite work in [¥ 3,907.40 per |3 3,469.55 per|Analysis of rates| 13 per cent 1.15
wall lining sqm sqm based on DSR
2014
11. | Laundry % 1.65 crore % 0.83 crore Actual 99 per cent 0.82
equipment procurement cost
12. | Autoclaved % 4,231.47 per|T 3,983.68 per|Quotation obtained| 6 per cent 0.60
Aerated cum cum for preparation of
Concrete block estimate
masonry
13. |Mortuary X 16.56 lakh|X 7.04 lakh per | Actual 135 per cent 0.57
Chambers per chamber | chamber procurement cost

"2 Justification statement is a statement prepared for checking the reasonability of rates
obtained in tender. The method consists of preparing detailed analysis of rates by taking
market rates of labour, materials, cartage, etc.
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SL Item Rate used in Actual rate Basis of actual Percentage Extra
No. estimate rate inflated rate | expenditure
(® in crore)
14. | Television sets [ 1.20 lakh per [ 52,096 per set | Actual 130 per cent 0.37
set procurement cost
Total 64.60

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that the
estimate has been prepared on the basis of UPPWD SOR, DSR and analysis of
market rates. Since, the contractor was not required to quote for individual
items but on an overall cost percentage basis there may be multiple instances
where the contractor had estimated his rates as much lower than the tender
rates but are not reflected due to the nature of the contract. Audit has
highlighted only a few items where the contractor had purchased
items/executed works at rates lower than the estimated rates, whereas some
items which were executed by the contractor at rates higher than the estimated
rates have not been captured in the Audit Report. As regards not preparing of
justification statement it stated that as the lowest tender was below by 0.01 per
cent than the sanctioned cost, therefore, preparation of justification of rates
was not required as per prevailing practice of UPPWD.

The reply is not acceptable because the bids for construction of Cancer
Institute were invited on percentage rate basis wherein the bidders were asked
to quote a single percentage rate, above or below the estimated cost. Hence, an
inflated estimate provided a higher baseline for the bidders. Audit did not
come across any item wherein the estimated rates were lower than the actual
procurement cost of the Construction Agency. Though the management
furnished its replies to the audit observations on multiple occasions it did not
furnish even a single bill to prove that the Construction Agency had procured
any item at rates higher than the estimated rates. Further, as justification
statement based on prevalent market rates was not prepared, the quoted price
was benchmarked against an inflated estimate instead of against the reasonable
cost of work resulting in extra expenditure on the work.

Excess payment due to irregular substitution of rates for concrete works

2.1.4 The terms and conditions of the agreement entered into (October 2015)
with the Construction Agency provided that for concrete work of grade M-20

and above, payment would be made on the basis of design mix"*.

The bill of quantity (BOQ) put to tender inter-alia included execution of
various items of M-25 and M-30 grade concrete. In the BOQ the rates for the
said items of concrete works were arrived at by adding the cost of additional
cement required'* for M-25"> and M-30'® grade concrete work to the rates
provided for M-15 grade concrete work. The rates provided for M-15 grade

As per IS 456-2000 ‘Plain and Reinforced Concrete’ design mix concrete is to be used in
case of concrete of grade above M-20. In view of above, payment for concrete of grade
above M-20 should be done on the basis of actual cement requirement as per design mix.

' Calculated at the rate of ¥ 312 per bag as per UPPWD SOR 2014. Only M-15 grade
concrete rates were available there.

For M-25 grade concrete, cost to be paid in addition to rate of M-15 grade (1:2:4) concrete
based on estimated additional cement requirement of 5.80 bags (290 Kg) per cum was
% 1,809.60 per cum (5.80 bags x I 312).

For M-30 grade concrete, cost to be paid in addition to rate of M-15 grade (1:2:4) concrete
based on estimated additional cement consumption of 12.60 bags (630 Kg) per cum was
% 3,931.20 per cum (12.60 bags x I 312).
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concrete work were as per the UPPWD SOR 2014 and were inclusive of the
cost of centering and shuttering.

As per the approved design mix, the cement requirement for M-25 and M-30
grade concrete was 365 Kg17 per cum and 410 Kg18 per cum respectively
against the estimated requirement of 610 Kg' per cum and 950 Kg”
respectively provided in the BOQ. As the cement requirement prescribed in
the approved design mix was less than the estimated cement requirement as
per BOQ, the payment over and above the rates of M-15 (1:2:4) grade
concrete should have been made for M-25 and M-30 grade concrete work as
per the actual cement requirement prescribed in the design mix.

Audit noticed that after acceptance of bid (0.01 per cent below estimated cost)
UPRNN substituted the rates for the aforesaid items with rates as per DSR
2014. Further, as the rates provided in the DSR 2014 were excluding centering
and shuttering, the cost of centering and shuttering was paid extra by UPRNN.

Audit analysed the impact of substitution of the rates and found that it has
entailed extra expenditure of I 4.02 crore’’ on the works executed till
November 2020. Thus, irregular substitution of rates to be paid for various
items of M-25 and M-30 grade concrete works after award of work has
resulted in excess payment of X 4.02 crore to the Construction Agency till
November 2020.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that the rates
of M-25 and M-30 grade concrete were not available in the UPPWD SOR,
hence, the rates of M-15 grade concrete were taken with provision for
additional payment of ¥ 1,809.60 and X 3,931.20 per cum for M-25 and M-30
grade concrete respectively. However, as the norms for consumption of
cement for M-25 and M-30 grade concrete were not mentioned correctly, the
item became disputed. In order to resolve the dispute, it was decided to pay for
M-25 and M-30 grade concrete at rates provided in the DSR. It further stated
that after comparing the rates as per DSR 2014 for M-25 and M-30 concrete as
mentioned in BOQ, overall saving of X 2.77 crore was found.

The reply is not acceptable because the terms and conditions of the agreement
entered into with the Construction Agency provided that work of concrete of
grade M-20 and above would be executed as per design mix and payment to
the Construction Agency would be made on the basis of the said design mix.
Even as per CPWD norms, excess or less cement used as per design mix is
payable or recoverable separately for concrete of grade above M-20. Further,
contention of UPRNN as regards saving of X 2.77 crore is not correct as
UPRNN has calculated the saving on the basis of estimated cement
requirement of 610 Kg per cum (M-25) and 950 Kg per cum (M-30) whereas
as per agreement conditions payment was to be made as per cement
requirement prescribed in the approved design mix which was 365 Kg per cum
(M-25) and 410 Kg per cum (M-30).

7" 7.3 bags

'8 8.2 bags

' 12.2 bags

219 bags

Considering maximum rate of ¥ 8,050 per cum prescribed for concrete work of M-15
(1:2:4) grade concrete in the bill of quantity put to tender/ UPPWD SOR.
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Excess payment to the construction agency due to not deducting the payment
made to Project Management Consultant

2.1.5 As per the agreement entered into (October 2015) with the Construction
Agency, expenditure up to 0.5 per cent of contract value incurred on Project
Management Consultant appointed by UPRNN shall be borne by the
Construction Agency.

Mukesh & Associates (Consultant) was selected (November 2014) as
third-party consultant for quality control of the project at a fee of 1.5 per cent
(including Service Tax) of the project cost. An analysis of the scope of work
and obligations of the Consultant as prescribed in the agreement
(28 November 2015) entered into by UPRNN with the Consultant revealed
that the services to be rendered by the Consultant were not limited only to
quality control of the project but extended to project management too. Duties
of Consultant included day-to-day supervision of execution, checking of
running account bills, scrutiny of technical audit reports, doing co-ordination
with respect to architectural and structural design, etc., which were in nature of
project management services (details in Appendix-2.6). Consequently,
recovery of expenditure incurred by UPRNN on Project Management
Consultant up to 0.5 per cent of contract value should have been made from
the bills of the Construction Agency.

Audit noticed that work costing ¥ 649.05 crore”* was done by the Construction
Agency up to November 2020. UPRNN, however, had not recovered any
amount from the bills of the Construction Agency against expenditure incurred
on Project Management Consultant. Thus, UPRNN made excess payment of
¥ 3.25 crore™ to the Construction Agency.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that
Consultant is not rendering any services of Project Management Consultant. It
further stated that as the Construction Agency is a very renowned firm having
its own planning infrastructure team, design wing, latest software and
technologically skilled staff, safety wing, quality control cell, etc., UPRNN
has not felt the necessity to engage any Project Management Consultant.

The reply is not acceptable because it is clear from the scope of work awarded
to the Consultant (Appendix-2.6) that the services being rendered by the
Consultant on the project were in the nature of a project management
consultant. Hence, recovery against expenditure incurred on above Consultant
to the extent of 0.5 per cent of contract value was to be made from the bills of
the Construction Agency.

Payment against excess quantities/extra items not sanctioned by the
Government

2.1.6 Clause 12 of the agreement entered into with the Construction Agency
provides that variation is allowed maximum up to final revised sanctioned
quantities by the Client/Government (EFC). Such variation in quantities of
current BOQ due to change in scope of work or any other reasons shall be part
of this tender. This variation will be paid to the contractor on work done and
work to be done basis.

22 Cancer Institute Unit, Lucknow - ¥ 371.16 crore and Unit-18 (Electrical), Lucknow -
3 277.89 crore.
> % 649.05 crore x 0.5/100.
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Audit noticed that:

o The revised estimate submitted (August 2019) to GoUP included
execution of additional works viz., construction of water body, meter room
and guard room at a cost of ¥ 2.13 crore. The said additional works were,
however, not sanctioned by the GoUP. Despite the fact that the said additional
works were not sanctioned by the GoUP, these were executed and UPRNN
had made payment of X 1.97 crore to the Construction Agency for these
unsanctioned items till November 2020.

o In addition to above, UPRNN made payment of I 5.10 crore to the
Construction Agency against quantities executed in excess of the revised
sanctioned quantities.

Thus, UPRNN had paid X 7.07 crore to the Construction Agency in violation
of the provisions of the agreement.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that the
amount will be met from savings in quantity of other items.

The reply is not acceptable because as per the terms and conditions of the
agreement variation is allowed maximum up to final revised sanctioned
quantities by the Client/Government (EFC). As the aforesaid items/variations
were not sanctioned by the Client/Government (EFC), payment on account of
aforesaid items was not in order.

Excess payment to Architect for bought out items

2.1.7 The work of architectural and structural consultancy services for the
project was awarded (February 2014) to Archohm Consults (Architect) at a fee
of 1.5 per cent of project cost. As per the agreement entered (May 2014) with
the Architect by UPRNN, the cost of project for payment of Architect’s fee
was to be calculated after deduction of cost of ‘any other items sanctioned for
which architectural services are not required/approved’, from the sanctioned
cost of project.

Audit noticed that there were bought-out items valued at ¥ 150.45 crore
(Appendix-2.7), which involved merely supply and installation of equipment
at site but no deduction on account of ‘any other items sanctioned for which
architectural services are not required/approved’ was made for these from the
project cost. These bought out items included light fixtures (X 46.14 crore),
solar power system (X 3.14 crore), television sets (X 9.60 crore), lifts (X 17.50
crore), kitchen equipment (X 1.25 crore), laundry equipment (X 1.65 crore),
medical equipment (X 56.52 crore), art works (X 3.41 crore), fish tank (X 10.24
crore) and building signages (% one crore).

Thus, not deducting the cost of bought out items involving merely supply and
installation at site from the project cost sanctioned by the Government for the
purpose of calculation of Architect’s fee has resulted in excess payment of
% 1.49 crore to the Architect up to November 2020.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that cost of
art work and fish tank has already been deleted from calculation of Architect’s
fee. Further, cost of television sets, lifts, kitchen equipment and laundry
equipment will be deducted at the time of calculating the fee. As regards
indoor and outdoor light fixtures, solar power system and medical
works/equipment it stated that these items require composite drawings
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incorporating different other service lines and many discussions with the
concerned vendors.

The management accepted to recover architect fee in respect of items”*
involving architect fee of ¥ 0.65 crore. The reply in respect of remaining four
items 1.e., light fixtures, solar power system, medical equipment and building
signages is not acceptable as these items were also bought out items involving
merely supply and installation of equipment at site. Hence, the same should be
deducted from the sanctioned cost of project to arrive at the cost of project for
the purpose of payment of Architect’s fee.

Excess payment due to payment at higher rates for supply and wiring of
submain

2.1.8 The bill of quantity included supply and wiring of submain as per given
specification® at the rate of ¥ 121 per metre. The specification of copper
conductor cable in the above item was substituted from 2.5 sq. mm. and
1.5 sq. mm to 4 sq. mm. and 2.5 sq. mm. respectively.

Audit noticed that the rate claimed by the Construction Agency for the
substituted item was I 153 per metre which was based on UPPWD SOR.
UPRNN, however, made payments for the aforesaid substituted item at the
rate of X 253 per metre up to November 2020 resulting in excess payment of
% 0.97 crore.

On being pointed out UPRNN recovered (May 2021) the excess payment of
% 0.97 crore made to the Construction Agency.

Short recovery of interest on mobilisation advance

2.1.9 The terms and conditions of the agreement entered into with the
Construction Agency provides that mobilisation advance shall bear simple
interest of 10 per cent per annum and shall be calculated from the date of
payment to the date of recovery, both days inclusive on the outstanding
amount of advance.

Audit noticed that UPRNN had recovered X 13.04 crore from the bills of the
Construction Agency in lieu of interest on mobilisation advance against
recoverable amount of X 13.69 crore resulting in short recovery of X 0.65 crore
to the Construction Agency.

On being pointed out UPRNN recovered (May 2021) the aforesaid amount of
% 0.65 crore from the Construction Agency.

Time overrun

2.1.10 The High Level Cancer Institute was a signature project to provide
medical service to cancer patients. As per the agreement entered into with the
Construction Agency, the work was to be completed by 22 October 2017.

#* Television sets, Lifts, Kitchen Equipment, Laundry Equipment, Art Works and Fish Tank.

» Supply and wiring of Submain with two number 2.5 sq.mm. FR PVC insulated multi
strand single core copper conductor cable in heavy gauge 25 mm outer diameter PVC
conduit pipe partly concealed in the wall and partly laid in the slab along with the
reinforcement before concreting, complete with 1.5 sq.mm. FR PVC insulated multi strand
copper conductor cable as earth wire drawn inside the conduit, complete in all respects.

17



Compliance Audit Report for the year ended 31 March 2020

Audit noticed that even after lapse of more than four years from the scheduled
date of completion the work was still incomplete26 (November 2021). The
main reasons for time overrun in the project were delay in demolition of
existing structures of Animal Husbandry Department, delay in obtaining
approval from Atomic Energy Regulatory Board (AERB) for construction of
Oncology Block and slow progress of work by the Construction Agency.
UPRNN was responsible for overall monitoring and supervision of the project,
Architect for liaising with various authorities and obtaining approvals,
Construction Agency for timely execution of the project and Consultant for
day-to-day supervision. Thus, delay in completion was attributable to all the
aforesaid agencies involved in execution of the project.

Delay in completion of the project has resulted in denial of benefits to the
intended beneficiaries of the project viz., cancer patients and research students.

Further, as per the agreement, in case of delays, liquidated damages at the rate
of one per cent of tendered cost per month for delay of up to three months;
two per cent of tendered cost per month for delay of four to six months subject
to a maximum 10 per cent of tendered cost was recoverable from the
Construction Agency.

Despite delay being attributable to slow progress of work by the Construction
Agency which was evident from the fact that the UPRNN itself had on various
occasions directed the Construction Agency to increase the pace of work by
employing more labour, time extension was granted by UPRNN without
levying due liquidated damages (LD).

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that against
the sanctioned cost of ¥ 854.51 crore, the GoUP had released funds amounting
to X 466.11 crore till the target date of completion and I 728.32 crore till
March 2021. In view of above, the work was planned in a phased manner.
Besides, land for several buildings was obtained with a delay of nine months
due to delay in demolition of existing structures of Animal Husbandry
Department. Further, construction of Oncology Block was delayed as approval
from Atomic Energy Regulatory Board (AERB) could be obtained only in
December 2017. In addition to above, Covid-19 pandemic also came in
March 2020.

The fact remains that completion of the project has been delayed by more than
four years due to delays attributable to UPRNN/Construction Agency/
Architect resulting in denial of benefits to the intended beneficiaries of the
project viz., cancer patients and research students.

Avoidable expenditure on creation of excess capacity

2.1.11 The work of construction of Cancer Institute inter-alia included
construction of sub-station of 14,000 Kilo Volt Ampere (KVA) capacity
(7 transformers of 2,000 KVA capacity each) along with provision of Diesel
Generating (DQ) sets for power back-up of 15,150 KVA capacity (15 DG sets
of 1,010 KVA capacity each including one DG set of 1,010 KVA as stand by)

% Works related to OPD Block, Ancilliary Block (HVAC, Mortuary and Medical Gas
Pipeline System), Entrance Square, Electrical Sub-Station, Radiology Block, Kitchen and
Laundry, Meter Room, Pump Room and STP/ETP were completed and handed over to the
client in May 2020. Works related to remaining blocks viz., IPD Block, OT Block,
Administration Block, Radiation Oncology Block, Workshop and Store, Basement Plan
(Service Corridor), Landscape and Building Signage works were under progress.
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and voltage stabilisers of 14,000 KVA capacity (14 voltage stabilisers of
1,000 KVA capacity each).

Audit noticed that the requirement of transformers for sub-station was
calculated considering power factor of 0.8 for converting demand from
Kilo Watt (KW) to Kilo Volt Ampere (KVA). The Electricity Supply Code
and Rate Schedule for Electricity Distribution Companies issued by Uttar
Pradesh Electricity Regulatory Commission, however, prescribe power factor
of 0.9 for converting demand from KW to KVA.

Thus, due to incorrect application of power factor for conversion of demand
from KW to KVA, provision of one transformer, two DG sets and two voltage
stabilisers was made in excess of requirement resulting in avoidable
expenditure of X 2.30 crore.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that CPWD
and PWD also follow a power factor of 0.8 for converting KW to KVA for
calculating the capacity of transformers/DG sets/Stabilizers/UPS systems.

The reply is not acceptable because even in the documents submitted by the
Management power factor of 0.9 has been considered for converting demand
from KW to KVA.

Structural alterations without approval of competent authority

2.1.12 In case of Radiation Oncology Block there was no provision for pile
foundation in the Technical Sanction granted by the competent authority.

Audit noticed that pile foundation (800 mm dia piles) was subsequently
proposed and executed. However, orders of the competent authority, which
granted the Technical Sanction, to such material structural alterations were not
available on records.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that as per
site conditions some changes become necessary technically which have to be
done. At the time of preparation of estimate it is not possible in all cases to
know the exact condition of underground.

The reply is not acceptable because execution of such material structural
alterations should have been done only after obtaining orders of the competent
authority.

Variation in quantities and extra items due to lack of due diligence

2.1.13 The GoUP accorded (February 2015) administrative approval for
construction of the Cancer Institute at a cost of I 854.51 crore. Technical
Sanction of the estimate for construction of Cancer Institute was granted by
UPRNN on 10 July 2015 for X 854.51 crore. The sanctioned cost of the project
was subsequently revised (May 2020) to I 805.28 crore.

The work of architectural and structural consultancy services for the project
was awarded (February 2014) to Archohm Consults (Architect) at a fee of
1.5 per cent of project cost. The scope of work awarded to the Architect
inter-alia included preparation of drawings, designs and estimates. Thus, in
case of construction of the Cancer Institute the detailed estimate of the project
was prepared by the Architect and Technical Sanction to the detailed estimate
was granted by UPRNN.
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Audit noticed that in the revised estimate submitted to the GoUP, excess
quantities ranging from 11.44 per cent to 2.14 lakh>’ per cent and amounting
to ¥ 52.93 crore were included in respect of 219 items. Further, 50 extra items
1.e., items that were not originally sanctioned by the GoUP were also included
at a cost of X 18.07 crore. Besides, lesser quantities ranging from 10.78 per
cent to 100 per cent and amounting to X 125.74 crore were provided in respect
of 285 items.

Such large variations in quantities and items of works indicates that due
professional care was not taken by the Architect in preparation of the detailed
estimate. Besides, it is also indicative of the fact that due diligence was not
exercised by UPRNN while granting Technical Sanction.

Further, as no penal clause was incorporated in the agreement entered into
with the Architect to penalise the Architect in case of sub-standard work, no
penalty could be recovered from the Architect.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that the cost
of work has not increased in the revised estimate and the construction cost has
been restricted to ¥ 805.44 crore which is less than the earlier sanctioned cost
of X 854.51 crore. It further stated that penal clause has been added in the
standard bid documents for architect.

Interest earned not deposited in Treasury

2.1.14 Government Order (29 May 2015) provides that interest earned by any
Government institution/State Public Sector Undertaking (PSU) on funds
released by the Government and parked in bank accounts will be the income of
the Government and shall be deposited in the Treasury.

UPRNN received (August 2014 to March 2021) funds of ¥ 728.33 crore from
the GoUP (Directorate of Medical Education and Training) for construction of
the Cancer Institute. The funds so received were kept in the bank accounts of
UPRNN’s Headquarters and thereafter remitted to the field Units executing
the project as per requirement.

UPRNN earned interest of ¥ 36.68 crore on Government funds during the period
2015-2021 but the same was not deposited in the Treasury (September 2021).

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that it has
credited interest amounting to I 36.68 crore to the Government account as per
provision of GoUP order.

The reply is not acceptable as GoUP order clearly states to deposit interest
earned in the treasury and not in bank account.

Interest recovered on mobilisation advance not credited to Government
account

2.1.15 UPRNN was nominated as an executing agency to carry out work
related to preparation of estimates, invitation of tenders, inspection of works,
supervision and quality control, etc., for which it is eligible for centage
charges at the rate of one per cent of project cost.

The terms and conditions of the agreement entered into with the Construction
Agency provided that mobilisation advance shall bear simple interest at the

*" Item — Extra for additional height in centering and shuttering for suspended floors, roofs,
landing and beams.
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rate of 10 per cent per annum and shall be calculated from the date of payment
to the date of recovery, both days inclusive on the outstanding amount of advance.

Audit noticed that UPRNN had recovered ¥ 13.69 crore from the bills of the
Construction Agency towards interest on mobilisation advance. As UPRNN is
merely an executing agency, it should have credited the amount of interest
recovered on mobilisation advance to the Government account. UPRNN,
however, had not credited the aforesaid amount to the Government account.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that
mobilisation advance is given to a sub-contractor to mobilise men and material
at site of work for smooth and speedy work. The interest clause on
mobilisation advance has been incorporated in the agreement to safeguard its
interest. In view of above interest earned on mobilisation advance is treated as
its income and hence, 1s not creditable to Government.

The reply is not acceptable because mobilisation advance was given to the
Construction Agency out of Government funds received by UPRNN in its
capacity as the executing agency and not out of its own funds. In view of
above, the interest on mobilisation advance recovered from the Construction
Agency should have been credited to the Government account.

Services not procured through GeM portal

2.1.16 The Government of Uttar Pradesh directed (August 2017) that all
departments and their sub-ordinate institutions shall procure materials and
services listed on Government e-Market Place (GeM) through GeM portal only.

Works related to OPD Block, Ancilliary Block (HVAC, Mortuary and
Medical Gas Pipeline System), Entrance Square, Electrical Sub-Station,
Radiology Block, Kitchen and Laundry, Meter Room, Pump Room and
STP/ETP were completed and handed over to the Government. For works
related to day to day operation and maintenance of handed over buildings,
UPRNN procured manpower on the basis of Purchase Committee Report
(PCR)/quotations.

Audit noticed that UPRNN, instead of procuring manpower for day to day
operation and maintenance of handed over buildings at the Cancer Institute
through GeM portal, awarded (February 2020 to October 2020) work valuing
% 51.51 lakh through seven work orders (six work orders issued to Sterling and
Wilson and one work order issued to Blue Star) on the basis of Purchase
Committee Report (PCR)/quotations. Thus, UPRNN had not adhered to the
directions of the GoUP regarding procurement of material and services
through GeM portal and deprived itself of competitive rates.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that in view
of client’s letter (10 February 2020) for providing operation and maintenance
of these highly specialised services, immediate action was taken and orders
were placed as a time gap arrangement. It further stated that necessary
compliance of the directions of the GoUP for procurement of material and
services through GeM portal shall be strictly followed if this work is done for
a long period.

The reply is not acceptable because even after expiry of the term of initial
work order, UPRNN placed (May 2020 to October 2020) work orders for
additional periods without using GeM portal.
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|Conclusion |

There were significant deficiencies and delays in implementation of the
project. The inflated estimate combined with not preparing of the justification
statement resulted in excess expenditure of X 64.60 crore on the project. As the
Construction Agency was chosen on the basis of experience in execution of
similar works and turnover based on the estimated cost, an inflated estimate
also reduced competition in bidding. UPRNN additionally made excess
payment/short-recovery/avoidable expenditure of I 19.75 crore to the
Construction Agency and Architect.

Large variations in quantities and items required along with material structural
alterations raise questions on the competence of the Architect. Further, delays
indicate lack of monitoring on part of UPRNN and Project Consultant.
Construction of Cancer Institute was incomplete (November 2021) even after
lapse of more than four years from the scheduled date of completion due to
delays on the part of UPRNN and Construction Agency resulting in denial of
full benefits to the intended beneficiaries of the project viz., cancer patients
and research students.
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| Audit Paragraphs |

| Uttar Pradesh Rajkiya Nirman Nigam Limited \

| 2.2 Violation of Government orders relating to e-tendering of works |

UPRNN violated the orders of GoUP as well as its own orders for
e-tendering while awarding the work of creation and maintenance of
social media platforms.

Government of Uttar Pradesh (GoUP) Orders (GO)** issued on 31 March
2017 provided that e-tendering be adopted for award of all works of Public
Works Department. The Managing Director, UPRNN also issued orders (09
April 2017 and 17 April 2017) for strict implementation of e-tendering® in
procurement of all materials and services. It was also stated that violation of
these orders would be viewed seriously and stringent action would be taken
against the concerned officer. Subsequently, GoUP instructed (vide GO
issued on 24 April 2018) that procurements exceeding I 10 lakh were to be
made through e-tendering system by all Departments, PSUs and other
Government entities.

Audit noticed (January 2020) that the Board of Directors (BoD) of UPRNN, in
its 186™ meeting (June 2018), accorded approval for engaging a social media
management firm, through wide publicity, as per the agenda note submitted
before it. However, a proposal for award of work to M/s Paarth Enterprises
(firm) on quotation basis was submitted (27 November 2018) by the
Unit-in-Charge (UIC), Maintenance Unit, UPRNN Headquarters, stating that
“e-tendering process has been initiated, which will take about three months,
hence, keeping in view the instructions of the Government to carry out the
work at the earliest, the Social Media Platforms (SMPs) work may be done on
Departmental Construction Unit (DCU) pattern. Accordingly, three quotations
had been called and till selection of firm through e-tendering execution of
work may be got done from L-1 firm (M/s Paarth Enterprises)”. After
approval (27 November 2018) of Managing Director, the work of creation and
maintenance of SMPs’' was awarded (27 November 2018) to the firm at
monthly charges of ¥ 5.19 lakh (including GST). The first work order was
issued (29 November 2018) by the UIC to the firm for two months (December
2018 and January 2019). The work orders, inter-alia, provided SMPs work to
be done by the aforesaid firm for UPRNN, UPPWD and UP State Bridge
Corporation Limited (UPSBCL).

The infirmities in the award and execution of the aforesaid SMPs work, as
noticed in audit, are as under:

(i) No e-tendering for SMPs was done even after lapse of more than two years
of initial award and repeated bi-monthly work orders continued to be issued to
the firm by the UIC. The total value of such work orders issued for a period of
28 months (December 2018 to 31 March 2021) stood at X 1.45 crore which
was much more than the limit of ¥ 10 lakh by Government order for e-
tendering.

% No0.6/2017/350/23-7-176 (General)/06 TC.

¥ Mandatorily from 01 September 2017 by all the Departments/PSUs/ABs etc., vide GO No.
1067/78-2-2017-42 1T/2017 dated 12 May 2017.

% No. 6/2018/256/78-2-2018-42 IT/TC.

3! Facebook and Twitter.
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(ii) The decision of BoD with regard to selection of the firm through wide
publicity was violated as it was selected through the quotation process, instead
of open tendering process, even after having sufficient time of five months
after approval of BoD. Moreover, UIC justified the selection of the firm
through quotation basis citing urgency and stating that e-tendering process for
awarding the work has been initiated, however no records related to initiation
of e-tendering process for the work were available. Urgency in award of work
was also not visible.

(iii) The quotations did not contain the item wise rates linked with the
quantum and specification of work. Further, EC did not apply any rational
criteria to ascertain the reasonability of rates.

(iv) The scope of work and pattern of depiction of cost as mentioned in the
quotation of the L-1 firm and those of other two firms lacked uniformity. This
indicated that the specific requirement of work seeking the quotations was not
formulated and comparison of rates was made on dissimilar grounds.

(v) As per the GST portal, the effective date of registration of the firm for
GST relating to manpower services was 30 November 2018. The quotation
mentioning the GST number was submitted by the firm on 26 November 2018
for the SMPs work. This firm was evaluated (27 November 2018) as L-1 to
whom the first work order was issued on 29 November 2018. Thus, the firm
did not have effective GSTN at the time of award of work.

(vi) There were no criteria either in the quotations or in the work orders for
qualitative and quantitative measurement of work for recording it in the
Measurement Book (MB). In absence of any such criteria the payments made
to the firm were not based on quantum of work done.

(vii) As stated in the work orders, SMPs work was to be done by the aforesaid
firm for UPRNN, UPPWD and UP State Bridge Corporation Limited (UPSBCL).
Notably, both UPPWD and UPSBCL first denied (September 2020) any
linkage with the aforesaid SMPs work done by the firm but subsequently
UPPWD and UPSBCL confirmed (November 2020 and June 2021
respectively) that social media cell set up by UPRNN provided input to them.

These infirmities indicate clear violation of the aforesaid GOs as well as the
orders of UPRNN with respect to ensuring a transparent and competitive
tendering/e-tendering process. Further, the award of work through quotation
process in violation of GoUP orders and replication of the scope of work
mentioned in the work orders as actual work done in MB makes the
expenditure of ¥ 1.45 crore prima facie irregular. The hasty manner of
processing of the case and obtaining GST number further casts doubts on
genuineness of the party and award of work.

In its reply, Government/Management stated (September 2021/June 2021) that
as the said work was to be done at the earliest and e-tendering process required
more than three months, the firm was engaged being L1 among three
quotations received as per provision laid down in working manual of the
Nigam for Departmental Construction Unit pattern works. However, e-
tendering for the work has been started and would be uploaded on website in
June 2021. It further stated that scope of work was clearly explained to all the
firms but other bidders except L1 firm quoted lumpsum price. Regarding GST
registration it stated that the firm got GST registration number before
submission of its bid which could be uploaded on GST portal by 30 November
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2018 by the Department. Further, measurements were recorded in MB after
obtaining photographs/materials and daily activity report from the firm.

The reply is not acceptable as UPRNN failed to comply the Government and
its own orders by awarding the work on quotation basis. Moreover,
e-tendering has not been done so far (February, 2022). No documentary proof
was provided for seeking specific requirement of the work in quotations, nor
any urgency was visible. Further, the effective date of GST registration was
clearly mentioned on the portal which was subsequent to date of award of
work. Instead of recording quantitative details of photographs/materials
obtained or daily activity done in the MB during the period, mere mention of
scope of work was done in the MB.

|Uttar Pradesh State Bridge Corporation Limited |

|2.3 Avoidable loss |

Participation in the tender process without including GST in their bid
price led to denial of reimbursement of GST claim by NHAI and
consequential loss of ¥ 41.99 crore to UPSBCL.

U.P. State Bridge Corporation Limited (UPSBCL) participated
(August 2018) in the tender invited (June 2018) by the National Highways
Authority of India (NHAI) for the balance work of 4-laning of
Haridwar-Dehradun section of National Highways 58 and 72** by quoting the
bid price of I 349.90 crore against the NHAI’s estimated cost of
¥292.26 crore™. NHAI executed (January 2019) a contract with UPSBCL at
L-1 price of X 349.90 crore for the aforesaid construction work of roads.

Clause 14.3 of Instructions to Bidders in the tender provided that all duties,
taxes and other levies payable by the contractor under the contract, or for any
other cause as of the date 28 days prior to the deadline for submission of the
bids, should be included in the rates and prices and the total bid price
submitted by the bidder; and the evaluation and comparison of bids by the
employer would be made accordingly.

Audit noticed (July 2020) that UPSBCL was required to quote the bid price
with all taxes and duties including GST, as per the aforesaid condition of the
tender. However, it quoted the bid price of X 349.90 crore without GST. In this
regard, the facts submitted (25 August 2018) before the Tender Committee
(TC) of UPSBCL revealed that to ascertain the bid price to be quoted the cost
of work was worked out by the Chief Project Manager, Ghaziabad on four
different criteria viz. ¥ 357.11 crore**, T 373.63 crore>, T 393.55 crore® and
T 394.16 crore’’, each formulation inclusive of GST. Against these, the
General Manager (GM-Commercial) who was also a member of the TC,
finally recommended to the TC, the cost of I 349.90 crore, without disclosing
the fact that this cost was not inclusive of GST. This recommended cost was
approved (25 August 2018) by the TC comprising the GM-Commercial and
the Managing Director (MD) for participation in the above tender.

*> NH-58: from km. 211.000 to km. 218.200 and NH-72: from km. 165.000 to km. 196.825.
33 Revised to T 311.96 crore in August 2018.

** As per the schedule of rates (SOR) of Uttarakhand for the year 2017-18.

" As per the SOR of Uttarakhand for the year 2018-19.

36 As per the Departmental construction unit pattern.

37 Rates based on specifications of Ministry of Road Transport and Highways.
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Subsequently, after passage of nine months from the commencement of
execution of the contract, a request was made (October 2019) by UPSBCL for
reimbursement of GST, in addition to the quoted price of ¥ 349.90 crore. This
was not found tenable by NHAI (May 2020), based on an advice from its
Legal Division. Accordingly, the reimbursement of claims for the GST of
% 31.07 crore already paid by UPSBCL to the Government on the value of
work of X 258.93 crore done till August 2020, was not made by NHAI

Thus, UPSBCL participated in the tender by quoting the bid price without
including GST, based on a faulty recommendation of the GM/Commercial, in
violation of the specific condition of the tender. This led to denial of
reimbursement of GST claim of UPSBCL of X 31.07 crore by NHAL
Consequently, UPSBCL suffered an avoidable loss of X 31.07 crore, which
would increase to ¥ 41.99 crore on total contract price of ¥ 349.90 crore.

The Government stated (August 2021) that sub clause 21.2 of Particular
Conditions of the Contract Part ‘B’-Specific Provisions of tender provided that
bid price would include all kind of taxes, e.g. all Custom Duties, Import Duties,
business taxes and income and other taxes local/State Government, octroi,
royalty, etc., that may be levied in accordance with the law and regulations
being in force on the date. In view of contents of sub clause 21.2 and specific
mention of various categories of taxes, the GST being a Government of India
tax, was not included in the bid. UPSBCL further informed that a Conciliation
Committee of Independent Experts (CCIE) in the matter has been formed and
first meeting was held on July 2021 wherein the matter was dealt on top priority.

The reply is not acceptable since clause 14.3 of the tender document makes
specific mention that all taxes needed to be included. Clause 21.2 also
provides inclusion of all taxes and mentions some of the taxes as example.
This cannot be inferred as exclusion of GST. Doubts about inclusion/exclusion
of GST was also not raised in pre-bid meeting held on 25 July 2018. Thus,
quoting the bid price without GST to participate in the tender, in violation of
the distinct condition of the tender, was based on a faulty recommendation
made to the TC. As this was against the tender condition, the possibility of
getting relief under the CCIE is remote.

The Government should fix the responsibility on the concerned officer(s) of
UPSBCL who have caused an avoidable loss to the Company.

|Transport Department |

|Uttar Pradesh State Road Transport Corporation |
|2.4 Avoidable loss of cashback |

Failure in timely implementation of the National Electronic Toll
Collection Program deprived UPSRTC of cashback of ¥ 14.18 crore on
payment of tolls and led to an avoidable loss to the same extent.

The Ministry of Road Transport and Highways (MoRTH), Government of
India, National Highway Authority of India (NHAI) and Indian Highway
Management Company Limited (IHMCL)*® along with National Payments
Corporation of India (NPCI) re-launched (03 December 2016) the National
Electronic Toll Collection (NETC) Program. The NETC program allows

¥ A subsidiary of NHAI
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electronic payment of tolls on National Highways (NHs) through a Radio
Frequency Identification (RFID) based interoperable®® tag known as FASTag,
This was to minimise leakage in manual collection of tolls. The NETC
programme was to be implemented through the Banks authorised by NHAL
As an incentive measure to implement the NETC programme, NHAI provided
discounts*” in the form of cashback payout for the NETC transactions done
during the period 2016-17 to 2019-20 provided certain terms and conditions
are met.

NHAI invited (16 January 2017) Uttar Pradesh State Road Transport
Corporation (UPSRTC) to participate in the NETC program to avail the
benefit of discount on the electronic payment of tolls. To implement the NETC
programme, UPSRTC invited (10 February 2017) proposals from three
banks*' and selected State Bank of India (SBI) and Axis Bank as partner banks
and executed (10 April 2017) agreements with them for a period of five years.
The terms and conditions of the agreements provided following:

e UPSRTC shall open and maintain infer-alia a current account with the
bank, with a debit mandate*” for the FASTag activity.

e UPSRTC shall ensure that buses are assembled at a predefined location for
the Tag affixing process and the schedule of the same shall be shared with the
partner bank/its service provider four working days in advance.

e No charges shall be payable to the bank for issue and affixing of the
FASTag on the buses.

e The NETC programme shall be implemented in four phases during
01 June 2017 to 20 June 2017 by SBI and Axis Bank in 11 and nine regions
respectively.

e The bank shall credit the amount of cashback, at the applicable rate in the
UPSRTC’s current account for all the toll transactions at all Toll Plazas of the
NHs at the end of the month.

Further, to implement the NETC programme within the specified timeframe,
UPSRTC, assigned the responsibilities to the designated officers of its
headquarters and regions and constituted (30 May 2017) a Monitoring
Committee (MoC) of seven officers® to ensure that tolls were paid by all the
regions through FASTag from 21 June 2017.

Audit noticed (March 2021) that despite making all the necessary
arrangements viz., selection and execution of agreements with partner banks,
fixation of timeframe, allocation of responsibilities to the designated officers
and constitution of the MoC, UPSRTC failed to achieve its own targets for
implementing the NETC program fully with effect from 21 June 2017. An
analysis of the data relating to payment of tolls by UPSRTC after June 2017

39
40

The same tag can be used across all toll plazas of NHs.

10 per cent, 7.5 per cent, 5 per cent and 2.5 per cent in 2016-17, 2017-18, 2018-19 and
2019-20 respectively:

1 State Bank of India, ICICI Bank and Axis Bank.

* It gives right for deduction of amount of toll from the account of UPSRTC and transfer the
same to concerned bank/NHAI’s account.

Chief General Manager (Operation), General Manager (Commercial), General Manager
(MIS), Assistant Manager (Budget), Assistant Manager (Audit), Assistant Regional
Manager (Finance), Ghaziabad and Assistant Regional Manager (Finance), Lucknow.
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(i.e. during July 2017 to March 2020) revealed that out of total toll of
% 624.33 crore, only X 283.85 crore (46.46 per cent) was paid through FASTag
on which cashback of only X 13.41 crore was received (Appendix-2.8).

A further analysis of data of all 20 regions pertaining to the period from
July 2017 to March 2020 (Appendix-2.9) revealed that against the fleet of 12,155
buses, the NETC programme was implemented by these regions in
6,827 buses only (56.17 per cent) by July 2017. This position remained almost
stagnant by March 2018 (56.35 per cent) and March 2019 (56.22 per cent) and
increased to 79.24 per cent by March 2020. The progress of work in the
20 regions of UPSRTC at the end of July 2017 stood at between 14 per cent
(Meerut Region) and 97 per cent (Jhansi Region) of total buses. Further,
implementation of NETC programme in the above 20 regions was ranging
between 43 per cent (Devipatan Region) and 96 per cent (Noida Region) of total
buses by March 2020, i.e. at the closure of the last phase of cashback discount.
Audit noticed that six regions viz. Devipatan, Saharanpur, Meerut, Lucknow,
Aligarh and Bareilly performed poorly** during July 2017 to March 2020.

Thus, due to failure to implement the NETC programme in a time bound
manner UPSRTC could not avail the benefit of cashback discount of ¥ 14.18
crore (Appendix-2.8) on payment of tolls of ¥ 340.48 crore made without
FASTag mode during July 2017 to March 2020 which led to an avoidable loss
to the same extent.

UPSRTC may review the reasons for the poor performance of some of the
regions and take necessary action.

In its reply, the Management accepted (September 2021) the fact that the
percentage of FASTag was less during July 2017 to March 2019. It further
stated that this was due to inability of service provider banks as they failed to
ensure sufficient availability of FASTags and redress issues in respect of
FASTags in a timely manner.

The reply is not acceptable as issues relating to banks, if any, should have
been resolved as per agreement terms in a time bound manner. Further, the
Management did not furnish any documents in support of their reply inspite of
same being asked by the Audit (October 2021).

The matter was reported to the Government (May 2021). The reply is awaited
(November 2021).

|2.5 Irregular payments for ITMS project |

UPSRTC made inadmissible and excess payments of I 69.84 crore to a
private firm in violation of the conditions of the agreement in
implementation of a project of ITMS.

Uttar Pradesh State Road Transport Corporation (UPSRTC) executed
(02 February 2013) an agreement with M/s Trimax IT Infrastructure &
Services Limited, Mumbai (Trimax)* for supply, installation and operation of
an Intelligent Transport Management System (ITMS) in UPSRTC for a period
of five years. ITMS was aimed to provide integrated ticketing system, vehicle
tracking system and passengers’ information system. The operation period of

* 1411 per cent to 48.30 per cent and 43.48 per cent to 74.44 per cent in July 2017 and
March 2020 respectively.
* Known as a System Integrator.
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five years of ITMS was to commence after complete ‘Go-live’ and acceptance
of the system in all 20 regions of UPSRTC on Build-Own-Operate and
Transfer (BOOT) model. The ITMS went live in various regions during April
2014 to November 2015.

As per Appendix 8 (1) (a) and (2) read with Article 2.1 (a) and (b) of the
Agreement, a sum of X 19.13 crore was payable by UPSRTC to Trimax on
achieving the specified milestones as a compensation for its upfront
investment. Further, ¥ 0.44 per ticket (up to 40-70 crore tickets per year46) and
% 0.22 per ticket above 70 crore tickets per year inclusive of all taxes, were
payable to Trimax for performance of its obligations under the contract after
‘Go-live’ and acceptance of the system at regions. UPSRTC paid an amount of
% 17.39 crore to Trimax towards upfront investment during June 2013 to
March 2015.

During scrutiny of records relating to payments made to Trimax, Audit noticed
(March 2021) various infirmities pointing to the terms and conditions of the
Agreement not being followed and lack of due diligence. These infirmities
resulted in inadmissible and excess payments to Trimax during
implementation of ITMS project are as under:

(i) Payments for the pre-‘Go-live’ period: Clause 2 of Appendix-8 of the
Agreement stipulated that upon ‘Go-live’ and acceptance of the system, the
payment would be made to Trimax as per the monthly invoice submitted by it
against the tickets booked through ITMS in respective regions of UPSRTC.
Audit noticed that though the ‘Go-live’ of ITMS in various regions was
achieved during April 2014 to November 2015, Trimax submitted claims of
% 26.62 crore (in addition to upfront amount of I 17.39 crore received by it for
investment) to UPSRTC for the period prior to the achievement of ‘Go-live’ in
respective regions (February 2013 to October 2015) which was in clear violation
of the terms of the agreement (Appendix-2.10). Audit further noticed that in
many cases, UPSRTC Headquarter had pointed out that the bills submitted by
the Regional Managers were without invoices®’ and ‘Go-live’ certificates™.
Despite this, payments were proposed and made. This indicated that concerned
officers of UPSRTC not only abdicated from their responsibility of exercising
basic checks but also ignored valid concerns raised with respect to the
admissibility of the aforesaid claims and released payments totaling
% 26.62 crore™ to Trimax in clear violation of the provisions of the agreement.

(ii) Payments for supply of VTS and ETMs: As per Clause 5 read with
clause 13 and Note-1 (Scope of work) of the agreement, the per ticket price
quoted by Trimax was applicable for all requirements (current and future) as
specified in the indicative bill of material. Accordingly, Trimax was liable to
provide Vehicle Tracking System (VTS) and Electronic Ticketing Machines
(ETMs) for all the buses added to the fleet of UPSRTC throughout the project
duration at no extra cost.

Audit noticed that UPSRTC authorized (January 2016) purchase of VTS and
ETMs at additional cost for new buses in its fleet beyond 9,500 buses which

% The minimum number of guaranteed tickets per year after ‘Go-live’ and acceptance of the

system at all regions combined was 40 crore.

In respect of Lucknow and Ghaziabad Regions.

In respect of Allahabad, Meerut, Agra and Kanpur Regions.
* By 17 regions: T 16.63 crore and UPSRTC HQ: % 9.99 crore.
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was in contravention to the provisions of the agreement. Accordingly,
UPSRTC made payments of X 10.92 crore (Appendix-2.11) to Trimax for
supply of 3,921 VTS devices and 8,478 ETMs for the new buses added to the
fleet during the said period (February 2016 to May 2017), which entailed an
inadmissible post agreement benefit to Trimax.

(iii) SLA penalties not deducted: As per Clause 12.3 of the agreement,
UPSRTC was required to pay within 14 days, 75 per cent of the invoice
amount or 75 per cent of average of the previous three months’ payment,
whichever is less, on submission of the invoice to it. The remaining amount
was to be paid to Trimax after calculation of the Service Level Agreement
(SLA) penalties™ to be deducted for not achieving the prescribed service
levels within 60 days of submission of a valid invoice by Trimax. Therefore,
UPSRTC was required to monitor the status of SLA penalties deductible for
lack of performance on regular basis and then release payments to Trimax.

Audit noticed that despite being aware (October 2018) of deductible SLA
penalties” against bills of Trimax, IT Cell of UPSRTC belatedly (after
25 months) finalised (November 2020) SLA penalties of ¥ 30.09 crore®* for
the period January 2017 to November 2020, which was accepted by Trimax.
However, due to not initiating timely action for recovery of SLA penalties in
contravention to the aforesaid provisions of the SLA, the same remained
unrecovered.

(iv) Payment for repair and maintenance of VIS and ETMs: As per
clause 8.2.1.5 of the Agreement, Trimax was required to provide support and
maintenance services free of cost for hardware and software to UPSRTC for
the entire period of five years from the date of ‘Go-live’ of ITMS in all
regions. Audit noticed that UPSRTC, in contravention to the aforesaid
provision of the agreement, authorised payment (September 2016 to
November 2019) of an amount of I 91.34 lakh to Trimax for repair and
maintenance of ETMs and VTS.

(v) Short recovery from Trimax: Besides the aforesaid infirmities, there
were three instances of short recovery of ¥ 1.30 crore from Trimax on account
of gateway charges (X 0.78 crore), expenditure on hired ETMs (X 0.28 crore)
and ‘Go-live’ penalty (X 0.24 crore) as detailed in Appendix-2.12.

Audit noticed that National Company Law Tribunal (NCLT) commenced
(21 February 2019) the Corporate Insolvency Resolution Process (CIRP)
against Trimax. Consequently, UPSRTC stopped (March 2019) making
further payments to Trimax though it continued the work up to November
2020. The unpaid bills for the period from March 2019 to November 2020
worked out to ¥ 43.89 crore™. UPSRTC has started the selection for the new
system integrator. However, it is doubtful that the existing system (both
software and hardware) can be utilized by the new system integrator.

" Ranging from 0.05 per cent to 5 per cent of the monthly charges against prescribed

31 performance indicators.

For the period from January 2017 to July 2018.

> ¥ 26.12 crore for the period January 2017 to November 2019, ¥ 3.35 crore for the period
December 2019 to August 2020 and I 0.62 crore for the period September 2020 to
November 2020.

After adjusting advance payment of X 4.92 crore.
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Audit further noticed that the total amount recoverable™® form Trimax up to
November 2020 stood at I 69.84 crore, as discussed in the preceding
sub-paragraphs i to v (Appendix-2.13). Only after the matter was pointed out
(09 February 2021) by Audit, UPSRTC encashed (04 March 2021) the bank
guarantee of ¥ 10 crore. After deducting unpaid bills, the balance amount of
% 15.95 crore remains recoverable from Trimax’’.

Thus, UPSRTC made inadmissible and excess payments to a private firm, in
violation of the conditions of the agreement in implementation of a project of
ITMS. It also suffered a consequential loss of interest of ¥ 15.66 crore™ on
inadmissible and excess payments.

Management accepted (November 2021) the Audit observations and stated
that a three members Committee formed in the case found outstanding
liabilities against the firm amounting to X 70.13 crore in contravention of the
terms and conditions of agreement. Out of this ¥ 55.73 crore has been
recovered from the bills/ PBG of the firm and action against the officials of
UPSRTC has been initiated. It further stated that ownership of the firm
(Trimax) has been transferred to M/s EBIX Cash Pvt. Ltd. against which
UPSRTC has raised demand of remaining amount of ¥ 14.40 crore. In the
meantime, M/s EBIX Cash has appealed in Allahabad High Court’’ for
deputing arbitrator in the case.

The matter was reported to the Government (June 2021). The reply is awaited
(November 2021).

> Including SLA penalties, inadmissible and excess payments and other recoverable amounts

as mentioned in the foregoing sub-paragraphs.

T 69.84 crore (total recoverable) - X 43.89 crore (available against unpaid dues of Trimax)
-%10.00 crore (Bank Guarantee).

Worked out @ 9 per cent, considering the rates of 9.34 per cent to 11.50 per cent on the
loans availed by UPSRTC.

Lucknow Bench.
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|Energy Department |

2.6 Audit of ‘Procurement and Management of Transformers by
DISCOMS’

|Intr0duction |

2.6.1 The electricity distribution network in Uttar Pradesh (State) is managed
by five Distribution Companies (DISCOMSs) viz. Madhyanchal Vidyut Vitran
Nigam Limited (MVVNL), Lucknow; Purvanchal Vidyut Vitran Nigam
Limited (PuVVNL), Varanasi; Pashchimanchal Vidyut Vitran Nigam Limited
(PVVNL), Meerut; Dakshinanchal Vidyut Vitran Nigam Limited (DVVNL),
Agra and Kanpur Electricity Supply Company (KESCo), under the umbrella
of Uttar Pradesh Power Corporation Limited, being the holding company.

DISCOMs are required to maintain a robust distribution network to ensure
regular supply of electricity to the people of the State. The transformer, a static
equipment used for stepping up or stepping down the voltage in generation,
transmission and distribution of electricity, is a vital equipment used by the
electricity sector utilities. The transformers used in the electricity distribution
system are called Distribution Transformers (DTs) which play a vital role in
maintaining efficient electricity distribution network. In the Distribution
network, two types of transformers are being used (1) transformers for stepping
down voltage from 33 KV to 11 KV and (ii) transformers for stepping down
voltage from 11 KV to 0.4 KV.

The procurement of distribution transformers is done by the Material
Management (MM) wing of DISCOMs, headed by Chief Engineer (MM). The
inventory of distribution transformers is maintained by the Electricity Store
Divisions (ESD) headed by Executive Engineers under Superintending
Engineers, Electricity Store Circle (ESC). The repair of DTs were carried out
by outsourced agency at Electricity Workshop Division (EWD) headed by
Executive Engineer under Superintending Engineer, Electricity Workshop
Circle (EWC). All these activities are under overall control of Director
(Technical) of respective DISCOMs.

The present audit was conducted (June 2019 to August 2019, October 2019
and January 2020) in respect of four DISCOMs™® to evaluate whether:

e procurement of DTs was economical, efficient and effective;
e quality of transformers being procured was ensured; and
e recovery of material from damaged transformer was appropriate

The Audit findings were issued to the Management and the State Government
in April 2021. The reply of Management was received (August 2021) and
suitably incorporated in respective paragraph. However, the reply of
Government is still awaited (November 2021).

Audit assessed the procurement, quality assurance system and repair of DTs
during the period 2016-17 to 2018-19 in four DISCOMs. During this period,
these DISCOMs finalised 146 tenders for procurement of 3,01,336 DTs
valuing X 2,489.71 crore and 20 tenders for repair of DTs valuing I 290.23

> KESCo was not selected for present audit as it has a limited jurisdiction covering the urban
area of Kanpur District only.
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crore against which Audit reviewed 33 per cent tenders for procurement of
1,67,379 DTs valuing X 1,317.29 crore and 45 per cent tenders for repair of
DTs valuing X 147.73 crore as detailed in the Appendix-2.14.

|Audit Findings |

2.6.2 The audit findings broadly cover issues relating to award of contracts,
quality assurance of DTs and repair of DTs. The audit findings are based on
sampled cases and are discussed in the subsequent paragraphs:

|Pr0curement of Transformer |

2.6.3 The transformer is vital equipment for maintaining continuous and
quality supply of power to consumers. As per practices adopted, the DISCOMs
assess the quantity required for the current year by adding a certain percentage
(10 per cent in MVVNL and 20 per cent in PuVVNL and PVVNL) to the
requirement for the previous year. In the case of DVVNL, at the start of every
Financial Year, a list is received from Zone offices and compiled at DISCOM’s
Headquarters level after which it is forwarded to Material Management wing for
procurement. Thus, the DISCOMs assessment of requirement of transformers
was not based on any rational study of their inventories.

For procurement of transformer, DISCOMs invite tenders through e-tendering
system™ from eligible manufacturers/suppliers under two bid system i.e.,
technical bid (Part-I) and financial bid (Part-II). The financial bids of only
technically qualified bidders are opened and agreements for supply are executed
with L-1 bidder and with other bidders on L-1 price by giving counter offers.

After evaluation of technical and financial bids by a tender evaluation
committee®, the proposal for procurement is sent to designated Committees®'
as per delegation of financial powers®,

Following irregularities relating to award of contracts were noticed:
Award of contract to firms not fulfilling the pre-qualifying conditions

2.6.3.1 The pre-qualifying conditions/criteria for tenderers provides that
tenderers will be considered technically qualified if they meet the specified
requirements in respect of desired turnover, submission of Type Test Report®
of the equipment offered, requisite operational experience, Bureau of Indian
Standards (BIS) certification, etc. For opening of Part-II (Financial) of the bid,
it was mandatory for tenderers to submit BIS certificate and Type Test Report
of the equipment offered. Type Test is conducted to check whether a
transformer meets particular specifications and design. It is done on a
prototype transformer.

" E-tendering system was applicable in UPPCL and all DISCOMs w.e.f. 07 June 2017.

50" Constituted separately for each tender.

' Director’s Store Purchase Committee (DSPC) headed by senior most Director, Managing
Director’s Store Purchase Committee (MDSPC) headed by the Managing Director of the
concerned DISCOM and Corporate Store Purchase Committee (CSPC) headed by the
Chairman, UPPCL

As per the delegation of financial power DSPC, MDSPC and CSPC can approve
procurement valuing up to ¥ 5 crore, above I 5 crore upto I 25 crore and above I 25 crore
respectively.

Type Test are done to see if the prototype meets defined standards. It includes temperature
rise test, Impulse voltage test, short circuit withstand test, Air Pressure Test, Magnetic
Balanced Test, noise level measurement, etc.
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Audit noticed that during 2016-17 to 2018-19, in six out of 48 sampled tenders,
DISCOMs not only opened the financial bid of firms which did not fulfill the
mandatory pre-qualifying criteria but also awarded contracts for supply of

transformers valued at I 44.65 crore to these firms as shown in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2: Details of tenders awarded to technically unqualified firms

Name of | Tender No. Total Tenderers Tenderers not technically qualified to | Value of the
the number of found whom contract was awarded contract
DISCOM tenderers tech.nlcally Total No types test | No valid BIS awardgd to
who qualified by . unqualified
] number of | report/ test | certificate
participated | Management fi tificat ttached tenderer
in Part-1 Part-1 1rms certiticate attache R in crore)
54/17-18 16 10 3 3 - 7.29
PUVVNL 156/17-18 16 12 2 2 - 315
DVVNL |2092-2017 28 24 2 2 - 18.20
MVVNL |1878/2016 22 11 1 - 1 2.46
PVVNL |MT/1/16-17 11 10 1 - 1 4.59
MT/3(s)/16-17 23 18 7 - 7 8.96
Total 6 16 44.65

Source: as per the information provided by the DISCOMs.
Award of contract to the firms not having Type Test Reports

As per Clause 1.2.4 (a) of ‘Instructions to Tenderers’ of Tender Specifications
of all DISCOMs, the offered equipment must have been fully Type Tested as
per relevant Indian Standards (IS) and/or other specified International
Standards during the last five years period to be reckoned from the date of
opening of tender. Copy of such Type Test Reports must be submitted along
with the bid documents.

Audit noticed that in the following cases, tenderers were recommended as
technical qualified without valid Type Test Reports:

2.6.3.1 (i) Purvanchal Vidyut Vitran Nigam Limited
(a) Tender No. EAV-54/17-18 for supply of 5,000 transformers (25 KVA)

PuVVNL invited (June 2017) tender for procurement of 5,000 transformers of
25 KVA (BIS Level-I)*. Part-I of the bids submitted by 16 firms were
opened (24 June 2017). After evaluation of Part-I bids by a Committee®, 10
out of 16 firms were found technically qualified and therefore the Committee
recommended (13 July 2017) opening of Part-II of their bids. After opening
(17 July 2017) of Part-II, the committee headed by Chief Engineer (MM) sent
recommendations to Managing Director’s Store Purchase Committee
(MDSPC) for approval of the lowest rate offered by a bidder (U P
Transformers India Private Limited) and counter offer to the remaining nine
firms on the lowest approved rate. MDSPC approved (24 July 2017) the rate
ot ¥ 44,200 (ex-works plus freight and insurance) excluding tax.

Audit noticed that three®® out of ten firms who were found technically eligible,
had not submitted the Type Test Reports with their bid documents and were,
therefore, technically ineligible. However, the Committee headed by Director

4 BIS issues Indian Standards which also rate the transformer on the basis of their relative

energy efficiencies or loss standards and classify them in three classes as Level -1, IT and III.
Consisting of Chief Engineer (MM), Superintending Engineer (MM), Executive Engineer
(MM) and headed by Director (Technical).

U P Transformers (India) Private Limited, DEE Power Transformers and Technocrat
Transformers.
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(Technical) approved opening Part-1I of their bids on the ground that they
should submit the Type Test Report before supply in case of purchase order.
These three technically  ineligible firms®’ were awarded
(August/September 2017) the contract for supply of 1,650 transformers of
25 KVA (BIS Level-2) valuing ¥ 7.29 crore.

Further, Clause 1.20 of General requirement of specifications provides that in
case any of the parameters of the tested sample after receipt at store was not as
per the norms, the order for balance quantity would be cancelled. However, it
was noticed that the sample of the transformers supplied by one of the
ineligible firms (DEE Power Transformers) sent for testing failed in the test
conducted (27 June 2019) at the lab of Central Power Research Institute,
NOIDA. However, supply of all the 400 transformers of 25 KVA valued at
% 1.77 crore supplied by the firm was received by 03 May 2019. Samples of
the other two firms were not tested.

(b) Tender No. EAV-56/17-18 for supply of 300 transformers (100 KVA)

Similarly, in the tender invited for procurement of 300 transformers of
100 KVA, two®® out of 12 firms who were found technically eligible, had not
submitted the Type Test Report with their bid documents and were, therefore,
technically ineligible. However, the Committee headed by Director
(Technical) approved (13 July 2017) opening of Part-II of their bid documents
on the ground that they would submit the Type Test Report before supply in
case of purchase order. MDSPC awarded (24 July 2017) contract for supply of
300 transformers of 100 KVA (BIS level-II) valued at ¥ 3.15 crore to these
ineligible firms (Technocrat Transformers: 200 transformers and DEE Power
Transformers: 100 transformers).

In reply (August 2021), the Management stated that condition of submission
of Type Test Report was relaxed on the basis of undertaking given by the
firms and the condition was not relaxed for any specific bidder. Therefore, the
decision of the Director (Technical) is not arbitrary. It further stated that both
tenders were for supply of BIS level-II transformers for the first time and
therefore manufacturers were in the process of getting Type Test done and BIS
certification.

The reply is not acceptable as there was no provision for relaxing the laid
down pre-qualifying conditions in the tender specification. Further, the BIS
level-II transformers were already being procured in the DISCOM since
2016-17. Moreover, the UPPCL order (March 2010) clearly prohibits any
relaxation in the condition for Type Test Report.

2.6.3.1 (ii) Dakshinanchal Vidyut Vitran Nigam Limited

Tender No. DVVNL/MM/2092-2017 for supply of 10,000 transformers
(25 KVA)

DVVNL invited (30 May 2017) tender for procurement of 10,000 transformers
of 25 KVA (BIS Level-II). Part-I of the bid submitted by 28 firms was opened
on 15 June 2017. After evaluation of Part-I bids by a Committee consisting of
Chief Engineer (MM) along with Superintending Engineer (MM) and
Executive Engineer (MM), the approval of the Managing Director was sought

7 U P Transformers (India) Private Limited: 800 transformers, DEE Power Transformers:
400 transformers and Technocrat Transformers: 450 transformers.
88 Technocrat Transformers and DEE Power Transformers.
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(11 July 2017) for opening of Part-1I bids of 24 out of 28 firms stating that
only 24 firms were found technically qualified (i.e., having Type Test of 25
KVA Transformer being the mandatory condition). The Managing Director
approved the proposal for opening of Part-II of the bid. Part-II of the bid was
opened on 12 July 2017 and Swastik Copper Private Limited, Jaipur was
found to be the lowest bidder with I 45,500 (ex-works plus freight and
insurance), GST extra. DVVNL sent (29 July 2017) recommendations to
CSPC for gurchase of the 10,000 transformers of 25 KVA (BIS Level-II) from
five firms® (2,000 each) at the price quoted by the lowest bidder. CSPC
approved (16 August 2017) the proposal.

Audit noticed that out of 24 qualified firms, five firms’® did not submit the Type
Test Report for 25 KVA transformer (BIS Level-II) and that the Committee
headed by Chief Engineer (MM) had obtained approval of the Managing
Director for opening Part-II of the bid by recording a false statement that these
firms had enclosed the Type Test Report of their 25 KVA transformer (BIS
Level-1I), thereby breaching the integrity of tendering process. Out of these five
firms, two firms (Swastik Copper Private Limited, Jaipur and Technocrat
Transformers, Agra) were awarded contract for supply of 2,000 transformers of
25 KVA (BIS Level-II) at X 9.10 crore each, totalling X 18.20 crore.

Audit further noted that the sample taken from the transformers supplied by
the Technocrat Transformers i.e., one of the ineligible firms, failed
(05 June 2018) in the test conducted at the lab of Central Power Research
Institute. However, supply of the 1,250 transformers of 25 KVA valuing
% 5.69 crore was received from the firm. Further, no samples of the other two
firms were tested.

In reply (August 2021), the Management stated that in the tender for
procurement of 10,000 transformers of 25 KVA, Type Test Report of
transformer of higher capacity than offered ones was also made acceptable in
the tender documents.

The reply is not acceptable as pre-qualifying tender conditions (permitting
Type Test Report of higher capacity transformers) were relaxed in
contravention to the provisions of Indian Standard for transformers wherein it
1s provided that type test of one unit (of respective category) is to be
conducted. Further, the fact remains that false information regarding type test
report was provided while obtaining approval of the Managing Director for
opening of Part-II of the bid.

Award of contract to the firms not having certificate issued by Bureau of
Indian Standards

As per clause 28 (3) of the Special Conditions of Tender, the bidders were
required to submit valid BIS Certificate (as per IS:1180: 2014)"" of their
transformers.

%" (i) Swastik Copper Private Limited, Jaipur (ii) Technocrat Transformers, Agra (iii) Suman

Electricals, Meerut (iv) Lakshmi Transfomer & Electricals, Agra (v) Samtech Industries,
Unnao.

(i) Swastik Copper Pvt. Ltd., Jaipur (No Type Test report) (ii)Technocrat Transformers,
Agra (Type test of 25 KVAT/F BIS Level-I) (iii) Shree Shyam Ji Electrotech, Bareilly (No
Type Test report) (iv) Sarvoch (India) Corporation, Bulandshahar (Type test Report of
25 KVA T/F BIS Level-I) (v) International Transformers Pvt. Ltd., Lucknow (Type test of
100 KVA BIS Level-II).

As per Govt. of India Gazette Notification dated 7 May 2015, valid Certificate issued from
Bureau of Indian Standards (BIS) is mandatory for all Transformer manufacturers and
suppliers.
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Cases where contracts were awarded to firms not having certificate issued
by BIS are discussed below:

2.6.3.1 (iii) Madhyanchal Vidyut Vitran Nigam Limited
Tender No. MEDCO/1878/2016 for supply of 4,900 transformers (25 KVA)

MVVNL invited (August 2016) a tender for procurement of 4,900 transformers
of 25 KVA (BIS Level-I). Part-I of the bids submitted by 22 firms were opened
on 12 August 2016. After evaluation by a committee consisting of Chief
Engineer (MM), Superintending Engineer (MM) and Executive Engineer (MM),
approval for opening of Part-II of the bids of 11 out of 22 firms was sought
(16 August 2016) from Director (Technical) and Managing Director by stating
that only 11 firms were found technically qualified (i.e., having BIS Certificate
being the mandatory condition). The Managing Director approved
(19 August 2016) the proposal for opening of Part-II of the bids which were
opened on 23 August 2016. The Committee headed by Chief Engineer (MM)
recommended (30 August 2016) the lowest rate after negotiation with the L-I
bidder (Technical Associates Ltd., Lucknow). Subsequently MDSPC approved
(7 October 2016) rate of ¥ 41,025 (ex-works plus freight, insurance and internal
circuit breaker) excluding taxes for procurement of 1,100 transformers of
25 KVA from the L-I bidder and the remaining quantity from the remaining
10 bidders by counter offer on the negotiated lowest price. All the 11 bidders
accepted the offer/counter offer for supply of transformers.

Audit noticed that out of 11 qualified firms, Anand Transformers Private
Limited did not have BIS Certificate’” on the last date of submission of bid
(11 August 2016). However, the Committee headed by Chief Engineer
obtained approval of Director (Technical) and Managing Director by recording
a false statement that the aforesaid firm had the requisite BIS certificate. Thus,
MVVNL breached the integrity of tendering process and awarded the supply
of 600 transformers valuing X 2.46 crore to an ineligible firm based on false
information submitted by its officials.

In reply (August 2021), the Management stated that Anand Transformers
Private Limited is an established firm. The firm had submitted
acknowledgement (29 February 2016) of application for grant of BIS License
in the office of BIS, Lucknow at the time of tender submission and the same
was considered for opening of Part-I of tender. Later on, the Firm had
submitted the BIS certificate on 12 August 2016 and approval of opening of
Part-II was sought on 16 August 2016.

It is clear that the firm in question i.e. Anand Transformers Private Limited did
not submit the desired BIS Certificate to MVVNL till 11 August 2016
(5:00 PM) as laid down in the tender document. Further, the fact of BIS
Certificate of firm was falsely presented for obtaining approval for opening
part-1I of the bid for which the company may consider fixing responsibility
and taking action against the concerned officials.

2.6.3.1 (iv) Pashchimanchal Vidyut Vitran Nigam Limited
(a) Tender No. MT/1/2016-17 for supply of 350 transformers (250 KVA)

PVVNL invited (09 April 2016) tender for procurement of 350 transformers of
250 KVA (BIS Level-I). Part-I of the bids submitted by 11 firms were opened

" Acknowledgment of application for obtaining BIS certificate was enclosed in the tender
document.
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on 11 May 2016. After evaluation by a committee headed by Director
Technical, part-II of the bids received from 10 out of 11 firms were opened
(22 June 2016). Director (Technical) sent (22 June 2016) recommendation to
MDSPC for approval of the lowest bidder (Rakshan Transformer (P) Ltd.
Sonipat) at the rate of X 2,62,567 per transformer (including freight and
insurance) excluding taxes and to make counter offer to the remaining nine
firms. Out of nine firms, only one firm i.e., Modern Transformer, Ghaziabad
who had BIS certificate, accepted the counter offer. On approval of MDSPC
(28 June 2016), the contract was awarded for supply of 175 transformers
valuing Y 4.59 crore each to Rakshan Transformer (P) Ltd. Sonipat and
Modern Transformer, Ghaziabad.

Audit noticed that out of 10 firms whose Part-II of bids were opened, only one
firm (M/s Modern Transformer, Ghaziabad) had submitted BIS certificate and
therefore could be considered technically qualified. The remaining nine firms
did not submit the BIS certificate and therefore were ineligible on the date of
opening of technical bid. Thus, tender for supply of 175 transforms valuing
% 4.59 crore was awarded to one of the ineligible bidders (M/s Rakshan
Transformers (Pvt) Ltd. Sonipat).

In reply (August 2021), the Management stated that some firms which had
applied for registration with BIS were considered in the tendering process and
counter offers were issued to such firms on the basis of their BIS application.

The reply of the Management is not acceptable because the requirement of
registration of firms with BIS was violated and firms not having BIS
certificate were awarded the contract for supply of transformers.

(b) Tender No. MT/3(s)/2016-17 for supply of 5,000 transformers
(25 KVA)

Similarly, PVVNL invited (26 April 2016) tender for procurement of
5,000 transformers of 25 KVA (BIS Level-I). Part-I of the bids submitted by
23 firms were opened on 18 May 2016. After evaluation by a committee
consisting of Chief Engineer (MM), Executive Engineer (MM), the committee
sought (24 May 2016) approval of Director (Technical) for opening of Part-11
(Financial) bids of 18 out of 23 bidders and also proposed not to open Part-II
bids of five” firms who had not submitted BIS certificate and did not meet the
turnover and operational experience requirement. Director (Technical)
approved (24 May 2016) the proposal for opening of Part-1I of the bids of
18 firms and the aforesaid five firms as trial bidders’*. Part-II of the bids was
opened on 24 May 2016.

Chief Engineer (MM) along with the Executive Engineer (MM) recommended
to MDSPC for approval of price of lowest bidder (Bansal Transformers (P)
Ltd.) at the rate of ¥ 40,722 (ex-works plus freight and insurance) excluding
taxes and to make counter offer to the remaining 22 firms. MDSPC approved
(01 June 2016) the procurement of 5,000 transformers of 25 KVA from the
lowest bidder and 12 other firms (including four trial firms).

7 (i) RXK. Electricals, BSR (ii) Shree Shyam Ji Electrotech, Bareilly (iii) Mahendra
Engineering Ltd., Lucknow (iv) Sarvoch (India) Corporation, BSR (v) Suman Electricals,
Meerut.

Purchaser at his discretion may consider to award trial order of small quantity to those
bidders who have proven design and meet the requirement of having BIS certificate,
testing facilities, turnover and operational experience, efc.
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Audit noticed that out of 13 firms to whom the contract was awarded, seven
firms (including four trial firms) did not have BIS certificate on the date of
opening of the technical bid and were therefore, technically ineligible. Thus,
PVVNL placed the order for supply of 2,200 transformers valuing X 8.96 crore
to seven firms who did not comply with mandatory condition of having BIS
certificate.

In reply (August 2021), the Management stated that some firms who had
applied for BIS registration were considered in the tendering process and
counter offers were issued to such firms on the basis of their BIS application
to obtain competitive rates.

The reply of the Management is not acceptable because the requirement of
registration of firms with Bureau of Indian Standards (BIS) was violated and
firms not registered with the BIS were awarded the contract for supply of
transformers on the basis of acknowledgement of the application to BIS and an
assumption that these firms may get BIS certificate and become eligible in
future.

Loss due to failure to enforce Price Fall Back clause

2.6.3.2 As per terms and conditions of NIT, if certain quantity of the
equipment ordered remains unsupplied up to finalisation of next/subsequent
tender, lower of the prices of this tender and the subsequent tender shall be
payable for the balance unsupplied material. In case tenderers do not agree to
supply the balance quantity at the lower rates, the unsupplied tendered
quantity will be cancelled without prejudice.

During 2016-17 to 2018-19, DISCOMs invited various tenders for procurement
of transformers. Audit noticed that during the currency of the earlier tenders,
the rates finalised in the subsequent tenders were found lower than the rates of
earlier tenders. In order to avail the benefit of fall in price, DISCOMs should
have enforced the above mentioned clause of the contract by insisting that the
balance quantity of the earlier tender be supplied at the rates discovered in
subsequent tenders. However, DISCOMs failed to do so which led to
avoidable expenditure of ¥ 1.37 crore as summarised in Table 2.3 below.

Table 2.3: Details of Transformers procured at the rate of earlier tender instead of
subsequent tender

Name of the| Earlier Capacity of | Ex works Balance Qty. Subsequent | Rate per |Difference Extra
DISCOM | tender No. the Rate procured against | tender no. [transformer| (in ) expenditure
transformer | (per T/F) |earlier tender after (in) R in crore)
(in) opening of the
subsequent tender

MVVNL [2298/2018 25 KVA 44,712 6,290 2327/2018 43,000 1,712 1.08
PVVNL [278(S)/15-16 | 10 MVA 41,88,000 27| 8(s) 16/17| 40,79,000| 1,09,000 0.29
Total 6,317 1.37

Source: as per the information provided by the DISCOMs

In reply (August 2021), MVVNL stated that previous supply against tender’”
was in process and the rates as per new tender’® were less; but the firm was not
ready to reduce the rates as per the new tender. Moreover, the Corporate Store
Purchase Committee (CSPC) decided (05 October 2018) to relax the provision
of Price Fall Back based on minor differences in price and to achieve the
targets of Saubhagya Yojana upto 31 December 2018.

> MEDCO0/2298/2018.
® MEDCO0/2327/2018.
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The reply of MVVNL is not acceptable as there was an option to procure the
unsupplied quantity from the firms of the new tender in case the earlier firms
disagreed to supply the balance unsupplied quantity at the lower rates. Further,
the Management issued dispatch instructions of 4,046 transformers after
31 December 2018.

PVVNL further stated (August 2021) that recovery order of I 37.89 lakh for
15 transformers have been issued against which I 32.83 lakh has been
recovered.

Award of the contract without ensuring competitive price

2.6.3.3 Rule 14.15 (4) of Uttar Pradesh Procurement Manual’’ (Manual),
2016 deals with the process of evaluation of technical bids in case of two part
bids and stipulates that the number of tenderers qualified in the technical
evaluation should not generally be less than three. If the number is less than
three and it is considered necessary by the procuring entity to continue with
the bid process, reasons shall be recorded in writing and included in the record
of the procurement proceedings. Thus, to ensure the competitiveness of the
rate offered, the tender should be finalised only if there were at least three
technically qualified tenderers.

Audit noticed that in two out of 48 sampled tenders, the DISCOMSs finalised
and awarded the contract in spite of the fact that the qualified bidders were
less than three without recording reasons for the same. This has resulted in
award of work valuing ¥ 10.68 crore without ensuring proper competitiveness
in the rates as summarised in Table 2.4:

Table 2.4: Statement showing the details of tender awarded without ensuring proper

competitiveness

Sl. | Name of | Tender No. No. of firms |[Name of the firm whom | Value of the

No. the eligible for the contract was Contract
DISCOM opening of price awarded ® in crore)

bid
1 | PuVVNL [EAV 39/18-19 1 P P Industries Pvt. Ltd. 4.14
2 | DVVNL [2203/2018 2 P P Industries Pvt. Ltd. 3.49
Modern Transformers 3.05
Pvt. Ltd.
Total 10.68

Source: as per the information provided by the DISCOMs

2.6.3.3 (i) Superintending Engineer, Electricity Store Circle, Varanasi under
PuVVNL requisitioned (July 2018) for procurement of 50 transformers of
630 KVA under Business Plan. Based on the requirement, PuVVNL invited
(August 2018) open tender for procurement of 50 transformers of 630 KVA.
The last date of submission of bid was 06 August 2018, which was further
extended up to 17 August 2018. Two firms participated in the tender. One of
the two firms, i.e., Sai Electricals was debarred by PVVNL for one year due to
failure of its transformers in the test done after random sampling. Thus, only
one firm, i.e., P. P Industries was eligible for opening of price bid.

Audit noticed that the Company finalised the tender on the basis of rate
offered by the single firm and awarded (October 2018) the supply work

77 UPPCL on their website disclosed that Rules and Regulations/Guidelines of UPERC,
CERC, CEA and State Government are used by the Company in discharge of functions
under the head “Right to Information”.

40



Chapter-11: Compliance audit observations relating to PSUs

valuing X 4.14 crore. It is notable that the requirement of 630 KVA
transformers was not even mentioned in the annual requirement for the year.

In reply (August 2021), the Management stated that DISCOM considered to
award the tender due to critical nature of this capacity transformers (630 KVA
transformer) which were required essentially to maintain regular supply to
public. It further stated that all efforts were made to procure the material at
reasonable rates. The Management also stated that 15 transformers have
already been received and being utilised as per site requirement.

The reply is not acceptable as purpose of maintaining regular supply to public
through procurement of 50 transformer of 630 KVA was defeated as only
15 transformers were received/installed by the Management after lapse of
more than two years from the date of requisition received from field.

2.6.3.3 (ii)) DVVNL invited (7 March 2018) tender for purchase of 10 MVA
transformers which was to be opened on 11 April 2018. Seven bidders
participated in the bidding process and their technical bid (Part-I) was opened
on the scheduled date. Out of seven bids, only two bids were found technically
qualified and their financial bids (Part-II) were opened (17 November 2018).
P.P. Industries, Bhatinda was found (05 December 2018) lowest by MDSPC
and contract for supply of eight transformers valued at ¥ 3.49 crore was
awarded to them. On the basis of the rates of the lowest bidder, the other
bidder, i.e., Modern Transformer Pvt. Limited, Haridwar was also awarded
contract for supply of seven transformers valued at X 3.05 crore.

Audit noticed that MDSPC did not record any reason for award of supply of
% 6.54 crore on the basis of only two qualified bids.

In reply (August 2021), the Management stated that an approval note was put
up to the Director (Technical), DVVNL mentioning eligibility of all the seven
firms with the proposal for opening Part II bids of two qualified bidders.
Accordingly, price bid of two qualified bidders were opened after obtaining
approval of Director (Technical) DVVNL.

The reply of the Management did not address the issue that tender were
finalised without recording reasons for not adhering to requirement of
minimum three technically qualified bidders in contravention to the provisions
of Uttar Pradesh Procurement Manual, 2016.

|Quality Assurance of Transformers |

Procurement of transformers without ensuring quality

2.6.4.1 As per the clause 28.13.3 contained in the technical specifications of
tender for procurement of transformers, the purchaser has the right to select
the samples from the deliveries made at its store or at manufacturer’s works
when these are offered in a lot for supply and send the same for quality testing.
In case the material was not found conforming to desired specifications, the
following penal action was to be taken against the suppliers:

(1) The order for remaining supplies, if any, against the said contract shall be
cancelled, and

(1) The supplier will be debarred from participating in three subsequent
tenders.

Further, Para 4 of the notification (12 January 2009) of Ministry of Power
(MoP) as amended vide notification dated 16 December 2016 relating to energy
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efficiency, stipulates that sampling for verification shall be carried out after the
deliveries are made to the utilities, who shall forthwith provide the transformers
on random selection basis to the BEE for testing of transformer on returnable
basis.

UPPCL also issued (03 April 2018) procurement guidelines for ensuring
quality of supplied items which stipulates that Purchaser, on his discretion,
shall send randomly selected sample(s) from each lot or total supplied material
for any/all Routine/Acceptance/Type tests as per technical specification/ISS in
NABL accredited lab of good repute.

Audit noticed that the DISCOMs received supply of transformers against
427 agreements executed during 2016-17 to 2018-19. Thus, at least 427
samples should have been sent for testing to verify the quality of the
transformers received. However, despite clause in the agreements and Gol
guidelines, DISCOMs did not send the adequate number of samples for testing
during 2016-17 to 2018-19 as summarised in Table 2.5.

Table 2.5: Details of procurement of transformers (T/Fs) without ensuring quality

DISCOMs| No. of No. of Samples |Samples | Value of supply| No. of No of | Amount
Tenders Agreements | sent for | failed | taken against | agreement | T/Fs R®in
(up to 1000 | against which | testing agreement after | from which crore)
KVA) supply sample failed | sample not
received ® in crore) tested
MVVNL 27 69 11 3 0 58 26,947 148.39
PuVVNL 31 75 13 5 11.29 62 20,383| 153.29
DVVNL 37 144 467 9 0 98 53,387| 305.04
PVVNL 20 139 60" 6 0 79 25,488 196.20
Total 115 427 130 23 11.29 297 1,26,205| 802.92

Source: as per the information provided by the DISCOMs

It is evident from the table above that DISCOMs did not send samples for
testing after receipt of transformers in the store against 297 agreements. Thus,
DISCOMs did not ensure required quality check on 1,26,205 transformers
valuing X 802.92 crore before putting in the power distribution system.

In reply (August 2021), MVVNL stated that testing of randomly selected
samples in NABL accredited lab from each lot of total supplied transformers is
done.

PuVVNL stated (August 2021) that quality of transformers is ensured through
100 per cent pre-dispatch inspection by a reputed independent third party
agency. It also stated that samples are sent for quality test to CPRI.

DVVNL, in its reply (August 2021), quoted the tender condition before and
after issue of guidelines by UPPCL in April 2018. However, reply was silent
on deficiencies in actual testing of procured transformers.

PVVNL stated (August 2021) that during 2016-17 and 2017-18, Purchaser, on
his discretion, may send any randomly selected sample from the supplies lot
for any/all testing and during 2018-19, as per order of UPPCL, Purchaser, on
his discretion, shall send any randomly selected sample(s) from each lot or
total supplied material.

" Total sample sent were 74, out of which 28 samples were repeated in the same agreements.
7 Total sample sent were 65, out of which 5 samples were repeated in the same agreements.
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UPPCL stated (August 2021) that directions have been issued to the
DISCOMs for ensuring quality of procured transformers through transparent
bidding process.

The replies of DISCOMs are not acceptable as despite condition in the
agreements, procurement guidelines of UPPCL and the Gol guidelines, the
DISCOMs did not send the adequate number of samples for testing during
2016-17 to 2018-19. It may also be noted that the rate of failure of DTs were
much higher than the norm of two per cent as discussed in Paragraph 2.6.5.1.

Further, it was noticed that PuVVNL had accepted delivery of
2,429 transformers valuing X 11.29 crore against one agreement after sample
had failed the quality test as discussed in succeeding para.

Undue favour to a firm due to procurement of transformers after failure of
the sample in the quality test

2.6.4.2 PuVVNL issued (28 September 2016) Letter of Award to Karamveer
Electronics, Meerut for supply of 5,000 transformers of 25 KVA and further,
awarded (14 March 2017) contract for supply of additional 5,000 transformers
of 25 KVA. Thus, PuVVNL awarded contract for supply of 10,000
transformers of 25 KV A to Karamveer Electronics, Meerut.

Clause 1.20 of General requirement of specification read with clause 32.13.3
of technical specifications provides that after receipt of transformers, the
purchaser would select the sample and get it tested. In case any of the
parameters of the tested sample after receipt at store was not as per the norms,
the order for balance quantity would be cancelled.

Audit noticed that the firm started supplies from January 2017. After the
receipt of the transformers, one sampled transformer was sent
(November 2017) to Central Power Research Institute (CPRI) Noida, one of
the authorised agency for testing. The sampled transformer failed (22
November 2017) in test parameters namely ‘separate voltage withstand test
between HV winding to earth’. As a penal action, Managing Director debarred
(03 February 2018) the firm from participating in the tenders of PuVVNL (for
25 KVA transformers) for six months but did not cancel the supply order for
the remaining 6,300 transformers to be supplied. After debarring the firm,
PuVVNL received supply of 2,429 transformers of 25 KVA valuing
% 11.19 crore from the firm till July 2019. Thus, PuVVNL extended undue
favour to the firm by not cancelling the supply order for the balance quantity
to be supplied, despite failure of the sample.

In reply (August 2021), the Management stated that the sample testing
provision is for new transformers and not for repaired transformers. It further
stated that the sampled transformer was repaired once under guarantee period
and it should not have been subjected to high voltage test. It was also stated
that there was no provision for penal action like debarring, blacklisting and
that another transformer of 63 KVA supplied by the firm had successfully
passed all the tests.

The reply is factually incorrect as the transformer was shown as new in the
CPRI report and CPRI conducts tests as per relevant standards.

Repair of Transformers |

2.6.5 The erstwhile Uttar Pradesh State Electricity Board fixed (May 1982)
permissible limit for failure of transformers as two per cent of the transformers
installed. This limit has remained unchanged since then.
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Higher failure rate of distribution transformers

2.6.5.1 The position of failed distribution transformers during the three years
ending 31 March 2019 is as depicted in the Table 2.6 below (details in
Appendix-2.15).

Table 2.6: Statement showing details of failed distribution transformers

DISCOMs Year wise excess number of Distribution Transformers failed over
prescribed norm of 2 per cent
2016-17 (in per cent) 2017-18 (in per cent) 2018-19 (in per cent)

MVVNL 50,279 (22.93) 53,297 (19.59) 67,474 (20.27)
PuVVNL 65,503 (17.82) 61,746 (16.52) 72,684 (16.14)
DVVNL 35,305 (17.00) 42,964 (18.03) 44,074 (13.92)
PVVNL 39,830 (16.72) 47,510 (17.74) 48,483 (13.28)

Total 1,90,917 (18.49) 2,05,517 (17.84) 2,32,715 (15.89)

Source: as per the information provided by the DISCOMs

It is evident from the above table that actual failure rate of Distribution
Transformers installed by the DISCOMs was much higher than the norm of
two per cent. Audit noticed that not installing adequate protection system at
HV and LV side, not adhering to/not preparing preventive maintenance
schedule and over loading of distribution transformers were main reasons for
excessive failure of the transformers.

It 1s pertinent to note that in the Audit Report (Commercial) for the year
ending 31 March 2007, the CAG had pointed out (Paragraph No. 2.3.16) that
during the period 2002-03 to 2006-07, the percentage of failure of DTs in
excess of norms of 2 per cent was very high and ranged between 17.20 per
cent to 21.27 per cent.

In reply (August 2021), the Management (DISCOMs) stated that transformer
failure norm of two per cent appear to be arbitrary and very difficult to
achieve. In these years, various remedial measures such as providing proper
size HT/LT fuses, regular routine maintenance work, proper load balancing,
reducing load on transformers by increasing capacity of transformers/installing
additional transformers and curbing theft/illegal connections, etc., have been
taken continuously to bring down the failure percentage. It was further stated
that the above steps have helped to bring down the failure percentage year by
year.

The reply of the Management is not acceptable as norms are fixed by their
parent company (erstwhile UPSEB). The failure percentage remained very
high and steps taken by the Management has failed to bring down the failure
percentage within the prescribed norm.

Short retrieval of HV/LV coil

2.6.5.2 The UPPCL issued (6 March 2002) instructions for retrieval of
HV/LV* coil. The instructions inter-alia provide that the recovery of coil
should not be less than the weight as per the make supplied. In case, the
weight of the coil is found less than the make supplied, the concerned
Executive Engineer would investigate the same before approval.

During scrutiny of the records of all 20 Electricity Workshop Divisions
(EWDs) of the four DISCOMs, Audit noticed that in 19 EWDs, there was
short recovery of HV/LV coil from 4,92,246 damaged transformers of various

% In transformer, there are winding on two side of core i.e. High Voltage/Low Voltage
(HV/LV) side of core.
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capacities dismantled during April 2016 to March 2019. As per norms,
35,85,467 kg copper and 1,58,85,070 kg aluminium should have been
recovered from these damaged transformers. However, the DISCOMs could
recover only 35,13,237 kg copper (97.99 per cent) and 1,52,65,573 kg
aluminium (96.10 per cent). Thus, there was marginal short recovery of
72,230 kg copper (2.01 per cent) and 6,19,497 kg aluminium (3.90 per cent)
as summarised in Table 2.7.

Table 2.7: Statement showing short recovery of HV/LYV coil

DISCOMs | No. of | Total number Quantity to be Quantity recovered Short recovery Loss to the
EWD of recovered DISCOMs
transformers R in
damaged crore)
Copper | Aluminum | Copper |Aluminum| Copper (Aluminum
(per cent) | (per cent)
MVVNL 05 1,61,797| 14,66,310 51,83,101| 14,61,917| 50,91,951 4,393 91,150 0.96
(0.30) (1.76)
2,16,680 15,59,540 67,38,525( 15,02,123| 62,87,722 57,417 4,50,803
PuVVNL 06 3.68) (6.69) 6.17
DVVNL 05 86,360| 4,96,572 28,53,608| 4,87,866| 27,81,827 8,706 71,781 0.97
(1.75) (2.52)
03 27,409 63,045 11,09,836 61,331 11,04,073 1,714 5,763 0.12
L (2.72) (0.52)
Total 19 4,92,246| 35,85,467| 1,58,85,070|35,13,237 | 1,52,65,573 72,230 6,19,497 8.22
(2.01) (3.90)

Source: as per the information provided by the DISCOMs

Short recovery of aluminium and copper from the damaged transformers has
resulted in loss of ¥ 8.22 crore® to the DISCOMs. Leakage of aluminium and
copper during process of dismantling cannot be ruled out.

In reply (August 2021), MVVNL stated that during short circuit fault/heavy
overloading, some transformers get badly damaged and some transformers
catch fire. Due to these faults, HV/LV coil metal melts, breaks into small
drops/pieces and float in transformer oil. Due to melting temperature of
Aluminium (660.3° C) being lower than that of copper (1,085° C), more
quantity of aluminium is lost than that of copper during course of severe fault.
This is metal loss and cannot be eliminated completely. It was further stated
that the data given to Audit was not complete and correct in case of EWD-
Lucknow for the year 2016-17 and 2017-18 as the weight of HV/LV coils
which were directly used in repairing without re-conditioning were not
included in the received back quantity and aluminium recovery against
transformer repaired for the year 2018-19 were also not mentioned by the
Audit. It was further stated that accounting of recovery has been revised in
view of the above facts.

PuVVNL and DVVNL stated (August 2021) re-conditioning of HV and LV
coil of damage transformer in which aluminium or copper strip/wire is found
in good condition is not considered for calculating recovery of aluminium and
copper.

PVVNL stated (August 2021) that in case of minor repair of damaged
transformer, HV/LV Coil were not changed. After adjusting minor repaired
transformer from total damaged transformer, recovery of HV/LV Coil were
€xcess over norms.

172,230 kg copper x T 400/kg plus 6,19,497 kg aluminium x ¥ 86/kg.
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The reply of Management may be viewed in the light of the fact that recovery
of HV/LV coil was not made as per the norms laid down by their parent
company i.e. UPPCL.

Short retrieval of burnt/damaged transformer oil

2.6.5.3 UPPCL fixed (June 2006) the norm (60 per cent of tank capacity) for
recovery of the burnt oil from damaged transformers received by Electricity
Workshop Divisions.

In the CAG’s Audit Report (Commercial) for the year ending 31 March 2007,
it was pointed out (Paragraph no. 2.3.24) that during February 2002 to
March 2007, the percentage of recovery of burnt oil in five Electricity
Workshop Divisions (EWDs) was below the norms resulting in short retrieval
of 5,631.084 KL of transformer oil valuing ¥ 10.78 crore.

During scrutiny of records of all 20 EWDs of the four DISCOMs during the
current audit, it was noticed that there was short retrieval of burnt transformer

oil from 4,94,119 damaged transformers of various capacities in 15 EWDs
during April 2016 to March 2019 as detailed in Table 2.8.

Table 2.8: Statement showing short recovery of transformer oil

DISCOMs No. of Total Tank 60 per cent QOil Short Average Value of
EWD T/Fs Capacity of capacity Received Retrieval rate® trans former

(in Itr) (in 1tr) back (Itr) R per Itr) oil short

(in Itr) received

® in crore)

MVVNL 04 1,60,439 | 1,57,05,755 94,23,453 81,32,280 12,91,173 30 3.87
PuVVNL 05 1,80,616 | 1,67,58,185 | 1,00,54,911 94,94,499 5,60,412 30 1.68
DVVNL 02 32,875 31,01,995 18,61,197 9,00,620 9,60,577 30 2.88
PVVNL 04 1,20,189 | 1,57,08,920 94,25,352 87,63,625 6,61,727 30 1.99
Total 15 4,94,119 | 5,12,74,855 | 3,07,64,913 | 2,72,91,024 34,73,889 10.42

Source: as per the information provided by the DISCOMs

It can be seen that there was short recovery of oil of 11 per cent. Short
retrieval of burnt transformer oil resulted in loss of ¥ 10.42 crore to the
DISCOMs.

In reply (August 2021), the Management (DISCOMs) stated that the reasons
for low oil recovery are leakage from radiator due to ageing, corrosion and
falling of transformer from poles in storms, theft of oil, overloading and
overheating of installed transformers etc. Further, MVVNL also stated that
Audit has not taken the data of EUWD- LESA for 2016-17 to 2018-19 and
data of EWD-Bareilly for 2018-19. MVVNL and PuVVNL also stated that
there were cases of receipt of transformers in the workshop with nil oil.

The reply of the Management is not acceptable as norms by their holding
company must have been fixed after considering all the factors, hence,
minimum 60 per cent recovery should have been achieved by the DISCOMs.
Further, actual oil recovered in case of EUWD- LESA for 2016-17 to 2018-19
and EWD-Bareilly for 2018-19 under MVVNL was more than norms. The
same was not included as Audit pointed out only cases of short recovery
against norms.

|Conclusion

Many deficiencies were observed by Audit in the procurement of transformers
by DISCOMs. Provisions contained in the bid specifications and Procurement
Manual of GoUP were violated, resulting in award of contracts to ineligible

%2 As per rate of DISCOMs.
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firms and without ensuring competitive prices. Quality assurance was
compromised due to failure to send samples for testing. The number of failed
transformers was much higher than the norm and recovery of burnt
transformer oil and Aluminium/Copper was below the laid down norms.
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|Audit Paragraphs |

|Dakshinanchal Vidyut Vitran Nigam Limited

|2.7 Undue favour to Distribution Franchisee |

DVVNL short recovered Regulatory Surcharge by ¥ 79.90 crore from
Distribution Franchisee (Torrent Power Limited) and also suffered loss of
interest of ¥ 29.97 crore on the short recovered amount.

Dakshinanchal Vidyut Vitran Nigam Limited (DVVNL) executed
(18 May 2009) a Distribution Franchisee Agreement (DFA) followed by a
supplementary DFA (17 March 2010) with M/s Torrent Power Limited (TPL)**
for supply and distribution of the electricity within the urban areas of Agra.

As per Article-7 (Billing and Payment) of DFA, the monthly revenue for input
energy recoverable from TPL was to be worked out by multiplying the input
energy84, annualised input rate® and Tariff Indexation Ratio (TIR). The TIR
was the ratio of average tariff rate (ATR) for the respective billing period
and ATR for the base year 2008-09. As per Annexure-A of the Supplementary
DFA, except as mentioned elsewhere in the document, only the fixed and
energy charges were to be considered and any other charges, both present and
future would not be considered, for calculation of ATR.

The Uttar Pradesh Electricity Regulatory Commission (UPERC) introduced
(May 2013) the Regulatory Surcharge (RSC) to be recovered from consumers
through electricity bills at the rates prescribed by it from time to time. The
RSC (in two parts i.e. RSC-1 and RSC-2)*’ was applicable from 10 June 2013
to 11 September 2019. The recovery of RSC was intended to meet the revenue
gap of the power distribution companies (DISCOMs) in earlier years
(2000-2001 to 2007-2008 and 2008-09 to 2011-12). UPERC directed the
licensees®® to depict the RSC distinctly in the electricity bills of consumers and
to create separate accounting fields to capture the amounts collected as RSC in
both its financial and commercial statements. This would enable the licensee
to correctly report the amounts collected towards RSC.

Audit noticed (June 2020) that consequent upon introduction of RSC by
UPERC, no amendment was made in DFA for providing recovery mechanism
of RSC as intended by UPERC. Despite specific directions of UPERC on the
issue, DVVNL adopted two contradictory modes viz. ad-hoc basis® and TIR
mechanism for recovery of RSC from TPL. DVVNL recovered RSC-1
directly, i.e. without TIR mechanism during June 2013 to April 2015, whereas
RSC-1 and RSC-2 for May 2015 to May 2016 and October 2014 to September
2019 respectively was recovered through TIR mechanism. Audit noticed that
there was a short recovery of ¥ 79.90 crore by DVVNL from TPL against

83
84

The selected Distribution Franchisee under the provisions of the Electricity Act, 2003.

Input Energy means sum total of energy supplied through all Input Points which may feed

energy to the Franchise Area.

Input Rate means rupee per unit supplied by the DVVNL at input points as quoted in the

Financial Proposal of the Bidder in Annexure-4 of DFA.

ATR was to be calculated as sum product of total billed units and approved tariff in each

consumer category divided by total billed units in all consumer categories.

¥ RSC-1 from 10 June 2013 to 18 April 2016 and RSC-2 from 12 October 2014 to
11 September 2019.

% DVVNL, MVVNL, PVVNL and PuVVNL.

¥ Recovery of Regulatory Surcharge directly without including the same in TIR mechanism.
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RSC collected by TPL from its consumers as detailed in Appendix-2.16 and
Appendix-2.17, and summarised in the following Table 2.10.
Table 2.10: Recovery of RSC for the period from June 2013 to September 2019

(Amount in X crore)

Particulars RSC RSC RSC Short recovery of
billed by | collected recovered RSC against its
TPL by TPL by DVVNL collection
Direct (without TIR 43.21 39.93 34.76 5.17 (13 per cent)
Mechanism)
Through TIR mechanism 251.64 245.35 170.62 | 74.73 (30 per cent)
Total 294.85 285.28 205.38 | 79.90 (28 per cent)

It is evident from the above table that recovery of RSC directly from TPL was
87 per cent and through TIR mechanism, it dipped to 70 per cent (overall
72 per cent) against the RSC collected by TPL. In this regard, it is also
pertinent to mention that the project monitoring consultants (PMCs)” of
DVVNL also reported time and again that RSC was billed and collected on
behalf of DVVNL, hence, TPL was required to transfer the complete amount
collected against RSC to DVVNL for further accounting and reporting the
compliance to UPERC.

Further, in a meeting held (21 June 2017) between DVVNL (including the
Managing Director of the Company) and TPL, it was decided that the
inclusion/exclusion of RSC (1 and 2) in the ATR/TIR would be examined by
the appropriate authority and the decision of the appropriate authority would
be communicated to the concerned parties. However, despite an explicit
advice by the PMCs, and directions of the UPERC, no decision was taken to
secure the financial interest of DVVNL. Thus, it is evident that DVVNL
extended undue favour to TPL and thereby made a short recovery of RSC,
which was detrimental to the financial interest of DVVNL, as it has been facing
cash crunch and meeting its working capital requirements through loans.

Resultantly, DVVNL short recovered RSC by ¥ 79.90 crore for the period
June 2013 to September 2019 and also suffered loss of interest of
% 29.97 crore’' (Appendix-2.16) on the short recovered amount.

While accepting the audit observation, the Management stated
(March 2021) that a notice cum bill had already been issued (29 January 2021)
to the TPL for paying the outstanding principal amount of RSC (¥ 80.29 crore)
within 15 days. It further stated that, as pointed out by the Audit, interest of
% 31.55 crore on the principal amount till February 2021 was also included in
the revised invoice and the same was issued (01 March 2021) to the TPL.

The recovery of outstanding amount of RSC along with interest was awaited
(March 2021). Further, not recovering the RSC billed and collected by TPL
and its recovery through TIR mechanism in violation of the directions of the
UPERC was a serious lapse on the part of the concerned officer(s) of DVVNL.
Therefore, besides recovery of the balance amount of RSC together with
interest from TPL, responsibility may also be fixed on the defaulting officer(s)
of DVVNL.

The matter was reported to the Government (February 2021). The reply is
awaited (November 2021).

" CRISIL Risk and Infrastructure Solutions Limited and Feedback Infra Pvt. Limited.

! Calculated at the rate of 10.75 per cent per annum (rate applicable on working capital loan
taken by DVVNL) for the period June 2013 to December 2020 on the unrecovered amount
of RSC from TPL.
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2.8 Excess payment due to incorrect determination of price variation

The Company’s failure to ascertain the correct price variation for the
extended delivery schedule of distribution transformers led to excess
payment of X 2.03 crore to the suppliers.

Dakshinanchal Vidyut Vitran Nigam Limited, Agra (Company) issued
(August 2016 to September 2018) 18 Purchase Orders (POs) for supply of
23,280°% distribution transformers (DTs) of various capacities ranging from
16 KVA to 10 MVA against seven tenders”".

Clause 26 of Form B (General Conditions) read with Clause 21 of the POs
issued to the suppliers provided that if supply was delayed by strikes, lockouts,
fire, accidents, defective materials, delays in approval of drawings or any
cause whatsoever beyond the reasonable control of the supplier, a reasonable
extension of time would be granted.

Clause 2.0 of the aforesaid POs provided that the ex-works prices’ shall be
variable as per Indian Electricals & Electronics Manufacturers’ Association
(IEEMA) price variation (PV) formula during the currency of the contract.
The price variation (PV) would be calculated with reference to the ex-works
price of the base date as mentioned in the respective POs. Further, as per
letters issued to suppliers by the Company communicating calculation of PV,
in case of the amended delivery schedule, the PV was to be ascertained at
minimum of the ex-works prices updated on the following three dates:

(a) Date of offer given by the supplier to inspect the material.
(b)  Contractual delivery schedule for price variation purpose.
(c) Amended delivery schedule.

Suppliers were advised to raise their bills for payment to the Company as per
the PV mentioned in the letter.

Audit noticed (September 2019) that in case of 23,280 DTs procured from
15 suppliers95 by the Material Management (MM) Wing of the Company
against 18 POs, the original delivery schedules in respect of 18,471 DTs”
procured had been amended. However, the MM Wing did not ascertain the
correct PV payable to the suppliers at the minimum of the ex-works prices
updated on the basis of the aforesaid three criteria’’.

The updated ex-works prices of the DTs, worked out by Audit on the basis of
the aforesaid three criteria, revealed that the MM Wing failed to ascertain the
correct PV in case of 171 claims in respect of 15,742 DTs procured against
above 18 POs. This resulted in an excess payment of ¥ 2.03 crore to the
suppliers as detailed in the Appendix-2.18.

2 149 DTs of 16 KVA, 19,820 DTs of 25 KVA, 1,010 DTs of 63 KVA, 2,216 DTs of 100
KVA and 85 DTs of 10 MVA.

% Tender Specifications 1945/2016, 1946/2016, 1947/2016, 1948/2016, 1949/2016,

2092/2017 and 2197/2018.

Ex-works price is factory price and it excludes packaging, freight and insurance charges.

Six POs were awarded to three suppliers {M/s Swastik Copper (P) Limited, Jaipur

(Two POs), M/s Marsons Energy Pvt. Limited, Jaipur (Two POs), M/s P.P. Industries Pvt.

Limited, Punjab (Two POs)} and remaining 12 POs were awarded to 12 Suppliers.

%149 DTs of 16 KVA, 15,016 DTs of 25 KVA, 1,010 DTs of 63 KVA, 2,216 DTs of

100 KVA and 80 DTs of 10 MVA.

Date of offer given by supplier to inspect the material, date of contractual delivery

schedule and date of amended delivery schedule.
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While accepting the audit observation, the Management stated (June 2021)
that the condition regarding determination of PV in case of amended delivery
schedule was not mentioned in Tender documents and in the agreements
executed with the supplier. However, as per prevailing practice in the interest
of DISCOM, the aforesaid condition was mentioned only in the letters issued
to suppliers while calculating PV. All PV have been recalculated and excess
payment comes to I 2.03 crore. Out of which a sum of ¥ 1.31 crore has been
adjusted from the pending bills of eight suppliers against 11 POs and the
notices for recovery of balance amount of ¥ 0.72 crore have been issued to
seven suppliers against seven POs. As soon as recovery of excess payment is

made the same shall be intimated to the Audit.

The matter was reported to the Government (February 2021). The reply is
awaited (November 2021).

|2.9 Unwarranted procurement of SMC Boxes

Inflated assessment of requirement by DVVNL led to unwarranted
procurement of Sheet Moulding Compound (SMC) boxes valuing
X 7.86 crore with a consequential loss of interest of X 2.12 crore.

As per general principles of procurement, a realistic assessment of requirement
should be made prior to initiating process for procurement of any material. In
this regard, Para 7.2 read with Para 7.3 of Uttar Pradesh Procurement Manual
(Procurement of Goods) 2016 also refers to the aforesaid intent that a procuring
officer, who has to purchase goods for public service should estimate the
requirements for a year so far as that can be foreseen. Any excess procurement

involves the locking up of public money and is, therefore, not desirable.

Audit noticed (January 2020) that the Material Management (MM) Wing of
Dakshinanchal Vidyut Vitran Nigam Limited (DVVNL) procured 48,875
Sheet Moulding Compound (SMC) boxes of different types at a cost of
% 10.53 crore to meet the requirement for the year 2016-17. These were being
directly procured”
Contractors used to install these SMC boxes under different Schemes. The

status of utilisation of these SMC boxes as of January 2021 is given in the
Table 2.11 below.

Table 2.11: The status of utilisation of SMC boxes as of January 2021

by DVVNL for the first time, although Turnkey

Types of LT Tender Actual Rate Total Period of | Utilised SMC boxes | Unutilised SMC | Total
Distribution No. procur- per value of | delivery boxes value of
SMC Boxes ement SMC procur- | SMC unutilise
(Nos.) Box ement boxes d boxes
(in) R in (§4 in
crore) crore)
Period of Nos. Nos. Perce
utilisation ntage
1 Phase for MM-1565- 32,275 1,481 4.78 | June 2016 | March 10,265 22,010 | 68.00 3.26
ABC” 2015 and to 2017 to
2012-2016 December | January
2016 2021
3 Phase for MM-2013- 6,600 2,295 1.51 | October October 4,970 1,630 | 24.70 0.37
ABC 2016 2016 to 2016 to
January September
2018 2020

% 8,550 SMC Single Phase LT Distribution Box for ABC cable were procured against the
requirement of 2015-16.
% Aerial Bunched Conductor.
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Types of LT Tender Actual Rate Total Period of | Utilised SMC boxes | Unutilised SMC | Total
Distribution No. procur- per value of | delivery boxes value of
SMC Boxes ement SMC procur- | SMC unutilise
(Nos.) Box ement boxes d boxes
(in) R in (64 in
crore) crore)
Period of Nos. Nos. Perce
utilisation ntage
10 & 16 KVA | MM-2014- 10,000 4,239 4.24 | October September 30 9,970 | 99.70 4.23
Transformers 2016 2016 to 2018
February
2017
Total 48,875 10.53 15,265 33,610 69 7.86

It is evident from the Table that out of 48,875 boxes procured during
24 June 2016 to 11 January 2018'%, 33,610 SMC boxes (69 per cent) valuing
X 7.86 crore remained unutilised for three years from the last delivery
(January 2018). The reasons for not utilising these SMC boxes as analysed by
Audit were attributable to the inflated assessment of requirement by the Chief
Engineers of Distribution Zones'"' of the Company. Further, the MM Wing of
DVVNL, relying on requirements intimated by the aforesaid Chief Engineers
of Distribution Zones, procured the aforesaid SMC boxes without ensuring the
reasonability of their requirement.

Further, as provided in the tender specifications, the maintenance period of
12 months commencing upon installation of SMC boxes or 18 months from
the date of receipt of equipment by the purchaser at site, whichever is earlier,
also expired in July 2019 after the last delivery (January 2018). Therefore, the
firm would not have any legal obligation to remedy the defects, if any, noticed
after July 2019 in the SMC boxes lying unutilised.

Thus, the inflated assessment of requirement led to an unwarranted procurement
of 33,610 SMC boxes valuing X 7.86 crore which remained unutilised for the

last three years. It also led to a consequential loss of interest of ¥ 2.12 crore' .

The Management stated (December 2020) that unutilised SMC boxes were
only 3.47 per cent of the total installed 9,84,854 SMC boxes'” under different
schemes viz. RGGVY, DDUGIJY, IPDS, etc., and Business Plan. Storage of
these boxes was necessary for replacement/maintenance of installed boxes.

The reply is not acceptable as 48,875 SMC boxes as pointed out by Audit were
procured by DVVNL (and did not include boxes procured by turnkey
contractors) to meet the requirement for the year 2016-17 exclusively under
Private Tubewell, State Tubewell, Member of Parliament/Member of
Legislative Assembly Funds, Business Plan, etc., and for the purpose of
prevention of theft of energy. Not utilising 69 per cent of above boxes even
after lapse of three years from the last delivery made in January 2018 confirms
the Audit contention as 9,84,264 SMC boxes includes 9,69,619 boxes
procured under turnkey contracts which were not part of these tenders.

1% 47,975 SMC boxes were received during 24 June 2016 to 03 February 2017 and only
900 SMC boxes were received on 11 January 2018.

Agra Zone, Aligarh Zone, Jhansi Zone, Kanpur Zone and Banda Zone.

Calculated at the rate of 9.00 per cent per annum (rate applicable on PFC loan taken by
DVVNL) for the period January 2018 to December 2020.

34,200 SMC boxes were stated to be available as of December 2020 by the Management.
However, as per document furnished (September 2021) to Audit, 33,610 SMC boxes were
remaining unutilised as of January 2021.
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The matter was reported to the Government (May 2021). The reply is awaited
(November 2021).

|Madhyanchal Vidyut Vitran Nigam Limited

|2.10 Unwarranted procurement of material

Arbitrariness in assessment of requirement by Madhyanchal Vidyut
Vitran Nigam Limited led to unwarranted procurement of transformer
protection boxes valuing I 7.25 crore which remained unutilised for over
four years.

A reference is invited to general principles of procurement mentioned in
Paragraph 2.9 which stipulates that a realistic assessment of requirement
should be made prior to initiating process for procurement of any material.

Audit noticed (July/October 2019) that Madhyanchal Vidyut Vitran Nigam
Limited (MVVNL) received supply (July 2016) of 875 transformer protection
boxes (TPBs)'™ valuing ¥ 7.70 crore against an agreement executed
(June 2016) with M/s Sintex Industries Limited, Kalol, Gujarat (the firm).
These TPBs were intended for installation at transformers of different
capacities'” in the area of Lucknow Electricity Supply Administration
(LESA) of MVVNL. The details of procurement and utilisation of the TPBs
are given in the Table 2.12 below.
Table 2.12: Details of procurement and utilisation of the TPBs

Types of | Procurement Value Issued from LESA Installed/utilised
TPBs (Nos.) R in Stores
crore) Nos. Period Nos. Period

100 KVA 25 0.10 23 September 20 August 2020
160 KVA 150 0.76 149 2019 to 10 to November
250 KVA 450 2.62 440 September 49 2020
400 KVA 250 4.22 225 2020 2
Total 875 7.70 837 81

As can be seen from the Table, 875 TPBs procured were received in the LESA
Stores, and of these, 837 (96 per cent) were issued to the 16 distribution
divisions after a period of three to four years. Further, only 81 TPBs could be
utilised/installed till November 2020. Thus, 794 (875 TPBs-81 TPBs) TPBs
(91 per cent) valuing T 7.25 crore'® were lying unutilised in the
Stores/Divisions, even after lapse of more than four years.

The reasons for not utilising TPBs as noticed in audit were attributable to an
exaggerated assessment (December 2015) of requirement of 3,500 TPBs by
the Superintending Engineer (SE); Electricity Urban Distribution Circle-VI;
SE, Electricity Distribution Circle-IV and Chief Engineer, LESA without any
indent, analysis and feedback from other distribution circles and user
distribution divisions. The procurement process was, however, carried out by
MVVNL for the reduced quantity of 875 TPBs (25 per cent) as per the
approval of the Managing Director. Further, issue of 96 per cent TPBs from

' TPBs are meant to provide protection to transformers and are made of anticorrosive, dust
proof, rust proof, vermin and water proof, ultra violet stabilised and flame retardant high
grade sheet moulding compound (SMC) boxes having good mechanical strength.

15100 KVA, 160 KVA, 250 KVA and 400 KVA.

1% 05 TPBs of 100 KVA valuing ¥ 0.02 crore, 140 TPBs of 160 KVA valuing ¥ 0.71 crore,
401 TPBs of 250 KVA valuing ¥ 2.33 crore and 248 TPBs of 400 KVA valuing
% 4.19 crore.
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the LESA Stores to 16 distribution divisions after a period of three to four
years and utilisation/installation of only nine per cent TPBs, that too after
being pointed out by Audit, confirms that the procurement made at initial stage
was far in excess of requirement.

Further, as provided in the agreement, the warranty of 42 months for free
repair/replacement of material from the date of its receipt by the purchaser at
site 1.e. July 2016 also expired in January 2020. Therefore, the firm would not
have any legal obligation to remedy the defects, if any, noticed after
January 2020 in the TPBs lying unutilised.

Thus, arbitrariness in assessment of requirement led to unwarranted
procurement of TPBs, resulted in not utilising 794 TPBs together with locking
of funds of ¥ 7.25 crore and a consequential loss of interest of ¥ 3.07 crore'”’
for MVVNL, which has been incurring losses since inception (July 2003).

The Management stated (September/December 2020) that 97 per cent boxes
had been issued after retaining three per cent in the Stores. It added that
number of transformer damaged reduced by 167 in the year 2020-21 as
compared to 2019-20 along with savings in repair cost of ¥ 15.65 lakh, due to
installation of the transformer protection boxes.

The reply is not acceptable as the TPBs procured were issued after lapse of
three to four years, only after being pointed out by Audit and only 81 out of
875 TPBs have been installed till November 2020. Further, reduction in
damage of 167 transformers and savings in repair cost during 2020-21 as
replied by the Management cannot be attributed to TPBs as 167 denotes
reduction in damage of overall transformers installed (including transformers
without Protection Boxes) on year to year basis. Thus, it does not provide any
analysis on the reduction in damage of transformers due to installation of
TPBs. Further it does not justify failure in utilising TPBs for a period of more
than four years. The procurement without requirement indicated lack of due
diligence by the concerned officer(s) resulting in idle expenditure of
% 7.25 crore.

Government may consider fixing responsibility on the officials involved in
arbitrary assessment of requirement leading to subsequent not utilising the
TPBs even after lapse of a period of more than four years.

The matter was reported to the Government (April 2021). The reply is awaited
(November 2021).

|Uttar Pradesh Rajya Vidyut Utpadan Nigam Limited |

|2.11 Avoidable payment of interest and consequential loss |

Incorrect estimation of taxable profit by Uttar Pradesh Rajya Vidyut
Utpadan Nigam Limited led to avoidable payment of interest of
% 6.41 crore with a consequential loss to the same extent to the Company.

Section 210 (1) of the Income Tax Act, 1961 (the Act) provides that every
person who is liable to pay advance tax under Section 208 shall, of his own
accord, pay, on or before each of the due dates'® specified in Section 211, the

"7 Calculated at the rate of 9.60 per cent per annum (rate applicable on PFC loan taken by
MVVNL) for the period August 2016 to December 2020 (four years and five months) on
the un-utilised TPBs valuing ¥ 7.25 crore.

1815 June, 15 September, 15 December and 15 March.
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appropriate percentage'* specified in that Section, of the advance tax on his
current income. Further, as per the Section 234 B/C of the Act, default/
deferment in payment of advance tax attracts payment of simple interest at the
rate of one per cent for every month or part of the month from 1% day of April
next following such financial year to the date of determination of total income
or the date of regular assessment, on an amount equal to the assessed tax or the
amount by which the advance tax paid falls short of the assessed tax.

Clause 9 (1) of Uttar Pradesh Electricity Regulatory Commission (Terms and
Conditions of Generation Tariff) Regulations 2014 stipulates that tax on the
income streams of the generating company from its core business, shall be
computed as an expense and shall be permitted to be recovered from
beneficiaries.

Uttar Pradesh Rajya Vidyut Utpadan Nigam Limited (UPRVUNL) has its core
business of generating power and bulk sales to Uttar Pradesh Power
Corporation Limited (UPPCL). For the financial year 2015-16, UPRVUNL
had projected loss in first three quarters and estimated a profit of ¥ 80.16 crore
in the fourth quarter of the financial year. The Company paid (14 March 2016)
an advance tax of ¥ 15.00 crore on the above estimated profit. As per the
Income Tax Return (12 October 2016) for year 2015-16, the profit and tax
liability stood at X 360.75 crore and X 76.99 crore respectively. The balance
tax liability of ¥ 61.03 crore (X 76.99 crore - ¥ 15.00 crore - ¥ 0.96 crore''®)
was paid by UPRVUNL during June 2016 to September 2016, with an interest
of ¥ 6.41 crore'"'. Further, UPRVUNL raised (31 August 2017) a bill to
UPPCL for payment of various statutory dues including Income tax liability.
UPPCL verified (05 October 2017) the statutory dues as payable without
agreeing to the interest portion on the delayed payment of Income Tax.

Audit noticed (December 2018) that the estimated profit of X 80.16 crore for
the financial year 2015-16 was worked out after deducting the profit reducing
impact of ¥ 215.87 crore of the final True up petition''? (2011-12 to 2013-14)
filed (06 July 2015) with the Uttar Pradesh Electricity Regulatory Commission
(UPERC). Further, the taxable profit of ¥ 360.75 crore depicted an increase of
350 per cent from the estimated profit of I 80.16 crore on account of impact of
Tariff order'” (29 April 2016) issued by UPERC. This indicated that while
estimating the profit, UPRVUNL had not taken into account the expected
profit increasing impact of tariff petition''* filed with the UPERC on the same
date (06 July 2015) of filing of True up petition. Thus, the profit for the
financial year 2015-16 was incorrectly estimated by UPRVUNL, which led to
default and deferment of payment of advance tax by the due dates and
payment of an avoidable interest of ¥ 6.41 crore. Further, UPRVUNL also

115 per cent, 45 per cent, 75 per cent and 100 per cent.

"% Amount of TDS as shown in the Income Tax Return.

X 2.72 crore for default in payment of advance tax under section 234B plus ¥ 3.69 crore for
deferment of advance tax payment under section 234C.

The licensee (DISCOM) files the true up petition with the Electricity Regulatory
Commission for reconciliation of difference between actual expenses & revenue on the
basis of approved accounts and projected expenses & revenue considered at the time of
tariff fixation for the concerned year. The gap between actuals and estimates is adjusted in
the tariff fixed for the ensuing period.

'3 Multi-Year Tariff for the financial years 2014-15 to 2018-19.

"% For determination of Multi-Y ear Tariff for the financial years 2014-15 to 2018-19.
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suffered loss to this extent as claim for reimbursement of this amount was not
admitted by the UPPCL.

The Management stated (July 2021) that after issuance of Tariff Order by
UPERC (29 April 2016), profit of the Company was increased from
% 80.16 crore to X 368.72 crore due to raising of bill for differential amount as
per new Tariff Order which was not ascertainable at the time of calculating
estimated profit to pay advance income tax as on 15 March 2016.

The reply of Management is not acceptable as while estimating the profit,
UPRVUNL took into account the profit reducing impact of final true up
petition of ¥ 215.87 crore but it did not take into account the expected profit
increasing impact of Tariff petition, both filed with UPERC on the same date
(06 July 2015). As interest of X 6.41 crore was paid due to default in deposit of
advance tax, the same was also not reimbursed by the UPPCL resulting in loss
to UPRVUNL.

The matter was reported to the Government (May 2021). The reply is awaited
(November 2021).
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| CHAPTER-III

3. Compliance audit observations relating to Departments and Entities
(other than PSUs)

Important audit findings emerging from test check of transactions made by the
various departments/entities are included in this Chapter.

|Department of Environment, Forest and Climate Change ‘

|3.1 Fraudulent payment against plantation work ‘

Forest Divisions made fraudulent payment of ¥ 1.37 crore involving
1,058 payment vouchers for various works by mentioning false
registration numbers of vehicles through which works were claimed to be
executed.

Paragraph 138 of Chapter IX (Conservancy and works - Measurement) of the
Financial Handbook Volume-VII of Government of Uttar Pradesh provides
that payments to contractors for works or supply can be made only by the
Divisional Officer, or by an authorised subordinate officer and no payment
should be made until the correctness of the claim, in respect of quantities and
rates as well as the quality of work or supply and other necessary factors, has
been accepted by a responsible officer.

A test-check by Audit (December 2020) of monthly vouchers of payment for
various works for the years 2016-17 to 2018-19 in 20 Forest Divisions'
revealed that the Divisions had executed work of digging of pits and trenches,
soil work, transportation of saplings, cow dung, brick works, watering of
plants, etc., for plantation and conservation purposes by using tractors and
JCB excavators on contracts. The payment vouchers contain details of name
of the contractor to whom payment was made, registration number of
tractor/JCB, etc., through which the work were executed, details of works
executed, rates and amount paid against executed works, efc.

Audit verified the tractors/JCBs’ registration number mentioned in the
payment vouchers with the records (vahan.nic.in) of Transport Department of
Government of Uttar Pradesh. It was noticed that the vehicle registration
numbers indicated in the payment vouchers, against which payments were
made by the Divisional Forest Officer, were registered as vehicles other than
tractors and JCBs viz. motorcycles, jeeps, scooters, mopeds, etc.

Thus, the works for plantation and conservation purposes, claimed to have
been done under vouchers with false tractors/JCBs numbers, had actually
never taken place and the payment of X 1.37 crore involved in 1,058 vouchers
(Appendix 3.1) made to the contractors/individuals was prima facie
fraudulent and the amounts so claimed tantamount to embezzlement.

Audit reported (in December 2020 and March 2021) the matter to the Principal
Chief Conservator of Forest (PCCF).

' For the month of March 2017 (in 12 Divisions), July 2017 (in one Division), March 2018
(in seven Divisions) and March 2019 (in eight Divisions).
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In its reply (January 2021), the PCCF accepted the audit observation and
initiated disciplinary action against the delinquent officials and added that the
works were actually executed while the incorrect vehicles numbers were
posted. Further, the PCCF stated that an enquiry has been set-up under senior
officers at Headquarters for physical verification and checking of records.

Audit, while appreciating the course of action taken by the PCCF as per the
reply, is of the view that given the serious nature of infraction, appropriate and
timely action needs to be taken by the Government against the responsible
officials for the fraudulent payments and dereliction of duty.

Further, the Government may conduct a comprehensive examination of all
vouchers of the concerned years in these Divisions for detecting similar
fraudulent payments as Audit conducted test check for only selected few
months in 20 Divisions.

In its reply (January 2022), the Government stated that the 14 officials have
been suspended, 137 have been chargesheeted and 44 officials have either
retired or died. Disciplinary proceedings against the remaining delinquent
officials are under process.

|Infrastructure and Industrial Development Department \

Uttar Pradesh Expressways Industrial Development Authority

|3.2 Excess payment on purchase of land \

UPEIDA made excess payment of I 3.65 crore due to execution of sale
deeds at rates higher than the approved land rates for purchase of land
in Kannauj District.

The Government of Uttar Pradesh Order (September 2013) provides that as
per general policy to acquire land for all projects, the land will be directly
purchased on the basis of agreement between the land owners and acquiring
bodies. The compensation for purchase of land for road/expressways projects
will be decided by the District Level Rate Fixation Committee (Committee)
headed by the District Magistrate of the concerned districts and the rates will
be fixed through mutual consent based on prevalent market rate and other
related information. Further, the Committee will send these rates to the
acquiring body with its recommendation for approval.

Uttar Pradesh Expressways Industrial Development Authority (UPEIDA), the
acquiring body for the land to be used in construction of Lucknow-Agra
Expressway, was required to comply with procedures defined in aforesaid
Government Order. UPEIDA in its 22™ Board meeting (17 June 2014)
authorised its Chief Executive Officer (CEO) to approve the rates decided by
the Committee on which land was to be purchased. The Committee of District
Kannauj finalised (02 July 2014) the rates” of land for 50 villages in Kannauj
District required for construction of the Lucknow-Agra Expressway. CEO of
UPEIDA approved (07 July 2014) the rates recommended by the Committee.

* Four times of the prevalent DM Circle rates of concerned village for general agricultural
land and agricultural land adjacent to Abadi.
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During test check of records, Audit noticed (August 2019) that UPEIDA
purchased’® land in seven villages in Kannauj District and in contravention to
the provisions of Government Order (September 2013), executed 88 Bainamas
(sale deeds) at the rates higher than that recommended by the Committee and
approved by the CEO of UPEIDA, on the grounds that these lands were
adjacent to road.

District Magistrate (DM), Kannauj in its letter (05.01.2021) addressed to the
CEO, UPEIDA mentioned the fact that in above Bainamas executed, there
was no mention about existence of road in ‘Chauhaddi’ hence, these sale
deeds were executed on higher circle rate than approved circle rate for which
UPEIDA’s approval was required but was not taken in these cases.
Resultantly, UPEIDA paid an excess land value amounting to ¥ 3.65 crore’
(Appendix-3.2) to the landowners.

Audit scrutinised sale deeds and noticed that in 40 out of above 88 sale deeds
(Appendix-3.3), there was no mention of any road and also acquired land was
surrounded (Chauhaddi) by agricultural land only. In the remaining 48 sale
deeds, although there was mention of road, however, these were also
surrounded by the agricultural land. But, in none of these 48 cases, pucca
(asphalted) road was shown in the revenue maps prepared (October 2013) for
acquisition of land for the Expressway.

UPEIDA in its reply (May 2021) stated the amount of difference was in rates
due to difference in amount of the Circle rate for agricultural land and land
situated on road. UPEIDA further stated that Additional District Magistrate
(ADM), Kannauj had conveyed that Gatas in sale deed were situated on
asphalted road and these roads existed at the time of registration. Hence,
Bainamas were executed at the four times circle rate of the road side land and
payment was made accordingly.

Reply of UPEIDA is not acceptable as it could not provide supporting revenue
documents pertaining to the period of sale deeds in support of fact stated in
ADM’s letter. Further, maps of Revenue Department of October 2013 confirm
that pucca (asphalted) road was not exisiting at respective Gatas. Besides,
DM, Kannauyj itself stated in his letter dated 05 January 2021 that there was no
mention of the road in Chauhaddi and excess payment was made without
approval of the Authority and recoveries in all 88 deeds should have been
made.

The Government needs to investigate the matter for executing the sale deeds at
the higher rates and fix the responsibility for the same.

The matter was reported to the Government (March 2021). The reply is
awaited (November 2021).

During the period from July 2014 to July 2015.

Description of land that existed in all four directions of respective Gata (piece of land).
Amount has been worked out for all 88 Bainamas on the basis of DM, Kannauj’s letter and
revenue map.
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\Yamuna Expressway Industrial Development Authority \

\3.3 Excess payment against area more than actually available in records \

The Authority made payment of ¥ 2.71 crore for more than actual area
available in records.

Uttar Pradesh Power Transmission Corporation Limited requested (June 2012)
Yamuna Expressway Industrial Development Authority (Authority) to allot
75 acre (30.3514 hectare) land in village Jahangirpur, District Gautam Buddh
Nagar near Yamuna Expressway for construction of 765 KV sub-station. A
proposal for acquisition of land for sub-station was initiated (September 2012)
by the Authority’s officials which was approved (September 2012) by the Chief
Executive Officer (CEO) of the Authority. The Authority executed
(December 2012 to December 2015) 159 sale deeds for purchase of
54.365 hectare land spread over 150 khasras®.

Audit noticed (March 2019) that out of 150 khasras of revenue records, the
actual area in 17 khasras was 6.3990 hectares. The Authority, however,
overlooked the area actually available in land records/verification reports’
submitted by District Authority, and purchased area measuring
7.98935 hectares (Appendix-3.4) through executing bainamas (sale deeds)
relating to aforesaid 17 khasras. This has resulted in payment against
1.59035 hectare land which was not actually available in respective
khasras/verification reports. The Authority paid ¥ 13.60 crore® as
compensation, annuity and additional compensation for purchase of
7.98935 hectares land. Consequently, due to not reconciling purchased land
with land records/verification reports, the Authority suffered loss of
% 2.71 crore’ on purchase of 1.59035 hectare land. Further, the Authority also
incurred expenditure of ¥ 0.10 crore as stamp duty'’ on purchase of land
against an area not available in records.

In its reply, the Authority accepted (July 2021) that there was a difference of
1.5935 hectare between area mentioned in the 17 sale deeds and revenue
records. Further, it stated that the purchase of land was done on the basis of
land records made available by the District Authority.

The reply that the purchase was done on the basis of land records made
available by the District Authority is not acceptable as the land mentioned in
verification reports of the District Authority was less than the area against
which payment was made. Hence, the Authority is fully responsible for
purchasing unavailable land due to not exercising due diligence by its
officials'' of the Land Department.

The Khasra Register of village (maintained in Tehsil) contains the Khasra No., total area of

each Khasra in hectare, names of land owner of that Khasra (owner of one Khasra may be

more than one), the portion land holding of each owner against each Khasra.

7 Verification reports for the seven Khasras, i.e., 381, 383, 387, 392, 394, 419 and 771 were

not available in the records.

¥ 9.70 crore as compensation, I 0.51 crore as annuity and ¥ 3.38 crore as additional

compensation.

’ The value of unavailable land = ¥ 13.60 crore x 1.59035/7.98935 hectare.

' Total stamp duty paid for 7.98935 hectare was ¥ 50,41,662. Stamp duty paid for excess land
was ¥ 10,03,587 (X 50,41,662 x 1.59035/7.98935 hectare).

"' Lekhpal, Nayab Tahasildar, Tahasildar, Officer on Special Duty (OSD), Dy. CEO and CEO.
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Chapter-111: Compliance Audit Observations relating to Departments and Entities (Other than PSUs)

The matter was reported to the Government (March 2021). The reply is
awaited (November 2021).

Lucknow (TANYA SINGH)
The Accountant General (Audit-1I),
20 May 2 022 Uttar Pradesh
Countersigned
New Delhi (GIRISH CHANDRA MURMU)
The 2 5 MA Y 2022 Comptroller and Auditor General of India
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Appendix-2.1
(Referred to in paragraph 2.1.1)
Statement showing the system/procedure prescribed for construction of signature
buildings

As per the system/procedure prescribed vide GoUP Order dated 11 June 2013 for construction of signature
buildings:

(i) works were to be carried out through executing agencies namely Uttar Pradesh Rajkiya Nirman Nigam
Limited or Construction and Design Services wing of Uttar Pradesh Jal Nigam;

(i) consultancy fee at the rate of one per cent' of the project cost was payable to the selected executing agency
for its services viz., preparation of estimates, invitation of tenders, inspection of works, supervision and
quality control etc.;

(iii) construction work was to be done by reputed construction agencies/private builders selected on the basis
of open tenders;

(iv) architect was to be selected by the GoUP on the recommendation of the committee under the
chairmanship of the Chief Secretary, out of firms empanelled by the executing agency or through open tenders
by adopting Quality Based Selection (QBS) system;

(v) an independent third-party consultant was to be selected by the concerned administrative department, on
the recommendation of the committee under the chairmanship of Chief Secretary, for quality control,
concurrent inspection and recommending payment; and

(vi) fees at the rate of 1.5 per cent (including service tax)” of the project cost was payable to the architect and
third-party consultant each for their services.

The rate of one per cent of project cost for payment of consultancy fee to the executing agency was
prescribed vide Government Order dated 11 June 2013.
The rate of 1.5 per cent of project cost for payment of fees to architect and third-party consultant was
prescribed vide Government Order dated 11 June 2013.
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Appendix-2.2
(Referred to in paragraph 2.1.3)
Statement showing the main components of the estimated cost of work

Appendices

R in crore)
Particulars Estimated Cost
Civil Electrical Total

Civil, Internal and Finishes 405.34 405.34
Plumbing low side, high side and external works 34.06 34.06
Electrical low side and high side 156.73 156.73
HVAC works and IBMS 54.25 54.25
Firefighting works 14.98 14.98
Lift works 17.50 17.50
Kitchen works 1.25 1.25
Laundry works 1.65 1.65
Landscape, irrigation and external development 22.11 22.11
works
Building signage works 1.00 1.00
Art-work and fish tank 13.64 13.64
Medical works 75.83 75.83
Total cost of works 476.15 322.19 798.34
Less: Cost of electrical connection 1.50 1.50
Cost of works put to tender 476.15 320.69 796.84
Contingencies 15.97
Labour Cess 8.14
Cost of external electrification 1.50
Architect’s fee 12.21
Quality Control Consultant’s fee 12.22
Centage Charges 7.63
Total Cost 854.51
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Appendix-2.3
(Referred to in paragraph 2.1.3)

Statement showing instances where high rates were adopted for various items resulting

in inflation of the estimated cost

R in crore)

SL
No.

Particulars

Inflation in
estimated
cost

Light fixtures

The detailed estimate inter-alia included supply, installation, testing and commissioning
of 15 items of indoor and outdoor light fixtures at a cost of X 38.20 crore. The rates for
the aforesaid items in the detailed estimate were based on analysis of market rates
which were assessed by obtaining a quotation from a supplier.

Audit noticed from the invoices accompanying the bills submitted by the Construction
Agency, that the procurement cost of the said items for the Construction Agency was
X 18.40 crore. Even after including cost of transportation (1 per cent) and Contractor’s
Profit and Overheads (CPOH @10 per cent) the actual cost based on market rates of the
said items worked out to ¥ 20.43 crore only.

Thus, the estimated cost of indoor and outdoor light fixtures was unduly inflated by
% 17.77 crore (87 per cent).

Audit observed that the the said rates were provided by the Architect based on a single
quotation. Besides, UPRNN also did not verify the veracity of the quoted rates from
other sources of supply while scrutiny.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that LED lights were
newly introduced in the market at the time of framing of estimate and as is the case with
new technology rates reduce drastically when the items gain common acceptance.
Therefore, when the actual purchases were made (about three years from the framing of
estimate) by the contractor the rates had de-escalated.

The reply is not acceptable because UPRNN did not verify the veracity of the quoted
rates from other sources of supply. In absence of above, reasonability of rates adopted
in the detailed estimate remained unverified. Further, besides making a general
statement that the rates were high owing to new technology which subsequently
de-escalated, no evidence to justify the rates adopted in the detailed estimate were
furnished to Audit.

17.77

Horizontal Bed Head Panels

The detailed estimate inter-alia included supply, installation, testing and commissioning
of 531 sets of Horizontal Bed Head panels at the rate of ¥ 2 lakh per panel. The rates for
the aforesaid item in the detailed estimate was based on analysis of market rate which
was assessed by obtaining a quotation from a supplier.

Audit noticed from the invoices accompanying the bills submitted by the Construction
Agency, that it had procured the said item at the rate of € 362.61 per panel including
shipment cost. After converting the purchase price in Rupees and including Customs
Duty (X 8,512 per panel) and CPOH (10 per cent), the actual market price worked out to
% 40,415 per panel only.

Thus, the rate adopted in the detailed estimate was I 1.60 lakh (395 per cent) per panel
higher than the cost based on market rates resulting in inflation of detailed estimate by
X 8.47 crore.

Audit observed that the said rate was provided by the Architect based on a single
quotation. Besides, UPRNN also did not verify the veracity of the quoted rate from
other sources of supply.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that Audit while
examining the documents probably took into consideration only the bare rates without

8.47
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No.

Particulars

Inflation in
estimated
cost

going into the details that the bed head panel is complete only after items like oxygen
outlets, suction outlets, contractor profit, defect liability, TDS, WCT etc.

The reply is not acceptable because Audit in addition to the basic rate inclusive of taxes
has included Contractor’s Profit and Overheads (CPOH) of 10 per cent which was in
line with the rate analysis done by the Architect/UPRNN to arrive at the estimated cost
of the aforesaid item.

Television sets

The detailed estimate inter-alia included supply, installation, testing and commissioning
of 800 LED TV of 42" at the rate of ¥ 1.20 lakh per TV. The rate for the aforesaid item
in the detailed estimate was based on analysis of market rate which was assessed by
obtaining a quotation from a supplier. As per the bid documents the approved
brands/makes for supply of television sets were Panasonic, Sony, Samsung and LG.
Accordingly, the Construction Agency has supplied television sets of LG brand.

Audit noticed from the invoices accompanying the bills submitted by the Construction
Agency, that the Construction Agency had procured the TV’s at the rate of
X 47,360 per set. Even after including CPOH (10 per cent), the actual market price
worked out to ¥ 52,096 per TV only.

Thus, the rate adopted in the detailed estimate was I 0.68 lakh (130 per cent) higher
than the cost based on market rates resulting in inflation of detailed estimate by
X 5.43 crore.

Audit noted that the said rate was provided by the Architect based on a single quotation.
Besides, UPRNN also did not verify the veracity of the quoted rate from other sources
of supply.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that at the time of
framing of estimate LED TVs had just been introduced in the market and therefore the
market cost was high, however, over the course of time the rates of LED TVs fell
sharply. The prevailing market rates at the time of preparation of estimate and tender
were included by the Architect/UPRNN.

The reply of the Management regarding high price at the time of preparing estimate is
not acceptable as the estimated cost of LED TV of 42” in a contemporary project viz.,
construction of Police Bhawan, for which bids were invited in March 2015, was taken
as X 50,000 per TV set as against X 1.20 lakh considered for this project. Hence, reply of
the Management is incorrect and deceptive.

5.43

DG sets

The detailed estimate inter-alia included supply, installation, testing and commissioning
of 15, 1,010 KVA diesel generating sets (DG sets) at the rate of ¥ 89.39 lakh per DG
set. The rate for the aforesaid item in the detailed estimate was based on analysis of
market rate which was assessed by obtaining a quotation from a supplier.

Audit noticed from the invoices accompanying the bills submitted by the Construction
Agency, that the Construction Agency had procured the said item at the rate of
X 55.81 lakh per set. Even after including cost of transportation (1 per cent), installation
(6 per cent) and CPOH (10 per cent), the actual market price worked out to only
% 65.74 lakh per set.

Thus, the rate adopted in the detailed estimate was I 23.65 lakh (36 per cent) higher
than the cost based on market rates resulting in inflation of detailed estimate by
% 3.55 crore.

Audit observed that the said rate was provided by the Architect based on a single
quotation. Besides, UPRNN also did not verify the veracity of the quoted rate from
other sources of supply.

3.55
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Particulars

Inflation in
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cost

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that the rates as per
estimate are well within the CPWD rates which came into force just prior to the
sanctioning of this work by the EFC of GoUP.

The reply is not acceptable because the CPWD rates (X 10,000 per KVA) as mentioned
by the Management in its reply were plinth area rates which are to be used only for
preparation of preliminary estimate and as per the Manual, detailed estimate should be
prepared on the basis of market survey for rates of materials, labour, shuttering,
equipment, efc. with detailed analysis of rates. Further, it is evident from the
procurement rates of the Construction Agency that the estimated cost of the aforesaid
item was inordinately inflated.

Elevators

The detailed estimate inter-alia included supply, installation, testing and commissioning
of 13 items of elevators at a cost of T 13.43 crore. The rates for the aforesaid items in
the detailed estimate were based on analysis of market rates which were assessed by
obtaining a quotation from a supplier.

Audit noticed from the invoices accompanying the bills submitted by the Construction
Agency that the procurement cost of the said items for the Construction Agency worked
out to X 8.25 crore. Even after including cost of installation & commissioning
(10 per cent of the actual cost plus Service Tax @ 12.36 per cent thereon as taken by
Architect in the estimate) and CPOH (10 per cent) the actual cost of the said items
worked out to only X 10.10 crore. Thus, the estimated cost of elevators was unduly
inflated by X 3.33 crore (33 per cent).

Audit observed that the said rates were provided by the Architect based on a single
quotation. Besides, UPRNN also did not verify the veracity of the quoted rates from
other sources of supply.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that the estimate had
been framed by the Government appointed Architect. Since lifts happen to be
proprietary item therefore there is no need to further analyse the rates. Also, this being a
comprehensive percentage rate contract therefore it seems a little too hard to discuss
each item separately.

The reply is not acceptable because UPRNN did not verify the veracity of the quoted
rates from other sources of supply resulting in adoption of higher rates in the estimate.
Moreover, the purchase of elevators by the Construction Agency from the same
company at the price lower by 33 per cent of the estimated price, strengthen the audit
contention that due to not verifying the veracity of the rates from other supplier the
estimate was made at inflated rate.

3.33

UPS system

The detailed estimate inter-alia included supply, installation, testing and commissioning
of six items of online UPS system at a cost of X 7.96 crore. The rates for the aforesaid
items in the detailed estimate were based on analysis of market rates which were
assessed by obtaining a quotation from a supplier.

Audit noticed from the invoices accompanying the bills submitted by the Construction
Agency, that the procurement cost of the said items for the Construction Agency
worked out to X 4.14 crore. Even after including cost of transportation (1 per cent),
installation (3 per cent) and CPOH (10 per cent) the actual cost based on market rates of
the said items worked out to only X 4.74 crore. Thus, the estimated cost of UPS system
was unduly inflated by X 3.22 crore (68 per cent).

Audit observed that the said rates were provided by the Architect based on a single
quotation. Besides, UPRNN also did not verify the veracity of the quoted rates from
other sources of supply.

3.22
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In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that the rates as per
estimate are fully justifiable when compared to CPWD rates which came into force just
prior to the sanctioning of this work by the EFC of GoUP.

The reply is not acceptable because the CPWD rates (X 20,000 per KVA) as mentioned
by the Management in its reply were plinth area rates which are to be used only for
preparation of preliminary estimate and as per the Manual detailed estimate should be
prepared on the basis of market survey for rates of materials, labour, shuttering,
equipment, efc. with detailed analysis of rates. Further, it is evident from the
procurement rates of the Construction Agency that the estimated cost of the aforesaid
item was inordinately inflated.

Solar PV system

The detailed estimate inter-alia included supply, installation, testing and commissioning
of two sets of 100 KWp standalone solar PV system at the rate of ¥ 1.57 crore per set.
The rate for the aforesaid item in the detailed estimate was based on analysis of market
rate which was assessed by obtaining a quotation from a supplier.

Audit noticed, from the invoice accompanying the bills submitted by the Construction
Agency, that the Construction Agency had procured the said item at the rate of
X 30.58 lakh per set. Even after including cost of transportation (1 per cent), installation
® 5,61,800) and CPOH (10 per cent), the actual market price worked out to only
 40.15 lakh per set.

Thus, the rate adopted in the detailed estimate was X 1.17 crore (291 per cent) higher
than the cost based on market rates resulting in inflation of detailed estimate by
X 2.34 crore.

Audit observed that the said rate was provided by the Architect based on a single
quotation. Besides, UPRNN also did not verify the veracity of the quoted rate from
other sources of supply.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that apparently Audit
has picked only the bare rate of part of the item and has compared it with the complete
item. Further, the rates as per estimate are fully justifiable when compared to CPWD
rates.

The reply is not acceptable because the CPWD rates as mentioned by the Management
in its reply were plinth area rates which are to be used only for preparation of
preliminary estimate and as per the Manual detailed estimate should be prepared on the
basis of market survey for rates of materials, labour, shuttering, equipment, etc. with
detailed analysis of rates. Audit has considered the rate of the whole system as indicated
in the invoice. In addition to the basic rate inclusive of taxes, Audit has included cost of
transportation, installation and CPOH of 10 per cent which was in line with the rate
analysis done by the Architect/UPRNN to arrive at the estimated cost of the aforesaid
item.

2.34

Laundry equipment

The detailed estimate inter-alia included supply, installation, testing and commissioning
of 14 items of laundry equipment at a cost of X 1.65 crore. The rates for the aforesaid
items in the detailed estimate were based on analysis of market rates which were
assessed by obtaining a quotation from a supplier.

Audit noticed from the invoices accompanying the bills submitted by the Construction
Agency, that the procurement cost of the said items for the Construction Agency
worked out to X 0.76 crore. Even after including CPOH (10 per cent) the actual cost
based on market rates of the said items worked out to X 0.83 crore only. Thus, the
estimated cost of laundry equipment was unduly inflated by 0.82 crore (99 per cent)
higher than the cost based on market rates.

0.82
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Audit observed that the said rates were provided by the Architect based on a single
quotation. Besides, UPRNN also did not verify the veracity of the quoted rates from
other sources of supply.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that Audit has
probably referred to only the material cost of the laundry equipment while the entire
work includes other components i.e., foundations, cabling, defect liability, escalation,
taxes and duties, transportation, handling etc.

The reply is not acceptable because Audit has considered the rates inclusive of all taxes
as indicated in the invoices. In the detailed estimate the rates obtained in the quotation
were incorporated without including the cost of transportation, installation and CPOH.
Audit, however, has allowed CPOH of 10 per cent over the rates as per the invoices.

Mortuary Chambers

The detailed estimate inter-alia included supply, installation, testing and commissioning
of six Mortuary Chambers at the rate of I 16.56 lakh per chamber. The rate for the
aforesaid item in the detailed estimate was based on analysis of market rate which was
assessed by obtaining a quotation from a supplier.

Audit noticed, from the invoices accompanying the bills submitted by the Construction
Agency, that the Construction Agency had procured the said item at the rate of
% 6.40 lakh per chamber. Even after including CPOH (10 per cent), the actual market
price worked out to only X 7.04 lakh per chamber.

Thus, the rate adopted in the detailed estimate was I 9.52 lakh (135 per cent) higher
than the cost based on market rates resulting in inflation of detailed estimate by
% 0.57 crore.

Audit observed that the said rate was provided by the Architect based on a single
quotation. Besides, UPRNN also did not verify the veracity of the quoted rate from
other sources of supply.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that while preparing
the detailed estimate the Architect had done complete market survey and ascertained
lowest rates. It further stated that Audit has picked up bare rates without taking into
consideration the installation, testing, commissioning, storage at site and handling etc.

The reply is not acceptable because Audit has considered the rate as indicated in the
invoice. In addition to the basic rate inclusive of taxes. Audit has included CPOH of
10 per cent which was in line with the rate analysis done by the Architect/UPRNN to
arrive at the estimated cost of the aforesaid item. Besides, it is evident from the
procurement rates of the Construction Agency that the estimated cost of the aforesaid
item was inordinately inflated.

0.57

Total

45.50
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Steel reinforcement

The detailed estimate inter-alia included steel reinforcement for RCC work by
Thermo-Mechanically Treated (TMT) bars at the rate of ¥ 68.10 per Kg. which was based
on DSR 2014.

As the DSR is based on market rates of materials and labour at Delhi and there are
variations in the rates of materials and labour at Lucknow as compared to Delhi, the rate for
aforesaid item should have been worked out by taking rates of materials, labour, cartage
etc., at Lucknow and applying the same in the CPWD analysis of rate of aforesaid item to
arrive at the cost at Lucknow.

As per Audit’s calculation, based on rate of TMT bars as per Rate Contract of UPRNN and
labour rates as per UPPWD SOR applicable at Lucknow, at the time of grant of Technical
Sanction, the rate works out to ¥ 54.60 per Kg.

Thus, the rate adopted in the detailed estimate was X 13.50 per Kg (25 per cent) higher than
the cost based on market rates resulting in inflation of detailed estimate by X 19.22 crore on
estimated quantity of 1,42,37,488.40 Kg.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that the rate of steel
reinforcement in RCC work was taken as per DSR 2014 as the rate for said item was not
available in UPPWD SOR. It further stated that after applying CPWD cost index based on
DSR 2007 rates the rates at Lucknow would be ¥ 70.48 per Kg. Also, as per analysis based
on rates of SAIL of October 2014 and labour rates w.e.f. 01.10.2014 as per Labour
Commissioner, Kanpur the rates come to X 70.50 per Kg.

The reply is not acceptable because Audit’s calculation is based on rate of TMT bars as per
Rate Contract of UPRNN and labour rates as per UPPWD SOR which represent the actual
market rates at Lucknow.

19.22

Waterproofing work

The detailed estimate included water proofing work which inter-alia included (i) surface
preparation on mother slab and (ii) first layer — thermal insulation. The rates for both items
was provided at X 1,400/ 1,330 per sqm each.

Audit noticed that in the quotation based on which the rates for water proofing work were
included in the detailed estimate, the rate of I 1,400 per sqm was quoted as a composite
rate for both the aforesaid items.

Thus, the rate adopted in the detailed estimate was ¥ 1,400R 1,330 per sqm (100 per cent)
higher than the cost based on the quotation resulting in inflation of detailed estimate by
% 5.34 crore on estimated quantity of 39,581.97 sqm.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that the tender is
evaluated by bidders as a whole and not on the basis of item rate for a particular item. The
rates for the aforesaid item was as per analysis of rates prepared by the Architect. It further
stated that it seems to be typing error (formatting by merged cell) in the quotation.

The contention of the Management that there seems to be typing error in the quotation is
not acceptable because as per the quotation composite rate of ¥ 1,400 per sqm was quoted
for surface preparation and first layer of thermal insulation. In the detailed estimate,
however, rate of ¥ 1,400/R 1,330 per sqm was provided separately for both items resulting
in inflation of detailed estimate by ¥ 5.34 crore. Besides, to support its contention of typing
error, no evidence regarding the basis for taking same rate for both items was furnished.

5.34
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3.

Granite flooring

The detailed estimate inter-alia included 18 mm thick granite flooring work at the rate of
% 3,866 per sqm. The aforesaid rate was based on rate provided for granite work in kitchen
platforms, vanity counters, window sills, facias and similar locations — area of slab up to
0.50 sqm in DSR 2014.

Audit noticed that despite there being separate item available for granite flooring work in
DSR 2014 (X 3,244.35 per sqm), the rates for granite work in kitchen platforms, vanity
counters, window sills, facias and similar locations — area of slab up to 0.50 sqm
(X 3,866 per sqm) was provided for granite flooring work.

Thus, the rate adopted in the detailed estimate was I 621.65 per sqm (19 per cent) higher
resulting in inflation of detailed estimate by ¥ 4.13 crore on estimated quantity of
66,434.42 cum.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that the item quoted by
Audit pertains to providing and laying flamed granite stone flooring whereas polished
granite stone was to be used in the project.

The reply is not acceptable because the rate of X 3,866 per sqm adopted in the estimate
pertains to granite work in kitchen platforms, vanity counters, window sills, facias and
similar locations and not to granite flooring work. Further, as regards provision of polished
granite stone in place of flamed granite stone it is worthwhile to mention that the basic rate
of flamed granite stone (X 2,000 per sqm) was higher than that of polished granite stone
(X 1,900 per sqm) in DSR 2014.

4.13

Granite work in wall lining

The detailed estimate infer-alia included 18 mm granite work in wall lining at the rate of
X 3,907.40 per sqm. The aforesaid rate was based on rate provided for granite work in
kitchen platforms, vanity counters, window sills, facias and similar locations — area of slab
above 0.50 sqm in DSR 2014.

As similar item (8 mm granite work in wall lining) was available for granite work in wall
lining in DSR 2014, the rate for the aforesaid item should have been arrived at on the basis
of analysis of rates of the similar item available in DSR 2014.

Audit noticed that despite there being similar item available for granite work in wall lining,
the rate provided in DSR 2014 for granite work in kitchen platforms, vanity counters,
window sills, facias and similar locations — area of slab above 0.50 sqm
(X 3,907.40 per sqm) was provided for granite work in wall lining, instead of arriving at the
cost for the same on the basis of analysis of rates of similar item available in DSR 2014. As
per Audit’s calculation based on analysis of rates of similar item available in DSR 2014,
the rate for the aforesaid item works out to X 3,469.55 per sqm.

Thus, the rate adopted in the detailed estimate was I 437.85 per sqm (13 per cent) higher
resulting in inflation of detailed estimate by ¥ 1.11 crore on estimated quantity of
25,342.01 cum.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that the rates of 18 mm
thick granite stone lining work cannot be derived on pro-rata basis of DSR item no. 8.9.1.2
which is for 8 mm thick granite wall lining.

The reply is not acceptable because Audit has not calculated the rate of 18 mm thick granite
work in wall lining on pro-rata basis. Instead, the rate of 18 mm thick granite work in wall
lining has been calculated by replacing the cost of 8 mm thick granite stone with 18 mm
thick granite stone as per DSR 2014 in the analysis of rate.

Autoclaved Aerated Concrete block masonry

The detailed estimate inter-alia included providing and laying of Autoclaved Aerated
Concrete (AAC) block masonry at the rate of ¥ 4,231.47 per cum.

0.61
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Audit noticed that quotations from two firms were obtained for arriving at the cost of the
aforesaid item in the detailed estimate. In the detailed estimate, however, instead of
adopting the lower rate of I 3,983.68 per cum, higher rate of ¥ 4,231.47 per cum was
adopted.

Thus, the rate adopted in the detailed estimate was I 247.79 per cum (six per cent) higher
resulting in inflation of detailed estimate by I 0.61 crore on estimated quantity of
24,620.27 cum.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that after adding
10 per cent contractor’s profit to the rates as per lowest quotation the rates come to
% 4,382 per cum. Hence, tendered rates of ¥ 4,231.47 per cum is fully justified.

The reply is not acceptable because the Management has not furnished any reason for
adopting rate of Y 4,231.47 per cum as per higher quotation instead of adopting the rate of
% 3,983.68 per cum as per lower quotation in preparation of the estimate resulting in undue
inflation of estimated cost of the project. Further, the Architect had adopted the rate as per
the higher quotation without adding 10 per cent contractor’s profit which indicates that the
rates mentioned in the quotations were inclusive of contractor’s profit.

Total

30.41
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Light fixtures

The bill of quantity put to tender infer-alia included supply, installation, testing and
commissioning of 15 items of indoor and outdoor light fixtures at a cost of
% 38.20 crore. The rates for the aforesaid items were based on analysis of market rates
which were assessed by obtaining a quotation from a supplier. An amount of
% 37.33 crore was paid/payable to the Construction Agency against actual quantities
supplied till November 2020.

Audit noticed that, based on the invoices accompanying the bills submitted by the
Construction Agency, the procurement cost of the said items for the Construction
Agency worked out to ¥ 17.40 crore. Even after including cost of transportation
(1 per cent) and Contractor’s Profit and Overheads (CPOH @10 per cent), the cost of
the said items would be only X 19.32 crore. Thus, the payment made to the Construction
Agency was about 1.93 times the reasonable cost of the said items. The actual higher
payment to the Construction Agency and consequent extra expenditure on the project
till November 2020 works out to ¥ 18.01 crore.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that LED lights were
newly introduced in the market at the time of framing of estimate and as is the case with
new technology rates reduce drastically when the items gain common acceptance.
Therefore, when the actual purchases were made (about three years from the framing of
estimate) by the contractor the rates had de-escalated.

The fact remains that even after acceptance of the fact that actual price was drastically
reduced, the management did not propose for recovery of the excess payment to the
bought-out items. The reply is not acceptable because UPRNN did not verify the
veracity of the quoted rates from other sources of supply. In absence of above,
reasonability of rates adopted in the detailed estimate remained unverified. Further,
besides making a general statement that the rates were high owing to new technology
which subsequently de-escalated no evidence to justify the rates adopted in the detailed
estimate were furnished to Audit.

18.01

Steel reinforcement

The bill of quantity put to tender inter-alia included steel reinforcement for RCC work
by Thermo-Mechanically Treated (TMT) bars at the rate of ¥ 68.10 per Kg. The rate of
% 68.10 per Kg for the aforesaid item adopted in the bill of quantity put to tender was
based on DSR 2014.

As the DSR is based on market rates of materials and labour at Delhi and there are
variations in the rates of materials and labour at Lucknow as compared to Delhi, the rate
for aforesaid item should have been worked out by taking rates of materials, labour,
cartage efc., at Lucknow and applying the same in the Central Public Works
Department (CPWD) analysis of rate of aforesaid item to arrive at the cost at Lucknow.
As per Audit’s calculation, based on market rate of TMT bars and labour rates as per
UPPWD SOR applicable at Lucknow at the time of grant of Technical Sanction, the
rate works out to ¥ 54.60 per Kg.

On the basis of the actual quantity of 1,19,39,295.06 Kg executed by the Construction
Agency till November 2020, the actual higher payment to the Construction Agency and
consequent extra expenditure incurred on the project till November 2020, due to
adoption of incorrect rates, works out to ¥ 16.12 crore [1,19,39,295.06 Kg x (X 68.10 -
X 54.60)].

16.12
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In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that the rate of steel
reinforcement in RCC work was taken as per DSR 2014 as the rate for said item was
not available in UPPWD SOR. It further stated that after applying CPWD cost index
based on DSR 2007 rates, the rates at Lucknow would be ¥ 70.48 per Kg. Also, as per
analysis based on rates of SAIL of October 2014 and labour rates w.e.f. 01.10.2014 as
per Labour Commissioner, Kanpur the rates come to X 70.50 per Kg.

The reply is not acceptable because Audit’s calculation is based on rate of TMT bars as
per Rate Contract of UPRNN and labour rates as per UPPWD SOR which represent the
actual market rates at Lucknow.

Horizontal Bed Head Panels

The bill of quantity put to tender inter-alia included supply of 531 sets of ‘Horizontal
Bed Head Panels for Ward’ at the rate of I 2 lakh per set (Total cost of 531 sets -
% 10.62 crore). The rate for the aforesaid item was based on analysis of market rates
which was assessed by obtaining a quotation from a supplier. The Construction Agency
had supplied all the 531 sets till November 2020.

Audit noticed from the invoices accompanying the bills submitted by the Construction
Agency, that the Construction Agency had procured the aforesaid item at € 362.61 per
set including shipment cost. After converting the purchase price in Indian Rupees and
including Customs Duty (X 8,512 per panel) and CPOH (10 per cent), the cost of the
said item would be only ¥ 40,415 per set (Total cost of 531 sets - X 2.15 crore). Thus,
the payment made to the Construction Agency was about 4.95 times the reasonable cost
of the said item.

The actual higher payment to the Construction Agency and consequent extra
expenditure incurred on the project till November 2020 works out to X 8.47 crore.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that Audit while
examining the documents probably took into consideration only the bare rates without
going into the details that the bed head panel is complete only after items like oxygen
outlets, suction outlets, contractor profit, defect liability, TDS, WCT etc.

The reply is not acceptable because Audit in addition to the basic rate inclusive of taxes
has included Contractor’s Profit and Overheads (CPOH) of 10 per cent which was in
line with the rate analysis done by the Architect/UPRNN to arrive at the estimated cost
of the aforesaid item.

8.47

Waterproofing work

The bill of quantity put to tender included water proofing work which inter-alia
included (i) surface preparation on mother slab and (ii) first layer — thermal insulation.
The rates for both items was provided at I 1,400/ 1,330 per sqm each.

Audit noticed that in the quotation, based on which the rates for water proofing work
were included in the detailed estimate, the rate of ¥ 1,400 per sqm was quoted as a
composite rate for both items. In the detailed estimate and consequently in the bill of
quantity put to tender, the rate of I 1,400/ 1,330 per sqm, however, was provided for
both items separately.

On the basis of the actual quantity of 27,741.36 sqm executed by the Construction
Agency till November 2020, the actual higher payment to the Construction Agency and
consequent extra expenditure incurred on the project till November 2020, due to
adoption of incorrect rates works out to ¥ 3.78 crore [(13,165.30 sqm x ¥ 1,400) +
(14,576.06 x X 1,330)].

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that the tender is
evaluated by bidders as a whole and not on the basis of item rate for a particular item.
The rates for the aforesaid item was as per analysis of rates prepared by the Architect. It
further stated that it seems to be typing error (formatting by merged cell) in the
quotation.

3.78
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The contention of the Management that there seems to be typing error in the quotation
is not acceptable because as per the quotation composite rate of ¥ 1,400 per sqm was
quoted for surface preparation and first layer of thermal insulation. In the detailed
estimate, however, rate of ¥ 1,400/R 1,330 per sqm was provided separately for both
items resulting in inflation of detailed estimate by X 5.34 crore. Besides, to support its
contention of typing error, no evidence regarding the basis for taking same rate for both
items was furnished.

DG sets

The bill of quantity put to tender inter-alia included supply, installation, testing and
commissioning of 15, 1,010 KVA diesel generator (DG set) used for standby electrical
energy generation at the rate of I 89.39 lakh per set (Total cost of 15 DG sets -
X 13.41 crore). The rate for the aforesaid item was based on analysis of market rates
which was assessed by obtaining a quotation from a supplier. The Construction Agency
had supplied all the 15 DG sets till November 2020.

Audit noticed, from the invoices accompanying the bills submitted by the Construction
Agency, that the Construction Agency had procured the aforesaid item at X 55.81 lakh
per DG set. Even after including cost of transportation (1 per cent), installation
(6 per cent) and CPOH (10 per cent), the cost of the said item would be I 65.74 lakh
per set only. Thus, the payment made to the Construction Agency was about 1.36 times
the reasonable cost of the said item.

The actual higher payment to the Construction Agency and consequent extra
expenditure incurred on the project till November 2020 works out to ¥ 3.55 crore.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that the rates as per
estimate are well within the CPWD rates which came into force just prior to the
sanctioning of this work by the EFC of GoUP.

The reply is not acceptable because the CPWD rates (X 10,000 per KVA) as mentioned
by the Management in its reply were plinth area rates which are to be used only for
preparation of preliminary estimate and as per the Manual, detailed estimate should be
prepared on the basis of market survey for rates of materials, labour, shuttering,
equipment, efc. with detailed analysis of rates. Further, it is evident from the
procurement rates of the Construction Agency that the estimated cost of the aforesaid
item was inordinately inflated.

3.55

Granite flooring

The bill of quantity put to tender inter-alia included 18 mm granite flooring work at the
rate of X 3,866 per sqm. The aforesaid rate was based on the rate provided for granite
work in kitchen platforms, vanity counters, window sills, facias and similar locations —
area of slab up to 0.50 sqm in DSR 2014.

Audit noticed that despite there being separate item available for granite flooring work
in DSR 2014 (X 3,244.35 per sqm), the rates for granite work in kitchen platforms,
vanity counters, window sills, facias and similar locations — area of slab up to 0.50 sqm
(X 3,866 per sqm) was provided for granite flooring work.

On the basis of the actual quantity of 54,616.67 cum executed by the Construction
Agency till November 2020, the actual higher payment to the Construction Agency and
consequent extra expenditure incurred on the project till November 2020, due to
adoption of incorrect rates, works out to X 3.40 crore.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that the item quoted
by Audit pertains to providing and laying flamed granite stone flooring whereas
polished granite stone was to be used in the project.

The reply is not acceptable because the rate of ¥ 3,866 per sqm adopted in the estimate
pertains to granite work in kitchen platforms, vanity counters, window sills, facias and
similar locations and not to granite flooring work. Further, as regards provision of

3.40
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polished granite stone in place of flamed granite stone it is worthwhile to mention that
the basic rate of flamed granite stone (X 2,000 per sqm) was higher than that of polished
granite stone (X 1,900 per sqm) as per DSR 2014.

Elevators

The bill of quantity put to tender inter-alia included supply, installation, testing and
commissioning of 13 items of elevators/lifts at a cost of ¥ 13.43 crore. The rates for the
aforesaid items were based on analysis of market rates which were assessed by
obtaining a quotation from a supplier. An amount of X 13.35 crore was paid/payable to
the Construction Agency against actual quantities supplied till November 2020.

Audit noticed that, based on the invoices accompanying the bills submitted by the
Construction Agency, that the procurement cost of the said items for the Construction
Agency worked out to ¥ 8.14 crore. Even after including cost of installation &
commissioning (10 per cent of the actual cost plus Service Tax @ 12.36 per cent
thereon as taken by Architect in the estimate) and CPOH (10 per cent), the cost of the
said items would be only ¥ 9.97 crore. Thus, the payment made to the Construction
Agency was about 1.34 times the reasonable cost of the said items.

The actual higher payment to the Construction Agency and consequent extra
expenditure incurred on the project till November 2020 works out to ¥ 3.38 crore.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that the estimate had
been framed by the Government appointed Architect. Since lifts happen to be
proprietary item therefore there is no need to further analyse the rates. Also, this being a
comprehensive percentage rate contract therefore it seems a little too hard to discuss
each item separately.

The reply is not acceptable because UPRNN did not verify the veracity of the quoted
rates from other sources of supply resulting in adoption of higher rates in the estimate.

3.38

Solar PV system

The bill of quantity put to tender inter-alia included supply, installation, testing and
commissioning of two, 100 KWp standalone solar PV system at the rate of ¥ 1.57 crore
per system (Total cost of 2 systems - X 3.14 crore). The rates for the aforesaid items
were based on analysis of market rates which were assessed by obtaining a quotation
from a supplier. The Construction Agency had supplied both the Solar PV systems till
November 2020.

Audit noticed from the invoices accompanying the bills submitted by the Construction
Agency, that the Construction Agency had procured the aforesaid item at X 30.58 lakh
per solar system. Even after including cost of transportation (1 per cent), installation
® 5,61,800) and CPOH (10 per cent), the cost of the said item would be only
 40.15 lakh per solar system. Thus, the payment made to the Construction Agency was
about 3.91 times the reasonable cost of the said item.

The actual higher payment to the Construction Agency and consequent extra
expenditure incurred on the project till November 2020 works out to ¥ 2.34 crore.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that apparently Audit
has picked only the bare rate of part of the item and has compared it with the complete
item. Further, the rates as per estimate are fully justifiable when compared to CPWD
rates.

The reply is not acceptable because the CPWD rates as mentioned by the Management
in its reply were plinth area rates which are to be used only for preparation of
preliminary estimate and as per the Manual detailed estimate should be prepared on the
basis of market survey for rates of materials, labour, shuttering, equipment, efc. with
detailed analysis of rates. Further, Audit has considered the rate of the whole system as
indicated in the invoice. In addition to the basic rate inclusive of taxes Audit has

2.34
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included cost of transportation, installation and CPOH of 10 per cent which was in line
with the rate analysis done by the Architect/UPRNN to arrive at the estimated cost of
the aforesaid item.

UPS system

The bill of quantity put to tender inter-alia included supply, installation, testing and
commissioning of six items of online UPS system at a cost of X 7.96 crore. The rates for
the aforesaid items were based on analysis of market rates which were assessed by
obtaining a quotation from a supplier. An amount of X 5.58 crore was paid/payable to
the Construction Agency against actual quantities supplied till November 2020.

Audit noticed that, based on the invoices accompanying the bills submitted by the
Construction Agency, that the procurement cost of the said items for the Construction
Agency worked out to X 3.10 crore. Even after including the cost of transportation
(1 per cent), installation (3 per cent) and CPOH (10 per cent), the cost of the said items
would be only X 3.54 crore. Thus, the payment made to the Construction Agency was
about 1.58 times the reasonable cost of the said items.

The actual higher payment to the Construction Agency and consequent extra
expenditure incurred on the project till November 2020 works out to ¥ 2.04 crore.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that the rates as per
estimate are fully justifiable when compared to CPWD rates which came into force just
prior to the sanctioning of this work by the EFC of GoUP.

The reply is not acceptable because the CPWD rates (X 20,000 per KVA) as mentioned
by the Management in its reply were plinth area rates which are to be used only for
preparation of preliminary estimate and as per the Manual detailed estimate should be
prepared on the basis of market survey for rates of materials, labour, shuttering,
equipment, efc. with detailed analysis of rates. Further, it is evident from the
procurement rates of the Construction Agency that the estimated cost of the aforesaid
item was inordinately inflated.

2.04

10.

Granite work in wall lining

The bill of quantity put to tender inter-alia included 18 mm granite work in wall lining
at the rate of X 3,907.40 per sqm. The aforesaid rate was based on rate provided for
granite work in kitchen platforms, vanity counters, window sills, facias and similar
locations — area of slab above 0.50 sqm in DSR 2014.

As similar item (8 mm granite work in wall lining) was available for granite work in
wall lining in DSR 2014, the rate for the aforesaid item should have been arrived at on
the basis of analysis of rates of the similar item available in DSR 2014.

Audit noticed that despite there being similar item available for granite work in wall
lining, the rates provided in DSR 2014 for granite work in kitchen platforms, vanity
counters, window sills, facias and similar locations — area of slab above 0.50 sqm
(X 3,907.40 per sqm) was provided for granite work in wall lining, instead of arriving at
the cost for the same on the basis of analysis of rates of the similar item available in
DSR 2014. As per Audit’s calculation based on analysis of rates, the rate for the
aforesaid item works out to ¥ 3,469.55 per sqm.

On the basis of the actual quantity of 26,268.22 cum executed by the Construction
Agency till November 2020, the actual higher payment to the Construction Agency and
consequent extra expenditure incurred on the project till November 2020, due to
adoption of incorrect rates, works out to X 1.15 crore.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that the rates of 18
mm thick granite stone lining work cannot be derived on pro-rata basis of DSR item
no. 8.9.1.2 which is for 8 mm thick granite wall lining.

The reply is not acceptable because Audit has not calculated the rate of 18 mm thick

1.15
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granite work in wall lining on pro-rata basis. Instead of the rate of 18 mm thick granite
work in wall lining has been calculated by replacing the cost of 8 mm thick granite
stone with 18 mm thick granite stone in the analysis of rate.

11.

Laundry equipment

The bill of quantity put to tender inter-alia included supply, installation, testing and
commissioning of 14 items of laundry equipment at a cost of X 1.65 crore. The rates for
the aforesaid items were based on analysis of market rates which were assessed by
obtaining a quotation from a supplier. The Construction Agency had supplied all the
laundry equipment till November 2020.

Audit noticed that, based on the invoices accompanying the bills submitted by the
Construction Agency, that the procurement cost of the said items for the Construction
Agency worked out to ¥ 0.76 crore. Even after including CPOH (10 per cent) the cost
of the said items would be only I 0.83 crore. Thus, the payment made to the
Construction Agency was about twice the reasonable cost of the said items.

The actual higher payment to the Construction Agency and consequent extra
expenditure incurred on the project till November 2020 works out to ¥ 0.82 crore.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that Audit has
probably referred to only the material cost of the laundry equipment while the entire
work includes other components i.e., foundations, cabling, defect liability, escalation,
taxes and duties, transportation, handling etc.

The reply is not acceptable because Audit has considered the rates inclusive of all taxes
as indicated in the invoices. In the detailed estimate the rates obtained in the quotation
were incorporated without including the cost of transportation, installation and CPOH.
Audit, however, has allowed CPOH of 10 per cent over the rates as per the invoices.

0.82

12.

Autoclaved Aerated Concrete block masonry

The bill of quantity put to tender inter-alia included laying of Autoclaved Aerated
Concrete (AAC) block masonry at the rate of ¥ 4,231.47 per cum.

Audit noticed that quotations from two firms were obtained by the Architect for arriving
at the rate of the aforesaid item. In the detailed estimate, however, instead of adopting
the lower rate of ¥ 3,983.68 per cum, higher rate of X 4,231.47 per cum was adopted.

On the basis of the actual quantity of 24,321.22 cum executed by the Construction
Agency till November 2020, the actual higher payment to the Construction Agency and
consequent extra expenditure incurred on the project till November 2020, due to
adoption of incorrect rates, works out to X 0.60 crore.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that after adding
10 per cent contractor’s profit to the rates as per lowest quotation the rates come to
X 4,382 per cum. Hence, tendered rates of ¥ 4,231.47 per cum is fully justified.

The reply is not acceptable because the Management has not furnished any reason for
adopting rate of X 4,231.47 per cum as per higher quotation instead of adopting the rate
of X 3,983.68 per cum as per lower quotation in preparation of the estimate resulting in
undue inflation of estimated cost of the project. Further, the Architect had adopted the
rate as per the higher quotation without adding 10 per cent contractor’s profit which
indicates that the rates mentioned in the quotations were inclusive of contractor’s profit.

0.60

13.

Mortuary Chambers

The bill of quantity put to tender inter-alia included supply, installation, testing and
commissioning of six Mortuary Chambers at the rate of X 16.56 lakh per Mortuary
Chamber (Total cost of six Mortuary Chambers - ¥ 99.34 lakh). The rate for the
aforesaid item was based on analysis of market rates which was assessed by obtaining a
quotation from a supplier. The Construction Agency had supplied all the six mortuary
chambers till November 2020.

0.57
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Audit noticed, from the invoices accompanying the bills submitted by the Construction
Agency, that the Construction Agency had procured the aforesaid item at ¥ 6.40 lakh
per chamber. Even after including CPOH (10 per cent), the actual market price would
be only ¥ 7.04 lakh per mortuary chamber. Thus, the payment made to the Construction
Agency was about 2.35 times the reasonable cost of the said items.

The actual higher payment to the Construction Agency and consequent extra
expenditure incurred on the project till November 2020 works out to ¥ 0.57 crore.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that while preparing
the detailed estimate the Architect had done complete market survey and ascertained
lowest rates. It further stated that Audit has picked up bare rates without taking into
consideration the installation, testing, commissioning, storage at site and handling etc.

The reply is not acceptable because Audit has considered the rate as indicated in the
invoice. In addition to the basic rate inclusive of taxes. Audit has included CPOH of
10 per cent which was in line with the rate analysis done by the Architect/UPRNN to
arrive at the estimated cost of the aforesaid item. Besides, it is evident from the
procurement rates of the Construction Agency that the estimated cost of the aforesaid
item was inordinately inflated.

14.

Television sets

The bill of quantity put to tender inter-alia included supply, installation, testing and
commissioning of 800 LED TV of 42" complete with wall bracket/stands etc. and all
other accessories at the rate of I 1.20 lakh per set (Total cost of 800 TV sets -
% 9.60 crore). The rate for the aforesaid item was based on analysis of market rates
which was assessed by obtaining a quotation from a supplier. Against the 800 TV sets,
the Construction Agency had supplied 55 TV sets till November 2020. As per the bid
documents the approved brands/makes for supply of television sets were Panasonic,
Sony, Samsung and LG. Accordingly, the Construction Agency has supplied television
sets of LG brand.

Audit noticed, from the invoices accompanying the bills submitted by the Construction
Agency, that the Construction Agency had procured the aforesaid item at I 47,360 per
TV set. Even after including CPOH (10 per cent), the cost of the TV sets would be only
% 52,096 per TV set. Thus, the payment made to the Construction Agency was about
2.30 times the reasonable cost of the said item.

The actual higher payment to the Construction Agency and consequent extra
expenditure incurred on the project till November 2020 works out to ¥ 0.37 crore.

In reply, management/Government stated (July/September 2021) that at the time of
framing of estimate LED TVs had just been introduced in the market and therefore the
market cost was high, however, over the course of time the rates of LED TVs fell
sharply. The prevailing market rates at the time of preparation of estimate and tender
were included by the Architect/UPRNN.

The reply of the Management regarding high price at the time of preparing estimate is
not acceptable as the estimated cost of LED TV of 42” in a contemporary project viz.,
construction of Police Bhawan, for which bids were invited in March 2015, was taken
as X 50,000 per TV set as against X 1.20 lakh considered for this project. Hence, reply of
the Management is incorrect and deceptive.

0.37

Total

64.60
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Appendix-2.6
(Referred to in paragraph 2.1.5)

Statement showing activities included in the scope of work of the Consultant which are

in the nature of project management

SL
No.

Particulars

Day to day supervision of execution of construction works at site ; taking measurements,
preparation/checking and certifying contractor’s bill and co-ordination with the Architect/Structural
design consultants and handing over the completed works on its completion.

Running Account bill prepared by the Construction Agency shall be fully checked and verified by the
Consultant and will be submitted to UPRNN as per the prescribed procedure for payment and necessary
action.

The Consultant shall also carry out scrutiny of technical audit reports, drawings, designs, estimates, site
survey, soil investigation, design of internal and external services, sanitary, plumbing, drainage, water
supply and sewerage, internal roads, electrification works ezc. as the case may be.

The Consultant will be responsible for taking approvals from statutory bodies i.e., approval of drawings
by local development authorities, fire clearance from Chief Fire Officer and environmental clearance
through Construction Agency/A&E Consultants.

Co-ordination with respect to the architectural and engineering designs prepared by the structural design
consultant regarding its implementation, project planning and site data collection efc.

As and when revised detailed estimate is required, the same shall be got prepared by the Architect and
will be thoroughly vetted by the Consultant.

The Consultant shall develop a Project Schedule that co-ordinates and integrates the design
efforts/schedule with construction schedules; update the project schedule incorporating a detailed
schedule for all activities of the project.

Cropping up of extra items/substituted items and deviations should strictly be avoided. However, in
unavoidable circumstances extra items/substituted items, deviation the necessary statement duly
supported by justification and analysis of rates shall be submitted by the Consultant as per formats
approved by UPRNN along with their recommendations for extra/substituted items. The Consultant
should ensure that the case is put up for UPRNN’s approval early enough so that in no case construction
work suffers on this account.

Suggesting modifications, if any, due to site conditions and submit the recommendations along with cost
variations on account of the same to UPRNN for approval.

10.

Ensure regular and timely flow of working drawing/instructions so as to complete the works without any
delay on account of the same.

11.

Verification and recommendation for payment by UPRNN of contractor’s periodic or stage wise bills for
the work done and material/plant advance recording joint measurement of work and certificate of the
bills that the work is in accordance with the design, quality efc., and maintain necessary site
computerized measurement records and other site records which are made available to UPRNN for
verification/authentication if required by UPRNN.

12.

Co-ordination with other agencies like State Electricity Board, other local authorities, etc. which may be
expected to be working in the same area.

13.

In case certain additional works are required to be carried out for obtaining approval of statutory bodies
or to make the completed works/areas operational, the Consultant, after obtaining the approval of
UPRNN, shall ensure to complete the same before handing over the same completed works to UPRNN.

14.

Obtain and submit all the records from the Architect/Structural Design Consultant and the records of any
changes made in the works during the progress of works and submit completion reports and completion
drawings for the project, prepared by the Construction Agency/Consultant incorporating all such
changes duly authenticated as required for obtaining “Completion/Occupancy Certificate” from statutory
authorities, wherever required.

15.

Consultant shall also submit necessary information as required by UPRNN for finalisation of accounts
and commits to continue till the accounts are finalised at agreed upon terms.

16.

To check vertical and horizontal alignment of the buildings as per drawing and also to co-ordinate with
architectural consultant to prepare post construction/as build drawings.
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Appendix-2.7
(Referred to in paragraph number 2.1.7)
Statement showing cost of bought out items included in the estimate

R in crore)
SL. Particulars Amount
No.
1. Light Fixtures 46.14
2. Solar Power System (Approx. 2 x 100 KW) 3.14
3. Television Sets 9.60
4. Lifts 17.50
5. Kitchen Equipment 1.25
6. Laundry Equipment 1.65
7. Medical Equipment 56.52
8. Art Works 3.41
9. Fish Tank 10.24
10. | Building Signages 1.00
Total 150.45

84



Appendix-2.8
(Referred to in paragraph 2.4)

Appendices

Statement showing avoidable loss to the UPSRTC due to failure in implementation of

the NETC programme within the specified timeframe

(Amount ¥ in crore)

Period Amount of toll Toll tax Rate of Cash back | Total toll Toll tax Cashback
tax as per paid cash back | during the tax paid paid in not
P&L account thruogh year (including cash received
FASTag cashback) due to cash
payments
1 2 3 4 5=3*4 6=2+5 7=6-3 8=7%4
2017-18 154.00 84.64 7.50% 6.35 160.35 75.71 5.68
(from July 2017
to March 2018)
2018-19 217.56 83.24 5% 4.16 221.72 138.48 6.92
2019-20 239.36 115.97 2.50% 2.90 242.26 126.29 3.16
Total 610.92 283.85 13.41 624.33 340.48 15.76
Less: 10 per cent of total toll tax payment assuming that it would be required to be made in cash due to 1.58
unavoidable circumstances such as RFID Card not reading, broken or absent windscreen on buses to affix
FASTag etc.
Total avoidable loss to the Corporation 14.18
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Appendix -2.9

(Referred to in paragraph 2.4)

Statement showing progress in implementation of NETC programme by different

Regions
SL Name of RM Year Total No. No. of Buses No. of Buses Percentage of
No. of buses with FASTag | without FASTag FASTag Buses
Tul-2017 748 341 407 45.59
| M Moradabad | MAr2018 734 371 Eee 50.54
Mar-2019 711 440 271 61.88
Mar-2020 697 601 9% 86.23
Tul-2017 613 418 195 68.19
Mar-2018 508 376 222 62.88
2 RM Kanpur Mar-2019 626 381 245 60.86
Mar-2020 605 460 145 76.03
Tul-2017 962 672 290 69.85
. Mar-2018 935 567 368 60.64
3 RM Ghaziabad - |=rr =0T 1007 467 540 4638
Mar-2020 975 875 100 89.74
Tul-2017 285 114 171 40.00
A RM Devipatan | MA2018 286 85 201 29.72
Mar-2019 202 48 244 16.44
Mar-2020 276 120 156 4348
Tul-2017 519 436 83 84.01
s RM Bt Mar-2018 512 396 116 7734
Mar-2019 565 420 145 7434
Mar-2020 509 424 85 83.30
Tul-2017 625 597 28 95.52
_ [Mar2018 623 589 34 94.54
6 RM Prayagraj =0 5019 606 535 71 88.28
Mar-2020 607 579 28 9539
Tul-2017 738 531 207 71.95
‘ Mar-2018 715 606 109 84.76
7 RM Hardoi Mar-2019 761 613 148 80.55
Mar-2020 754 641 113 85.01
Tul-2017 631 98 533 15.53
Mar-2018 631 170 461 26.94
8 RM Saharanpur - |=7r =0T 637 277 360 43.49
Mar-2020 628 400 228 63.69
Tul-2017 836 118 718 1411
Mar-2018 835 136 649 22.28
? RM Meerut Mar-2019 818 300 509 3778
Mar-2020 806 600 206 74.44
Tul-2017 237 231 6 97.47
‘ Mar-2018 241 212 20 87.97
10 RM Jhansi Mar-2019 247 213 34 86.23
Mar-2020 234 211 23 90.17
Tul-2017 635 302 243 61.73
. Mar-2018 626 352 274 56.23
1 LY Mar-2019 582 362 220 62.20
Mar-2020 545 466 79 85.50
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SL. Name of RM Year Total No. No. of Buses No. of Buses Percentage of
No. of buses with FASTag | without FASTag FASTag Buses
Jul-2017 361 155 206 42.94
Mar-2018 348 224 124 6437
12 RM Ayodh
yodhya 3019 357 221 136 61.90
Mar-2020 356 302 54 84.83
Jul-2017 589 353 236 59.93
Mar-2018 568 341 227 60.04
13 RM Agra Mar-2019 621 466 155 75.04
Mar-2020 578 520 58 89.97
Jul-2017 466 436 30 93.56
Mar-2018 454 370 84 81.50
14 RM Azamgarh — —m =075 441 321 120 72.79
Mar-2020 403 357 46 88.59
Jul-2017 1079 478 601 4430
Mar-2018 1069 375 694 35.08
| RM Luckn
> UEOW - "Var-2019 1095 387 708 3534
Mar-2020 1089 795 294 73.00
Jul-2017 704 340 364 4830
Mar-201 I 24 52.70
16 RM Aligarh ar-2018 oS 36 3
Mar-2019 701 305 396 4351
Mar-2020 687 389 298 56.62
Jul-2017 300 170 130 56.67
. Mar-2018 276 218 58 78.99
17 RM Noida Mar-2019 365 224 141 6137
Mar-2020 379 363 16 95.78
Jul-2017 750 542 208 72.27
Mar-2018 760 564 196 7421
18 RM Gorakhpur [=0r =0T 761 545 216 71.62
Mar-2020 817 647 170 79.19
Jul-2017 423 258 165 60.99
Mar-2018 416 241 175 57.93
| RM Chitrakoot
? Chitrakoot =0 010 422 237 185 56.16
Mar-2020 401 366 35 9127
Jul-2017 654 147 507 2248
. Mar-2018 650 137 513 21.08
20 RM Bareily Mar-2019 667 134 533 20.09
Mar-2020 680 414 266 60.88
Jul-2017 12155 6827 5328 56.17
Total Mar-2018 11962 6741 5221 56.35
ota Mar-2019 12282 6905 5377 56.22
Mar-2020 12026 9530 2496 79.24
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Appendix-2.10
(Referred to in paragraph 2.5)
Statement showing payments made before ‘Go-Live’

SL Name of the ‘Go-Live’ Accepted batch Period Amount
No. | region Date wise ®
‘Go-Live’ Date
1 Lucknow 16/04/2014 05/05/2014 February 2013 to April 2014 13290308
2 Ghaziabad 05/05/2014 05/05/2014 February 2013 to April 2014 12125442
3 Agra 15/09/2014 15/10/2014 February 2013 to September 2014 11881477
4 Saharanpur 15/10/2014 15/10/2014 March 2013 to September 2014 16979313
5 Moradabad 30/09/2014 15/10/2014 August 2013 to September 2014 17672617
6 Meerut 24/08/2014 21/11/2014 June 2013 to October 2014 29544453
7 Aligarh 23/10/2014 21/11/2014 July 2013 to October 2014 16338675
8 Bareilly 21/11/2014 21/11/2014 February 2013 to October 2014 13854352
9 Hardoi 31/10/2014 17/12/2014 July 2013 to November 2014 13193385
10 | Kanpur 17/12/2014 17/12/2014 February 2013 to November 2014 8456711
11 Faizabad 22/11/2014 17/12/2014 August 2013 to November 2014 8548710
12 | Etawah 16/01/2015 05/02/2015 May 2013 to January 2015 10869157
13 Devipatan 05/02/2015 05/02/2015 August 2013 to January 2015 4482468
14 | Chitrakoot 31/10/2014 05/02/2015 October 2013 to January 2015 7041406
15 | Varanasi 09/12/2014 07/11/2015 February 2013 to October 2015 23628868
16 | Noida 07/11/2015 07/11/2015 November 2013 to October 2015 18611231
17 | Jhansi 11/11/2014 07/11/2015 October 2013 to October 2015 4696906
18 Gorakhpur 30/11/2014 15/12/2014 October 2013 to November 2014 15291032
19 | Azamgarh 11/12/2014 15/12/2014 March 2013 to November 2014 9622780
20 | Allahabad 15/12/2014 15/12/2014 February 2013 to November 2014 10085003
Total 266214294
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Appendix-2.11
(Referred to in paragraph 2.5)
Statement showing expenditure incurred on purchase of ETMs and VTS

Date of Payment Amount paid F) Purchase Order Remarks
3/2/2016 20000000 | 03/36 dated 13/15.01.2016 ETM - 1000 @ X 20765 and
29/6/2016 2653920 VTS - 162 @R 11660
20/6/2016 11836620 | 35/41 dated 09.06.2016 ETM - 1140 @ X 10383
20/6/2016 12458400 | 36/41 dated 09.06.2016 ETM - 2400 @ X 5191
6/4/2017 7200000 | 52/41 dated 02.08.2016 ETM - 3938 @ X 20765 and

VTS - 4334 @ X 11660

22PNy SRS, (Actually received - 3759 VTS)
30/5/2017 2914970
Total 109157564
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Appendix-2.12
(Referred to in paragraph 2.5)
Statement showing three instances of short recovery from Trimax

Sl
No.

Particular of instances

Payment gateway charges: As per the Clause 3.1 of a tripartite agreement executed (February 2013)
between UPSRTC, Trimax and Atom Technologies Limited (ATL) to provide payment gateway
services to UPSRTC, the gateway charges were to be borne by Trimax. Audit noticed that, against the
payment of I 2.56 crore to the ATL for gateway charges during February 2013 to November 2020,
Lucknow Region’ of UPSRTC recovered an amount of ¥ 1.78 crore only from the bills of Trimax,
resulting in short recovery of ¥ 0.78 crore from it.

Expenditure incurred on the hired ETMs not recovered: As per Clause 8.2.11.4 read with clause
29.5 and 29.10 of the agreement, Trimax was required to maintain a 25 per cent buffer of ETMs at each
of the Depots, with a prompt remedy of the defects including repair and replacement within the time
period specified at its sole cost during the warranty period. Failing which, UPSRTC would be entitled
to recover from Trimax the reasonable cost incurred by it for smooth operation of its buses. Audit
noticed that, for smooth operation of buses, Trimax failed to provide required number of ETMs to
Lucknow, Ghaziabad and Moradabad regions and to remedy the defects in IT system related to ETM
operational database. This failure of Trimax caused UPSRTC to hire 650 ETMs from
M/s Omnificent Technologies Private Limited (OTPL) at the rate of ¥ 360 per month. UPSRTC HQ
made payment of I 28.08 lakh to the OTPL for the hire charges till November 2020 but it left the said
amount unrecovered from the dues of Trimax despite explicit provisions of the Agreement.

Short deduction of penalty: As per clause 19.4 (a) of the agreement, penalty at the rate of
% 20,000 per day for delay in final ‘Go-Live’ of the project at all locations was payable by Trimax to
UPSRTC. Audit noticed that the Executive Officers* of UPSRTC in a review meeting (August 2014)
decided to extend the contracted date of final ‘Go-Live’ of all Regions from 07 May 2014 to
31 August 2014, against which, the final ‘Go-live’ was achieved on 07 November 2015. Accordingly,
UPSRTC HQ deducted (March 2017) while releasing amount of compensation® for upfront investment
made by Trimax, a penalty of ¥ 0.86 crore for the delay of 432 days®, without taking approval of the
Managing Director on such extension, against the penalty of ¥ 1.10 crore recoverable for the delay of
549 days’ from the contracted date. Thus, the action of the concerned officers of UPSRTC resulted in
short recovery of X 0.24 crore

This region was designated for recovery of gateway charges from the bills of Trimax raised to it.

*  CGM (Operation), Manager (MIS) and Assistant Manager (MIS).

% 19.13 crore - ¥ 1.60 crore including ¥ 0.86 crore (penalty for ‘Go-live’) I 0.24 crore (penalty for

advertisement) and X 0.50 crore (retention for recovery).

% Days between 31.08.2014 (extended date of final ‘Go-Live’ of all Regions) and 07.11.2015 (final ‘Go-Live’
achieved).

7 Including days between 07.05.2014 and 31.08.2014.
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(Referred to in paragraph 2.5)

Statement showing total recoverable amount from the firm

Appendices

Paragraphs Recoverable Amount
R in crore)

(1) Payments for the pre ‘Go-live’ claims of the tickets 26.62

(i) SLA penalties not deducted. 30.09

(iii) Payments for supply of VTS and ETMs: 10.92

(iv) Payment for repair and maintenance of VIS and ETMs: 0.91
(v) Not/short recovery from Trimax

Gateway charges 0.78

Expenditure on hired ETMs 0.28

‘Go-live’ penalty 0.24

Total 69.84
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Appendix-2.14

(Referred to in paragraph 2.6.1)

Details of Distribution Transformers procured during the period 2016-17 to 2018-19

Names of Tenders Transformers Amount Tenders Total number Amount
DISCOMs | finalised in the tender R in crore) selected of & in crore)
(in nos.) finalised for Audit Transformers
(in nos.) (in nos.) in Tenders
selected for
Audit
MVVNL 35 60480 430.86 09 22762 153.01
PuVVNL 41 70540 656.54 11 38132 237.02
DVVNL 45 101840 687.23 12 50291 326.86
PVVNL 25 68476 715.08 16 56194 600.40
Total 146 301336 2489.71 48 167379 1317.29
Detail of repair of transformers during 2016-17 to 2018-19
Names of Tenders finalised Amount Tenders selected for Amount
DISCOMs (in nos.) R in crore) Audit (in nos.) R in crore)
MVVNL 04 38.60 02 30.00
PuVVNL 06 66.29 03 32.29
DVVNL 03 51.27 01 23.27
PVVNL 07 134.07 03 62.17
Total 20 290.23 09 147.73
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Appendix-2.15
(Referred to in paragraph 2.6.5.1)
Details of failed Distribution Transformers (DTs)

Distribution transformers Excess failure
Year DISCOMs | Installed at Actual | Failureas | Failurein | ©Ver Prescribed
the beginning failure per norms excess of 5 norms
of the year at the rate norms (in per cent)
of 2 per
cent
2016-17 MVVNL 219274 54664 4385 50279 22.93
PuVVNL 367431 72851 7348 65503 17.82
DVVNL 207702 39459 4154 35305 17.00
PVVNL 238222 44594 4764 39830 16.72
Total 1032629 211568 20651 190917 18.49
2017-18 MVVNL 272033 58738 5441 53297 19.59
PuVVNL 373781 69221 7475 61746 16.52
DVVNL 238244 47729 4765 42964 18.03
PVVNL 267772 52865 5355 47510 17.74
Total 1151830 228553 23036 205517 17.84
2018-19 MVVNL 332954 74133 6659 67474 20.27
PuVVNL 450237 81688 9004 72684 16.14
DVVNL 316513 50404 6330 44074 13.92
PVVNL 365132 55786 7303 48483 13.28
Total 1464836 262011 29296 232715 15.89
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Appendix-2.18
(Referred to in paragraph 2.8)
Statement showing excess payment made to suppliers due to incorrect calculation of
price variation claims of DTs

Appendices

(Amount in %)
SL. Delivery Price variation Qty. Updated ex- Updated ex- Difference in Total
No. Instruction claim No/Date works price works price | price variation difference in
No/Date allowed by to be allowed | claims per DT | price variation
the Company per DT claims of DTs
(1) M/s Suman Electricals, Meerut (Tender No. 2092/2017 and PO No. 16699 (A) / 31.10.17 for 2,000 no. of 25 KVA
transformers @ X 44,700 with Base date 01.05.2017)
1 | 13664/28.09.17 | 16823/02.11.17 60 44941 45493 -552 -33120
2 | 14751/26.10.17 | 16824/02.11.17 190 46194 46285 -91 -17290
3 | 14751/26.10.17 | 16824/02.11.17 10 46194 46285 91 -910
4 | 15029/31.10.17 | 16825/02.11.17 100 46194 46285 -91 -9100
5| 16043/21.11.17 | 20944/28.11.17 140 46503 46670 -167 -23380
6 | 16043/21.11.17 | 20944/28.11.17 49 46503 46614 -111 -5439
7 | 16677/04.12.17 | 21992/16.12.17 130 46503 46614 -111 -14430
8 | 18137/29.12.17 | 37/02.01.18 71 46663 45493 1170 83070
9 | 18137/29.12.17 | 37/02.01.18 69 46663 45493 1170 80730
10 | 2144/09.02.18 - 181 47839 45493 2346 424626
11 | 2144/09.02.18 - 1 47839 45493 2346 2346
12 | 4302/22.03.18 - 149 48372 47839 533 79417
13 | 5707/23.04.18 5290/01.05.18 200 48463 48373 90 18000
14 | 6723/23.05.18 6954/28.05.18 50 49854 48373 1481 74050
15 | 6723/23.05.18 6954/28.05.18 100 49854 48463 1391 139100
16 | 7099/30.05.18 7360/02.06.18 100 49854 48463 1391 139100
17 | 8728/29.06.18 8777/30.06.18 50 50757 48463 2294 114700
18 | 8728/29.06.18 8777/30.06.18 150 50757 48463 2294 344100
19 | 9302/12.07.18 10614/07.08.18 100 50757 48463 2294 229400
Total 1900 1624970

(2) M/s Lakshmi Transformers &

7.09.17 for 2000 no. of 25 KVA transformers @ I 44,500 with base date 01.05.2017)

Electricals, Agra (Tender No. 2092/2017 and PO No. 12032 (A) /

20 | 16649/27.11.17 | 21996/16.12.17 200 45987 46078 -91 -18200
21 | 17714/22.12.17 | 25078/23.12.17 200 46292 46387 -95 -19000
22 | 1024/19.01.18 -- 200 46292 46387 -95 -19000
23 | 5849/25.04.18 5289/01.05.18 100 48246 47625 621 62100
24 | 5537/-5.05.18 6624/22.05.18 100 48246 47625 621 62100
25 | 5537/-5.05.18 6624/22.05.18 200 48246 48156 90 18000
26 | 6973/28.05.18 7052/29.05.18 100 49631 48156 1475 147500
27 | 7385/04.06.18 7408/04.06.18 100 49631 48156 1475 147500
28 | 8156/19.06.18 8314/21.06.18 200 49631 48246 1385 277000
29 | 8692/28.06.18 -- 200 50530 48246 2284 456800

Total 1600 1114800

(3) M/s Samtech Industries, Unnao (Tender No. 2092/2017 and PO No. 12790 (A)

transformers @ X 44,500 with base date 01.05.2017)

/19.09.17 for 2000 no. of 25 KVA

30 | 16456/28.11.17 120 46462 46405 57 6840
31| 17961/26.12.17 44 46405 46387 18 792
32 | 26/01.01.18 -- 56 46405 46387 18 1008
33 | 26/01.01.18 16 46405 46387 18 288
34 | 4482/26.03.18 16 46405 46387 18 288
35 | 5291/01.05.18 5382/02.05.18 4 48246 46387 1859 7436
36 | 5291/01.05.18 5382/02.05.18 80 48246 46387 1859 148720
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Compliance Audit Report for the year ended 31 March 2020

Sl Delivery Price variation Qty. Updated ex- Updated ex- Difference in Total

No. Instruction claim No/Date works price works price | price variation difference in
No/Date allowed by to be allowed | claims per DT | price variation

the Company per DT claims of DTs
37 | 6718/23.05.18 6732/23.05.18 120 49631 46387 3244 389280
38 | 6718/23.05.18 6732/23.05.18 114 49631 47625 2006 228684
39 | 6980/28.05.18 7051/29.05.18 66 49631 47625 2006 132396
40 | 6980/28.05.18 7051/29.05.18 42 49631 47625 2006 84252
41 | 8204/19.06.18 8313/21.06.18 78 50530 47625 2905 226590
42 | 8204/19.06.18 8313/21.06.18 12 50530 48156 2374 28488
43 | 8556/27.06.18 8631/27.06.18 268 50530 48156 2374 636232
44 | 8556/27.06.18 8631/27.06.18 2 50530 48156 2374 4748
45 | 9857/24.07.18 9972/25.07.18 18 50584 48156 2428 43704
46 | 9857/24.07.18 9972/25.07.18 108 50584 48246 2338 252504
47 | 10601/07.08.18 | 10768/09.08.18 156 50584 48246 2338 364728
48 | 11523/28.08.18 | 11727/01.09.18 36 50509 48246 2263 81468
Total 1356 2638446

(4) M/s Swastik Copper Limited, Jaipur (Tender

No. 2092/2017 and PO No. 11678 (A) / 31.08.2017

for 2000 no. of

25 KVA transformers @ I 44,500 with base date 01.05.2017)
49 | 17659/20.12.17 | 25048/22.12.17 100 44737 45289 -552 -55200
50 | 2258/12.02.18 1984/15.02.18 100 44737 45289 -552 -55200
51 | 2258/12.02.18 1984/15.02.18 100 45984 46078 -94 -9400
52 | 4009/16.03.18 3766/23.03.18 100 45984 46078 -94 -9400
53 | 5009/09.04.18 4643/13.04.18 100 46462 46461 1 100
54 | 5560/05.05.18 7826/12.06.18 300 48246 46461 1785 535500
55 | 6257/16.05.18 7825/12.06.18 165 48246 46405 1841 303765
56 | 9861/24.07.18 10324/02.08.18 100 48246 46405 1841 184100
57 | 10669/08.08.18 | 10855/10.08.18 100 48246 46405 1841 184100
Total 1165 1078365
(5) M/s Nucon Switchgears, (P) Limited, Ludhiana (Tender No. 1945/2016 and PO No. 4021 (A) / 31.03.2017 for 16 no.

of 10 MVA transformers @ X 40,18,235 with base date 01.06.2016)

58 | 8351/27.06.17 12827/19.09.17 3 4204707 4180602 24105 72315
59 | 8351/27.06.17 12827/19.09.17 1 4204707 4180602 24105 24105
60 | 12995/21.09.17 | 19050/09.11.17 2 4323499 4205941 117558 235116
61 | 12995/21.09.17 | 19050/09.11.17 1 4323499 4180602 142897 142897
62 | 721/19.01.18 2545/24.02.18 2 4533832 4180602 353230 706460
63 | 721/19.01.18 2545/24.02.18 3 4533832 4221937 311895 935685
64 | 6434/19.05.18 12776/13.09.19 2 4509872 4298953 210919 421838
65 | 15632/15.11.18 | 12777/13.09.19 2 4509872 4298953 210919 421838

Total 16 2960254

(6) M/s Rajasthan Transformers & Switchgears (Tender No. 1945/2016 and PO No. 16322 (A) / 23.11.2016 for 15 no. of

10 MVA transformers @ I 39,87,734 with base date 01.06.2016)

66 | 16798/02.11.17 | 22057/18.12.17 2 4172791 4170911 1880 3760
67 | 21075/30.11.17 | 24042/21.12.17 2 4214110 4198663 15447 30894
68 | 58/03.01.18 181/06.01.18 1 4289314 4198663 90651 90651
69 | 58/03.01.18 181/06.01.18 1 4289314 4251455 37859 37859
70 | 1655/07.02.18 1881/12.02.18 1 4289314 4251455 37859 37859
71 | 1655/07.02.18 1881/12.02.18 1 4421063 4251455 169608 169608
72 | 3171/12.03.18 3757/23.03.18 2 4421975 4251455 170520 341040
73 | 4974/23.04.18 6625/22.05.18 1 4421975 4314224 107751 107751
74 | 4974/23.04.18 6625/22.05.18 1 4499417 4314224 185193 185193
75 | 6757/24.05.18 7813/11.06.18 1 4499417 4314224 185193 185193
76 | 9874/24.07.18 10699/08.08.18 2 4499417 4314224 185193 370386

Total 15 1560194
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SIL Delivery
No. Instruction
No/Date

Price variation
claim No/Date

Qty.

Updated ex-
works price
allowed by

the Company

Updated ex-
works price
to be allowed
per DT

Difference in
price variation
claims per DT

Total
difference in
price variation

claims of DTs

(7) M/s Marsons Electricals Industries

Ltd (Tender No. 1945/201

10 MVA transformers @ I 38,94,473 with based date 01.06. 2016)

6 and PO No. 13035 (A) / 16.09.

16 for 15 no. of

77 | 16599/26.11.16 | 16979/05.12.16 4 3870843 3869961 882 3528
78 | 17861/22.12.16 | 07/02.01.17 4 4030642 4031142 -500 -2000
79 | 2194/15.02.17 2808/02.03.17 4 4091406 4100469 -9063 -36252
80 | 3801/27.03.17 4027/31.03.17 3 4151362 4152026 -664 -1992
81 | 3989/15.04.19 4320/25.04.19 1 4769381 4747234 22147 22147
82 | 3997/15.04.19 4321/25.04.19 1 4769381 4747234 22147 22147

Total 17 7578

(8) M/s Modern Trans

transformers @ I 40,58,020 with base date 01.06.2016)

formers Pvt Ltd (Tender No. 1945/2016 and PO No. 14496 (A)/14.10.16 for 15 no. of 10 MVA

83 | 14334/07.10.16 | 15852/09.11.16 1 4033398 4032478 920 920
84 | 185/04.01.17 1220/22.01.17 1 4010751 4011226 -475 -475
85 | 3585/22.03.17 4053/31.03.17 1 4325697 4011226 314471 314471
86 | 5602/09.05.17 6534/27.05.17 1 4330083 4200428 129655 129655
87 | 7389/13.06.17 7558/16.06.17 1 4246338 4200428 45910 45910
88 | 9629/19.07.17 10391/04.08.17 1 4246338 4200428 45910 45910
89 | 12084/08.09.17 | 12720/18.09.17 1 4274140 4200428 73712 73712
90 | 15005/13.10.17 | 16764/01.11.17 1 4274140 4200428 73712 73712
91 | 20028/11.11.17 | 20891/27.11.17 1 4246338 4272667 -26329 -26329
92 | 1225/30.01.18 1477/02.02.18 2 4244718 4272667 -27949 -55898
93 | 3500/19.03.18 3829/24.03.18 1 4286391 4272667 13724 13724
94 | 5533/05.05.18 6094/14.05.18 1 4286391 4326389 -39998 -39998
95 | 6982/28.05.18 7171/31.05.18 1 4286391 4326389 -39998 -39998
Total 14 535316

(9) M/s Swastik Copper Ltd, Jaipur (Tender No. 1945/2016 and PO No. 447 (A)/10.01.17 for 15 no. of 10 MVA

transformers @ I 40,09,521 with base date 01.06.2016)

96 | 7966/20.06.17 10388/04.08.17 2 4223058 4219116 3942 7884
97 | 10514/08.08.17 | 12080/08.09.17 1 4237134 4235162 1972 1972
98 | 10514/08.08.17 | 12080/08.09.17 1 4223058 4219116 3942 3942
Total 4 13798

(10) M/s Kotsons (Tender No. 1946/2016

and PO No. 3713 (A)/24.03.

16 for 149 no. of 16 KVA transformers @ I 38,000

with base date 01.06.2016)
99 | 9670/19.07.17 10602/09.08.17 50 39102 37567 1535 76750
100 | 9670/19.07.17 10602/09.08.17 99 39102 37635 1467 145233
Total 149 221983
(11) M/s PP Industries, Punjab (Tender No. 1947/2016 and PO No. 10913 (A)/11.08.16 for 2286 and 2500 no. of

25 KVA transformers @ 344,498 with ba

se date 01.01.2016)

101 | 20431/18.11.17 | 20858/27.11.17 100 47532 46074 1458 145800
102 | 20431/18.11.17 | 20858/27.11.17 200 47532 45962 1570 314000
103 | 20431/18.11.17 | 20858/27.11.17 50 47857 45962 1895 94750
104 | 20431/18.11.17 | 20858/27.11.17 50 47857 46116 1741 87050
105 | 21250/05.12.17 | 22058/18.12.17 200 47857 46116 1741 348200
106 | 21250/05.12.17 | 22058/18.12.17 200 47857 45876 1981 396200
107 | 87/03.01.18 178/06.01.18 50 48053 45876 2177 108850
108 | 87/03.01.18 178/06.01.18 250 48053 46113 1940 485000
109 | 87/03.01.18 178/06.01.18 150 48053 47871 182 27300
110 | 87/03.01.18 178/06.01.18 250 48053 47947 106 26500
111 | 87/03.01.18 178/06.01.18 186 48053 47947 106 19716

Total 1686 2053366
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Compliance Audit Report for the year ended 31 March 2020

Sl Delivery Price variation Qty. Updated ex- Updated ex- Difference in Total
No. Instruction claim No/Date works price works price | price variation difference in
No/Date allowed by to be allowed | claims per DT | price variation
the Company per DT claims of DT's
(12) M/s Technical Associates Pvt. Ltd Lucknow (Tender No. 1947/2016 and PO No. 10917 (A) / 11.08.16 for 5234 no. of
25 KVA transformers @ I 50,642 with base date 01.06.2016)
112 | 7388/13.06.17 8770/04.07.17 100 52436 52308 128 12800
113 | 7388/13.06.17 8770/04.07.17 100 52436 52210 226 22600
114 | 8610/30.06.17 8802/05.07.17 150 52308 52210 98 14700
115 | 8610/30.06.17 8802/05.07.17 100 52308 52210 98 9800
116 | 9628/19.07.17 10198/01.08.17 200 52483 52480 3 600
117 | 9628/19.07.17 10198/01.08.17 100 52483 52210 273 27300
118 | 11536/28.08.17 | 11790/04.09.17 210 52483 52210 273 57330
119 | 693/19.01.18 2373/21.02.18 40 54480 52210 2270 90800
120 | 693/19.01.18 2373/21.02.18 100 54480 52480 2000 200000
121 | 693/19.01.18 2373/21.02.18 210 54480 52480 2000 420000
122 | 1943/13.02.18 2374/21.02.18 40 54480 52480 2000 80000
123 | 1943/13.02.18 2374/21.02.18 100 54480 54465 15 1500
124 | 4822/18.04.18 6353/18.05.18 90 56161 54687 1474 132660
125 | 4822/18.04.18 6353/18.05.18 60 56161 54480 1681 100860
126 | 5571/05.05.18 8006/14.06.18 300 56161 54480 1681 504300
127 | 6435/19.05.18 8007/14.06.18 300 56779 54480 2299 689700
128 | 7357/02.06.18 8008/14.06.18 40 56779 54480 2299 91960
129 | 7357/02.06.18 8008/14.06.18 360 56779 56161 618 222480
130 | 7357/02.06.18 8008/14.06.18 200 56963 56161 802 160400
131 | 8402/23.06.18 8774/30.06.18 140 56963 56161 802 112280
132 | 8402/23.06.18 8774/30.06.18 210 56963 56852 111 23310
133 | 10099/28.07.18 | 14018/04.10.18 140 54182 56852 -2670 -373800
134 | 10099/28.07.18 | 14018/04.10.18 160 54647 56852 -2205 -352800
135 | 10099/28.07.18 | 14018/04.10.18 190 56161 56852 -691 -131290
136 | 10099/28.07.18 | 14018/04.10.18 10 56161 56963 -802 -8020
137 | 16518/04.12.18 | 17022/15.12.18 190 54647 56963 -2316 -440040
138 | 16518/04.12.18 | 17022/15.12.18 300 54567 56963 -2396 -718800
139 | 16518/04.12.18 | 17022/15.12.18 50 56161 56963 -802 -40100
Total 4190 910530
(13) M/s Marsons Energy Pvt. Ltd, Jaipur (Tender No. 1948/2016 and PO No. 10918 (A) / 11.08.16 for 1010 no. of
63 KVA transformers @ X 77,000 with base date 01.06.2016)
140 | 16367/23.11.16 | 17647/20.12.16 100 76963 76815 148 14800
141 | 16800/02.11.17 | 18083/09.11.17 100 80521 79952 569 56900
142 | 13848/10.10.17 | 18082/09.11.17 100 80521 79952 569 56900
143 | 16799/02.11.17 | 18081/09.11.17 100 80521 80453 68 6800
144 | 16799/02.11.17 | 18081/09.11.17 100 82998 80453 2545 254500
145 | 21259/05.12.17 | 24041/21.12.17 150 82998 80462 2536 380400
146 | 21259/05.12.17 | 24041/21.12.17 50 82998 80212 2786 139300
147 | 8338/22.06.18 8654/28.06.18 100 83846 80212 3634 363400
148 | 13418/19.09.18 | 13662/26.09.18 210 83846 80212 3634 763140
Total 1010 2036140
(14) M/s Transcon Industries (Tender No. 1949/2016 and PO No. 10922 (A) / 11.08.16 for 950 no. of 100 KVA

transformers @ I 1,02,

355 with base date 01.06.2016)

149 | 17119/08.12.16 | 18171/29.12.16 100 101169 101019 150 15000
150 | 17119/08.12.16 | 18171/29.12.16 20 101169 101019 150 3000
151 | 1152/21.01.17 1349/27.01.17 100 101019 101364 -345 -34500
152 | 3872/28.03.17 4308/07.04.17 200 104748 102447 2301 460200
153 | 6885/03.06.17 7549/16.06.17 150 105301 104748 553 82950

Total 570 526650
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SL. Delivery Price variation Qty. Updated ex- Updated ex- Difference in Total
No. Instruction claim No/Date works price works price | price variation difference in
No/Date allowed by to be allowed | claims per DT | price variation
the Company per DT claims of DTs

(15) M/s Marsons Energy Pvt. Ltd, Ja

ipur (Tender No. 1949/2016 and PO No.

10919 (A)/11.08.16 for 800 no. of

100 KVA transformers @ X 1,00,200 with base date 01.06.2016)
154 | 16632/28.11.16 | 17648/20.12.16 100 99249 98911 338 33800
155 | 1243/23.01.17 1750/06.02.17 100 99464 99240 224 22400
156 | 25243/27.12.17 | 77/03.01.18 100 103838 99249 4589 458900
157 | 25243/27.12.17 | 77/03.01.18 100 103838 98911 4927 492700
158 | 25243/27.12.17 | 77/03.01.18 100 107032 103104 3928 392800
159 | 7186/31.05.18 7477/05.06.18 100 107204 103762 3442 344200
160 | 13991/04.10.18 | 14349/11.10.18 200 108125 103762 4363 872600
Total 800 2617400
(16) M/s PP Industries, Punjab (Tender No. 1949/2016 and PO No. 10914 (A)/11.08.16 for 466 no. of 100 KVA

Transformer @ X 1,09,005 with base date 01.01.2016)

161 | 1046/25.01.18 1625/06.02.18 200 117267 117454 -187 -37400
Total 200 -37400

(17) M/s Maa Kela Transformers (P) Ltd, Mainpuri (Tender No. 2197/2018 and PO No. 11952/ 07.09.18 for 1500 no. of

25 KVA transformers @ I 44,572 with base date 01

.03.2018)

162 | 9878/24.07.18 12032/10.09.18 100 46714 46645 69 6900
163 | 11208/21.08.18 | 12033/10.09.18 100 46645 46551 94 9400
164 | 16128/27.11.18 | 16360/30.11.18 150 48099 47255 844 126600
165 | 3293/29.03.19 4824/07.05.19 100 46282 45857 425 42500
166 | 5607/27.05.19 6176/11.06.19 100 45857 45344 513 51300
167 | 5607/27.05.19 6176/11.06.19 100 45857 45117 740 74000
168 | 9906/28.06.19 12357/02.09.19 100 45344 44811 533 53300

Total 750 364000
(18) M/s Mahendra Transformers, Pvt. Ltd. Ghaziabad (Tender No. 2197/2018 and PO No. 6022 / 11.05.18 for

300 no. of 25 KVA transformers @ X 44,772 with base date 01.03.2018)

169 | 12027/10.09.18 | 17351/21.12.18 150 46854 46760 94 14100
170 | 12027/10.09.18 | 17351/21.12.18 50 46854 46760 94 4700
171 | 15623/15.11.18 | 17352/21.12.18 100 48315 46924 1391 139100
Total 300 157900
Grand Total 15742 20384290
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Appendix-3.1
(Referred to in paragraph 3.1)
Statement showing fraudulent payment against plantation works

SL. Name of Forest Division Voucher for the No of Amount
No. Month Vouchers (in %)

1 DFO Faizabad March-2017 157 1109753
2 DD SF Ghazipur March-2017 7 25629
3 DD SF Sitapur March-2017 115 911954
4 DD SF Azamgarh March-2017 49 213641
5 FC Luptapraya March-2017 6 18900
6 DFO Kanpur Dehat March-2017 29 302024
7 DD SF Etawah March-2017 53 648500
8 DD SF Awadh Lucknow March-2017 14 240588
9 DFO Allahabad March-2017 2 37080
10 | DD DNP Palia March-2017 70 617036
11 DD SF Lalitpur March-2017 35 486637
12 DFO Hamirpur March-2017 2 31985
13 DD SF Lalitpur July-2017 17 256825
14 | DFO Gonda March-2018 4 86068
15 DD SF Azamgarh March-2018 7 31341
16 | DFO Gorakhpur March-2018 6 50163
17 DFO Sant Kabir Nagar March-2018 26 357765
18 DFO Kanpur Dehat March-2018 23 461207
19 DCF Katarnia Ghat March-2018 1 47250
20 | DFO Jhansi March-2018 147 1934379
21 DCF Gorakhpur March-2019 36 689711
22 DD SF Pratapgarh March-2019 102 2572225
23 DFO Gonda March-2019 32 652569
24 DFO North Kheri Lakhimpur March-2019 4 163740
25 DD SF Allahabad March-2019 26 147340
26 | DD SF Basti March-2019 24 462248
27 | DD DNP Palia March-2019 58 1052328
28 | DD SF Azamgarh March-2019 6 78869
Total 1058 13687755
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Appendix-3.4
(Referred to in paragraph 3.3)
Statement showing details of excess payment against area more than actually available in

Appendices

records
SL Khasra Areas per Area Area Sale deeds (Bainamas) nos. through which
No. No. Khasra purchased purchased in such purchases were made
Register against excess against
(in hectare) Khasra Khasra
(in hectare) (in hectare)
1 2 3 4 5 4-3) 6
1 309 0.1260 0.1397 0.0137 | 33;72;75;76;81;124
2 316 0.2150 0.2722 0.0572 | 28;29;99
3 339 0.0890 0.1218 0.0328 | 53;54;55;56;88;89;90;101;108;110;116;139
4 342 0.0500 0.0560 0.0060 | 53;54;55;56;88;89;90;97;101;108;139
5 365 0.3420 0.7942 0.4522 | 53;54;55;56;88;89;90;97;101;108;116;139
6 367 0.6450 0.8836 0.2386 | 53;54;55;56;88;89;90;101;110;114;116;139
7 368 1.0490 1.1504 0.1014 | 53;54;55;56;86;88;89;90;97;101;108;139
8 369 0.4810 0.5387 0.0577 | 53;54;55;56;88;89;90;97;101;108;139
9 381 0.5690 0.5973 0.0283 | 1;61;73;82;98;115
10 383 0.5310 0.5510 0.0200 | 50 and 52
11 387 0.0760 0.1266 0.0506 | 1;82
12 392 0.1520 0.2533 0.1013 | 1;82
13 393 0.0250 0.0280 0.0030 | 24;42;43;82;85
14 394 0.9860 1.19125 0.20525 | 1;42;43;82
15 418 0.9990 1.1617 0.1627 | 1;24;51;61;82;85;96
16 419 0.0130 0.0216 0.0086 | 1;82
17 771 0.0510 0.1020 0.0510 | 143
Total 6.3990 7.98935 1.59035
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