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(ii)
PREFATORY REMARKS

I, Shri Keshab Mahanta, Chairman, Committee on Public Accounts,
Assam Legislative Assembly having been authorized to submit the report on its
behalf present this Hundred and Thirty Ninth Report of the Committee on Public
Accounts on the Audit paras contained in the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India on Social, General and Economic (Non-PSUs) Sectors

for the year 2011-2012 pertaining to Irrigation and Social Welfare Departments,
Government of Assam.

1. The Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India on Social,

General and Economic (Non-PSUs) Sectors for the year 2011-2012 was laid
before the House on 4™ April, 2013.

2.  The Report mentioned above relating to the Irrigation and Social Welfare

Departments was  considered by the Committee in their sittings held
on10-10-2014.

3. The 139" Report of the Committee on Public Accounts was finalized and
approved by the Committee in their sitting held on 07-12-2015
4. The Committee has appreciated the valuable assistance rendered by the

Accountant General (Audit), Assam and his Junior Officers and staff during the
examination of the Department.

5. The Committee thanks to the Departmental witnesses as well as Finance
Department for their kind co-operation. The Committee also pleased to offer
thanks to the Principal Secretary, Assam Legislative Assembly with his officers
and staff of the Committee on Public Accounts Branch for their valuable services
rendered to the Committee.

6. The Committee earnestly hopes that the Government would implement
the recommendations made in this Report.

SHRI KESHAB MAHANTA,
Dispur: Chairman
The 7® December, 2015. Committee on Public Accounts.




. CHAPTERI
" IRRIGATION DEPARTMENT

Fictitious expenditure '
(Audit para 2.4.1/C&AG (SGE (Non-PSUs) $/2011-20 12/ (P-105-106)

1.1 The audit has pointed out that the after scrutiny of
records (December,2011) of the Executive Engineer, Guwahati West_
Division (Irrigation) and information fu;'mshed to audit revealed that
the: pumps were utilized for a total duration of 1,99,998 hrs by
incurring an expenditure of Rs. 57.30 lakh towards dewatering of
canals prior to completion of works of closihg bund and diversion
" canals as recorded in the measurement books for implementation of
Medhipara, Baruapathar, Nampathar FIS. This was contrary to .the
information furnished by the division that the. construction of closing
bund and diversion canal was to be completed prior to execution of
dewatering work in execution of FIS. Unless course of water was,
blocked and diverted, excavation and concreting work below GWL
could not have been executed. On this being pointed out the .
Department stated (June 2012) that as the river discharge was
minimum in the lean season, the works relating to closing bund and
diversion canal were not completed up to the designed level as the
water level did not attain the designed level. The reply was not
supported by data on volume of water discharge during lean and rainy
seasons. The reply is not tenable as technical information sought for
and furnished by the division during the course of audit, inter-alia
envisages in clear terms that the constructwn works of closmg bund .
and diversion canal must be completed prior to undertaking the work:
relatmg to dewatering of canal. However, on the contrary, the entries.
in the measurement books showed that as many as Six pumps in each
FIS were utilized for periods ranging from 30 to 48 days aggregating
199 998 hrs prior to completion of works of closing bund .and:.
diversion canal. The works of diversion canal, in any case, had to be
completed before dewatering work of canal at headwork site as water
discharge in the course of river stream, even if it is minimum in lean




i ulate and over-top the half
season, would ' cor;tmlée nEngafhc;-?&:aS an outlet to drain the water
constructed closing bund u tering of the canal at headwork
through a diversion canal. Thus, dewater. Lath

; letion of the work of closing bund a.n‘d d.lverswn canal
site before comp ; ds doubtful utilization of pumps
was improbablg g.nd p-olnth e 57.30 lakh towards dewatering
rendering - the éxpenditure- of Rs. .
ﬁCﬂtf;‘J:: ' department by ‘their written reply has stated that it js
rlecéssary topdivert the river through divers:ion channel by cons@cﬁOn
of closing dam and diversion chanr{el, before start of .dewatenng to
lower the water table for construction works of the river bec}. The
construction of head work of the three §tructure \a.ras sta:rted in tl’%e
month of January which is lean period and river discharge is
minimum. The contractor had constmctf.:d tbe closing dam an'd the
diversion canel to pass the lean period ._dlfscharge before. utilization of
pump. As the river discharge is minimum, the closing dam and
diversion canel did not attain designed level. which is abone HFL before
utilization of pump for dewatering. The initial level of closing dam gnd
diversion channel of Medhipara, Baruapathar and Nampathar FIS was
recorded on 10.01.10, 10.01.10 and 19.01.10 respectively and
dewatering for construction work at river bed was started later on and
final level of closing dam and diversion canal was recorded in the
month of February and March when it attained designed level. As
closing dam and diversion channel has to divert the flood discharge for
two working seasons and most part of the H/W structure remains
below water table and also initial and final levels are already checked
and fixed by competent higher authorities, so doubtful utilization of
pump for dewatering does not arise. ‘ ‘

1.3 The department by their further written reply has stated that as
stdated by the audit it is not necessary to “complete” th¢ closing dam
and‘diversion channel before execution 6f earthwork/RCC/CC work -
below Ground Water level in the river bed. The closing dam and
diversion channel are designed to block and divert the “maximumn
discharge” during rainy season, which are 225 cumec. 330 cumec and
385 cumec for Medhipara, Baruapathar and Nampathar FIS



respectlvely However it is necqssary to block and divert the river
before execution of works ‘at the river bed. If the diversion work is not
done it will not be possible to lower the water table by pumping. In the
instant case, the closing dam and diversion channel was started in the
winter season on 10.01.10 and 19.01.10 respectively to block and’
divert lean period discharge of 3.60 cumec, 5.15 cumec and 5.75
cumec for Medhipara, Baruapathar and Nampathar FIS respectively
and initial level of the ground was recorded in section measurement
book and after diverting the above minimum river discharge pumps
were engaged to lower water level on 12.01.10 and 25.01.10°
respectively to make it workable. Construction work at river bed is
possible only during winter season (i.e. December to March) when
water level is at lower level. As ' monsoon approaches river discharge
and water level rises and the closing bundh and diversion channel are
raised and constructed upto the designed level i.e. complete to block
and divert the maximum river discharge. The work of closing bundh
and diversion channel and work at the river bed are done:
simultaneously. Since this chronology has beefi maintained there is no
scope of doubtful utilization of pumps for dewatermg v

s

OBSERVATIONS/ RECOMMENDATIONS

1.4. The Committee during the course of discussion obsérves that
the construction of closing bundh and diversion canal must be
completed prior to undertaking the work of dewatering of canal
and the entries in the measurement books showed that as many
as six pumps. in each FIS were utilized for periods ranging from
30-48 days prior to completion of works of closing bundh and
diversion canal. The Committee also observes that the dewatering
of the canal at headwork site before completion of the work of
closing bundh and diversion canal was improbable and pointed
towards doubtful utilization of pumps rendering the ‘expenditure
of Rs. 57.30 lakh. The Committee therefore, recommends that a .
detailed report on the above points may be. submitted to the
Committee within 30 days from the date of presentation of this
report before the House.




Extra Expenditure
(Audit para 2.5.1/C8AG{SGE{Non-PSUs)S/2011-2012(P-110-111)

1.5 The audit has pointed out that aftet scrutiny of records (December
2011) of the Executive .Engineer (EE), Guwahati West Division
(Irrigation) revealed that, as per Schedule of Rates (SOR) 2006-2007
for _ Minor Irrigation Scheme (Civil Works) of the Irrigation
Department, five to 10 % premium on the item rates of construction
materials in Dhemaji and Majuli Sub-Divisions as well as in the
N.C.Hills District may be allowed for probable extra costs involved due
to the remoteness of these places, difficulties in transportation and
considering the general dearth of skilled labour. Further, comparison
of the rate computed in the estimates for implementation of (i)
Medhipara FIS, (i) Baruapathar FIS; (iij Nampathar FIS and (iv)
Dhankunda FIS revealed that 10 % overhead charges on the item rates
were included in the estimates in the cases of first three FIS though
these places were not covered by the remoteness clause of the SOR.
Tender agreement was also executed on the computed rates. However,
the item rates computed in the estimate of (iv) Dhankunda FIS which
was taken up at a later date did not include the overhead charges of
10% although the nature and item of works were similar in all the four
cases. Moreover, the work for implementation of FIS at (i), (ii) and (iii)
were awarded to the contractors in February 2010 whereas in case of
FIS at (iv), work was awarded to the contractor on a later date, in
February 2011. In all the four cases, the stipulated time of completion
of work was two working seasons i.e., two years. As of March 2012,
physical progress of the three works at (i), (ii) and (iii) was 90%,95%
and 90% respectively. In reply, the Divisional Officer stated (December
2011) that, 10% overhead charge on the item rates was included in
view of longer period needed for completion of works and also to
accommodate probable price escalation. The reply was not tenable as
the stipulated period of completion was the same for all the four works
(2 working seasons) and department is required to impose penalty
rather than giving extra benefits to the contractor for fajlure to
complete the works within the prescribed time. Besides, work of
implementation of the FIS at Dhankunda FIS was awarded at lower
rates on a later date after work orders for implementation of FIS at (i)
(i) and (ii) were awarded at higher rates and probability of price
escalation of items is usually higher on works executed later. Further,



the Secretary, Irrigation Department stated {June 20 12) that 10%
overhead charge on labour component only was “allowed in the three
FIS due to its large volume of work and to enable the contractdrs to
complete the work in time, whereas in the case of 4*® FIS {Dhankundg}
overhead charges were not included as the volume of work was small.
The reply was not tenable as it was against the provisions in the SOR
mentioned above which envisages that five to ten percent premium on
the item rates of construction materials can only be given in Dhemaiji,
Majuli and NC.. Hills district, Besides, the works were also not.
completed .in time although this was stated to be one of the reasons.
mentioned in the reply for allowing overhead charges. Thus, by’
allowing 10% overhead charge on the item rates in the ‘estimates "of
Medhipara, Baruapathar and Nampathar FIS, beyond the: scopeof the "
SOR, the division incurred an extra-expenditure of Rs. 1.89:crore. -’ -

1.6 The department by their.written reply has stated that analysis of
rate was adopted for preparation of estimates of three nos. of Schemes
under AIBP 2009-10 and one Scheme under NEC 2010-11, as up-to-~
date SOR was not available, The schemes under AIBP and NEC are
situated in different locations. All the three FIS under AIBP are on-the :
Southern bank around Boko whereas the other i.e. the NEC Schemes:
is located in Northern bank near Baijhata Chariali. Difference in rate of
AIBP schemes and NEC schéme is not only due to inclusion of 10%
overhead charge on labour but also due to situation of work and
availability of construction materials like sand and gravel. Although
time of completion of all the four schemes was two years, their
volumes of works were different. The AA amount Medhipara,
Baruapathar and Nampathar FIS under AIBP is Rs. 1940.08, Rs.
1624.99, Rs. 1666.00 lakhs respectively but for Dhankunda FIS under-
NEC is Rs. 485.00 lakhs only. The work order amount of the H/W of
Medhipara, Baruapathar and Nampathar FIS was for Rs. 1054.55, Rs.
1067.24 and Rs. 1448.02 lakhs respectively and for Dhankunda FIS
under NEC is Rs. 422.76 lakhs only. Hence, it is clear that large
volume of work is to be done in stipulated time of two years for the
AIBP schemes in comparison to the scheme under NEC. In order to
achieve the progress in time the contractor’s under AIBP schemes has
to engage more labours, in different shift day and night. Therefore,
extra facilities like lighting arrangement, construction of labour shed,
medical facilities had to be provided. Therefore 10% overhead charge




on labour was considered in these three schemes-under AIBP. As
volime of work under NEC scheme is small such situation does not
arise. , o -
_ OBSERVATIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS

1.7 Durlng'tlie éourse of discussion, the Committee observes that
10% overhead charges on labour component was allowed in three
FIS, i.e. Dhemaji, Majuli and N.C.Hills for probable extra costs
involved to the remote places under AIBP schemes to complete
the work in time. The Committee also. observes that 10%
overhead charge on labour component of Dhankunda FIS under
NEC scheme was not allowed due to less volume of work and 10%
overhead charges of the above mentioned 4(four) FIS schemes had
to be incurred as an extra expenditure of Rs. 1.89 crore. The
Committee therefore, recommends that the department should be
careful before execution of the schemes in future and aétioﬁ'
taken report may be submitted to the Committee within a montp
from the date of presentation.of this report before the House.




7
. ‘Un_dvu'e ,ﬁnﬁﬂdiﬁl behefit

(Audit para 2.6.1/C&AG (SGE(No:;:PSUs]SI 2011-2012/(P- 113-1 15,'

1.8 The audit has pointed out that after scrutiny 9i‘ records (March,
2019) of the Executive (EE), Mankachar Division (lrrigation),
Hatsingimari revealed that (i) The work was awarded (April 2008) to
the contractor at the tendered value of Rs. 3.96 crore at a stage when
Government of Assam. (GOA) was actively considering redesigning the
work and revising the estimates due to topographical changes.
Government of India (GOI) approved (July 2008) inclusion of the.
scheme under AIBP and accordingly, GOA accorded (December 2008)
revised AA for Rs..29.90 crore and tendered amount,was enhanced to
Rs. 29.02 crore (633 per cent). Award of work at the proposal stage .
itself and subsequently enhancing the tendered amount by 633 per
cent was against standard financial norms and was thus irregular. The
Department and GOA were also deprived of the benefit of obtaining
competitive rates for the revised and enhanced scope of work based on
revised AA. (ii) In terms of tender agreement; 10% of the contract value
was to be deposited by the contractor as security deposit of which two
per cent as Earnest Money Deposit (EMD) and balance eight per cent
was to be deducted from the running bills paid to the contractor.
Though the contractor had deposited Fixed Deposit Receipt (FDR) of,
Rs. 7.92 lakh as EMD against the original tendered amount of Rs. 3.96-
crore, further scrutiny -revealed that, on subsequent enhancement of
the contract to Rs. 29.02 crore, the balance amount of Rs. 50.13 lakh
(two per cent of Rs.-29,02,40,323 less Rs. 7,92,138) was - neither
deposited by the contractor as EMD nor insisted upon by the division
for payment. Further, out of Rs.62.16 .lakh being eight per cent
security deposit recoverable from Rs.7.77 crore paid to the contractor, '
FDR of Rs. 39 lakh only has been deposited by the contractor (March
2012). Thus, security deposit of the balance of Rs.23.16 lakh (Rs.62.16
lakh — Rs.39 lakh) is.yet to be deposited by the contractor. Thus apart
from awarding the work at the proposal stage itself before it was
redesigned and revised, non-recovery of statutory deductions of EMD
and security deposit as per the terms of the agreement resulted in
extension of undue financial benefits to the contractor.. In reply
(October 2012) the department stated that (i) Awarding the work at
proposal stage and subsequent enhancing the tender amount was




done in the interest of early completion of the scheme. The reply is not
acceptable because the scheme ‘was pending for execution since
December 1993. Awarding the contract at project formulation stage
and subsequently enharicing it by 633 ‘per tent was against the
financial norms. (ii) Regarding recovery of security deposit, the

department stated that out of eight percent security deposit to be.

recovered, an amount of Rs.45.44 lakh (Rs.39 lakh + Rs.6.44 lakh in

3rd RA) was only recovered leaving a balance of Rs. 16.72 lakh yet to be'-

recovered from the contractor. However, regarding recovery towards
balance of two per cent Earnest Money Deposit i.e., Rs. 50.13 lakh, the
department did not furnish any reply. Thus, undue financial benefit

remained at Rs. 66.85 lakh (Rs.50.13 lakh + Rs. 16.72 lakh), extended"

to the contractor by the departmeht.

1.9 The department by'their written reply has stated that due to lack
of plan 'fiind, the Work of Kaloo FIS that was technically sanctioned in -

1993 for Rs. 5.03 crore could not be exécuted. The new proposal under

AIBP was approved by GOI for Rs. 29.90 crores in July 2008 with :
three years of completion period beginning July 2008. Considering the"
long time factor needed’ for fresh survey/ investigation due - to

topographical charges in fifteen years preparation & accordance of AA,
preparation and sanction’ of details working estimate and the time
factor for tender processing and allotment etc. the department opted

for re-allotment of the work from the tender documents and estimated-

amount of 1993. The contractor allotted with the work was a tenderer

in '1993. The actual foundation work could be started in 10/2009 after

detailed ‘sub-soil investigation although earth work to a certain level
was done earlier against severe LA problem. Most of the items in the
revised AA estimate did not tally with the original schedule of items of
the tender agreemerit and as instructed supplementary tender was

drawn for the items not covered in the original tender agreement. As

the supplementary tender has been accepted by the competent

authority and the work is being executed in the strength of original as
well as supplementary tender agreemernts, The work is NOW in progress

with an up to date achievement of work is above 95%-

1.10 The department by their further 'written reply has stated that the

project was planned for execution way in 1993 and accordingly the
same was administratively approved for Rs,5.26 crores at 1993 price
level vide No.IGN9P0328/93/20, dated 10.12.93 and T/S for the

.-
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Headwork part was accorded for Rs.5.03 crores vide: No.DDMI /TB=
10/497/93/4, dated 15.12.93. No. work where executed mainly due.to
total lack plan found for the project combined-with law:.and order.
problems .and:-lack of initiatives of the former contractor and' therefore .
the scheme:was kept in abeyance for a future funding opportunity: .
the year 2008 a proposal of Kaloo. FIS was made under AIBP funding
to implement the scheme to irfigation ans ared/of 1995 Hac. (CCA) and.
the MOWR, GOI had accepted -the proposal vide No.10-04/2008-MI-
dated the New Delhi:08.07.2008. Revised AA for Rs.2990.00 lakhs has’
already been accorded vide Govt. Notification No.(W)346/2008/165,.
dated 16.12.2008 -for the construction of the scheme and the recast
revised T/S amount of Rs.2990.00 lakhs as also sanctioned vide
No.DDMI/TB-10/1012/2008/68, dated 27.10.2011. Prior to awarding
the work to the contractor, the work was withdrawn from the 1st
contractor who could not start the work and considering the long time
factor needed for fresh survey/investigation due to topographical
changes in fifteen years and the time factor for tender processing and
allotment etc. the department opted for re-allotment of the work from-
the tender documents and estimated amount of 1993. The contractor
re-allotted with the work was also a tenderer-in 1993. The work had to
be redesigned for major topographical changes in river behavior with
mandatory revision of estimates due to steep rise in prices of
materials, construction equipment, labour wages, POL etc. during the
span of 15 years: Consequent upon such a situation' supplementary
item of works had to be prepared at 2008-09 price level of materials’
labour and hire charges of Machineries etc. Actordingly--the
department has drawn the supplementary tender for 66 Nos. of items
in January 2012. The work is now in progress with an up to date
achievement of work is above 95%. The proposal for execution of Kaloo
FIS under AIBP was accepted by the MOWR, GOI in July 2008 with
instruction to complete the works in 2 (two) years. Simultaneously, the
work had to be redesigned for major topographical changes and
changes in river behavior with mandatory revision of estimate due to
steep rise in prices of materials, construction equipments, labour
wages, POL etc. during the span of 15(fifteen) years. Considering the
time constraints with respect to the targeted completion of this big
Headwork, the work was allotted to the contractor at the 1993
tendered value. The contractor deposited the E.M. based on tender
value of 1993. After redesign and revision at site, it is seen that most
of the items have been deviated fromn the tendered items of works and
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therefore treated as supplementary items while the work was in
progress as the deviation-of items of work could not be anticipated
during allotment and signing of formal tender agreement, enhances
E.M. deposited was beyond ‘consideration. Moreover, ‘as has been the
practice, E.M. on.supplementary items-of works was not demanded.
from-the contractor while the works in progress. However, as’ per
observations in the para, the contractor.has been asked to deposit. the
balance E.M. Vide No.-MDPI/TC-06/1038 Dt. 26/06/2013. As regards
récovery of 8% SD Moriey step. has already been taken. The Contractor
has submitted 9 Nos. of Fixed Deposit Receipt amounting to Rs.
2,17,10,000.00 against the up-to-date payment made to him of Rs.
27,12,23,827.00. Hence No 8% S.D. money is to be recovered from the
contractor’s bill now. .

OBSERVATIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS

1.11 The Committee on Public Accounts, Assam Legislative
Assembly -in its meeting held on 10th October, 2014 to consider
the audit para 2.6.1 contained in the report of the C & AG of India
on Social, General and Economic (Non-PSUs) Sectors for the year
2011-12 has directed the Irrigation department to stop payment
of final bills to the contractors and steps should be taken for
payment of running bills to enable the contractors to continue
their works. The Committee therefore, recommends that the
department should submit a detailed latest position to the

Committee within a month from the date of presentation of this
report before the House. ‘ '
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‘Undue financial benefit
(Audit para 2.6.2/C&AG (SGE{Non-PSUs|S/2011-2012/(P-1 15-116)

1.12 The audit has :pointed out. that.after scrutiny of the .records
(December 2011) of Executive Engineer (EE), Guwahati West Division
(Irrigation) Guwahati revealed that (i) the estimates of (a) Medhipara.
FIS, (b) Baruapathar FIS and (c) Nampathar FIS were prepared on -the :
basis of analyzed rates wherein five per .cent VAT was considered:
instead of admissible four per cent in working out the rates of the
items of work. The agreement was made on the same rates and works
were executed accordingly by the contractors. Scrutiny ;of  the,
vouchers, however, revealed that deduction of VAT was made at the.
rate of four percent from the bills paid to the contractors. Thus, one

~ percent VAT included in the item rates was not deducted from the bills

paid which resulted in extension of unique financial- benefit of Rs.
25.13 lakh to the contractors. (ii) Assam Building and Other
Construction workers Welfare Act 1996 and Assam Rule 2007 there
under, stipulates that establishments involved in execution of
construction works valued Rs. 10 lakh and above are liable to pay 1%
of the total value of construction as Cess:to the “Assam Building and
Other  Construction Workers’  Welfare Board(ABOCWB)”. It was,
however, revealed in audit that in the analyzed item rates of_the
estimates of (a) Medhipara FIS (b) Baruapathar FIS and () Nampathar
FIS, the element of 1% Cess was also considered in workihg out the
rates of the items of work. The agreement was made on’ the same ratés
and works were accordingly‘executed by the contractors. Scrutiny of
the vouchers however revealéd that the corresponding deduction- 6f
Cess was not made from the bills paid which resulted in extension of
undue financial benefit of Rs. 25.13 lakh to the contractors. In reply
(December 2011), EE stated that 4% VAT as applicable was deducted
from the bills and Cess would be deducted. The reply is not tenable
since short deduction from the contractors in violation of the
agreement was unauthorized and against the interest of the
Government. Thus, unauthorized short deduction from the bills paid
to the contractors resulted in extension of undue financial benefit to
the tune of Rs. 50.26 lakh (Rs. 25.13+Rs. 25.13 lakh), besides
depriving the Government and the ABOCWB of the corresponding
revenues/income. Government accepted the lapses and stated (August
2012) that 1% VAT, 1% Cess on the value of works already paid to the
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contractor would be deducted from the final bill due to the contractors.
However, t.he recovenes were yet to be effected (November 2012).

1.13 The department by thexr wntten reply has stated that (1) the
objection raised by AG. Audit regarding short deduction of VAT to the
tune 'of 4% instead of 5% as per: provision of the relevant estimate:
pertaining” to  (a) - ‘Medhipara F.L.S.(b) Baruapathar F.I.S and (C)!
Nampathar F.I.S. has been met up by making necessary deduction of:

1% ‘arrear VAT in subsequent paymet.(2) The objection raised by A.G.
audit regarding non deduction of 1% labour welfare cess as per
provision of the relevant estimate pettaining to (a) Medhipara FI.S. (b)’
Baruapathar F.I.S. and (c) Nampathar F.I.S. is being met up by
making necessary deduction of 1% arrear Labour cess in subsequent

payment. However, the complete process of deduction will be achieved
in subsequent payment

OBSERVATIONS /RECOMMENDATIONS

1.14 The Committee on Public Accounts, Assam Legislative
Assembly in its meeting held on 10tt October, 2014 to consider
the audit para 2.6.2 contained in the report of the C & AG of India
on Social, General and Economic (Non-PSUs) Sectors for the year
2011-12 has directed the Irrigation department to stop payment
of final bills to the contractors and steps should be taken for
Payment of running bills to enable the contractors to continue
their works. The Committee therefore, recommends that the
departiment - should submit a detailed latest position to the

Committee within a month from the date of presentation of this
report before the House.
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Chapi;er-ll
Social Welfare Department o
Avoidable extra e.:gr';'senvditure
(Audit para 1.4.7/C&AG(SGE(Non-PSUs)SIZQ1_1-2012/(1"-24‘-25) -

9.1 The audit has pointed out that after scrutiny (January and
February 2012) of records of the Director ,Social Welfare (DSW),
Assam revealed that contrary to the prescribed norms, ‘the DSW
considered eight towels for each AWC and submitted (April2010}
proposal to Government for procurement of 3,94,832 (49,354 X 8)-
towels at Rs. 65 per piece (rate approved by the State Level Purchase:
Committee headed by DSW, Assam) for 49,354 AWCs of Assam under
ICDS scheme during 2010-11. Based on the proposal submitted by the
DSW, Government sanctioned (April 2010) and released (January and
February 2011) Rs. 4.35 crore for = procurement of AWC materials.
DSW placed (April 2010) supply order on -Assam _Government -
Marketing Corporation (AGMC) Limited and incurred.an expenditure
of Rs. 2.22 crore (till February 2012 ) towards procurement of
3,42,189 towels for 42,774 AWCs. It was observed in audit . that the
DSW did not receive any demand from the 'AWCs for providing
additional four towels.to éach AWC nor was any assessment made in
this regard. It-was further observed that though the DSW in its
proposal clearly mentioned the basis of rates at which the towels were
to be procured, it did not mention the basis of proposal for procuring
eight towels for each AWC, nor did the Government call for the same
prior to according approval for the purchase of eight towels instead of
four towels for each AWC as provided in Anganwadi hand book.
Documentary evidence in support of actual distribution of the towels
so procured for the AWCs and their proper utilization was not
furnished, though called for (February 2012) in audit. Reply of DSW,
Assam was forwarded (June 2012) by Commissioner and Secretary,
GOA ,Social Welfare Department. In reply, the DSW stated (June 2012)
that the handbook for AWW on the use of different materials was an
illustrative one and the requirement was based on the .local
condition /needs. He also added that requirement was assessed after
due deliberation and discussion held with CDPOs/DPOs/DSWOs.
Reply of DSW is not tenable as the procurement of excess towels was
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made without any requisition/demand.from AWCs/CDPOs. Further,
the DSW did not enclose (i) any copy of minutes of
discussion/deliberations wherein it was decided to allot more towels
over and above the stipulated number of towels to be issued, and (i)
records to substantiate that relevant provision of the hand book were
only suggestive. Thus, injudicious decision of DSW, Assam of
procuring excess towels for AWCs in violation of prescribed norms
resulted in avoidable extra expenditure of Rs.1.11 crore (1,71,096 X
Rs. 65). '

2.2. The department by the further written reply stated that 050-5%%
e re s JaFd CET SiEPE Sege (@ SRe 8 AF biEes Wl v
W@ B foar 3 RerT HiwE GRT SRR Fw | 9% Tde SEN FINT
T @ TS @@ R PN ey e v 9, fSegm arneTe
TEPTe | SEEAIS! (T TS © TEY 4T o InET o ag aRfe
ST O, IR ST 9@ 4 (Hot Cooked Meal) @@ fRAfdf¥, =t
afi Tvee ¥ fro- 7eas ew W | ] TR SEW IRY AF F-
8 4 Zge T M@ THA (T T[ETE TEAA SIS AITET 6T
e TWEAT T deRe IR NeET foere 93 TEEE gEed FES
R @A AR | @ T S wEEst (Fm A1 RS (S (RS,
s AFe @@ TR 8 Irome ew AW TRETE FE W |
IFTTHG OME AW ANETH FRAT 8 4 GET F@WE AZF | IHEAG
F4E TRe AN 4 PEE g I et Mew T ARwe FA W |
TR I TNEE PRET TR eI TS T AT G
TIGA W | IA FA ELEENE A ST oS 9§, XN fiwe IS
(V& Y TS O I TAEE | 3 oRwE SrEdrel ue fisw
TN A (NeFT T F99 Pres fros =% 39 $99 I oS
TAEATST TASNEF | R R @Sl e fe Wed (wme! Y

ST % gl SOV I TS (NET o, Te CIEE IS o (@
SIE RErR BFE AT BE (e ST e A, TREe! RwE 9%

IO ANEE] ME FIN Fme BET QT 497 (TR AR ISP IR0

SRTIZY . (Community Participation)¥ 859® o897 IET a7 & | %
TN IFEEE @ s Fe fFems (R oisf JTRae TReE kTR
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(Community Participation) Rt s@n& | 331 JonF At ¥ [{fow
IPE TR IAERCIAT A9 F69 feese 97 Trvme RET & gt
BT AETE | AR OO, TESAReR AN s fofe e
FAG FT | 9 IR IENE e @, BET ¥ 99 IR AR
BT TS TRET APTALT & T AG (OF e IOl (F8T I
I RFFT e 9T M | 9% Neen. B TER 8 4 BiEew el
B 4 B (AP &SB! (P Aife-aRge I W @ERE 99, 92 IS
SENABE (T IO (FDIRS DIETE A I Towen THAHE W
@S N 4T 1T | oE 9 e SRR (@ SST 3|
ARGl (FE Ty AR Rfew TS TR @ET TN TR
(Suggestive) =g fF9if¥e a1 ya-337 T7W |

2.3. The department by the further written reply stated that that supply of towels
was initially made as a measure of introducing the use of towel among the children
and the expectant and lactating mothers in the Anganwadi Centres (AWCs) in
consonance with the observance of the Global Hand Washing Day spearheaded by
the UNICEF in 2009 with the basic objective of infusing in them the habit of using
towels after washing hands and faces. It was also expected,that after the children
and the mothers realize the necessity and usefulness of using towels not only for
wiping their hand and faces but also as an important tool for maintaining health and
hygiene, they will arrange their own towels to make it a habit. We initially supplied 8
towels per AWC on an average basis that was worked out on the number of
requirement of towels per AWC furnished by the Divisional Programme Officer (DPO)
and some Child Development Project Officers {CDPOs) of the state .Considering
different aspects of the matter including ends and means for continuing with the
scheme, we considered that 8 towels per AWC shall be initially sufficient because if 4
towz2ls are used at one time leading them necessary to be washed then the remaining
4 towels could be used by which time the earlier 4 towels would be ready for use
again. In consideration of the above facts we supplied towels with the aforesaid
objectives. In certain Centres it is observed that some of the mothers have arranged
their own towels for their personal uses which also serve as examples for others to
follow. This can therefore be said that our aforesaid initiative helped us achieving the
purpose with which we initiated the scheme. In view of the above, supplying 8 towels
per Centre was quite reasonable and it has also showed satisfactory result besides
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leading the concerned-individualsto own the habit of washing for life and also for
arranging their own towels for malntammg their own health and hygiene.
OBSERVATIONS/ RECOMMENDATIONS

2.4. After ~threadbare dlscussion with the departmental

representatives, the Committee is satisfied with the submission of -
the reply and decided to drop the para.

A.G.(Mini) Press-157/15 L.A.-250-7-12-15




