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tNtRODUCTION 

·t, tbc Chairman of the Public Accounts Committee, as autborisod by 
the Committee, do present on their behalf this Two Hundred a~d TweiNt 
Report or the Committee on Paragraphs 4 and S of the Advance Report of 
the Comptroller and Audiror General of India for the year 198:1·82, Union 
Government (Railways) regarding Central Railway-Construction of 
broad aauge line between Diva and Bassein Road l;tations ·and North 
Eustern Railw~y--gauge convcnuon from Samastipur to Darbhanga, 
respectively. 

2. The Advance Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General of 
India for the year 1981-82, Union Government ( Railways) was laid on 
the Table of the House on 4 April. 1983. 

J. In Chapter J of this Report, the Committee have dealt with a case. 
where the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board ) had sancti~ned 

the construction of a BG line between Diva Station on Central 
Railway and the Bassein Road Station on the Western Railw~y at an 
estimated cost of Rs. 12.73 em res with electrification in April 1972. 
Although the work was scheduled to be completed by March 1976. the line 
was certified fit for operation with diesel traction w.e.f. 25.11.1980 at a 
cost of Rs. 28.80 crores. Even after completion, the line was not com-
missioned and a further period of more than 2 ·years elapsed before it 
was commissioned in April 1983 with DC traction. The Committee.bave 
come to the conclu:,.ion that in the execution of this project. there were 
numerous acts of omission and commission on the part of the project au-
thorities and the Railway Board. Apart from lack of proper plunina aDd 
poor management which had resulted in as many as 27 disputes in 33 
Sections, there was im:omprchensible indccisivencs:; and ambivalence in 
deciding the mode of traction to be adopted. These, together with the 
heavy cut in allotment of funds just when the work on the project had 
started, resulted in the commissionina of the tine in over 10 years instead 
of 3 years, envisaged in the estimate. The cost also shot up from Rs. 12. 73 
crores to Rs. 28.80 crores. And more importantly, tbc maio objects for 
which the project was undertaken remained unfulfiUed from March 1976 
(when the project was expected to be completed) till April 1983 (wbc.n the 
line was commissioned with DC traction ) . The Committee have eJprtssed 

. ' . ' ' 
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. the hope that the Railways would draw appropriate lesson from 
this case so as to be more careful in future while handling such projects. 
The Committee have also desired the Ministry of Railways (Railway 
Board) to examine whether the existing system of contracts under which 
disputes had arisen in 27 contracts in 33 Sections needed to be over-
hauled. 

4. In Chapter 11 of this Report, the Committee have observed that 
the part conversion of the Section 'Samastipur Darbhanga' of the branch 
line 'Samastipur·Raxaur was approved by the Ministry of Railways (Rail-
way Board) in the budget of 1974-75 at an approximate cost of Rs. 4.75 
crorcs, although the investigations by the Railway f\dministration in 
May 1964 and in April 1969 had established that the conversion was not 
financially viable. This part conversion was not recommended either by 
the General Manager or by the Financial Adviser and Chief Accounts 
Officer of the Rail way. After the approval of this conversion project in 
1974-75 it did not receive any priority for 6 years as only Rs. 1000 were 
allotted to it by the Railway Board till 1979-80. Suddenly, in December 
1980, this Section became important and deserved top priority when 
Railway Board decided to sanction an urgency certificate for Rs. 60 lakhs. 
But, barely 10 months after the sanction of the urgency certificate, this 
work Was iJn(Jrcd and deferred as it did not fall within the category or 
'important projects'. Thus, the total investment of Rs. 65-24 lakhs incurred 
on the project tiJl then became unproductive. The Committee have expressed 
the view that the manner in which the order of priorities went on changing 
in the Railway Board from time to time in the case of this project has 
created a doubt whether the priorities were at all given on the basis of 
objected criteria and considerations. 

Several other cases have come to the notice of the Committee where-
after incurring substantial expenditure, works were subsequently frozen/ 
slowed down/abandoned. In the opinion of the Committee, the discontinu-
ance of work on such projects was either due to improper selection or 
financial constraints imposed by indiscriminate sanction of far too many 
projects unrelated to the available resources. The Committee have desired 
to be apprised of the details of all such projects in respect of whh.:h work 
has been frozen/slowed down/abandoned, indicating specificaiJy in each 
case whether the Railways propose to revise them or not and if so, when. 

. . 

5. T4e PubliC Accounts Committee ( 1983·84 ) examined these 
paragraphs at their sittings held on 2 February, 1984 ( AN and FN ). The 
Committee considered and finalised this Report at their sittins held on 
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23 April. 1984. The Minutes of the sittings form Part II* of the Report. 

6. A statement containing the recommendations/observations of the 
Committee is appeaded to this Report (Appendix). For facility of reference 
and convenjence, these have been printed in thick type in the body of the 
Report. 

7. The Committee place on record their appreciation of the assistance 
rendered to them in examination of these paragraphs by the Comptroller 
and Auditior General of India. 

8. The Committee would also like to express their thanks to the 
representatives of the Ministry of Railways .'(Railway Borad ) for the 
cooperation extended by them in giving information to the Committee. 

NEW DELIH; 

April 26, 1984. __ _ 
Vaisakha 6, 1906 (S). 

SUNIL MAJTRA 
Chairman~ 

Public Accoums Committee, 

*Not printed. One cyclostylcd copy laid on the Table of the House and five copjes 
placed in Parliament Library. 



REPORT 

CHAPTER I 

CENTRAL RAILWAY CONSTRUCTION OF BROAD GAUGE 
LINE BETWEEN DIVA AND BASSEIN ROAD STATIONS 

Audit Para 

1.1 The Ministry of Railways(Railway Board)accorded (January 1971 1 
their sanction for undertaking survey for the construction of a broad aauge 
(BG) line (41.96 km) berween Diva station on Central Railway and Bassein 
Road Station on Western Railway. 

1.2 The objects of the line as given in the Project RePort were mainly 
as follows: 

(i) To cater to the interchange traffic between WeHern Railway 
.~md Central Railway. (Dadar junction to be closed to inter· 
changed goods t • affic because of saturation of the existing 
sedion). 

(ii) To avoid detention caused to the wagons interchanged &~t 

Dadar marshalling of the W<Jgons in Bnndra marshalling yard. 

(iii) To give relief to the suburban sections of both the Central and 
Western Railways. 

1.3 Bmed on the ~urvey. construction of the 8.G. line was ~anctioned 
at an estimated cost of Rs. 10.33 crores (without electrification} and 
Rs. 12.73 crores (with electrification) by the Ministry of Railways (R ilwuy 
Board) in April 1972. The return on capit<tl was <-~ssessed at 8.53 per cent 
On the sixth year of opening of the line). The work on the project comm· 
enced in March 1973 and was to be completed within three years i. e. by 
March 1976. However, only 23.6 per cent of the work was completed by 
March 1976. The Ministry of Railways (Railway Board) in October I 977 
decided that the Diva-Bassein line should be commissioned with diesel 
traction in the first instance. 

1.4 The cost of the work was revised to Rs. 23.48 crores in May 197M, 
taking into account the chan·p in the mode 'of traction from 25 KV ACto 

·.~ 
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J 500 V DC, general price rise and modifications in the construction design 
etc. The following revised targets were fixed for completion of the line : 

(j) With diesel traction March 1980 

(ii) Witb electrification June 1982 

A review of the planning and execution of Diva·Bassein Road Project 
revealed the following : 

I. Delay in banding over the site to the contractor 

l.S The contract for earth,vork and minor bridges in Section VII-A 
was awarded to contractor 'A' in December 1973. to be completed by 
March 1975. The Railway Administration was not having posse~ion of 
the land at that time. for banding it over to the contractor. The State 
Government completed land acquisition proceedings in November 1973 
only. The Railway Administration gave the Cflntractor extension of time 
upto 22nd December 1 il75, without penalty. The contractor went for 
arbitration and claimed (July 1977) Rs. 40 Jakhs on account of delay in 
handing over the site and the resultant escalation in rates idling or machin· 
ery and labour etc. The Railway Administration appointed two serving 
railway officers as arbitrators in January 1978. The arbitrators directed 
both the contractor and the Railway Administration to send statement of 
facts and claims/counter-claims by March 1978, While the contractor 
submitted his statement in March 1978; the Railway Administration 
failed to file the counter statement despite repeated extensions given by 
the arbitrators. The Rail\\'ay Administration took 6 months in collection 
and scrutny of relevant data upto 30th August 1978. and thereafter, allo-
wed time to lapse, first in raising doubts about their requests for extensions 
having reached both the arbitrators (as replies to them were l-eing given by 
one of the two).aod lat_ter on challenging legality of arbitration proceedings. 
The arbitrators awarded Rs. 18 lakhs plus interest and other costs. to the 
contractors in April 1979. 

1.6 The lapses on the part of the Railway Administration in this case 
were as under : 

0) Award of the contract before acquiring physical possession of 
the land was in violation ofthe Ministry of Railways (Railway 
Board) staadins instruction (of 1972) which enjoin, inter alia 
that the Railway Adminstration·sboald invite tenders oa·Jy when 
fully prepared ta hand over the sites. 
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(ii) Having appointed two serving railway officers as arbitrators. the 
Railway Administration never filed claims or counter-claims 
before the arbitrators. They rather started questioai.. the 
jurisdiction of the arbitrato1s to continue the proceedinp. 

11. Opention of an avoidable additional non-standard item 

1. 7 As per Railway's Book of specifications, there are two types of 
embankments-one for formation without compact•on (specification number 
201) and the other for formation with compaction (specification No. 202). 
In Diva-Bassein Railway Project, certain embankments were classified under 
specification No. 202 (with .compaction), while in the same sectioa some 
embankments were also classified under specification No. 201 (without com-
paction). An additional non-standard item 'Extra for compaction' was aJso 
provided to cater for contingencies of compacting earth, wherever required 
separately. There was. however, no need for this item in view of the over-
all speciflcation No. 202. Having provided and operated this non-standard 
extra item, it was all'o not ensured that the rate prescribed for embank-
ments (under 201) plus extro:t for compaction was not more than the rate 
tixed for specification under 202. This aspect \\·as not brought out &Jy any 
of the tender committees, while finalising such contracts. This resulted in 
avoidable payment of Rs. 5.46 lakhs. 

J .8 In 5 other contracts. claims amounting to Rs. 16.65 lakhs arising 
out of djsputes over various matters including operation of this non-
stand:lrd item were awarded by the arbitrators (who were serving railway' 
officers). Ho\\·ever, the exact amount relating to the aforesaid non-stand-
ard item could not be segregated, as the awards did not give any item wise 
break-up. 

1.9 Fourteen court cases against the Railway for other claims of Rs. 
I 86.83 lakhs covering 9 contracts are also pending. 

Ill. Coastructioa of Bridaes 

1.10 The two major bridges to be constructed on this Jine required 
5 girders of 45.7 m spans. The work relating to ~ub-structures for these 
bridges was given on contract, while the work of fabrication of s.teel gird-:-
ers was entrusted to the Railway's Civil Engineering worbhop at Manm~d .. 
The work orders for this fabrication were issued in March 1975 though thF . . . . . . ~ . 
work on the project had commenced in March 1973. While the work of 
sub-structures was completed by the contractor ia September- 1977, the 

. . . .. 
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f.1bricat~on of girders was not done by the Railway workshop. Itt February 
1978 (;1fter nearly 3 years) the Railway Administration issued revised work 
orders setting the target dates for fabrication of gi~ders as 31st August. 197S 
(for 3 girders) and 3Jst October, 1978 (for 2 sirders). The Chief Bridge 
Engineer who was in charge of Railway Workshop at Manmad, stated 'in 
August 1978 that they would not be able to supply the girders by 31 October. 
1978, but they could supply the girders by December 1979 at the fabrication 
cost of Rs. I ,800 per tonne. 

l.l t At this SUII-C, the Railway Administration decided to set the 
work done by contract. TendtiS were called for, which were returnable by 
14th December 197~. The lowest offer of a public sector undertaking at 
the rate of Rs. 2, 700 per tonne was accepted on 12th April. 1979. (The same 
firm had earlier in June 1978 offered to do this work aL the rate of Rs.2,400 
per tonne, but this was not accepted by the Administration). Howe\·er, the 
confrnct agreement was executed on 6th May. 1980 i.e. over one year after 
the issue of acceptance lettcl'. The terms agreed to were as under : 

{i) The materia! required for the fabrication was to be !'Upplied by 
the Railway. 

{ii) For any revision of the wages of the contractor·s labour. the-
Railway "'ould have to pay escalation charges subject co a ceiling 
of Rs. 540 per tonne. 

, (jjl) The supply of fabricated material was to he completed "''ithin 4 
monthsi. e. by 11th August. 1979. 

1.12 Though the acceptance letter was issued in April 1979, the des· 
patch of Railway material started in July 1979, and Wa5 completed in 
January 1980. 

l.l3 The materials supplied · (709.099 tonnes) included a&out 135 
tonnes which had rolling defects and were heavily pitted. The defects i!J 
70 tonnes were rectified by the contractor. The balance wa! reje('ted and 
recouped subsequently. 

l.l4 The contractor did not deliver the fabricated material by the-
taT get date. However, the Railway Administration gave extension without 
penalty upto ·31st July, 1980. The delivery of fabricated girders (585. 755 
tonoes) commenced in March 1980 and was completed in September 1980. 

1..15 The wa,.e rates of the contractor's labour were revised with 
tft"ect from 1st December. 1979. In consequence, by application of the 
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escalation clause, payment became due at the maximum rate of Rs. 540 per 
tonne for the entire quantity, as the first despatch . took .place more than 
3 months after the rise in wages. 

1.16 The following points iirise in this case : 

(i) There was delay on the part of the Railway Administration in 
procuring 5 girders within a period of 7 years (March 1973 
to March 1980). Since the work on Oiva-Bas!lein Project 
had started a!. early as in March 1973, and the Railway 
Administration was aware of the types of spans required, 
work orders for fabrication of girde1s could have been issued 
to the Railway workshop much earlier than March 1975. 

(ii) After the Raih"ay workshop had failed to take any action 
for 3 years from March 1975 to February 1978, if the 
Railway Administration had at that swgc ibelf opted to get 
the work done through an outside ogen~y. the rate of 
Rc;. 2.400 per tonne quoted by the Public Sector Under-
taking in June 1978 coul<i have been availef1 of, leading to 
a savin~ of Rs. 4.92 Jakhs [(Rs. 3240-2400)x585. 755 tonnes]. 

\Iii) In Au£ust I 978 the Chief Bridge Engineer had stated that 
the Rail way Workshop at Man mad could supply the 
girders hy December 1979 at a fabri.:ation cost of 
Rs. I ,800 per tonne. Considering the usual time required 
for finalisation of tender and the stipulated period of 
execution of contract and the extensions likely to be given, 
the Admini11tration could have fore;:;een that there would 
not be any material difference in . the delivery dates of 
the Railway workshop and the coot ·actor. The Adminis-
tration had an add.ed advantage in the case of former. 
inasmuch as it could exercise pressure at higher level to 
get the work executed departmentally. As it actually turned 
out, the contractor completed {Sep~ember t 980) the delivery 
10 months latter than the date (December 1979) given by 
the Chief Bridge Enaineer. BesMes. the extra expenditure 
that had to be incurred in addition, carne to Rs. 8.43 taka.s . . . ,. 

{(Rs. 324()..1800) x585. 755 tonnes). 

(\v) Tbe Administration failed to despatch the material ro.r 
fabricatioo as soon as the contract was ~ttled. It took the 
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Administration three months to despatch the first consign• 
ment of 40.508 tonnes out of the total requirments of 709. 
099 tonnes of material. The total supplies were completed 
by January 1980 (4 months after the scheduled date for 
delivery of girders by the contractor). Further, the Adminis-
tration sent nearly 135 tonnes of defrctive material part of 
which was rejected and part rectified. But for these acts of 
omission and commission on the part of the Administration. 
the work could have been completed by the contractor by 
due date, viz. 12th August, 1979 or with a further extension 
of 2 or 3 month i.e. to end of November 1979 at the 
latest. Even the contractor in the initial tender had 
asked for a maximum period of six months. Obviously. 
it was possible for the Administration to get the work 
executed before the crucial date of lst December. 1979 
when the wage escalation took place. The total amount 
of payment due to the contractor on account of wage escal-
ation for 585.755 tonnes works out toRs. 3.16lakhs. 

(v) The special condition of contract provided for a monthly 
report on the progress of manufacture. However, not a 
single report was submitted by the contractor. The Railway 
Administration had posted an Inspector of Works (lOW) at 
Howrah to monitor the pr0gress and do liaison work. He 
also did not submit any reports. The contractor broached 
the question of escalation in October, 1980 only, that is, after 
the despatch of the last consigment of fabricated material 
by him in September, 1980. 

IV. McKie ofTraction 
1.17. The Ministry of Railways (Railway Board) had decided in 

Octobet 1977 that Diva-Bassein line should be commissioned with diesel 
traction in the first instance. The line was certified fit by the Chief 
·Engineer (Construction) for operation with diesel traction for goods traffic 
with effect from 25th November 1980, but it was not commissioned. In 
consequence, the benefits (c. f. para 1 above) that could have accrued 
from this line constructed at a cost of over Rs. 23 crores, had not been 
availed of for over two years (November 1980 to November 1982), as had 
been planned earlier in October 1977. It may be added that despite 
the trilnk routes beins electrified in Bombay area, diesel engines are stiJl 
in use for shunting and bankina purposes, and could have been producti-
Yely used on this line as well. 

(Para 4 of &he Advance Report of the C&:AG of India for the year 
1911-82, Union Government (Raiiways)J 
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1.18 According to audit para, the work on the project commenced 
in March 1973 and was to be completed within three years i.e. by' March 
1976. However, only 23.6 per cent of the work was completed by March, 
1976. The Committ~:e enquired as to why the work could not be completed 

by the target date. In a note furnished in this regard, the Ministry of 
Railways (Railway Board) have explained the position thus: 

''The project report envisaged completion of the work by March 
1976. The estimate for the project amounting to Rs. 12.73 cror~ 

was sanctioned on 7.4.1972. However, while sanctioning the esti-_· 
mate, the Board had desired that, pending a further examination of 
the basic assumptions made in the project report relating inter 
alia, to the quantum of traffic then passing through Dadar like~J' to. 
get diverted to the new route, and the que<>tion of levy of inflated 

charges, the Railway should not enter into any commitment on 
this project. The project was finally cleared only on 1.12. 1972, 

eliminating electritlcation for the time bein~. With the major part 
of the financial year already over the allotment for the project got 
reduced from the origimal figure of Rs. l crore to Rs. 13.28 lakhs 
again'St which an amount of Rs. 14.60 lakhs was actually spent 
while talking up preliminary work. During the next financial year 
the steep price rise in the wake of the oil crisis had its impact on. 
all sectors. The twin effects of costs of projects going up steeply 
and of economy cuts heiDI imposed on both ''Plan .. e~nd ••Non-: 
plan" expenditure resulted in stifling a number of projects. As a· 
sequel, it was not possible to allocate sufficient funds for progress;. 
ing this work, amoq others duriag the financial years from 1973-74 

to 1975-76. Within the overall constraints. however, e-very 



Year 

l 

72-73 

73-74 

74-75 

75-76 

8 

effort had been made to make the maximum possible allocations 
to the work as would be· readily seen from the following table : 

(amount in crores of Rs.) 

Anticipa- Balance Funds Percent Funds Percent 
ted cost to alloca- age of allotted age of 
of on complete tion (4) to (3) to Diva- (6) to 
going new lines for "New Bassein (4) 
"New at the Lines" Project 
Line'' beginning 
projects of the 

year 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

204.19 56.48 17.51 31.02 0.13 0 742 

176.29 43.45 12.85 29.574 1.465 11.401 

305.95 173.72 ]3. 15 7.57 1.62 12 319 

321.94 154.40 19.00 12.306 2.973 ) 5.647 

'.· 
During the initial three years, in keeping with the reduced allo-
cations, contracts were finalised to cover work over a section 
limited to 13.10 Km. The physical progrees till the end of 
March 1976 was, therefore, only 22.64%." 

1.19 Durin: evidence the Committee drew the attention of the rep-
resentatives of the MiRistry of Railways to the contention of the Railways 
that it was not possible to allocate sufficient funds for progressing this work 
among others, during the financial years from 1973-74 ~o 1975-76 and 
desired to know whether construction of any other new line was sanctioned 
by the Railway IIOard durinJ this period. To this, the representative of the 
Railway Board stated in reply : 

''construction of new lines was being sanctioned from time to 
time." 

1.20 When asked whether the Railways have any priority for the new 
Jiaea, the witness stated: 

"We have the priority for the lines. The priority was fixed gene-
rally on the basis of the project-oriented lines. Then we have got 
the defence-oriented lines." 
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1.21 In repJy tt> a query as to whether there was any li'st of new lines 
in terms of feasibility as well as priority, the witness stated:-

"Previously though there was no shelf as such. We knew which 
one is the project oriented line and which one is a defence oriented 
line for the development. Now we are giving priority to these in 
consultation with the Planning Commission. We knew what were 
the project oriented Jines or the development Jines." 

1.22 The Committee desired to know why, instead of spreading the 
entire expenditure over the years on a number of projects, the 
Railways should not have a priority list so that the projects in higher 
position in the priority list are sanctioned adequate funds and completed 
according to the time schedule and only then the other projects are 
taken up. In reply, the representative of Ministry of Railways (Railway 
Board) stated : · 

''Exactly, in the last few years, we have made that and we 
know which are the priority projects-project oriented lines 
and the strategic lines." 

1.23 In this connection, Chairman, Railway Board stated : 

.. We have been spreading available resources on far too many 
works~ imultaneously instead of taking up one or two works and 
complete it in one or two or three years so that the gestation 
period is cut down and cost is cut down." 

I .24. According to the Audit para, construction of the B.G. line between 
Diva station on Central Railway and Bassein Road station on Western 
Rail" ay. based on a survey, was sanctioned at an estimated cost of Rs. 
10.33 crores (without electrification) and Rs. 12.73 crores (with electrifica-
tion) by the Ministry of Railways. (Railway Board) in April, 1972. The 
Committee desired to know whether the original proposal envisaged 
running of the line without or with electric traction. In reply, the 
Ministry of Railways (Railway Board) have stated in a note : 

"During the original final location survey-cum-traffic re-appraisal, 
the foJlowing broad conclusions were made as regards the mode 
of traction on the new Diva-Bassein line. 

(a) Steam traction should not be considered since it was on the 
decline and in any case there was also difficulty for getting 
water. 
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(b) Going in for diesel traction could have its difficulties in the 
context of electrification of the Virar-8abarmati secLion in-
asmuch as the new project line would be between two ele-
ctrified sections and the diesel lacomotive required for the 
section may have to be worked from the homing shed at 
Rat lam. 

(c) Under these circumstances, therefore, the Diva-Bassein line 
should have electrified traction." 

1.25 According to the Audit para. the Ministry of Railway~ 

(Railway Board) decided in October, 1977 that Diva-Bassein line should 
he commi~!-ioned with diesel traction in the first instance. When 
enquired about the considerations which weighed with the Railway 
Board in taking th1s dedsion. the Mjni!;try of Railways (Railway Board) 
have stated in n note as under : 

·'When the constructi<'n estimate for the new line was 
~anctioned. it had heen felt that there should be more exhaustive 
study to determine whether 25 KV AC or 1500 V DC traction 
would be more beneficiaL A Committee was appointed to go 
mto this qucstiun. Pending a fanal decision on the mode of 
ele<.·tric traction, it had been felt that as an intermediate ph ... se. 
use of diesel traction could be considered.'' 

1.26 In this connection. representative of Railway Board stated 
during evidence : 

·'The idea was to have Jiesel tra<.:tion only for an interim period 
and it was not proposed to \.:ontinue this traction as diesel 
traction. It wM; also said that the die!>el traction would be 
necessa1 y as an interim measure." 

1.27 Explaining the po:-.ition further in this regard, the Chai,mo.~n. 

Railway Board stated : 

"The main pr('lb)em was that .it was meant for the operation of 
goods traffic. Now for operation of the goods traffic. if we 
have to change fr<'m diesel to electric the goods trains have to 
come t!p to Virar and then it has to be changed. That means it 
will requite yard. enJline, etc. and all those facilitie$. will have 
t(l be readily nvailable. Jt means that more yard work wi!l 
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have to be taken up at Virar, or Bassein and Diva. Instead 
of that, when there is more than once change of traction 
facilities on the way, we bridge this distance with diesel so 
that there is no intermediate change twice." 

1.28 On being asked about the circumstanc-es \\·hich compelled the 
Railways again to give up the diesel traction and to adopt electric 
traction, the witness replied : 

"We thought that there was no point in spending money 
additionaJiy on diesel traction when electrification had been 
sanctioned." 

1.29 When enquired whether this aspect of incurring extra 
expenditure wus not considered at the time the decision regarding diesel 

t ract1on was taken, the rcpret~entative of Railway Board stated : 

''In the Works Programme Con.millec meeting in 1977 it \\a' 

noted thht the wo1k was going on rather slowly because of various 
constraints. We said that we must complete the track portion. 
Let the electrification follow.'' 

1.30 The Committee desired to know whether any action was taken to 
procure diesel engines for this line when it was decided in October, 1977 
that the line should be commissioned with diesel traction in lhe first 
instance. In a note furnished in this regard the Ministry of R:tilways 
(Railway Board) have explained the positioa as under : 

''It had been known that ultimately the Diva-Ba sein line would 
have to have eled: ic traction inasmuch as it would be lying bet· 
ween two electrified sections and that. therefore, diesel trac!ion on 
this line could only be considered as an intermediate pha,e. 
pending a final decision on whether 25 KV AC traction or 1500 v 
DC traction would be more desirable. On further examination it 
was noticed that provision of diesel traction on this small section 
between two electrified sections would .involve heavy investment 
on provision of change of traction facilities and maintenance and 
servicing facilitier:.. Jt was considered that in the long run it would 
be uneconomical to go in for such heavy investments during the 
intermediate phase specially when there was difficulty in diverting 
diesel locomotives from the existing holdings, in the context or 
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greater demand for such locomotives arising from progresc;ive 
repluement of steam traction." 

1.31 As per the cod" rules vide para 716 of Engineering Code, an 
estimat~ for rolling stock is .also required to be prepared when new line is 
to be laid. When asked to state whether the estimate for rolling stock was 
prepared and got sanctioned by the competent authority, the Ministry of 
R<tilways (Railway Board) have explained in a note as under: 

"As regards the provisions in para 716 of the Engineering Code, it 
may be staled that the stipulation made therein is that ••when it is 
necessary in co:mection with a new project to provide rolling 
stock" the estimate for such roiJing stock should be kept distinct 
from the estimate for tbe remainder of the prcject. Since the lin~ 
between Diva-Bassein formed a very short section between the 
Western Railway and th~ Central Railway system, it bad not been 
considered necessary to prepare a separate estimate for rolling 
stock particularly since some saving in the requirement of rolling 
stock running on tbe maio line had been anticipated in view of the· 
reduced lead .of traffic when the new line would get commissioned." 

1.32 The Committee desired to know why the mode of traction stipulat-
ed as 25 KVAC in Apri11972 estimate was changed to 1500 V DC in Ma)' 
1978 estimate. In reply, the Ministry of Railways (~ailway Board) have 
stated in a note : 

~·111e need for ·a review of the moue of electrification was recognis·· 
c<l at the time or apJ)TOVing the project estimate in April 1972 
it,elf and a committee was appointed to go into the same. The 
Committee recommended 1500 VDC system for reasons of opera~ 

tional flexibility and factors of economic advantage with DC 
!'-ystem at traffic Jevels r:m•isaged over the initial forecasts and 
difficultit-5 that may be encountered in arranging 25 K V AC 
supply for a short section between 2 DC systems." 

1.33 During evidence, the Committee desired to know as to way the 
mode of traction was stipulated as AC. in April 1972 estimate, between two 
DC' sections. To this, the representative of Rail way Board replied : 

"Two question!l were involved. First whether the section should 
be electrified at aJI or should we run it on diesel and steam. At 
that time they made some calcul:!tions a:nd a Committee wa~ 
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appointed to check whet,her t);le sectjon .sho~d be electrified at at 
and secondly wJtet)Jer it .sbouJd b, AC or DC. The Committee 
went into it and reported that operationally, fin:ancially and on 
other considerations it is desirable to make it DC and the report ot 
the Committee was submittecl in May 1973 and the Soard accepted 
it . ., 

1.34 On being pointed out whether it did not mean thal the project 
was sanction.e<,i wi~hout fin.alising the mode of traction, the witness stated : 

''The sanction was for the main project of construction of the line. 
The sanction was accorded for the line but while according the 
sanction it was said that no commitment should be entered into 
on the electrification portion till the report of the Committee is 
received." 

1.35 Clarifying the positioR m this r~gard th.! Chairman, Railway 
lloard, stated : 

''Sanctioning a project means various facts of the working inclugd 
ing the type of rolling stock h) be \,lsed on the section. Jn this 
particular case, I am sure you will appreciate our dilemma. Sir, 
wherever change-over is done .from 1500 DC to AC it is this sort 
of decision making which is necessary when we have to take a 
decision between old one phased out and the new type of traction 
which is extended practicaUy all ovct' India., 

1.36 In reply to a question the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board) 
informed the Committee that the work of electrification was commenced 
an May 1978 and was completed in Nove.mb~r, 1982. 

The Committee understood from Audit that the Railway Administra· 
tion have since submitted 2nd revi~ed estimate amounting to Rs. 28.80 
crores to the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board) indicating net increase 
of Rs. 5.32 crores (22.65'%) over the first revised estimate. When asked 
to explain the increase departmcnt-wi!le viz. Civil, E.lectrical and Signal 
and Telecommunication etc. and .the reasons therefor, the Ministry of 
Railways (Railway Board) have stated in a note as follows : 

''I. The fil'st revised estimate of this project wa" framed 1n the 
year 1977 based on the then prevailing rates. This was sanc-
tioned in the year 1978. The second revised estimate wa~ 
framed in the ytar 1982, after a l:tpse of 5 ye~rs. During this 
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period the cost material and labour etc. increased consider-
ably, resulting in an overall increase in cost of Rs. 3.98 crores 
on this account. 

II· There was some inevitable increase in scope of work amoun-
ting to R.s. 96 lakhs-

(;) Civil Engineering: 

The increase in the scope of Civil Engineering protion, 
accounted for Rs. 58.49 lakhs, which was due to factors 
sue h as Additional work done in the test bank, due to 
subsidence ; 

Provision of pitching of bank slopes for a length of 9.5 
Kms., to protect from tidal effects; 

Special protection work for stabilising slopes of cuttings 
in a length of 3.5 Kms.; 

Improvement to side drains, necessitated due t(l poor soil 
condition; 

Increase in P. Way length in yards as per approved 
plans; 

Increased length of track, due to diversion of alignment at 
two locations by Ill Kms.; 

Diver~ion of road, widening of road, pJOvision of hei~ht 
gauge, and few other minor items; and 

Welding of rails to 3 rail panels, etc. 

c 1i) Electrical : 

The increase in scope of electrical portion :::ccounted for 
Rs. 37.29 lakhs, which was mainly due to increase of 2 
Nos. structures (mast etc.) per track Km. which was 
necessitated due to heavy curvature, and heavy wind 
pressure; 

Corresponding increase in OHE fittings, due to Jncrease 
in the ~umber of structures; and 
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Provision of one liquid cooled rectifier unit. 

(iii) Signalling & Telecommunications : 

The increase in scope of Signalli~~ portion was only 
Rs. 0.29 Jakhs, which was mainly due to the actual require.-
ment, and provision of ~;pares for special maintenance· ; 

Ill. Additonal items ofwork, found necessary, accounted for 
Rs. 62 lakhs excess in the estimate, which wa'i mainly due 
to:-
(i) Civil Enzineering : 

Rs. 9.50 lakhs. This was due to increase in proportionate 
increase in general charges and provision of productivity 
linked bonus. 

( ii) Signalling 

BalanceRs. 52.50 lakbs in signalling work due to addi-
tional quantity of cables of differ-ent core, change in 
epuipment, provision of SM's control frame. guide roJJer. 
assembly, warning covers etc. the main signal ,group. 
joint group. co-group interlocked relay, AC and DC 
relays, 2 aspect signal, 4 aspect ~ignal, add1tional G.l. 
wire, provision of telephone at level crossing gate etc.'' 

The details of increases department-wise are summarised below : 

(Fig. in lakbs of Rs.} 

Depart- Cost as Cost as Net EXCESS DUE To Savings 
ment per rev- per 2nd excess effected ---------

ised esti- revised Inc- Inc- Addi- due to 
mate estimate rease crease tional decrease 
sanction- n0w sub- In in the items in the 
ed l'ide mitted cost scope of scope of 
Rly Bd. to the of of work work 
No. 75/ Rly. Bd. mate- work found 
W4/CNL/ rials, during nece-
23 (i) in labour exec- s~ary 

1978 etc. uti on 
·---·--··-· --- ·- -- -·-- ... ---·· -· 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Civil 1736.31 1994.80 258.48 207.85 58.50 9.50(-) 17.36 
Elec. 431.90 640.18 208.28 170.98 37.29 
Sig. 180.11 245.31 65.13 19.52 0.28 52.86(-) 1.54 

2348.32 2880.29 531.89 398.35 96.07 62.36(-} 24.90 
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Contract for earthwork and minor bridges ih Section VIl-A 

1.37 '\ t.cordina to the Audit para, the contract for earthwork and 
nilior titldges id ~ebtiOti VII-A was awarded to contractor 'A' in Dece-
~ 1973, t6 be completed by March 1975. The contract value for the 
work was i.s. 29.7iJ lakhs. The Railway Administration was not having 
poSitssidn ()f the land at that time, for handing it over to the contractor. 
The State Government completed land acquisition proceedings in Novem-
ber, 1974 only. 

1.38 Audit para points out that the award of the contract before 
acquiring physical possession of the land was in violation of the Ministr~ 
of Railways (Railway Board) standing instructions (of 1972) which enjoin, 

I 

inter-alia that the Railway Administration should invite tenders only when 
fully prepared to hand over the sites. During evidence, the Committee 
desired to know the reasons for not adhering to the Railway Board's 
instructions. In reply, the representative of the Railway Board stated :-

"In the Railway Code there is a para in which we say we can 
have direct negotiations with the villagers and when we find 
proceedings will take more time." 

1.39 Explaning the position in this regard, the Minisuy of Railways 
(Railway Board) have stated in a note as under:-

"The permission to start the work on Diva-Bassein Rail link 
project was given by the Railway Board, to the Central Railway in 
December, 1972. Immediately thereafter formal Land Acquisi-
tion proceedings were started. 

Since the land acquisition proceed10gs are time consuming, and 
in the normal course take several months, private negotiations 
were also conducted with the Land owners in terms of para 608 · E 
(revised Engg. Code para 808-E) with a view to taking advance 
possession of some of the land, so as to take up the work in some 
stretches without losing time. A sample copy of one such under-
taking is enclosed. After carrying out such negotiations 10 
contracts covering the length of 13.10 Kms., which also included 
Section VII (A) were awarded during the period 1972·73, 1973-74 
and 1974-7~. Incidentally, this procedure which had also been 
adopted in other contracts, had worked satisfactorily. witbout any 
problem. 
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In case of Section VII <A) and VII (B), however, the land own-
ers, after having entered into the agreement with the Railway tesil· 
ed from the undertaking given by them and obstructed the contrac-
tor and prevented him from doing the work. The formal handing 
over of the land after completing all the formalities in terms of 
the Land Acquisition Act was carried out by the State Government 
in the month of November, 1974. Contracts which were awarded 
after this date did not pose any problem regarding land. The pe· 
culiar situation in respect of VII (A), and VII(B) was created only 
due to the obstructive nature of the land owners. The problem 
created and experienced in this case was therefore, not due to any 
violation of the standing instructions of the Railway Board but 
in spite of it due to circumstances beyond control. The action of 
the Railway to take action under code para 608 E was in the best 
interest of the Administration to expedite the work within the 
existing constraint of the resources." 

1.40. The Committee pointed out that the order of the Railway Board 
was violated despite the fact that it was not possible for the Railways to 
allocate sufficient funds for progressing this work during the financial years 
from 1973-74 to 1975-76. To this, the representative of the Ministry of 
Railways (Railway Board) stated: 

"Yes, Sir, It was done in good faith to see the work was carried 
on." 

He added: 

''Normally, when we started the project, the project report said 
it should be done in three years., 

1.41 Intervening in the discussion, the Chairman, Railway Board. 
stated : 

''We have learnt from the past the we must first get the land 100% 
into our custody before we start the work. Otherwise land prices 
appreciate and there is a lot of problem of acquiring the land 
anywhere." 

1.,.2 The earthwork was actually completed by 30 May, 19?9 and 
the actual cost of completion as per the final bill was Rs.40.Il lakhs asainst 
the oriainal contract value of Rs. 29.79 lakbs. 
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1.43 The Committee understood from Audit that the contractor went 
for arbitra~ion and claimed (July 1977) Rs. 40 lakhs on account of delay in 
handing over the site and the resultant escalation in rates, idling of 
machinery and labour etc., though the Railways had extended the date for 
completion of work from 6 March, 1975 to 22 December. 1975, without 
penalty. In January. 1978, Railway Administration appointed two arbitra-
tors Shri B.R. Karnad, Chief Engineer (OL). Central Railway and Shri 
K. Subramanian, FA&CAO(C}, Central Railway. The contractors submitted 
their claims to the arbitrators on 22 March, 1978 but the Railway asked 
for extension of time 3 times viz., upto 31 May, 1978, 31 July, 1978 and 
31 August. 1978. for submitting its counter statements. Even on 30 August 
1978. instead of submitting the counter statements, the Railway entered 
into corres pondence with the arbitrators stating that it had a doubt 
whether its request for extension of time bad been received by the co· 
arbitrators (Shri K. Subramanian, FA&CAO) who had been transferred to 
Railway Board by then. This was due to receipt of replies to Railway 
Administration under signature of only one arbitrator-Shri Karnad. 
Though the date was further extended upto 31 December, 1978 by the 
arbitrators. the Railway did not ~ubmit the coun tcr-statements. 

1.44 The C()mmittce desired to know why the Railway Administration 
claims or counter claims were not filed before the Arbitrators and whether 
any action had been taken against the officials responsible for this lapse. 
The Min1:,try of R<tilway (Railway Board) have stated in a note as 
under :-

''The Arbitrators, who were appointed in January, 197l:<, directed 
the contractor to suhmit the statement of facts, which he did by 
2.3.1978 Jn view of the preoccupation of the concerned 
Executive Engineer, during the husy working season. the railway 
had requested the Arbitrators to extend the time for submitting 
the counter~statement of facts from time to time upto the end of 
August. 1978. ln the meantime the Railway administration, due 
to certain development'>. got some doubts regarding the conduct 
of the Arbitn~tors. The Law ministry's opinion was. therefore, 
sought,who. after carefully examining the material placed before 
them advised that the co-arbitrators have legally mis-conducted 
on various grounds, and advised the Railway administration to file 
a petition for removal of the co-arbitrators under Section 11 of the 
Arbitration Act. Accordingly, the Railway also filed petition 
before the Bombay High Court for removal of both the co~arbitra· 
tors. 
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Under these circumstances. the question ~f submitting the 
counter-statement before the co-arbitrators, whose conduct was a 
subject matter of reference in the court did not arise. The admini-
stration had folJowed the legal advice given by the Ministry of 
Law, and as such the question of apportioning any blame or 
taking any action against any of the officials does not arise." 

1.45 During evidence, the Committee drew the attention of the wit-
nesses to a note furnished by the Mtnistry of Railways wherein it had been 
stated that because of the pre-occupation of the concerned Executive 
Engineer during the busy working season, they had requested the Arbitrator 
to extend the time. The Committee desired to know whether there was no 
other person to take care of the case if one individual was busy. In reply, 
the repre~entative of the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board) stated ; 

''One may be familiar with all the details!of the case." 

1.46 On being asked about the position these arbitrators 2re ho1ding 
now, the witness replied : 

''They have retired. In 1979, Mr. Karnard retired and in 1981 
Mr. Subramanian retired." 

1.47 When enquired as to whether these t\VO arbitrators were 
appointed by the Railways or they were appointed one by each party, the 
witness stated : 

''Since the amount is so large, the two Arbitrators were kept. One 
is called the nominee of the Railways and for the other a panel of 
three or four names was given by the Railway to the contractor 
and be selected one of the names." 

1.48 In reply to a question as to whether these two arbitrators were 
nppointed in other cases earlier, the witness :.,t~•ted :---

'' fhey may have been appointed in other cases. We lost confidence 
in them because there was a suspicion of legal mis-conduct on 
their not appointing an umpire. Therefore, we sought the advi~.-e 
from our Legal Adviser about their legal mis-conduct." 
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He added: 

'•one of the things according to the Arbitration was that the two 
Arbitrators should have appointed an umpire within a month of 
the appointment of the Arbitrators." 

1.49 The Committee pointed out that the Ministry could have at 
least informed the Arbitrators that the Railways do not admit the claim 
submitted by the contractor. To this, the representative of the Railway 
Board stated : 

"We did not submit because we had the legal advice that if we 
submitted this, we were submitting to the jurisdiction. We wanted 
to get the Arbitrators removed. But in any way we did not file 
this. We could have filed it saying we are doing so under 
protest." 

He added: 

"I do agree that the claims should have been refuted. They should 
have submitted their counter-claims and if necessary they should 
have gone to the court on legal grounds." 

1.50 The Committee desired to why the jurisdiction of the arbitrators 
to continue the proceedings was questioned. The Ministry of Railways 
(Railway Board) have stated in a note thus : 

''The Co-arbitrators had prima-facie mis-conducted themselves, 
and as such the matter was referred to Ministry of Law, who 
confirmed the same and advised that action may be taken to 
remove the co-arbitrators. In this connection the verbatim advice 
of the Ministry of Law is reproduced below :-

.. The learned Arbitrators were required to appoint an Umpire 
not later than one month from the latest date of their respe-
ctive appointment i.e. on or before 12.2.1978 l'ide condition 
2 of the first schedule to Arbitration Act, 1940. No Umpire 
has yet been appointed by them. The learned Arbitrators 
have thus misconducted themselves. Railway had a grievance 
that copies of the letters of extensions were not being forwar-
ded by the Learned Arbitrators, Shri Karnad to his co-arbitra-
tor, Shri K. Subramanian. When they brought this &rievance 
to the notice of the co-arbitrators, Shri Subramanian. wrote 
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a letter No. DE/ARB/78 dated 4/6-9-197'8, calling upon the 
Railway Administration to file their couater-statemeot 
without further loss of time. He also chastised the Administra-
tion for doubting the~ bonafides of Shri Karnad, the co-arbi-
trator, who according to him was also incidentally the 
Administration's Arbitrator. Shri Subrananian bas wrongly 
assumed that he himself was the Arbitrator for the Contractor. 
This assumption being contrary to the terms of letter of 
appointment dated 13.1.1978, Shri Subramanian has thus mis-
conducted himself, Railway did not seek any furthec extension 
after 31.8.1978. Even assuming that the extension upto 
31.8.197B was given by the Learned Arbitrators with the 
concurrence of both the parties~ although there is nothing to 
suggest so on record, they have failed to publish the award 
within four months of this date. It was open to them to 
prooeed Ex-parte against tbe Railways after 31.8.1978 and 
pronounce their award. However, having failed to do so and 
having spent a period offour months thereafter, the Railway 
have further grievance that it is no more open to them to hear 
the contendin.g parties and that in the circumstances they 
cannot concede to their jurisdictioa any more. 

I, therefore. advise Railways to make an application to 
the Court, under clause ll of the Arbstration Act for the 
removal of both the Arb;trators. setting all grounds/grievances 
cogently in the application. Pre-intimation of this intention 
may be given to both the Arbitrators and the claimant, calling 
upon them not to proceed with the reference any more." 

1.51 The Committee learnt from Audit that the Railway Board, 
with the consent of Law Ministry, filed a suit in February 1979, in Bombay 
High Court for removal of arbitrators as they had legally mis-conducted 
on various grounds. The arbitrators published their award ex-parte Oft 
7 Apri1, 1979 and the Railway bad to pay Rs.l7.15 lakhs towards claims 
and Rs- 1.46 la'khs towards interest. 

1.52 The appeal preferred by the f{ailway to the Dombay High 
Court and Jat.r to the Supreme Court for setting aside the award was 

dismissed. 



22 

Operation of an avoidable additional non-standard item 

1-53 According to the Audit para, as per Railway's Book of 
specifications, there are two types of embankments-one for formation 
without compaction (specification number 201) and other for formation 
with compaction (specification No. 202). In Diva-Bassein in Railway 
Project. certain embankments were classified under specification No. 
202 (with compaction), while in the same section some embankments 
were also classified under specification No. 201 (without compaction). An 
Additional non-standard item 'i xtra for compaction' was also provided 
to cater for contingencies of compacting earth, wherever required 
separately. There was, however, no need for this item in view of the 
over-all specification No. 202. Having provided and operated this 
non-standard extra item, it was ~.Jso not ensured that the rate 
prescribed for embankments (under 201) plus extra for compaction 
was not more than the rate fixed for specification under 202. This 
resulted in avoidable payment of Rs. 5.46 lakhs. 

1.54 The Committee desired to know why it was not ensured by 
the Railway ~1dministration that the rate for compaction did not 
exceed the over all rate for formation of embankment with compaction 
as provided in the shedule of rates while allowing a separate 1 ate for 
compaclion. The Ministry of Railway (Railway Board) have, in a note. 
stated as under : 

"It may be mentioned in this connection that the overall 
rate fl1r formation of embankment with compaction depended 
upon two main factors :-

(a) the type of soil used and 

(b) the height of the embankment. 

To elaborate fu1ther, with "'good'' soil a.nd embankments upto 
a height of 6 Metres, no compaction was considered necessary 
wh•le compaction was needed in case the embankment was more 
than 6 Metres even if ''good" soil was available. On the other 

1land, in the ab~ence of ••good" soil, l.ompaction was necessary 
irrespective of the height of the embankment. 

Under these circumstances it would be difficult to state that 
there could have been any uniform overall rate for formation of 
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embankment with compaction. The demands for completing 
the formation of embankment in various segments could 
have varied depending upon the nature of soil available and 
the height of the embankment necessary. 

Since in an cases open tenders had been invited and the contracts 
had been finalised on the basis of the most competitive offers, 
it would be reasonable to con ::Jude that payments were mn de on 
the best available rates." 

1.55 The audit para points out that in 5 other contra'CtS, claims 
amounting to Rs. 16.65 lakhs arising out of disputes over various matters 
including operation of this non-standard item were awarded by the 
arbitrators (who were serving railway officers). However, the exact 
amount relating to the aforesaid non-standard item could not be 
segregated, as the awards did not give any item-wise break-up. 

1.56 The Committee desired to know 1he details of the other matters 
·nf disputes and whether these arose out of any failure on the part of 
Railway_officials. In reply, the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board) 
have, in a note. stated as under : 

.. The Railways had referred to Arbitration, claims in respect 
of five contracts, relating to earthwork in formation and 
construction of b1 idges elc. totalling to Rs. 106.78 lakhs. 
against which the arbitrators awarded Rs. 34.15 lakhs. The 
details of these ~.:ontracts_are as under:--

Section Amount claimed Amount awarded 

Section VJJ A 39.58 lakhs 17.51 lakhs 

Section V 17.06lakhs 3.01 lakhs 

Section Vll B 19.89 lakhs 3.761akhs 

Section Vlll 13.58 lakbs 7.57 lakhs 

Section XI 16.67 lakhs 2.30 lakhs 

The claims in respect of 4 contracts other than for Section 
VII A totalled Rs. 67.20 Jakhs, out of which the amount 
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awarded was Rs. 16.65 laths. The dispute referred to in these 
4 contracts were pertainin& to-

(i) Additional work alleged to have been done by contractors 
oYer and al>ovc the work measured by the Railway ; 

(ii) llcconry for non-employment of technical staff ; 

(iii) Different type of soil met with a borrow pits ; 

(iv) Removal of extra soil at base ; 

(v) Escalation for carrying out the work beyond the oriainal 
contracted period ; and 

(vi) On other minor arounds, 

These claims preferred by the contractors did not arise on 
account of any failure on the part of the Railway officials. The 
reasons were cle.1rly brought out while arguing the 6:a&es before 
the arbitrators. Payments were made by the Railway strictly 
in ac~ordance with the rates entered into by the Railway as 
provided for in the contract agreement. None of the Railway 
officials were held responsible as there was no failure on their 
part· Hence taking any action aaainst Railway officials did not 
arise.u 

1.57 It is learnt that the work on the project was executed in 33 
1ections under vario11s contracts. Dispute arose in 27 contract 1. The 
contractors preferred claims totalling Rs. 504.09 lakhs (appx.). The 
tlaims were dealt with as follows :-

No. o( 
Claims 

Amount claimed 
(lb. in lakh~) 

-·---·-- ... ~-- ·---. ·- -~--~ ___ ... _ ...... _ -

Paid 
(R.s, in lakhs) 

Remarks 

____ _......__.... __ .~. ~------- ...... -l..:.....tooo·.-----~~ ---------~----
I 2 

110,52 

l2 206.74 

4 
--··-··-·-~··"------

37,39 Arbitration 
award 

Settled by 
discussion 
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186.83 

27 504.09 

25 

3 

44.08 

4 

Pending in 
Court 

1.58 When enquired about the latest position in regard to 9 claims 
pending in Court, the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board) have 
informed the Committee in a note as follows : 

HQut of 33 major contracts awarded on the Di.va~Bassein 

Project relatmg to earthwo·rk and bridjes, construction of 
major bridges, quarters, manufacturing of girders and erectioll 
of girders etc. in 9 contracts, the contractors preferred 
claims amounting · to Rs. 186.83 lakhs, which were rejected by 
the Railways. The contractors, therefore, approached Bombay 
High Court for appointment of arbitrators. The Railway is 
contesting all these cases. The final decision of the court is await-
ed. The claims preferred in these 9 cases are excepted matters, 
and/or relate to matters outside the scope of the contract. It is for 
these reasons, that the claims were not accepted by the 
Railways. There were no failures on the part of the Railway 
officials nor is there any question of taking any action against 
any of them." 

Construction of Bridges 

I. 59 The two major bridge'S to be constructed on this line required 5 
girders of 45 .. 7 m spans .. The work relating to sub-structures for these 
bridges was given on contract while the work of fabrication of steel girders 
was entrusted to the Railway's Civil Engineerin& Workshop at Manmad. 
The work orders ~or this fabrication were issued in March 1975, tho\Jih 
the work on the project had commenced in March. 1973. While the work 
of sub--structureR was completed by the contractor in September, 1977, 
the fabrication of girders was not done by the Railway workshop till then. 
The .Committee desired to know whether it would not have been po&sibJe 
for the Railway workshop to deliver airders by the time the work of 
sub-structure was completed in September, 1977 if the work. orders had 
been placed earlier. In. a. note furnished in this regard the Ministry of 
Railways (Railway Board) have explained the position as under : 
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'-The project was sanctioned by the Railway Board in Aprif,. 
1972 and permissioa to enter into commitment was accorded in 
December, 1972. The Railway issued tender notice in Mar-chr 
1973, calling tenders for manufacturer supply and ereetion of 
girders, for all the major girder bridges on the Diva-Bassein now 
line project. The tenders were opened on 1.11.1973. These offers 
had however, to be cancelled by the Railway due to non-availabi-
lity of adequate funds during 1974-75. later on, a work order 
was placed on Manmad Workshop of Ceatral Railway in March. 
1975 for manufacture and supply of 5 spans of 45.7 m. aJongwitb 
6 spans of 76. 2 M l'equired for Ulthas Bridge, and other smaller 
spans required for this project. This work order was ptaGed 
anticipating that the posi,ion of funds would improve in tbe &ubse-
fl&ent years. 

The sub-structures of 45.7 M spans &ridge were completed by 
lbe contractor in Sept, 1977. Normally one wottld expect that 
tberc was adequate time available between March-, 1975 and 
September, 1977 for the Bridge wortshop to manufacture and 
supply the girders after receipt of the work orders. Unfortunately. 
there were breaches during the monaoon of 1976 on the Western 
Railway, and the Railway bridge over Daman Ganga was washed 
away, For restoring traffic, 12 spans of 4,.7 M span girders were 
immediately required, and as such the two spans of 45. "7 M which 
had been fabricated by Manmad workshop at that time, were 
ordered to be diverted by the Railway Board for Daman Ganga 
bridse. In addition 4 more spans, which were uDder fabrication 
or were due to be taken up shortly. were also ordered to be 
diverted for the restoration on W. Rly. The schedule of fabrica-
tion in the Manmad Workshop, therefore. got completely upset. 
The position was therefore reviewed again in April, 1977 by the 
Chief Administrative Officer (Constn.) in consultation \\ith the-
Chief Bridge Engineer and it was decided that the Manmad 
workshop would manufacture the 6 spans or 76.2 M girders for 
the Ullbas bridge, but it would not be possible for the workshop 
to also take up tbe manufacture of the 5 spaas of 45. 7 M 
sirders, which as per request ofthe Chief Bridge Engineer had to 
be off loaded. It was only then decided by the Cons« ruction 
Organisation -of Central Railway to call fresh open tenders for 
manufacture and supply of 45.7 M spans req11ired on the 
Project." 
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1.60 Explaining the po·sition further in this regard, the representam 
of the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board), stated during evidence : 

4 'Tbe mean time for the manufacture of girders will be one year. 
If we had placed the order earlier, the girders would have come 
but nOD-avilability of funds would bave been there." 

1.61 On the view expressed by the Committee that when the project 
was cleared the Railways should have known about its financial 
implications and the financial resources should have been distributed in 
such a manner that the work did not suffer, the witness stated:-

"Normally this is the procedure and we try our best to do it. 
when we take up porjoect ·we should reasonably presume that we 
should work like this and the work should be completed io say 
3 years or 3! years' time." 

1.62 When enquire in this case there were abnormal circ•mstances due 
to which girders could not be procured by the time the sub-structure was 
completed, in September, 1977, the witness replied : 

"'We ~ave tightened it now to the extent that 80% of the fund 
which ·are available to us are spent on the oriented projects alone 
and we ensure that this is done say within four or five years. So 
the financial planning and work planning is oone on those project. 
There have been some lapses, I do agree." 

1.63 The Committee drew the attention of the witness to the ~ply of 
the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board ) that the position was reviewed 
in April. 1977 by Chief Administrative Officer (Construction) in consultation 
with the Chief Bridge Engineer and it was decided that it would not be 
po~,ible for the Workshop to take up manufacture of tne 5 spans of 45.7 m 
girders and desired to know why it took two years to discover thatManmad 
workshop would not be able to manufacture 5 spans of 45.7 m girders. 
The representative of Miniatry of Railways (Railway Board) stated in 
reply : 

''The Manmad workshop has got a certain capacity to ·do the 
girders. We could have forced the Manmad workshop to do it." 

1.64 According to audit para, the Railway Administration in February, 
J 978 (after nearly 3 years>~ issued revised work orders settin& the taraet 
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4ates (or fabrication of girder& as 31 August, 1978' (for 3 girders} and 
31 Oct. 1978 (for 2 airders). The Chief Bridae Engineer who was in-
cfaarge ol Railway Workshop at Manmad, stated·in August, 1978 that they 
w~PJd ~t be a"le to sapply the girders by 31 October, 1978,. but they could 
supply the airders by December, 1979 at abe fabrication cost of Rs. 1,800 
per tonne. 

1.65 At tbis..ttaae the Railway Administration decided to J!el the work 
doae by eoatract. Tenders were called for, which were returnable by 14 
December, 1978. The lowest offer of a publi~ sector undertaking at the 
rat~ of Rs. 2,700 per tonne was accepted on 12 Aplil, 1979 (the same firm 
, I., 

kad earlier in Juoc 1978 offered to do this work at the rate of R.s. 2,400 per 

tonne, bat this was not accepted by the Administration). 

1.66 The Committee desired to know why the work was Ji-ven in 
~pril, 1979 to a ·contractor (who had a1reed to supply the girder& 

ODiy by August 1979) when it was po~sible to set the girders fabricated 
by Maomad workshop by December, 1979 at a lesser cost. The Ministry 
~fhilways (Railway Board) have stated in a note : 

'"While it is true that Chief Bridge Engineer had ndvised the 
Chief Administrative Officer (Construction) on 31.8.1978 that 
he can supply 5 spans of 45.7 M by December, 1979, if the 
matching steel is supplied to the Bridge workshop by January. 
1979. the same Chief Bridge Engineer bad earlier shown his 
inability to supply the girders by December, 1979, vide his 
letter of 27.6.78. The offer was conditional and subject to 
supply of the entire matching :steel by January 1979. A 
decision was therefore taken to call limited tenders for supply 
of ;45. 7 M span girders on the Diva-Bassein Project. The 
work order placed in March, 1978 on Manmad workshop was 
however, not cancelled, as in any case these 45.7 M spans 
girders were also required on Apta-Roha new line project in the 
vicinity of Bombay. 

Manmad workshop started the supply of girders in the 3rd 
quarter or 1981, and completed the supply by the middle G( 
January. 1982 i·e. 16 months after the supply was completed 
bJ M/s. Bridaes & Roof. The debits for the five airders 
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received from Bridge workshop Manmady against the work 
order placed in March, J 978 have aot so far bee~ finalised. 
In any case tbe£e has been no lcS1 to the Railway as the 
capacity of the workshop has not been allowed to idle. 

If, therefore, the contracts had not been awarded in April, 
1979 the girders would not have been received even by Septem-
ber, 1980 and the line would not have been ready for opening 
in November, 1980 as planned and executed. n 

1.67 When a'S ked why the Railway Administration could not 
procure the girders from Manmad workshop wbea·:they supplied girders 
for some other projects with the same specification, the representative 
of'Railway Board stated during evidence~ 

"Manmad was already engaged for all our other works. So, 
we gave order · to the Bridge and Roof. Brid,ge and Roof is a 

public sector Compaay. 

1.68 Explaining the position in thi-s regard. the Chairman, Railway 
Board stated : 

••we load fully all other worksl1op with bridge construction work. 
After that there is necessity for immediate work in the case of 
floods etc. especially on the western side of India. It is quite 
in order that if the capacity is exceeded by the requirements, 
then~ necessarily have to go outside. Then again we give 
orders to a public undertaking as far as possible. In this 
particular context~ even in this case, while girders were 
got ready, there were heavy ftoods and so the girders were 
transferred to that particular work to carry on the day-to-day 
runnings. So, priorities are always cbansing as far as our bridge 
workshop are concerned because M have to first ru.sb the 
girders to the spot." 

1.69 On being asked whether the offer of the Manmad worbhop 
was not considered due to these considerations, the repreaeatativc of 
Ministry of Railway. (Railway Board) stated : 

•'The Manmad workshop has the fully \ltiliscd capacity and. 
therefore, we bad to go outside ., 
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1.70 When asked about the capacity utilisation of the Manmad 
workshop during the period, the witness stated : 

••Manmad would not have been able to supply them during 
this period· The Manmad would have produced it later.'' 

1.71 In reply to a query whether Manmad workshop was the only 
workshop for this purpose, the witness stated : 

''Mugbalsarai was also there." 

1.72 On being asked as to why the Mugbalsarai workshop was not 
asked to manufacture and supply the girders, the witness stated : 

.. I will have to enquire.'' 

1.73 The Committee desired to know why the decision taken 
in August, 1978 to get the work done by the contractor, could not be 
taken earlier in June, 1978 when the same firm (to whom the work 
was finally awarded) had offered to do this work at the rate of 
Rs. 2400 per tonne (as against Rs. 2700 per tonne finally accepted) . 
particularly in view of the fact that the Railway workshop bad not 
been able to effect supplies during March, 1975 to February. 1978. Jn 
a note furnished in this regard, the Ministry of Railways (RaiJway 
Board) have explained the position thus : 

''After the efforts of Railway to obtain girders from the Bridge 
workshop during the period May, 1975 to April 1977. and from 
market by open tenders in November, 1977 and again through 
Bridge workshop in Feb-June, 1978 did not meet with 
satisfactory responce, the possibility of obtaining the girders 
from the S.C. Railway was also examined. The S.C. 
Railway, who had awarded a contract for supply 
of girders to M/s. Bridge & Roof, a Public Sector Undertaking. 
was requested to increase the scope of work to also include the 
5 girders of C. Railway. Although this sug{!estion was not accepted 
by the S.C. Railway, M/s. Bridge &. Roof, who had not 
originally quoted any rate in the tender, opened in November, 
ltJ;(, . wrote a letter to the administration in June, 1978 

.illtimating that they were prepared to take up the work of 
fabrication of 45.7 M span @ Rs. 2400/- per tonne at the rate, 
terms &. conditions of the contract agreement, as entered into 
by them with South Central Railway. The rate was far deli-
very at their Howrah works siding. The conditions of 
contract entered into by this firm on the South Central Railway 
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were not known fully to the Central Railway AdmiaistratioB. 
In any case the contract conditions or S.C. Railway envisaged 
i[lcrease in rates based. on an escalation cla11se which did not 
prescribe any ceiling limit. It was, therefore. not considered in 
order to accept the casual offer made by the firm. It was 
further decided to explore the open market. by calling fresh 
Jimited tenders, giving an opportunity to M/s. Bridge & Roof 
to quote competetive rates. 

Tenders were opened 011 l4.12.l978. Two tenders were recei-
ved. After carrying out necessary negotiations, the lowest offer 
of M/s. Bridge & Roof @ Rs. 27.00 was accepted. This rate 
was su.bject to maximum escalation charge @ 20% i.e., 
Rs. 540 per tonne. As it was found that the wages had been 
advised with effect from 1.1. 79, itself, i.e.. before the issue of 
the acceptance letter, the ceiling at 20% i.e., Rs. 540 per 
tonne became operative from the beginning of the contract 
period. The accepted rate, therefore, became Rs. 3240 mu. 
Incidently, it may be mentioned that if the original rate of 
Rs. 2400 per tonne. as advised by M/s. Bridge and Roof in 
June. 1978 had been accepted. the actual payments, after taking 
into account the effect of all the conditions stipulated in the 
agreement~ between S.C. Railway and the firm, would have 
been higher than the payment made on the maximum rate, 
at which the contract was awarded by the Central Railway. 
Further, the rate offered in the letter of June, 1978 by M/s. 
Bridge and Roof was for delivery of fabricated girders 
at Howarh works siding. whereas in terms of contract as 
entered into with the Central Railway, the supply was to be 
F.O.R. destination 'Dembivili'. 

It would thus be seen that the contract negotiated by the 
Central Railway with M/s. Bridge & Roof on the basis of 
tenders opened on 14.12.78 was, overall, more beneficial since 
the difference arising from a lower basic rate offered by the 
firm in their unsolicited offer of June, 1978 would have been 
offset after taking into account the full impact of the 
conditions accepted by South Central Railway which bad beeR 
stipulated by the firm while making the offer of June 1978. 

J. 74 Audit para points out that one of the terms agreed to with the 
contractor in April, 1979 was that the supply of fabricated material was 
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to be completed within 4 months i.e. by 11 August, 1979. Though 
the acceptance Jetter was issued in April, 1979, the despatch of 
kailway material started in July, 1979, and was completed in January, 
1980. The Committee desired to know why the Railway Administration 
did not supply the materials as soon as the firm's offer was accepted in 
April, 1979. In reply, the Ministry of Railway (Railway Board) have 
stated in a note :-

"The work order placed on the Bridge workshop, Manmad 
in March, 1978, was not cancelled as in caae, the girders 
were also required for APTA-ROHA, project. The supply of 
steel to the contractors, M/~ Bridge & Roof had, therefore, 
to be arranged by the construction organisation, and could not 
be dependent upon availability of steel in the Bridge workshop 
based on this earlier indent. In any case some of the 
steel material was procured and supplied to the firm from the 
5tock available with the Bridge workshop, Manmad." 

1.1S According to aud1t para, the special condition of contract 
provided for monthly report on the progress of manufacture Qf girders .. 
However, not a single repo1t was submitted by the contractor. The 
Railway Administration had posted an Inspector of works (lOW) 
at · Howarb to monitor the progress and do liaison work. He also did 
no~ submit any reports. The Com~ittee enquired why the monthly 
projrea.t report of manufacture was neither submitted by the contractor~ 
n~· t.y the J()W specialJy drputed t~ progress the work. The Ministry 
olaat.Jowaya (Railway Board) have stated in a note :-
\·.'.· . . \).' 

''Although the contractors Mjs. Bridge & Roof were not formally 
Fending the progress report for manufacture and supply of the 
girders in terms of contract agreement, tbe progress was being 
closely watched by the Inspector of Works/Executive Engineer and 
Dy. Chief. En&ineer 1/C of the work who were frequently visiting 
Calcutta to ~heck and expedite the supply. The lOW (C) was 
posted at Calcutta to liaise with the firms for chasina the supply 
of steel for fabrication a·nd supplying matching steel to various 
firms, with which the Railway had entered into contracts. The 
lOW was regularly keeping himself in touch with his superiors and 
necessary. action was taken as required by the supervisors/officers 
at different Ievell to ensure that there was no delay in fabrication 
and supply of airders require~ for the project." 
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1.76 The materials supplied· (709.099 tonnes) included about 135 
t-onnes which bad rolling defects and were heavily pitted. The defects iu 
10 tonnes were rectified by the coutractor. The balance wa.s rej~cted ud 
:r.ecouped subsequently. · 

. 1.77 The contra'Ctor did not deliver the fabricated material by the 
target date. However the Railway Administration gave extensien widlout 
penalty upto 31st July, 1980. The delivery of fabricated girders (S&S.15S 
tonnes) commenced in Mar-ch~ 1980 and was completed in September 1980. 
The liae was ce1 tified fit by the Chief Engineer (Construction) for opera-
tion with diesel.tractioa for goods traJlic with effect from 25th No~embec, 
1980. 

1. 78 The objects of the line as given in project report were mainly 
as follows:-

(i) To cater to the intercban,ge traffic between Western Rai1wliy 
and Central Railw•y. 

(ii) To avoid detention caused to the wagons interchanged at 
Dadar and marshalling of the wagons in Bandra Marsba11ing 
Yard. · 

~iii) To give relief to the suburban sections of both the Central 
and Western Railways. 

1.79 When asked to evaluate these operational benefits in terms of 
moue) value. the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board) stated in a 
twte :-

"While the overall objective when the project was conceived was 
to achieve the improvements r~ferred to in the question, it has not 
been possible to quantify all these gains. However, in the survey 
Report, the benefits from the project has been assessed as 
under~-

(a) Saving in detentiou to wagons 
and engines 

(b) Saving in haulage charges on 
account of shorter lead 

TOTAL : (a+ b) 

Rs. 55,69.358 

Rs. 17,54,840 

Rs. 7324,198 
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(d Loss in freight on accou·nt of 
shorter lead 

Net Saviag (a+b)-c 

Rs. 40,76,68'5 

R.s. 32,47,.513 

1.80 When as-ked about the anticipated annual return on capital 
from 1st year onwards, after opening of line, as per original estimate of 
April, 1972, lst revised estimate of May, · I978 and second revised estimate 
of May, 1982, the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board) have stated in a 
aote; 

1. The cost of the project according to the s~mctiorr accorded on 
7.4.72 was Rs. 12.73 crores. The ret\nns as worked out in the 
project report by tbe c<>nverrtional method for tbe first yea,· 
of opening. 6tb year of the opening nnd I hh year of the 
opening welie as follows :-

1st year-........ r .... (+) 3.68% 

6th year - . .. . • . . . . . ( +) 

11th year ............ { +} 6.5% 

2. The first revised estimate was submitted in the year lf/77 aal 
sanctioned by the Railway Board in the year 1978 at a cost of 
R.s. 23.48 crorcs. On the basis of first revised estimate· .. the net 
return worked out to 7.21 %-and with 50% inflated margin or 
Diva-Bassein section, the return would be 9.41 °~ at the end or 
11tb. year, on D.C.F. technique . 

.3. The second revised estimate costing Rs. 28.80 crores has been 
submitted to the Board in May, 1982 and this is under process 
of sanction. No financial implications have, however, been 
worked out in respect of the second revised estimate so far.'' 

I.SL According to audit para, the Ministry of Railways (Railway 
Board) bad decided in October, 1977 that Diva-Batsein line should be 
commissioned with diesel traction ' in the fi.rst ill!tance. The line was 
certified fit by the Chief Engineer (Construction) for operation with dieset 
traction for goods traffic w.e.f. 25 November, 1980, but it was not commi-
ssioned. lo consequence, the benefits that could have accrued from this 
line constructed at a cost or over Rs. 28 crores had not been availed of for 
over two years (November, 1980 to November, 1982) as had been planned 
urlier in October, 1977. 
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\.'82 Th.e Committee desired to kDow why the line was not opened for 
, goods traffic iD accordance .with the Railway Board's decision of October., 

J9"i7 after tae lia.e had been. certified. fit ·by, tb.e Chief Engineer (Cons&ruc-
t:ioa) for operation with diesel traction for goods traffic w .e. f. November, 
1980. The Mioiatry of Railways (Railway Board) have stated in ,a aote as 
under.: 

'''The decision taken ·in October, 1977 was to complete the line at 
:the earliest and if fo11nd necessary, to work the interchaa.ge trains 
with diesel engines in the interim period. The decision obviously 
implied that the question of .runnin.g interchange tr.aias with 
diesel engines was to be further exmioed, if found Decessary. 

. . 
The Diva-Bassein osection is -connected at both its ends to D~C. 

~e1ectrified sections. Oa detailed etaminatioa of facilities reqaired 
'for inteTcbange at Bassein Road and maintenance/service facility 
lfequired at Kalyan, the heavy investment for transitocy period was 
~not considered justified and as such the work of Diva-BasseiA 
section with diesel traction evea ia the transit<>~:y period was not 
pursued." 

1.83 In this connection, the representative of the Miaistry_ of 
Railways {Railway Board) stated during evidence~-

••Jn Novemb~r, 1980, the track was completed ia aU respects and 
diesel traction could have gone <>n that to£ack. At that stage, it was 
thou.ght that if diesel t£action is to be inkoduced, we have to 
incur an. extra expeadituce to the exteat of Rs.. 75-80 lakhs.'' 

1.84. Jn reply 10 a question as to whether any signal and telecommuni• 
~atjoa1 work ha<i been doae in the meantime with a view to running the 
hne "ith diesel tractioa, the MinistrY. of Railways (Railway Board) have, ia 
.a note, stated that no separate signal and telecommunication work was 
done with a view to .. ruaning the line whh diesel tractioa as the 
Signal and tek-communicatioo arrangements were the same as required 
for running the line with diesel or ~lectric traction .. 

1.85. The Committee desired to know the extent of the ret\ltn that was 
expected during November. 1980 to November, 1982 if the line had been 
Qperated with diesel traction. The Ministry of Railways (Railway Board) 
have stated in a note:-

"No return has been worked out tor the period Novenlbu, 1981 
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to November, 1912 for wOTking the secti'oa wft& diesel traction~ 

The question o! runJlin,g diesel engines have been examined al 
leaJth aBCJ as k would have entailed heavy illiVestment this was not 
resorted to-. This heavy inYestment woold have become i.nfruc-
ttiOus afier electrUication of this. line ... 

1.16 .. Audit para points out that despite the trunk routes- bei11g electri-
led m Bem!Jay area. diesel engines- are stiiJ in use for shunting and bank-
iDa parposet, alld could' llave been pr;>ductively u.sed on tbis line as welk 

1.87. further, the Gl:iesel tocomotives holding with the Railways was in 
surplus from 1977-78 to 1983-84 and its number* according to Ministry of 
l.aitways (l.ailway Boarcl) 4urina each of the.e years was as under: 

Yeu- s·urplus diesel 
locomotives 

1977-7J 70 

1t78·7~ J 10 

1979-I<Ji 143 

1980.8t JtS 

1'981-Bt 8J 

1982-IJ 153 

1983-84 143 

l.IB. Tile Committee d·esired to kaow why the diesel engines could not 
&e Cfptrated on tbis line. In repiy, the Ministry of Railways (P.aHway 
11oard) ba·" l'lltU·alla stated i'n a note ::-

'•While id October, 1971, the ttailway Board bad decideJ that the-
work may be progressed to completion, pendioJ decision on. 
electrification, the emphasis was not so much on diesel operation, 
u on t"ompletioa the balance work on tbia projecc. The idea was 

·----.. 
•PieaM leO pap 6 of PAC'a 167th Report oa Utilisat-ion of looomotives, 
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thftt with the available fund" the work mA.y be progressed and not 
s1owed down on account of re-exa min at ion on the question of 
type of electrification. 

Subsequently, w·hen tbe question of dieselisation, as an interim 
measure was examined .. it wa'i found that it would create more 
problem and that it would not be worth while introducing diesels 
during the interim period." 

1.89 On being asked whether the line has s:t1ce been t:nergised and 
opened to traffic, the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board) have, in a note, 
stated:-

.. The Diva-Bassein Road line wa. ~n~ rgi"cd with DC tractinn on 
22/11/82. The line is being used for i:icre~sed number of trains 
on and from 14.4.1983. Due to short pcrio~ for which l;ne has 
been in operation, the return on investment accuring to the 
Railway has not been ac;ses~ed so far.·· 

1.90 The Ministry of RaiiVt·ays (Railway Board) accorded in January 
1971 their sanction for undertaking a survey for the construction of a broad 
page (BG) line (41.96 Km) between Din S!ati~m on Central Railway and 
Bauela Road Station on Western Railway. ·1 he objects of the line as given 
Ia t•e Project Report were mainly to cater to the interchange traffic between 
Western Railway and Central Raihny (Dadar junction to be closed to 
interchange goods traffic bt'cause of saturation of tbe existing section). to 
aYold detention caused to the wagons interchanged at Dadar and marshalling 
of the wagons in Bandra marshalling yard and to give relh.·f to the 5uburban 
seetions of both the Central and Western Railways. Based on the survey, 
the construction of the BG line was sanctioned at an estimated cost of Rs. 10.33 
crores (without electriftcation) and 'Rs. 12.73 crores (with electrification) 
by the Ministry of Railways {Railway Board) In ,\pril, 1972. The wor~ on 
the projec:t commenced in March. 1973 and was scheduled to be completed 
within three years i.e. by March. 1976. However. only 22.64~~ of the work 
was done by Marcb. 1976. Tbc line was c ~rtified fit for operatioa with dicsd 
tnction '¥tlth etl'ect from 15.1119801 i.e. more then four and a llalf years 

I 

after it• scheduled •ate of completion. at a cost of Ra. 28.80 crores. Howc'Yer, 
ena after completion, tbe line was not oommisai oued an4 a further period of 
more tlaaa two years elapsed before it was commistioned in April, 1983. · 

1.91 AI reaants tbe reaaons ror the delay In the eomp)ttiOD or the proJect 
tbe Ministry of .Railways ban stated that the project "·as finally clearc.•d oaly 
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on 1.12.1972. With t_hc major part of the financial year already·Mer, the 
allotment for the project got reduced from the original figures of Rs. one 
crore toRs. 13.28 lakhs. It \Vas not possible to allocate sufficient funds for 
progressing this work during the financial years 1973·74 to 1975-76 because 
of the twin effects of costs of projects going up steeply and of economy cuts 
beiag imposed on both •'Plan" and "Non-plan" expenditure in the wake of 
the oil crisis. The funds allotted to the project upto 1975-76 amounted to 
only Rs. 6.18 crores (i.e. about 48% of the original estimate). The Committee 
are unhappy over the manner in which the Railway Administration bad acted 
in this case. They observe that while this. project suffertd 011 accotmt of 
financial constraints, the Railwa) have sanctioned other suc:h projects during 
the same puiod. The Ccmmittte fail to understand why they should have 
taken in band new projects, resulting in further scattering of scarce resources 
,..-ben the Railways were lt'ell aware of the financial constraints. The 
Committre have pointed out time and again that it is unwise to take up too 
many projects thereby spreading the limited resources at the disposal of the 
Railways so thinly as not to make any impact. The Committee need hardly 
point out that it not only delays the project but also results in escalation of 
coat. Ho1l· costly the slashing of the allotment had proved in the present ca~e 
will be seen from the fact that the project which was planned to be completed. 
in three years actually completed in seven and a half years and the cost ha~_
risen from Rs. 12.73 crons (with electrification) as per original estimate to 
Rs. 23.48 crores as per first revised estimate of May, 1978 and again t9 
Rs.28.80 crores as per second revised estimate of May ,1982. An analysis of tbe 
rise ia cost betweea the first and the second revised estimate shows that over 
75% of it was acconnted for by cost overrun alone and less than 25% by 
increase in the scope of the project. The Chairman, Railway Board admitted 
in evidence '•We han been spreading the anilable resources on far too many 
works simultaneously instead of taking up one or two works and complete it 
in one or two cr three yEars so that gestation period is: cut down and cost is 
cut down." The Committee tru!i:.t, in future, on-going schemes and .projects will 
not be allowed to suffer. 

1.92 lJie Committee are astonished at the ext~nt of vacillation shown by 
the Railw. If 4lt taking a decision on the mode of ~raction to be adopted. 

· 'l1le ....... traction stipulated in April, 1972 project estimate was 25 KV AC. 
A OMII•II••• was then appointed to go into the question whether 25 KV AC 
tractioa or 1500 VDC traction "·ould be more desirable. The Committee 
recommeMed 1500 VDC system for reasons of operational flexibility and 
factors of ft'onoaaic advaatage with DC system at traftic le\'els. The 
Ceaualttee felt that difficulties may be encoontereclln arrangina 25 KV A.C 
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supply for a short section between two DC systems. The Committee submitt-
ed Its report in May 1973 and the Railway Board accepted it. However, even 
after accepting thll report, the indecislvene~s in the Railway Roard continued 
In Octob'er, 1977, the Railway Board decided that the DiYa-Bassein line 
should. be commissioned with diesel traction in the first instance as an inter-
mediate phase, although the original location survey-cum-traffic re-appraisal 
bad not favoured diesel traction on the consideration that the new line would 
be between two electrified sections and the diesel locomotives required for the 
section may have to be worked from the homing shed at Ratlam. In May 
1973, the cost of the project was revised to Ri. 23.48 ~rores from Rs. l 2.73 
crores. taking into account the change in the modt: of traction from 25 KV AC 
to 1500 V DC. However. the work on the diesel traction continued. Jn 
November, 1980,the line was certified fit for operation with diesel traction. But 
the line was not commissioned considering that an investment of Rs. 75-78 
lakhs would have to be made for the transitory period on creation of facilities 
for inter-change at Bassein Road and mainteoancefservice facilities at 
Kalyan. However, while taking this decision. no detailed assessment had 
been_made of the return that would have accrued from commissioning of the 
line with diesel traction. Thus. even after completion, the line cons~ructed 
at a cost of over Rs 28 crores rrmained unused for over two years It was 
commissioned only in April. 1983 with DC traction. When the original 
location suryey-cum-traflic re-app~aisal made in 1972 bad not favoured diesel 
traction on the consideration tbat the new line would be behn~en two electri-
fied sections, it is not understandable why in October, 19 .. 7, the Board should 
bave decided on diesel traction even as an intermediate pha!!.e. It is yet 
another example of total lack of planning and pe""ption in the Railway 
Board. The Committee would like the Railway Board to ensur~ that such 
costly mistakes are not repeated in future. 

1.93 An equally painful aspect of the case is the award of the contract 
for earthwork and minor bridges iu Section VII-A by tbe Railway Administra-
tion even before it was in possession of the site. This centrad was awarded 
to contractor 'A' in December. 1973 to be ccmph.tcd by March, 1975. The 
Railway Administration was not having possessioa oflbe land at the time of 
awarding the contract. Tbe State Gonrnmcnt completed Jaad acquisition 
proceedings in November 1974 only. Tbe dispute ia this sectioa arose as the 
contrac&or claimed (July. 1977) Rs. 40 lakhs on accouat ef delay in baading 
over the site and the resultaot escalation in rates, ldliaa of machinery, wqe 
revlsloa, etc. Ia exteuuatlou, the Minlttry of Railways (Railway Board) 
haYe stated that priTate neaotiations were conducted with the \aad ownen ia 
terms or para 608 E (reYited En&lfteerina Code para 808-E) with a Yiew to 
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takin& advan(:e possu,.io& of some strettbes without losing time. After tarrylnl · 
•t sucla neaotiations,lO contracts covering the lenath of 13.10 Km., which also 
iacluded Section VU-A,were awarded.Tbis pro(:edure,wbicb bad also been ado-
pte4 in other contracts;bad worked satisfactorily. However .in case of Sections 
VII-A and VII- B, the land owners, after having entered into an understandin& 
with the Railways, resiled from the undertaking given by them and obstructed 
\be contractor and prevented him from doing the work. While the Committee 
do oot obje(:t to the approach of the Railway Adlnioistration in conductio& 
neaotiations with the land owners in terms of para 608 E (revised Engineering 
Cotle pan 808-E), they feel that there was ne justification on tbe part of the 
Railway Administration for allarding the contract before it was in possession 
of the site Also, this a(:tion of the Railway Administration was in violation of 
the Ministry of Railways (Raill\·ay Board's)standing instTUctions of 1972 wbi(:b 
enjoin, inter alia, that the Railway Admioistntion should invite tenders only 
lt'ben fully prepared to hand over the sites. In this connection, the Com-
mittee oote tbe admission made by the Chairman, Railway Board before the 
Committee in evidence, • we have learnt from the past that we must first get 
the land 100% into our custody before we start the work. Otherwise land pri-
ces appreciate and there is a lot of problem of acquiring the land anywhere." 
Tbe Committte trust that DC(:essary action will be taken by the Railway 
B(lard to tosure 1bat tlu.ir aft.nsaid st&liding instructions are strictly adhered 
to by the Railway Administrations and that in future no contract is 
awarded by a Railway Administration unless it is fully prepared to hand over 
the site to the ~ontrador. 

1.94 The Committee are amazed over the manner in which thi Railway 
authorities had acttd in the matter of arbitration proceedings. Tbe Arbitrators, 
who were serving Railway Officers, directed both the contractor and the 
Railway Administration to send statements of facts and claims/counter-daims 
by March, 1978. While the contractor submitted bls statement in March, 
1978, the Railway Administration failed to file their counter-stat~ment despite 
repeated extensions given by the Arbitrators up .. o-31 May, 1978,31 July, 1978 
and 31 Aa~:ust 1~78. ·Even thereafter. the Railway Administration, inatead 
of submitting lhe counter.statemcnt, allowed time to lapse first in raising 
certaia doubts and later on in questioning the jurisdiction of tbe Arbitrators 
to continue the proceedings. On 4.9.1978, the Arbitrators called upon the 
Railway Admioistratio·l to file their counter-statement without further lou 
tl u.e .. Eten tbongh the date was finally extended upto 31 December, 1978 
bJ dte. 'AriJitrators, the Railway Administration did not submit tbe couater~ 
~tatemeat. On 7.4.1979, the Arbitrators published their award ex-parte and 
diftdal die Rail"·ay Admiaistration to pay Rs. 17.Sllakhs towards the claim~ 
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of the contractor and Rs. 1.46 lakhs towards interest. The original nlue or 
the contract was Rs. 29.79 lakb only. 

1.95 It is inexplicable fthy the Railway Administration, after appointing 
two serving Railway Officers as Arbitrators in January. 1978, sboulcl ban 
failed to submit their claims/counter-claims even tbouah repeated extens,ions 
bad been given to them by the Arbitrators. The explanation &inn by the 
Ministry of Railways (Raihny Board) -fo( th(Rail~ay's failure to do this 
was 'the pre-occupation of the concerned Executive Engineer during the busy. 
season'. The Committee are surprised at this. Another explanation given 
during evidence was that if ''we had submitted (the claim)" it ll'onld have 
been taken that "we were submitting to the jurisdiction" of the Arbitrators. 
The Committee lnd this explanation llS unacc~ptable as the first one. ·When 
questioned in evidence, the representative of the RaHway Board conceded. 
''I do agree that the (contractor•s) claims should have been refuted. They 
(the Railway Administration) should have submitted their counter-claims. 
We could have filed it (_our counter-claims) saying we are doing so under-
protest." It appears to the Comnaittet' that it is not a case of mere neali&-
ence, it is something more than that. The Committee desire that tbe matter 
should be innstigated in depth l.ly an independent authority as to why the 
Railway ofticlols bad allowed tbe claims of the Raihnys to go by default and 
responsibility fixed. The Committee would like to be informed of the results 
of the investi~:ations within a period of si.\ months from the preaentat.ion of 
this .. Report . 

• 1.96 The work on tht' Din-Bassein project was executed in 33 sections · 
under various contracts. How badly the Railway Administration had mana-
ged their affairs may be gauged from the fact that out of these 33 contracts, 
disputes arose in 27 contracts. The claims preferred by ,·arious contractors 
totalled Rs. 504.09 lakhs (approximately). In six disputed contracts, as 
against Rs. 110.52 lakbs claimed!by the contractors, Rs. 37.39 lakhs were 
paid by the Railway as a result of Arbitration awards. In 12 other contracts 
the dispute 1\·as settled h~· discussion and the amount paid was Rs. 6.69 lakhs 
as against of Rs. 206.741akhs claimed Ly the contractors. As regards the 
remaining nine contracts irn·ol\'ing claims of Rs. 186.83 lakhs by the contrac-
tors, the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board) have stated that these claims 
relate to excepted matters or matters outside the scope of the contracts and 
for this reason the claims were not accepted b)· the Rai1wa~·s. The Committee 
are infornacd that the contractors have now approached the Bombay Hiah 
Court for appointment of Arbitrators and the Rail"·ays are contestlna the 
cases. The Committee would like to be informed of the de4:ision of the Hialt 
Court in tbi11 reaard. 



1.97 The Committee note that as per Railway's Book of Specifications. 
there are two types of embankments-one for formation . without compaction 
(specification No. 201) and the other for formation with compaction (specifica-
tion No. 202). In this project. ·certain embankmuts were classified under 
specification No. 202 while in the same section some embankments 
were also classified under specification No. 201. An additional 
non-standard item 'Extra for compaction' was also provided to cater for 
contingencies of compacting earth, wherever required separately. The 
Committee fail to understand the need for the non-standard extra item in 
view of the overall specification No. 202, i.e. embankment with compaction. 
According to the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board), no compaction was 
considered necessary with "good" soil and embankments upto a height of six 
metres while compaction was needed in case the embankment was more than 
six metres even if "good'~ soil was available. If so, the Committee feel, the 
appropriate course for the Railway Administration was to have split up the 
sections for either '•formation with compaction" or ''formation without 
compaction" as per Railways Book of Specifications and proceed accordingly. 
This unfortunately they did not do. ·.Even if the non-standard extra item had 
been provided, the Railway Administration should have ensured that the rate 
prescribed for specification (No. 201) plus extra for compaction was not more 
than the rate fixed for specification No. 202. -This also was not done, with 
the result that 'he Railway Administration had to make avoidable extra pay-
ment of Rs. 5.46 lakhs. Actually, the avoidable extra payment on account 
of operation of the non-standard item would be much more, considering the 
fact that in fin~ other contracts, claims amounting to Rs. 16.65 16hs arising 
out of disputes OV(~r various matters including operation of this non-standard 
iteln ,,.ere awarded by the Arbitrators. Howe\'Cr, the exact amount relating 
to the non-standard item. could not be segregated. as the a\\·ards did not give 
any item-wise break-up. ln the opinion of the Committee, it is a case of 
failure to do proper preparatory work in the first instance and failure to 
negotiate proper rat('s thereafter. The Committee would like the Ministry of 
Railways to suitably deal with the concerned officials and to ensure that such 
lapses do not recur. 

1.98 Another matter in which the Raihny Administration had shown 
poor management was the construction of m~jor bridges. Work orders for 
the fabrication of five steel girders required for two major bridges on this 
line were issued to the Railway's Civil Engineering workshop at Manmad in 
May, 1975, though the work on the project was commenced in March. 1973. 
According to the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board), the tenders for manu-
facture, supply and erection of girders opened on 1.11.1973 had to be cancelled 
by the Railway Administration dpe tC» non·avatllabUity of adeqnate f®dl lurinl 
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1974~ 75. The Committee have already recommended that as far as poss1ble, 
allotment of funds on. on-going works should not be slashed. 

1.99 The fabrication of steel girders should have snychronized with the 
completion of the sub-structure of the bridges. It is, however, seen that while 
the work of the sub-structures was completed by the contractor in · September 
19i7, the fabrication of girders was not done by the Railway Workshop, Man-
mad. It was stated in extenuation that there were breaches during the monsoon 
of 1976 on the Western Railway, and the Railway bridge over Daman Ganga 
was washed away. For restoring traffic,the two spans of 45.7M which bad been 
fabricated by Manmad Workshop at that time were ordered to be diverted for 
this bridge. In addition, four more spans which were under fabrication or 
were due to be taken up for fabric~tion shortly were als~ ordered to be diver-
ted for restoration of traffic on Western Railway. While the Committee 
appreciate the extenuating circumstances in which the Manmad Workshop 
could not deliHr the fabricated girders, they l'annot help observing that 
the Railway Administration had failed to monitor the progrrss of the fabrica-
tion of steel girders and there was communication gap between the Railway 
Administration and ih<' Manmad Workshop. Had the Railway Administra- · 
tion kept a proper watch on the progress of fabricltion work in_ the Marunad 
Workshcp. rbty would ha H' come to know much earlier that the Manmad 
Workshop nou\! ;i ot bt able to deliver the girders as p('r schcduk. In sucb 
a case, thr project authorities could haye tapped altt>rnath'e sour-. ... -. mucb 
earlier such as the 1\'lughalsarai Workshop or any outside agency fai.,;cating 
such girders. 

1.100, :in 1\o\'Cmber 1977, the Raih\ay A\Imjni~tration made efforts to 
obtain gild .. rs from the market by open tenders, lmt th::.'y were not su;::essful. 
In Au~ust 1978. the Chief Bridge Engineer bad ~"tatctl t!1 ;t tilt· Railway 
Workshop at Manmad could supply the girders by Decl·mber 1'}79 at a 
fabricati;.·.; cost of Rs. 1800 per tonne. The Railway Arlm lnisuaLion did 
not acce1,1 this otTer but decided to get the work done by cn.Ltr:!ct. On the 
basis of the lowest tender, the work was awarded in April 1S79 1o a public 
sector undcrtakinr,. M/s. Bridge & Roof who offered to supp!y the girders by 
Aua:ust 1979 at the rate of Rs. 2700 per tonne plus c~calation charges on 
account of revb~O!l cr wages, subject to a ceiling of Rs. 540 per tonne. Thus in 
elfect,the Railway Administration agreed to pay Rs. 3240 per tonne as fabri-
cation charges to M/s.Bridge & Roof as against Rs. 1800 per tonne offered by 
the Manmad Workshop. The explanation given in evidence by the represent-
ative of the Railway Board for not awarding the contract to the Manmad 
Workshop was tbat''Manmad would not bave been able to supply them durin& 



44 

this period. Maaaad would have produced it later." The Committee are bot 
convinced by this explanation. Considering the usual time required for finalls-
ation of tenders and the stipulat~d period of execution of contracts and the ext-.,. 
ensions likely to be given, the Railway Administration could have foreseen that 
there would not be any material difference in the delivery dates of the Rail-
way Workshop and the contractor.The Administration had an added advantage 
in the case of the former, inasmuch as it could exercise pressure at a higher 
level to get the work executed departmentally As it actually turned out., on 
account of .delay on the part of the Railway Administration in supply of mate-
rial to the contractor~ nearly lt5th of which was found defective, the contra-
ctor could complete the delh·ery in September 1980- i. e. about 10 ·months 
after the Chief Bridge Engineer. Manmad Workshop had offered to do. The 
extra payment made to the contractor- M/s. Brid~::e & Roof works out to 
Rs. 8.43 lakbs. The manner in "·hich the Railway Administration had hand-
led this case hardl~· rcdounds to their credit. 

1.101 The forc~:o1ng paraaraphs sbo·" that in the execution of this 
project there "·ere numerous acts of omission and commission on the part of 
the project authoritif;'s and the Rail"·ay Board. Apart from lack of proper 
·planning and poor management which bad resulted in as many as 27 disputes 
in 33 sections, there "'as im:omprcbensible indecisiveness and ambivalence 
in deciding the mode of traction to be adopted. These. together \\·ith the 
heavy cut in the allotmrnt of funds just "hen the work on the project had 
started, resulted in the <'Ommissionin.: of that line in onr 10 years instead of 
three years. envisaged in the estimate. The cost also shot up from Rs. 12.73 
crores to Rs. 28.80 crores. And more import anti~·. the main objects for l\'hich' 
the project was undertaken, i.e. to evoid detention caused to wagons intercha-
nged at Dadar and to provide relief to suburban services of both the Central 
and Western Railways, remained unfulfilled from March 1976 (wh('n the 
project was expected to be completed) till April 1983 (when the line 'Was 
commissioned with DC traction). The Committee expect the Railways to draw 
appropriate lesson from this case so as to be more careful in future while 
handling execution of such projects. In particular, the Committee "·ould like 
the Ministry of Rail"·ays (Rail"·ay Board) to examine "'hether the existing 
system of contracts under which disputes had arisen in 27 contracts in 33 
itctions needed to be overhauled. 



CHAPTER li 

NORTH EASTERN RAILWAY-GAUGE CONVERSION FRO.M 
SAMASTIPUR TO DARBHANGA 

.Audit paragraph 

2.1 Samastipur-Darbhanga section (38 Km) forms part of Samasti-
pur-Darbhanga-Raxaul branch line (182 Km). The Ministry of RaUwa)'\' 
(Railway Board) had instructed the Railway Administration to examine the 
financial viability of conversion of Samastipur-Raxaul branch line from 
Metre Gauge ..( MG) to Broad Gauge (BG) via. Muzaffarpur and 
via Darbhanga in May 1964 and again in April 1969. The in· 
vestigation by the Administration on both the occasions established 
that the conversion was not financially viable. However, the part conver-
sion of the section 'Samastipur-Darbhanga' of the branch line 'Samastipur-
Raxaul' was included in the budget for 1974-75 at a cost of Rs. 4.75 crores 
by the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board). The part conversion was 
held to be justified on the following grounds : 

(i) It would reduce- transhipment at Samastipur. 

(ii) It would help in the industrial development of Darbhaqa 
and surroundin& areas. 

' (iii) It would serve the Air Force Headquarters at Darbhanca. 

2.2 An abstract estimate amounting to Rs. 9.62 crores (as aaainst the 
original estimated cost of Rs. 4.75 crores) was submitted by the Railway 
Administration to the Ministry of Rai)wa~ (Railway Board) in December 
1974. 

2.3 The part conversion of Samastipur~Darbhanga section was not 
recommended either by the Genera] Manager or the Financial Adviser and 
Chief Accounts Officer of the Railway for the reasons indicated below : 

(i) The existing MG line capacity on Samastipur-Darbhaoaa 
section was not utilized fully. As against the capacity of 18 
trains each way, only 14 trains each way were running. 
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{ii) The part conversion from MG to BG would create transhtp• 
ment problems at Darbhanga in respect of large scale interna-
tional traffic for Nepal moving through Raxaul. 

(iii) The return on capital would be only 3.58 per c.ent as against 
the general norm of 10 per cent of financial viability. 

2.4 No priority was given to this project by the Ministry of Railways 
(Railway Board). and only token allotment of Rs. 1000 was made till 
1979·80. However, during 1980-81, the Railway Administration, at the 
inatance of the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board), submitted (December 
1980) an Urgency certificate for Rs. 60 lakhs, which was sanctioned in 
March 1981 by the latter. The expenditure of Rs. 65.24 lakhs was booked 
to the end of 1980-81. of which Rs. 60.00 lakhs. were spent on collection of 
wooden sleepers. 

2.5 In January 1982. the Mini&try of Railways (Railway Board) informed 
the Railway Administration that in view of serious constraints on avail-
ability of funds for new Jines and line capacity works, it had been decided 
in consultation with Planning Commission to progress only some important 
Projects, which were required to be completed urgently. In the list of such 
important projects, aforesaid work had not been included. 

2.6 Despite reservations about the financial and operaticn<d feasibility 
of tho project, the work was sanctioned on an urgency certificate. Accord-
ina to Indian Railway Code for the Engineering Department, works are 
started on an urgency certiJicate in the following situations : 

(i) Works which are considered to be urgently necessary to 
safeguard life or property or to repair damage to the line 
caused by flood, accident or other unforeseen contigency, so 
as to restore or maintain through communication. 

(ii) Works considered urgent but not falling within (i) above, as 
for instance, works required to meet the immediate needs of 
traffic which are con~idered by the General Manager so 
urgent that they must be started before the earliest date by 
which detailed estimates could be p1 cpa red. 

2.1 This works does not fall under (i) above ahd does not also appear 
to fall under (ii) above in view of the subsequent event~according to which 
the work was deferred after collection of material ~o~th Rs. 60 lakhs on 
the site. Thus, the total investment of Rs. 65.24 lakhs (material : R~. 60,00 



lakhs, survey expenses: Rs. 4.19 lakhs and other expenses: Rs. 1.05 lakhs) 
remained. unproductive. This also throws an unavoidable recurri~l 
liability of Rs. 3.91 lakhs per annum towards the payment of dividend. 
The two generating set~ ordered for purchase for this work have betD 
subsequently transferred for use at Samastipur station and installed there. 

[Para 5 of Advance Report of C&AG of India for the year 1981-82, 
Union Government (Railways)] 

2.8 During evidence, the Committee desired to know whether 
Railways want to convert all the different gauges into one, apart from the 
narrow gauge. The representative of the Ministry of Railways (Railway 

· Board) stated in reply : 

''No. sir. Not the entire Railway." 

Explaining the pogition in this regard, the Chairman, Railway Board 
stated : 

"Most of the c:tstcrn area in metre gauge. There is a proposal to 
link the eastern se~tor with the Indian Railways which means we 
cannot remove metre-gauge hecause it has tremendous potential 

· with regard to movement ot' freight and passen~ers. For quite a 
distant future. there "111 be at least two gauges, metre-gauge and 
bro:1 d-gauge." 

·' 

2.lJ On being asked as to where the metre-gauge should be converted 
into broad-gauge. the \\ itness replied : 

'"From the PLlint of view of freight movement. we have found that 
it is very mud1 bc_t tcr to have broad-g:1uge because tbt capacity 
potential and tare/weight ratio for movement of wagons is very 
much more on the broad-gauge than on the metre-guage." 

He added: 

"We only want to convert such of those sections of the metre-
gauge which have a very heavy freight potential.'' 

2.10 On being en9uired whether any study had been made as to 
which metre-gauge sections should be converted into bro01d-gauge, the 
representative of the Ministry of Railways (RuiJway Board) rep,ied in the 
affirmative and added : 

"The surveys are ordered on the basis of feasibility and viability.'' 
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2.11 The Committee desired to know whether there existed any 
priority list in the Railway~ for conversion of those meter-gauge lines 
in r""pect of which studies had been completed and the projects found 
to be ftasible and financial1y \'iable. In reply, the witness stated : 

"No Sir, we do not have a priority iist as such." 

We added: 

"Only for existin& on-goine projects we have a priority list." 

2.12 Audit para points out that the Ministry of Railways (Railway 
Board) bad instructed the Railway Administration to examine the financial 
viability of conversion of Samastipur-Raxaul branch line from Metre-
Gauge (MG) to Broad-Gauge (BG) via Muzaffarpur and via Darbhanga in 
May 1964 an<J again in April 1969. The investigation by the Administration 
on both the occasions established that the conversion was not financial1y 
viable. 

--~ 

2.13 However, the part conversion of the Section ·samastipur-
Darbbanaa' of the branch line 'Samastipur-Raxaul' was included in the 
budget for 1974-75 at a cost of Rs. 4. 75 crores by the Ministry of 
Railways (Railway Board). 

2.14 The Committee d~sired to know why a part of the Railway 
line from Samastipur to Darbhanga was sanctioned when the conversion 
of Samastipur-Darbhanga-Raxeul Railwny line was not found to be 
financially viable. The Mini sty of Railways (R·1ilway Board) have, in a 
note, stated as under : 

"Conversion of the section Samaslipur-Darbhanga-Raxaul from 
MG to BG was included in the perspective plan of gauae 
conversion on the lndian Railways. The Ministry or' 
Railways had accordingly sanctioned. in consonance with the. 
above poJicy, Enaintering-cum-Traffic Survey of the entire line 
and the Survay Report was submitted by north-eastern Railway 
to the Ministry of Railways in 1971 for both the alternative 
routes, i.~. Samastipur-Darbhanga-Raxaul and Samastipur-
Muzaft'arpur-SaaauJi-Raxaul as independent units. Subsequently 
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the Ministry ·or Railways approved the conversion of Samastipur-
Darbhanaa sub-section in the budget of 1974-75 at an 
·approximate cost of Rs ..... 4. 75 crores. Although the project 
was not financia-lly justified, nevertheless the financial viability 
is not the only criterion for sanction of Rail way proJects. 
The area served by the project line forms a part of the under-
developed and backward region of North Bihar. It is one of 
the economically backward areas of the . country. Excessive 
high population density and low per capit~ income are the 
basic characteristics of this area." 

2.15 When asked why Darbhanga and its surrounding areas 
alone were considered for industrial developmenl in preference to the 
remaining region upto Raxaul, the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board) 
have stated in a nott.· :. 

''The length of the section Samastipur-Raxaul via Darbhanga is 
about 187 kms. and that of Sama&tipur to Darbhanga 38 kms. 
The total length of the project, if taken up would have cost 
about Rs. 16 cn..res (as _per 1971 survey report). Due to 
difficult ways and means position. it was felt nece~sary to take 
up in the first instance. the sub-section S umastjpur-Darbhanga 
in a length of 38 kms. Which was to cost Rs. 4.75 crores as the 
first part of the convers1on project. As such there is no question 
of Samastipur-Darbhanga and surroundings having been given any 
special consideration for industrial development." 

2.16 One of the considerations on which part conversion was 
, taken up was that it would serve the Air Force Head-quarters at 

Darbhanga. However. in reply to a question. Ministry of Raihvays have 
stated that no specific request was recei\<·ed for this \.'onversion project 
from the Air Fr·rce at Darbhanga. 

2.17 ln August 197:'. th~ Railway Bonrd hud furnished to PAC 
a note on-policy regarding~·construction of new Railway lines [vide 
p. ~5 of 19lst Report of PAC ( 1975-76)] It was mentioned that in the 
case of gauge conversions, a proje'ct is taken up (i) when a section 
becomes saturated and is incapiible of handling additional traffic (ii) 
when the magnitude of transhipment involved is such that it is une-
conomical .or is not feasible at all (iii) when the~· are needed for pro-
viding speedy and uninterrupted means _of communic~tjpp to arcJls whkh 
bave potentiql growth. 
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2.18 The Committee desired to know how conversion of 

Samnstipur-Darbbanga section could be justified when even the existing 
metre gauge c~;pacity, was not being utilised fully. The Ministry of 
Railways (RaiJway Board) have stated in a written reply : 

''The North Bihar region suffers from back wardness and high 
population density. To satisfy the aspirations of the people cf 
backward region, the Railway Ministry took, a decision to 
e~pprove this work in 1974· 75." 

2.19 Even after conversion of Samastipur-Darbhanga line, traffic 
moving beyond Darbhanga -and upto Raxaul would have needed 
transhipment at Darbbanga. The Committee enquired how it was consider 
gainful to have transhipment at Darbhanga instead of Samastipur. 
In a note furnished in this regard the Ministry of Railways (Railwuy 
Board) have explained the position thus : 

• "Bulk of freight traffic movement from S<1mastipur to 
Darbhanga conSiists of traffic for destination to Rax1:1uJ. About 
80~' ;, of the traffic movement is for Raxaul and the balance 20~~ 

gets dissipated on the section connected to Samastipur-
Darbhanga for working the metre gauge system from Samastipur 
to Darbhanga and beyond. The transhipment from BG to MG 
is done at GarharajBarauni and not at Samastipur. 

It moy also be ap(>reciated that after the gauge conversion of 
S.:tma~tipur-Gorakhpur section, there has been a distinct shift in 
the pattern t)f movement of traffic to Nepi!l. in as much as 80'.1 o 

of the hulk trnffic comprising of foodg•ains, fertilizers, cement, 
etc., is now going over to the BG terminal at Naraiopur Anant 
ncar Muz<dfetrpur, leaving about 20(;;) ofit going to Raxaul by 
transhipment :.:t Barauni. The gauge conversion of Samasti-
pur--Darbhanga does not, therefore, materii~o,lly alter this position. 
Darbbanga may perhaps ·come in for consideration as a 
transhipment point later, when the construction of Sakri-
Hasanpur new MG line will be completed. but this obviously 
will not be in lieu of Samastipur where, as already ~;tated, no 
transhipment is done at present. 

The propot.ed construction of the BG link from Samastipur to 
Darbhan~ll. has bowevt'r, nssumed a new dimension with the 
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10mmtss1onipg of the road bridge across the Ganga at Patna. 
Darbhanga area is an important part of ~he under-developed 
and backward region of North Bihar with a very high popula-
tion density. With the conversion of the Samastipur-Sonepur-
Gora.khpur section to BG, involving break of gauge at 
Samastipur, the passengers destined for Darbhanga have now per 
force to disperse from Patna by road to avoid double ·tranship-
ment. Transport ,.problem of 1 population of uorth Bihar can 
be mitigated if the focal point for dis~ipalion of tllis pasienger 
traffic namely Darbhanga, is connected to BG, system, by 
gauge conversion from Samastipur to Darbhanga." 

2.20 Audit para points out that no priority was given to this project 
by the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board), and only token allotment 

I 

of Rs. 1000 was made till 1979-80. 

2.21 The :committee desired to know why only Rs. 1000 were 
allotted to this project till 1979-80. The Mmistry of Railways (Railway 
Board) have &tatrd in a note as under: 

"After approval of the work in J 974-75, the North Eastern 
Railway considered it necessary to review the provision of 
hridg~s and widening/raising of formation after the un., 
precedented ftpods of 1974 \\' hich had adversely afl·l ~ted this 
section. The original scheme of conversion as was em isaged 
in 1970 based on which the work was approVL·d ~it an 
approximate cost ~f Rs. 4. 75 crores did not fit in. in the context 
of the l:hanged circumstances. The North Eastern Railway 
had undertaken post flood review of 1974, and a Final 
Engineering-cum-Location survey in 1976-77. f n view of this 
development requsring need for the surveys and rccastiu~~ of the 
r':timate, it was considered adviseable to allot nomin:tl funds till 
1 he ..,. final scheme was available to the Ministry for taking 
investment decision." 

2.22 Following is the chronology of events after the project was 
sanctioned by Railway Board in 1974-75 : 

September 
1974 

December 
1974 

Railway Board approved the conversion 
project. 

Abstract estimate for Rs. 9.62 crores submit-
ted to Railway Board. 



March 
1975 

june 
1975 

August 
1977 

December 
1980 

June 
19~1 

Railway Board asked the Railway to 
prepare fresh estiJpate due to changes 
<ttising from abnomal floods. 

Railway Board sanctioned final location 
survey ofthe project. 

Final location survey report submitted to 
Railway Board (Rs. 9.41 crores -3.58% 
return). 

Railway Board sanctioned urgtncy certifi-
cate for Rs. 60 lakhs. 

Railway Board took a deci~ion on the 
various alternative~ suggested by zonal 
Railway in its final location survey report 
!SUbmitted 'in August, J 977. 

2.23 The Committee enquired as to how this work acquired pnonty 
i~Uddenly in December 1980 so as to justify its being taken up on an ur~ency 
basis when it was postponed for more than six years. ln reply, the 
Ministry of Railways (Railway Board} have stated in a note : 

''The North-Eastern Railway had to review the estimate after 
the unprecedented floods of 1974, as the cost of Rs. 4.75 crores 
approved in J 974-75 did not appear realisti~.:. Subsequently, in 
1976-77 a Final Location-cum-Engineering survey was also done 
to arrive at a more realistic estimate. The North Eastern 
Railway· had made 3 alternatives including &etting up a 
transhipment shed at Darbhanga in the reappraisal of 1977 and 
this was under consideration of the Ministry. These arc 
as under: 

(i) Straight conversion to BG with transhipment facilities at 
Darbhanga for Darbhanga-Raxaul (including) and 
Darbhan!la-Jaynagar-Nirmali· La.ukaha Bazar branches, 
called alternative I hereafter. (This would involve the ex-
pansion of the transhipment faciJities at Muzaffarpur to take 
care of the traffic on Sagauli-Narkatiaganj, Narkatiaganj. 
Raxaul. Narkatiaganj-Bagaha and Narkatiaganj-Bhiknathoree 
and Sasaul-Raxaul section) ... 8.6 crores. 
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~<m Straight conversion with transhipment facilities for dealin& 
with the entire traffic of Darbhanga-Narkatiaganj·Muzatfar· 
pur section and the branches cmanatina there from 
(excluding the traffic presently transhipped at Muzaft'arpur 
called Alt. II hereafter) ... 9.0 crores. 

(iii) Mixed gauge BG/MG track ... Rs. 6.61 crores. As the various 
alternatives and detailed estimate was under review of the 
Ministry, an urgency certificate for Rs. 60 lakhs was 
sanctioned to commence the work on formation and bridaes 
etc. The commencement of the work was only possible 
through the sanction of the urgency certificate, in absence 
of the sanction of the detailed estimate." 

2.24 When asked whether the sanction of this work on uraency 
certificate was in contravention of the rules on the subject, the Ministry 
of Railways·· (Railway Board) st'ated in a note : 

''The urgency certificate was sanctioned to authorise the Railway 
to commence the work of formation and bridges etc., as it was 
expected that the detailed estimate would need to be updated 
and therefore, its sanctioned would take some time especially 
due to the steep price escalation, since the preparation of the 
project estimate in 1977. 

The urgency certificate was sanctioned by the Board after 
carefu 1 consideration of the totality of circu~stances and in 
accordance with para 5 of preface of the engineering code." 

2.25 During evidence the Committee desired to know bow an 
uraency certificate was sanctioned by Railway Board in December, 
1980 when there was no budget provision for it. To this, the representa· 
tive of the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board) stated : 

''Samastipur·Darbhanga is approved work; it is in the pink: 
Book." 

2.26, On being pointed out that the Railways could spend only 
Rs. 1000, the token provision of which had been made till -1979·80, the 
witness stated : 

''From April there are various staaes, revised budaet, supplemen· 
tary bud set ... " 
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2.21 In reply to a query as to whether the amount cout'd not be 
included ip any of these stages, the witness explained : 

~'SuppOie there is an outlay of Rs. 10 Jakhs; it was carried to 
Rs 60 lakh; it would have been re-appropriated ... re-appropriation 
is permissible. ·• 

2.28 The Committee understood from the audit that the conversiOn 
ofSamastipur-Darbbanga Section was recommended by the North 
Eastecn Railway Administration provided the M.G. Rail link between 
C"itauRi and Bagaha is also restored and the construction of new Railway 
line between Sakri and Hassanpur is also completed so as to avoid isolation 
of M.G. lines Darbbanga-RaxatJ;I-Narkatiaganj- Bagaha,Saga u l i-Raxaul, 
Narkatia ganj-Sagaul i-Muzzaffarpur. 

2.'29 The details of the Estimated ·Cost and the Expenditure incurred 
on Sakri·Hassanpur Project are as under : 

·Sakri-llussanpur-prorision c~f' a nelv llfG line (60 kms). 

Sanction in 

Estimated Cost 

Expenditure upto 
1982-83 

1979-80 

Rs. "l.75 crores 

Rs. 29.83 lakhs. 

1, 

It. thus, appears that the conversion of the Samastipur-Darbhanga 
Section was sanctioned by Railway Board on urgency certificate in 
December 1980 without ensuring funds for construction of new line from 
Sakri to Ha~sanpur. · 

2.30 The Budget allotment for the project in various years, accord-
i.na to audit. was as under : 

------------·-· 
Years 

1979-80 
l9B0-81. 

1-981-82 

1982-83 

1983·84 __ .. ____ --·~·---·------------··----------------

Rs. (lakbs) 

0.01 

10.00 

20.00 

20.00 

1.00 



It is seen from the above that even after issue or uraency cettiti"cate in 
December 1980, ·the funds allotted during 1980-81 and 1981-82 were very 
meagre. 

2-31 According to tbe AudH para the two generating sets ordered for 
purchase for this work have subsequenty been transferred for use at Samas-
tipur Station and installed there. When asked about the cost of these two 
generating sets and the justification for th~ir procurement, the Ministry of 
Railways (Railway Board) have, in a note, stated : 

"The cost of two diesel generating sats of 250 KW; was 14.15 

lakhs. These were procured in 1980. 

The power supply in North Bihar was very erratic. Interruptions 
of your supply frequently extended upto 20-22 hours in a day. 
To get over the problem of interruPtions in power supply when 
the work commenced in right garnest on Samastipur-Darbhanga 
conversion these generating sets were procured. 

\. As the field \\ ork on the project has been slowed down, the 
generating sets are being utilised now for supplementing power 

supply to the various railway installations at Samastipur. As the 
generators were procured for facilitating the field work on 
Samastipur-Darbhanga gauge conversion project are also being 
utilised for supplementing power supply to ':uious railway 
installations at Samastipur, only a proportionate cost has been 
charcd to this project.'' 

2. 32 Audit para points out that the total investment of Rs. 65.24 lakhs 
(material ; Rs. 60.00 lakhs, survey expenses : Rs. 4.19 lakhs, and other 
expenses ; Rs. 1.05 lakh~) remained unproductive. This also Lhrowsan 
unavoidable recurring laiability of Rs. 3.91 Iakhs per annum towards the 
payment of dividend. 

2.33 During evidence the Committee desired to now whether the 
Railway Board was keen on proceeding with the conversion work. In 
reply, the Chairman, Railway Board stated : 

''Now. we are wise enough and we w.ill necessarily afford tht 
necessary priority to this project''. 
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2.J4. He added·: 

··'Ultimately the necessity of taking up the work upto Raxut 
is positively there. There is no question of keeping it aside. 
But perhaps considering the financial constraints it will have to 
be projected phase after phase, not in one stroke. We would 
certeinJy keep in mind this particular area, tout is the trend of 
movement assentially is up to RaxauL. .... Darbhauga to Raxaul 
link will certainly be !iven the priority as necessarY:'' 

2.35 The Committee understood from audit that besides this project. 
there were several others on which substantial expenditure had been incurr-
ed but the works had been froun/had been slowed down. Some instances 
are : 

1. N.E. Railway-Restoration of Chitauni Begaha Rail link (22.3 km) 

Dete of Sanction November 1973 

Estimated Cost Rs. 6. 74 crores 

Latest anticipated cost Rs. 10.00 crore~ 

Expeniture uptu 1982-83 Rs. 4.17 crores 

Bud,get for 1983-84 Rs. 5.00 lakhs 

·Overall Progress 9" .lJ 

2. Western Railw tty---Construction of ll. G. line from Nadiad to 
Mod as a 
Date of sanction April 197~ 
(urgency certificate) 

Estimated cost ' Rs. 5.3g erores 

Expenditure upto March'~2 Rs. 2.10 crores 

Work commenced in June 1978 

Slowed down from November J I..J7lJ 

And frozen from November 1980 

3. N.E. Railway -Conversion of Bhatni-Varanasi M.G. Section into 
B.G. (l58km) 

Project sanctiond on urgency 
certificate in 
Estimated cost 
Expenditure upto 1982-83 

Overall proar~s• 

May 19&0 

Rs. 30 crores 
Rs. 3.3 crores 

Rs. 9.6~~~ 
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4. Sakri-Hassanpur·provision of a sacw MG line (60 kms.) 
Sanction in 1979-80 
Estimated ~ost Rs. 4.75 crores 
Expenditure upto Rs. 29.83 lakhs 
1982·83 

2.36 The Committee note that the RaHway Admlalstntioa, at the 
instance of the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board), exa•lned the tlnandal 
•lability of conversion of Samutlpur -Raxaul Branch line from Metre Gaup 
(MG) to Broad Gauge (BG) via Muzaft'arpur and via Darhltanga Ia May 1964 
and again In Aprll1969 The inYestigatlons by the Admlolltratioa on IJotb 
the occasions establisheCI that the conyersion was not flaandally •lahle. Yet, 
the Ministry of Railways 10bsequently unctioned Engineering CIIIII·Tntlc 
111rYey of tbe entire line. 1be suney report was 1abmltted by North Eastena 
Railway to the Ministry of Railways in 1971, for both tile alteraatlve routa. 
After a period of more than three years the Ministry of Railway• appi'Oft4 
the part conversion of the section 'Samastipur· Rlaxaul' in the badpt of 
1974-75 at an approximate cost of Rs. 4.75 crores. The Comadttee oiNrene 
that this part conversion was not recommeaded either by the Geaeral Maaapr 
or by the Financial Adviser and Cbief Accounts Offtcer of tlae Railway. The 
reasons given by them for not recommending this part conftnioD project 
were: Fintly, tbe existing MG line capacity on Samastipm-Darbbanp 
section was not utilized fully; as against the capacity of 18 trala each way 
only 14 trains were running; secondly, the part conversion from MG to BG 
would create transhipment problems at Darbhnoga in respect of large seale 
International traffic for Nepal moving through Raxaul, and thirdly, the retara 
on capital would have been only 3. 58 per cent as against tbe aeneral nona of 
10 per cent of financial viability. It is inexplitable how in the face of such . . 

cogent reasons given by the General Manager and Financial. Adviser and Chief 
Accounts Ofl'icer against the part conversion project, the Railway Board 
sanctioned the project. 

2.37 Tile Committee note In this connection that accorcliaa to tile polley 
reaardln& construction of new Railway lines furnished to the Co111111ittee by tile 
Hallway Board in Aupst 4, 1975, a project for aauae conyeraloa is taken •P 
(I) when a section becomes sa tu~ated and is lacapahle of handlina a4dltloaal 
traffic, (li) wbea the magnitude of transhipment invohej is sudl that it il 
aneconomieal or is not feasible at all, or (ill) when it la needed for provWiaa 
speedy and nnlnterrnpted means of communication to area• which have 
potential 1rowth. Howeyer, ia the ca1e of Sama1t1pur- Darblaanga section 
aoae of illele criteria Wal ~atlllle4. 
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2. 38 The Committee find that after the approval of this convenlon 
project in 1974-75, it did not receive any priority for six fears as only 
Rs. 1000/- were allotted to it by the Railway Board till 1979-80. Suddenly, 
in December 1980, this section became important and desened top priority 
when Railway Board decided to sanction an urgency certificate for Rs. 60 
lakbs. Accordingly, Railway Administration at the i~stance of Railway 
Board submitted the urgency certificate in December 1981), and the latter 
sanctioned it in Marc~ 1981. But barely ten months after the sanction of the 
urgency certificate, this work was completely ignored and deferred as it did 
not fall within the category of 'important projects' prepared by the Ministry 
of Railways (Railway Board), in consultation with the Planning Commission 
(January 1981). Thus, the total investment of Rs. 65 24 lakhs incurred on the 
project till then became unproductive. The manner in which the order of 
priorities went on changing in the Railway Board form time to time in the 
case of this project creates a doubt whether .tbe priorities were at ail given on 
the basis of objective criteria and considerations. The very fact that the 
project was originally sanctioned in 1974 75 in the face of very sound reasons 
given by the local Railway Administration against it as also the facts that the 
proposal regarding the urgency certificate emanated from the Railway Board 
and DOt from the concerned Railway and the urgency certificate was given 
even when it did not satisfy aay of the conditions required to be satisfied 
therefor acid to the Committee's doubt. 

2.39 The Ministry of Railways have contended that the financial 
viability or the operating necessity are not the only criteria for conversion of 
this section. The North Bihar region sofl'ers from backwardness and high 
population density. To satisfy the aspirations of the people of this backward 
region, a decision was1aken to approve this work in 1974 75. However, as 
the Committee ob$erve, the fact remains that for all practictl purposes there 
bas been lit~le progress on the work and the line remains as it was 10 years 
back. It has also been stated that one of the considerations on which part 
conversion was taken up was that it would serve the Air Force Headquarters 
at Darbbanga. However, It is surprising to note form a reply furnished by the 
Ministry of Railways that no specific request was received for this conversion 
project from the Air Force Headquarters at Darbhanga. It is, therefore, 
not dear to the Committee bow it was coil eluded that the project was needed 
by the Air Force Headquarters at Darbhanga. 

2.40 The Committee also find that the Ministry of Railwaya do aot 
have any priority Jist for new conYerslon projeets. Tblslt a sad commentary 
on the State of planning in the Railways. The Committee are surprised to 



learn this. The Committee desire that the Ministry of Railways •hoald, 
after detailed feasibility and yiability suneys, draw up a priority Jist of new 
projects iu the li&ht of object criteria with a riew to avoiding od·hoc 
selection of new projects. They would urge upon the Railway Board to 
sanction new conversion projective strictly as per their placement in the 
priority list and in su".h number as can be taken up for execution "ithin 1he 
reasonably anticipated financial resources. 

:1.41 Several other cases have come to the notice of the Committee 
where after incurring substantial expenditure, the works were subsequently 
frozen/slowed down. On North Ea&tero Railway-Restoration of Chitauui 
Bagaha Railliok (2.2.3 kms.), as aaainst the revised anticipated cost of Rs. 10 
crores, an expenditure of Rs. 4.17 crores have been incurred when the work was 
practically frozen. By then only 9% of work bad been done. On Western 
Railway-Constluction of BG line from Nadiad to Modasa, as against the 
estimated cost Rs. 5.38 crores, an expenditure amounting toRs. 2.10 crores 
bad been incurred when the work. was frozen. On the North Ea&tern Railway-
Conversion of Bhatoi-Varanasi MG section into BG (158 km.), as against 
the estimated cost oJ" .Rs. 30 crores. an expenditure of Rs. 3.3 crores had been 
incurred when the work was abandoned. Only 9.6% of work. had been done. 
Likewise, on Shakri-Hassanpur-provision of a new MG line (6U km.) as against 
the estimated cost of Rs. 4.75 crores, an expenditure of only Rs. 29.83 lakhs 
bad been incurred when the wor.k. was abandoned.· There were perrhaps many 
more such cases. J£videntty, the discontinuance of work on such projects was 
either due to improper selection or financial constraints imposed by indiscri· 
minate sanction of Jar too many projects unrelated to the availa"Dle resources. 
There are instances of waste of scarce resources particularly when the 
Railways are complaining of shortage of fund. 1 he Committee deplore the 
lack of proper planning in selection and execution of these projects which 
bas resulted in loddng up of colossal 1111111 of money without an)' prospects 
ef return in the fortseabl~ iutur..:. 'I he (.;ommittee would like to be apprised 
of tbe d~tails of aU such project 10 respects oJ" which work has been frozen/ 
llowed down/abandoned, indicatin& specifically in ea'h case whether the 
Railways propose to revive them or not and if so, when. 

2.41 The Chairman, Railway Board stated in evidence tbat "Now we 
are wise enough and we will neceS!>arily afford the necessary priority to the 
projecU' It was further stated by him that ultimetely the necessity of taking 
up the work upto Raxaul is 'positively there' as the trend of movement 
euentially is upto Raxaul, but considerin& the financial constraints it will 
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have to be projected pbue after plase od net in oae atrote. Tile Cemmlttee 
feel that siace this project haa already IJeen taken up it should be enaured by 
the Ministry of Railways that it is progressed to completion at an early 
date without uy interruption. 

Ns fl DIIUII : 

April 26, 1984 
Yaisakha 6, 1906 (S) 

SUNIL MAITRA 
Chairman, 

Public Accounts Committee. 
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Sl. Para 
No. No, 

1 2 

1. 1.90 

APPENDIX 

Statement of Observatlons/Recommurdatlons 

Ministry/ 
Dtptt. 

Concerned 

3 

Railways 

Observations/R.~commeodationl 

4 

The Ministry of Railways (Railway 
Board) accorded in January. 1971 their sanc-
tion for undertaking a survey for the construc-
tion of a broad gauge (BO) line (41.96 K.m.) 
between Diva Station on Central Railway 
and Bassein Road Station on Western Railway. 
The objects of the line as given in the Project 
Report were mainly .to cater to the interchange 
traffic between Western Railway and Central 
Railway (Dadar junction to be closed to 
i~terchange goods traffic because of saturation 
of the existing section), to avoid detention 
caused to the wagons interchanged at Dadar 
and marshalling of the wagons in Bandra 
marshalling yard and to give relief to the 
suburban sections of both the Central and 
Western Railways. Based on the survey, the 
construction of the BG line was sanctioned 
at an estimated cost of Rs. 10.33 crores 
(without electrification) and Rs. 12.73 crores 
(with electrification) by the Ministry of Rail-
ways (Railway Board) in April, 1972. The 
work on the project commenced in March, 
1973 and was scheduled to be completed 
within three years I.e., by March, 1976. How-
ever, only 22.64% of the work was done by 
.March, 1976. The line was certified fit for 
operation with diesel traction with efl"cct from 
25.11.1980, I.e •• more than four and a half 

63 
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4 

years· after ';ts scheduled date of completion, 
At a cost of lb. 28.80 crores.. However, even 

•' ·' . 
after completio.n, the line was not commission-
ed and a further period of more than two years 
elapsed before it was commissioned in Apn1, 
i983. -. 

2. 1.9f · Railways As regards the reasons for the delay in the 
.. almpletion . of the .project, the Ministry of 

Railways have stated that the project was 
finally cleared only on 1.12.1972. With the 
major part of the financial year already over, 

- the allotment for the Project got reduced from 
the original figures of Rs. one crore to 
Rs. 13.28 Jakhs. It was not possible to allocate 
sufficient funds for progressing this work 
during the financial years 1973-74 to 1975-76 
because of the twin effects of costs of projects 
going up steeply and of economy cuts being 
imposed on both "Plan" and "Non-plan" 
expenditure in the wake of the oil crisis. The 
funds .allotted to the project upto 1975-76 
amounted to only Rs. 6.18 crores (i e. about 
48% of the original estimate). The Committee 
are unhappy' over the manner in which the 
Railway Administration had acted in this case. · 
They observe that while this project suffered 
on account of' financial constraints, the Railways 
have sanctioned other such projects during the 
same period. The Committee f.ail to under-
st~nd why they should have taken in hand l"ew 
projects, resulting in further scattering of 
scare~ resources when the Railways were well 
aware of the financial constraints. The Com-
mittee have pointed out time and again that it 
is unwise to take up too many projects thereby 
spreading the limited resources at the disposal 
of the Railways so thinly as not to make any 
impact. , The Committee need hardly point out 
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that it . not only delays the project but also 
· results in ·escalation of cost. How costly the 

slashing of the allotment had proved in the 
present case will be seen from the fact that the 
project which was planned to be completed in 
three years actually completed in seven and a 
half years anp the cost had risen from Rs. 
12.73 crores (with electrification) as per origi-
nal estimate to Rs. 23.48 crores as per first 
revised estimate of May, 1978 and again to 
Rs. 28.80 crores as per second revised estimate 
of May, 1982. An analysis of the rise in cost 
between the first and the second revised 
estimate shows that over 75% of it was accoun-
ted for by cost overrun alone and less than 
25% by increase in the scope of the project. 
The Chairman, Railway Board admitted in 
evidence ''We have been spreading the avail-
able resources on far too many works simul-
taneously instead of taking up one or two works· 
and complete it in one or two or three years so 
that gestation period is cut down and cost is 
cut down.'' The Committee trust, in future, 
on-going schemes and projects will not be 
allowed to suffer. 

The Committee are astonished at the 
extent of vacillation shown by the Railways in 
taking a· decision on the mode of traction to be 
adopted. Tbe mode of traction stipulated in 
Apr.il, 1972 project estimate was 25 KV AC. 
A Committee was then appointed to go into 
the qu~stion whether 25 KV AC traction or 
1500 V DC traction would be more desirable. 
The Committee recommended 1500 V DC 
system for reasons of operational flexibility and 
factors of economic advantage with DC system 
at traffic levels. The Committee felt that difli· 
culties may be encountered in arrangina2S KV 
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new line would be between two electrified 
tections, it is not understandable why in Octo-
ber 1977; the Board should have decided on 
diesel traction even as an intermediate phase. 
It is yet another example of total lack of 
planning and perception in the Railway Board. 
The Committee would like the Railwa, Board 
to ensure that SlJCh costly mistakes are not 
repeated in futvre. 

An equally painful aspect of the case is 
the award of the contract for eartbwort and 
minor bridges in Section VII-A by the Railway 
Administration even before it was in possession 
of the site. Ibis contract was awarded to 
contractor 'A' in December. J973 to be com· 
pteted by Mareb., t97S. The Railway Adminis-
tration was not having possession of the land at 
the time of awarding the contract. The State 
Goyemment ·compltted Jand acquisition proce-
edings in November, 1974 only. The dispute 
in this section arose as tbe contractor cJaimed 
(JoJy, 1977) Rs; 40 Jakbs on account or delay in 
handing over tl1e site and the resultant escala· 
tion in rate~, idling of machinery, wage 
revisiOn, etc. In extenuation, the Ministry of 
Railways (Railway Board) bave stated that 
private negotiations were conducted with the 
land owners in terms of para 608-E (revised 
Bnaineering Code para 808-E) with a view to 
taking advance possession of some stretches 
without losing time. After carrying out such 
negotiatiens, 10 contracts covering the length 
of 13.10 Xm., which also included Section 
VII-A. were awarded. Thfs procedure, which 
had also been adopted in other contracts, had 
.worked satisfactorily. However, in case of 
Section• VD-A and VII-B, the land owners, 
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after ha'rina eatered into an underatandiq 
with the Railways, resiled from the undertaking 
given by them and abstracted the contractor 
and prevented him from doina the work. While 
the Committee do not object to the approach of 
the RailwaJ Administration in coad•ctina 
neaotiations with the land ownera in terma of 
para 608-B (reviled Bnipeerioa .Code para 
808·B), they feel that ~rc wa• no justification 
on the part of the RailwaJ Administration for 
awardin& the conuact before it was in poa_. 
sioo of the site. Also, this action of the 
Railway Admipiatration was in violation of the 
Ministry of Railways (RailwaJ Board's) atand• 
in& instructions of 1971 which enjoin, Inter 
aliD, that the Railway Administration should 
iavite tenders only wbcn fllll1 prepared to 
band over the sites. In this connection, thl 
Committee note the admission made by the 
Qaairman, Railway Board before the Co~ 
ittee m evjdCDCC, ''we have learnt from the pua 
that we aust irst act the land 100~ into our 
custody before we start the wort. Olherwiac 
land prices appreciate and there is a lot of 
problem of acquirana the land anywhere.'~ 
The Committee truat that ncauary accaon will 
be taken by the IU.llway Board to eDsure dlat 
their aforoaaicl Rlnd.iDa inavucuou an atrjet~J 
adhered to bJ tho &allwa7 Adm ... iatra,iou 
and that In fature no conuact il awarded b7 a 
1t&ilwq Administration uleu it Ia fllllJ 
prepared to banta o'er the ajll te the COD• 
idctor. 

the Co.IDDlittoe are amlled 6ver the IIWUiet 
m which tho Raihray authoritiea had aeted in 
the matter of arbitration proc•dinp. no 
Arb.iUatora, w~M» were sorvioa Railftl Oiticm, 
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directed both the contractor and the Railway 
Administration to send statements of facts and 
claims/counter claims by Marcht 1978. While 
the contractor submitted his statement in 
Marcht 1978, the Railway Administration 
failed to file their counter-statement despite 
repcate'd extensions given by the Arbitrators-
upto 31 May 1978, 31 July 1978 and 31 August 
1978. Even thereafter, the Railway Adminis-
tration, instead of submitting the counter-
statement, allowed time to lapse first in raising 
certain doubts and later on m questioning the 
jurisdiction of the Arbitrators to continue the 
proceedings. OD 4.9.1978, the Arbitrators 
cafled up the Railway Administration to file 
their counter-statement without further loss of 
tiMe. Even though the date was finally extend-
ed upto 31 Deeember, 1978 by the Arbitrators, 
the Jtailway .Administration did not submit the 
counter-statement. On 7.4.1979, the Arbitra· 
tors, published their award ex-parte and directed 
the Railway Admimstration to pay Rs. 17.51 
lakhs towards the claims of the contractors and 
Rs. 1.46 hlkhs towards Interest. The oriainal 
value of the contract was Rs. 29.7~ lakh only. 

R.aUwap It is inexplicable why the Railway Admin· 
uation, after appo10ting two servmg Railway 
Otlic"a aa Arbitrators in January, 1978, should 
have failed to submit their claims/counter· 
claims even though repeated extensions had 
been given ~o them by the Arbitrators. Tho 
explanation· aiven by the MIDlStry of Railways 
(Railway Board) for the Railway's failure to 
do this was 'the pre-occupation of the concern· 
ed Executive Engineer duriDI the busy season'. 
The Committee are surprised at this. Another 
aplnation aiven during evidence was that if 
"we had submitted (the claim)" it would have 
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AC supply tor a short section between two DC 
systems. The Committee submitted its report 
in May, 1913 and the Railway Board accepted 
it. However, even after accepting the report, 
the indecisiveness in the Railway Board con-
tinued. In October, 1977, the Railway Board 
decided that the Diva· Baucin line should be 
commissioned with diesel traction in the fint 
instance as ·an intermediate phase, although 
the oriaiaal location survey-cum-traffic rc-
apprajaal had aot favoured diesel traction on 
tbe ~onaideration that the new line would be 
between two electrified sections and the diesel 
loco!D()tives required for the section may have 
to be worked from the homing shed at Ratlam. 
Ia May, il913, the cost of the project was 
re"tiscd to ,Rs. 23.48 crorcs from R.s. 12.73 
CIIDnllt taking iato account the change in the 
mode of traction from 25 KV ACto 1500 V 
DC.· However, the work on the diesel traction 
continued. Ill November, 1980, the line was 
certified fit for operation with diesel traction. 
But the line was not commissioned considering 
that an investment of Rs. 75.78 laths would 
have to be made for the the transitory period 
on creation of facilities for inter-change at 
Baasein R.oad and maintenantc/servi~ facilities 
at Kalyan. HoWever, while takina this deci-

t 

sion, no detailed assessment had been made of 
the return that would have accrued from 
commission ins of the line with diesel traction. 
Thus, nen after completion, the lihe conatruc-
. ted a1 a coat of over Rs. 28 croret remained 
unused for over two years. It was commission• 
ed only in April, 1983 with DC traction. When 
the oriaiaal · location survey-cum-traffic rc-
appraital made in 1972 had not favoured 
-diesel traction on the consideration that the 
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been taken that .. we were submitting to the 
jurisdiction'• of the Arbitraton. The Committee 
find this explanation as unacceptable as the 
first one. . When questioned in evidence, the 
representative of the Railway Board conceded. 
"I do agree that the (contractor's) claims - . 
should have been refuted. They (.the Railway 
Administration) .should have submitted their 
counter-claims. We could have filed it (our 
counter-claims) sa;ring we are doing so under· 
protest.!' It appears to the Committee that it 
is not a cue of mere negligence, it is something 
more than that. The Committee desire that 
the matter should be investigated in depth by 
an independent authority as to why the Railway 
otBciai4J had allowed the claims of the Railways 
to go by default and responsibility fixed. The 
Committee would like to be informed of the 
results of the invostigations within a period of 
six menths from the presentation of this 
Report. 

The work on the Diva-Baasein project was 
executed in 33 sections under various contracts. 
How badly the Railway Administration had 
mauaged their affairs may be aauaed fr9m the 
fact that out of these 33 contracts, disputea 
arou in 27. contract•. The claims preferred by 
varioat contrmor• totallod R.a. 504.0~ lakha 
(lpP,'OJimatoly). In aix diaputod «lDtraota, 
11 apbaat a..u0.52Jakhl gJaimed by the eon• 
tractors, a.. j7J9 lakha were paid by tho 
lailway aa a teault ot Arbitration awards. In 
ll other contracts. the diapute wu settled bJ 
~diCUsaittn and thl amount paid was Rs. 6~69 

. i$hs u. aaaiDit of R.a. 206.74lakhs claimed 
by the coauactor•~ Aa reaards the remaininJ 
tlfne contract• involving claims of Rs. 186.83 

---···- ...... .-'I'P .... ----~~ .•• -:--
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laths by the contractors, the Ministry of 
Railways (Railway Board) have stated that 
these claims reJate to excepted matters or 
matters outside the scope of the contracts and 
for this reason the claims were not accepted by 
the Railways. The Committee are informed 
that the contractors have now approached the 
Bombay High Court for appointment of Arbi· 
trators and the Railways are contesting the 
cases. The Committee would like to be 
inforqled of the decision of the High Court in 
this regard. 

The Committee note that as per Railways 
Book of Specjfications, there are two types of 
embankments-one for formation without com· 
paction (specification No. 201) and the other 
for formation with compaction (specification 
No. 202). In this project, certain embank· 
ments were classified under specification No. 
202 while in the same section some embank· 
ments were also classified under specification 
No. 201. An additional non-standard item 
'Extra for compaction' was also provided to 
cater for continsencies of compacting earth, 
wherever required stparateJy. The Committee 
fail to understand the need for the non· 
standard extra item in view of the overall 
specification No. 202, t.e. embankment with 
compaction. Accordint to the Ministry of 
Railways (Railway Board), no compaction was 
considered necessary with "sood'' soil and 
embankments upto a height of six metres while 
compaction was needed in case the embank· 
ment was more than six metres even if "good" 
soil was available. If so, the Committee feel, 
the appropriate course for the Railway Admin· 
istration was to have split up the sections for 
either .,formation with compaction" or "forma· 
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tion without compaction" as per Railways 
Book of Specifications and proceed accordingly. 
This unfortunately they did not do. Even if 
non-standard eztra item had been provided, 
the Railway Administration should have 
ensured that the rate prescribed for specification 
(No. 201) plus extra for compaction was not 
more than tbe rate fixed for specification No. 
202. This atao was not done, with the result 
tbat the Railway Administration had to make 
avoidable extra payment of Rs. 5.46 lakhs. 
Actually, the avoidable extra payment on 
account of operation of the non-standard item 
would be much more, considering the fact 
that in five other contracts, claims amount· 
ing to Rs. 16.6S lakh arising out of disputes 
over various matters including operation of 
this non-standard item were awarded by the 
Arbitrators. However, the exact amount 
relating to the non-standard item could not 
be segregated, as the awards did not give any 
item-wise break-up. In the opinion of the 
Committee, it is a case of failure to do proper 
preparatory work in the first instance and 
failure to negotiate proper rates thereafter. The 
Committee would like the Ministry of Railways 
to suitably deal with tbe concerned officials and 
to ensure that such lapses do not recur. 

Another matter in which the Railway 
Admiailtration bad shown poor manaaement 
was the coaatruction of major bridacs. Work 
orders for the fabrication of five steel girden 
required for the two major bridges on this line 
were iuued tD the .Railway's Civil Engineering 
workshop at Manmad in May. 1975, thoush 
the wort on tbe project was commenced in 
March, 1973. According to the Ministry of 
R.aihvaya (RaHway Board), the tenders for 
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manufacture, supply an_d erection of girders 
opened on 1.11 .1973 had to be cancelled by 
the Railway Administration due to non-avail· 
ability of adequate funds during 1974-75. The 
Committee have already recommended that as 
far as possible, allotment of funds on on-going 
works should not be stashed. 

The fabrication of steel girders should 
haft synchronized with the completion of the 
sub-ltructure of the bridges. It is, however, 
seen that while tbe work of the sub-structures 
was completed by the contractor in Septe~ber, 
1977, the fabrication of the girders was not 
done by the Railway Workshop, Manmad. It 
was stated in extenuation that there were brea-
ches during the monsoon of 1976 on the 
Western Railway, and the Railway bridgt over 
Daman Ganga was washed away. For restor· 
ing traffic, the two spans of 45.7 M which had 
been fabricated by Manmad Workshop at 
that time were ordered to be diverted for this 
bridge. In addition, four more spans which 
were under fabrication or were due to be taken 
up for fabrication shortly were also ordered to 
be diverted for restoration of traffic on 
Western Railway. While the Committee appre-
ciate the extenuating circumstances in which 
the Manmad Workshop could not deliver the 
fabricated girders, they cannot help observing 
that the Railway Administration had failed to 
monitor the progress of the fabrication of steel 
girders and there was communication gap 
between the Railway Administration and the 
Manmad Workshop. Had the Railway Admin· 
iatration kept a proper watch on the progress 
of fabrication work in the Manmad Workshop, 
they would have come to know much earlier 
that the Manmad Workshop would not be able 
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to deliver the girders as per schedule. In such 
a case, the project authorities could have 
tapped alternative sources much earlier such as 
the Mugbalsarai Workshop or any outside 
agency fabricating such girders. 

Railways In November, 1977, the Railway Admin· 
istration made efforts to obtain girders from 
the market by open tenders, but they were 
not successful. In August, 1978, the Chief 
Bridge Engineer bad stated that the R&:il way 
Workshop at Man mad could supply the 
girders by December, 1979 at a fabrication 
cost of Rs. 1800 per tonne. The Railway 
Administration did not accept this offer but 
decided to get the work done by contract. On 
the basis of the lowest tender, the work was 
awarded in April, 1979 to a public sector 
undertaking, M/s. Bridge & Roof who offered 
to supply the girders by August, 1979 at the 
rate of Rs. 2700 per tonne plus escalation 
charges on account of revision of wages, 
subject to a ceiling of Rs. 540 per tonne. Thus, 
in effect, the Railway Administration agreed 
to pay Rs. 3240 per tonne as fabrication 
charges to Mfs. Bridge & Roof as against 
Rs. 1800 per tonne offered by the Manmad 
Workshop. The explaination given in evidence 
by the representative of the Railway Board for 
not awarding the contract to the Manmad 
Workshop was that "Manmad would not have 
been able to supply them during this period. 
Manmad would have produced it later.'' The 
Committee are not convinced by this explana-
tion. Considering the usual time required for 
finaJisation of tenders and the stipulated perbd 
of execution of contracts and the extensions 
likely to be given, the Railway Administration 
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could have foreseen that there would not be 
any material difference in the delivery dates of 
the Railway Workshop and the contractor. 
The Administration had an added advantage 
in the case of the former in as much as it could 
exercise pressure at a higher level to get the 

, work executed departmentally. As it actually 
turned out, on account of delay on the part of 
the Railway Adminisitration in supply of mater-
ial to the contractor, nearly I /5th of which was · 
found defective, the contractor could complete 
the delivery in September, 1980-t.e. about 10 
months after the Chief Bridge Engineer, Man-
mad Workshop had offered to do. The extra 
payment made to the contractor-Mfs. Bridge 
&: Roof-works out to Rs. 8.43 lakhs. The 
manner in which the Railway Administration 
had handled this case hardly redounds to their 
credit. 

12. 1.101 · Railways The foregoing paragraphs show that in 
the execution of this project there were 
numerous acts of omission and commission on 
the part of the project authorities and the 
Railway Board. Apart from lack of proper 
planning and poor management which had 
resulted in as many as 27 disputes in 33 secti-
ons, there was incomprehenliible indecisive.nC&S 
and ambivalence in deeidina the modo of 
traction to bo adopted. Those, toaethet with 
the he&YJ cut in the allotment of funds juac 
when the work on the project had started, reaul· 
ted in the commissionina of the line in over 10 
years instead of three years, envisaaed in the 
estimate. Th~ cost also shot up from Rs. ll. 73 
crores to Rs. 28.80 crores. And more import-
antly, the main objects for whi~h the projecl 
was undertaken, I.e. to avoid detention caused 
to wagons interchanged at Dadar and to 
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provide relief to suburban services of both the 
Central and Western Railways, remained unf\11· 
filled from March 1976 (when the project was 
expected to be completed) till April, 1983 
(when the line was commissioned with DC 
traction). The Committee expect the Railways 
to draw appropriate lesson from this case so as 
to be more careful in future while handling 
execution of such projects. In particular, the 
Committee would like the Ministry of Railways 
(Railway Board) to examine whether the 
existing system of contracts under which dispu· 
tes had arisen in 27 contracts in 33 sections 
needed to be overhauled. 

The Committee note that the Railway 
Administration, at the instance of the Ministry 
of Railways (Railway Board), examined the 
furancial viability of conversion of Samastipur-
Raxaul Branch line from Metre Gauge (MG) to 
Broad Gauge (BG) Pia Muzatrarpar and rill 
Darbhanga in May, 1964 and again in April, 
1969. The investigations by the Administration 
on both the occasions established that the 
conversion was not :financially viable. Yet, 
the Ministry of Railways subsequently sanc-
tion¢ Engineering-cum-Traffic survey of the 
entire line. The survey report was submitted 
by North Eastern Railway to the Ministry of 
Railways in 1971, for both the alternative 
routes. After a period of more than three 
years the Mlulatry of Railway• approved the 
part co11verslon of the section 'Samastipur-
Ra•aul' in the· budget of 1974-75 at an 
approltilftatt cost of Rs. 4. 1S crores. The Com• 
ttlittee observe that this part conversion was 
ttot recommended either by the General Manaaer 
or by tbe Financial Adviser and Chief 
Accounts Officer of the Railway. The reasons 
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given by them for not recommending this part 
conversion project were: Firstly. the existing 
MG line capacity· on Samastipur-Darbhanga 
section was not utilized fully; as against the 
capacity of 18 trains each way only 14 trains 
were running; secondly, the part conversion 
from MG to BG would create transhipmc!nt 
problems at Darbhanga in respect of large scale 
international traffic for Nepal moving through 
Raxaul; and thirdly, the return on capital would 
ha\'e been only 3.58 per cent as against the 
general norm of 10 per cent of financial via-
bility. It is inexplicable how in the face of such 
cogent reasons given by the General Manager 
and Financial Adviser and Chief Accounts 
Officer against the part conversion project, the 
Railway Board sanctioned the project, 

The Committee note in this connection 
that according to the policy regarding construc· 
tion of new Railway lines furnished to the 
Committee by the Railway Board in August, 
1975, a project for gauge conversion is taken 
up (i) when a section becomes saturated and is 
incapable of handling additional traffic, (ii} 
when the magnitude of transhipment involved 
is such that it is uneconomical or is not feasible 
at all, or (di) whon it is needed for providina 
apeedy and uninterrupted meant of communi• 
cation to ~as which have potential arowtb. 
Howmr, in the cue of Samastipur-Darbb• 
anaa section none of these criteria was satia• 
fied. 

the Committee find that after the appro• 
val of this conversion project in 1974·75, it did 
not receive any priority for six yean as only 
Rs. 1000/- were allotted to it by the Railway 
Board till 1979·80. Suddenly, in December, 
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1980, this section became important and deserv· 
ed top priority when Railway Board decided 
to sanction an urgency certificate for Rs. 60 
lakhs. Accordingly, Railway Administration 
at the instance of Railway Board submitted the 
urgency certificate in December, 1980, and the 
latter sanctioned it in March, 1981. But, 
barely ten months after the sanction of the 
urgency certificate, this work was completely 
ignored and deferred as it did not fall within 
the category of 'important projects' prepared 
by the Ministry of Railways (Railway Board), 
in consultation with the Planning Commission 
(January 1982). Thus, the total investment ·of 
Rs. 65.24 lakhs incurred on the project 
tiU then became unproductive. The manner 
in which the order of priori ties went on 
changing in the Railway Board from time to . 
time in the case of this project creates a 
doubt whether the priorities were at all 
given on the basis of objective criteria and 
considerations. The very fact that the project 
was originally sanctioned in 1974·75 in the 
face of very sound reasons given by the local 
Railway Administration against it as also the 
facts that the proposal regarding the urgency 
certificate emanated from the Railway Board 
and not from the concerned Railway and the 
urgency certificate was given even . when it did 
not satisfy any of the conditions required to be 
satisfied therefor add to the Committee'• 
doubt. 

the Ministry of ltailways have cdntend~ 
ed that the financial viability or the operating 
necessity are not the only criteria for conver-
sion of this section. The North Bihar region 
suffers from backwardness and high population 
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density. To satisfy the aspirations Qf the 
people of this backward region, ·a decision was 
taken to approve this work in 1974-75. How• 
ever, as the Committee observe, the fact 
remains that for all practical purposes there 
has been little progres~ on the work and the 
line remains as it was 10 years back. It bas 
also been stated that one of the considerations 
on which part conversion was taken up was 
that it would serve the Air Force Headquarters 
at Darbhanga. However, it is surprising to 
note from a reply furnished by the Ministry of 
Railways that no specific request was received 
for this conversion project from the Air Force 
Headquarters at Darbhanga. It is, therefore, 

·not clear to the Committee how it was conclu· 
ded that the project was needed by the Air 
Force Headquarters at Darbhanga. 

The Committee also fi.od that the 
Ministry of Railways do not have any priority 
list for new conversion projects. This is a sad 
commentary on the state of planning in the 
Railways. The Committee are surprised to 
learn this. The Committee desire that the 
Ministry of Railways should, after detailed 
feasibility and viability surveys, draw up a 
priority list of new projects in the light of 
objective criteria with a view to avoiding ad-
hoc selection of new projects. They would 
urge upon the Railway Board to sanction new 
conversion projects strictly as per their place-
ment in the priority list and in such number as 
can be taken up for execution within the rea-
sonably anticipated :financial resources. 

Several other cases have come to the 
notice of the Committee where after incurring 
substantial expenditure, the works were subseq-
uently frozen/slowed down. On North Eastern 
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Railway-Rfttoration of Chitauni Baaaha . 
Rail lint (22.3 kms.), as asainst the revised 
anticipated cost of Rs. 10 crores, an expendi-
ture of Rs. 4.17 crores had been incurred when 
the work was practically frozen. By then only 
9% of work had been done. On Western 
Railway-construction of BG .line from 
Nadiad to Modasa, as ·against the estimated 
cost of Rs. 5.38 crores, an expenditure amount· 
ing to Rs. 2.10 crores had been incurred when 
the work was frozen. On the North Bastem 
Railway-Conversion of Bhatni-Varanasi 
MG section into BG (158 km.), as against the 
estimated cost of Rs. 30 crores, an expenditure 
of Rs . .3.3 crores had been incurred when the 
work was abandoned. Only 9.6% of work had 
been done. Likewise, on Sakri-Hassanpur-Provi 
sion of a new MG line (60 km.) as against the 
estimated cost of Rs. 4.75 crores, an expendi· 
ture of only Rs. 29.83 Iakhs had been incurred 
when the work was abandoned. There were 
perhaps many more such cases. Evidently, the 
discontinuance of work on such projects was 
either due to imp~oper selection or financial 
constraints imposed by indiscriminate sanction 
of far too many projects unrelated to the avail· 
able resources. There arc instances of waste of 
scarce resources particularly when the Railways 
are complaining of shortage of funds. The Com· 
mittec deplore the lack of proper planning in 
selection and execution of these projects which 
has resulted in Jockins up of colossal sums of 
money without any prospects of return in the 
foreseable future. The Committee would Uke 
to be apprised of the details of all such pro-
jects in respect of which work has bee frozca/ 
slowed down/abandoned, indicatins speci-
6caUy in each case whether the Railways 
propose to .revive them or not and if so, when. 
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Gupta Printing Works 

The Chairman, Railway Board stated 
in evidence that "Now we are wise enough and 
we will necessarily afford the necessary pri· 
ority to the project." It was further stated by 
him that ultimately the necessity of taking up 
the work upto Raxaul is 'positively there• as 
the trend of movement essentially is upto 
Raxaul, but considering the financial cons· 
traiots it will have to be projected phase after 
phase and not in one stroke. The Committee 
feel that since this project has already been 
taken up it should be ensured by the Ministry 
of Railways that it is progressed to completion 
at an early date without any interruption. 




