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INTRODUCTION

I, the Chairman, Committee on Public Accounts, having been authorised

by the Committee to present this Report on its behalf, present the Seventy Fifth'
Report on paragraphs relating to Health and Family Welfare, Fisheries and Ports,

Planning and Economic Affairs, Forest and Wildlife, Information Technology and

Agriculture Departments contained in the Reports of the Comptroller and

Auditor General of India for the years ended 3lst March 2008,2009,2010
and 2011 (Civil).

The Reports of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India for the years

ended 31st March 2008,2009,2010 and 20ll (Civil) were laid on the Table of
the House on 23-62009,25-3-2010, 28-G20ll and 22-3-2012 respectively.

The Report was considered and frnalised by the Committee at the meeting

held on 9th December, 2014.

The Committee place on record its appreciation of the assistance rendered

to it by the Accountant General (Audit) in the examination of the Audit Report.

Thiruvananthapuram,
l6ttr December, 2014.

Dn. T. M. THoues Isaec,

Chairman,
Committee on Public Accounts.



REFORT

HEALM AND EAMILY WELEARE, FISHERIES AND PORTS, PLANNING AND
ECONOMIC AFEAIRS, FOREST AND WILDLIFE, INFORMANON

TECHNOLOGY AND AGRICU-;ITJRE DEPARTME},ITS

H^SHERIES AND FORTS DEPARTMENT

Auorr Pnnecnaps

Non-recovery of amount paid at enhanced rate to a contractor

Non-completion of work as envisaged in an agreement resulted in payment of
7 50.97 lakh.at enhanced rates to q contraclor for construction of a fishery
harbour at Ponnani.

The Superintending Engineer (SE), Harbour Engineering (North Circle),
Kozhikode awarded (April 2002) the work of construction of a fishery harbour
project at Ponnani to a contractor at a contract amount of T 7.38 crore
(20.05 per cent below the estimate based on the 1999 schedule of Rates) with
the scheduled date of completion as 18th December 2003, which was extended
to 18th October 2O04by the SE after imposing a penalty of t 0.45 lakh. The
contractor did not complete the work and approached (october 2004) the
Government for revision of rates and re-scheduling of the work. while the
petition was under consideration of the Government. the contractor filed a writ
petition in the High court for revision of rates. Based on the judgment of the
High court in December 2004 directing the Government to dispose of the petition
in accordance with law, Government constituted (June 2005) a Technical
committee to evaluate the contractor's representation after considering its
technical and financial aspects.

Based on the recommendations of the Technical Committee, Government
ordered (May 2006) revision of the rates with l0 per cent increase over the 2004
Schedule of Rates for work done after lst December 2004. As per the order, thp
contractor was to complete the work within a period of nine months from the
date of execution of the fresh agreement. Accordingly, a supplementary agreement
was executed on 30th June 2006 with the frm for T 10.79 crore to complete the
balance work by 30th March 2007 and a monthwise target of works was also
drawn up as part of the agreement. The contractor again could not complete the
work within the stipulated time as per the supplementary agr€ement and stopped
work from March 2007. Subsequently, Government terminated (April 2008) the
contract and ordered the balance work to be rearranged at the risk and cost of
the contractor. The SE rearranged (December 2008) the balance work at a

1812015.
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contract amount of < 6.77 crore and the work was in progress (June 2009).
Meanwhile, the earlier contractor was paid T l.9l crore between February and
Junc 2007 bascd on the supplementary agreement for the completed portion of
the work. The above payment included t 50.97 lakh at enhanced rates though
the contractor did not complete the work by March 2007 as stipulated in that
agreement. This constituted an unauthorized aid to the contractor.

Government stated (May 2009) that action was being taken to recover the
losses on account of re-arrangement of the work. The SE assessed (June 2009)
the risk and cost liability to be recovered from the conffactor finn consequent
on rearrangement of work as < 4.34 crore (including t 50.97 lakh paid towards
enhancement of rates). 'Ihe Executive Engineer stated (July 2009) that the
District Collector, Malappuram had been addressed to initiate revenue recovery
action to realise the amount.

[Audit Paragraph 2.2.1 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India for the year ended 3l March 2009 (Civil).1

Notes fumished by Government on the above Audit Paragraph is included
as Appendix II.

The Committee observed that though the Government had admitted that
the contract of the work was executed at an enhanced rate, the amount paid in
excess had not yet been recovered. After the commencement of the work the rate
had been revised many times and Kaikkara Construction Company which
executed the work failed to complete the work within the stipulated time.
So thc company was terminated from the contract of the work at their own risk
and cost. The Principal Secretary Fisheries and Ports Departrnent informed that
steps had been taken to initiate RR proceedings but the amount could not be
realized since the contractor filed a case before the High Court of Kerala
challenging it.

2. To a query of the Committee, thc Principal Secretary, Fisheries and Ports
Department submitted that the company is now defunct and so it is not
blacklisted.

3. When the Committee enquired whether any disciplinary action had been
taken against the officers who were responsible for the over pa)ment, the official
from Fisheries and Ports Deparfinent apprised that it was due to enhancement of
rate and the subsequent supplementary agreement. The contract was terminated
due to non-completion of work and the officers could not be blamed for the
brcach of contract.
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' 4. The Principal Secretary, Fisheries and ports Department submitted that
the High court of Kerala had issued an interim order to take up the case as a
civil one and the Departrrent had filed a review petition in this regard.

5: The witness, Senior Finance officer, Fisheries and ports Department
cubmitted that since the work had to be executed through another contractor,
additional expenditure incurred. The excess amount had to be realized from
M/s Kaikkara construction company as they had been terminated at their own
risk and cost.

6. At this juncture theofficial from the Accountant General's offrce, pointed
out that the lapse on the part of the Fisheries and ports Department was that
while executing the contract fot the work, the provision for risk and cost was
not included. Then the committee remarked that the argument put forth by the
departrnent is not tenable.

7. The official from Fisheries and ports Department informed that the
contractor had not challenged the termination of work at his own risk and cost
in the court. The committee suggested that measures should be taken to collect
adequate amount as bank guarantee before executing the contract. Then the
Principal secretary, Industries and Infomration Technology Deparhnent informed
that the amount collected as guarantee is meagre to cover the risk and cost and
guarantee amount has been revised as l0% of the total contract amount as per
the revised PWD Manual. The committee decided to recommend to enhance the
amount of guarantee enough to cover the risk and cost.

Conclusion/Recomrnendation

8. The committee observes that the former contractor abandoned the
work in the middle and the balance work had to be re-arranged at higher rates
resulting in an additional expenditure of t 50.97 lakh. It remarks that, had
the provision for risk and cost was included in the contract of work, the
additional expenditure could have been realised from the contractor. It views it
as a serious lapse on the part of the department and directs that the Fisheries
and Ports Departuent should be vigilant in avoiding such lapses in future.

9. The committee analyses that the amount collected as guarante€ for the
works is meagre when compared to the cost of works and hence it recommends
that the Public works Department should make necessary amendments in the
PWD Manual to enhance the amount of guarantee enough to cover the
risk and cost.
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Auort Penecnepn

Non-utilisation of Central funds

Failure of the State Government to apprise the Government of India in time
about the necessity of modifying the criteria for getting rebates on High Speed
Diesel Oil consumed by mechanized fishing vessels resulted in non-utilisation of
Central funds of { 3.43 crore for the period 2005 to 2009.

Govemment of India (GOI) released t 4.78 crore in three instalments during
2005-06 towards the Central share of grant-in-aid for 'Fishermen Development
Rebate on High Speed Diesel (HSD) Oil' which was one of the components of
the Centrally Sponsored Scheme on 'Development of Marine Fisheries,
Infrastructure and Post Harvest Operations', implemented during the Tenth Plan
(2002-200'l). The rebate was t 1.50 per litre of diesel consumed by mechanized
fishing vessels below 20 mehe length and was to be shared by Central and State

Governments in the ratio of 80:20. According to the guidelines of the scheme,
only mechanized frshing vessels added to the fleet of vessels befiore the end of
the Ninth Plan (1997-2002) and registered under the concerned Government
agencies were eligible for the rebate.

During 2005-06 to 2007-08, only t 1.35 crore was utilised by the Fisheries
Department towards the rebate. The Director of Fisheries informed (December
2007) the Government that the stipulation in the GOI guidelines that vessels
were to be registered before the end of the Ninth Plan (1997-2002) for getting
the rebate under the scheme was the reason for not achieving the target.

It was seen in audit that the State Government had stopped registration of
vessels from 3l December 1994 onwards to streamline the number of boats to
regulate fishing activities and restarted the registration only in May 2007.

The scheme was subsequently extended to the Eleventh Plan period
(2007-2012) and allocation of t 100 crore was made, but no funds were released
by GOI during 2007-09.

Government stated (July 2009) that revision of the guidelines of the scheme

had been taken up (September 2008) with GOI to include modified traditional
crafts and new boats added to the fleet of vessels up to the Eleventh Plan
under the eligibility criteria. Thus, failure to apprise the GOI in time about the
necessity of modifying the eligibility criteria for getting the rebate resulted in
non-utilisation of Central funds of t 3.43 crore for the last four years and
consequent denial of benefits to the fisherrnen.

[Audit Paragraph 2.4.1 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India for the year ended 3l March 2009 (Civil).1
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Notes furnished by Government on the above Audit Paragraph ii included

as Appendix II.

. 10. The Principal Secretary, Fisheries and Ports Department informed the

Committee that the guidelines prescribed by the Government of India for

implementation of diesel subsidy scheme could not be followed in our state

because of certain ceilings.

11. To the query of the Committee, the Director, Fisheries and Ports

Department submitted that there were 3900 mechanised vessel boats registered

,rnd"t the department and the amount sanctioned under the scheme was

sufficient to issue subsidy for 3451 boats. She added that the deparfrnent could

not utilise the amount because of the criteria that the beneficiaries should

belong to BPL category monthly ceiling for subsidy of High Speed Diesel oil
would be 500 litres and the vessels should be registered during the 9th plan

period etc. The Director, Fisheries and Ports Department continued that the

i"purt-"nt had represented the matter with the Government of India to revise

the guidelines.

12. The Government of India has infonned that, to revise the guidelines,

the strength of BPL category has to be reassessed and to be submitted the

same for consideration.

13. The Committee opined that not only the APL-BPL differentiation but

also many other criteria need to be amended and sought the reason behind the

stipulation that the vessels should be registered during the 9th plan period. The

Principal Secretary; Fisheries and Ports Departrnent replied that it was to restrict

the new additions in the list'

14. The committee recommended that the norms should be revised in

accordance with the prevailing circumstances of each state'

15. The Committee viewed that fishermen in our state are purchasing

kerosene at market rates and decided to recommend that the steps should be

taken to purchase kerosene from IOC and to distribute it with adequate State

Govenrment subsidY.

Conclusion/Recommendation

16. The committee observes that, the hard and fast criteria for availing

diesel subsidy is not in favour of the prevailing conditions of the lisher folk'

To ensure the fruitful utilisation of central assistance, the committee directs

the Fisheries and Ports Department to take necessary steps to take up the

matter with Government of India so that necessary changes could be brought to

the guidelines in accordance with the prevailing condition of each state.
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17. The committee recommends that the Fisheries and ports Department
should make necessary arrangements to purchase sufficient quantity of
kcrosene from IoC and to distribute the same to fishermen at State Government
subsidy rates.

Blocking of funds with Matsyafed

conceptualisation of projects without assessing the situation prevailing in the
state resulted in blocking offunds of 7 2.s3 crore released to Kerala state
co-operative Federation for Fisheries Development Limited (Matsyafed) for
implementation of two projects.

The State Government accorded (Irebruary 2007) an administrative sanction
for implementation of fwo prqects viz. diversification of artisanal fisheries for
d_e9n sea fishing (project cosf t 4.88 crore) and value addition and marketing of
fish (project cost: { 99.95 lakh), in the fisheries sector under the president's
Mission -Programmes. Government of India had alrocated (August 2006)
{ 5 crore' for implementation of these two schemes during Annual plan 2006-0i
and released 30 per cent of the allocated amount (t 1.50 crore) as one time
Additional central Assistance. The projects were to be implemented by the
Kerala State co-operative Federation for Fisheries Development Limited
(Matsyafed). Hence, Government had released { 4 crore and t 99.95 lakh
(including their share) in March 2007 and March 2008 respectively to Matsyafed.
the following points were noticed during audit of the utilisation of funds:

(i) The project 'diversification of artisanal fisheries for deep sea fishing'
proposed to convert 20 inboard motor fiffed crafts, as a pilot project, to take up
gill netting and long lining in the offshore waters of more than 50m. depth tb
cxploit the resources of tuna, seer fish, bill fishes, perches, etc. These irafts
were also to be equipped with fish holds of about 20 tonnes capacity for
enabling multi-day fishing. Apart from investrnent in capital ror moairying ttre
gxisting crafts, training 

-was 
also to be provided to traditional fishermen inlong

lining and gill netting for deep sea resources. The project was implemented in
seven districts. out of the total release of T 4 crore by state Government,
Matsyafed could utilize only < 2.48 crore as of october 2010 resulting in
non-utilisation of T 1.52 crore for the last three years. The Managing Direitor,
Matsyafed intimated (June 2010) that underutilization of funds was due to
conversion of only 13 out of 20 inboard motor fitted crafts for deep sea fishing
and also due to less expenditure incurred on installation of auxiliary equipmenti
in mother vessel and imparting training to fishermen. Governmeni rtu1"i lruty2010) that the Matsyafed had taken steps to utilize the funds in the current
financial year itself.

{ 4 crore for 'Div€rsification
{ I crore for'Value addition and

of Artisanal Fisheries for Deep Sea fishing, and
marketing of fish'.
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(ii) The project 'value addition and marketing of fresh fish to reduce post
harvest losses to traditional fishermen' was intended to provide insulated boxes.

to carry ice to the sea so as to preserve the freshness of the catch and to
ihtroduce flake ice machines and temporary storage at the level of primary ,

co-operatives. Though Matsyafed had to identify nine primary co-operative
societies for establishing flake ice manufacturing units, only three Societies (two .

in Thiruvananthapuram district and one in Ernakulam district) were identified
(January 2009) to establish flake ice manufacturing units. It was informed (June

2010) by the Managing Director, Matsyafed that as there was no flake ice
machine manufacturers in Kerala, national level bidding process for tenders was
resorted to and agreement was executed (April 2010) with a Pune based
company to supply and install machines within six months. Thus, { 99.95 lakfi
released in March 2008 for installing flake ice manufacturing machines and
providing temporary storage facilities at the level of primary co-operatives
remained unutilised as of September 2010. Government stated (August 2010) that
the major cause of delay was to identifr a qualified manufacturer of flake ice
machines and the entire components of the project would be completed during
the financial year 2010-ll itself. However, it was further seen (October 2010) in
audit that the cost of establishing a flake ice manufacturing unit had increased
from T 7 lakh to t 12.70 lakh due to delayed execution of the project and the
amount sanctioned under the project (t 63 lakh for nine units) for this purpose
had become insufficient.

Audit scrutiny also revealed that Matsyafed had not conducted any
feasibility study to assess the prevailing situation in the fisheries sector of the
State and to identiry trnits/societies for implementing the projects, before giving
the project proposals to Government of India. Consequently Matsyafed could
not identif the required number of units/societies for implementing the projects
during the last three years. Thus conceptualisation of the projects without
proper study resulted in blockage of funds amounting to t 2.53 crore (October
2010) with Matsyafed.

[Audit Paragraph 2.3.1 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India for the year ended 3l March 2010 (Civil).1

Notes furnished by Government on the above Audit Paragraph is included
as Appendix II.

18. The Committee wanted to know the reason behind the intemrption of
the two projects viz. 'Diversion of artisanal fisheries for deep sea fishing' and
'value addition and marketing of fresh fish to reduce post harvest loses to
traditional fishermen'.. The Principal Secretary, Fisheries and Ports Department
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informed that the most of the societies were not in a position to afford outboard
engines and they refunded the amount given. The Director, Fisheries and Ports
Departrnent submitted that the cost for converting a unit comprising of one boat
and 6 carrier vessels was estimated as { 20 lakh. The societies had completed
only 13 units instead of 20 because the actual cost went up to { 35 lakh
per unit. In order to raise the additional amount the societies had to rely on
bank loan. Hence societies withdrew from the project and the unutilized amount
was refunded on 18-3-2013.

19. The Directoq Fisheries and Ports Department informed that, though
Flake lce Manufacturing Units were envisaged to establish at a cost of
T 7 lakh per unit, it required t 12 lakh to complete one unit. The Primary
Co-opcrative Societies could not afford this much additional amount. The
sanction was not accorded from Government for this additional expenditure.
Hence the societies withdrew from the project and refunded the amount.

20. The Committee agreed with the observation of Accountant General that
the Matsyafed had neither conducted a feasibility study nor had a proper
planning and monitoring before submitting the proposal for the project to the

Govemment of India. It suggested that necessary steps should be taken to avoid
such lapses in future and before implementing the Centrally Sponsored Schemes

there should be feasibility studies and proper planning.

Conclusion/Recommendation

21. The Committee views that the Matsyafed had neither conducted a

feasibility study nor had a proper planning and monitoring before submitting
the proposal for the project to the Government of India. The Committee laments
the negligence on the part of the Fisheries and Ports Department in
implementing the Centrally Sponsored Projects without taking into account of
the prevailing condition of the state and warns that necessary steps should be
taken to avoid such lapses in future.

PI,AI\NING AND ECONOMIC A['F'AIR,S DEPARTMFAIT

Auorr PanecReprr

Blocking up of funds with Government Agencies

Government accorded sanction (March 2005) for setting up of a unit on
'Local Self Government Studies and Research' in the Centre for Development
Studies (CDS), with the objective of promotion of research, capacity building
and usage of research findings to support local level development through Local
Self Governments. The project was to be financed by grants (t 8 crore) from
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State Govemment for the first four years from 2004-05 at t 2 crore each year and
funds (t 3.50 crore) mobilised from other funding sources'. From the fifth year
the programme was to run on a self-sustainable basis without any external
support.

Government released t 1.70 crore in March 2005 and { 2 crore in March
2007 towards the frst and second instalments of its committed share. CDS did
not start the pro.iect as envisaged in the proposal on the plea that non-release of
second instalment by Govenrment during 2005-06 had caused some uncertainity
in the functioning of the unit. CDS had with it t 2.50 crore in the corpus fund
gp to 2005-06, includihg t 0.80 crore being the unspent balance of the erstwhile
Kerala Research Programme on Local Level Development and hence CDS could
not stad the project as envisaged. It was only after the release of the second
instalment of T 2 crore that CDS took the initiative to recruit faculty members
and commence research and other related activities. As against the expenditure
oft 2.51 crore to be incurred on faculty and projects for the four years up to
2007-08, the expenditure incurred was only { 7lakh. Despite all efforts
implementation of the prograrnme could not progress as envisaged.

Government stated (September 2008) that the major activity was 'action
research project' for which priority sectors in ten panchayats had been identified
and started implementation from 2006-07. The reply is not acceptable as the
objective of setting up the unit for promotion of research has not been fulfilled
even after three years of release of funds to CDS.

[Audit Paragraph 4.4.4(b) contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India for the financial year ended 31 March 2008 (Civil).]

Notes furnished by Government on the above Audit Paragraph is included
as Appendix II.

22. To a query of the Committee regarding the activities of "Research Llnit
on Local Self Govemment'' in CDS, the Secretary, Planning and Economic Affairs
Departnent submitted that the Govemment had committed to grant an amount of
{ 8 crore which is to be paid in instalments of t 2 crore each in
4 years. But the (iovernment had sanctioned { 1.7 crore in the lst year
(2004-05) and t 2 crore in the 3rd year. No amount had been sanctioned in the
2nd year (2005-06). She continued that the fund could not be utilised in the
lst year as it was allotted during the fag end of the financial year 2004-05.
Though some activities were done using the income earned as interest from the
investment of fund, it did not progress and all the activities were delayed due to

' Such as Indian Council of Social Science Research, Ministry of Rural Development, GOI
and International Organisation like the UNDP.

18t2015.
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the unavailabiliry of fund for the 2nd year. The committee asked how much grant
had been granted to cDS. 'l'he witness deposed that Government had allotted
{ 3.7 crore as corpus fund for the Rescarch ljnit and it is functioning properly.
l'he activities like research, publications and capacity building of the cDS is
running very well. The Secretary, Planning and Economio Affairs Department
concluded that the activities of cDS were monitored by the department to
ensure the usefulness.

Conclusion/Recommendation

No Comments.

TI)RIiST AND WILDLIFE DI'PARTMENI'

Aunrr PrRecRapu

Blocking up of funds with Government Agencies

Govemment sanctioned (February 2005) the Pythalmala Ecotourism Project
at a cost of { 60 lakh under 'Integrated Development of Northern Region
'lburism circuit in Kerala' to be completed by Deccmber 2005. 'rhe Director of
fburism releascd (March 2005) T 40 lakh to the f)irector of Ecotourism to credit
the amount in the Bank account of the chief Executive officer, Thenmala
Ecotourism Promotion society ([EPS) for making payment to Forest Development
Agency (FDA), Kannur, the implementing agency.

Thc Director of Ecotourism accorded sanction to the FDA, to execute the
works, namely, camping area, trekking routes, fixing of metal and wooden sign
boards, water supply arrangements, etc., at a cost of { 218.50 lakh and released
(August 2005) t 14.99 lakh to the F'DA, on rhe condition that work should be
completed before 3lst December, 2005. 'rhe FDA, deposited (october 2005) the
amount in their Bank Account along with their own funds. out of 22 works
costing { 48.50 lakh, only 6 items of work costing { 5.57 lakh were tendered
(February 2007) by FDA. None of rhese activities could, however, commence due
to non-participation of contractors in the tender except for a small stretch of
trek path costing t 0.40 lakh. F'urther the Divisional Forest ofrcer, Karnur stated
(f)ecember 2007) that construction work could not be commenced due to
non-completion of a road by l\blic works Departmcnt leading to the worksite.
Thus the Ecotourism project sanctioned in February 2005 had not been
completed even after three years and t 39.59 lakh sanctioned for the same
remained blocked in the bank accounts of rEps (t 25 lakh) and FDA
Ct 14.5e lakh).

The matter was referred to Governmcnt in July 2008; reply has not been
received (October 2008).
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Thus, taking up of project without conducting proper feasibility study
coppled with lack of planning in implementation of schemes resulted ih blocking
up of Government money of T 8.81 crore.

[Audit Paragraph 4.4.4(c) contained in the Report of the comptroller and
Auditor General of India for the year ended 3l March 2008 (Civil).1

Notes furnished by Govemment on the above Audit paragraph is included
as Appendix II.

23. The committee observed that Pythalnala Ecotourism project had been
wound up due to the lack of feasibility study and proper planning. The principal

TSecretary Forest and Wildlife Departrnent submitted that Pythalmala Ecotourism
Pioject was sanctioned under a centrally Sponsored Scheme, Integrated
Development of Northem Region Tourism circuit in Kerala. He added that an
amount of T 40 lakh was credited to the bank account of the chief Executive
OfiEcer of 'fhenmala Ecotourism Promotion Society and sanction was accorded for
the release of t 15 lakh to the Forest Development Agency, Kannur for the
above said implementation.

24.'t}lie Director, Ecotourism Department submitted that pythalmala situated
60 kms. away from Kannur is a famous tourism centre where the main attraction
is hekking. He added that out of the ten items of work in the above project, the
only work carried out was the constnrction of trek path for a length of 7.65 km.
He supplemented that the main reason for winding up the project is the
non-completion of approach ioad to the project area which was the responsibility
of the PWD. The labour charge prevailing in this :uea was also higher than the
PWD rate. The Tourism Department denied additional fund. Moreover it was
necessary to submit utilization certificate and completion certificate for getting
next instalment of the fund from Govemment of India. These ckct'mstances led
to winding up of the project. He added that for the construction of trek path of
7.65 km. an amount of t 4 lakh was utilized and the unspent balance of t I I
lakh was surrendered to the Director, Ecotourism Department. While accepting
the contention of the Forest Department, the Committee remarked that before
implementing a Centrally Sponsored Scheme feasibility study should essentially
be conducted.

Conclusion/Recommendation

25. The Committee finds that \thalmala Ecotourisn Project was not
implemented as envisaged as the road leading to the worksite could not be
consfucted. The project had been wound up due to the lack of feasibility study
and proper planning. This resulted in blocking up of t 8.El crore.
It recommends that before implementing a Centrally Sponsored Scheme,
feasibility study should be conducted and directs the Forest and wildlife
Depdrtment to avoid such lapses in future.
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Auprl PaRacR,cprr

Non-utilisation of funds

D_ue to lack of appropriate follow-up action by the Forest and wirdrife
Department, { 3 crore released for protecting an ecologicariy fragire ^angriunecosystem remained unutilised for more than four years.

In order to protect and rehabilitate the ecologically fragile mangrove
ecosystem in thc State, Government accorded (February 2006) sanction for the
purchase of 50 hectares of mangrove land from private owners through
ncgotiated purchase under the Land Acquisition Act. Based on a proposal from
the chief conservator of F'orests (Social F'orestry), Government directed
(March 2006) the District collectors (DCs) of Kollam, Ernakulam, Thrissur.
Kozhikode and Kannur to take immediate steps for land acquisition and the
Divisional Forest officers concemed to submit individual applicJtions to the DCs.

| 3 grore was drawn (March 2007) for acqui'ng 4g.864gGctares'of mangrove
land in three districts viz. Kollam, 'I'hrissur and Kannur (Ernakulam and
Kozhikode were excluded as the cost of acquisition was high) and { I crore
each was placed at the disposal of the DCs concerned. In accordance with
Section a(l) of the Ecologically Fragile l,ands (EFL) Act, 2003, the Govemment
has the power to declare, by notification in the Gazette, any land to be
ecologically fragile land on the recommendation of the Advisory committee. A
request was sent by the District Collector to the Forest Department to submit a
requisition with the connected documents such as: (i) Government order
sanctioning acquisition of land as per the Land Acquisition Act, (ii) The
alignment sketch showing the land to be acquired, and (iii) The copy of the
Adangalt of the land to be acquired. llowever, the Forest Department did not
submit any requisition notice along with details of land to be acquired to the
concerned DCs. It was also noticed that the Forest Department did not verifu
along with the Revenue officials, the mangrove areas proposed for acquisition
under the EFL Act, 2003: As such, thc revenue authorities could not initiate land
acquisition stcps and utilize the funds. Furtheq it was decided in the meeting of
the chief conservators of the F'orest held on lSth March,2009 that land
acquisition proceedings would only end up in the mangroves being cut down
by the owners and it would be better to modify the scheme. In response to an
enquiry by Audit, the departnent statcd (July 2009) that the original proposal for
which money was deposited was changed and it was decided to prepare an
actiorl''plan for giving incentives to owners of mangroves to ensure their
protection. I{owever, it was seen that the departrnent had again reverted to the
original proposal of acquisition of mangroves and issued (June 2011) directions

:"_$j:1cc-"d departnnental officers to take appropriate action. This indicates

' K o t I u., I 8 . 7 3 0 9 n 
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that the departrnent did not have a clear strategy to address a serious ecological

issue, which resulted in the entire amount of t 3 crore remaining unutilised with
the DCs.

It was also seen that though no funds were provided for the scheme in
the Budget for 20A6-07, T 3 crore was obtained in the last batch (March 20O7) of
supplementary demands for grants and drawn in the same month' There was

failure to utilise the funds. Consequently, the aim of protecting the ecologically
fragile mangrove vegetation through acquisition of mangroves from private
landowners could not be achieved, despite availability of funds. This also
indicated the lackadaisical attitude of the department in utilising funds provided
for environmental protection.

The matter was referred to the Government in June 201 l; their reply had
not been received (October 201 l).

[Audit Paragraph 3.4.2 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and

Auditor General of India for the year ended 3l March 2011 (Civil).]

Notes furnished by Government on the above Audit Paragraph is included

as Appendix II.

26. The Committee wanted to know the impediment in the acquisition of
mangrove land using the fund of Forest and Wildlife Department'
The Principal Secretary, Forest and Wildlife Department submitted that the

District Collectors of Thrissur, Kollam and Kannur were directed to acquire the

mangrove land from private parties through negotiated purchase under the

provisions of Land Acquisition Act and an amount to the tune of
{ 3 crore was allotted for the putpose. But the Forest and Wildlife f)eparffnent

failed to verify the mangrove areas proposed for acquisition under the

Ecologically Fragile Land Act, 2003. In accordance with the provisions under the

EFL Act, the Government has the power to declare by gazette notification that

any land as ecologically fragile land on the recommendation of the Advisory
Committee. But the Advisory Committee had not been reconstituted as per the

rules under the Act and no site examinations were conducted.

27. The Committee criticized that the Forest and Wildlife Departnent had no

strategy in this project, and remarked that the Forest Department did not have

any clear cut vision on the implementation of projects. 'fhe Principal Secretary,

Forest and Wildlife Department assured that the Advisory Committee headed by

the PCCF would take necessary steps within 3 months in sending
recommendation to the Government. The Committee urged the department to

furnish the details of action taken in this regard.
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Conclusion/Rccommendation

28. The Committee lashes on the inertia and lack of conspicuous vision
on the part of the department in implementing the projects and non-utilisation
of T 3 crore provided for environmental protection. 'fhe Committee was at a
loss to note that evcn the advisory committee to verify whether a land is
ccologically fragile had not reconstituted as per the rules. So the Committce
recommends the f,'orest and Wildlifc l)epartment to initiate steps on war footing
to reconstitute the advisory committce and urges to furnish a report on the
steps taken in this regard.

INIORMAIION'ITCIINOLOGY/HEAU'III AND
EAMILY WELIARE DEPARI1VIEi'{'IS

Auolr PanecnRpH

Short collection of cost of tender forms

Non-compliance with provisions of the Stores I'urchase Manual resulted in
short collection of the cost of tender forms amounting to t 63.24 lakh in
INI'OPARK and the Malabar Cancer Centre.

Government Orders (Novembcr 2004) stipulate that all autonomous bodies,
including co-operative institutions and univcrsities should follow the provisions
of the Stores Purchase Manual (SPM) while tendering works/making purchases.
According to the latest provisions in Paragraph 2l(a) of SPM (effective from
December 2008), the cost of tender forms to be collected from bidders was as

follows:

'lnnm 3.1: Drrnns or Cosr oF TENDER Fonvs lo BE coLLEcrED FRoM BTDDERS

Estimated cost of tender

lJp to { 50,000

Above { 50,000 up to T l0 lakh

l '=.---

i --au;ilo hkh-

:@
It 300+vAT I

0.2oh of the cost of tenderl
rounded to the nearestl

I

multiple of 100, subject to
minimum of t 400 and
maximum of t 1.500 + VAf

0.15% of the cost of tender
rounded to the neares
multiple of 100 subject to a

maximum of t 25,000 + VA
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Audit scrutiny of two State Autonomous Bodies viz. INFOPARK and
Malabar Cancer Centre (MCC) revealed that these autonomous bodies were not
following the provisions of the SPM regarding the cost of tender forms. Failure
to collect the cost of tender forms as per the rate prescribed in the SPM
resulted in short collection of receipts of { 63.24 lakh' during the period from
February 2009 to March 2011.

In response to Audit's remarks, the Chief Executive Offrcer of INFOPARK
replied (June 20ll) that the cost of tender forms to be collected was generally
fixed by them at 0.05 per cent of the probable amount of the contract and the
MCC replied (September 2010) that the error in short collection was not
intentional. The replies cannot be accepted because it was the primary
responsibility of all the State Autonomous Bodies to follow the provisions of the

SPM as well as the oiders issued by the Government from time to time, as these

institutions were substantially financed by the State Government. The
Government replied (October 2011) that INFOPARK had been directed to levy
revised rates fixed for tender forms.

[Audit Paragraph 3.1.2 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India for the year ended 3l March 20ll (Civil).|

Notes furnished by Govemment on the above Audit Paragraph is included
as Appendix II.

29. T\e Committee wanted to know-how the short collection of cost of
tender forms occurred or specified in the Audit Report. The Principal Secretary
lndustries and Information Technology Deparnnent submitted that it was due to
the collection of cost of tender forms without noticing the amendment made to
the Store Purchase Manual in 2008. As per the present norns, the bidder cost

@ 0.15% of the total amount had to be collected but the cost collected was at

the forrner rate i.e. @ { 25,000. As a result, loss to the tune of t 52 lakh was

occurred. The witness also submitted that no action was taken against the erred

officials as they held the office for a short period. lhe Committee expressed its
displeasure over the lackadaisical attitude of the Department and remarked that
huge loss is incurred to the State exchequer. But responsibility could not be fixed
on anybody and hence they left scot free. Hence it decided to recommend that
scrupulous effort should be taken by the department to avoid such loss in future

and up-to-date information regarding the changes in the rules and acts must be

imparted to all officials coming under the departrnent.

INFOPARK: < 52.E1 lakh and MCC: t 10.43 lakh
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ConclusionlRecommendation

30. The Committee admonishes the officials of INFOPARK for their
languid attitude in complying the provision of Store Purchase Manual resulted

in short collection of cost of tender forms to the tune of { 52 lakh and

observes that, the responsibility for the loss has not been fixed. The Committee

rcmarks that ignorance is not an excuse for erring. It directs thc Information
Tcchnologr Departrnent to impart training to the concerned officials regarding

the changes in the rules and acts periodically to avoid such lapses in future.

Aunrl Pnnacnapu

Acceptance of bank guarantees without adequate documentation

Acceptance of bank guarantees (( 2.62 crore) without taking possession of
documents relating to their verification resulted in non-detection of their being

fake.

INFOPARK' entrusted (August 2007) lWs F'arooq Constructions, Alappuzha
(contractor), the work of construction of a four-lane road from the Seaport-

Airport road to INFOPARK for a contract value of { 15.41 crore. An agreement

in this regard was executed between INI;OPARK and the contractor in Septcmber

2007. M/s KITCO Limited, was engaged as consultant for the project.

As provided in the agreement, thc contractor submitted (September 2007)

six bank guarantees from Indian C)vcrseas Ilank (IOB), Komalapuram Branch,

Alappuzha, one for < 0.77 crore towards security deposit and five for
t 1.85 crore for obtaining T 1.54 crore as mobilization advance. These bank
guarantees were forwarded through the consultant. While taking custody of the

bank guarantees there was failure to ask for the original written communication
sent to the bank for confirmation of the bona fides of the bank guarantees and

the conhrmation given in writing by the bank. 'Ihese documents were necessary

to establish the veracity of verification having been carried-out when the
consultant claimed to have done the verification exercise. It was incidentally
observed that the consultant did not seek a written confirmation from the bank.
-fhus, taking custody of bank guarantccs without the associated documents
rclated to verification made the documentation incomplete.

'fhe contractor was slow in executing the work and the contract was
terminated (August 2008) at the risk and cost of the contractor. The contractor
had executed works worth t 2.88 crore and part payment of 7 2.47 crore was

' A socicty rcgistercd under Travancole Cochin Soientil'ic and Charitable Societies Act,l955,
which is functioning undcr thc lnforlnation 'l'cchnology Department, Govcrnment of
Kcrala.
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made to the contractor. From the part payment bills, the recovery of mobilisation
advance effected was { 0.42 crore. When INFOPARK decided to encash the
bank guarantees to recover the balance amount of mobilization advance of
t l.l2 crore, it was found that the bank guarantees were fake. Even the amount
of t 0.77 crore obtained towards security deposit was backed by a forged bank
guarantee..

The balance work was re-tendered for t 19.28 crore which was
t 6.75' crore more than the value quoted by the original contractor. As per the
terms of the original agreement, the balance work, if re-tendered, was to be
executed at the risk and cost of the original contractor.

' The Government stated (August 2011) that they took effective measures
when the fraud was noticed and instnrctioru were given (September 2008) to the
Chief Executive Officer of INFOPARK to file a criminal complaint against the
contractor and to issue legal notices to the bank and KITCO. INFOPARK stated
(September 20ll) that they had filed criminal cases against the contractor for
submitting forged guarantees and for dishonouring the chequest ({ one crore)
submitted by them. INFOPARK also stated that they had filed a civil case before
the Sub-Court of Ernakulam for recovering the additional expenditure incurred by
INFOPARK in re-tendering the work and the suit was pending before the court.
Thus, acceptance of bank guarantees (< 2.62 crore) without taking possession of
documents relating to their verification resulted in non-detection of their
being fake.

[Audit Paragraph 3.4,4 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India for the year ended 31 March 20ll (Civil).1

Notes furnished by Government on the above Audit Paragraph is included
as Appendix II.

31. Regarding the audit observation, the witness, Principal Secretary,
Industries and Information Technology Deparbnent explained that it was a case
of submission of fake bank guarantee by IU/s Farooq Constructions. Being the
project consultant actions were taken against KITCO Ltd. and a case was
regis0ered against the contractor who had submitted fake documents.

32. When the Committee enquired whether the work was completed by
M/s Farooq Constructions, the witness submitted that it was completed after
entrusting the same to some other agency. He added that the six bank
guarantees submitted as security deposit of mobilisation advance by the firm
were fake. KITCO, the project managing consultant, had collected the bank

' t 19.28 crore-(t 15.41 crore-t 2.88 crore -

f Subsequently submitted in lieu of fake bank guarantees.

1812015.
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guarantec after enquiring its genuincness over phone without resorting for a
wrrtten statemcnt from the Bank. The conlractor received lo%o of the mobilization
advance and was slow in executing the work and it led to the termination of the
contract. When the work was re-tendered the INFOPARK decided to encash the
guarantees, it was found fake. A case was filed against M/s Farooq
Constructions and it is pending before the Magistrate Court. 'l'he witness added
that KI|CO was blacklisted and MD, KITCO was removed from the Governing
lloard of INFOPARK.

33. Ihe Committee decided to recommend that contractors who fail to
execute works in time and those who submit fake bank suarantees should be
blacklisted.

Conclusion/Recommendation

34. The Committee strongly recommends that the contractors who fail to
exccute the work in time and submit fake bank guarantees should be
blacklisted. It also urges the IT Department to furnish the details of the
present status of thc case against lWs l,'arooq Agencies.

Auurr Penecnnpu

Inappropriete selection of sitc for Information Technology Park

h'ailure of the Government in selecting suitable land for development of an
Information Tbchnology Park based on environment consideralions led to
abandonment oJ' the site after incuting an expenditure of 7 2.61 crore and
subsequent relocation of the park to an alternative site.

Government accorded (June 2008) administrative sanction for setting-up an
Information lbchnology Park (i1'P) in Purakkad village of Ambalapuzha f'aluk,
Alappuzha District. Out of the 100 acres' of land proposed for the project,
80.58 acres of land were transferred (August 2008) to the IT Department for
assigning to the Kerala State Information 'l'echnology Infrastructure Limited
(KSITIL), the developer of the project. Out of the 19.73 acres of adjacent land
identified for the project, KSITIL acquired 12 acres by dircct purchase usrrg the
funds provided by the Government. Acquisition of the balance land (7.73 acrest)
was pending with the revenue authorities. l'he land (including the land
purchased by KSII'IL) earmarked for development of I'IP consisted of paddy
fields which were submerged in water up to a depth of l 5 metre.

2.47 acrcs is cqual to I hcctarc.

5.34 acres of paddy tjeld and 2.39 acres of dry land
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In September 2008, Government of India approved the State Govemment's
proposal for development, operation and maintenance of a 'special Economic
zone' (sEZ) for the Information Technology/Information rechnology Enabled
Services sector over an area of 13.44 hectares (33.20 acres), subject to the
condition that the development of land would conform to the environmental
requirements. 'fherefore, it was obligatory on the part of KSITIL to obtain
environmental clearance before undertaking the developmental works.

clearance for conversion of land was to be given by the Government
based on the recommendations of the State Level Monitoring committee (SLMC)
and the Local Monitoring committee- (LMC). Before getting formal clearance
ffom the Government, KSITIL developed (May 2010) eight acres (included in
33.20 acres) of land by constructing a bund wall, dredging and filling of
waterlogged land by incurring an expenditure of t 2.61 crore. The LMC meeting
held on 2lst June, 2010 made a recommendation to the SLMC (in which the
chairman, Kerala State Biodiversity Board was a member) for examining the
clearance for land conversion. SLMC visited the site on 25th september, 2010.
Subsequently, the chairman, Kerala state Biodiversity Board requested
(December 2010) the Govenrment to consider alternative land for setting-up the
ITP as the land identified for the park had some environmental issues. Based on
this, the Govemment ordered (December 2010) KSIIL to relocate the proposed
I1? to an alternative site (20.40.88 hectares) having no environment problems in
Purakkad Village of Alappuzha district.

The Government stated (July 20ll) that eight acres of the developed land
could be used as a wind energy farm for producing wind energy, after
conducting studies. Thus, failure of the Govemment in selecting suitable land for
development of I'tP based on environment considerations led to abandonment of
the site after incurring an expenditure of t 2.61 crore and subsequent relocation
of the park to an alternative site (land for the new site has not been acouired
so far).

[Audit Paragraph 3.4.5 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India for the year ended 31 March 2011 (Civil).1

35. The Principal Secretary, Industries and Information Technology
Department submitted that out of the land handed over to Information
Technology Department in order to establish INFOPARK at Purakkad in
Alappuzha district, 8 acres of waterlogged land was converted and thereby
incurred an expendifure to the tune of { 2.61 crore. And later the land thus
converted was found not suitable for constructing buildings for INFOPARK, the
project was abandoned. The building already constructed was handed over to
the Grama Panchayath for establishing a homoeo dispensary.
* 

Committee constituted for preservation of wetlands.
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36. The committee is displeased to note that no proper study was made
before acquiring 100 Acres of land and incurred uo 

"*p"ndi^tore 
of t 2.61 crore.

The witness informed that the land was owned by KsiTt Ltd., a company under
the control of Information Technology Deparfinent.

Conclusion/Recommendation

37. The conmittee expresses its dispreasure over the lackadeisical
approech of the IT Department which incurred an infructuous expenditure oft 2.61- crore by acquiring land for a particular project and then abandon the
same in the middle. It evaluates that implementing a project without proper
study is the reason for the failure and directs the rnformation Technology
Department that before implementing a project feasibility study should be
conducted.

AGRICTILTURE DEPARIMENIT

AUPIT P,c.RAcRApH

Blocking of Funds

Release of ? 1.05 crore to the Kerala state seed Development Authority forconstruction offive seed storage godowns and two seed processing units even
before ensuring availability of land, resulted in blockiig offuni during the
period March 2003 to June 2009, besides incurring ai expendituie of{ 1.19 crore towards rent for hiring godowns from,lpri[2004 ti March 20]1.

The Director of Agriculture issued instructions (September 2002) for
construction of five seed storage godowns in lands uuailubl" with Krishi
Bhavans/farms in the districts of Alappuzha, Kottayam, Emakulam, Thrissur and
Palakkad and two seed processlog .roitt in Alappuzha and Thrissur districts.
These instructions were issued in connection with the ,Macro Management of
Agriculture-work Plan z0o2-03'. The total estimated cost for the-five seed
:tgrage godowns (t 75 lakh) and two processing units ({ 30 lakh) was{ 1.05 crore. The task of implementation was entrusted to the Kerala State Seed
Development Authority, Thrissur (KSSDA). KSSDA requested (February 2003)
the Director of Agriculture to issue necessary administrative sanction for
construction of the godowns and also to deposit the entire amount in the bank
account of KSSDA.

Availability of free sites was essential for smooth progress of work.
withoqt ensuring availability of land, t 1.05 crore was drawn and trans rred to
the bank account of KSSDA during the period March to May 2003. Though
there were repeated discussions within KSSDA between May 2003 and

A State autonomous body under the Agriculture Department.
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November 2008, they could not make any progress in the construction of
godowns. The Government stated (July 20lf) that the construction had not
materialised due to procedural ineptitude and difficulty in frnding suitable sites
in the five districts. In November 2008, KSSDA decided to construct a Central
Seed Godown-cum-Processing Centre at Alappuzha through the Kerala State
Nirmithi Kendra' (KESNIK) instead of executing the work plan envisaged for
construction of five seed godowns and two seed processing units. For this
pu{pose, t 89.16 lakh was given to KESNIK in five instalments during the period
July 2009-March 2011. The construction of the godown was completed.

Non-construction of the godowns resulted in continued hiring of the
godowns of Kerala State Warehousing Corporationf on rental basis since
2002-03 for storing seeds in these five districtsf and the expenditure incurred
towards rent during April 2004 to March 20ll was t l.l9 crore.

t
Thus, release of funds to KSSDA without ensuring availability of suitable

sites for construction of godowns resulted in blocking of funds with KSSDA
during the period March 2003 to June 2009. Besides, there was expendinre of
t l.l9 crore towards rent for hiring of godowns.

[Audit Paragraph 3.4.1 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India for the year ended 3l March 20ll (Civil).1

Notes fuiaished by Government on the above Audit Paragraph is included
as Appendix II.

38. To a query of the Committee the Witness, Secretary, Agriculture
Departrnent submitted that, though directions had been given to construct seed
storage godown of Kerala State Seed Development Authority in 5 districts, the
State Agricultural Engineers were incapable to implement the project as
envisaged. Then it was decided to construct a big godown with 2000 MT
capacity instead of 5 small godowns and land for this purpose was identified in
Alappuzha District. The construction was entrusted to Nirmithi Kendra and the
godown was commissioned in 2011. He apprised that though some delay
occurred in identifying the land and entrusting the work rather than
carrying-out the same with the Engineering Groups in the department, the Seed
storage godown in Alappuzha is functioning properly. The Committee accepted
the explanation put forth by the department.

' A Stut" autonomous institution engaged in construction works using cost-effective
technology.

f Kerala State Warehousing Corporation is a Statutory Corporation having 50 per cent
share capital by Central Warehousing Corporation and 50 per cent share capital by
Government of lndia.

f elappuzha, Ernakulam, Kottayam, Palakkad and Thrissur.
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Conclusion/Rc.commendation

No Comments

Aunrl PaRacnapH

Improper management of funds deductcd towards General Provident Fund from
employees of Kerala Agricultural University and consequent interest burden

Failure to manage funds deducted from salaries of employees towards General
Provident Fund resulted in shortage offunds in Provident Fund account which
led to extra burden oJ { 15.93 crore lo Kerala Agricultural Universiry^ towards
interest.

As per the Kerala Agricultural University (KAtl) Act, 7971, KALJ has
constituted a Provident Fund (PF) for the benefit of its employees and thc
(iovernment subsequently notified (June 1972) that the General Provident Fund
(Kerala) Rules would be applicable to the employees of KAU. The Provident
Fund transactions were being carried-out through a 'freasury Public (IP)
account* maintained at the District l'reasury, Thrissur and a Savings Bank
accountf opened in State Bank of Travancore, thrissur. 'l'he University invested
the PF balances in fixcd deposits and { 17.81 crore was available as of March
2008 in the District lieasury, Thrissur and Subtreasury, Thrissur. Interests
realised on these fixed deposits were being credited to the TP account
maintained at the District'lieasury, 'I'hrissur and in the Savings llank account in
the State Bank of 'liavancore, 'I'hrissur. Payments, such as temporary advances,
part final withdrawals and final withdrawals, out of the PF account of the
employees were effected from the above two accounts by the University.

F'rom 2001-02 onwards, the deductions made towards PF from the salary of
the employees were not being credited in full to either the 'l.P account or to the
bank account. Consequently, as against the balance of t 80.75 crore (including
intcrest credited) that should have been available in the PF: account as per the
University records, the actual balance (t 18.95 crore) as at the end of March
2008, in the savings bank account, treasury public account and fixed deposit
account taken together was short by { 61.85 crore. I)uring200l-02 to 2007-08,
the actual interest accrued on the deposits/refunds made by the employees was
{ 34.70 crore whereas the interest received by thc KAU from the investrnents
made out of PF collections was < 18.77 crore. 'l'his resulted in an avoidable
burden of interest by T 15..93 crore to KAU from their own resources.

nccount numbcr 723

Account number 57006546359
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Thus, failure of the KAU to manage its funds deducted from the salary of
its employees towards PF resulted in shortage of funds in the PF account which,
in turn, led to extra burden of t 15.93 crore on KAU towards payment of
interest to PF subscribers. The State Government stated (September 2010) that
the KAU could not deposit the full amount deducted from the employees
towards PF from 2OOl-02 onwards to either the Treasury Public account or to
the bank account due to inadequate allocation of Non-Plan grant by
Government. The reply cannot be accepted as it was the obligation of the
Government to provide sufficient funds for all the activities envisaged ia the
KAU Act.

fAudit Paragraph 2.5.3 contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India for the year ended 3l March 2010 (Civil).1

Notes furnished by Government on the above Audit Paragraph is included
as Appendix IL

39. I'he Secretary, Agriculture Department submitted that Kerala
Agricultural University diverted the Provident Fund contribution of employees to
meet the expenditures like payment of salary etc., defying the Government
direction in this regard.

40. The Committee criticized the practice of making payment of salary using
the PF contribution and decided to recommend to take action against the
responsible officers. 'Ihe Secretary, Agriculture Department submitted that the
Agricultural University faced dearth of fund for meeting the day-to-day
expenditure. He informed that the Commission appointed for studying the
financial condition of Universities had recommended to aid the Universitv with a

grant of{ 100 crore.

41. Since the grant allotted was not suflicient to meet with the requirement
of the expenditure, the PF deduction of employees had to be diverted and the
deficit accrued over years tumed up to t 100 crore in the year 2008-09.

42.'lhe Committee decided to recommend that the Government should
make one-time settlement to resolve that issue. It suggested that an additional
amount should be provided to the Agricultural University to cover the deficit
and necessary amendments should be brought to the statutes to ensure that PF

contribution deducted from the salary of employees should not be utilized for
administrative purposes in future.
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ConclusionlRecommendotion

43. The Committee accuses the Agriculture Department for not
monitoring the improper management of funds by University authorities
especially amount deducted towerds General Provident Fund from the selary of
the employees of Kerala Agricultural University which resulted in an extra
burden of T 15.93 crore towards the payment of interest. It directs that the
practice of diverting the amount deducted towards the PF contribution for
meeting administrative expenditure should be curtailed and statutes of all
universities should be amended accordingly.

44. It also recommends that Agriculture Department should check the

feasibility for extending an aid to the Agricultural University as one-time
settlement to resolve the issue.

Thiruvananthapufttm,
l6th December, 2014.

Dn. T. M. Tnot'tts Israc.

Chsirman,
Committee on Public Accounts,
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AppeNorx I

SUMMARY OF MAIN CONCLUSION/RECOMMENDAIION

,Si. Para Oeprnnent
No. No. concerned

C onc lus ion/ Recomm e nda t ion

(1) Q) (3) (4)

Fisheries and Ports

Public Works

t6 Fisheries and Ports

The Committee observes that the former
contractor abandoned the work in the
middle and the balance work had to be
re-arranged at higher rates resulting in an
additional expenditure of t 50.97 lakh. It
remarks that had the provision for risk
and cost was included in the contract of
work, the additional expenditure could
have been realised from the contractor. It
views it as a serious lapse on the part of
the department and directs that the
Fisheries and Ports Department should be
vigilant in avoiding such lapses in future.

The Committee analyses that the amount
collected as guarantee for the works is
meagre when compared to the cost of
works and hence it recommends that the
Public Works Department should make
necessary amendments in the PWD
Manual to enhance the amount of
guarantee enough to cover the risk and
cost.

The Committee observes that, the hard
and fast criteria for availing diesel subsidy
is not in favour of the prevailing
conditions of the fisher folk. To ensure
the fruitful utilisation of central assistance
the Committee directs the Fisheries and
Ports Department to take necessary steps
to take up the matter with Government of
India so that necessary changes could be
brought to the guidelines in accordance
with the prevailing condition of each state.

1812015.
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(1) Q) (3) (4)

2l

t7 Fisheries and Ports

25 Forest and Wildlife

The Committee recommends that the
Fisheries and Ports Department should
make necessary arangements to purchase

sufficient quantity of Kerosene from IOC
and to distribute the same to fishermen at

State Government subsidy rates.

The Committee views that the Matsyafed

had neither conducted a feasibility study

nor had a proper planning and

monitoring before submitting the proposal

for the project to the Government of
India. The Committee laments the
negligence on the part of the department
in implementing the centrally sponsored
projects without taking into account of
the prevailing condition of the state and

warns that necessary steps should be

taken to avoid such lapses in future.

The Committee finds that Pythalmala
Ecotourism Project was not implemented
as envisaged as the road leading to the
worksite could not be constructed. The
project had been wound up due to the
lack of feasibility study and proper
planning. This resulted in blocking up of
t 8.81 crore. It recommends that before
implementing a Centrally Sponsored
Scheme, feasibility study should be
conducted and directs the Forest and
Wildlife Department to avoid such lapses

in future.

'l'he Committee lashes on the inertia and

lack of conspicuous vision on the part of
the department in implementing the
projects and non-utilisation of T 3 crore
provided for environmental protection.

2A
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(r) a) (4)(3)

30

The Committee was at a loss to note that
even the Advisory Committee to verify
whether a land is ecologically fragile had

not reconstituted as per the rules. So the
Committee recommends to initiate steps

on war footing to reconstitute the
Advisory Committee and urges to furnish
a report on the steps taken in this regard.

Information technology The Committee admonishes the officials of
INFOPARK for their languid attitude in
complying the provision of Store
Purchase Manual resulted in short
collection of cost of tender forms to the
tune of t 52 lakh and observes that, the

responsibility for the loss has not been
fixed. The Committee remarks that
ignorance is not an excuse for erring.
It directs the Information Technology
Department to impart training to the
concerned officials regarding the changes

in the rules and acts periodically to avoid
such lapses in funrre.

The Committee strongly recommends that
the contractors who fail to execute the
work in time and submit fake bank
guarantees should be blacklisted. It also
urges the IT Department to furnish the

details of the present status of the case

against M/s Farooq Agencies.

The Committee expfesses its displeasure
over the lackadaisical approach of the IT
Department which incurred an infructuous
expenditure of t 2.61 crore by acquiring
land for a particular project and then
abandon the same in the middle. It
evaluates that irnplementing a project
without proper study is the reason for the

v

v10
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(rf (4)(3)Q)

II 43 Agriculture

failure and directs the IT Departrnent that
bcfore implementing a project feasibility
study should be conducted.

'Ihe Committee accuses the Agriculture
I)epartment for not monitoring the
improper management of funds by
University authorities especially amount
deducted towards General Provident Fund
from the salary of the employees of Kerala
Agricultural Universiry which resulted in
an extra burden of T 15.93 crore towards
the payment of interest. It directs that the
practice of diverting the amount deducted
towards the PF contribution for meeting
administrative expenditure should be
curtailed and statutes of all universities
should be amended accordingly.

It also recommends that Agriculture
Department should check the feasibility
for extending an aid to the Agricultural
University as one-time settlement to
resolve the issue.

4t2
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- Foreet & Iirldllb

paratrcvbw b! $e llepedm6nl
Date cf reDly

agencies - Non bompletkm qt n/thamals Eco

Fads ard frure! inctuded in the

nd
dlsagrsnent ?nd aho attacfr copbs
of rrloranl docr.nncnts in support

TMiparamba Range rvas gftran a&nlnlsfalirn
lanctbn ac per G.O (Rt) No. 1582/I)5/A{D
$l€d 28.2.2005.Ttte ptolod s6 sacdoncd
under thc lntosrslcd Oevolopmont d t{or0ronr
R€glonat Clrcult h l(erala $fit an olumaiod
coct of Re.60,00,00ry- @upocr Slxty L.khs
only).

Dimdor, Eco Tanrbm. mbased
Rs.40,00,000/- to the ChiEf Er€cuth,s Of,tcef.
Thenmala Ec+Tourism Promdion Soddy and
the anpunl nas crediled to 0!€ bank mnrt
of the Cherl Exeative Oficor of Thenrnah
EcoTourism Promotion Socidy and sanction
was accorded br the rdease d Rs. 15,00,00U
(Rupe€s Fin€€n Lakhs only) to the Forid
Datelopment ASsrrcV, lGnnur fur the abo\,e
work.

Out of 10 items of rod( h thr Ebole
prcfeds, thc only wprft canicd out was the
consFucilon of trek path lbr a lerEth ol 7.Si
KM ad |he profec{ ha: bcrn wound up. Ttrc
maln ftnson for wlndlng up tho ptoect F ftr
non-compbtbn of epprua$ loed to the pn{ed
area, nhlch wa $e tesponclblfty of Op p$lb
t brts D€pcrtnent t/Utnd ttre propced
I9{L$e!sb!s1n[9! !:.!eUghtlg_Lro_!ib.
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also highor than the Publb V\Jorts Oepstrtsrt
rcle. Mor€olr€r, the fryns duod<srse no1 h
€nioilftily wih tlt E*Totrhm gddrlinG.
Al th€6e roa$ns led to dto non compbtion d
Urs prsiEct wlittin tle rttrdated tfone.

The Dtlcior, Eo-Toudsm hhmrd hat
Gotrcirmsrl had lotally d€dined tte trp.d
br extensbn of lime br tp completlon d0te
pmpct and &eed to grrsrder tr€ urupe"t
bahncc of moncy slndion d fur PythdnCa
Pmiad Sitp?. h6 e,tp€ndture lncuflrd fu
hcconrtndion of trck pc$ br o ddane of
7.65 l(M b Rs.3,96,61U- (Rryaes Thne laktr
Nkdy Slx Tlroucend Elgt{y hnndnd rrd
Nlnb.n mly), the un$6nt bdanor b b6
runendcnd was Rs.1l,Ul,l8'lr- (Rupees
Eley€o hldls Trc Thousand Onc hrndrsd and
elgfrty one only). The unrpcnt behnae sf
Rr.t1,02,181/- was sunqrder€d b $e
tlredor,Eco Toufgn by fie Divislonal Fored
Oficor, Kmiln ar p€r cror€€d dpque !lo,
145351 drr6d 13.5.200€.

There is rc tault oh the p.rt of Fqrd
Oepartnem ftr UF nql comple0on d
Pythalmala Eco Tourbm Projct. ln visu d
lhe rbovclxtrFa mry bedrcpFd.
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CIOVERNMENT0I' KERALA

tnformadon Tcchnologr De.partment - Infirpark - Xot.hi - Board trt'
(iov. emora . MD, KIT(jO dropped fnrm the Boanl - ()rders i*ued .

.. IxfOnUATlOT TECHilOIITOY tAl DEPAEISITT
G.O.{RtfNo. 229/2OOBllm. Dated, Thinrvananthapumm,2S,l(r.200E.

Read:- G,O(RtlNo. I 7ol 06/tTD <lated I O. t 0.2006.

O RDFN
As per (iO rcacl above G()r'ernmenl huvt, recorrstiu"rte(l th(. IJrtrrrd .rl'

Govemore of lnbpark, Kochi. :

Governrnent nou, order that MD, KITC() l)c drupped fnrm the l3urrd
of Govemors of lnfopark, Kochi.

. 
' t"y 

oRpER 
'FTHE 

(iovERN'Rl

s.*,","Ti,XfI,ll#;iX
To
. All members of the Borad of Ckrvqmors.

Ttie Chlef Executive Ollicer, Infopark.
MD. KITCO,

' . Srock file/Oflice Copr'.

Po.nrrnk'd /Bl' t rnL'r

Sccrior (rflitr.r
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@
OOVEBTU TT OTTEMLA

Abttrct
Information Technolqs. Dcpanrnr:rrt - sctling up ol District lT Pnrks in tht
I-)i3lriflri of Kolklm. Alappuzha. tiurnrg'rrlc illd liiln,ruf - {rltntnjstrrlirr' }-tlu tit!|]

accordcd- Ordere icrucd.
-*':"-'--'-" ""-

txFOnIAnOT |Ecsltol4af |Al DEFAntUEIf r
DRted. Thinn.rurRnthapurom 03'06-20(,6G;(). (Msl No.2Ol2OOEIlTD'

Rerd:- Minule8 of thc mccting hetd by thc Hon'bte ihlef ttliniste'r on 7'5-200r|'

93-P-EE

Tlre tT Policl' 2OO7 articulates a "hub and spokc' model of derelopmctt firr
,$idening thc IT iariustrial bam within thc Statc. Un<k'r this model Te.chnopork hr

Thiruvaianthaguram an<I .lnlopark in Kochi *'ould bc hub around \rhich $nall('r
lT Parke in otlicr Di.trict \Duld.oircrate' tdeall.r'. tlre eslent (rf lnnd nquin.l li'r
sctting ub of .Diltrict lT Pnrk is rrbout 100 acrcs. Thc mirrimunr (*$lcnl oi lsnd
rcquired ior ectfing up of |T/ITES' SEZ is l0 hir labout 25 ||t'res). A l}pi('al Drtilri|l
lT-Firt( nith an arfa of about 50'ar:rca- rvhcn lirll.v rrcttpietl iE t'xlxrl('lt to
gencrait dirccr emplol'trrent tb,r'{l)ou1 f0.000 tu'.l5.uoo ptrsrlrs. Tlle ('rt{rlrrrlr (t
thcre Ditrlrict levet fl thrks for lTTITES Companir.r i,s basett rnailrl}'(}n rtt'iulrlrtlttr
of land. Accordingll' propn*ale werr nrc'iivcd from Di$tri('l (i'llcctors and .pupft's
rcprdecntatirra rcgaqding riter n'hcrc lT Parks could bc st'r up in thc distriels. '

'Thq demand for IT space is mostl.v in. SEZg lx:< nusc u'ithin tlre IJEZ thc ll
Comfranica gqt neltral tinancial tcne'l-tts. This ls eup'citllt rcleltml bicattst'(h1'
eriSting b(n€flts avgjlablc to JT Companies undcr t}lt' SilPl Sthcmc are te'nlitl'irt1'-
The urgeircy for retting up SEZg als$ oriei's from the foct lhal the dcmnnrl frrr 11'

SEZ space $'hich iF there presentl.r'rnal'not gonlitltlt'ltfler twtt lenrs ot sir b-r

s{ric'h timc acguirtd land may lx' ntdlable, A reqiett for grrtttt o[ sEZ stalus f(n
en lT Park can lre made only aflcr rtt lea$t 25 ncrt's,rf land ts phr'sit'ally tlkcn in
poencr$on of npplicnnt. trtorern'er anl land trccltrired afirl Al:r'il -?0(17 \rill rl,rl ll({
SEZ approral.

. Chirf MiniEt(T hcld qn intel' dcpartmetrli.l mcetitrg, u'ith D'pilrltrctlls rt
Rerenuc. Forcst.lndustriur, Financc and Informutiolr l'c(hn,rlogr ot: 7-S-lUUl'i tr,
finalise the.sclting up oflT Pqrks in lhe districts. Thr,'nrcetiu,r discusscd ur drrail
rhc iacuea relering io s('tlin8 up of l)islri(1 lT prrrks rrnd drTided thitl imm'{liirl(
netion $ill b( takcn for"aurigning lantl fur Disttict lT Piu'hs iD th( Distri ls ,rt

Kolhrm. Alappu*hs. Knnriur rrld l{amr14rrd.

. Conuirlering thc hu|| potendal ol'IT Sk'ntor to hrnetiltc cmpl,rrtnrnt ilr th{'
Sterc, and ilrc urgent nred for c(.{ing u9 SEZ busrl l? Parks. (lorr.nrmcnt rrc
rxnv pleaacd to lrcrord adrainlntrqtilc Eanctiun to Kct'ala Stul(' IlrfornlittiDn
Technologf lnfrarruoturc Limirtct lKSlTtLl for"the'settirr8 uP of IT Pilrkr'irr tlrr
Di3tricts of liollarn. Alappurhs. Xnrnrgod trrd Khnnur in lhe lunds dt'trrilcd |ll'lrrrv.
Thr follonipg lands Bhall lrc transftrred immedintell to Xer.rla Strrtc lrrfornrltiorr
Technoloqr lufrastructu4g!,imired {KSITILI fts prr dcrldls bcl(^r:
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t, tro[rtD lthtrlct
An c.yl('t'Il .of lO h('ctat'cs liippn)simrrl('h 2{ i ir|rest of li:rritl lrtnrl ttr

Rr.sttnrl No. 3q2j'l-2 and 4U7 ll-.1 ,r[ lfrrhrllnl \rrliagc. lirtll:urr Talitk, li,i;jatn
Dislrict nas h:avxl to Kerala Ceronrii's Lttl, frrt lor;;rli11g.tltr'('.rrlh n.r'\'iir!
cquipmenl and for.dumping of xril frorn thr' mines lbr ir p(f irrd rt l0 r(ltrr. i\.llh
clTectfrom 19134r'ide(;.O.iltlsl No. llott.rtt3rRt)(lat({l J0..1:l..lq8;ranrl tltr'1.:rst'
nas further extendcd ridc G.O. (lr'lsl No.7l/2OO2lRl) dalcrl 5..4.J00J. Tltt'hast'
tres srnct cxpircd. Further about 17.61 Ha t43.5 ncresl {rf tilnd ll:.l5 Ha Dt ll.S.
No. 407/ I -2 and 5.46 Ha irr R.S. No. 392/ l -2,1 i5 |ting unutiljzed.

It ls ordered thsl sbout 43,5 acrt;s of land rill bc asslgned lo Keral;r stalt
lrrlormation TechnoloF' Limited fKtilTllt tnking bnck tlrc lrurd frrrm lirr:rlir
Ceramics Umited. The ('!€cl exenr of land to bc takcn back lrom ltcrahr Ccrirtuir s

'Limited uill bc jointl-v identilicd b1' Rn'cnue Dcpilrtnrcnl an(l lhe lierilla Srrtc ll
lnfta$tructurc Lid, The lalue oflnnd shall be treated as sharc caprtal c.tntriltrilion
of Gorrcmment in the cquilv of the C(rmpan]' und thc la,luc of the krnd rilt bc
lixe<l lry Gol,ernment in consultation h'lth the DiBtrict Colj('ctor. fiolltm.
U. lllrppuhe Dbtrlct

About 600 acres of lanrl'in hrnrltkad rillagt ol'AnrtrrrLrppuz.hr l'uluk ,ll
Alapuzha district has be<'n under acqu,silion b1'the Rr'r'enttr'D('l):rrlot('lil b;rsed

on the rcquest of Forcsl l)cplMmenl ttnrk,r thc (iandhi Snrntlrtllrnrtln St llr'ttr('
t)ttt of the 600 acn'6. aboul'100 acn's is ptop(rs'd t(, b( ollind trl s(llittt', tti) ll
Pad,i.Thr.ForelrlD.epattrncnthasconvcl'edit:rconscnttrrlr.rrhfcr'ulidrrrlificrl 100
acres of land olil of thc 600 qcrca to 11'I)cpartmolrl lirr icllinq ul) irI 11'Pnrk 'l'ht

poruons of land stich har:e nlreadt bt:err a<quinrcl t'ill bc tmttreeliatcll hirtrded
oler to IT Department for assigning lo KSITI Ltri.'flre rematrirn8 l)fit(hrs \ulhirl
IOO acres shall bo acquired undcnakilrt Fasi Track Prottss \er:r'ssitn rc(ltlj\;tion
in this.rcgard u'ill,be fumirhed bl KSlTl Ltd, Afio tltc l$rtl is trnrrrli'rrcd trr I'l'
Dcpa'tment. il u'ill br.' essigned to Keralrr $tfltc Inlbrmutiott Tt'< lttrrlogr
lnfiastructun' Limilcd. Tlre value of land rvill bc tnratr.d as sharc tarritrrl
conlribuiion of Cordrnmcnt ir th(' cquilv of thc ('ornpsrl\ arld tll(' valu(' $rll lx'
fixe<l by Gove.nrrneut. ..
llll lldurtdet Groqrtb C.nt!e, Chertb8lr.

It is orrlered tha( Rtnul (r0 itcrcs of hurd irr ln(luslrial (iroslh t','titn'
Clrcrthala in Aliq>puzlrtr District shlll lx. transfrrred lrv hcr;rlrr Srirlt lntlr'r'trrri
D(\(.lopmcnt coq)oralicrrl Limrtc'd tr, liemla Statt' lnl{rnnillx,u lil lu,,,i'rq1
,nfiristructurc l,jmrtr:tl for Belting ul) ,>f lT P.rrk. Thc rnl,te of thr'l.rncl t.t,; k
decided bl Covr'nrmeut separatcll'.
.lv. Krrergode

Ttrqlar:d nruasuring an cxtenl of l0O ucres irr Rl'1. Nr'. ?ri()/ l{lc 'lrl, ol
(lher.nttni yillngr: rs $urplus lnnd trrkqr tlver pos*gsiotl to (iori:rruns|tt and rt'sl<ti
\ritlr (Jovernme,rt. Al pres(.rrt tht: Iuncl ig ttnder the rnrt.nm mirnilg('Dr(lrt rrl'
Pl$ntrr(ion -Cor;rorirtion of Xolrla as.pcr G.O. {}ls} No. ll73/77,tRl) d.rtcd

"-'u';1;u"t'li ,nc con(litions of lease is lhat either rhe (.nrirc or an1, ;xrriion oi' irnr!
tnay' lx. rcsumt(l l).\' (iovcmmcnt lf it ili (.quircd for public prtqx)lrr/Cirr\?nrrrrcrrl
Purl)oar6',$itbout pa't'inS nnl'comfx'n$tlion firr lrurd. lJrnr?rrr'. ih<'r';rhlr',t thc
imprrvem('nts if anr'.5!ieh an rained bv thr Planlotioti ('orprrrntion rrf K(rill&
I PL'li I on srtclr llnd shnll lr girtn lo thr' Corpornt ion. 'l'll(. al> n c | Ott alfcs rl[ titnd

I
,
,

18t2015.
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rrill biassigrcrl to Xerrrlit Stdte ITlnfrastrttctttrt'Lld. t:rkrtrqlrrtrk lhr lantl;t rt:r

P('}i. The exact land lb be taken l>4,:lc t'ill lx'.toittllr idlntilit'ti l:r R,'.r:t-,t
J)('pilltmcnl a:rd thi'hffala Stat('lT ltllraslrtl{'lulr Lirl 'i'lr iitltt( ,rl :tnprttrlttt'tilt
il''irtl slrall l:c p;rid bv Kerall Slnlt'IT.ltrfrastrttrtttrc l.trl l,r lr.'irllhc ritlltr rtl .ttlrl
shall l>e In,art(.(l as nhurc tnpital crlnll'il)utir't ilftirlrr.il)[r(nt .l] lhr'((lrtil\ rl tl:l
((rnlpaDl. .Thcvitlucoflh('lRndNill b.'li\c(l l)\'(ir)\1r'nn](lrllllrl'trJultitlrr'l''llll
I lrc. Drstrict Llou('ctor. Knsrrrgodc.
r, KaDrtur

About 30 ocre$ of sttrplus lirnrl at llramon: irt 'fll;rltl)r'rrln)lttr 'firlttl rrr l{.s,
No. 310 is pr('senrll'irt possession of Rsrrrrltc Dtpttrlmt'trl. lr i\ hltlc ulllllJ:lltd
runtl {he proposal for assiBnillt llre snicl trod to liSITl Ll(l ts l)rfs('nlh ttrrd,'t lht
<r:nsi<k'radon of (ioremment in Rcvttrtc f)epartntent.'l'h,'$itid irl)rrilt l0 ill'' \.t
iand triil be assigned to Kcrali Stnle Informiltiolt 'fcchnolos ltrfra$1nr(1trl{
l,rmitcd. Tlrc raluc of land u'ill be tresttrd as sltirre citl)ilal c(,nlril)tllli)t) ,rl
(iort'rnmcnt in thc eqtritl of ihc contparn'. The salttc of thl lirnrl rrili lr tirr.l bt
(i(^crnnrent in concrrltation $.ith the Disrrict Colle < tor. liNnrrr .

R{:\'enur'/lndustries/Foresl l)cpartmcnt rcill rakc imme(llrl(' nt'c( s5tlt\
aclir)lr l(t assigll th(, kur(ls mentidned irbovc Dr thc l.ristri< ts 0[ Koliirrtr. {l{pPtrzl,;r
l(asrrgocl and Kannur to rhe K(.ral.r Statr. IT lnflastru..'tor(' Lrrnitcd

Kerala State lndustri:d Dclclopm.'trt Corporattou rriil lahc rntntt'dialt' rlt'1-'
to transfer aboul f)0 acres of kurd in ln<luslrial (lr,livth ((tllr( tr) litrill.t l"irtr
l nfonnation Tt chnolop' lnfra$t ructrt r| i,rn)rl(.(1.

It is furtlrer orcl('red thill tltt rrlirr,'satri lT I);ul:s $lll In'lttrtrntn(ll(ltrt l(,r

fjEZ ro Board of Approf&I. Minisln' r,t. Cr)mrncr'(t. !iorlt'nr)tr'ltl ol Intlia h,;irl.,
Statc lnformntion Techrrologt lnfrir$rru(lur( LiDritrcl rrrli nt;rkr'll.'(r's\il,1
applicatiorrs for the purpose.

rli)' ()RDER r )F'l'llL (it )\lElli\ol{t

Dll.r\,lA) liL !\lAR
Secr('lon l" (;L'1('rll.)r"lll

t(,
illanagng Direitor, KSITI Limirc<1. Tcchnrryirrl;.Thilur lnuntl)irpurant
Thc L]hicf Exccutirc Officcr. Tcchnoparh. Tlriruvirrrmthirl:uranr
The Chief Executilt. Oflic<,r. lnfopark. l(och r.

Districr Ctlllr.ctors.. ltollrun/Alrrppuzh.r/Kasar*rd, hurrrrrrr
The Marrngirtg Dircetor. liSlDC.Thinrvarrarrrlraprrrarn.
Tht' Managirrg Direclor. Xcrnlir (l'nimic6 Limir< rl.liiurri.rra. li,rllarrr.

. ?hc Mannging Dircctrrr. Planlntion (:orp(lirtiolr liolta\'.rn.
The.-{ccol tnt ant OeDCrfll lAtt P-ll lArtdit t.li('r.rlit,'l'L[nl\ i' lrr rltt ll.rl)ur'.rrn
Rerienuc f)epartmtrit / Fini1n,r. Dc;:art rnelrr / lnd rrstli('s : )cpir n lner t I

Fore3t Deparrmcnr
The Commiasioner lirr Lrmrl Revenur'. Thiruvananrhaurrr um
Grarcral Adnrnlsc) DL:partmcl)t l\.idc item No..l2tt3 (lnl(.d.3 t-5.0lrt

' Stock fik'7()flir:t'copr' 
' r',rrr;rrcr.rr/IJt ;r.rrrt

li( (1trrl ( )lira ('r
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' --fl\-f$xx.xfi\4rots
GOYERI{IUENT

No.2753/ ltE2/n77/ AD

OFKERAI,A

Agri (Feruu) Deprilurent,
Thiruvananthepuranr,
Deted 3Q;Ol,ldllL

The Secretary to Government

i

The Reglrtrer, Kerale Agrtculturel Unlvenlty, Thrirrur.

The Comp4roller, Kerala Agrlcultural Univerrity.

Sir,
Subr Agriculture Department- Report of C&AG of India f6 dp

year ended 31et il4arch 2010 (Civil Report No2) - Reg.
Ref: Letter SAIA /310F6lall7 datrd04/l0/?f1l a^d@ltL/ZJt2trclon

the Comp4roller, K€sda A$iculturd University.

I am to inviE attention to th€ letter cid and b inforur you that the
Audit Monitoring Committee of Agricultule D€pattm€nt r€vierdd th.
pardency pooition of Audit garas/PAC/PIJC pams et. pertaining to
Agdculture Depatut€trrt in gEn€ral ard particularly discusc€d the para 253
contained in the Report of the C&AG (Civil) 60r ttte year entd 31310
cap,tiodng 'Improper tvtanagsnent of fundo dedured towarda Gersel
Provident Fund fron the erployeeo of KAU and concequent Inbrot Burdenr.
The Audit Motiitoring Comrnittee ecrpreesed diepleasue on the diverdqr of
funde deducted towards GPF of the employees by the Univenity. Even in the
abcence of Non Plan provisiin diversion of funds deducbd hom 0te srlrry of
ecrployees towardc GPF caniotbe allofryed llence I an to rcgrect)@ b avdd
diversion of funds deduced tot^rsrds GPF of tlte eurployeea in futur€. It is dlo
inlomed that if the necessity for furds arose to the Univeoity, Gorernrnent
may be addressed ard funds can be obtained additiondly in coisultatiqrwltl
Finance Department in Governnunt It was also decided ftat ugent instntction
may be given to the University authorities so that eudr instances do not oeur
infutule.
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@
covlltltlclfToFlm |.A

,rbstnct

lglojunc Depdffi - Adtffiv! Stctbn ftr an anD|'rt d Re.10 Ction
drrc fen qot! ctly) - For s.Hilttg ftG Pendon ancrrs d Kg66 lgdqibtrd
Unlr€Gfty - Sddon acEdcd 'Otthrs lsald.

ACRICULTUnE (F nlr) DEPARTn$r

G.O.(Rt)1{o,24o1201V4D DNt€d,Thlru\anarfiapu

Red: - lrtF ttb. FatDf/2S19{2011 dabd OryOE2O1l hoflt the eompEdler, lcr.la
Agdo.dural Ljnh,Edtyr Thdss/r.

e.LD.l.}

As per t'r hllr lcld abov€' Ute Aa.nPEotlcr, Kg.la Agrlilb.c€ UnfveCty trr
rEord 6* per$nary ber:fts d the €mplolees vuho haw rcflt€d ho.n tlr ytar

Ain ere pgdng vdtt Ks6! lglqftJul Unhc.gty ior paymcnt and sald afiilts cu1

b€rdd'alydbrgctung in{-tdqla$strrrfiomGoremment. lt b abo rcpotGt

$st Ut md]'t of anccr dtF on the abo'E lduflt as on 31/032011 nodd 00me

atotndR3,27.ZooG.

(2) Gorcnrnrcrt tsre @nhed t'|e mtEr in detail and a|€ pl€.sed to a@id-
ldnftiritvr sln$n ftt m ff€ut d Fs,10 ooe br 3etdlttg Ec psdon ln€gr3 of
ti enptqrs of l(g.b Agtlolhml UnhE6lty uOer Ue hcad of ont ?{lH)l'
2n,'9*3t (ilP) graftlrtaH gtcral salO/.

(BY oderof tle GoarPr)
T.P.!A!IJ

DcDutt gsttrt b CovfiI||dtL

rhe n4lgar, lcrda Agiodhrd Unherdty, Thtbs.rr,
Thc Omfrolcr, flda Aerlcrural Unhnnty, TMsEr.
Tl€ |dderd SUb.T|IIierry OlTler' Jd tInd if.dd Etikltn$ Thtbsur'
Tlrc rsntilt Gencrd (A&E), lcrah, TltlruvaFtfflpur.m
TTe PtFpd laruntant G€ncr.l (A.dt), {!rd4 Thltuvalanftapuram.
Tb FnarDcpcrtn€tt (VHc U.O ttlo,mLnm)BUm1VFn.dated09/1U2011).
$d(Fle/ Ofit@CoPy.
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