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I, The Chairman of the Public AWMB chndttee, d6 p & d  on 
their behalf this Forty-Fifth Report on Paragsph 18 of the R& of 
the Comptrok and Auditor General of India for the year 1983-84, 
Union Oovetll~~~~tlt (Defence Services) relating to constrnction of a 
substandard airseld. 
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2. rZle Rqqrt of the Cornptr311e~ and Auditor General h d k  
for tho year 1983-84, Union Gover~ll~ent (Deface Services) was 
laid on the Table of the House on 14th May, 1985. 

3. The Commi.ttets examination has revfQled that due to lack 
of adequate supervision by the Engineers and the executing sfaBC, sub 
standard work of air-field 'C' was taken aver. The Comanlttde have 
expressed deep wncern that despite the fact that quite a number of 
serious defects wete noticed even an ~ ~ t b  of the 
airfield, it was not put to use &ti1 October, 1976, by which time th6 
stipulated period of ona year for rectification of the dckcts by the 
ccmtractor had almost expired. 

4. In the opinion of the Committee, the punishment given to the 
three Suparvisory OBicers, who were responaibk fa oarryfag out the 
obligatory tests and maintain proper  record^, was not at all all- 
memurate with the gravity of the offence. There were no extcnuiit- 
ing circumstances and therefore deterrent puniehment shcruld have 
been more appropriate. 

5. The Committee have found that the Saniclr Engimm of the 
Military Engineer Service cannot be absohl  ol their respcmsibility 
for their failure to exercise satisfactory supenrision. Acdnding to 
the Committee, their responsibility was greater having regard to tbe 
fact that the airfield was in the forward area and needed in the eveat 
of hostilities. 

6. The Committee have found this entire case most depq&. 
So many have failed to discharge their duties with the de- and 
care axpccted of them, particularly where the country% secuilty is 
mccrntd. The Committee have felt that everything was not a b k  
board. The Committee have urged the Government to take swious 
note of the various acts of omission and comrmsslon . . inthiscase-%d 
take appropriate steps to ensure that they do not occur s*. 

. - 



(4 
7. Ths Committee (1985-86) examined Audit Paragraph fB at 

&air sittiag held on 12 February, 1986. The Committee coosidered 
and finalised the Rqm& at. their sitting held on 24 April, 1986, 
Minutes of the sittings form ' * ~ h t  I1 of the Report. 

8. For facility of reference md convenience, the observations and 
re~~nmendations of; the Committee have been printed in thick type 
in the body of Jhe Report and have also been 'reproduced in a con- 
solidated forin in the Appendix to the Report. 

9. The Comliaittee would like to express the& thanks to the 
Officers of @e Minidry of Defence for the cooperation extended by - - .  them in  giving information to the Committee. 

10; The Comafittee place on record thek-appreciatin of the 
~ h t a n c e  rendered to, them in the matter by the Oace of Comptroller 
& Auditor General of India. 

.New DELHI;: . E. AYYAPU REDDY. 
April 24, 1986 ChaJrman,, 
Vais;akha 4, ~ 9 0 8 - @ $ )  Public A ccotmts Commtttee. 



AUJXT PARAGRAPH 

1.1 A review of the constructim of two air-tields ('A' iurd 'B') 
4ut  of the three ('A',. 'B' and '(2') approved by the Government in 
May 1973 at a total outlay of Rs. 22 crores-was included in para- 
graph 22. of the Audit Report (Defence Services')- for 1975-76. 

1.2 A review of the execution of the project for the third airfield 
'C' "revealed the fonowing: 

1.3 Sanction for acquisition i f  land (Rs. 0.04 crore) and &is- 
trative approval for works services (Rs. 5.80 crores) was accorded 
in September 1973 and May 1974 respectively. In December 1973, 
the Chief Engineer (CE) concluded a contract for Rs. 1.98 &ores 
with Jkm 'X' for execution of work pertaining to runway, taxi--; 
linked tracks and dispersal tracks of the air-field to be completed in 
January 1975. The wdrk was actually completed id Novembet' . 
1975. The air-field was handed over to the users in9March 1976 but 
was put to use only in Outober 1976. 

1.4 The contractor was respnsible for rectifying any defects 
noticed during one year after the date of compktion of work. Accord- 
iag to the Ministry of Defence (Ministry) firm 'X' had initially signed 
tba final bill unde? protest without assigning any reasons; the potest, 
however, was subsequently withdrawn; the final bm was audited in 
SqHmbcr 1977 (but the amount was kept in &po;Pit in -February 
1979) and at that stage there were no Government claims. 

1.5 After the maintenaaca period of one year was mz, t f ie- i ib  
intimated (December 1977) tha Zonal CE that the iiexibie paymat 
had started showing signs oE disintegration to such an extart that the 
h e  aggregate had started oomins out and accordingly dcclamd tbe 

I air-bld as hazanious to flying. 

1.6 The Technical BPmilwr pointed out (November 1976 d 
February 1938) that certain obligatory tests to ensue quafity ~ o l 3 t d  
as prescribed in the coatract were not carried out and d abt 
mnintaincd properly. Tbu was also later m s a t i o d  by tbe c&# 
Techaical Examiner in his report for tbe period October 1996- 
March 1981. 
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1.7 Uader ordcra of the Air Headquartem (Air HQ) a Court of 
Inquiq was held during August 1978-May 1979 to investigate inb 
cirlcurmrtances under which the airEeId,W become unfit for ~peradCW% 
and also to ascertain whether construction of the air-field and mate- 
rial used therefor were as per proviaions spacified in @ contract 
agreement. The findings of the Cburt 04 Inquiry w e  as wdar: 

Swface of bituminous portion of the m w 8 y  including tha 
overrun was pitted, sbraded, ravelled, etc. 

Work of asphaltic concrets done from 25th-April 1975 to 
10th May 1975 was below the contract specifications. 

Non-use of the runway tither by aimaft or by simulated 
vohicuIar traffic for about a year after its completion 
caused age hardening of bitumen and p 1 t c d  in eady 
detedotatim of the airfield. 

1.8 The Court blamed two Commissioned officers and one juniQr 
canmissionad officer for the lapses and recommended that the runway 
in its deteriorated state might not be used for operations, and it was 
muarkad (August 1979) by the authorities at the Air Cammaed 
concaned k t  guidelines on the use of active ingredients like 
ccmant were inadequate in the contract specifications and them 
was inadaquate control/check by the executive staff at site. The 
prcIceadings of the Court of Inquiry were finally approved by the Air 
HQ in May 1982. - - 

1.9 In order to ascertain the quality of the existing sudace of the 
runway, chunk sampks of biutminous .macadam and asphaltic con- 
crate were got tested at the CoU9ge of Militacy Engineering in April 
1979 and these were found to be outside the specified grading limit. 
Accozdingly, the Air HQ sanctioned (September 1979) the work of 
raslxrfacing of the runway at an estimated cost of Rs. 15.37 lakhs, 
Sybseq~t ly  revised (May 1980)' to Rs . 22.43 iakhs. The Zonal 
CX3 oolricrudtd. (October 1980) 3, contract far Rs. 26.29 laklu with 
f i x h  T;'the work under the contract was completed in April 1981 
at a cost of Rs. 32.15 lakhs. 

1 . .  l .$O, Firm 'X' sought (April 1978) arbitration on WCOW of cer- 
tgk, disputes ariaiog out of the crpuation of the contract, alleging 

tbe work ye held up Le~usntly cawing delay (of one year) ia 
aMoOrption.and. q 1 t s d  .iq lases, that the asses~meirt made by the 
dq)5ra9mePt &tbt y a k  dom was inoonect, that hire charges of tools 
and plant worked out by the department were incorrect etc. Sitwe 



ir wan reveal+ d* tscbnicll uuuninatbn that dascti*o and Gb- 
@mdad work wa8 paid far, over-payments amounting to Rs. ,5?.59 
lakbs were pointed out (August 1978) to the firm. The P_nPinacr-in- 
Chief appointed (September 1978) an arbitrator. Finn CX' pat 
h w a d  a claim for Rs. 1.28 cnms before the arbitrator w h h  the 
deparbnt  claimed Rr' 71.97 hkhs (as revised during tk armk 
of arbitration) towards over payment/compensation on account - ~ :  

ur of rePling cornpound not codbmiq to contract spec& 
atiom . . . . . . . . . .  8.19 

br utfaed by Covaoment for air-field tuing non-fiuactionol 10-a4 

1.1 1 &I a non-speaking award the arbitrator awarded (October 
1982) a sum of Rs. 35.43 lalrhs (Plus interest) to the contractor and 
Rs . 0.15 lakh to the department against one of iis claims for Rs. 0.18 
lakh (other clalms were rejected). 

The Midis* stated (January and July 1984) that an application 
has been W in the Cowrt on 17th Jan- 1983, the date of hear- 
ing was fixed on 20th 'July 1984 but W h e t  progress is not. yet kwwn 
(July 1984). 

1.12 The following are the interesting points that emerge: 
Due to lack of adequate contml/check by the execuFon sM, 

'sub-standard wOrk was taken over by the department. 
The &field was not put to use for over one year after its 

completion, thereby causing the bihunen surfaa to 
harden and deteriorate. 



Exscutkm of substandard work naassitated rrSsruiWib 'of' 
the runway at a cost of Rs. 32.15 lakhs without 'wbkh 
6 0  airEeld could not be put to opirational use. 

As observed by the Chief Technical Examiner certain obb 
gatory tests to ensure quality contrd as'specified-h the 

. contract were not carried out and records not rnaintiihd 
F.- properly. 

In a non-speaking award the Arbitrator awarded Ra, 35.43 
lakhs to fum 'X against its claims for Rs. 1 .28 c&es 
and only Rs. 0.15 lakh to the Department as again3t its 
cIa?ms ,. for Rs . 7 1 .97 lakhs, resulting in extra expan- 

4 .- diture of Rs. 35.28 lakhs. 

[Paragraph 18 of the Report of the Comptroller and Auditor 
General of India for the year 198334, Union Govefnment 
( Defence Services)] 

Need for construction 07 the Air-Field J*'  
I 

# 

1.13 In December 1973, the Chief Engineer mcludcd a ooatract 
for Rs. 1.98 mom with firm 'X' for cxekution of work pertaining to 
runway, taxhack., linked tracks and dispersal tracks of the airfield 
'C' to be compktai in January 1975. Thc work was actually complet- 
ed in November, 1975. 

1.14 The Committee de&cd to know the specific purpose far 
wcch air-ficld 'C' was constructed in 1975. ?he Ministry d 
Defence stated as fq!lows:- 

"It was am&wkd for & purpose of a forward base for wp- 
porting air-operaths during hdlities." 

1.15 Elaboratiirg further, the Defence Sccrctary stated foUows 
dutihg tvidene:-- 

"A ncighknving country has set up a very latge numb d 
tbaward~veryc la~ato the lxwdsr ,  On tbe othcr 
hand, we discwe& that our a i w  were pmtty far 
away. The fighter aircfaft had a l i i W  range. If that 
limited range le lrvgply shared by its bawl through our 



o a a b c x r i t a y , t b e d e p t k i n ~ ~ i t  cia to the 
emufa  ~ t o p y  is very sman. J!t - s l i @ h & a y  
t h s m q ~ o P t b a m  coasSq~,av iawwaetaken 
that certain airfields ahouad be set up and even wben this 
warr bohg con-, it was realisad that thaw akfidds 
were not fm normal me; they were forward- bases which 
would be made use d in certain situatiw. ?I@ is one 
of those air5lds." 

Delay in taking over and utliisntion of -the air-fieid 

1.16 The Audit Para points ow that the ak-fiebd *h was 
actually completed in November, 1975 was handed over to the users 
in March 1976. It was put to use only in OotobaP, 1976. 

1 .I7 The Committee desM to know the reasons for &lay in 
taking over and non-utilisation of the airlfield during the period from 
November, 1975 to Odtober, 1976. In a note, Ministry 04 Defence 
stated as fallows:- 

"A Board of Officers was convesKd for taking over the airfield 
from the contradm. This hard dter inspection of the 
airfield W poinld out the following defects: 

(a) Spalling of joints. 

(b) Longitudinal hairline shrinkage cracks (total 388 slab$. 

(c) Widening of longitudinal joints at some places in dis= 
peml taxi track (total length 2 Kms.). 

(d) Flmi pavement started pitting over slmast aU the 
areas requiring surface trcatmcnt/dressing. 

The above defects were rectified by the contractor. After the 
Board af Ofkafs was satM& the aidkld was haruM 
over to the Air Fara autborities in Mzuch 1976. ,Due 
to general unfavourriblc weather d t i o n s  during summer 
followed up by mansoan &ring April rn -bar 1976 
and the lack of gmd equipment such as ~ I N a v  
aids and COMrndcatitm bitities, the advati011 of thk 
base was p I a d  for October 1976 in tlm intaesb d 





1.21 ~n a sutwequont note, the Ministry of as 
&auuwc- 

"Provisioning action for the umxnuniation and Nw. Aids 
equipment required for the project was initiated in May, 
1 9 7 5 a n d a n i n A m t ~ ~ ~ M F B e a # l a s 0 4 0 B ~ u s  
placed in July, 1975. The supply makhlised only in 
J*, 1976." 

1.22 The Oommittaa asked tbe Ministry to fPrnibh the coahw 
porarydocumcntar~topwvaastohawfarthcmoasoon waa 
rcqxmsible for &lay in the take over of the airfield. The Minidry of 
m w  stated ~OIIOWS:-- 

Dcluy in taking timety action to r e m e  t k  dcfccls 

1.23 The contractor was mpmibk far rcctifvins the dc€ects 
noticed during one year after the date of compktion of work. is 
saen that roughness of the runway .md presence of small p&bb were 
indicated by the users to local Mili:ary Engineering Smiee authorith 
without any defect report in June, 1977. The format defect report 
was initiated by the users in Decedm* 1977. TIM Canmitese desired 
to know as to why action for rectification was not taken in June, 1977 
whm the state of roughma of tbt runway and ptwmcb d mall 
pebMes~fadicatedbytaeusczstothe loud hlitary Fhgbcw 
SrrvJa autbox5dts. The Cbaunitte dm asked as to why a fonnol 
d&c4rapomwrrsaotswbmtt0#1bytbcusasinJune, 1977. Inabbt 
tbbMibfPtryd-rtrtsdrs-:- 



. . 
1.24 The Committee enquired whether any invatigatkm was 

a d a b h n  in J-, 1977 to asceOtain the masons for thc deve3opmtbt 
of .defect+ The Ministry of Deftnoe stated as follows:- 

' - tbc d c k t ~  w m  kosrgI~ to the notice of M . E S  in 
June 1977, Cbey informed that the runway surface wauld 
improve with the usage of the runway. No investigation 
was, therefon, undertalrea at that time b ascertain the 
reasons for the defects which were kept under obsepva- 
tion." 

1.25 The Commie desired to know the ~s for d$ls. in 
giving the defect report---the Ministry of Defence stated as folaws:- 

"The defects w e  first noticed in June 1977 and bmght to 
the a-cm of MES who stated that these defects would 
reduce with usage of the airfield. Thereafter on s u b  
quent usage of the M e l d  no. improvement was not id .  
'Re matter was brought to the notice of the Engineers. 
Tbe prdAem was discussed with CSlie4 Engineer and CWE 
by the Base Commander during their visit to Base in 
Nwember 77. They felt that these Mect.~ were not oi 
d o u s  nature and would be removed with usage. How- 
ever, With no im.prov0ment b e ' i  observed, the mattti waq 
fonnally raised by a dc&t report." 

1.26 Aokcd about the action t a h  to rect.3~ the dcfaots at that 
stage, the, klinigby of, Defence stated as follows:- 



-06Ugabry tests not observed 

1.27 The Technical Examiner painted out in November 1976 
and February 1978 that aMtaia oM@tmy tests to ensum quality um- 
trol ns f l b c d  in the contract were not carried out and records nat 
maintained properly. This was later mentionad by tbe Chief 
Tcchsical Examiner in his + for the period Octobex 1980-March 
1981. 

1.28 The Committee enquired 0s to why the obligatory tests were 
carried out. The Defeact Stcn3ary stated as follows:- 

"It is frme that m a i n  tests, five in number like wear test, tests 
for finding out flakiness content of bitumen, asphalt, con- 
aetc and tests regardiog control bay for safety etc. were 
ind- not carried out. Consequently, action was taken 
tlgainst thost plop,le who wete re~ponsible for this. The 
Assistrrnt Gatrison Engineer is responsible for implemcn- 
tation of the project axxi the Ga* Engineer has the 
supervisory rcsponsl'bility, In this case, after ping 
through the prooadings, we have given very harsh punish- 
ment to dl tbe thee persons involved, the Garrison En@- 
rseer was given the severest &pleasum of the Chief al 
Army Staff, which meant that this person has not been 
able to pick up & nexd pramotioa and has gone on re- 

- tircnxat.- 'IW is tha w m t  thing that can happen to a 
service of8cer. In .the nomd course, he wmld have gont 

. upto .the .,rank csf a filoPel or , a Brigadier. But ha 
*as aU..Cdansa. &.a u n j f w  penon, thisic 
.a-gneat puniPbmcnt. .. . 



~rpcrn.=timtbi, jmi&bb;oomop~d&'ho . r i~  
#tottolmUeit, ~ h e ~ ~ o f ~  mmm 
d i r p ~ u r o d t h o c h i d o t t h e h n y ~ .  HowargtwPr 
s e v c t e ~ c a 8 U f e t o b s ~ i a h i e  rn d 
Them last two have an impact; fhq are p l a d  an 
ncord, but technically dray were operated for a pOliod 
of thne years. When there is a di6pleasun on tha re- 
cord, it leads to some doubts in tki,-mind of the emhut- 
ing d6m. In short all the thr# persons who ncre, 
found guiky of this either directly or indirtctly have been 
very suitably punisherl." 

1.29 The witness further addcd as foU0w1):- 

"J[ would also like to explain that there were 23 omatmy 
tests. Actually, I should have said this thiM earlier. 
Out of, 23 obligatory tests, in five bestm, these people did 
not carry out anything. It is not my intention 6 be little 
what t8e hon. Member is. mentioning, but B do want to 
clarify that it is not tkat that cvcrything went wrong 
with the project, but, true that certain ~Mciendes 
were observed. I wuld a h  like to clarify that somc 
of t h e  deficiencies we had latter discovered rcqufreci a 
certain amount of amsndmept updating the modificaition 
in our own institutiohs which was the 1- we learnt 
h' this and, therefore, raificatory acl5on had abo 
been taken by the Ewineer-in-chief so as to enhre that 
episodes of this natut?? did not recur." 

1.30 Tlme Committee enquid whether the work was inspected/ 
supsNised regularly by the Engineer-in-(=harp as well as higher Eng- 
irser authorities and all stages werc, passedJapproved the cumpetent 
Enqiaser authority. The Ministry of Defence sWcd as fol1m:- 



ship by the contractor, it is reasonable to absm now 
that the work was passed/approved at all stages by the 
competent authorities. . . I 

Substandard workmanship in the pavement work can be due 
to various reasons such as:- 

(a) Use of sub-standard material. 

(b) Non-adherence to proper mixes as specified in the 
design. 

(c) Lack of supervision in attending to various actitives 
such as curing, proper mixing of constituents, lack of 
temperature control while heating and mixing of 
bitumen with other constituents. 

(d) Non-compliance of laid down instructiotkt as per the 
contract documents. 

The cumulative d e c t  of nonadherence to one or more of 
lthese aspects in various degrees has in this case resalted 
in substandard workmanship in completion of the job. 
As executives on ground are primarily responsible to 
ensure their mmpliance, they have been appropriately 
punished for negligence on their part." 

1 .31 The Committee further desired to know whether it was 
£ailurn of the individual officers or it was due to a lacuna in the system 
which permitted officers to accept such substandard work. Tbe 
Ministry of Defence stated as follows:- 

"There was no lacuna in the system which perrmttad o f b m  
to ilccept sub-standard work. But GE and Eqheer-in- 
Charge individually were found guilty for the lapse6 on 
their part for which punishment has since ban awar&d 
to them!' 

1 .32 Asked as to for how many times the MES Chief Engineer 
visited the air-&ld during its execution, the Ministry of m c e  
stated as follows:- I 

"Engin#r-in-Chief visited the a i M d  twice during exhtion 
of the work. Chief Engineer viltsd thb ahfield tMce 
during this period. Commandar W m b  Eagineet visit- 
ed the site ten - during theemcution cf the work. 

7J9 -2 , 



1.33 In a meeting held on 2nd January, 1976 by the Chief- 
Engineer with the contractor, at the project, the Chief Engineer parti- 
cularly mentioned the following few defects noticed by him during 
his inspection of works and directed that immediate actiofi should be 
taken to rectify them:- 

"(a) Cracks in the,rigid pavemenits. Certain cracks $ -the 
rigid pavement have been noticed and they should be 
rectified by cutting the slab to its full depth and width. 
A minimum of 4 ft. length of the slab should be then 
chisselled outlremoved without damaging the edges of 
the adjoining portions and concreted afresh with provision 
of necessary construction and expansion joints on either 
side. 

(b )  Damages to rhe edges of the slabs at the joint. The 
damages to the edges should be rectified properly and 
filling of joints done including finishing them properly. 

(c) Joint Filling. It was observed that at places joint filling 
has not been finished out properly which need recti- 
fication. 

(d) Caking eflect at certain area of flexible pavement. It was 
directed that such areas where caking effect!scaling has 
been noticed, should be a&hed properly using precoated 
sand seal coat or such suitable methods so that the defect 
is eliminated once for all. 

(e) Site Clearance. It was mentioned that top lids and botiom 
portions of bitumen drums are seen lying at random in 
the airfield area. These should be got removed and 
entire site got neatly finished/clearcd of other debris. 

Chief Engineer also instnrcted to be vigilant on development 
of further defects and necesrary material3 in adequate 
quantity and quality together with a labour gang should 
always be available at site so that the defects are prom- 
ptly attended to. The contractor concurmi to take 
actions as mentimod above and the Chief Engineer fhen 
concluded his discussiap." 



Testing by the College of Military Engineering 

1.34 In order to ascertain the quality of the d t i n g  surface of 
the runway, chunk samples of bituminous macadram and asphaltic 
concrete were got tested at the College of Military Engineering in 
April 1979 and these were found to be outside the specified grading 
limit. The Committee desired to know as to how such samples were 
normany tested by the Department and also whether such a test was 
conducted in the present case. The Ministry of Defence stated as . * follows: i 

"(a) The testing of materials during execution is normally 
done in the field labumtory at site. 

(b) Yes-please." 

Holding of n Cortrt of Inquiry 

1.35 Under orders of the Air Headquarters (Air HQ) a Court 
of Inquiry was held during August 1978-May 1979 to investigate 
into circumstances under which the airfield had become un6t for 
operations and also to ascertain whether construction of the air- 
field and material used therefor were as per provisions specified in 
the contract aseement. The findbgs of the Court of Inquiry were 
as under: I 

- Surfacc of bituminous portion of the runway including 
the overrun was pitted, abraded, revelled, etc. 

- Work of asphaltic concrete done from 25th April 1975 
to 10th May 1975 was below the contract specifications. 

- Non-use of the runway either by aircraft or by simulated 
vehicular traffic for about a year after its completion 
caused age hardening of bitumen and resulted in early 
deterioration of the airfield. 

1.36 The Committee desired to know whether the Director of 
Flight Safety or any other authority had carried out any operational 
or serviceability check of the airfield. The Committee also enquired 
whether any such authority had inspected the airfield during Novan- 
ber 1975 to December 1977 and indicated any defects or opmatimal 



noa-worthiness of the airlield, The Ministry of Defence stated as 
follows: 

T h e  serviceability of the airfield was checked by a Board of 
Officers which was convened for taking over the run- 
way in November 1977. 

The airfield was checked in October 1976 and Junc 1977 by 
the Base Commander at the time of its activation. The 
disintegration of runway surface was bmught to the 
notice of Chief Engineer and CWE in November 1977 
after experiencing the problem of loose pebbles d u h g  
the activation of the airfield in September, 1977. The 
Engineers maintained that the runway surface will 
improve with further use of the runway." 

1.37 Since the airfield was declared hazardous for flying in Decem- 
ber 1977. the Committee asked as to how it could be put to use in 
June. 1978. The Ministry of Defence stated as follows: 

"As the Engineers had repeatedly pointed out that the runway 
surface would improve with constant use, jt was put to 
restricted use after sweepiqg the runway Moire its acti- 
vation during May 78." 

1.38 The Committee desired to know as to why at least simulated 
vehicular or other methods were not adopted to prevent dete- 
rimtimi of the runway. The Ministry of Defence stated as follows: 

'The airtield was constructed in' Nov. 75 and it waq taken 
over by the users in March 76. The suggestion for use 
of simulated vehicular traffic emerged only during the 
pcedibgs of the Court of 6 q u j l .  The Air Force 
was therefore unaware of this requirement and no ins- 
tructions to this effect from MES exist. Issues of i%s- 
tructions in th'rs regard is be5g considered." 

DJav in appro& of Court of Inquiry proceedings 
1.39 Court of dnquiry proaxdings submitted in June, 1979 were 

qprwad by the Air Headquarters only in May 1982. The Com- 
mittee d e h d  to know the reasons for delay. The Defence Secretary 
stated as follows:- 
-. . 

"I would respectfully submit that i t  was not the intention to 
datnd anybody-at my s~a"gs--or to shield anybody. 
Thc reason was this as a unique case where this sort of 
an incident had occu.md. Never had this Pott ot thing 



happened earlier. The people on the spot 4 @ t  have 
given same way or room for cornplahts. Seoondly tbh 
matter had to be examined between the Air-Headquarters ' 

and Engineer-in-Charge for a considerable time. Once 
the intensity or the gravity of thc matter was realiscd 
appropriately, the matter was referred to the Central 
Road Research Institute. Roorkee . 

Consequently at each stage this case had to be examined very 
carefully because of the uniqueness of the case. I do 
realise that it took a long time." - 

1.40 Some of the relevant extracts from the Report of the Road 
Rasearch Institute are as follows: 

"A few pavement samples malysed by MES Kirkee conform- 
ed the use of right quantity of binder but large variation 
in the gradation of the aggregate have been noted both 
in bituminous macadam & asphaltic cSbncrete. All this 
indicates that the quality control was not adequate. 

The lane joints were not properly done. As a result, maxi- 
mum roughening can be deserved at these ioints. Also 
at these joints shallow trTughs of 1-1.5 cm deep are 
formed, giving every chanik for accumulation and in- 
filteration of water into the base. Fine hair cracks are 
visible on the white marking paint on the runway giving 
an impression that the pavement has cracked. But on 
opening up of the surface it was observed that they are 
confined to paint layer only. 

The 

The 

colour difference betwecn the lanes is quite marked depict- 
ing the lack of quality control during the construction. 
longitudinal and cross profile of the runway was not 
properly maintained. As against surface tolerance of 
3mm to 6mm stipulated on asphaltic concrete and bitu- 
minous macadam surface respectively on A .C. ~ 6 ~ -  
these are as high as 1 .5  em." 

1.41 The Committee enquired whether administrative action had 
been taken to fix responsibility for the lapses. The Ministry .of 
Defence stat4 as folows: 

"The foIlowing officers, who were responsible to carryout the 
obligatory terts and maintain proper records, were 



punished on finalisation of the Court of Inquiry as per 
details given against each for non-compliance of existing 
orders on the subject:- 

(a) Lt. Cal. . . . , . "Sevcrc Dilcasurc! of Chief of the Army 
Staff'' 

(b) Capt. . . . , . "Sevc-rc Dupleaspre to be ncorSfed by 
GOC-in-C Southern Command. . . 

(c) Sub. . . . . . . "Severe IXspleasurr to be recorded by 
GOGin-C Southern Command." 

1.42 It is seen from the Audit Paragraph that the authorities at 
Air Command had observed in August 1979 that guidelines on the 
use of active ingredients like cement were inadequate in the contract 
specifications. The Committee desired to know the reasons for this. 
The Ministry of Defence stated as follows:- 

"It has been confirmed by E-in-C's Branch that the guidelines 
on the use of active ingredients like cement were adequate 
in the contract specifications." 

1.43 The Committee desired to krmw whether the ~ecommenda- 
tions of the Court of Inquiry regarding maintenance crf  the airfield 
and points to be borne in mind by the MES while designing the run- 
ways and conclusion of contracts tor such works have been examined 
and if so, what remedial steps have been taken to prevent recurrence 
of similar defects in future., In a note the Ministry of Defence stated . - .-- as follows:- i. 

"These points have bsen gone into and detailed instructions 
to be followed for carrying out the tests to ensure proper 
quality control have already been issued vide Engineer- . 
in-Chiefs Branch ietter No. 27039:RO!Engr 2 Air 
dated 02 Jan. 1984." 

1.44 Resurfacing of the runway 

In order to ascertain the quality of the existing surface of the run- 
way, chunk samples of bituminous macadam and asphaltic concrete 
were got tested at the College of Military Engineering in April. 1979 
and these were found to be outside the specified grading limit. Ac- 
cordingly, the Air HQ sanctioned in September 1979 the work of 
mtrfacing of the runway at an estimated cost of Rs. 1 5 -37 iakhs, 



subsequently revised (May 1980) to Rs. 22.43 lakhs . Tho anal 
CE concluded in October, 1980 rr contract for Rs. 26.29 lakhs with 
firm 'Y'; the work under the contract was completed in April, 1981 
at a cost of Rs. 32.15 lakhs . 

1 -45 The Committee desired to know whether tests were carried 
out by College of Military Engineering or any such agency during 
the execution of the work. The Ministry of Defence stated as 
follows:- 

"During execution, the tests were carried out dt site by site 
agencies." 

Arbitration and A p p e d  in the Court: 

1.46 The Engineer-in-Chief appoint& in September, 1978 a 
Brigadier as an arbitrator. Firm 'X' put forward a claim of Rs. 1.28 
crores before the arbitrator while the Ministry of Defence claimed 
Rs . 71 .97 lakhs towards over pyment/compensation. In a non- 
speaking award the arbitrator awarded in October, 1982 a sum of 
Rs. 35.43 lakhs (plus interest) to the contractor and Rs. 0.15 
lakhs to the Ministry. 

The contractor had claimed damages for Rs. 7,18,7OO. 00 for 
breach of contract due to Department's failure to make the Batching 
Plant and its accessories operational. The arbitrator awarded 
him 4 lakhs on this account. The Committee desired whefiZ any 
inquiry was instituted to find out why the Batching Plant was not 
made operational and if so a copy of such Inquiry Report together 
with the action taken thereon may also be furnished. In a note, the 
Ministry of Defence stated as follows: 

"The Government incurred heavy cxpenditure on transp6rta- 
tion of the Senior Elba Plant from long distance and 
erxting the same at site. 

The plant was operational and contractor vide GE 81 12 letter 
No. 8020/778 F8 dated 22.8;  74 was intimated that 
the Elba Plant was in perfect working conditions and 
he could take over the plant from the AGE. 

The contractor refused to take over the Plant on the false pre 
text that suitable acmfoms were not issued under 
Schedule 'C'which was not the fact. Actually they did 
not take it over just to save hire charges. 

Taking the above facts into account, no inquiry was consider 
ed necessary and as such not instituted. , 



The Government also claimed Rs. 31 lakhs for the lois suffer- 
ed but the Arbitrator did not allow the claim. 

The amount of Rupees four lakhs awarded by the Arbitrator 
. . to the Contractor has been rejected by the Court of' 

District Judge, Jaipur City, Jaipur." 

1 .47 Asked whether the irnpsrtiality of the Arbitrator was in 
doubt, tbe Defence Secretary statsd as follows:- 

"If his impartiality was not in doubt. we would not have 
gone to the Court of law. The lower Court has already 
set aside the award on ground of legal misconduct. . . . 
We have asked for review of the judgement a t  the lower 
Court level." 

1.48 The Committee desired to know whether anv action had 
been taken against the Brigadier in view of the strictures passed 
against him. The Defence Secreiary stated as follows: 

"There are no other strictures. The Lower Court said that 
the same arbitrator should be appointed; the same 
arbitrator may be appointed to review the xbitration in 
the light of the observations they made. We said, this 
officer had ceased to be-an engineer officer since he has 
already retired. Under the agreement subsisting bet- 
ween us and the contractor, he has become functus 
oficio and cannot be appointed this ii fhe ground which 
we have taken with the lbwer c'ourt ikhich is coming ups 
for hearing." 

1 .49 On 4-1 0-1 985, the Department had filed an application in 
the Court of Distt. Judge Jaipur City inter alia requesting as follows:- 

"Brig. General published his award on 8th Oct., 1982 which 
has been set aside by your honourable court vide order 
dated 12th Feb.. 1985 with the direction that the learned 
Arbitrator should rehear both the parties after calling for 
all the relevant documents available with both the par- 
ties consider them and resubmit his award within 4 
months. 

It is submitted that Brig.--has already retired and is no 
marc an Engineering Officer but a retd. Engineer as bas 
been revealed from fhe en$iiibs, made subgaqumtly. 
According to Arbitration clau* Engineer-in-Chief has 
to appoint an Engineer Officer which is sing as such. 



It is, therefore, prayed that direction may kindly be issued to- 
the Engineer-in-Chief Amy HQ New DeU-ll for 
appcmtment of an Engineer Officer as a sole Arbitrator 
as per your order dated 12 Feb., 1985 with fufir direc- 
tion that the said Arbitrator should submit his award 
within 4 months @om the date of entering on reference 
as per condition 70 forming part of the contfict to this 
honourable court for further disposal and orders." 

1 .50 Fiim 'X' has also preferred an appeal in the Rajasthan High 
Court against the decision of the Distt. Court. 

1.51 In Decemba 1973, a contract for Rs. 1.98 mores was 
c o n c ~  witb firm X' for iexecu6'on of work pe- to runway, 
taxi-tracks, linked trsdrs and disperaral tracks of rirfieid 'C'. Tbe 
r f r - & M r ~ p s ~ ~ ~ d c d f o r f b C ~ o f a f ~ ~ ~ a P d ~ f ~ ~ s ~ p  
parting abLoperoltioas duriny h-. The work whkb was to be 
completed by Jaamuy 1975, was actdiy compksEd in Ncnembcr? 
1975. TheMilitrvgEngincrrSeRicewasibeencnting:rrgcacyfortk 
project. It is rtaforhmte that dot to lack olE deqmk sapclRSsioa by 
* ~ d t h c e x c c u t i v e s t a f f , r P w k ~ w a s m ~  
mr taken over. The v & m s  problem rvtsing out d this hpa are 
discussed irr the succeeding paragraphs, 



A@ to September 1976 and the lPdr of ground eq-t 
such as reeoveryINa~raias and communication facllltleg the ~ct jv~ l tka  
af this base was ptaaned October, 1976 ht the interest fw 
detyaaddherqedonalreasorr& Butor igbUyi twtmb Bavc 
been completed En Jammy 1975 and tbje contract for the work wm 
mdaded in December, 1973. It $ surprising that during all 
h e  groolnd equipment ete. were not planned to be made d y .  Care= 
Pnl planning might weQ have expedited matters. L fact the! delay bas 
k e n  advcr~ely commented upon by the Court of Inquiry held b 1978- 
79. It  has opfaed that Non-ase of the runway either by a M t  or 
by simnlated vehicular M c  for about a year after its completh 
camPed age hardening of bitumen and rermlted in early detdoretbn of 
the aidh~." , ~~4 

4.54 Ihe Committee are toId that rougbmw of the runway and 
presence of maE pebbles were brought to the notice of local Milkmy 
Eagineer SeRice ardhorities by the users, in June, 1977. Strangely 
enough, even without undertaking any inevstigation to ascertain the 
reasons for the development of these delcts, it was stated by t h e  
authorities that the runway surface, would improve with use. Earlier 
when these pkoblems were discussed by the Base Commander with the 
Chief Engineer and the Commander W e  Engineer when they vidted 
the Race in Nwember, 1977, no reference appears to have heen msde 
to these defects. or that tbqv woilld disapaear w& use. It was kft to 
the users to point out to the 7-1 Chief Enbeer  in December 1977 
that the flmile pavement had started showing sipns of disintegration 
to such an extent that they had to declare the airfield as hmsrdous to 
flyin%. The Committee can onlv deplde snch a ca-al swrorch and 
compkte lack of seriousness on the part of the concerned Engineen to . -- 1.. 
their duties. 

1 55 Jt appears: that certain obligatory tests to ernsnre qua lh  con- 
trol as presm'bed in flre contract were not carried out and records were 
not maintained propetlv. The fact was also la* csmhomted bv the 
Chtf Technical Examiner in his report for tk period Wok 1980- 
March 1981. These obligatory tests were wear ted. tests far finding: 
out flakiness content of h i h e n ,  asphalt concrete and tests regarding 
c o a M  bag for safety etc. 'Ih Committee cannot but conclude that 
nan-adhemce to these tests led to sub-standard workmoashfp. 

1.56 The Committee note that nnder ode* of the Air Heatiquar- 
t e n r a C ~ d I a q u i y ~ h & t o i n v e s t l o l r d e I n t o & e e h r o o a d Q ~  
under which the airfield had become unfit for operations and also to 



asmtiain whether the c c m h d h  d ithe airfield and material rrsad 
themfor were as per provisions specified in the contract agreement. 
The findings of the Court of Inquiry were as follows: 

(i) SurEace of bitumhm portion of tlme f~1llw8y h h d h g  the 
ovemm was pitted, abraded, revelled, etc. 

(ii) Work of asphaltic concre#e done from 25 April 1975 to 10 
May 1975 was below the contract specifications. 

The Road Research Instante, Roorkee to which the m d e r  was sobse- 
quently referred, observed in their report that there was lack of qua- 

lity control during the execution of the project. The longitudinal and 
cross prome of the runway was not properly maiataind, as against 
surface tolerance of 3 mm and 6 mm .stipulated on asphaltic concrete 
and bituminous macadam surface respectively on A.C. smZace tbese 
were as high as 1.5 c m  In short, there was complete lack of super- 
vision and failure to enforce quality control. 

1.57 As if to surpass this long series of acts of commission and 
omission, the Air Headquarters took 3 long years to consider and ap- 
prove the findings of the Court of Inquiry. Whoever was 'respons11,le 
for snch dilitarinca should be taken to task. 

1.58 The Committee note that three Suphoorv Offien, a Lt. 
Col., a Captain and a Sabedar were punished on finalidon of tbe 
Corrrt d Inquirv proceedinm as thev were responc3dc for carrying ont 
the oh!katory test$ and main+& proper recmdq. In the afimsaid 
cases, the punishment awarded was "Severe Displeasure of Chief of 
the Army Staff'. "Severe Displeasure to h e  rerorded by GOC-in-C 
Southern Command" and %evere Dicnleslsure to be wco&d hv 
GM-in-C Southern Command* res~ectirely The Committee do not 
c m d e r  this punishment to be at all commenwrste with the gn* 
of tbe &me. lhere were no extenuating circnmstancrs md there- *, deterrent punishment should have been more a p p m t e .  

1.59 lh Sentor Eneineers of the Militarv Engineerine Service 
cannot be absolved of thdr k theb hilore b exerck 
ulis@rtcm mpervida. I h e h . s r H t o  was 1Lc I.-- 
kpd to tbc tact that thc PirfieId was in the forward area and needed 
in the e m t  OI bOSMifklF. 
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I 1-15 Deftncr In December 1973, a contract for Rs. 1.98 mores was umchdcd 
with firm 'X' for execution of work pertaming to runway, taxi-tmh, 
linked tracks and dispersal tracks of airfield 'C'. The air-- was 
constructed for the purpose of a forward base for supporting air- 
operations during hostilities. The work which was 4, be coll~pleted 
by January 1975, was actually completed in November, 1975. The 
Military Engineer Service was thz executing agency for the project. G 
It is unfortunate that due to lack of adequate supervision by the Engi- 
neers and the executive staff, work which was substandard was taken 
over. The various problems arising out of this lapse are discussed in 
the suuxeding paragraphs. 

As per contract conditions the contractor was rcspwstble for 
rectifying any defects noticed during one year after the date of com- 
pletion of the work in November, 1975. On completion of the work, 
a Board of Officers was convened for taking over the air-field from 
the contractor. The air-field waq handed over to the users in March 
1976 and was put to use only in October 1976. The afore- 
said Board of Officers had noticed a number of serious d a t s  even 
on preliminary inspection of the airfield. One crf the dafects they _ _-- __--- ---- - - ____ ^ - - - -  --  



noticed was the flexible pavement had started pitting over a h w  all 
the areas requiring surface treatment/dressing. According to the 
Ministry of Deface, t h e  defects were then got rectified by the con- 
tractor. Tlme Committee are deeply concerned to note that k@'e of 
the f a a  that quite a number of serious defects were noticed even on 
pr$liminary inspection of the airfieId, the airfield was not put to use 
until October, 1976 by which time the stipulated period of one y&ir 
for rectification of the defects by the contractor had almost expired. 

Defence According to the Ministry of Defence due to general unfavourable 
weather conditions during summer followed up by monsoon during 
April to September 1976 and the lack of ground equipment such as 
recovery/Navaids and communication facilities, the activation of 
this base was planned for October, 1976 in the interest aE fight safety 
and other operational =awns. But originally it was to have been 
completed in January 1975 and the contract for the work was con- 
cluded in December, 1973. It is surprising that during all this time 
ground equipment etc. were not planned to be made ready. Careful 
planning might well have expedited matters. In fact the delay has 
been adversely commented upon by the Court of Inquiry held in 
1978-79. It has opined that non-use of the runway eitfier by aircraft 
or by simula+,ed vehicular trafEc for about a year after its completion 
caused age hardening of bitumen and resulted in early deterioration of - 
the airfield." 



The Committee are told that roughness of the runway and m c e  
d @U pebbles were brought to the notice of local Mitiuy l h g h x x  
Service authorities by the users, in June, 1977. Srangdy enough, 
even without u n m g  any investigation to ascertain the reasons 
for the development of these defecl, it was stated by t .  authorities 
that the runway surface. would improve with use. Earlier when these 
problems were discussed by the Base Commander with tk Chief 
Engineer and the Commander Works Engineer when they visited the 
Base in November, 1977. no reference appears to have been made to 
these defects, or that they would disappear with use. It was left to the 
llxrs to point out to the Zonal Chid Engineer in December 1977 that 
the flexible pavement had started showing signs of disintegration to 
such an extent that they had to declare the airfield as hazardous to 
flying. The Committee can only deplore such a casual approach and 
complete lack of seriousness on the pan of the concerned Engineers 
to their duties. 

40- - It appears that certain obligatory tests to ensure quaility control as 
prescribed in the contract were not carried out and records were not 
tnaintained properly. The fact was also later comborated by thc 
Chief Technical Examiner in his report for the period October 1980- 
March 1981. These obligatory tests were wear test, tests for finding 
out flakiness content of bitumen, aspha&, concrete and tests reganling 
control bay for safety etc. The Committee cannot but c0nclud'e that 
ncm-adherence to these tests led to substandard workmanship. 

,-- - --- - - - -- -- -- 



I )  fkncr The Committee note that undtr orders of the Air Headpactem a 
Court clll Inquj. was held to investigate into the circumstawes uadtr 
which the airfield had become unfit for opetations and also to asxxtah 
whether the construction of the air-field and material used themfo~ 
were as per provisions specified in t b  contract agreement. The &Id- 
inp d the Court of lhquiry were a~ follows: 

(i) Surface of bituminous portion of the runway induding t l ~  
overnln was pitted, abraded, revelled, etc. 

(ii) Work of asphaltic concrete done from 25 April 1975 to 10 
*May 1975 was below the contract .specifications. Q, 

(iii) Non-use of the runway either by aircraft or by simulatad 
vehicular traffic for about a year after its 
caused age hardening of bitumen and resdted in d y  
deterioration of the air-field . 

The JWui Research Institute, ROockee to which tbe matter was s u b  
qaently refprred, observed in their report that there was lack of 
quality mom1 during the execution of the project. The largi-iaal 
and cross profila of the runway was not p'opexly m a i n t M ,  as 
against d a m  tolerance of 3mm and 6mm stipulated umaek and 
bituminous macadam surface nspectivdy on A.C. surface thw were 








