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INTRODUCTION

" 1, The Chairman of the Public Accounts Committee as authorised
by the Committee, do present on their behalf this Twenty-fourth
" Report on Paragraph 52 of the Report of the Comptroller and Auditor
General of India for the year 1982-83, Union Government (Defence

Services) relating to delay in setting up of repair/overhaul facilities
for a certain helicopter.

2. The Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India
for the year 1982-83, Union Government (Defence Services) was laid
on the Table of the House on 23rd March, 1984.

3. In this Report, the Committee have expressed their deep con-
cern over the fact that in spite of the initial urgency expressed by
the Navy for the setting up of repair facilities for helicopters for
reasons of security, saving of lead time, self reliance and economy,
action for initiating the implementation of the project could not be
taken till as late as November, 1979, when the Government sanction
for it was accorded. According to the Committee, this has not only
lead to escalation in the cost of the project but has caused a drain

of precious foreign exchange on account of frames of helicopters
being sent abroad for repairs.

4. In the opinion of the Committee, there was complete lack of
planning and concerted and purposive approach and coordinatiorn
both on the part of the Naval Headquarters and the Ministry of
Defence, in the implementation of this important project. The life
of the helicopters inducted in 1971 is about 20 years. According to
the Committee it is a matter of serious concern that although the
helicopters have already outlived about 3/4 of their useful life
span, the facilities for indigenous repairs have not been completed
thus far. The Committee have found that the very purpose of creat-
ing these indigenous repair facilities with an outlay of about Rs. 1
crore has been largely defeated. In the opinion of the Committee,
such an inordinate delay in the important project particularly per-
taining to the defence of the country, is inexecusable. The Com-
mittee have emphasised that the project with some suitable and
necessary modifications must be utilised for serving the corps of
helicopters in use in Indian Navy from time to time.

5. The Committee have viewed with concern that due to delay
in creating the indigenous repair facilities for the airframe of the
helicopters, the helicopters components and assemblies includin«
those for which indigenous facilities were being set up, continued.

(v)



(vi)
to be sent abroad for repairs. According to the Committee by time-
ly completion of this project, expenditure in foreign exchange on
such repairs incurred during 1976-82 (Rs. 87.58 lakhs according to
" the Audit Paragraph and Rs. 43.79 lakhs according to the Ministry
. of Defence) would have definitely been saved apart from obviating

the other drawbacks as a result of sending the components abhroad.

6. The Committee have further found that 4 of the 5 Naval
Officers sent abroad for obtaining practical training for repair/
overhaul facilities for the helicopter were transferred from the
Naval Aircraft Repair Organisation even before sanction to the pro-
ject was accorded in November, 1979. Even the Fifth Officer was
transferred in 1980. The Committee have deplored this attitude of
the Government and suggested that Government should lay down
proper guidelines in the matter so that the benefit of special train-
ing imparted to the officers is available to the organisation for which
the officers were trained.

7. The Committee (1985-86) examined paragraph 52 at their
sitting held on 26 June K 1985. The Committee considered and fina-
lised the Report at their sitting held on 12 December 1985. Minutes
of the sitting form *Part II of the Report.

' 8. For facility of reference and convenience, the observations and
recommendations of the Committee have been printed in thick type
in the body of the Report and have also been reproduced in a
consolidated form jn the Appendix to the Report.

9. The Committee would like to express their thanks tn the
Officers of the Ministry of Defence for the cooperation extended
and giving information to the Committee.

10. The Committee place on record their appreciation of the
assistance rendered to them in the matter by the Office of Com-
ptroller & Audit General of India,

New DEeLHX; ' ’ E. AYYAPU REDDY,
December 18, 1985 Chairman,
Agrahayana 27, 1907 (Saka) Public Accounts Committee.

*Not pnnu:d (Onc cyclmtyled copy laid o thc Tablt of the House and f ive copm placod
in Parli ment Library)



REPORT
Delay in setting up repairjoverhaul facilities for a certain helicopter

Audit Paragraph

1.1 Helicopters of a certain type purchased from abroad were
introduced in the Navy in 1971. The Naval Headquarters (Naval
HQ). proposed (July 1972) the setting up of repair/overhaul facili-
ties for its airframe at an estimated cost of Rs. 80 lakhs (Rs. 60
lakhs in foreign exchange) at a Naval repair establishment on the
ground that the helicopter had no commonality with any other
helicopter being operated by the Air Force or manufactured by a
public sector undertaking and no repair facilities existed with either
of these agencies. The Ministry of Finance (Defence) agreed
(January 1973) in principle subject to the Naval HQ furnishing the
costed details of tools and test equipments, details of repair docu-
mentation, training of personnel abroad, spread of expenditure, etc.
for further examination.

1.2 Based on an evaluation carried out by the Naval HQ between
1972 and 1976, the information obtained (1972) from the manufac-
turers of the helicopter and updated in cost for the intervening
period, the Naval HQ sought (August 1976) sanction of Government
to an expenditure of Rs. 117 lakhs (foreign exchange: Rs. 92 lakhs)
tor setting up the repair/overhaul facilities. According to the Naval
I1Q. obtaining (fresh) quotations and costing of the project in its
totality would be time consuming and the prices obtained would re-
main valid for not more than 3 to 6 months.

1.3 The Ministry of Finance (Defence) asked for (January 1977)
system-wise estimates for all the major systems of the helicopter
for considering sanction to the project. The Naval HQ gave (July
1977) a revised proposal for Rs. 154.40 lakhs (Rs. 134.57 lakhs in
foreign exchange) indicating system-wise estimated cost in respect
of components/assemblies for which repair facilities were to be
established. The increase in cost was reported to be due to escala-
tion of prices in the country of manufacture of the helicopter, On
commencement of the project, the expenditure on repair abroad was
expected to reduce which would reach 80 per cent of the repair
task done abroad on completion of the project. The Government
sanction for the project was accorded in November 1979,
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1.4 The project was taken up for execution soon after and accord-
ing to the Naval HQ, establishment of the repair/overhaul facilities
would be completed during 1984-85. The expenditure incurred  on
the project up to June 1983 was Rs. 77.20 lakhs. Meanwhile, the
helicopter had completed 12 years’ life with the Navy and the
repairable arisings of its components and assemblies (including
those for which facilities were being set up) continued to be sent
abroad for repairs. The total expenditure incurred on their repair
during 1976—82 amounted to about Rs. 281.05 lakhs (in foreign
exchange) which included Rs. 87.58 lakhs on repair of components
etc. covered by the project,

1.5 The unusually long time taken in sanctioning and establishing
the repair/overhaul facilities for the airframe of the helicopter not
only resulted in escalation in the cost (93 per cent) for setting up
tnese facilities but also necessitated their sending abroad for repairs,
which involved an expenditure of Rs. 87.58 lakhs (in foreign
exchange) during 1976 to 1982.

1.6 The Ministry of Defence stated (September 1983) that even
though the number of components sent abroad for repair progres-
sively decreased, there was no obvious reduction in expenditure
in repair abroad, which is attributable solely to increased cost of
repair of each item sent abroad for repairs.

[Paragraph 52 of the Report of the Comptroller and Auditor
General of India for the year 1982-83, Union Government
(Defence Services) ]

Delay in sanctioning the Project

1.7 It is seen from the Audit Paragraph that proposal for setting
up of repair/overhaul facilitics at an estimated cost of Rs. I lakh:
(Rs. 60 lakhs in foreign exchange) for the airframe of the Theli-
copters, which were purchased from abroad and introduced in the
Navy in 1971, was submitted by the Naval Headquarters in July
1972. The Government sanction for the project was accorded only
n November, 1979,

1.8 The Committee desired to know whether at the time of taking
a decision in 1969-70 to purchase these helicopters, it was also decided
10 have indigenous repair/overhaul facilities for the helicopters. The
"tinistry of Defence stated as follows:—

“The helicopters had the unique distinction of being introduced
into the foreign Navy and Indian Navy simultaneously
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immediately after -their design- and development. There
were. no operating/performarice data available to assess
the scope of work involved in undertaking repair/over-
haul facilities for the helicopter. Therefore no decision
was taken on the indigenous repair/overhaul facilities at

the time when it was decided to purchase these helicopters
in 1969-70.”

i

1.9 The Committee desired to know the basic reasons for setting

up the repair facilities, in question. The Defence Secretary inform-
ed the Committee during evidence as follows: —

“There are three or four reasons why we do all this. One was
the self-reliance, Another was to save the lead time for
items sent abroad to save the cost and transportation.
Security, self-reliance and economy are the three basic
reasons why it was considered necessary.”

1.10 The Committee desired to know as to when the work on the

establishment of repair/overhaul facility for the airframe of this
helicopter was initiated.

1.11 The Defence Secretary explained during evidence as follows:

“When we inciuded the helicopters, we did not have the bene-
fit of their experience. Nevertheless, as early as in 1971
orders were issued by the Naval Headquarters earmarking
one officer and five senior Sailors to work on the facilities
which would be needed for repair/overhauling of this new
acquisition. Subsequently, there were further develop-
ments, when we made more studies, but all this took verv
considerable time. I would like to give vou a cocpy of
that letter which would show that the Indian Navy took
steps to ensure that action was taken for setting up the
facilities for overhaul and repairs right from the very
beginning. Now, the question therefore arises as to why
there was delay. As I mentioned, we did not have the
benefit of a detailed study or experience of any other
country. Secondly, based on the advice of the manufac-
turers and our own, as fliers, a very ad hoc estimate of
Rs. 80 lakhs was submitted by the Naval Headquarters to
the Ministry for sanction.”
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112 On 19 November, 1971, the Naval Headquarters had written
1o the Naval Aircraft Repair Organisation as follows:

“l am directed to state that the problem of repair to the heli-
copter components is needed to be studied to enable Naval
Headquarters to establish repair agencies. ] am to re-
quest that this task be undertaken by your organisation.”

1.13 Asked as to when the ad hoc estimate of Rs. 80 lakhs was
dnitially submitted by the Naval Headquarters for sanction, the
Defence Secretary stated during evidence as follows: —

“This was in 1972. It was received in the Ministry. It was
examined; in the public interest Finance felt that this was
a very ad hoc statement and ;t would be more appreciated
that we should have a costed list of spares and test equip-
uient, tools, etc.  We should also have a list of repair docu-
mentation, we should also have details of the training
which would be needed for overhauling and major repairs
of this aircraft. This was a very relevant exercise but 1t
50 turned out that this also became a very elaborate getail-
ed exercise particularly in the background of the fact that
d=tails were not readily available. This helicopter has
about 20 to 30 taousand parts and tools and equipmeni all
of which had to be acquired. Secondly, the Indian Navy
nad to establish a dialogue with as many as 300 manu-
{acturers in order to collect a variety of details.”

1.14 According to the Audit Paragraph, the Ministry of Finance
{Defence) =greed in principle in January, 1973 to the setting up of
repair facilities for the helicopter, in question. subject to the Naval
Headquarters furnishing the costed details of tools, etc. for further
examination. The information obtained in 1972 was updated and
furnished bv Naval Hq. in August 1976. The Committee desired to
know the reasons for Naval Headquarters to take as much as three
vears for furnishing the requisite information. The Ministry of
Defence stated in a note as follows:—

“The following explanation is submitted for the evaluation
work undertaken between 19th January 1973 and 27th
June 1976.

Ministry of Defence on the 19th January 1973 had asked Naval
Headquarters for projecting break down of project costs and
indicate the basis of costing. The project for augmenta-
tion of the facilities related to approximately 1200 com-
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ponents for which in-depth repair could be undertaken dt
Naval Aircraft Repair Organisation (NARO). The task
was entrusted to NARO.

‘The evaluation was to cover for each component procedure for
its dis-assembly, repair, re-assembly, calibration and test-
ing identification of jigs and tools required for disassemb-
ly, documentation of the procedure for disassembly,
the procedure for repair, identification of spares re-
quired for repair, the procedure for re-assembly, the pro-
cedure for calibration, the tests which are required for
assessing its after repair life, identification of equipment
required for the test and the procedure for documentation
of all work carried out on the components which are the
sub-divisions of the evaluation work for each component.
This required dialogue with the manufacturers (approxi-
mately 300 numbers) and identification of jigs, tools, spares
and consumable material approximating 20,000 to 30.000
and obtaining circuit diagrams, recommended scales of
spares, documentation, etc. Approximately 75 per cent of
the evaluation task was completed at NARO by mid 76
when the case was re-submitted for progressing the case
for repair facilities for those systems for which evaluation
was already completed. The remaining evaluation work
was still continuing. The evaluation was completed in
end 76 for most of the components and the consolidated
information was prepared in the form of an Indian Navy
Publication.”

1.15 The Committee asked for the basis adopted for updating of
cost data. The Ministry of Defence stated in a note as follows.—

“These helicopters had a unique distinction of being introduced
into the foreign Navy and Indian Navy almost simulta-
neously. Hence neither the manufacturers nor the foreign
NavyiIndian Navy had sufficient experience or data to for-
mulate documented repairoverhaul techniques. There-
fore. the estimate of Rs. 80 lakhs was provided based upen
whatever informationidata was available at that time. The
estimate was thus more or less ad hoc.

When Ministry of Finance (Defence) insisted that Naval
Headquarters should approach various manufacturers of
the components to obtain quotations for tools, test equip-
ments, documentation, spares, etc. to provide a more realis-
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tic estimate of the project cost, Naval Headquarters car-
vied out this exercise during 1973—77. By then Navy had
gained more experience in the operation of these Heli-
cepters. The project cost indicated by Naval Headquarters

- in August 1876 was thus revision of the earlier ad hoc esti-
mate of Rs. 80 lakhs. This case was put up in 1976 when
approximately 75 per cent evaluation and costing work
was undertaken in consultation with the vendors of equip-
ments. Since delay was foreseen in obtaining complete
information for each system, the cases for seven systems
were put up in 1976 alongwith the estimates for remaining
systems, the project cost totalling Rs. 117 lakhs.”

1.16 It is seen from the Audit Paragraph that the Ministry of Fin-
ance (Defence) asked for in January 1977 system-wise estimates for
all the major systems of the helicopter for considering sanction to
the project. The Naval Headquarters gave in July 1977 a revised
proposal for Rs. 154.40 lakhs (Rs. 134.57 lakhs in foreign exchange)
indicating svstem-wise estimated cost in respect of compnnents[
assemblies for which repair facilities were to be established. The
increase in cost was reported to be due to escalation of prices in
the country of manufacture of the helicopter.

1.17 The Committee desired to know as to why this system-wise

break up was ins'sted upon. The Defenve Secretary stated as
follows:—

“From the very beginning the charter given to the Naval
Headquarters was that they would give us a costed list of
tools and equipment, a cost list of documentation and the
details of training etc. they would require. That was
exactly what they gave in the year 1977.”

1.18 The witness further added:—

“The only thing is, in the year 1977 it has been presented in
the shape of systems which we consider to be a very logi-
cal way of presentation. But what was stated in the year
1973, the same thing has been adhered to. In 1976, when
the Naval Headquarters came back with their revised
ad hoc statement, we told them that even that revised
statement would not be acceptable to us and we wanted

them to give us the same thing which we were asking
“for.” :
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L19 System-wise defails required by Ministry of Finance
{Defence) were furnished by Naval Hesdquarters in July 1977. But
according to the Audit Para, the Government sanction for the pro-
ject was accorded in November, 1979. The Committee desired to

know the reasons for delay thereafter. In a note, the Ministry of
Defence stated as follows:—

“As required by Ministry of Finance (Defence), NHQ wcrked
out the total cost of 14 systems in August, 1977. Ministry
of Finance (Defence) also wanted clarifications whetner
the facilities for Doppler and Compass Systems existed
with HAL|IAF since similar systems were being serviced
by HAL|IAF. NHQ examined this aspect and clarified that
nn repairsjoverhaul facilities for this particular Doppler
and Compass Systems existed either at HAL or with IAF,
It was also clarified by NHQ that the Navy was sending
tre components of these svstems abroad for repairs because
of lack of facilities existing in India. Ministry of Finance
(Defence) wanted some additional clarifications and the
same were provided in November 1977. The draft EFC
Memorandum underwent many changes in the light of
these observations and a revised EFC Memo. was put up in
March, 1978 to Ministry of Finance (Defence). After ziv-
ing further clarifications asked by Ministry of Finance
(Defence), the revised Memo. was ultimately approved by
Defence Secretary in September, 1978.

In November 1978, Ministry of Finance (Defence) requested for-
mal confirmation from Department of Defence Production
that duplication of facilities in the country will be less if
the Project is entrusted to Navy as opposed to entriciing
to HAL This matter was examined by the Departmeut
of Defence Production in consultation with HAL. On 16th
April 1979, Department of Defence Production proposed to
send an HAL team to study the infrastructure existing ot
NARO (Naval) (Aircraft Repair Organisation). After the
visit of the team, the Department of Defence Production
confirmed in June 1979. the inability of HAL to undertake
this job. Thereafter, the Memo was referred to Ministry
of Finance (Defence) and EFC clearance accorded by them
on 5th July 1979.

This case was then submitted to Raksha Mantri and it received
Raksha Mantri’s approval in August, 1979. Government
sanction was subsequentlv issued on the Sth November,
1979.”
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1.20 The Committee desired to know from the Defence 'Secretary
the specific reasons for delay after 1977 till according of the sanction
in November, 1979. The Defence Secretary explained as follows:—

“This delay is divided into two parts. One part is, W had to
go to the Expenditure Finance Committee. Meanwhile in
the year 1976, the Expenditure Finance Committee modi-
fied their format. Now it takes a little time for every-
bndy to realise that the format has been changed. Such
is the gsystem of the Government, I regret to say. So, we
slarted the work on the old format of the EFC and they
are cleared by the Defence Minister and the Finance
Minister.”

1.21 He further elaborated as follows: —

“All proposal of capital expenditure which at that time co-ting
more than a crore of rupees had o be approved by the
Expenditure Committee and present it to the Committee.
You can get it considered whether it is justified or not.
This is the procedure we have prescribed in order to ensure
that there is no infructuous expenditure. Perhaps the
iimit of Rs. 1 crore has been raised to Rs. 2 crores now.
But the procedure is still there. So, we prepared the
memo. Now, first of all, the immediate job was to muke
modifications. Therefore, the proforma had to be modifiec
and we had to put it up.”

1.22 With regard to the submission of initial ad hoc estimate of
Rs. 80 lakhs, the Committee desired to know the reasons for giving
an ad hoc estimate without giving the cost estimate. The Defence
Secretary stated during evidence as follows:—

“This was done primarily because the Navy wanted that we
would have the facility of repairing it within the country
as quickly as possible.” '

1.23 Elucidating further the Defence Secretary stated as
follows: —

“In certain cases jt has to be done. There were only two possi-
bilities. One is. we go by the ad hoc estimate. Secondly,
we prepare a complete detailed data for this purpose. We
tried the first. The Naval Headquarters came up, the
objectives were understood. However, the Ministry of
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Defence in consultation with the Finance advised that it
does not meet our requirements, you should come up with
a more detailed list. The objective was to start the work
as quickly as possible and based on the experience and
advice given by the manufacturers, this ad hoc data was
prepared. Since this was not acceptable the whole thing
had to be re-done. They were trying to find out a short-
cut in this matter, but we insisted on a long course and it

did take some time and that is why we are here before
you.”

1.24 The Committee desired to know as to why it was not felt
necessary to accortl sanction initially as the helicopter had since been
received and it was {elt necessary to have a repair workshop there-
for quickly. The Defence Secretary explained as follows:—

“Approval to this in principle was accorded on 18-1-1973, but

while granting this approval in principle to the idea of
setting up a repair facility, additional information was
called for and it was the collection of this additional
information which took time.”

1.25 The Committee desired to know if there were cases where
only ad hoc estimates were submitted in the first instance and also
details of such cases where the approval was given only on the basis
of ad hoc estimates. The Ministry of Defence stated as follows:—

“It has not been possible to establish all cases where Govern-
ment has approved projects based or rough estimates.
However, the details of three cases wherein Government
sanction wag accorded on estimate basis are given below: —

S Sanciion Letter No. & date Subject
No.
1 No. AO/7940/NHQ 232 S D'N-ITP dared 1285 Acquisiticn en ( ketak Heli-
coplers
i 2 AO/0274/NHQ /714/S TV N1 dated 20,385 Acquister of Kino N K.oA ¢
5 No. CD/4701/NHQ /B59:S:52: T NN dated Constructicn of a Fleet Tug for
6.9.72 the Indian Navy

It would be noted that in all such cases the purchases were to

be from defence public sector undertakings.”



10

1.26 The Committee desired fo know whether the Navy had made
it known to the Ministry of Defence in 1973 or in 1874 that this
exercise was going to take another two to three years and therefore,
the repair facility to that extent, would get delayed. The Defence
.Secretary informed the Committee as follows:—

“The fact that they made three attempts is proof enough of
this. We, in consultation with our Finance, insisted that
since an exercise was already being done, we should have
a mare appropriate picture. They had, in any case, reach-
ed the end of the tunne] and, therefore, it was considered
more appropriate to have the estimates.”

1.27 The witness further elucidated: —

"1 would certainly say that this fact that it was likely to take
a longer time was not brought to our notice in the vear
1974.”

1.27A  Asked about the total life of these helicopters. the Defence
Secretary stated “twenty vears, extendable to 25 vears.”

1.28 To a question whether there was any system in the Ministry
of Defence to clear projects on a top priority basis. the Defence
Secretary statcd “Most certainly”.

1.29 The Committee, therefore, desired to know the reasons for not
giving due consideration to the sanctioning of this project. the
Defence Secretary stated during evidence as follows: —

“It is a very difficult question. T do not know, if, during 1971
or thereafter. there was such a system. But we had a
very live system of monitoring by monthly dialogue with
the Services. wherein we checked with them at a very
high level whether any important projects were pending
sanction. This monthly meeting is carried out by me
personally. with my Financial Adviser. all Joint Secre-
taries and the Vice-Chief of the Service concerned. him-
self. Each item is gone into. They furnish a list to us
which js examined. If Finance needed some information,
it is given. I cannot say why. at that time, it remained

pending.”
Verification from the Air Headquarters and the HAL

1.30 The Committee enquired whether it was initially verified
from the Air Headquarters and the HAL that they had absolutely no
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.repair facility for the repair/overhaul of the airfra;ne of the heli-
<opter, in question. The Ministry of Defence stated as follows:—

“NHQ were already aware of the facilities available with IAF
and HAL as insiruments and engines of Naval aircraft/
helicopters were off loaded to IAF/HAL for repair/over-
haul. There was/is no helicopter of comparable type
operated by the IAF or manufactured by the HAL and
therefore it was proposed by NHQ that repair foverhaul
facilities for these helicopters be set up at NARO. In the
course of discussions with the Government it was also
clarified/confirmed by HAL that it would be cost effective
to set up facilities at Naval Aircraft Yard.”

1.31 The Committee desired to know the specific reasons for again
seeking this clarification about the existence of the requisite repair
facilities in HAL from the Department of Defence Production and
HAL as late as in 1979. The Defence Secretary stated as follows: —

“The reason basically was that the earlier enquiry was made
in the year 1971-72. It was not clear from the files if this
wag really pursued. Then. in five years considerable new
facilities had also been set up in the HAL. Therefore, a
reference was made to the Department of Defence Pro-
duction to find out from the HAL whether they had set up
the new facilities like Avionics. If they would be in a
position to take on this. They, in turn. made a reference
to the various complexes that thev have in Kanpur.
Bangalore etc. and they also came to the Cochin Unit to
have a visual impact and understanding of what exactly
was needed. They came there and saw that there was no
commonality existing between these two things.”

1.32 Further explaining the reasons for delay of about 7 vears,
the Defence Secretary. informed the Committee as follows: —

“As a matter of fact this seven year delay does not give us
also any satisfaction. Secondly. there has been a very
considerable streamlining in the matter of procedures. In
various things we are trving to cut on the lead time.”

Present position of the project

1.33 According to the Audit Para. the project was taken up for
execution soon after November, 1979 and according to the Naval
Headquarters. establishment of the repair/overhaul faci\tigs would
be completed during 1984-85.

2903 LS—2
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- 134 Asked about the target dete for establishing the repair {act-
lities whem the clearance was given in 1979, the Z&efence Secretary
replied that it was approximately, 1982.

1.35 Asked further about the latest progress of the project, the
Defence Secretary stated during evidence as follows: —

“We have done 98 per cent. There are two things now left
over. Money-wise, Rs. 99.8 lakhs have been spent. The
little item are left. The rest is all done.”

136 The Committee desired to know the percentage of repairs
presently carried out indigenously and how far these repairs were

still got done from abroad. The Ministry of Defence stated as
follows:-— .

“The Helicopter has a component population of over 500 which
have repair potential. Of these, facilities to repair all but
25 components have been established. The repair arising
of the components averages around 400 per year and

. repairs to these are undertaken.in India. Therefore the
percentage of repair work undertaken in India amounts to
over 90 per cent. Though Government had given clearance
for continued repair abroad of 39 components. Naval Head-
quarters by improving the existing facilities/establishing
additional facilities have been able to undertake the re-
pairs of many components from this list. As a result only
25 components need to be sent abroad at present.”

Expenditure on the repairs got carried out from abroad

1.37 It is seen from the Audit Paragraph that repairable arisings
of the helicopter’s caomponents and assemblies (including those for
which fucilities were being set up) continued to be sent abroad for
repairs. The total expenditure incurred on their repair during 1976—
82 amounted to about Rs. 281.05 lakhs (in foreign exchange) which
included Rs. 87.58 lakhs on repair of components etc. covered by the
project.

1.38 The Committee desired to know the number of components
sent abroad for repairing and expenditure on their repalrs during
each of the years 1976-T7 to 1962-83. In a note the Ministry of
Defence stated as follows: —

“The number of repair indents raised on venders abroad for
repair of items falling within the purview of this project
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during the period 1976-77 to 1982-83 and the expenditure
incurred thereon, are given below. The expenditure is
derived from contracted cost wherever available and from
indented cost in other cases:

Perid Ne.of r pair indents  Rcpair  expenditure
t R (Rs. in Lakhs)

1976-77 15 1.91

1977-78 1 .96

1978-79 ) 2 79

1979-8v 18 3 68

1980-61 18 6 40

1981-82 31 56: 85,

1982-83 14 91

1.39 The Committee desired to know as to how much of the ex-
penditure of Rs. 87.58 lakhs incurred on repairs from abroad would

have been saved, had the project been completed as per schedule.
The Ministry of Defence stated as follows: —

“Since the element of spares used in repair/overhaul accounts

for 50 per cent of the cost of the repairs/overhaul, the
actual expendit:'re should be taken as Rs. 43.79 lakhs, as
the expenditurc on spares would have to be incurred
whether the jobs are undertaken in India or abroad. The
expenditure of Rs, 43.79 lakhs incurred on repairs from
abroad was unavoidable as this amount was incurred for
deeper repairs which were beyond the scope of the facili-
ties sanctioned under the subject Government sanction
letter and therefore the above expenditure has no link with
the proiect.”

140 The Committee desired to know whether any expenditure
had been incurred on repairs of the components/assemblies abroad
during 1982-83 and 1983-84 and if so. the expenditure incurred during
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these two years on repair of components covered by the project. In
& note, the Ministry of Defence stated as follows: —

“During 1982-83 and 1983-84, 15 and 8 repair indents had been
raised for repair of components/assemblies abroad. These
components were first referred to NAY before their des-
patch abroad. NAY after investigation have found that
these components needed repairs indepth which are beyond
the capacity of NAY. It is also clarified that such facili-
ties of indepth repair requiring production level testing
and tuning were not originally envisaged in the project.

Repair expenditure based on actual contracted cost and indent
estimates where items are not yet contracted is given

below: —
1982-83 .. *Rs. 9.1 lakbs
1983-84 .. Rs. 4.1 lakhs

*The repair expenditure during 1982-83 was earlier indicated
as Rs. 13.97 lakhs. Figures stand revised todate beraus~
of lower expenditure actually incurred and change in
exchange rate (from Rs. 18 to Rs. 16 one £).”

1.41 To a question whether any repairs were got carried out from
abroad during 1984-85 and if so. how much of expenditure was
incurred on such repairs, the Ministry of Defence stated that no
repairs were got carried out from abroad during 1984-85.

Training of the officers from abroad

142 The Committee desired to have a stalement showing the
following information: —

(i) Names and designations of the officers who went abroad
with a view to have requisite knowledge of the repair/
overhaul facilities for the helicopter in question,

(ii) Countries and places visited by them together with the
dates of such visits.

(iii) The period for which these officers remained attached to
the Naval Aircraft Repair Organisation. after their afore-
said foreign visits,
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143. The requisite information furnished by the Ministry of
Defence is as follows:—

“Stream number Name Appointment Periodof Period of Place of
Appoint-  Visit Visit
ment

I LtT Mohan Ram NAIS

) 74-78 10-6- 74
Cochm to

29.7.74
II Lt (SDAE) Hoshiar Sigh  NAY

) 74-79 5.8.74 {
Cochin to
25375
UK
111 S/Lt (SDAE) BS Dukia NAIS/NAY 74-80 10-6- 74 r
Cochin to |
21°70° 74 |
IV Lt (SDKL) Balwant Rai  INS Garudu 74-79 17:6- 74
Cochin to ‘
58 74 ‘
V Lt R Shahdadpuri INS 7477 17-6- 74
Garuda to
5874

The officers at Stream, I, IV and V were though appointed to
NAIS/INS/Garuda, these establishments are located ad-
joining the Naval Aircraft Yard and the Officers’ expertise
continued to be available on as required basis.”

1.44 In his Report submitted by one of the trainees Lt. (SDAE)
Hoshiar Singh inter alia had stated that though there was neither any
class room instructions nor any specific training programme chalked
out yet they had organised themselves for the total 33 weeks of

training. '

Total expenditure on the Project

1.45 According to the Audit Paragraph the Original estimate sub-
mitted by the Naval Headquarters in July 1972 for Rs. 80 lakhs
(Rs. 60 lakhs in foreign exchange) for setting up of repair/overhaul
facilities for the airframe of the helicopter was updated in August
1976 to Rs. 117 lakhs (foreign exchange Rs. 92 lakhs). Further in
July 1977, the Naval Headquarters had submitted a revised propqsal
for Rs. 154.40 lakhs (Rs. 134.57 lakhs in foreign exchange) indicating
gystem-wise estimated cost in respect of components/assemblies fo*
which repair facilities were to be established.



[

-146 A¥ked about the expenditure incurred on the project so far,
the Defence Secretary stated during evidence as follows: —

“This project is now nearly completed; only one or two small
items are remaining, we have spent Rs. 99.82 lakhs or
nearly Rs. 1 crore so far.” '

1.47 The Committee desired to know the reasons for saving in
expenditure vis-a-vis the latest estimate submitted by the Naval
Headquarters in 1977. The Defence Secretary informed the Com-
mittee during evidence as follows: —

“In the 1977 estimate, as we went along, we realised that there
were three new facilities which had developed. One factor
was an item which became obsolescent. This was known
as PTR 377. This is a radio set. So we decided that there
was no point in setting up this facility for this item. Then
there were two items where we found that indigenous
facilities were already available; these were fuel system
and transmission system. Therefore. we decided not to
set up new facilities. This was available within the
country. So we thought it was unnecessary.”

Future utilisation of repair facilities

1.48 The Committee desired to know as to how far these repair
facilities would be useful for repairs in the improved version of the
helicopters contracted in 1983. In a note the Ministry of Defence

stated as follows: —

“The major differences between existing and proposed acqui-
sitions are uprated engine and transmission, change in
sensor and weapon equipment fit effecting sonar winch,
doppler, radar and transponder. The details of the heli-
copter modification standard and the equipment fit are not
known at present to evaluate their repair/overhaul re-

quirements,

Even in the absence of complete information of the equipment
fit it is expected that most of the facilities created under
this project could be used in the future acquisition in res-
pect of the following systems: —(1) Hydraulics (2) Sonar
Winch (3) Servo Control, (4) Transmission (5) Fuel
system (6) Radalt (7) Compass GM7B (8) Automatic
Flight Control System (9) Instruments (10) Electrical,
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Facilities created for Sonar, Doppler and Radar areé not likely
to be used for servicing the new equipment under consi-

deration. Common range testing facilities created in connec-
tion with lhese will continue to be of use.

Since obsolescence of PTR 377 was identified, no facility which
is exclusively meant for this set was created. Hence the
facilities created will be of use in servicing the indigenous
set under consideration as replacement.”

-Cost-effectiveness with relation to job-value

1.49 The Committee desired to know the job value of the repair
facilities of the Helicopter created at NARO, as compared to their
job value abroad. The Ministry of Defence stated as follows:—

“There is no costing done on the quantum of work undertaken
at Naval Aircraft Yard (then NARO) as it undertakes
jobs only for Naval requirement (no outside job under-
taken).

The cost of repair of a component abroad includes the foliow-
ing elements: —

(a) Cost of defect investigation

(b) Cost of replacement of spares

(c) Cost of testing

(d) Cost of inspection and certification
(e) Cost of manpower

(f) Cost of packaging

(g) Cost of transportation

Of these elements, cost of spares. accounts for 50 per cent of
the total cost of repairs. In dealing with repairs abroad,
repairs cost. up tn a mavimum of 50 per cent of the Cost. of
the new item is generally accepted. During 1984 the price
of spares alone utilised in the repairs at NAY has been
of the order of Rs. 3.09 crores. Had the jobs been done
abroad. the repair bill would have been Rs. 6.18 crores.
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Similarly up to May 1985 the spares utilised by NAY were
of the order of Rs. 2.20 crores and the notional overseas
repair cost would be Rs. 4.40 crores.

It is relevant to mention that the job value is far in excess of
the total value of the project sanction of Rs. 154 lakhs indi-
cating the cost effectiveness of the project as in 1984 and

in 1985 (till May) the job value js around Rs. 308 lakhs
and Rs, 219 lakhs respectively.”

Common repair/overhaul facilities

1.50 The Committee desired to know whether Ministry of Defence
had examined the feasibility of undertaking repairs and overhaul of
the similar types of aircraft in operation/use by the three Wings
(Army, Navy. Air Force) of the Defence Services and if not, reasons
therefor. The Miaistry of Defence stated as follows: —

“It is advantageous for each service to have its own repair
and overhaul facilities becnuce  operational requiements
mean that—

(i) Repairs up to first and second level are done by and
neur the urits maintenance shops;

(11) Therefore expertise trainine ard technical manual and
inventories of parts and components are also available
at the same point.

(iii) Although the tvpe of aircraft can be one, but actually
its decign. omperent ete. are different.  Jigs, fixtures
and tools ele. required for the repairs and overhaul are
also diff veer

(iv) Operationally also, it is of advantage that euch scon.-
i« responsible for the timely maintenance and upkeep
cf the aircraft.

(v) In particulor, the  helicopters operated by the Indian
Navv are urique to the Indian Navy.

They have no commonality with Air Force helicopters,
especially regarding their operation role fitment.

Therefore. if each service does the repair and overhaul itself, it
is required to add only a few jigs and fixtures to the existing facili-

ties and has other advantages of specialised knowledge, spare parts
and <‘ocks ot
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1.51 The Committee note that in July, 1972 Naval Headquarters
‘had submitted 2 proposal for Rs. 80 lakhs (Rs. 60 lakhs in foreign
exchange) for the setting up of repair/overhaul facilities for the air-
frame of a certain helicopier, which was imported from and inducted
in the Indian Navy in the year 1971, The repair facilities ware to be
established at a Naval repair establishment on the ground that the
helicopter had no commonality with the other helicopters being
operated by the Air Force or manufactured by Hindustan Aercnau-
tics Limited a public sector undertaking and no repair facilities
existed with cither of these agencies. According to the Ministry of
Defence, as the helicopter was inducted simultaneously in the Indian
Navy and the Navy of the country from where it was imported im-
mediately after its design and development, no decision was taken
on creating the indigenous repair/overhaul facilities at the time when
it was decided to purchase these helicopters in 1969-70.

1.52 According to the Defence Secretary, the three basic reasons
for maooting the proposal of indigenous setting up of these repair
facilities were security, self-reliance and economy, in
other words o save the lead time for items sent abroad, to save the
repair cost and the cost ou transportation. The Defence Secretary
also informed the Committee during evidence that the primary reason
for giving ad hoc estimate of Rs. 80 lakhs in July 1972 was “because
the Navy wanted that we should have the facility of repairing it wi-
thin the country as quickly as possible”. The Committee are dee-
ply disturbed to note that in spite of the initial urgency expressed by
the Navy for the sctiine up of repair facilities for helicopters for
reasons of security. saving of lead time, self reliance and economy,
action for initinting the implementation of the project could not be
taken till as take as November 1979, when the Government sanction
for it was accorded. The reasons for this inordinate delay and other
important related matters are discissed in the

succeeding
paragraphhs.

1.53 The Ministry of Finance (Defence) took as much as 6 menths
from July, 1972 to January, 1973 to agree to the proposal in principle
subject to the Naval Headquarters furnishing the cost details of jigs,
tools, repair documentation, training of personnel abroad, spread of
expenditure, etc. for further examination. It is disquiting to note that
the Naval Headquarters took abnormally long period of three years
to finalise the requisite information as the necessary evaluation was
completed by the end of 1976 for most of the components and the
consolidated information was prepared in the form of an Indian
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“Naval pulftication. Based on this evaluation, the Naval Headquarters
had submitted in August 1976, a revised estimate of Rs. 117 lakhs
(foreign exchange Rs. 92 lakhs). The Committee are not convinced
with the justification for this delay advanced by the Ministry of
Defence that “this required dialogue with the manufacturers (appro-
ximately 300 numbers) and identification of jigs, tools, spares and
consumables material approximately 20,000 to 30,000 in number and
obtaining circuit diagrams, recommended scales of spares, documen-
tation etc.” The Committee consider that simultaneous negotiations
with the manufacturers, whatever be their number, and evaluation
of the requisite information should not have taken such a conside-
rably long period of three years.

1.54 It is surprising to note that sanctioning of the project was
further delayed as according to the Audit Paragraph the Ministry
of Finance (Defence) demanded in January, 1977, system-wise esti-
mate: {or all the majur systecms of the helicopter. The Naval Head-
quarters submitied in July 1977, a revised proposal for Rs. 154.40
lakhs (Rs. 134.57 lakhs in foreign exchange indicating system-wise
estimated cost). However according to the Defence Secretary “From
the very beginning the charter given to the Naval Headquarters
was that they would give us a costed list of tools and equipment, a
cost list of documentation and the details of training etc. they would
require.” It is unfortunate that the matter was further delayed due
to non-furnishing of the requisite informaticn. The Committee
emphasize that all requirements and details should m future be
settled in the beginning itself by mutual consultations, which
would obiously obviate the chances of any unnecessary delay like
the one occurred in the present case. '

1.55 The Committee arc deeply ¢oncerned to iiote that even though
as required by the Ministry of Finance (Defence), N aval Headquart-
ers worked out and furnished to them the total cost of 14 systems in
August. 1977. the sanctioning of the Project was further delaved by
more than 2 years till November, 1979. According to the Ministry of
Defence this delay is on account of two reasons. First the Expen-
diture Finance Committee Memorandum could not be finalised as
the Ministry of Finance (Defence) had sought a niimber of clarifi-
cations thereon. The draft EFC Memorandum had undergone many
changes in the light of these clarifications and the revised Memoran-
dum was ultimately approved by Defence Secretary in September,
1978. Ir justification of this delay. the Defence Secretary stated
during cvidence “Meanwhile in the year 1976, the Expenditure
Finance Committee modified their format, Now it takes a little
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tine - for ‘everybody to réealise that fhe formai has been chanzed."
The Coinmittee are unablc to aceept this argument and on the con-
‘triry the Committee find that by timely action and coordination
‘betwekn the different authorities, this delay could very well have
been obviated,

156 Yet ancother reason for delay between August, 1977 and
November, 1979 was that in November, 1978, Ministry of Finance
(Defence) msisted on formal confirmation from Department of Defe-
nce Production that duplication of facilities in the country would be
less if the Project was entrusted to Navy, The Department of
Dcience Production had confirmed only in June 1979, the inability
of HAL to undertake this Job. The Committee are astonished to
note as to why specific information with regard to the existence or
otherwise of the requisite repair facilities in HAL was not initially
abtained from the Department of Defence Production/HAL. The
Committee are nol able to accept the explanation advanced by the
Ministry of Defence that Naval Heddquarters were already aware
of the facilities available with IAF and HAL as instruments and
engines of Naval aircraft/helicopters were offloaded to IAF/HAL for
1opair/overhaul. Explaining the reason for seeking this clarification
again from the Departmem of Defence Production and HAL as late
as in 1979, the Defence Secretary informed the Committee in evi-
dence. “The refison basically was that the earlier enquiry was made
in the year 1971-T2. It was not clear from the files if this was reafly
pursued.” The Committee take a very serious view on this lapse
and recommend that the matter may be enquired as to how the en-
quiry once initiated was not pursued subsequently. The outcome
‘of this enquiry should be intimated to the Committee within six
months.

1.57 The Committee strongly deprecate the inordinate delay of
more than seven years in sanctioning the project. This had not only
lead to escalation in the cost of the project but has caused a drain of
precious foreign exchange on account of frames of helicopters
heing sent abroad for repairs. Conceding the delay, the Defence
Secretary stated during evidence before the Committee that “As a
matter of fact this seven year delay does not give us also any satis-
faction. Secondly, therc has been a very considerable streamlining
in the matter of procedures, In various things we are trying to cut
on the lead time”.
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1.58 The Committee note that when the sanction for this project
was accorded in November 1979, the target date set for establishing
the repair facilities was the end of 1982, It is unfortunate that even
this target date was not adhered to. About the latest progress on
the project as on 26-6-1985, the Defence Secretary stated during
evidence that “we have done 98%. There are two things now left

over. Money-wise. Rs, 99.8 lakhs have been spent. The little items
are left. The rest is all done.”

1.59 The facts narrated ubove make it abundantly clear that there
was complete lack of planning and concerted and purposive appro-
ach both on the part of the Naval Headquarters and the Ministry
of Defence, in the implementation of this important project. There was
also an utter lack of coordination between the Naval Headquarters
and the Ministry of Defence. The life of the helicopters inducted in
1971 is about 20 years, It is a matter of serious concern that although
the helicopters have already outlived about 3/4 of their useful life
span, the facilities for indigenously repairing them have not been
completed thus.far. The Committee find that the very purpoese of
creating these indigenous repair facilities with an outlay of about Rs.
1 crore has heen largely defeated. Such an inordinate delay in the im-
portant project particularly pertaining to the defence of the country
is inexcusable. While the Committee appreciate that the Ministry have
not attempted to defend the indefensible, they regret that the Minis-
try have not indicated clearly what steps they propose to take so
that particularly in a Ministry of Defence entrusted with the sccu-
rity of the country delays of such a magnitude can never occur and if
for good reasons delays cannot be avoided they are kept down to the
absolute minimum. The Committee suggest that the Ministry should
establish forthwith a machinery and the procedure which would en-
sure that the continuous watch is kept on the progress of all projects
under execution with a view to preventing the occurrence of delay.
The Committee further desire that the expenditure so far incurred on
this project will not go waste with phasing out of the helicopters.
The project with some suitable and necessary modifications must be

utilised for serving the corps of helicopters in use in Indian Navy
from time to time.

1.60 Further, according to the Ministry of Defence, it was never
brought to their notice neither in 1973 or 1974 by the Naval Head-
quarters that they were likely to take considerably longer time to
finalise the information required from them by the Ministry of
Finance (Defence). The Committee recommend that such important
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matters should not be rolegated to routine correspondence but should
be thrashed out in a dynamic manner at the top level. The Commit-
tee also stress that such difficulties should be sorted out even on
phone and approval and ratification of the said decisions can be
obtained by subsequent correspondence, Procedure with regard to
the movement of files reluting to such important projects should
also be reviewed and suitably modified with a view to eliminate any
causes for delay in the matter of taking decisions at any level. It is
a different matter if it is a question of stores or reserves but for
equipment which is of day-to-day use in defence forces, the proce-
dure must be speedy and effective, The Committee also urge that
whenever any item is purchased from abroad, all matters relating
to relevant techmical know-how, the requisite repairs and spares,
the training of personncl to handle it, should be finalised as far as
possible initially and simultaneously as one package.

1.61 The Conunittee note that due to delay in creating the
indigenous repair facilities for the airframe of the helicopters
the helicopter’s Components and assemblies including those for
which indigenous facilities were being set up. continued to be sent
-abroad for repairs. According to the Audit Paragraph, the total ex-
penditure incurred during 1976-82 on repair of the components etc.
covered by the project, amounts to Rs. 87.58 lakhs. However. accor-
ding to the Ministry of Defence. since the element of spares used
in repair/overhaul accoums for 509 of the cost of the repairsjover-
haul, the actual expenditure should be taken as Rs. 43.79 lakhs. The
Committec view with concern this avoidable expenditure. The Com-
mittce have no doubt tha: timely completion of the project would
have definitely-saved this expenditure in foreign exchange apart

from obviating the other drawbacks as a result of semlms;r the com-
ponents abroad,

1.62 The Commitice note that 5 Naval Officers were sent ahroad
for obtaining practical training and knowledge of the repair/overhaunl
facilities for the helicopter. in question. Strangely enough, 4 of these
officers were transferred from the Naval Aircraft Repair Organisa-
tion »ven hefore the sanetion to the proiect was accorded in Novem-
ber, 1979. Fven the fifth officer was also transferred in 1980. The
Committce conclude that the specialised training given to the five
officers has not achieved the purpose for which it was intended. The
Commiittee deplore this attitude of the Government and suggest that
Government should lay down proper guidelines in the matter so as
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to, _ensure that the postings of such officers on completion of their tra-
ining are ipvarjably mage by keeping in view their usefulness for
the project fox which sucgh, trgining was arranged,

Nrw DeLm1; E. AYYAPU REDDY
December 18, 1985 Chairman,
Agrahayena 27, 1907 (Saka). Public Accounts Committee.
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APPENDIX

Conclusions and Recommendations

Mty concorned

Conchwsion/Rec ymmendations

1

The Coumimittee note that in July, 1972 Naval Headquarter had
submitted & proposal for Rs. 80 lakhs (Rs. 60 lakhs in foreign ex-
change) for the setting up of repair/overhaul {acilities for the air-
iframe of a certain helicopter. which was imported from and induct-
ted in the Indian Navv in the year 1971, The repair facilities were
to be established at a Naval repair establishment on the ground that
the helicopter had no commonalitv with the other helicopters being
operated bv the Air Force or manufactured by Hindustan Aeronau-
tics Limited a public sector undertaking and no repair facilities exis-
ted with either of these agencies. According to the Ministry of
Defence, as the helicopter was inducted simultaneously in the Indian
Navv and the Navy of the countrv from where it was imported im-
mediatelv after ils design and development, no decision was takén on
creating the indigenous repair/overhaul facilities at the time when
it was decided to purchase these helicopters in '1969-70. :

According to the Defence Secretary, the three basic reasons for
mooting the proposal of indigenous setting up of these repair facilit-
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ies were security, self-reliance and economy, in other words to save
the lead time for items sent abroad, to save the repair (ost and the
cost on transportation. The Defence Secretary also informed the
Committee during evidence that the primary reason for giving «d
ftoc estimate of Rs. 80 lakhs in July 1972 was “because the Navy
wanted that we should have the facility of repairing it within the
country as quickly as possible”. The Committee are deeply disturb-

e:d Lo note that in spite of the initial urgency expressed by the Navy

for the setting up of repair facilities for helicopters for reasons of
securily, caving of lead time.-self reliance and economy, action fo
initiating the impiementation of the project could not be taken till as
late as November 1978, when the Government sanction for it was
accorded. The reasons for this inordinate delay and other important
related matters are discussed in the succeeding paragraphs.

The Ministry of Finance (Defence) took as much as 6 months
from July 1972 to January. 1973 to agree to the proposal in princi-
ple subject to the Naval Headquarters furnishing the cost details
of jigs, teuls. repair documentation, training of personnel aorcad,
spread of expenditure. etc. for further examination, It is disquieting
to note that the Naval Headquarters took abnormally long period of
three vears to finalise the requisite information as the necessary
evaluation was completed by the end of 1976 for most of the compa-
1ent; and the consolidated information was prepaired in the form of

9¢
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an Indian Naval Publication. Based on this evaluation, the Naval

Headquarters- had submitted in August 1976, a revised estimate of -

Rs. 117 lakhs (foreign exchange Rs. 92 lakhs). The Committee are
not convirced with the justification for this delay advanced by the
Ministry of Defence that “this required dialogue with the manufac-
turers (approximately 300 numbers) and identification of jigs, tools,
spares and consumables material approximately 20,000 to 30,000 in
number and obtaining circuit diagrams,’ recommended scales of
spares, documentation etc.” The Committee consider that simuliane-
ous negotiations with the manufacturers, whatever be their number,
and evaluation of the requisite information should not have taken
such a considerably long period of three vears.

It is sirprising to note that sanctioning of the project was further
delayed as according to the Audit Paragraph the Ministry of Finance
{Defence) demanded in Januarv, 1977, svstem-wise estimates fcr all
the major svstems of the helicopter. The Naval Headquarters sub-
mitted in July 1977, a revised proposal for Rs. 154.50 lakhs (Rs. 134.57
lakhs in foreign exchange indicating system-wise estimated cost).
However, according to the Defence ‘Secretary “From the very begin-
ning the charter given to the Naval Headquarters was that they
would give us a costed list of tools and equipment, a cost list of
documentntion and the details of training etc. they would require.”
It is unfortunate that the matter was further delayed due to non-
furnishing of the requisite information. The Committee emphasize
that all requirements and details should in future be settled in the

4
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beginning itself by mutual consultati&ns, which »;/ould Jl;x;i"ously ob-

viate the chances of any unnecessary delay like the one occurred in
the present case.

The Crmmittee are deeply concerned to note that even though as

required by the Ministry of Finance (Defence), Naval Headquarters

worked out and furnished to them the total cost of 14 systems in
August, 1977, the sanctioning of the Project was further delayed by
more than 2 years till November, 1979. According to the Ministry of
Defence this delay is on account of two reasons. First the Expendi-
ture Finance Committee Memorandum could not be finalised as the
Ministry of Finance (Defence) had sought a number of
clarifications thereon. The draft EFC Memorandum had under-
gone manv changes in the light of these clarifications and the revis-
ed Memorandum was ultimately approved by Defence Secretary in
September, 1978. In justification of this delay, the Defence Secretary
stated during evidence “Meanwhile in the year 1976, the Expenditure
Finance Cummittee modified their format. Now it takes a little time
for everyhndy to realise that the format has been changed.” The
Committec are unable to accept this argument and on the contrary
the Committee find that by timely action and coordination between

the differnnt authorities, this delay could very well have been obviat-
ed,

Yet another reason for delay between August, 1977 and Novem-
ber. 1979 was that in November, 1978, Ministry of Finance {Defence)

86
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insisted on formal confirmation from Department of Defence Produc-
tion that duplication of facilities in the country would be less if the
Project was entrusted to Navy. The Department of Defence Produc-
tion had confirmed only in June 1979, the inability of HAL to under-
take this job. The Committee are astonished to note as to why speci-
fic information with regard to the existence or otherwise of the requi-
site repair facilities in HAL was not initially obtained from the De-
partment of Defence Producton/HAL. The Committee are not able
to accept the explanation advanced by the Ministry of Defence that
Naval Headquarters were already aware of the facilities avaiiable
with JAF and HAL as instruments and engines of Naval aircraft/
helicopters were off loaded to IAF/HAL for repair|overhaul. Ex-
plaining the reason for seeking this clarification again from the De-
partment of Defence Production and HAL as late as in 1979, the De-
fence Secretary informed the Committee in evidence. “The reasen
hasically was that the earlier enquiry was made in the year 1971-T2.
It was not clear from the files if this was really pursued.” The Com-
mittee take a very serious view on this lapse and recommend that
the matter may be enquired as to how the enquiry once initiated was
not pursued subsequently. The outcome of this enquiry should be
intimated to the Committee within six months.

The Committee strongly deprecate the inordinate delay of more
than seven vears in sanctioning the project. This has not only lead

67



e

-

l)(‘f(‘«l(‘(‘

1.

4

to escalation in the cost of thevproject but has caused a drain of pre-
cious foreign exchange on account of frame of helicopters being sent
abroad for repairs. Conceding the delay, the Defence Secretary stat-
ed during evidence before the Committee that “As a matter of fact
this seven year delay does not give us also any satisfaction. Second-
ly. there has been a very considerable streamlining in the matter of
procedures. In various things we are trying to cut on the lead time”.

The Committee note that when the sanction for this project was
accorded in November 1979, the target date set for establishing the
repair facilities was by the end of 1982. It is unfortunate that even
this target date was not adhered to. About the latest progress on
the project as on, 26-6-1985 the Defence 3ecretary stated during evi-
dence that “we have done 98 per cent. There are two things now left
over. Money-wise, Rs. 99.8 lakhs have been spent. The little items
are left. The rest is all done.” o

The facts narrated above make it abundantly clear.that there was
complete lack of planning and concerted and purposive approach both
on the part of the Naval Headquarters and the Ministry of Defence,
in the implementation of this important project. There was also an
utter lack »f coordination between the Naval Headquarters and the
Ministry of Defence. The life of the helicopters inducted in 1971 is
about 20 vears. It is a matter of serious concern that although the
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belicopters have already outlived about 3/4 of their useful life sjan,
the facilities for indigenously repairing them have not been
completed thus far. The Committee find that the very purpose
of creating these indigenous repair facilities with an outlay of atout
Rs. 1 crore has been largely defeated. Such an inordinate délay in
the important project particularly pertaining to the defence of the

country ic¢ inexcusable. While the Committe appreciate that the,

Ministry have not attempted to defend the indefensible, they regret
that the Ministry have not indicated clearly what steps they propose
to take so that particularly in a Ministry of Defence entrusted with
the securitv of the country delays of such a magnitude can never
occur and if for good reasons delays cannot be avoided they are
kept down to the absolute minimum. The Committee suggest that
the Minmistrv should establish forthwith a machinery and the proce-
dure whicl; would ensure that the continuous watch is kept on the
progress of all projects under execution with a view to preventiny the
occurrence of delay. The Committee further desire that the expen-
diture so far incurred on this project will not go waste with phasing
out of the helicopters. The project with some suitable and necessary
modifications must be utilised for serving the crops of helicopters in
use in Indian Navy from time to time.

Further, according to the Ministry of Defence, it was never

brought to their notice either in 1973 or 1974 by the Naval Headquar-
‘ters that they were likelv to take considerably longer time to finalise

the information required from them by the Ministry of Finance
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(Defence). The Committee recommend that such important matters
should not be relegated to routine correspondence but should be
thrashed out in a dynamic manner at the top level. The Committee
also stress that such difficulties should be sorted out even on phone
and approval and ratification of the said decisions can be obtained
by subsequent correspondence. Procedure with regard to the move-
ment of files relating to such important projects should also be re-
viewed and suitably modified with a view to eliminate any causes for
delay in the matter of taking decisions at any level. It is a different
matter if it is a question of stores or reserves but for equipment which
is of day-tu-day use in defence forces, the procedure must be speedy
and effective. The Committee also urge that whenever any item is
purchase from abroad. all matters relating to relevant technical
know-how, the requisite repairs and spares, the training of personnel
to handle it, should be finalised as far as possible initially and simul-
taneouslv as one package.

The Committee note that due to delay in creating the indigenous
repair facilities for the airframe of the helicopters, the helicoptre’s
components and assemblies including those for which indigenous faci-
lities were being set up, continued to be sent abroad for repairs. Ac-
cording to the Audit Paragraph, the total expenditure incurred dur-
ing 1976—82 on repair of the components etc. covered by the project,
amounts to Rs. 87.58 lakhs. However, according to the Ministry of
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Defence, since the element of spares used in repair/overhaul accounts
for 50 per cent of the cost of the repairs overhaul, the actual expendi-
ture should be taken as Rs. 43.79 lakhs. Tne Committee view with
concern this avoidable expenditure. The Committee have no deubt
that timely completion of the project would have definitely saved
this expenditure in foreign exchange apart from obviating the other
drawbha ks as a result of sending the components abroad.

The Committee note that 5 Naval Officers were sent abroad for
obtaining practical training and knowledge of the repair/overhaul
facilities for the helicopter, in question. Strangely enough, 1 of
these officers were transferred from the Naval Aircraft Repair Or-
ganisation even before the sanction to the project was accorded in
November, 1979. Even the fifth officer was also transferred in 1930.
The Committee conclude that the specialised training given to the
five offirers has not achieved the purpose for which it was intended.
The Committee deplore this attitude of the Government and suggest
that Gevernment should lay down proper guidelines in the matter so
as to ensure that the postings of such officers on completion of their
training arc invariably made by keeping in view their usefulness for
the project for which such trainng was arranged.
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