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INTRODUCTION

I, the Chairperson, Committee on Public Accounts, having been

authorised by the Committee to preseDt this Report, on their behalf present
el

the ?.-'Report on paragraphs relating to Fisheries and Ports Departnent

contained in the Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India for

the year ended 31$ March 2016 and 31" March 2018 (Economic Sector).

Ttre Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India for the

year ended 31" March 2016 and 31o March 2018 were laid on the Table of

the House on 08e August 2017 and 24h August 2020 respectively.

The Committee considered and finalised this Report at the meeting

held on 18ft September, 2O24.

The Committee place on records our appreciation of the assistance

rendered to us by the Accountant General in the examination of the Audit

Report.

Thiruvananthapuram,

d{.october,2o24.

SI.]NI{Y JOSEPH

CIIAIRPERSON,

COMMTTTEE ON PI,'BLIC ACCOT]NTS.
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REPORT
FISHERIES AND PORTS DEPARTMENT

3.1 Regulation of Flnuse Boats

3.1.1 Intmduction

Alappuzha, the 'Venice of the East,, is an important backwater

destination in Kerala attracting tourists every year. The Vepbanad lake,

a Ramsar sitcl is spread over 36,500 hectare covering the disticts of
A,lappuzha, Ernakulam and Kottayam. This lake is connected to a

network of rivers, canals and drains and is famous for Houseboat (HB)
tourism. with the increased arrival of tourists, the HB indusry began to
grow and developed into a huge source of revenue for the people of the

area.

AII inland vessels, including HBs, are regulated by the Inland
Vessels Act, 1917 (IVA), a Central Acq which came into force in the
State of Kerala with effect from 01 December 1g87. Subsequently,

Government of Kerala (Coastal Shipping and Inland Navigation
Departrnent) notified (Aprir 2010) rhe Kerara Inrand vessels Rules,

2010, under IVA, to regulate and control the operation of mechanicaly
propelled vessels. L,ater, the Kerala Inland Vessels Rules, 2010, were
amended by incorprlrating provisions for safety and security, pollution
control and quality service with a view to foster backwater tourism
without compromising on safety, efficiency and pollution aspects and
notificd the amendcd rules in Allril 201 5. (The Kerala Inland Vessels

Rules, 2010 and their amcndmenr in 2015 are together defined as

'KIVR' hereinaircr).

The convention on wetlantl callocl thc Ramsar .Dnverition, is an intcrgcvemmental treaty that provides theframeworl< for national action and intcrnalional co-opororinn rul- th,, .Lnr"rvarion anrl wide use of wetland andother resources.

1
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For a vessel to ply in the backwaters, three procedures are mandatory according to

KIVR, viz., initial survey/annual survey2, registation3 and dry dock inspectiona .

KIVR also mandates adoption of measures to prevent and mitigate water

pollution.

3.1.1.1 Organisational set uP

Director of PorS (DoP), under the Government (Fisheries and Ports

Departnent) regulates inland vessels, including HBs, by virtue of implementing

KIVR. Sixs ports in Kerala are designated (September 2010) as Port Registries,

which are places of suwey of Inland Vcssels. Thc DoP exerciscs his powers under KIVR, through

multiple officials, such as the Chief Registering Auttrority, Chief Examiner, Chief

Surveyor, Surveyor (Two) and Conservators of the six Port Registries. The'functions

of these officials with rcgard to inland vessels include conducting initiaVannual

survey, issuing Registration Certificatcs, issuing Competency Certificate to creq

and conducting periodical suprise inspection.

Since the HB industry is closely related to backwater tourism, Directorate of

Tourism (DoT), under Government (lburism Department), executes its tourism

promotion activities in this industry through the District Tourism Promotion Council

(DTpC). Activities of DTPC with regard to HBs includes fixing tariffs in consultation

with HB owners' associations, establishing and operating common sewage Treatrnent

plant (csTP) for discharging the effluents generated from the bio-tank of HBs etc.

Another stakeholder in the HB industry is the Kerala State Pollution

Connol Board (KSPCB), which functions under ttre administrative control of the

Government (Environment Department). The main functions of KSPCB with

ngements, safety and security,

under the Dhectorate of Ports.

is done periodicallY once in 12

Initial Su.rvey/Annual suvey: Complete examination of hull, machinery arra

pollution aspects and quality of service as required under IVA.by the Suweyor
't 

riaiul sr*"y is done before the HB is Put in service, whereas tie annual suwey

2

months in respect of HBs which are in oPemtion

3 Regirr."tiorr, ihe Ch.ief Registering AuGority under thc Directorate of Ports issues Registption Certificates ro
- 

ftn", on completion of initial suw"ey. [t is a process of documcntation and a]so a proof of ownership of the

vessel
4Drydockinspection:TheSurveyorconductsdetailcdexaunationofvesselsinslipwayordrydockinday

ligirt, once illthree years, to ensure that al-t the ponions of thc hull exlemal are intact'

S eiappuzha, Azhikkal, Beypore, Kcllam (Ihangasscry), Munambam (Kodungallur) and Vizhinjam'

/ho@fcy'alDocumentvsEej a r2o24EAcltle IEdREPoRT FIsHERIES DEPARTMENAod(18 09' 2024)



regard to HB industy include issue of Integrated consenr to operate (ICo) to
HBs which is mandatory according to provisions contained in the water Act,

L974, and the Environment Proteclion Act, ].g86, and periodical inspections to

check whether the prescribed parameters of scwage/effluents discharged from the

cSTP/bio-tank of HBs arc within the limits menrioned in the ICo conditions.

The Local self Govemment Institurions (LSGI) are another stakeholder

from the Govemment side in the HB indusry. LSGIs are mainly responsible for

collection, segregation, and disposal of solid waste generated by HBs in terms of
the Solid Waste (Management and Handling) Rules, 2000.

3.1.2 Audit objectives and scope

The objectives of the Compliance Audit were to assess whetier:

' the registration and opcration of I{Bs were in accordance with the above Rules
and the concerned environmental laws;

' Rules and regulations were in place to standardise the facilities provided,
regulate fte fees/tariff charged from tourists and regrilate the number of people
that can be canied in HBs; and

' mechanisms existed for effcctive monitoring of adherence to these rules.
As of April 2016, out o[ a total o{ 926 tourist inland vessels registered with

*re six Port Registries of Kerala, 847 were registered with the port Registy,
Alappuzha. Hence, compliance audit was limited to the activities irnder the port

Registry at Alappuzha.

Audit scrutiny covercd the rccords of the Directorate of poils, Directorate of
Tourism and KSPCB, their Administrative departrnents6 and relevant subordinate

offices with special focus on survey, registration, safety of passengers and

environmental aspects relating to IIBs covering the period from 2010-11 to 20i,s-16.

Audit also examined rhe records of KSpcB and DTpc in Alappuzha and Kottayam

districts and that of Alappuzha Municipality- interacted with various stakeholders and

raised audit queries. In addition, thc audit team along with departmental officers jointly
verified 42 HBs, which operated i, vembanad lake. (Detailed in Appendix -III(1)
6 Depanment of Fisherics and ports, Depanmcnr of Tourism and J.lnvironmcnt Dcpartment

/bomefcp4a/Documcn6/SEej a .2024lp C/nuInd/REl,OItI- FIS I rUR]ES DII pA Rt.MI_N1]od( I S 0g.2024)
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An Entry Meeting wirh the dcparrmental oflicials concerned was held on 20

JuIy 2016 and an exit meeting at the close of audit was conducted on 30

December 2016 to share and discuss the audir findings'

3.1.3 Audit findings

3.1.3.1 Registration of Houseboats

i) Houseboats operating without valid registration

Rute 5(1) 9f KIVR requires aII HB 
lwners 

to intimate the Chief S,urveVor

regarding construction of new vessels' Aftei the Suweyor corhpletes the stage

inspection, KSPCB vcrifics the HBs and issues the ICO' On receipt of ICO' the

vesselisregisteredwiththePortRegisuyconcemed.Initiallytheregisu:ationhad

to be renewed annually' Subsequently' the val-idity period of regisEation was

increased(March2013)tofiveyears.Funher,intermsofRule3l(2)(c)ofKIVR'

theSurveyorisduty-boundtoconductsurpriseinspectionofvesselstoensurethat

theycomplywithmandatedrcquirements'Ondetectingviolations'theSurveyor

recommendssuspensiorr./cancellationoft}reRegistrationCertificate(RC)/Survey

CertificateofthevesseltotheDoPandservesdetentionordertodefaultingHB

owners.

We observed tliat, o' of 31 March 2016' 326 (M'4L per cent) out of the 734

HBsregisteredunderPortRcgistryAlappuzha,hadnotrenewedt}reirregistrationas

detailed in Table 3.1.

Tatrle 3.1.

Details of Hbs which had not renewed registation

Year from which renewal of Number of HBs Pending
renewal of registation

regISuation was Pending

20ll-t2
2012-13 70

2ol3-147 18

TotaI 326

(Source: Records of Port O ffice AIaPPuzha)

7 Since 2014-15, regisuation is $suc cl for fivc ycars; hencc aur'lit observation is up to 2013-14'

SL

No.
238

1

2

3

^Dme/fcpla/Documed.s/Srceja 
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A joint verification of 42 HBs revcaled rhar 23 of them were ply.ing in

Vernbanad lake without registration (Appendix - If(2)). Of the 42 HBs subjected

to physical verification, wc found thar seven our of the eight HBs operared by M/s

Kerala Backwaters were unregistered. Furthcr, as per the DoTs estimation, there

were 1,500 HBs operating in Alappuzha. However, we observed rhat only 734

(48.93 per cent) HBs were registered with thc Port Registry Alappuzha, as on 31

March 2016.

Detection of a substantidl proporrion of unregistered boats'pointed to

ineffective monitoring by the Surveyor causing threat to the safety and security of

the passengers on board.

ii) Rule la Q) of KIVR slipulates rhat RC issued ro a vessel shdll be valid

for a maximum period of fivc years, but the rcgistering authority may issue RC

for a shorter period considering thc ccological parametcrs of, each water body.

We observed that the Registering authority under Dop issued RC subject to

fulfillment of certain conditions regarding certificate of survey (including

stability), third party insurance, compctency certificate of crew, pollution control

aspect, provision of fire fighting cquipment and life-saving appliances etc. These

conditions were to be satisfied by the HBs within 30/60/90 days of the issue. The

Port Registry, after the issue of RC did not verily compliance of those conditions

by the HB owners even though many of thcse conditions related to safety of
passengers. During joint vcrification it was found rhat HBs operating with

conditional RCs had not fulfilled the prescribed condirions and hence were nor

safe for operation. Further, absence of third party insurance could deprive

passengeE of compcnsation and protection under law in the event of an accident.

Port officer, Alappuzha, rcpiied that prior to impicmentation of KIVR (september

2010), HBs were registered under canals and public Ferries Act, 1gg0. on implementation of

KIVR, the existing HBs were issued registration certificates conditionally. The reply of the

Port officer, Alappuzha, was silcnt about thc lIBs operating without fullfilling the RC

conditions and the consequent dsk to tlte safcty of passcngers_

/homeffcp4a/Docum.nr-vsmja 2024lPAC/RcI,ltrRIpORr FISI B]trUiS DI]pARTMENT.dl(18.09.2024)
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iii)AccordingtoSecli.onlgCofIVA'abookcontainingallparticularsoftheRC

shall be kept by the Registering Authority aftcr duc authentication by the

authoriryFurt}rer,atrueCopyofthebookshouldbesenttotheStategovemment

within a month, together with tlae numbcr of every RC granted' We observed that

registation details were not completcly recordcd in thc Regisnadon book and not

dulyauttrenticatedbytheRegisteringAuthority'asprescribed'Moreover'thecopy

of the Registration book was not sent to Govemment every month as 
landated,

Hence, veracity of the regisuations rccorded irr the booi< could also not be.assured

by Audit.

iv) In terms of Section 71 of IVA' all fecs payable may be recovered as fines'

schedr:les I and II of KIVR pres*ibes rhe rate of fees payable by HB owners for

the registration, survey ctc' According to Rule 26 of KIVR' registration fee was to

be collected by the registering authority at the rate of {50 per ton of vessel weight'

subject to a minimum of t 3,000' A scrutiny of the records revealed that as on 31

March 2016, regisuadon fees amoulting to t11.26 lakh was pendhg from 326

HBownerswhohadnotrcncwcd.theirregistrationasdetailedinTable3.2.
Table 3.2

Details of unrealised registration fee

iNumber of HBs Amount Pending
realisation (in {)Year from which

registation was pcnrling lpending renewal of

, rcgisUation

2011-t2 238 8,19,250

2012-13 70

2013-148 18

Total 326

(Source: Records of Port OfJicc Alappuzha)

in this regard, trat due to non-receipt of
The Port Officer, AlaPPuzha, stated

applicadonfromHBownerslorrenewalofrcgisfaLion,itcouldnotrealisethefee

B Since 20L4-15, registation is issued for Iivc ycars; hcncc audit obscrvalion is up to 2013-14'

SI.No.

1
2,45,250

2
61,100

3
11,25,600

/hode[cp1a/DocuBcnE/SE(ja 202{/P/iC/RcPota'RIj'l'ORf f]SIIIiRIll5 DEI)ARI MF'N'l:rl(IB'09 2024)

!



7

from trem.

The above reply was not acceptable, as the main reason for non-realisation

of registration fee was the lack oI a monitoring system whereby the port officer
would be alcrted of rhe duc dates of RC rencwal without waiting for the HB

owrels to submit applications. Also, had frc Survcyor carried out su-rprise

inspections as mandated in KIVR, a substantial number of HB owners could not

have escaped from renewing their registration.

v) rssue of Registration certificates' without considering the carrying
capacity of Vembanad lake

The Government (Fisherics and ports Departrnent) accorded (June 2012)

administrative sanction for conducling 'Environmental Study of vemabanad lake,,

considering the large number of HBs operating in the lake and resultant pollution.

Accordingly, the DoP enrnisted (scptcmbcr 201 2) thc centre for water Resources

Development and Management (CWRDM), Kozhikode to identify the canying

capacity of the lake for each carcgory of vessels. cwRDM reported (November

2013) that the recrearional carrying capacity of the lake was 262 HBs.

Subsequently, DoP dirccted (Junc 2014) rhc port officials ttrat only those

applicants who had submitted their applicarion for survey on or before 31

December 2013 but had not presented their vessels for survey on or before 31
-March 2014 could be pcrmittcd ro prcsent rhcir vcssel till 30 June 2014. Further,

according to norc beiow rulc 54 of KTVR, ncw RC shall be issued only against

deregistration and condemnation of existing vessels.

But, as reported @ecember 2013) by Dop, registrations were issued to 5gg

HBs, which was nearly doubrc the carrying capacity of the lake, thus threatening
the environmcntat stabi[iry of ric lakc.

Further, the direcrions (J.ne 2014) oI the Dop were violated by the
registering authority .rs it had issued RC to 22 HBs during 2014-15, 55 during
2015-16 and ninc during 2016-17 respecijvcly, evcn though rhe owners of these

vessels had not prescntcd thcir vesscis lor suwcy on or before 30 June 2014.

lhom.4cp4a,Do.u rnenr!/s rl.Ej i 2024lt,AC/R.rDrlRlt)o R.l- l:tS r fi.;Rit.S D F.I,ART\4EN Uod( t s 09.2024)
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Further, the new RCs issucd wcre not against deregistradon or condemnation of

existing HBs. Also, this dircction of the DoP issued in June 2014 was irregular

because tlre CWRDM had reporred to the DoP in December 2013 itself that the

carrying capacity of the lakc was only 262 HBs as againsl 588 in operation'

Hence, permission granterl by thc DoP for conducting further survey to enable

registration of lew HBs without ensuring decommissioning of old HBs was in

toBI disregard to the recommend.ati*:,'.t, cwRDM.tor ttr; envirollental

sustainability of the lake and actually enabled increasing the number of HBs in the

Iake.

The Port Ofticer, Alappuzha replicd that registration was given only to

thoseHBswhohadsdbmittedthcirapplicationpriorto3lDecember2013.The

reply was factually incorrect, as the department had issued fresh RCs to 86 HBs

which were prcsentcrl lor survey cven aftcr thc cut-o{f date of 30 June 2014'

[Auditparagraphs 3'1 to 3'1'3'1 contained in the Report of the C &AG of

India for the year ended 3L"'March 2016(Economic Sector)l

[Notes received from the Government on the above audit paragraph are

inctuded as APPendix - tll

Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with the officials concerned

1)WhentheCommitteeenquiredaboutthedetailsregardingtheauditparagraph,the

Chairman,KeralaMaritimeBoardinformcdthatregsitrationprocessofhouseboats

hadbeendoneatal]thesixPortofP.egistricswhichwereunderthecontrolofthe

Board. It had been decided in a mecting chaired by I lonorable chief Minister that new

registrationshouldn.tbegivcntothchouseboatsundertheAlappuzhaPortofRegistry

Iimits.HefurtherpointedoutthatotherPorrofRcgistricswereissuinglegistrationsaS

perKeralalnlandVesselsRulesandthattheboardwhichwasestablishedbyKerala

MaritimeBoardAa20tTwaslcconstitutcdfi2022.IIeaddedt}rattheparliamenthad

enactedaNewVesselsActin202landframedtherulesthereonandthatpreparations

were going on to conduct rcgistration and survey procedures as per the central Act

within tlvo years.

/home,tcpAalDocuncntt6 Llcj a /2024IPAC/RCPoi/RI'I'OR I I rl S lI {III'S DIiPAII IM li]N'l o(l( l8 09 2'024)
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2) As to the regislration process of Houscboats, thc chairman, Kerala Maritime

Board explained that till 2010, the registration process of Iuigation Departrnent

was applicable to houseboats. The Port Dcpartm.nt *ri authorised to grant

houseboat registration in 2010. As thcre was no provision regarding the duration

of registrarion in Kerala Inlancl vessels Rules, ir was amended in 2015 to fix the

duration o[ regishation as five ycars. tn addition, every year boats were subjected

to survey and a certificate from lie surveyor that all safety norms and related

facilities were in place was manddtcd.

3) The committee wanted to loow the rcason for temporary suspension of new

regisfations at Alappuzha, and the chairman, Kerala Maritime Board replied that

the temporary suspension of registration was on account of the study of cwRDM
in 2013 which found acure pollution in Vembanadu Lake due ro the services of
more boats than the carrying capacity of the iake. The committee enquired

whether the llcense was issued by the Board directly and the chairman, Kerala

Maritime Board rcplied that thc registration and survey of boas with mechanised

system used for Inland Navigation was rionc by thc R6n1fl.

4) The committee furthcr cnquired w'hcther thc regisration process was made

online, to which the chairman, Kerala Maritime Board replied that the process

was not completely online. It was furrher stated that riough the Board had s30

employees, only 240 employees are in servicc at prcsent. He further revealed that

the Board was in the process of being reconstitutcd and a new organogram was

being prepared to be submined to t}le Government.

5) To the query of the committce whether ttre limircd number of employees coulcl

manage numerous boats being rcgistered, the chairman, Kerala Maritime Board,
informed that the Suweyors werc managing the process on a war-footing. The
committee wantcd lo know about thc penal provision in the case of non-renewal

of registration. The chairman, Kcrala Marilime Board replied that an enforcement

wing headed by DySP was formed in thrcc porr of F.egistries as per KIVR of
/homc/fcf",la,DocuhenLVSmcj! /20?4DAClRrl,nvRnpoRT FtSttillIES DIipn RTMItN L:ul(,8 0! 2024)
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2015, but employees had not bccn deployccl by the Homc Departrnent' As far as

impositionofpenaltywasConcerned,theavailableemployeesimposepenalty

after random checking' He also added thrat the penalised boats could not be

detained for want of suflicicnt yards'

6) The Committec wantcd to know whclher the Board had details regarding the

nunberofboatswit}r.registrationandlhosewhohaclnotrenewedregistrationand

enquired whether nolices had been i'ssued to the owners of boats for the non-

renewalofregistration'1'heChairman'KeralaMaritimeBoardinformedthatnon

renewal was being penaliscd a[ thc rate o[ two dmes of the actual amount' Prior

to giving notices to tte.owncrs of house boats for non renewal' a data base of

registeredboatswasnecessalyanrladrledthatpresentfacilitieswerelimited.The

CommifteenoticedthatrheBoarddidnothavesufficientnumberofemployees

and suweyors and that Enforccment wing was non functional even though years

have passed since the rulcs came into effect'

7) The Chairman, Kerala Maritime Board submitted that the Maritime Board was

in the evolutron stagc and once the evolulion was completed' issues could be

sortedout.Thesecretary,PortDcpartmcniinformedthatcomputermanagement

informationSystemwasinlorcctogiveprovisionalsurveycertificatetoboats

after monitoring them tlrough SMS and email and that steps would be mken to

improve the software' He added that t}re proposais for post creations 
1d 

alnroval

of the new organogram werc submittcd to thc Finance Department and action was

initiated to amend the act to effcct those proposals'

8) The Committee wanted to know the status of houseboas for which arrears had

beenrecovered'TheChairman,KcraiaMaritinrcBoiudsubmittedthattheState

had to adopt the Central Rulcs and expressed optimism that every system would

beenforcedas,perthesaiclrulcs.ThcSecrctary,PortDepartmentSuPplemented

that all acdons would be initiated as pu'Lhe Central Act and Rules within six

months.Regardingtheissucofrcgi.suationCcrtificateswithoutconsideringthe

^ooe/Icp4a,Do'umeftVSrccja 
'2024'rA(;/lt'lDlt/RnIr()R'l 
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ConcluslonslRecommendations

11)TheCommitteedirectstheDepartmenttoconductsurpriseinspections
on vessels to ensure ttrat all mandatory requirements, including that of valid

rcgistration,arebeingcompliedwithandtotakestrictactionincasesof
violations. The committee also urges the Department to strictly adhere to the

fulfillment of conditions in the Registration certificate to ensure the salety of

passengers on board.

12) The committee observes that tht main reason for the non-realisation of

theregistrationfeewasthelackofadequatemonitoringsystemwhich
rcsulted in the failure of the tlouse boat owners to submit their applications

canyingcapacityofVembanaduLake,thcChairman,KeralaMaritimeBoard

informed that a decision was taken not to givc registration to new boats to provide

service in Vembanadu Lake in a mceting chaired by Chief Minister in 2018'

9)TheChairman,KeralaMaritimcBoardelaboratedthattheabovedecisionwas

taken on the basis of a study report by CWRDM and added that excessive

pollution issues also led to ttrc dccision. Issuance of registration could be taken up

after .establishing uearnent plans for disposing o{f wasre and framing stringent

waste disPosal rules.

10)TothequeryoftheCommifteeonthestatusofregistrationafterthebanin

2013 in the wake of CWRDM report, the Chairman' Kerala Maritime Board

replied that no new registalion was being issued except for boats with Iegistration

ofWaterResourcesDepartrnentwhichhadbecnundcrmailtenanceordesnoyed

duetofire.HefurlherinfomedtJ.ratrcgistrationwasissuedtoabout200boas

whichcouldnotobtainregistrationdcspitcfulfillingallstipulationsandrules.In

similarwayanadalatwasconductedin2015andregi,strationwasissued.When

the committee referred to the loss of revenuc duc to non-issuance of registration'

the chairman, Kerala Maritime Board respondccl that income would be collected

by way of penalty imposcd on unauthorizcd boats'

/home/fcp.1i,'DotuocnLvsrtcja /2024lPA(:/Rc l'o 'VR 
iil'oni l:l5 I tlil{ IF S l)l lIiA R I M Ir'N l od( I u 09 202 4)
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for renewal on due datcs. Therelore, tht Committee directs the Department

to put in place an internal monitoring ntechanism to prevent the recurrence

of such flaws in futur€.

3.1.3.2 Survey of houseboats

i) Failure to conduct surveys, enforce compliance with certificate conditions

and recover survey fees

. In terms of Rules 3 (1xii) and 3(3) ot KIVR, every vessel shall be

subjected to survey before it is put in sewice. The Surveyors in the Port

Registry Conduct survey bcfore thc vessel is put in service, annual survey once

in 12 months, aclditional survcy as occasion dcmands and dry dock.inspection

once in 36 months in a dry dock or slip way in day light to ensure that ttre

extemal hull is undamaged.

The initial survey includcs inspection of hull, machinery and equipment to

ensure that they are in satis{actory condition and {it for service for which the

vessel is intended. Further, the HB owners shall make an application for survey to

the Surveyor, who fixes the date, time and place of survey and intimates the same

to the apPlicant.

Though conrluct of annual survey for IlBs was mandated under KIVR t0 ensure

their operational worrhincss, wc observed that as of 31 March 2016, out of 734

registered HBs under the jurisriicrion of Port Registry, Alappuzh4 304 HBs (41.42

per cent) did not renew their periodical annual celtificate and 85 had not been

subjected to annual suvey. During joint vcrificarion of 42 HBs, we observed that,

27 HBs had not presenrcrl themsclves for even a single survey (Appendix -III(2))

and five HBs had not got their survey certilicate renewed (January 2013-March

2016). This scale of non-compliance existed cven though Surveyors were

empowered to conduct surprise inspcctions onboard the FIBs.

We further obscrved that in ordcr to fully automate implementation of

KIVR, a computerised Managcmcnt Inlormation Systcm (CMIS) was introduced

in the Port Registries. But duc to incffectiveness of CMIS, expiry of validity of

these mandatory cerlificales could not bc monitored as the system did not alert the
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PortRegistryofsuchcxpiryinadvanccforiltotakcnccessaryaction.

Onthisbeingpohtcdout,PortOfficer,Alappuzha,repliedthatduetonon-

receipt of application for renewal from thc HB owners in time and absence of

GMIS, the port authorities could not concluct the survey periodically. The reply

was not acceptable as KIVR mandaterl that suwcyors should conduct these

surveys annually. By not doing so, polt authorities were being indifferent to the

safety of passengers onboard.

. We also o|served that thc survey cerlificates issued by the Suweyor were

provisional, subject to ccrlain conciitions such as valid crew certificate, insurance

cerrificate, approverl stability booklct ctc., to bc complied with within stipulated

period. Many of these conditions wcre rclatcd to the safety of paSsengers. There

was nothing on record to esrablish that the boat owners had fuHiIIed the

prescribed condirions. Further, Survcyor did not take any steps to ensure that the

HBs fulfilled the conriitions within the stipulated time'

Port Officer, Alappuzha replied that <lue to heavy work load, shortage of staff

and absence of GMIS in Port Department, follow-up action in respect of

conditional survey certificatc could not bc caricd out wilhin the stipulated time'

. DoP fixed the fecs for annual survey bascd or-r the gross tonnage of vessel- As

on 31 March 2016, thc total fees forgone by thc DoP tlue to non-renewal of annual

survey certificares in respect of 389 HBs for the period from 2010-11 to 2015-16

worked out to t44.46lakh (Appendix - III(3)).

Port Officer, Alappuzha, stated that, if annual survey application was not

received within the stipulated time, double thc rate was imposed even for a lapse

of one day. The reply was silcnt about thc rlcpartment's failure in collection of

annuai survey fees due from r.hc HB owncrs. This also enabled the HB owners to

ply without displaying thc n'randarory distinguishing mark as required under Rule

18 of KIVR. Of the 42 HBs jointly vcrificd, only onc had thc distinguishing mark.

ii) Non-conducting of dry dock inspection

. In terms of Rule 3(a) cf KIVR, all vesscls shall be inspected once in every 36
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monrhs by the Surveyor in a {ry dock during the hours of day light. The Surveyor

shall go on board any vessel and inspcct it or any palt thereof or any machinery or

article thereon relevant to thc pupose oI the Acr.

Weobservedthatason3lM'arch2016,4T6HBswerepending,tobeinspected

in dry dock, of which 251 harl not undergone even a single dry dock inspection

since the vessel was pur to use (Appcndix - Ill(4)). This compromised the safety

of passengers.

port Officer, Alappuzha, rcplied that Surveyor could nbt conduct the dry dock

inspection unless the vessel was dry docked. Besides, due to non-availability of

sufficient dry dock yards, all vcssels could not be dry docked in time' The reply is

not tenable, as KIVR requircd the Survcyor to conduct surprise inspection to

ensure that the HBs plying in thc backwaters were dry docked in time'

. According to Schcdule I oI KIVR, the fee for dry docking was {3,000 per

vessel which was enhanced (October 2014) to 13,750 with effect from 01 October 2014'

we observed that as on 31 March 2016, the DePaltment had forgone revenrte of

117.66 lakh due ro non-enforcement of mardatory dry ciock inspection (Appendix - III(5)).

Port Officer, A.lappuzha, rcplied that thc operators evaded dry doclqing due

to personal interest ancl lack of awireness and that lack of GMIS prevented

effective monitoring by them. Thc repiy is not acceptable as the Surveyor failed to

ensure mandatory clry docking survcy, leaving thc safcty of the passengers to the

mercy of the HB owncrs.

[Audit paragraph 3.1.3.2 contained in thc Report of C & A G of India for

the year ended 31" March 20l6(Economic Sector)l

[Notes received from the Government on the above audit paragraph are

included as A?Pendix - lll
Excerpts from the discussion of committee with officiats concerned

13) The committee noticed that thc audit tcam, along with the Departrnent'

conducted 42 joint verliications in limitcd period. At the same timc the Department

could not conduct such verifications during the period from 2a13-2017.
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14) The Commitee also wanted to know about the usage of modern technological

equipment including camcla in detecting unaulhorized services. The Chairman,

Kerala Maritime Board jnformcd that thcrc was no enforcement wing in the Board

and Surveyors were conducling inspcction as and when complaints were received

and added that inspections, to bc fruitful, should be conducted at valious places

simultaneously. This would be more effective when police force was used to

cany out the inspections. Thc Commitlee fclt that inspections of unauthorised

boat servicc shoukl havc bein undertakcn cither by the Board iself or, in the

absence . of required facilitics, with the help of Govemment Departments

possessing such facilities, system and staff and rejected the justification put

forward by the Board for not conducling inspcctions. The Chairman, Kerala

Maritime Board admittcd the Iapses pointcd out by the Committee and informed

ttrat the suggestions made by the Committee could bc put to practice only on the

basis of the necessary law and mles.

15) The Cornrnittee cautioncd that thc mattel should bc dealt with very carefully

and opined that justification would be pointlcss in the unfortunate event of an

accident and urged that required measures shoulci be taken to rectify such impasse

in the future.

16) Regarding the issue of non conducting o[ dry dock inspection, the Chairmary

Kerala Maritime Board informed ttrc Committce that random inspections were

canied out in dry docking areas and such inspections would be conducted more

strictly in the future.

Conclusions/Recommendations

17) The committee observes that surveys of Houseboats and dry dock

inspections are not being conducted properly by the Department and the

surveyors are conducting inspections only when complaints art received. The

Committee opines that the mattcr should be dealt with very carefully and

justification would be pointlcss in the event o[ an accident. Thercfore, the
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Committee urges the Department to take stringent measurres to conduct

.rnnual survey of House boats and dry dock inspection'

3.1.3.3 Deployment of crew in the houseboats

IntermsofSection2lofIVAandRuIe33ofKIVR'whenthemechanically

propelled vessel procecds on any voyagc, the crew shall possess Competency

certificate (cc) and that every vesscl shall have a minimum of one Serang,

Driver and a Lascarg possessing CC on board' Further' according to Section 59 of

IVA, any oew proceeding on any voyagc without possessing a CC shall be

punishable with fine extcnding to five hundred rupees'

Of .the 42 HBs (Appendix - ltl(6)) jointly verified' in 29 HBs.the Serang

did not possess CC, in 31 HBs thc Drivers did not possess CC and in 27 HBs' the

Lascars did not possess CC' In six HBs, validity of CC of all the crew had

expired.In13HBssufficicntnumberofcompetentCrewwerenotinplaceandin

fourHBsthecook,helperorlascaropcratertthcHB.PortofficerStatedthat

during peak season sufficient competent CIew were not available which resulted in

operation of HBs by unaulhoriscd persons' The rcply of the Port Officer is not

acceptable since the opcration of HBs by uDauthoriscd persons affects the safety

of passengers. Furthcr, incrcasing nutnbcr of btBs by granting RCs to new HBs

without considering the rlirecticns of DoP rcgarding the carrying capacity of HBs

inlakeatsoconuibutestotheshortagcofsufficicntcrewmembers.outofthe42

HBsjointlyverified,36HBsdidnothavccompctentcrew'Noactionwastaken

bySurveyorevenagainstthcHBsmenfonedinttrejointverificationreport.

WealsoobservedthatofthclTsurpriseinspectionsconductedbyPort/Police

depaffnents during the periocl 2011-12 to 2015-16' fine was imposed in the case of 38

HBswhichdidnothavccrcwwithvalid(]C.Lackofmonitoringandfailureto

enforceruIesbyPort/PoliccDepartmentsfacilitater]theowncrstooperatetheirHBsin

violation of the rules, which endangered thc safety of the passengers'

9 Serang is the pemon who controis thc whct:
' the vcisel. Driver is the pcrson in chargc of

pelson who assists thc Scrang cluting tmba

t rrf rhc Illl whilc thc vcssel is on voyage and acs as the master of

thc cnllinr' (r-.rpcratiun and m;lintPnan'e) of the HB- Lascar Is the

rking ancl cliscmharking ol lhc vcssel'

^D 
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[Audit paragraph 3.1.3.3 contained in the Report of the C & A G of India for the

year ended 31" March 2016(Economic Sector)l

[Notes received from the Government on the ahove audit paragraph are includeil as

Appenilix - lll
Excerpts from the discussion of Commiftee with officials concerned

18) The Committee enquired about the slrcngth of prescribed staff for a house

boat, the basic qualification of the crcw and their mode of appointnent. The

Chairman, Kerala Maritime Board replicd that Surveyors were making inspection

to ensure that there were minimum thrce stalf in a house boat. As to the basic

qualification of the crew the chairmim informcd that a pass in maniculation had

been prescribed as pcr thc central law and Lhat a lraining module had been fixed as

per central law and rules and two institutes, alfiliatcd to the Indian Maritime

University, were providcd to carry out raining. Rcgarding thc mode of appointment

of the crew the Chairman, Kerala' Maritimc Board submitted that the appointment of

crew was being made by the houseboat owncrs and thcir competency was tested by

the Port Departmcnt and a four day training for thc crew of the boat under the

registration of Water Resources Dcpartrnent was provided by the Port Departrnent

and that competency certificate was made mandatory by the Central Government.

The Secretary, Port l)cpartmerit, added rhat more qualified crew could be

appointcd if the ccrtificatc of complction of training from Kerala Maritime

Institute, Kodungallur was prescribed for appointment as crew.

19) The Committee suggestcd to prcscribc the certificate of completion of

training from the Kcrala Maritinre Institute. Kodungallur as a basic qualification

for appointment as crew. The Ccnrmittee notjced that serangs in 29 houseboats

out of 42 house boats, drivers in 3l houseboats and lascar in 27 houseboats did

not possess competency certificate ancl asked for an explanation from the

Department and wurted to kno.,v the actic;n taken to rectify the deficiencies.

20) The Chairman, Kerala Mantime Board explained that registration to house
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boatswasbeingissueclaspertheactandrulesatpresent.Inspectionswerebeing

conducted to ensure rhat the housebtlal.s possessed insurance, jackets and safety

devices. The committee decided to include recommendation about strengthening

oftheenforcementwingtodetecttheirreguiaritiesinhotrseboats.

21)ToaqueryoftheCommitteewhetllerStepswerebeingtakentostartthe

implementation of central rules, the cl-rairman, KeIala Maritime Board informed

that as part of the implementation, about 25 drzrft fiotifications to be issued by the

State Government would be pr:epared within one month. When the committee

asked for details regarding the number of pro-iects proposed by the Board under

Sagarmala Scheme, the Chairman, Kerala lv{aritime Board submitted that marine

infrastructuredevelopment,portdevelopment,portrelatedtourism'portrelated

industriesandcoastalcommurritydevelopmentwerethecomponentsofthe

scheme and that the project cost would be funded in the ratio of 1:1 between

central and State Maritime Boarcls. He further elaborated that construction of a

berth in Kollam distnct was compleied i, 2016 uncler the scheme and four other

projects would be proposed under the scheme' viz' a {600 crore road

connectiviry project at Beypore, the DPt{ of which was to be prepared by a

railwaycompany_IPRCI.'a{30croreberthconstructionprojectatPonnani

forwhichprcparationofDPRwasetttrustedwithHarbourEngineering

Department, a road connectivity project at Kollam and a Marine carSo tourism

project at AlaPPuzha.

22)TheCommitteewantedtoknowwhetherprojectsundertheconceptof

industrialportswereconsidereclforimplementation.TheChair.man,KeralaMarittme

Board informed that Adani Port & Malabar Pofi were under the administrative

conffoloft}reBoardandthateifortswereontomeasutethetotalareaoflandin

possessionoftheBoarclarrdExpressit.ltloflnterestwouldbeinvitedtostart

suitable industries thereitr aftet assessing the environment impact'
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Cooclusions/Recomm endations

23) The Committee notes that a significant number of I{ouseboats are operated by

unlicensed personnel in violation of the relevant rules. As such instances

adversely affect the safety of passengers they must be addrtssed immediately.

So the Committee strongly recommends that a robust enforrcement wing be

established to monitor tlle operation of Houscboats.

24) The Committee also suggests that a ccrtificate of completion of training

from the Kerala Maritime Institute, Kodungallur be made a basic

qualification for the appointment of crew in the Houseboats operating in the

State.

3.1.3.4 Safety and security oI houseboats

i) Insufficient life saving appliances and fire fighting equipment in houseboats

. Rule 103 of KIVR stipulatcs that each vcsscl shall be provided with one life

jacket for each passenger and crcw onboard plus 10 per cent exta and one

lifebuoy for two persons onboard and thcsc shouid bc kept in position for quick

deployment in case o[ emergency.

A joint verification of 42 HBs (Apryudix -lff(7) revealed that, 23 HBs did

not have adequate number of iifc jackcts anC lifcburlys. Further, 1l- HBs were

plying without any lifc jackea and l0 HBs wcre plying without any lifebuoys. We

observed that life-saving applianccs wcre kcpt on the upper deck of the HBs,

which is not easily accessible by passengers in an emergency. The Surveyor did

not ensure that HBs were providcd wifi adequate number of life-saving

appliances through periodical surveys as rcquircci undcr Rule 31 (Z) (c) of KIVR.

Port Officer, A-lappuzha, replied that thcy ensured that the required number

and type of life-saving applianccs wcre available on board at the time of survey.

But, Iater thc owners of FIBs rcmovc somc oi thcsc iterns, which would only come

to the notice of thc team which conduc[s surprisc inspections to ensure

compliancc. The rcpiy was not tcnablc tlecause, Suweyors were responsible for

conducting periodical surprisc inspections in tcrms of KIVR. Large scale non-
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compliancetoKIVRmandatingprovisionoflifcsavingappliances'asfoundout

during joint verification by Audit, revcalcd lapse on the part of the authorities

concemed in ensuring salcty anri sccurity o{ passengus onboard'

.AccordingtoRulel0gofKIVR,allinlandvesselsshallbeprovidedwiththe

approved type of firefighting equipment on board' Firc alarm and smoke alarm

should be located in gallcry and enginc room, fire pump should be capable of

beingswirchedonfrommainrlcckarult,PGusedonboardshouldhavegas

fuse/sparkarlestelfitted.Ajointvcrificationin42HBs(Appendix-III(8)

revealed that fire and smoke alarm was not.provided in 38 HBs and fire pump in

33HBs.Besides,noneolthcHBshadgasfusc/spirrkauesterforLPGcylinder

andlgHBsdidnothavesuflicientnunlbcroffireextjnguishers.Duringjoint

inspeoion the Audit team witncssed a tire incidcnt in HB bearing KIV No'

Ll4gll3. This HB did not have any Iircfighting equipment and the fire was

suppressed using firetighring cquipmcnt from adjacent HBs' Even though the

Suweyor issued survcy cerli{icate aftcr. conducfng detailed survey of HBs,

including firefighting equipment, thc surveyor did not conduct frequent surprise

inspections to ascertain dne prcscncc of the equipment on board the HBs' as

mandated bY KIVR.

Port Officer, AlaPPuzha,

requirementsatthetimeofsuwcyalditwastheresponsibilityofHBoperatorsto

maintain sufficient number of Iifesaving appliances on board during operation'

However,theSurveyorhadconductcdannualsurvcyinonly345casesoutofT34

HBs registered with Port B-cgistry, Aiappuzha, as refcned in Para 3'1'3'2(D'

Absence of continued monitoring enabled non-compliancc to safety mtasu'es'

ii) Lack of data on passeng,crs on boarrl alrd schedule of journey

AccordingtoRuIcl4BoIKIVI].,ownelofthevcssclhastomaintaina

passengerregistelinit-son_shoreofficeanditisthcresponsibilityoft}reDoPto

ensure that these requircmcnis arc adhcrcd Lo by the HB owners' Further' as per

rcpiicd that it cnsured compliance with the
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sub Rule 6(h) of Rulc 136, schcdule of joumcy shall be made available at the off-

shore office.

We observed that the 42 jointly verilicd HBs had neither maintained the

passenger register nor the schcdule of journcy. Consequently, in the event of an

accident, it would not be possiblc to idcntify thc pcrsons on board. By virtue of

being the competent authority under KIVR, thc DoP was responsible to ensure

that HB owne6 maintained passengcr lists and schedules of journey, as mandated

tiy KIVR.

The Port Officer, Alappuzha, rcpiicd (March 2017) that all HBs which had

applied for survey had bcen givcn instructions ancl furrher a circular was

displayed at various offices to instuct HBs in this regard. The reply was

unacceptable because by virtue of being thc implcmenting authority for KIVR, the

DoP was responsiblc to ensure compliance to provisions in ttris regard in KIVR

and moreover displaying a circular at various officcs clid not ensure compliance to

provisions in this regard. We suggcst compulsory display of mandatory conditions

in all HBs at a prominent placc whcrc passengcrs can read them.

iii) Non-establishment of enforcement wirrg

Rule 143 of KIVR maclc it rnendaiory lor the DoP to establish an

enforccment wing with thrcc divisions, one cach at Alappuzha, Emakulam and

Kottayam for periodical inspection o[ the opcration of the HBs. The wing was to

be constituted under a Deputy Superintcndcnt of Policc assisted by a Sub-Inspector in

each division. The n.rain objcctivc oI this was to carry out patrolling in inland

waters to ensure the safety of thc passengcrs on board including at night halt

centres.

Howevcr, the DoP had not constirutcd thc en{orcement wing as of

November 2016. The Dcpartmcnt did nol contcst thc audit observation.

iv) Non-conduct of annual safety audit of inland vessels jetties

Rule 140 (1) of KIVR slipulares,trar as a prccaution against accidenrs

during embarking and disembarking of passc'ngcrs, ovcrcrowding of vessels at
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jettiesshouldbeavoideclandcachjettyshallhavesafcboardingarrangements.

W*r this end in view, KIVR mandates lhat jctries have to be idenrified and

selected as approved jctty lor vcssels inlrd that safcty audit be conducted every

year. The safety measures prescribcd by Port officials for approving jetties

included road connectivity, depth of pilc, materiais userl, present condition, draftlo

available, hand rails and thcir stcngft, handling capacity etc'

We observed that.t1-rough dlcrc werc 78 jcttres in Alappuzha' none had been

approved as a safe jetty. Furthcr, as safcty aurlitwas pending (March 2017) in all

cases, it could not bc cnsurcd whelhcr thcsc jetlies had the requisite safety

measulestopreventaccirlcnsrluringembarkinganddisembarkingofpassengers.

The Port Officer, Alappuz.ha, replieri (March 2017) that a Safe Jetty Inspection

committee had been formcd for this purposc and sa{ery auditing is pending' Thus,

on the one hand trere were 734 HBs as against the recreational carrying capacity

ofthelakebeing262HBs,unsafcjcttiesfurt}reraddedtotherisktosafetyof

passengers.

[Audit paragraph 3.1.3.4 contained in the Report of C & A G of India for the year

ended 31" March 2016(Economic Sector)l

[Notes receiveil ftom the Government an the above audit paragraph are

incluiled as APPendix - III
.ExcerptsfromtlrediscussionofCommitteewithofficialsconcerned

25)TheCommitteeenquiredabouttheenforcetnentofsafetyequipmentlikelife

jacketinhouseboatsandtlreClrairmarr,Kera]aMaritimeBoardsubmittedthat

muchprogresswasachievedintlreerrforcementatpresentandthatheftyfinewas

being imposed on unauthorisecl services' Thc Committee suggested to include a

recommendation on taking proper aition in cases of cletection of lack of safety

equipment in houseboats'

Conclus ion"/Recommeodatron

26)TheCommitttenotj-cesthatar'ltquattlumberoflife-savingappliancesand

10 The draft of a ship or boat is thc distancc bctwccn thr: surfat:c of thc watr and lowest point of vessel
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firefighting equipment are not providtd in the Flouseboats and the Surveyors

do not conduct frequent surprise inspection t0 ascertain the availability of

such equipment in the Houseboats as mandated by rules. Therefore, the

Committee directs the Departme nt to ensure proper monitoring in such cases

and also to take action against the llouscboat owners, if such flaivs are found

during inspection.

3.1.3.5 Operation of houseboats without third party insurance

, Section 54 C of IVA mandates that evuy mechanically propelled vessel

shall take insurance against third party risks and furthcr in terms of section 62 B

of IVA non-compliance in this rcgarrl is punishabie with a fine extendjng to

11,000. In addition, Rule 15 (2) (d) of KIVR stipulates that copy of such

insurance certificate shall bc submitted along with the application for registration

to the Port Regisuy.

We observed that out of 734 registercd FIBs (against recreational carrying

capacity of only 262 HBs), only 225 had valid insurance ccrtificate against third

party risl$. The remaining 509 HBs (69.35 per ccnt) were operating without valid

third party insurance. It was also noticcd that i 96 I-lBs (26.70 per cent) had never

taken a policy. Furthcr, during joint vcrilication ol 42 HBs, we noticed that 23 did

not have third party insurance.

We also observed that during lhc 17 surprisc inspections conducted by

Port/Police departments rluring thc pcriod 2011-12 to 2015-1 6, Iine was imposed

on 49 HBs which did not havc valid thiril party insurancc. Absence of valid

insurance could dcprive thc passcngcr and the crcw of legal benefits and

compensation in the evcnt of any mishap.

The Port Otficcr, Alappuz,ha, rcplicd (Novc'mber 2016) that the suwey

certificate was issued only on production of valid insui'ance cerrificate. The reply

was not acceptable as conditional survcy certilicates were issued by the Suweyor

directing the HB owners to produce third party insurance certificate within the

period prescribed in the ccrlificaic. Bui, ii .wa-q dcar that HBs did not comply with
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this condition, as was sccn {rom thc fact riat 69'35 per cent of HBs operated

without valid third party insurancg' Laxity in monitoring was the reason behind

non-compliance oI condirions relaLing to third party insurance'

3.1.3.6 Non-conduct of surprise inspecdons by the Port Registering Authority

According to Secrion 19 (O) (2) of IVA' the registering authority can either

zuspend or cancel ttre regisEation if the vessel is found unfit for sewice during inspection'

Further, in tenns of Rutc 31(2) (c) of KIVR' thc Survcyor shall conduct surprise

inspectiononboardvessclsanrlverifyallthemirrrrlatolyrequirements.Incaseof

default, he shall detain thc vcssel and make necessary recommendations for

suspensiorr/cancellationoftheRC/survcyccrlificatc,totheregisteringauthority.

Furrher,accordingl-oSccdons55to64oftVAanclRulel3gofKIVR'penalties

canbeimpose<lonH.Bsfornon-corrrllliancctovariousScctions/Rulesinthe

Act/Rules. Furtlaer, the DoP had instructed (April 2011) that inspection of vessels

under KIVR shalt be carricd out bascd on a quarterly inspection plan to be

prepared by Registering Authority/Chicf Survcyor/Chief Examiner and approved

by the DoP.

We observed that out of the 237 HBs inspected' though provisional

detentionorderwasissucdtolT0HBs,noncwasdctainedduetonon-availability

ofsafeplaceforkeepirrgthcrletairrcdvesscis.Furlhcr,llTHBswerepenalised,of

which 31 HBs onry remined i_rrc finc ro covcrnment (Appendix - III(9)). In the

remaining86cases,nofunheractionwasinit.iatedbythePortOfficer,Alappuzha,to

recover unpaid fincs' No monitoring was done Uy he dof to ensure that HBs had

rectified the shortfalls noticcd during inspcction. Further, the Registering

Authoriry/Chief Survcyor/Chici Examincr had nevcr prcpared and presented the

quafierly inspection pian as rlircctcd by DoP for his approval'

Port Officer, Aiappuzha' rcplied t1-rat Governmcnt had not constituted a

Separateinspectiontcanrandtlrcrlcpartnrcntdiclnothavesufficientspacefor

keepingseizedvesseisinsafccuslody.ThcPoriofficcralsoarldedthatserviceof

more personncl wcrc rcquirc<1 for rhc safi: custody o[ confiscated vessels which

/hoEE/t P4alDEudcnts^irucja /2024/l'A(;/lcry Rll'OliIIrIstIIiRIlr'SDII'AitlMli'N'l:od(I8'0920?4)
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were not presently avail.iblc with thc dcpartmcnt. T'hc reply was silent about the

deparnnent's failure to prcpare inspeclion plan, recover unpaid fines, and follow

up on rectification of shortlalls by tIB owners or suspend regisffation of violators.

[Audit paragraphs 3.1.3.5 and 3.1.3.6 contained in the Report of C & A G of

India for the year ended 31"'March 2016(Economic Sector)l

[Notes received from the Government 0n the above audit paragraphs are

included as Appendix - III
Excerpts from the discussion of Commiltee with officials concerned

21) In regard to the issrie ol operation of houseboats without third party

insurance, the Chairman, Kerala Maritime Board informed that insurance

companies weren't inclined to ptovide third party insurance to 
'houseboats 

on

account of excessive accident:;. Aiier earnest efforls put in by the District

Collectors and Port Officials the insurance companies agreed to provide third

parfy insurance at present. It has been decided not to grant licence/renewal to

houseboats without third part), insurance.

Con clu sions/Recom rn endations

28) No Cornmcnts

3.1.3.7 Inadequate manpower to rnonitor compliance of IUVR

In terms of Rule 31 and 32 of KiVR, thc dutics and powers of surveyor

includes conducting of initial/annual survcy-, dry dock inspection and surprise

hspection of all inland vcssels su<:h as HBs, passcngcr boats, motor boats, speed

boats and barges. The sanctioned strength of survcyors in DoP was one Chief

Surveyor and two surveyors (contract- basis) for ail the six port registies in

Kerala.

The short{all in renewal of rcgistraLion and conduct of annuaVperiodical

surveys and dry dock inspcctions noticcd wcrc as dctailcd in Table 3.3.

^Drnc/fcp4a/DocuDcnlr/sEcjr 
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Table 3.3

ShortfallinrenewalofregistrationandconductofannuaVperiodicalsurveys
and dry dock iruPections

Year Numbcr of tIBs where

i rcgistration trot rtner^'e initial/annual survcY not
conducted

206

periodical drY dock
lnspection not conducted

239

60

34

56

d

0

238

7l)

1t)

4t\

1B
20t2-13

6ll

0

0

21.

J.t

326 389

Weobservedthatinarlcquatcmonitolingbythesurveyorsanddeficiencyin

detection of viorations rcsuited in non-compiiance o[ several provisions in KIVR'

Moreover,jointverificaliono{42HBsconr.IuctcdbyAuclitrcVealedt}ratHBswere

operating in ttre backwalcrs without suf{icicnvc0mpctent uew lifesaving appliances

and fire fighting equipmcnt wltch was an indicalion of insufficicnt monitoring

whichinumCompromiscd-.a[ctyoipassengcrs.Fiuther,ineffectivemonitoring

also resulted in non-rcalisaLion o[ revenue duc to Government'

In the exit mccting, Uirc Rcgistering Authority' DoP replied that due to

Sholhgeofsurveyorsinthcdcpar|nrcnt,thcabovefunctionscouldnotbecanied

out by them.

[Audit paragraph 3'1.3'7 contained in the Report of C & AG of India for

the year ended 31"'March 2016(Econcmic Sector)l

[NotesreceivedfromtlreGoverrrmcntorrtlreaboveauditparagraphart

included as APPendix - III

Excerpts from the drscussion of Committce with officials concerned

29) On the audit observation of inadequate man power to monitor compliance of

KIVR,theChairman,KeralaNiaritimeBcrardexplaineclthatsurveyorsweren,t

2010-11

20ll-12

2013-L4

2014-15

2015-16

Total

29

5B

476
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available to be hired fiom Employment Exchange and that the shortage was due

to inadequate salary being offered to them when compared to the private sector.

Hence the organogram suggesting to increase the salary scale of surveyors was

approved. The shortage could be ovefcome permanently as and when appointulents were
made through PSC.

Conclusions/Rccommendati ons

30) No Comments

3.1.3.8 Non-fixation of maximum tariff rate for houseboats

Secrion 54 A of IVA stipulates that the State Government may fix the
maximum rate pu kilometer for passengers of any class traveling on inland
mcchanically propelled vessels.

wc observed that neirler the Dop nor the DoT had fixed the tariff rate.
Though IVA empowers the State Government to make rures for tariff rates of
vessels, thc statc Govemment/Dop/DoT did not take any action for incorporating
thc strpularion either during framing of KIVR or during its amendment in 201s.
DoP replicd that it was issuing onry the RC for the HBs after conduoing
necessary sru-vey and as the Tourism departnent was controlling the HB industry
and facilitation of tourisLs, the authority to fix the maximum rate rested with DoT.
Howevel the DoT replied that, at presenr, DTpC had no rore in fixing the tariff
rate for HBs in Kerala. Further, the DoT had no control over the operation of HBs
as DoT was only implementing the crassification scheme for HBs having RC from
registering authority. As a result the passengers were reft to the mercy of HB
operators.

[Arrdit paragraph 3.1.3.8 contained in the Report of c & A G of India for
the year ended 31", March 2016(Economic Sector)l

[Notes received from the Government on the above audit paragraph arr
included as Appentlix - III
Excerpts from the disc,ssion of committee with officiats concerned

,h.me/fclft/ ocuncnlvsrccii D0?4n,1c/RelDfl-/REpoRT FISHERIES DEPARTMENTo(18.09.2024)



31) Regarding the audit para the Secretary Ports Department submitted that tariff rate

could be decided only in consultation with the Tourism Department'

e ation

32) The Committee learns tl'rat the maximum tariff rate for Houseboats art

not fixed. Therefore, the Committee directs the Port Department to take

measures to fix the maximum tarif{ rate for Houseboats in consultation with

i. 
"rrrr* 

Department and a report in this rtgard be {urnished to the

Committee urgentlY'

3.1.3.9 lmPact on environment

i) Operation of HBs without renewal of Integrated Consent to Operate

Section 25 of the Water (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act' 1974

(Water Aa), stipulates that previous consent of KSPCB is necessary to establish

any indusuy or any treatrnent or disposal system' which is likely to discharge

SewageortradeeffluentsintoasEeamoronland.ForrhispurposcKSPCBi'ssues

ICO to industries. Further, in terms of KIvR, the Surveyor issucs the certificate of

annual survey based on the ICO issued by KSPCB'

, We observed that' even though ICO was mandatory for obtaining the

certificateofsurvey/RC'theSurveyorissuedcondifonaisurvcycertificate

directing the HB owne$ to produce ICO within the prescribed time limit' The

SuweyoralsodidnotenstuethatthellBownersfulfilledtheconditionwithinthe

stipulated time, as discussed below

We observed that out oJ 811 HBs that had applied (2010-11 to 2015-16) for

ICO to ttre Environmental Engineer (EE)' KSI']CB' Alappuzha' validity of ICO had

expiredinrespectof324HBs(39.95perCent)and113HBs(13.93perCent)were

operating without ICO as on 31 March 2016'

It was also noticed that' ttrough 811 ItrBs appliecl for T(10' only 734 HBs

were registered wittr Port Registry' Alappuzha' We observed that initial survey of

HB was compulsory for obtaining ICO while regisuation was not' Hence' many

ftloN/fcy'a,Dduoents's reja /2o2aPAClRePodREPORT FISHENES DtrPARTMENT'od( 18 '09 2021)
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of the HBs which underwent initial suwey obtained ICo but failed to appry for
registration. This resulted in discrepancy between the number of HBs that were
registered and those which obtained ICo. This discrepancy occurred due to rack
of coordination between rhe port Registry, Alappuzha and KSpCB, Alappuzha.

The results of joint verification conducred by Audit to ascertain tie
compliance of HBs to mandatory requirement of ICo are given in the Table 3.4.

Thble 3.4

Details of HBs'operating withoui ICO

(source: Joint verification reports)

Joint verification of 42 HBs revealed that ICo had expired in the case of
threell HBs, whereas 22 HBs (Appendix - II(g)) never obtained an ICo. of the
22 non- compliant HBs, M/s Kerala Backwaters pvt. Ltd. owned the maximum
number.

Audit analysis further revealed that, out of 22 HBs, seven (owned by M/s
Kerala Backwaters pvt. Ltd.) were tmregistered since 2010 and seven had not
been suweyed since 2010. KSpcB had not taken any pturitive action against these
HBs, as stipulated in the Act/Rules.

ii) Non-conduct of periodical inspection and water analysis
In terms of Rules 119(1) and 115(5) of KIVR, every HB should be fitted

with bio- tank for collecting rhe sewage from the to,ets and a* exhaust pipeline
of bio-tank shourd be fitted above the water line mark of HB. Furthe4 according
to Ministry of Environment and Forests, Govemment of India notification
(December 1999), KSPCB shoutd inspect and aralyse water samples from the
11 Regn Nos(l) KIV/AIp/HB/9-19ft1; (2) KIV/AIP/HB/1149/13; and (3)CIB 872

/hoNfcp4a.D6uoehrs/sFeja n02{pAc/RepodREpoRT FISHFJuES DEPARTMENTod(18.09.2o2a)

Number of Houseboats
Particulars

subjected to JV by
Audit

which never
obtained an ICO

where validity of
.ICOs had expired

Kerala Backwaters plt. Ltd 7 0
Kerala Tours Backwaters 2 L 0

Other individul HBs 32 T4 .)

Total 42 22 3
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final outlet pipe of each HB once in six months and ensure that the prescribed

parameters of discharged water were within the acceptable limit (BOD1'z - 30

mg/I). Further l'n tenns of section 21(1) of Water Act' 1-974' KSPCB had to take

tu*"t; 
found that in all the 42 HBs iointlv verified' ttre ttil *o*l':j^1T.:lt o'

tank of HBs were fitted below the water line mark of HBs' This meant ttrat sewage from

thebio:tankwasdischarg,edtlrroughtirefina\outletpipebelowth;watelsurface

Consequently, colledion of rnuoautta water samples from the final outlet pipes of HBs'

which was inside water' for periodical analysis was impossible due t0 iB inconect

position. Moreovel had the Surveyor in the Port Regisffy ensured that the final outlet

pipeofbio-tankofHBswasfifiedabovethewaterlinemuk,duringinitiaVannualsurvey

ofHBs,KSPCBcouldhavemonitoredthequalityofdischugedwaterwithrespecttothe

prescribedparameters' , r:^r /1n.rn-11 tn 2015-16) foriCO.
We also observed trat 81113 HBs had applied (2010-11 to 2015-16)

Fufiher, as inspec[on and analysis of water samples ftom the Iinal outlet pipe of

each HB was mandated twice annually' the stipulated inspecdon of HBs by

KSPCB for the purpose would come to 1'622 annually'o ' Howevet' KSPCB had

not inspected and collected water samples in any of the HBs up to March 2016'

KSPCB, Alappuzha replied that it was practically difficult to collect effluent

samples from the finaloutlet of bio tank with the oittiT'futili"ti-::^l"O n**

samples could not be taken for analysis' Due to non-availabitiry of speed boat and

shortage of man power' the Board could not conduct frequent inspecdon in HBs

iii) Under-utilisation/functioning 
of CSTP

The Common Sewage Treatrnent PIant (CSTP), oPerated bY Disfi1ct

Tourism Promodon Council (DTPC)' Alappuzha' started functioning from March

2014. The sewage from HBs was dischaqed into the CSTP for effluent Eeatment'

D) is the amount of dissolved oxYgeu needed bY aerobic biological

o.g"nitmt in a body
ecific time Period
of water to break down organiP material Present in a given water samPle at a certaut

Biochemical oxygen Demand (BO

temPerature over a sP

13 HBs tegistered in KSPCB, AIaPPuzha for obaining ICO'

14 B11HBs x 2 mandatory sample analYsis to be done annuallY L,622 targeted insPectons'

^.."U.U-*"'**'*"ta 
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According to specific condition 3.12 of ICO issued by EE of KSPCB, not less

than four discharges per year shall be made by each HB into the CSTP. Further, in

terms of condition 3.2 of ICO, samples of effluent should be collected from all

outlets and analysed in any laboratory approved by the board at least once in six

monthsls.

The status report of CSTP usage by the HBs indicates large scale non-

compliance in this regard, as shown in the Table 3.5.

Table 3.5

Details of discharges made by HBs into CSTP

(Source: Records of District Tourism Promotion Council, Alappuzha)

Though 811 HBs had applied for ICO to KSPCB, Alappuzha, in different

years, only an average of 290 HBs (35.75 per cent) had discharged sewage during

the years 2014 to 2016, which pointed to unauthorised methods employed for

sewage discharge by HBs.

We further observed that Disuict, Office, KSPCB, Alappuzha, did not

conduct periodical water analysis/inspection of the GSTP since its commissioning

in March, 2014. During joint verification, water samples from the final outlet of

the GSTP were collected and analysed and found that BoD level and suspended

solids were 118 mg/l and 116 mg/l respeoively, which was beyond the limit
prescribed (30 mg/l and 100mg/l).

In reply to an audit query DTPC, Alappuzha, stated that the underutilisation

of CSTP by HBs was due to lack of strict monitoring on the part of KSpCB.

tS As per rhe requtement of Minisfy of Environmenr and Foresrs notificadon, 1999.

/toftrcp.ta,Do.umenB/S Eeja 12024lPAC^teporVREPORT FISI trRIES DEPARTMENT.od(18.09.20241

Year Number of discharges
Total usage

4 times 3 times 2 times One time

20L4 Nit 1 13 240 269

2015 NiI 1 11JJ 298 367

2016 Nil Nil 15 202 232

Total Nil 2 61 740 868



32

However, District Office, KSPCB, Atappuzha, stated that due to shortage of staff

and Iack of infrastructure, they could not ensure compliance with the

conditions.The reply was unacceptable as the condition of the water samples, as

discussed above, wananted urgent action on the part of KSPGB to Put in place the

prescribed monitoring mechanisms.

iv)Defectivemanagementincollectiorr,segregationanddisposalofsolid

waste and hazardous waste

According to specific condition 3'11 of ICO issued by EE of KSPCB' solid

wasteshallbedisposedasperSolidWaste(ManagementandHandling)Rules

2000. Further, schedule II of the said n:les stipulates that solid waste shall be

segregateil and disposed of scientifically by LSGis' Further' Rule 146 of KIVR

requiresvesselownerstoprovidesepalatebinsto.disposesolidwaste

scientifically. Similarly, as per Hazardous Waste (Management and llandling)

Rules,lgSg,wasteengineoilshallbedisposedthroughcollectionagents

authorised bY KSPCB.

Weobservedthatnoneofthe42HBssubjectedtojointverificationwere

provided with separate bins for segregation of wastes. Plastic and papel wastes

were being collected in a single container and disposed of by burning in private

Iands or on the banks of the backwaters where the HBs were anchored. waste oil

was disposed of by the HB owners on the land or by applying it on the interior

part of the hull. None of the owners of HBs disposed it througlr collection agents

authorised bY KSPCB.

WeobservedthattheLSGIdidnotprovidefacil'itiesforcollecdonof

solid/hazardous wastes from these HBs in the land area for scientific disposal as

required under the rules.

/hoE /fcp{6/DcumenGlsEeja /2024lPAC/Repoft/REPORT FISHERIES DEPARTMENTod(18 09_2024)
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KSPCB replied that LSGI, Alappuzha did not follow a routine system for

collection, segregation and disposal of solid wastes from HBs while the LSGI16

stated that, it was the responsibility of HB owners to dispose of the solid wastes at

the source itself. However, Schedule II of the Solid Waste (Management and

Handling) Rules, 2000, stipulates that it is the responsibility of the LSGI to

manage the solid waste.

Environment Departrnent replied that the disposal of solid waste was tie
responsibility of the LSGI and that the Port Authority was directed to ensure that

no waste was dumped into the lake. It was also stated that the HB owners were

informed that they had to provide own facilities to dispose of organic wastes and

also to give piastjc \^/astes only to recyclers. The reply also stated that the

possibility of providing a mobile unit was aiso under consideration.

3.1.4 Conclusion

Lbout 44.41, per cent of HBs registered under Port Registry, Alappuzha, had

not renewed their registration. Further, about 53 per cent of the HBs did not

conduct the mandatory annual suwey required under KIVR. This pointed to

ineffective monitoring by the Suweyor causing threat to the safety and security of

the passengers on board. Though the recreational carrying capacity of Vemabanad

iake was oniy 262 HBs as found out by CWRDM in the Environment study of

Vembanad iake, DoP issued registration to 734 HBs as of March 2016 whrich is
16 Alappuzha Municipality.

/horne/fcp4a/Docunents/SEeja 2o24/?ACR€porvRiPoRT FISHERIES DEPARTMENTod(18.09.2024)
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approximately three times the canying capacity of the lake' This action of the

Porsdepartmentposedaseriousth-reattotheenvironmentalstabi]ityofthelake.

IneffectivemonitoringbythesurveyorsofDoPalsoresultedinnon-conductof

dry ilock inspection (64.85 per cent) once in three years' While compromising the

safety of passengers onboard, this also resulted il revenue loss of {17'66 lakh to

the Government-

Eventhoughthesuweycertificate/regis[ationwereissuedtoHBsconditionally,

DoPdidnotensurethattheHBsoperating.inthebackwaters.compliedwiththe.

conditions.Inadequatemonitoringmechanismincreasedthenumberof

unauthorisedHBsoperatinginthebackwaters.Further,non-constifutionofan

enforcementwingbyDoPemboldenedthemtooperateillegally.Meagrepenalties

foremployingunqualifiedcrewandinsufficientsurpriseinspectionsbythe

surveyors failed to deter the HB owners from repeating the same offence'

SuweyorsofDoPa]sofailedtoensuletheprovisionoflifesavingappliancesand

fire fighting equipment in HBs' Non-fixing of tariff rate by the GovemmenV

Departrnent paved the way for charging high rates from the toudsts'

KSPCB did not have adequate monitoring mechanism for identifying the

offenders. Most HBs did not utilise the CSTP and could be discharging their

sewage into the lake, thus polluting the environment'

During exit meeting (December 2016), details of aII paras mentioned above

werediscussedwiththedepartrnent.Thedepartnrentdidnotcontesttheaudit

observations.

The matter was referred (December 201-6) to Government and reply is

awaited (March 2017).

[Audit paragraphs 3.1.3.9 and 3'1'4 contained in the Report of the C & A G of

Indiafortheyearended3l'.March2016(EconomicSector)]

fNotes rcceiveit ftom t]rc Govemment on the above auilit paragraph are

incluileil as APPenitix - III
ExcerptsfromthediscussionofCommitteewithofficia]sconcerned

/tpE€#cpaa/DocumenEAre'ja zo24lPAC&ePodREpORT FISHERIES DEPARTMENTod(18 09 2024)
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33) Regarding the audit para the chairman, Kerala Maritime Board informed that

report of cwRDM on the matter was under the consideration of Government and

that no vessel without the certification of KSPCB was granted renewal, survey

report/certificate by the Board. For the effective enforcement of the rules co-

operation between surveyors & Pollution Control Board environmental engineers

was essential and efforts were being made in that direction.

34) when the committee enquired about the above audit observations regarding

non conduct of periodical inspection and water analysis, under utilization/

functioning of GSTP and defective management in collection, segregation and

disposal of solid waste and hazardous waste the chairman, Keirala Maritime

Board replied that disposal of waste, could not be carried out as per rules. In

places like Alappuzha lack of sewage treatment plants was the main impediment

in waste disposal. In addition, collection and transpotation facilities should also

be set up for effective lvaste disposal. The secretary, port Department informed

that house boats with their exit pipes fitted in an upward rnanner were being

permitted. If the exit pipes were fitted downwards, the garbage and sewage

would reach the water body and cause environmental issues and pollution and

that the inspection teams were being made aware of that particular angle when

they were undertaking inspection.

3, To a query of the committee whether mobile u,its were operating for waste

disposal, the Chairman. Kerala Marifime Board informed that they were operathg

nominally and that waste disposal could be properly done only when more treatrnent

plants and related infrastruchrre facilities became operational. When ttre Committee

suggested to make special drives and surprise inspection with the co-ordination of

various government agencies, ttre chairman, Kerala Maritime Board replied that a

recommendation in that direction by the Committee would be helpful and the

committee decided to include the suggestion'by the committee as recornmendation.

ftom/icy'aDocumcnLs,sr€eja 2024pAClRepor/REpoRT FIStGRtES DEPAXIMENAod(18.09-2024)
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C onclusions/Recommendations

36)TheCommitteenoticesthatthereisnoeffectivemechanisminplacefor

collection, segregation, disposal and management of various kinds of waste

from House boas. Therefore, the Committee recommends that the Department

should take immediate and earnest efforts to conduct special drives and

surprise inspections in co-ordination with various government agencies to

ensurt the proper and effective disposal of sewage.from Houseboats:

3.1 Functioning of Agency for Development of Aquaculture Kerala (ADAK)
.t-1,

3.1.1 Introduction

The Agency for Development of Aquaculture' Kerala (the Agency) is an

AutonomousBodyregistered(May1989)undertheTravancore-CochinLiterary,

Scientific and Charitable Societies Regisuation Act' 1955' It functions under the

Depaffnent of Fisheries.

TheAgencyismandatedtopromoteaquaculturelTandisrelatedactivities

intheState.Towardst}ris,itundenakesimplementationofvariousschemes

sanctioned by the Govemment' The Agency operates six aquaculure

farrnsl\,,,rhich function as modeVdemonstration farms, a hatcheryis, ttrree PCR

@olymerase Chain Reaction) Laboratories2o and an Aquadum2l'

The Agency is headed by an Executive Director' assisted by a Joint

ExecutiveDirector,andaDeputyDirector.Variousschemesrrndertakenbythe

Agency are implemented tluough its tr^/o Regional Offices at Alappuzha and

Ernakulam, headed by respective Regional Executives'

The objective of the Audit was to examine whether the programmes were

implemented according to the existing regulations and guidelines'

Audit scrutinised the records relating to the Agency in the Departrnent of

17 Aquacultue means growrng any aquatic aniroals or plarns by collecting and conserving them naturally or artificially in

I€stri cted circumstances in anY Privite or public water body or in any aquatic environEent and includes cage culture, pen

cultwe, running watcr fish culture, omamental fish farming" fish farming in reseworrs

18 At Eranholi, IGdaPuram, PoYYa, Njarackal, Edakochi and AYiramthengu

19 At OdaYam engaged in tle Production of pos t larvae Penieus monodon

20 Two indePendent PCR Labs at ThevaraandNorth Paravoor and one PCR

21 At NeYYar

nDrE/fcp4rDo(uoenrlsrej a zo24lPAC/RePot/P EpoRT ITISHERIES DEPARTMDNT od( 18 09' m24)
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repliedthatgrowthoffishlingsdepositedinSevenwaterbodieswasbeing

studiedwithrespecttowhetherthefishermengotmoreincome'andwhetherthe

fishlingsdepositedweregrowing.Itwasalsoinformedthatfishlingswere

broughtfromADAKforcultivationinpublicwaterbodiesandforgivingtofish

Farmers. Fisheries Department was equipped to produce only Carp category of

fish to meet the demand of the State for that category and out of the total

demand, orly 20Vo cortld be met by production in ADAK and rest 807o should

comefromoutsidesources.Stepswerebeingtakentodiversifyandproduce

different species along with carp. The target ratio of Carp and local species was

fixed as 60:40.

C onclusions/Recommendations

42) No Comments

Operational iszues

3.1.2.2 Non-adherence to guidelines in culturing of White leg shrimp

White teg shrimp (Litbpenaeus vannamei) is an exotic species of shrimp' As

it is vulnerable to viral infections that afflict native crustaceans24 the CAA notified

(Aprii 2009) detailed guidelines for the culture-of this species with emphasis on

adoption of stict bio-security measures. The CAA also issued certain specific

..Do's and Don,ts,, for is culture, a copy of which was forwarded to the agency by

the CAA.

Theguidelinesandotherinstructionsintera]iaprohibitedthecultureof

other crustacean species within the same farm and discouraged the farming of

white Ieg shrimp if the neighbouring farms cultured non-SPF5 native species.

The depth of water in the farm ponds was to be maintained at 1'5 metes'

The Govemment accorded (May 2015) administrative sanction to the

project,RevampingofPoyyafarm,atacostof{l.l5crore.Thecomponentsof

the project included farming of White leg shrimps and fin fishes namely'

24 An anhropod of ttre largg mainly aquatic group Crustacea

25 SPF - 'specific Pathogen Free'is a term used as a guarante
such as a crab, lobster, shrimp, or bamade

e which denotes free of particular pathogens
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of the Accountant General as the guidelines to make 'ADAK a better entity and

that many directions contained in the observation had already been complied with

and some actions for improvement were taken on the basis of meeting with the

Minister. He further stated that every fish hatchery except the one at Varkala

was registered and that the application for the registration of the hatchery at Varkala

in the case of which audit objection was raised, was submitted to Coastal

Aquaculture Authority(CAA) and they had made some suggestions for

improvement. After complying with them the application could be resubmitted

and registration process could be completed with in six months.

38) When asked about the number of fish seeds being produced and how many

were deposited, the Managing Director, ADAK replied that every year the

statistics about the matter was being published.

39) To a query of the Committee whether private agencies provided fish seeds

to Fisheries Department through ADAK the Managing Director, ADAK replied

in the affirmative and explained that neither Government hatchery nor the

hatchery of ADAK had the capacity to provide sufficient number of fishtings

required by the State. Hence difference between the production and demand was

being met with the help of private sector through tender process.

40) The Comrnittee wanted to know the facilities for quality analysis of fish seeds to

prevent premature death of fish seeds immediately after they were deposited in the

water bodies. The Managing Director, ADAK replied that a guideline on the matter

was issued by the Govemment and that frsh seeds were being deposited at locations

fixed by the respective Panchayat President and people's representatives and before the

process the number of hshlings was being verified in their presence.

41) The Committee commented that the suitability of the water body for the

deposit of fishling wasn't tested and wanted.to know whether inspections were

being conducted to assess the hsh growth. The Director, Directorate of Fisheries
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The registation expired on 7s
April 2018 but the farm was Yet
to apply for renewal. Different
species of fish were being

cultured following non-

traditional f arm practices.

3 Eranholi KL-rI-2013 (668) Traditional Farm practiceBof
fish and shrimp culture

4. Poyya KL-II.2015
(1068)

Traditional Farm Practice
of fish and ShrimP culture

induding 4 hectarcs for Pacific
white shrimp(LitoPenaeus

vannamei)

ConEary to the activitY
registered for, major Ponion of
the farm land(24.27 hectares of
39.15 hectares)was used for
culhrring fish using non-

tEditional farming practice.

During the years 2015-16 and

2016-17 L. Vannamei was

cultuied.

5 Njarackal KL-II-2016
(r271)

Culnrre of Penaeus

monodon

Instead of cultLting Penaeus

monodon, the farm cultured
milk fish (Chanoschanos)

The Agency, mandated to promote development of aquaculture in the State

undermined the efforS to promote responsible and sustainable aquaculture

through is non-compliance with the regulatory requirements'

Auditalsoobservedttratt}roughthefarmsandthehatcherydidnotcomply

with the regulatory requirements, the Govemment sanctioned plojects without

insisting on the compliance with CAA norms'

The Govemment rep[ed (September 2019) t]rat t]re agency initiated/would

initiate actions to comply with the regulatory requirements'

[Audit paragraphs 3.1 to 3'1.2.1 contained in ttre Report of the C & A G of India for

the year ended 31" Marrh 2018(Economic Sector)l

[Nota releeived from the Govemment on (he above oudit parayaphs ue incluilei! as

Appenilix - lll
Excerpts from the discussion of committee with officials concemed

37) The committee asked the Fisheries Department about the action taken

regarding the above audit palagraphs and the Secretary, Fisheries Departnent

informed the Committee at the outset that the Department viewed the observation

23 In trailitional farming, seeds of shrimps and fishe

n:apped. After a short duration of growth, they are

moon Periods
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are allowed to enter through tidal water and then

periodically hawested during full moon and new
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Fisheries, Directorate of Fisheries, Agenry Headquarters, regional and field

offices of the Agency and covered the period from 2013-14 to 201-7-18. Audit also

conducted joint physical verification (JPV)/beneficiary survey of selected

schemes, wherever found necessary.

3.1.2 Audit findings

3.1.2.1 Non-compliance with provisions of Coastal Aquaculture Authority

ACt, 2005

' The Coastal Aquaculture Authority (CAA) was established under'the

Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 as per the directives of the Hon'ble Supreme

Court in order to protect the coastal environment from indiscriminate exploitation.

The CAA regulates the coastal aquaculture22 activities through the provisions of

the Coastal Aquaculture Authority Act, 2005 (the Act). The Act stipulates

mandatory registration of farms and adherence to . the guideiines/instructions

issued by the CAA.

AII the six farms and the hatchery operated by the Agency are located in

coastal areas and so, come under the purview of the Act. Two of the farms, Iocated

at Kadapuam and Edakochi, were directly under the Department of Fisheries

prior to the year 2016. Compliance with the provisions of the Act and the Rules

made thereunder by the other four farms and one hatchery which were under the

Agency from the beginning is given in Table 3.1 below:

Thble 3.1 : Status of Compliance with CAAregistration norrm.

22 "Costal aquaculture" means culturing under controlle{ conditions in ponds, pens endosures or ot}ter.wise in
coastal areas, of shrimp, prawns, fish or any other aquatic life in sa[ne or brackish wamr but does not indude
t'esh water aquaculture, (Section 2(1)(c) of Coastal Aquaculture Authority Act, 2OOS)

1

sl.
No

Faru/
Hatchery

CAA
Registration No.

Activity Registercd for Deviation from Registratio n
conditions uoticed

Odayam
(Hatchery)

Not obtained

2 Ayiremthengu Not obtained
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Pompano, Sea bass, Grey mullet and Pearl spot.. The Agency obtahed (July 2015)

permission from the CAA for culturing White leg shrimps in four hectares of the

farm at Poyya in Thrissur disuict.

The Agency cultured two crops of SPF white leg shrimp. The first crop

seeds were stocked (12 January 2016) in two ponds of one hectare each. The

culture period of the species was 120 days. But the crop was subjected to distless

haryest'u on the 68'h day as shrimp mortality was noticed. The hawest yielded 365

kg against the target bf 11,200 kg2'. In'a report submitted (April 2016) to the

Director of Fisheries (DoF), the Executive Director contended that the shortfall

was either due to low productivity of the ponds or infection of EHP28 for which

testing facilities were not available.

The Agency did another crop (May 2016) of the same species which also

showed mortality. The hawest made (June 2016) after 53 days yielded 1,400

kilograms of shrimp. The dead shrimps were found positive for White Spot

Syndrome Virus (WSSV). The Deputy Director of Fisheries opined (September

2016) that the outbreak of WSSV might have occurred due to the enty of disease

carriers in to the culture ponds through clay bunds which were not sufficiently

compact, allowing minor seepages. Audit observed the following:

. The Agency maintained the water level in the ponds at one meter instead of 1.5

meter stipulated by CAA.

. In contravention to the guidelines, during the same period the Agency also

farmed mud crabs, a crustacean species, which are one of the carriers of viral

pathogens. Introduction of the viral pathogens through cratrs whlch move from

pond to pond over and through land barriers could not be ruled out.

Non-adherence to the guidelines issued by the MoA/CAA could also have

contributed to the failure of both the crops. Further, it was observed that in

26 As decided by the Technical Committee in March 2016
27 As per Detailed Project Report
28 Enrcrcltozoonhepatopenaei(EHP), is an yeast like fungus belonging to a gmup called "microsporidia'' which

are obligate intra cellular parasites. Microsporidia are ubiquitous pathogens and are important components of
terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems world wide.
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violation of CAA registration conditions the agency farmed other fin fishes under

ttre project, which also failed to achieve its target.

The farmers of the State were thus deprived of the benefits that would have accrued

by successful introduction of the new species through the new technoiogy.

The Government replied (February 2019) tirat the guidelines were an advice

or good management practice which could be altered to suit local conditions. The

reply is not acceptable as the registration conditions clearly state that the owner

shall compiy with all instructions/conditions issued by the CAA.

[Audit paragraphs 3.1.2.2 contained in the Report of the C & AG of India

for the year ended 31" March 2018(Economic Sector)l

Notes received frcm the Government on the above audit paragraph are

included as Appendix - II
Excerpts frcm the discussion of Committee with officials concerned

43) Regarding audit para the Principal Secretary, Fisheries Department informed that the

audit objections were rectified.

Conclu ns/Recommendations

44) No comments

3.1.2.3 Non-achievement of project objectives

Traditional brackish water paddy-shrimp farming system of Northem

Kerala called Kaipad farming is an integrated organic farming system. The rice

obtained from the paddy cultivated in these wetlands is included in the

Geographical IndicatiortDRegistry as 'Kaipad Rice'due to its Unique qualities. In

Kannur district, out of the total area of 2,500 hectare of Kaipad land, 1,265

hectare has remained fallow for years. Revival of the Kaipad lands was a must for

preventing damages to the saline wetlands, tO improve the overall productivity of

the wetland ecosystem, to promote sustainable aquaculture practices through

integration of agriculture and pisciculnue and to provide social and economic

benefits to rural areas. As part of reviving,the fallow Kaipad lands, the Agency

29 As perthe prcvisions of the Geographical Indication ofGoods (Registration and Protection) Act, 1999
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implemented the project 'Promorion of Rice cum Shrimp Farming in Kaipad

Lands'30(project) in Kannur district during the years 201314 and 2014-15 with a

total outlay of t5.12 crore3l The project was to be implemented in 180 hectare of

Kaipad land through 3632 beneficiary groups to be selected, each possessing a

minimum holding of 5 hectare (unir size) of Kaipad land. The Agency was

responsible for the selection of beneficiaries, constitution of a monitoring

committee and supervision of project activities to ensure successful

implementdtion of the project.'

The project implemented through 32 beneficiary groups against the

targeted number of 36 groups with a coverage of 160 hectares was not

implemented efficiently. This resulted in discontinuation of the project by 23

beneficiaries, though a part subsidy of 11,.22 crore" was disbursed to them, as

shown in the Table 3.2.

Table - 3.2

'Project year'wise number of beneficiaries who discontinued the farming

activities, amount of subsidy paid to them and reasons for discontinuation

t fu conveyed by the beneficiaries in a survey conducted by audit(Appendix III(10)
*+ fu per official records

30 Coastal Inter-tidal wedands of north Kerala where the farming of salt tolerant uaclitional tall paildy varieties
for agriculture and brackish water species of shrimp and fish are practiced

31 { 2.56 crore each for 2013-14 and 2014-15

32 Eiqhtccn in 2013-14 and l8 in 2014-15
33 t 0.77 crorc in 201! l4(given to 13 bcncficiaries) + t 0.45 crore in 20l41{given to 10 beneficiaries)={1.22 crore
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Projeo
Year

Number of bene-
ficiaries selected

Number of
beneficiaries
discontinued
the farming

activity

Amount of subsidy
provided to the
discontinu ed

beneficiary groups
(<)

Reasons for discontinuation

2013-14 17 13 o.77 Non-availability of workers,
boundary disputes, damaged
sluice, non-survival of shrimp
seeds, desurction of crop,
inadequacy of stomge and
marketing facilities etc.*

2014-t5 15 10 0.45 Legal issues developred due to improper
scrutiny of docrururfs etc.**

Total 32 23 t.22
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A survey of the beneficiary groups of the project year 2013-14 conducted by Audit

revealetl that 13 beneficiary groups discontinued the farming activity altel the 2"d year due

to reasons mentioned in the table above.

Seven beneficiary groups of the project which commenced in 2014-15 did

not even start the farming activity, while three groups discontinued farming after

trre first year (Appendix III(11). Audit noticed that the Agenry did not verify the

land lease documents fumished by the seven beneficiary groups against the

revenue records. As a result, the Agency could not ddtect the false land lease

certificates issued by the Seoetary, Puzhathy Grama Panchayat from where these

beneficiary groups leased the required land. Consequent legal disputes resulted in

non-commencement of farming activity by these seven groups.

In respect of the three beneficiary groups, who discontinued farming, the

Agency did not take any action to assess the leasons for their discontinuance.

Records produced to Audit indicated that the Agency did not set up a monitoring

commitree during both the project years which adversely affected the projeas.

Thus, the above deficiencies in implementing the projects resulted in non-

revival of farming in at least 115 heOare of Kaipad land, despite of incurring

{1.22 crore towards subsidy to the 23 beneficiary groups.

The Govemment replied (February 2019) that bunds constructed by the

beneficiary groups would have long term benefits for both paddy and fish culture.

The reply was not tenable as Audit observed that out of the 23 non-fr:nctional

beneficiary groups, the bunds and sluices of only five groups were intact enabling

revival of farming. In the remaining cases, either the bunds did not exist or the

sluices were damaged.

The Government also stated that ttre Agency had no expertise in checking

the authenticity of a revenue document. The reply was not tenable. The Agency

was to exercise adequate precaution before releasing govemment money by

ascertaining the actual status of the leased land with reference to the revenue

records. The Agency had successfully implemented a similar project commenced
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during 2012-13, Ieading to the revival of 90 hectare of Kaipad land in Kannur

distict. Non- adherence to project guidelines in the succeeding years resulted in

under achievement of the project (only 28 per cent) besides depriving the

bi:neficiary groups of the social and economic benefits envisaged under the

project.

[Audit paragraph 3.1.2.3 contained in the Report of the C & A G of India

for the year ended 31-" March 2018(Economic Sector)l

[Ndtes received fro^ the Government on the above audit paragraph are

includeil os Appendix - III
Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned

45) Regarding the audit objection, the Principal Secretary, Fisheries Department

submitted that the project under audit objection envisaged production of three

tonne of Prawns from one hectare. The All India average was five tonne and that

of Gujarat and Andhra Pradesh was six to eight tonnes. As far as Kerala was

considered the production rate was one tonne per hectare.

46) The Committee enquired whether additional fund was sanctioned for

achieving increase in production and reference to any special mechanism for

ensuring the objective was mentioned in the project document. The Managing

Director, ADAK submitted that a regulator at Kattampally was consftucted to

prevent flow of water with salt content to the paddy fields near the project area.

As the regulator had to be closed during paddy cultivation activities, under grown

prawns had to be harvested and hence.the productivity became low. Thereafter,

prawns farming had never been under taken there. The Committee noticed that

there was a link between construction and operation of regulator and low

productivity. The Managing Director, ADAK brought the attention of the

Committee that such issues existed in various places of the State. The issue in

places from Kodungalloor to Alappuzha was that prawns had to be harvested
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before farmers occupied the paddy field for Vishu har-vesting. [n such cases low

productivity was being faced due to under grown prawns harvcsting. Production

and productivity would be increased only when such issues were solved. The

Director, Fisheries Directorate elaborated that the issucs bctwecn fisheries and

agricultural sectors and the postponement of fish farming activities from

November to December due to climatic change and the resultant harvesting in the

month of April iqself also contributed to low production.

47) When the Committee enquired the status of such projects at present, the

Principal Secretary, Fisheries Department replied that the project wasn't

implemented after 2016 and ttre Managing Director, ADAK addded that prawns

cultivation was being carried out in places devoid ofsuch issues at present.

C ondusions/Recommendations

48) No Comments.

3.1.2.4 Promotion of farming of exotic species without adequate safeguard

The Government accorded administrative sanction (June 2014) for the

development of model fish farms for implementing Innovative Aquaculture

Practices by ttre Agency. A component of the scheme was farming of genetically

improved fishes Iike Genetically Improved Farm Tilapia (GIFD34'

An expert level meeting (Jr:ly 201a) of the Kerala state Bio-Diversity

Board (KSBB), also attended by an official of the Agencg observed that as per the

Govemment of India (GoI) guidelines, farming of GIFT was impossible to

practice in the State where monsoon flooding was a common phenomenon. The

species was an aggressive omnivore and voracious feeder attaining a weight of

400-600 grams in six months. The escape of GIFT to the natural water bodies of

ttre State could be suicidal for ttre indigenous fish Etroplus surantensis 5 as Tilapia

shared the same domail and niche. Therefore, KSBB recommended (JuIy 2014)

lmown as Tirlapia which are

metiyl testosterone. GIFT is
34 Genetically Improved Farm Tilapia (GIFI) is developed fmm exotic fish species

native to Africa and the Middle-east through conthuous feeding of hormone 17o'

an aggressive omnivore and voracious feeder

35 Pearl spot - given the status of State Fish
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farming of GIFT after strict adherence with certain safeguards which included

Iocating of ponds away lrom natural water bodies and providing cemented walls

for the ponds. The GoI guidelines also required at least one acre of water spread

area for GIFT culture. Bu! the State Govemment lowered (November 2014) the

requirement of water spread area to 50 cents citing constraints in the availability

of land. The Agency implemented the project in five selected private farms.

Audit observed that the recommendations of KSBB were not adhered to

while Selecting rhe farms. As a result, the'project was implemented in farms

having pond area of less than 50 cents and in farms located near naturar water

bodies. The farming of GIFI a non-native genetically altered species, in violation

of the regulations was a potential risk to bio-diversity.

The Governmenr stated (February 2019) that the agency implemented the

project in areas having water spread areas of below 50 cents due to its inability to

identify water spreads having the required area.

The reply is nor acceprable. If the agency was unable to meet the criteria for

farming of GIFI it should have taken up promotion of other species envisaged in

the project which had no restrictions

[Audit paragraph 3.r.2.4 contained in the Report of c & A G of India for the year

ended 31" March 2018 (Economic Sector)l

Notes received from the Government on the above audit paragraph are included as

Appendix - II
Excerpts from the discussion of committee with officials concerned

49) when the committee asked about the issue detailed in the above audit paragraph the

Principal secretary, Fisheries Department submitted ttrat cultivation of Genetically

Improved Farm rilapia (GIF[) was carried out as a pi-rot project in ttre State. He

admitted that cefiain flaws had occurred in the pilot project and requested to drop ttre

audit observation considering the fact that it was a pilot project
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C onclusionslRecommendations

50) No Comments.

3.1.2.5 ImproPer feed management

The Agency predominantly farms various types of fin fishes in its farms to

demonstratetheireconomicviability.NeittrertheCAAnortheAgencyprescribed

any guidelines on the farming of fin fishes' Further' the Agency also did not

prescribe any procedure for feed stock managemenl . r . -

Audit observed that the Agency did not have a dedicated feed storage

facility in threes of its farms but the feed was stored either in rooms plone to

Seepageorinsemi-openarea.Thefeed,whichaccountedforaround6Tpercent

of the operational cost (excluding labour) was procured in bulk by the Agency'

Themanufacturersprescribedg0daysshelflifeforfecrlsfromthedateof

manufacture, when stored under ideal conditions. It was observed that the Agency

issued feed for use even after 150 days of i$ manufacture'

The Government replied (February 2019) that the Agency had many on-

goingprojectsaimedatimprovingtheinfrasuuctulcfacilitiesofthefarms

includingfeedstorageandthatoncompletionofthesame'abetterfeedstorage

management would be Possible'

[Audit paragraph 3.1.2.5 contained in the Report of the C & A G of India for

the year ended 31"'March 2018(Economic Sector)l

[Notes received from the Government on the above audit paragraph are

included as APPendix - tll
Excerptsfromthediscussionofcommitteewithofficialsconcerned

51)Regardingtheaboveauditpar4thePrincipalSecretary,FisheriesDepartment

informedthattheAccountantGeneral.sobservationwasaboutthelackofstorage

facilities and that sufficient storage space was available at present'

36 Poyya, Ayiramthengu and Njarackal'
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Conclu sions/Recommeudations

52) No comments.

lssues in Financial Management and Accounts

3.1.2.6 Irregular retention of Government grants

As per Govemmenr instructions (benveen JuIy 19g9 and May 2016) 3?

balances of all funds released by the Government to autonomous bodies as

grants/loans etc., should not be kept in bank accounts but should be remitted back
to the Government or kept in Treasury Savings Bank Accouns. Tlie Agency,
however, retained substantial amounts received as grant from the Government for
implementing various project, as mentioned in the Table 3.3

Table 3.3 : Details of irregular retention of money by the Agency.

(( in crore)

st.
No

Name of Project

1 Promotion of rice cum 3.30 1.36
shrimp farming in
Kaipad lands

Revamping of Poyya
Farm

1.03

2

Revival of Pmductivity of
Pearl Spot and Giant
Prawn on life cycle
approach in
Vembanad Ecosystem.

t2.70

3

# Exduding Earagerial exprenses

@ Balance as on 30 September 2016 including committed expenditue of (3. 09 crore

The Governmenr srared (February 201g) that {1.44 crore was kept in bank
accounts as the Farm Manager did not have a TSB account and that {0.35 crore
was reallocated to other farming activities in poyya Farm. The amount of t7.35
crore was retained for meeting committed expenditure.

37 circular Nos. 7/99/Fin dated 21.01.1999, 75l09/rin dated 29.08.2009 and covt.order dated 27.0s.20163[J Expenditure sratemcnt of Farm Manager, poyya Farm
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Grant
received

tt

Expenditure
incurred

Balance
retained

Remarks

1.44 Money was retained in the bank account since
paymerfi of zubsidies were not made by the
Agency due to reasons mentioned in para 3.1.2.3

0.68 0.35 The project undertaken without feasibility
studS failed to achieve the targeted results and
was closed after incurdng an experditrre of
t68 lakh38 ard the balance wm retained in bank
accouxt

5.35 7.35@ As per the guidelines, the balance amount
of {4.26 crore (excluding the committed
expenditure) as of 30 Septenrber 2016 should
have been surrendered to the Govemment
Instead, the money was retained in the
Treasury Savings Bank account of the
Agency.



50

ThereptyisnotacceptableasinstructionsoftheGovernmentshouldhavebeen

followed scrupulously in the above cases. subsequent allocations should have been

obtainedfromtheGovernment,wherevernecessary,formeetingfurtherexpenditure.

> Unauthorised retention of project savings of t1'42 crore

Article 176 (a) of the Kerala Financial Code states that sanction to an

estimate should always be regarded as being strictly Iimitecl to the precise objects

forwhic}rtheestimatewasintended.Arryanticipatedoractualsavingsina

;.;;;, "r*.,. 
foi a specified work ihoutd not, withoui t,e special sanctibn

of a competent authoriry be applied to any additional work which was not

originally contemplated, unless it is fairly contingent on the actual execution of

the work.

During the period 2013-18, the Agency implemcnted 20 projects sanctioned

bytheGovernment.Theadministrativesanctionsoftheplojectsinter-alia

included a component for suppty of fish/shrimp secds for the projects' The

Agency undertook the supply of fistr/seeds for which it was permitted to charge a

margin of 10 per cent of the cost of seeds procured'

Scrutiny of the seed sales invoices revealed that against {3'34 crore

c}rargeabletotheprojecstowardstheactualcostolsced(includingl0percent

margin), the Agency charged {4'76 crore (43 per cent above)' at the estimated

rates sandioned by the Government. Retention of the resultanl savings of aL42

crore by the Agency in excess of the limis permitted by *re Govemment was

unauthorised'obtainingofsurplusgrantsfromtheGovernmentandretentionof

savings beyond the permiued limits, affected the financial position of the

Govemment adversely to that extent'

The Government replied (September 2019) that the savings' if any' were

mainly utilised for improvement of assets of the Agency' The repty is not tenable

astheadministrativesanctionsdidnotenvisagetheactivitiesforwhichttre

savings were utiUsed.
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> Submission of Utilisation Certificate without actual utilization of
Government grants

According to the provisions of the Kerala Financial code, while furnishing
Utilisation certificates (uc) of grants received from the Government, the
Executive Director was required to ensure that the money was actually utilized for
the purposes for which it was sanctioned and also mention the details.of checks

exercised in the ucs. Audit noticed that the ucs submitted by the Executive
Director to the Fisheries Departrnent iri respect of three projects were factually
incorrect as shown in the Table3.4.

Thble 3.4

List of incorrect ucs furnished by Executive Director to the Government

({ in crore)
sl.
No

Name of Project

'Promotion of rice cum shrimp
farming in Kaipad lands'
commenced in 2013-14

Revival of Pmductivity of pearl
Spor and Gianr Prawn on life cycle
approach in Vcmbanad Ecosystem.

Revamping of Poyya farm

In reply, the Government stated (February 2019) rhat the UCs were
issued treating the funds as utilized since the committed liabilities were to be met
foom the funds received. The reply was not acceptable as provisions of the Kerala
Financial code were not adhered to in these cases. Submission of inflated UCs
prevcnted t}e Fisheries Dcpartrnent from assessing the actual financial position of
the Agency judiciously and rereasing the subsequent instalments to the Agency
accordingly.

[Audit paragraph 3.r.2.6 contained in the Report of the c & AG of India
for the year ended 31",March 201g(Economic Sector)l
Notes received from the Government on the above audit paragraph arr
included as Appendix - II

2

3

Grant received lrom
Fisheries Deparmrent

Amount spent as of
March 2018

1 2.00 t.40

Amount for which
UC submifted

2.O0

12.69 8.89 10.16

1.15 0.67 1.15

/hom/fe4n/Do.uhorLs,Srccla Z0Z4lpAc/ttcrDfllREpOFT FTSIIEUES DEPARIMENT.od(18.m.2024)
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Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned

53) To the audit query of irregular retention of Govcmmcnt grants' the Managing

Director, ADAK informed the Committee that thc unspent amount was

surrerdered to the Governmefi n 2022'

Conclusions/Recomm endations

54) No Comments

3.1.2.7 Status of Accounts '

MentionwasmadeinReportNo.3oltheCAGoflndiafort]]eyearended

1997 regarding delay in preparation of accounts' The Public Accounts Committee

(PAC) (2014-16) in its 66ft Report (July 2014)' expressed displeasure at the

slaclmess of the Agency in preparing the Annual Reports and Accounls and

recommended to take disciplinary action against the officials concemed' The

Committee also insisted on updating the annual accounts immediately'

Despite this, as of September 2018 the Agency finalised and audited the

annual accotutts up to the year 2014-15 only' It also did not forward the audited

accountsfortheyear20l3.l4totheFinanceSecretaryirndtheRegistraras

stipulatedintherules.Furttrer,AuditalsonoticerlthattheAgencydidnot

mahtainttreregistersforrecordingthereceipl-ofgrants'their
disbursement/utilisation,creditorsanddebtorsrelatingtothepurchasesandsales

of seeds.

TheGovemmentinreply(February2019)adrnittedthefactsandstatedthat

this would be complied with, in future'

3.1.3 Conclusion

TheAgencywasmandatedtopromoteaquacultureactivitiesin*reStateby

operating model farms and implementing various projects' The farms operated by

the agency did not function as model farms as they lacked mandatory

registradon/violated ttre conditions of registration. The Agency failed to

demonstrate the economic viability of a(uaculrure farming. The beneficiary

/hotrffcpaa,DEunenK'5Ei a 2o24PAClRepor/REPoRT FIS HERIES DEPAI{IMENT od(18 '09'202{)
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group-oriented projects implemented by the agency did not achieve the targets

due to non-compliance with the guidelines and deficiency in monitoring. The

Agency also failed to abide by the financial regulations resulting in retention of

Government funds oulside the Government account and retention of the savings

from the projects as its income. It failed to maintain the accounts up to date,

despite insl-ructions from Public Accounts Commiatee. Thus, the Agency was

unable to discharge its mandated activities properly.

[Audit paragraphs 3.1.2.7 and 3.1.3 contained in the Report bf C & A G of

India for the year ended 31" March 2018(Economic Sector)l

Notes received from the Government on the above audit paragraph are

included as Appendix - II
Excerpts from the discussion of Committee with officials concerned

55) As to the audit para 3.1.2-7 the Principal Secretary, Fisheries Departrnent

submitted that accounts up to 2017-18 werq settled and that for the remaining

period would bc completed within one year.

C onclusions/Recommendations

56) The Committee notes with concern that the audit of accounts of ADAK

has been completed up to the year 2017-18 only.. So, the Committee urges that

the annual accounts of ADAI( for the rtmaining years be updated and the

position be intimated to the Cornmittee immediately.

3.2 Irregular payment of compensation to fishermen

The Department paid an amount of t88.80 lakh to a select grcup of 74

owners of illicit china nets disregarding the fact that they were already paid

compcnsation of t92.5 lakh and were not etigible for the second payment.

The Deparftncnt of Fishcries established on 1 November 1956 is considered to be

onc of the most important, productive and developmental sectors of the State. It
implements thc policy of the Govemment of Kerala for the socio-economic
devclopment of fishennen and schemes for increasing infrastructure in the coastal area.

According to Section a(3) of the Travancore Cochin Fisheries Act 1950 and

/homc/f{:p,lrDoLurjcnl5/sruta /2024lI,A(j/Rcp.,dREPORl FISIIERIES DEPARTMENT.od(18 09.2024)
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RuIe 8(1) of the Kerala Inland Fisheries and Aquaculture Rules 2013, only

licensed individuals have the right to engage in fishing.

The Inland Waterways Authority of India dcclarcd (February 1993) the

waterway between Kollam and Kottapuram as National Waterway-3. In order to

make the waterway navigable, it was necessary to remove/shift the fishing nes

and stakes installed in the channel. The Government sirnctioned a compensation of

.{2.5 lakh3'g(June.2013) per net to.the fishcrmcn holding valid licenses for

china/stake nets installed in the navigation channcl, for thcir rcmoval. The owners

of unlicensed china/stake nets were also made eligible for the compensation, but

at hau the rates applicable to the licensed own$s. This was commented in

Chapter II of the Audit Report of the Comptroller and Auditor Gcneral o[ India on

the Economic Sector, Government of Kerala, for the year endcd March 2015.

The Departrnent paid compensation amounting to 113.33 crore to the

owrers of licensed and unlicensed china/stake nets duing the period 2013-14 to

20t7-18.

Audit noticed that, in addition to the above paymcnt the Dcparunent also

paid compensation amounting to t88.80 lakh to a selcct group of 74 owners of

illicit china nets belonging to Kayamkulam area alcne, under a special package,

based on a decision taken in a meeting convened (November 2014) by the Home

Minister. The meeting took the following decisions:

(i) Owners of the 74 unlicensed china nets who wished to avail the compensaton

of 11.25 lakh per net declared by the Governmint were free to avail it.

(ii). For those who did not opt for the compensation, a special employment

package would be provided to sustain their livelihood.

The package envisaged purchase of a traditio[al fishing boat, a net and a

9.9 Yamaha engine by each beneficiary unitao utilising an assistance of t1.20

lakho. to be paid by the Departrnent, along with a contribution of t30,000 by each

39 G.O.(Rt) No.38/13/F&PD dated 77106/2013

40 A unit consisted of 0te oumer and two labourers working the net

41 Each member of the unit was to be paid (40'000/-

Aomc/fcy'a,DDcum€nc/Sleeja no24fAclRe|rcrn/REPoRT FISiIERIES DEpARTMENT od(18 09 2024)
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beneflciary unit. Contrary to the decisions taken in the meeting, the Government

sanctioned both the compensation of T1.25 lakh and the special employment

package o{ 11.20 lakh to each of the 74 beneficiaries. Dtector of Fisheries

disburseda2 tBB.80 lakh to the 74 beneficiaries under the special package.

Audit noticed the following:

> The dccision of the meeting was to extend special employment package to

those who did not opt for the compensation. Contrary to this the 74 beneficiaries

were paid both the compensation and the special emplclyment package.

> This double benefit was not extended either to the owners of unlicensed china

nets of other areas or to the owners of licensed china nets. So, the aoion of the

Deparunent was discriminatory

> The Dcpartrncnt did not ensure compliance with the conditions of the special

employ.rnent package by the beneficiaries which resulted in its largescale mis-

utilisation.

> A joint survcy conducted by Audit along with the departrnental officials among

28 beneficiaries revealcd that none of them utilised the assistance as envisaged;

instead, most of rhcm used it to clear personal debts.

Thus, the payment of additional benefit of 188.80 lakh to a select group of

74 owncrs of i.llicit china/stakc nets was not in order and discriminatory. Besides,

the Deparnnent also failcd to ensure proper utilisation of assistance by the

beneficiaries under the special package.

The matter was rcferred (February 2019) to the Govemment. In reply,

(March 2019) the Governmcnr accepted that the special employrnent package was

to be implemented for thosc net owners alone (including two workers) who were

not willing to accept the compensation of {1.25 lakh declared by the Govemment.

[Audit paragraph 3.2 contained in the Report of C & A G of India for the

year ended 31"'Marrh 2018(Economic Sector)l

Notes received fr.om the Government on the above audit paragraph arr

42 G.O.(R! No. 41:l/15/F & PD dated 04.06.2015

/homc/fcp4i/Do{ u mcnris n.cla ,0244,4(:/Rc rDtr/RItPORT FtSItERlES DEPARIMENT.od( 18.09.202a)



56

included as ApPendix - II
Excerpts from the discussion of committce with officials concerned

57) Regarding the audit par4 the Director, Fishcries Dircctorate informed the

Commiffee that direction was received to remove the China nets at Kayamkulam

stretch of the National Waterway and to give compensation to the owners. It was

also directed to provide boat and engine to those who wcrc not eligible for

compensation as a part of.livelihood support. The audit objcction was against the 
.

non sanctioning of such livelihood support to the other parts of the State and also

against the granting ofbenefits to the unregistered persons'

58) The Managing Director, ADAK informed the committcc that it was a special

package to be implemented in the Constituency of the then IIome Minister and it

was sanctioned after government level deliberations'

59) The Director, Fisheries Directorate brought to the attcntion of the Committee

that poor fishermen were the beneficiaries anrl thc Managing Dircctor, ADAK

requested the Committee to drop the audit observations on l"ho grtlund stated by

the Director.

Conclusions/Re commendations

60) No Comments

TltiruvananthaPuram

6 October 2024.

SUNNY JOSEPH,

ChairPerson,

Committee on Public Accounts

/ho@/fcp4a/DocuEeffs,SEeja 2024lpAC/RePodREPORT FISHERIES DUPARTMEN't'od(18'09'2024)
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APPtsNDD(- 1

Summary of Main ConcluEion/Recommendatio,n

sl.
No

Para No. Deparbnent
concerned

Conclusion /Recommendation

(1) (2) (3) (4)

1 11 Ports
The Committee direcs the Department to

conduct surprise inspections on

Vessels to ensure that all mandatory

requirements, including that of valid

registration" are being complied with

and to take strict action in cases of

violations. The Committee also urges

the Departrnent to stictly adhere to

the fulfillment of conditions in the

Registration Certificate to ensure the

safety of passengers on board.

2 72
The Committee observes that the main

reason for the non-realisation of the

registration fee was the lack of adequate

monitoring system which resulted in the

failure of the House boat owners to

submit their applications for renewal on

due dates. Therefore, the Committee

directs the Departrnent to put in place an

intemal monitoring mechanism to prevent

the recurrence of such flaws in future.

3 77 The committee observes that surveys of

Houseboats and dry dock inspections

are not being conducted properly by

the Departrnent and the surveyors are

,'/ltorfcp4€/Ddument Sftja /2024/PAC/ReporvREPORT FISHERIES DEPARIMENIod(18.09.n24)
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conducting inspections only when

complaints are received. The

Committee opines that the matter

should be dealt with very carefully

and justification would be pointless

in the event of an accident.

Therefore, the Committee urges the

Department to take stringent

measures to conduct annual suney of

House boats and dry dock inspection.

4 23 Ports The Committee notes that a significant

number of Houseboats are operated by

unlicensed personnel in violation of

the relevant rules. As such instances

adversely affect the safety of

passengers they must be addressed

immediately. So the Committee

strongly recommends that a robust

enforcement wing be established to

monitor the operation of Houseboats.

5 24 The Committee also suggests that a certificate

of completion of training from the Kerala

Maritime Institute, Kodungallur be made

a basic qualification for the appointment

of crew in the Houseboats operating in

the State.

6 26 Ihe Committee notices fhat adequate

number of life-saving appliances and

ihoo.^cpa./DocumentE/S@ja 2024lPAC/RePodREPORT FISHERIES DEPARTMENTod(18.09 2024)
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ng equipment are

provided in the Houseboats and the

Surveyors do not conduct frequent

surprise inspection to ascertain the

availability of such equipment in the

Houseboats as mandated by rules.

Therefore, the Committee directs the

Deparlment to ensure proper

monitoring in such cases and also to

take action against the Houseboat

omers, if such flaws are found

during inspection.

firefighti not

7 32 Ports ttee learns that the maximum

tariff rate for Houseboats are not fixed.

Therefore, the Committee directs the

Port Deparhnent to take measures to fix

the maximum tariff rate for Houseboats

in consultation with the Tourism

Depafiment and a report in this regard be

furnished to the Committee urgently.

The Commi

8 36 ftee notices that there is no

effective mechanism in place for

collection, segregation, disposal and

management of various kinds of waste

from House boats. Therefore, ttre

Committee recommends that ttre

Department should take immediate and

The Comrni

/hoEE/fcp4a,DocuEeotVSrEeja 2o24lpAc/RepordREpORT FISHERIES DEPARIMENT.od(rS.09.:,o2a)
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eamest efforts to con

and surprise inspections in co-ordination

with various government agencies to

ensure the proper and effective disposal

of sewage from Houseboats.

duct special drives

The Committee notes with concern

the audit of accounts of ADAK has been

completed up to the year 2017-18 only.

So, the Committee uges that the annual

accounts of ADAK for the remaining

years be updated and the position be

intimated to the Committee immediately.

that
Fisheriess69

ADtr/fcp4a/Dcu6eDt$6rc€j a Do24PAClRepor/REPORT FISIIERIES DEPARTMENT'od( 18 09'm24)
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6 t , rt rl ezlz-onf acryr:l' AppENDIxII j

. NotesFurnishedbyGon" ^"nr,.l d.,Z)enrr- '
Acfon Tdrcn Report on fte Repor{ of the Compbollcr & Aldltor Genoral of lndla on Eonomlc Sector for the }raar,

cnded March 2016 (

Audlt findlngs / ParagraphSecton Reply / Rbmafis of D,epartment of PortB

i) Houseboats operating without valid registration3.1.3 Audit
findirps
3.1.3.1

Registation of
Houseboats

Rule 5(1) of KIVR requires all HB owners to intirnate
the ChieJ Surveyor regarding construclion of new
vessels. After the Surveyor completes the stage
inspection, KSPCB verifies the HBs and issues the
lCO. On receipt of lCO, fte vessel is regisbred with
the Port Registry concerned. lnitially the registration
had to be renewed annually. Subsequently, the
validity period of registration was increased (March
2013) to five years. Further, in tenrs of Rule 31(2) (c)
of KIVR, the Surveyor is dtily-bound to conduct
surprise inspedion d vessels to ensure thd they
conply with rnandated requirements. On detecting
violations, the Surveyor recomrrends suspensior/
cancellation of the Registration Certificate (RC)
/Survey Certificate of the vessel to the DoP and
serves detention order to defiautting HB owners.

We observed that, as of 31 March 20'16,326
(44.41 pr cenQ out of the 734 HBs registeled under
Port Registry Alappuzha, had not renewed their
regishation as detailed in T$le 3.1.

T$le 3.1
Detalls of HBs wlrlch had not reneupd

stration
st.
No.

Year tom wtrl29ch Number of HBs
rgnowal ot
rcgisttetion

peldlng

2011-12 238

pendlng
tpnGw$of
regletratlon

,|

i. House boats operating without valid registration.

Kerala inland Vesels Rules (KlV Rules) came in to force
as per GO(P) No.512010/ CSIND dated 30.04.20'10,. Before
the implementation of KIV Rules, the lrdgation deparfinent,
was the authority to registeJ the inhnd vessels. ln the initial
stage of irplementationr{ all vessels regisEred under
lnigation departrnent were hdmitted to KIV registation after
prirnary inspection. These vessels had no proper drawings,
stability, heal test reporb as per KIV Rules. Therefore, 

]

instructions were given to these vessel ownere to submit he
above details before the next annual suwey.

The vdidity of the registration certifcab of inland
vessels are not rnentioned in the Kerda lnland Vessels
Rules 2010. The Rule was amended as per Rule (ll(2) ot
GO(P1M.12015/ CSIM) dated 06.04.2015, and the validity
was extended to 5 years with effect from the date of
registration. As per the records t@l nunber of bods
(including House Boab, motor boats, Shikkara, speed boat
drcdging and ferry) are 1524 vcb underAlappuzha Port
of Registry. Out of this, Houseboats are only 768. When
applications were invited during 20'18 to bring the vessels
operatirg wiffrout corpleting registration and survey
procedures under the KIV Act, only around 320 applications
were received. Moreover all vessels in Aappuzha and
Kottayam were registered in Alappuzha Port of Registry.
Tracing the number of Houseboats operating illegally in the
vast inland water comprising Alappuzha-Kottayam districts is
very diffcult and can only be debcted by deploying more
officers on tp same day with the co-operation of various

r-l"ln ! lltr T
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'1.

2 2012-13 70
3 201}14 18

Tcilal 326

A joint verification of 42 l-lBs
them were plying in Vemba

eight HBs operated by M/s Kerala

Alappuzha. However, ure o

RegistryAlappuzha, as on 31
Debction of a substantial proportion of

unregistered boa6 pointed to ineftctive h*ltorino
!I_th: Syleyor causing threat to the satuty anj
security of the passengers on board.

subjected

(Sou Alappuzha)

sB

rce: Recorde of PortOtre
revealed that 23 of
nad lake without

registation (Apperdix 3.1.2). Ot the 42 Hto physical verification we found that
seven ouil of the
Backwaters were unregistered. Further, as per the
DoTs estirnation there were 1 ,500 HBs operating in

bserved that only 734(48.93 per oent) HBs were registercd with the pod
March 2016.

the DoTs estirnation, that 1500
Aappuzha rnay be verified.

. .A chief Surveyor and a Surveyor were deputed to carry
out inspection ftom poovar iin Mzirinjam eort'oi negistry to
Manjeswaram in Azhikkat port of Regiitry. Ou"io tiiI, it wa.
not possible to inspect all boaS regularly.

departrnenb. Hence
Houseboab operating in

Registries
dishict Mzhinjam

districts
istry, dis$tcts

ldukki
districG stry,

distri

additi
sbdng Authofity,

Exami
inopec{b:&

inspecti thi

ri sufficientbodt -
insp6a

aTherc re 6 rtPo of
Thiruvananth muril nuap Ide Port ot

Kollam and PReg stry athanarnthitta under mKolla
ofPort and AIReg erdappuzha underKottayam

Ala ha Port ofppuz EmakulamReg stry WThriss and
tt fnde uKod llur rt ofn9a po Kozh ikoderegi

fa Palakkad aMalappu m, nd d ctsistri underWayanad fuBeyp
of IGnandport n fu areg ndistry Kasa od ctsrg underftrh kal ofport registry

KI\Mten V R leu catne nto on fiveefrct, onaly posts
were sanctioned n thearnely Reg Chief

ner chief S and twourveyor I/VhileSurveyors.
conducted n oncl nace hepl vast VenDanad

most of boatstheKayal obtained oninformati and dothey
not co totne the of onplaoe n toorder solve tts,
ts to outnecessary tesb at man@Try n thev u*aterplacas

at the mesa nx' Lack of topersonnel
boats ITS ucfr orous nshampe nsrig pectio

rf-'
that the Registering authority

subject to fulfillnrent of certain

stip
id period

sidedng
body.

I eRul 41 2 Kof) IVR u( ) labs Rthat c issued ato
vessel sha be val rfo maxia umm of five

butrS theyea ster areg m€lng RCSSUE
'Xhoily

forv
a shorter od nc!peri the ecol tc€tog

rneters of eachpara water

We observed
under DoP issued RC

istered hi
B) certifica

with ition insta devi
later.

stration

When VKI Rules 2010 came nto theforce, vessels thd
were exin andstence the creg efby otnspector
Boats c were uedss( tes ffo 03 60 ad anddays ys
90 the conddays to ces Sa r KIVsafety pe

lesru AI of them were checked Duri the an uanns
us of frie vessel thervey Res Certifcates Survey

wereCertificates renewed on to the boatsly wh ctr are
n e,othe irnd onscomplvi s lated asstipu IVK Ruleper Also a

in the state. Of these,
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stop rnenp (detention order) was issued to the vesse(
without safety standards during surprise inspec{ions.

conditions regarding certificate of survey (including
stabilig), third party insurance, competency
certificate of crew pollution control aspect, provision
of firefighting equiprnent and lib-saving appliances
etc. These conclitions were to be satisfied by the HBs
within 30ffi0190 days of the issue. The Port Registry,
after the issue of RC did not veriff compliance of
those conditions by the HB owners even though
many of these conditions related to safety of
passengers. During joint verification it was found that
HBs operating with conditional RCs had not fulfilled
the prescribed conditions and hence were not safe
for operation. Further, absence of third party
insurance could deprive passengers of compensation
and protection under law in the event of an actident.

Port Offcer, Alappuzha, replied that prior to
implenentation of KIVR (September 2010), HBs
were registered under Canals and Public Fenies Act,
1890. On implementation of KIVR, the existing HBs
were issued registration certificates conditionally. The
reply of the Port Officer, Alappuzha, was silent abottt
the HBs operating without lullflling the RC conditions
and the consequent risk to the safe$ of passengers.

lii) According to Section 19 C of IVA a book
containing all particalars of the RC shall be kept by
the Registering Anhority after due authentication by
the authority. Further, a true copy ofthe book should
be sent to the State govemment within a month,
together with the number of every RC granted.

We observed that regishation details were not
completely recorded in the Registration book and not
duly authenticated by the Registering Authority, as
prescribed. Moreover, the copy of the Registration
book was not sent to Government every month as
mandated. Hence, veracity of the registrations

lnorder to submit the details of vessels completed
registration to Govemrnent and providing other services
through online C-Dit designs a website. Data entry
completed in this website some technical defects occuned
has to be rectified. Hence delay occuned.
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1 (
recorded in the book could also not be assured by
Audit.

Amount
pendlng

realisation
(ln Rs)

Numbsr of
HBS

pendlne
rcnctrl of
reg[ctrdlon

Ycar fiom
s'hlch

rencruel of
rcgifattsn

p€ndll€

st.
No

8192502011-12 238,l

245250702012-132

61100182013-143

1125600326Tctal

iv. ln the implementation stage of KIV Rules 2010'
registration certificates were issued the valiriity period of 1

yeir with recomnrendations. furd these recommendations
ihould be completed within one year from the date of
registration. The validity of the registration certificate of
inlind vessels has noi mentioned in the Kerala lnland
Vessels Rules 2010. Therefore tte Rule amended as per

Rue (7)(2) of GO(P)No.1/2015/CSIND dated 06'O4.2015'
and tlie validity fixed to 5 yea'rs with efiect from the date of
registration. l.iow, registration certifcate have 5 years of
vaiidity: Therefore the validity of the registration certificates
issued in 2010 to be renewed only after 5 years i.e. 2015

from the date of registration. ln the 2011-12,2012-'13, 2013'
14,2014-15 financial years, it is not required to renew the
reoistration certificates. Eamest steps have been taken to
reiover the amount pending from the boat owners' 11 laklhs

were collected. Balance amount pending Rs.9630/-. Steps

were taken to collec{ this amount also.

lv) ln terms of Section 71 of IVA all fees payable

mhy be recovered as fines. Schedules I and ll of
KIVR prescribes the rate of fees payable by HB
owners for the registration, survey etc. According to
Rule 26 of KIVR, registration fee was to be collected
by the regisEring authority at the rate of ' 50 per ton

of vessel weight, subject to a minimum of ' 3'000.
A scrutiny of the records revealed fftat as on

31 March 2016, registration fees amounting to' 11.26

lakh was pendirg from 326 HB owners who had not

renewed their registration as debiled in Table 3.2.
T.blo 3.2

that due to non-receipt of application from HB owners
for renewal of registration, it could not realise he fee

ftom them.
The above reply was not acceptable, as the main

reason for non-realisation of registration fee was the
lack of a monitoring system whereby the Port Ofiicer
would be alerted of the due dates of RC renewal

uzha)AIotrPort G98Record ofroaSou app(
rdstated th isna aThe rtPo AIOfficer regappuzh

lefaffon @Detatle of umullccd
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1 without waiting for $e HB owners to submit
applications. Aso, had the Surveyor caffied out
surprise inspections as mandated in KfVR, a
substantial nunDer of HB owners could not have
escaped from renewing their registration.

v) lssue of Reglstration Certlficatee wlthout
wreidering the carrying capacfi of Vembanad
lake

The Governrnent (Fisheries and Ports Departnent)
accorded (June 2012) administrative sanclion for
conducting 'Environmental Study of Vemabanad
lake', considering the large number of HBs operating
in the lake and resultant pollution. Accordingly, the
DoP entsusted (September 20'12) the Centre for
Water Resources Developnent and Management
(CWRDM), Kozhikode to identiff the carrying
capacity of the lake for each category of vessels.
CWRDM roported (November 2013) that the
recreational carrying capacity of the lake was 262
HBs. Subsequently, DoP directed (June 2014) the
Port offcials that only those applicants who had
submitted their application for survey on or before 31
December 2013 but had not presenbd their vessels
for survey on or before 3'l March 2014 could be
permitted to present their vessel till 30 June 2014.
Further, accoding to note below rule 54 of KIVR,
new RC shall be issued only against deregistration
and condemnation of existing vessels.

But, as reported (December 2013) by DoP,
registrations were issued to 588 HBs, which was
nearly double the carrying capacity of the lake, thus
threatening the environmental stability of the lake.

Further, the directions (June 2014) of the DoP
lvere violated by the registering authority as it had

V. ln the environrnent impact assessnrent study report
CWRDM, found that carrying capacity of vessels in tre
Vernbanadu Lake is exceeded. Considering the above
report, no construction p€rmit has been issued for new
houseboats after December 31, 2013. However, the
registration was given to vessels that had completed Fonn-1
before December 31, 2013. ln 2014,93 boats were
registered and in 2015, 193 boats were registered. All these
have obtained construction permission before December 31,
2013 or pafticipated in the adalath as per the instructions of
the Director of Ports letter No. B3-17281151DP-3 dated 05-
12-2015. Denial of registration of these vessels would result
in loss of revenue to the government and the boats operating
without registration.

(
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issued RC to 22 HBs during 2014-15, 55 during
2015-16 and nine during 2016-17 respec'tively, even
though the owners of these vessels had not
presented their vessels for survey on or before 30

June 2014. Fulther, the new RCs issued were not
against deregistration or condemnation of existing
HBs. Also, this direction of the DoP issued in June
2014 was inegular because the CWRDM had

reported to the DoP in December 2013 itself that the
carrying capacity of the lake was only 262 HBs as

against 588 in operation. Hence, permission granted

Ui tre Oop for conducting further survey to enable
registration of new HBs without ensuring
decommissioning of old HBs was in total disregard to
the recommendations of CWRDM for the

environmental sustainability of the lake and actually
enabled increasing the number of HBs in the lake.

The Port Officer, Alappuzha replied that
registation was given only to those HBs who had

submitted their application prior to 31 December
2013. The reply was factually inconect, as the
department had issued fresh RCs to 86 HBs which
weie presented fur survey even after the cut-ofi date
of 30 June 2014.

i) Vessel owners are applying for the annual survey of the

vessel before the validity epires. The surveyor will inspect
the vessel and issue the survey certificate only ifthe vessel
is complying KIV Rules. lf any vessel found operating without
valid certificates in surprise inspections, the vessel will be
punished to remit the fine as per the lnland Vessels Act and

will issue provisional detention Order. An audit team was
constituted comprising of the Port of Registry' Chief

Surveyor and Section C
inspection and imPosed

lerk and they conduct surPrise
penality for the boats oPerating

3.1.3.2 Survey
of houseboats

l) Failure to conduct surveys, enforce compliance
with certifcate conditions and recover survey fees

i) ln terms of Rules 3 (1Xii) and 3(3) of KIVR, every
vessel shall be subiected to survey before it is put in
service. The Surveyors in the Port Registry conduct
survey before the vessel is put in service, annual
survey onoe in 12 months, additional survey as
occasion demands and dry dock inspection once in
36 months in a dry dock or slip way in day light to
ensure that the external hull is undamaged.

(
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I The initial survey includes inspection of hull,
rnachinery and equipment to ensure hat they are in
satisfactory condition and fit for service fior which the
vessel is intended. Further, the HB owners shall
make an application for survey to the Surveyor, who
fixes the date, tinc and place of survey and intimates
the sarne to the applicant.

Though conduct of annual survey for HBs was
mandated under KIVR to ensure their operational
worthiness, we observed that as of 31 March 2016,
out of 734 registered HBs under the jurisdiction of
Port Registry Aappuzha, 3O4 HBs (41.42 per ent)
did not renew their periodical annual certificate and
85 had not been subjected to annual survey. During
joint verification of 42 HBs, we observed that, 27 HBs
had not presented themselves for even a single
survey (Appendix - 3.1.2) and five HBs had not got
their survey certifcate renewed (January 2013.March
2016). This scale of non-compliance existed even
though Surtreyors li/ere enpowered to conduct
surprise inspections onboard the Hbs.

We further observed that in order to fully automate
implerrentation of KIVR, a Computerised
Managernent lnformation System (CMIS) was
introduced in the Port Registries. But due to
ineffectiveness of CMIS, expiry of validity of these
rnandatory certmcates could not be monitored as the
system did not alert the Port Registry of such expiry
in advance for it to take necessary action.

On this being pointed out, Port Officer, Alappuzha,
replied that due to nonreceipt of application fior
renewal from the HB owners in tirne and absence of
CMIS, the port authorities could not conduct the
survey periodically. The rcply w-as not acceptable as
KIVR mandated that Surveyors should conduct these
surveys annually. By not doing so, port authorities

without valid certifi cate.
The existing Computer Managernent lnformation

system (CMIS) has no facility to inform the owner about the
validity epiring of certificates, and no provision to rnonitor
about the validity of certificates for offcers. Therefore the
departrnent decided to develop new online softaare including
online payment facility, and work order has given to Mls C-
Dit to develop the sarne. Afrer the sucoessful commissioning
of the online softvvare, the information about he validig,
expiration can send automatically by SMS / e-mail and
offcers can monitor about the validity. Now certificate
preparation procedure is done by offine. 

-

Provisional Survey Ceiificate is not currently issued. The
survey certificate is issued only to the boats whict are
surveyed and comply wih the rules and only those boats are
allowed to operate.

As per Rule 26 and schedule I of KIV Rules 2010, double
survey fees collected after elpiry of the validity of last
survey certifcate of inland vessels. Hence, there is no
revenue loss to the govemment.

After the implementation of KIV Rules 2010, the charge of
preparation of Drawings and Stability Reports is under the
approved consultants. As the irplementation stage there is a
delay has been occuned in the listing of approved panel of
the consultants. ln the implernentation stage of KIV Rules,the
insurance companies are not willing to insure the inland
vessels. After lot of discussions with Port departnent, Distrid
collectors and representatives fiom insurance orpanies the
above companies are started to issue insuranoe,oertificates
having third party for inland vessels. The compebncy
certificates are issued, to candidates who have only aftended
4 days boat crew training programrne conducted by Kerala
Maritirne Society. Hence the KIV ofrcers are issued
certifi cates having recomnendations.
ii) The surveyor will inspec{ the vessel and issue the survey
certificate only if the vessel is complying KIV Rules. lf any
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( were bei

onboard.
ng indifierent to the safety of passengers

i) We lso observed thata the survey certificates
ssued b the Suv rveyor were provislonal subiect to

certa n conditions such as va id crew rtitcatece
app roved stabi ity booklet etc

to be mpl ied with@ with n stipulated period Many of
these nditionco s were related to the safety of
passe Therengels was notr ng on record to
establ Sh that the boat had fulfilOwlleTS led the
presoibed cond iuons Furthef, Surveyor did takenot
any steps to ensure that the HBs tutfi led the
condition with tn the stip lateds u tiTTle

Port oficer Alap uzh repl ied thatp a due to heavy
work load shortage of staff and absence of cM S n
Port Departrnent foflow-up action n respect of
conditiona survey certificate td not be niedcou ca out
within the stipu lated time
D DoP fixed the fees for annua survey based on the
sross tonnage of vessel As 31 March 20on 1 6 the
total fees forgone by the DoP d toue non-rener ra of
annual survey oertificates respect of 389 HBsn for
the period ftom 20Io-1 1 to 2015- 16 uorked out to4 .46 lakh (Append tx 3 1 3)

Port Officer, Alappuzha stated that, if annual
survey application waS not received wlrh then
stipulated time double the rate wEls nposed even for
a aps€ of one day. The rep ly wEts silent about the
department,s fa col lection ofure tn annual survey
fees due ftom the HB owrlers Th al btd thIS so ena e
HB owners to ply witho ut displ aying the datory
d sti

rnan
nsursh ng mark as requtred under Rule 1 8 of

KIVR of the 42 HBs Jo nfly veri'lied only one had
the d stingu shing mark.
I ) N d ction-con u ng of dry dock nsPec'tion

( ) I ID n terms of Ru e 3 4 of KIVR a vesse ls Sha be

vessel found operatin9 without va id certificates n
nspections the vessel W be pun IShed to rem it the fine asper the lnl nd Vessel Acta s and wil issue Provisional

Detention order Provls lona Survey Certificate ts not
currentlv issued The survey @rtificate is issued only to the
boats wh ch are rveyed andSU c!mP ly wtth the rules and onlvthose boats allowed toare operate As per Rule 26 and
schedule of KIV R les 20 'l 0 doubleu survey fees collected
afrer eptry of the va idrty of ast certili ofsurvey cate nland
vesse ls Hen@ there S no revenue oss to ttr Government.e
After the sucoessfu commissioning of the online softna
the nformation

re
about the vatidtty expiration c6rn send

automatically by sMS I nd offiem€l a cers can rnonitor about
the validrty

KIV R les 201 0U came nto eftct the certifcates wele
issued with the cond ition that the vessels which u/ere n
existence and reg istered by the chief spector ofc n Boats
( B) had to undergo a prel mlnary survey and nstaI fte
safety devrc6 as the KIV lesper ru subject to fte conditions
Dunng the app ication for renewa of alannu survey and
renewal of resistration fie fee IS ch rged ncluding tha epena Itv for the nconp lete survey period wh dr
checked

IS then
and the operating permit ls issued AIso a stop

rnemo (detention order) has bee ssued vesseln to such S
which are found to be non-complrant with safety standard
d

s
unng surprise nspections

n the imp lementation stage of KM Rules 201 0 there ate
no accred ited yards under the risd ictio of Ala
of

Ju n ppuzha Port
Reg stry Therefore the vessels have not rdanv ya s to

aPproach for TC dry docking their vesse Now 4 accred ited
yards are avai lable d AIappuzhaun er port of reg tstry. n the
mplementation stage of KIV Ru les the vessels to be d

docked
are ryon@ rn 2 years Now h s penod IS extended to once

n 3 years Su I R stration Cervey eg rttficates are not ssued
to boats which do not do drydock ng n the first phase there

insurance ceftif cate,
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linspected gnce in every 36 months by the Surveyor
t1 a dry dock during the hours of day tight. The
Surveyor shall go on board any vessel a-nO inspect it
or any part thereof or any machinery or artide
thereon relevant to the purpose of the Act.

We observed that as on 31 March 20.16, 476 HBs
were pending to be lnspected in dry dock, of which
251 had not undergone even a single dry dock
inspec{ion since the vessel was put to use (Appendix
- 3.1.4). This compromised the safety of
passengeB.

. . 
Port Offcer, Alappuzha, replied that Surveyor

could not conduct the dry dock inspeciion unless ihe
vessel was dry doc*ed. Besides, due to non-
availability of sufiicient dry dock yards, all vessels
could not be dry docked in time. The reply is not
tenable, as KIVR required the Surveyor to conduct
gurprise inspection to ensure that the HBs plying in
the backwaters were dry docked in tinre.
tr Accoding to Schedule I of KIVR, the fee for dry
docking uras ' 3,000 per vessel which was enhanced
(Oc'tober 2014) to ' 3,750 with eftct ftom 01 October
2014. We observed that as on 31 March 2016, the
Department had forgone revenue of t 17.66 lakh due
to non-enforcenrent of mandatory dry dock inspectt'on
(Appendix - 3.1.5).

Port Offcer, Alappuzha, replied that the operators
evaded dry docking due to personal inbrest and lack
of awareness and that lac* of CMIS prevented
efiective monitoring by them. The repl'y is not
acceptable as the Surveyor failed to ensure
mandatory dry docking survey, leaving the safety of
the passengers to the nercy of the HB-owners.

was no proposal to charge double fee .But after 201g
have been taken to levy double fee fur n
dock inspec-tion. At present annaul su
not issued or registration rcneured

on conducting of dry
rvey certificates are

for vessels not
undergone drydock survey once in 3 years.

3.1.3.3 The surprise inspections are now conducted more frequently.
ln terrns of Section 21 of IVA and Rule 33 of KIVR,



\ Deployment of
crew in the
houseboats

when the mechanically propelled vessel proceeds on
any voyage, the crew shall possess Competency
Certificate (CC) and that every vessel shall'have i
minimum of one Serang, Driver and a Lascar
possessing CC on board. Further, according to
Section 59 of IVA any crew proceeding on any
voJage without possessing a CC shall be punishable
with fine elGnding to five hundred rupees.

Ofthe 42 HBs (Appendix - 3.1.6) joinfly verified, in
29 HBs the Serang did not possess CC, in 31 HBs
the Drivers did not possess CC and in 27 HBs, the
!1"*tr did not possess CC. ln six HBs, validity of
CC of all the crew had expired. ln 13 HBs sufficient
number of competent crew were not in place and in
four HBs the cook, helper or lascar operated the HB.
Port offcer stated that during peak season suffcient
competent crew were not available which resulted in
operation of HBs by unauthorised persons. The reply
of the Port fficer is not acceptable since itri
operation of HBs by unauthorised persons affects the
slfety of passengers. Further, increasing number of
HBs by granting RCs to new HBs withoutconsidering
the.directions of DoP regarding the carrying capacid
of HBs in lake also contributes to the shortage of
suftcient crew memberc. Out of the 42 HBs jointly
verified, 36 HBs did not have competent crew. N6
action was taken by Surveyor even against the HBs
mentioned in the joint verification report.

We also observed that of the .17 suprise
inspections conducted by PorUpolice departments
during the perid 2011-12 to 2015-16, fine was
imposed in the case of 38 HBs which did not have
crew with valid CC.

_ Lagk of monitoring and failure to enforce rules by
PorU Police Departments facilitated the owners to
operate their HBs in violation of the rules, which

'10

ln 2017-18 alone 21 inspections were conducted and fi
were imposed to the tune of Rs. 1,54,400/-The validity of the
crew cefficate can only be verified at the time of the
surprise inspection. ln case of invalidity, there is a provision
for imposition of penalty under Rule (59) of Chapter Vlt of
KIV Act 1917. The surveyor checks this stricfly during the
annual safety survey.

. The training for crews will be started at Kerala Maritirne
lnstitute, Kodungalloor Availability of qualified hands will
encouraged the boat owners to appoint them and thereby tre
situation will be improved.

b
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( endangered the safety of the passengers.

3.1.3.4 Safety
and security of

houseboats

l) lnsufficient llfe savlng appliances and flre
fighting equipment in houseboate
D Rule 103 of KIVR stipulates that each vessel shall
be provided with one life jacket for each passenger
and crew onboard plus 10 per cent extra and one
lifebuoy for two persons onboard and these should
be kept in position for quick deployment in case of
ernergency.

A joint verificatton ot 42 HBs (Appendix -3.1.7)
revealed that, 23 HBs did not have adequate number
of life jackeb and lifebuoys. Further, 11 HBs tvere
plying without any lile jackets and 10 HBs were
plying without any lifebuoys. We observed that life-
saving appliances were kept on the upper deck oftte
HBs, which is not easily accessible by passengers in
an erncrrgency. The Surveyor did not ensure that HBs
were proMded with adequate number of lifesaving
appliances through periodical surveys as required
under Rule 31 (2) (c) of KIVR.

Port Officer, Alappuzha, replied that they ensured
that the required number and type of life-saving
appliances were available on board at the time of
survey. But, later the owners of HBs remove sorne of
these items, which would only come to the notice qf
the team which conducts surprise inspections to
ensure compliance. The reply was not tenable
because, Surveyors were responsible for conducting
periodical surprise inspections in terms of KIVR.
Large scale non-compliance to KIVR mandating
provision of lifesaving appliances, as found out
during joint verification by Audit, revealed lapse on
the part of the authorities concerned in ensuring
safety and security of passengers onboard.
U According to Rule 109 of KIVR, all inland vessels

o-f life saving and fire fighting appliances has
in all the registered vessels.

i) Availability
been ensured
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have gas fuse/spark arrester ftted.
dioint verification in 42 HBs (Appendix - 3'1'8)

revealed that fire and smoke alarm was not provided

in 38 HBs and fre pump in 33 HBs. Besides, none of

the HBs had gai fuse /spark arrester for. LPG-

cvlinder and 19 HBs did not have suffcient number of

nie extinguistters. During joint inspectiol tttg..fyllt
team witrLssed a fire incident in HB bearing KIV No'

1149/13. This HB did not have any firefighting

eouioment and the fire was suppressed using

nrlnbhting equipment ftom adjacent HBs' Ev-en

tnouih ttie Surveyor issued survey.certificate after

cond-ucting detaiied suruey ot t1P-.' including

firefigtrtini'equipment, the Surveyor did not conduct

t 
"q,i"nt 

- surprise inspec'tions to ascertain the

pr"ience of ihe equipment on board the HBs, as

mandated bY KIVR.- -iott 
Ofo""r, Alappuzha, replied that it ensured-

conpliance with the'requirements at the time of

survev and it was the responsibili$ of HB operators

to maintain suffcient number of lifesaving appliances

on board during operation' However, the Surveyor

had conduded innual survey in only 345 cases out

of 734 HBs registered with Port Registry, lUappuzha,

as referred in?ara 3.1.3.2(i). Absence of continued

monitoring enabled non-compliance to safety

with
hri

ofthe typeded approvedbehallS provr
andrc larmaFrdboaonntul6 prneeqrefig n9

neandnlocatedtdu engbesho rygallearmalsmoke
bei switchedoflebe ngshouldrefi capabroom, pump

h tdS ourdoPGL nboauseddanma n eckdftomno

rneasures.
nformation het usendaseves l'sti theds etaardD s a bo ngp v noenforcedandndatedmant areulnVIife-sa pmeeqof s

emrhSEn ecaersattha ssuchtn passentSboauho wayse

ii) Lack of data on passengers on board
schedule ofjoum

According to
ey
Rule 148 of KIVR, owner of the

and



-13

\ The surveyor checks and ensures this dudng the annual
survey.

vessel has to mriintain a passenger register in iE on-
shore offce and it is the responsibility of the DoP to
ensure that these requirements are adhered to by the
HB owners. Further, as per sub Rule 6(h) of Rule
136, schedule of journey shall be made available at
the off-shore office.

We observed that the 42 jointy verilied HBs had

neither maintained the passenger register nor the

schedule of ioumey. Consequently, in the event of an

accident, it would not be possible to identiff the
pemons on board. By virtue of being the competent
authority under KIVR, the DoP was responsible to
ensure that HB owners maintained passenger lists
and schedules ofiourney, as mandated by KIVR.

The Port ffi6r, AlapPuzha, replied (March
2017) that all HBs whlch had applled tur survey
had been given instructlons and further a clrcular
was displayed at varlous offices to lnetruct HBs
in thls rcgard. The reply was unaccaptable
because by vlrtue of belng the lmplementing
authorlfi for KIVR, the DoP rvae rceponslble to
ensurc compllance to provElors ln this regad ln
KIVR and moreover displaying a chcular at
varlous officee did not €nsul€ compllance to
ptovlslons in thla regard. We suggest
tompulsory dieplay of mandatory conditions in
all HBs at a promincnt place where pasaengers
can read them.

The proposal fumished by DOP for Gonstituting an

Enfor&rnent Wing is now under the consideration of Home

Departrnent.

ili) Non€Btablishment of enforcemant wing- 
Rule 143 of KIVR made it mandatory for the DoP

to establish an enforcement wing with three divisions,
one each atAlappuzha, Ernakulam and Kottayam for
periodical inspection of the operation of the HBs. The
wing was to be constituted under a Deputy

rintendent of Police assisted by a Sub-lnspectorSupe

(
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- However, flre Dop had not constitut€d the
:llol9rne$ tls as of Novemd;-i'oi'6-. rii;u€pamnent dld not contest the auditobeervatlon.

di objective
lin

n eacfr vrslon The ma n of rsth Swa to
ca outrry n nlpatrol andI waters to ensure the
s of the ssealebt onpa boangets rd nclud n nat hts igthal oentres

c{ of annual safety audit of inland

^,-_Y:_?b."r"d 
that though there were 7g jetties in

Arappuzha, none had been approved as a sife iettv.
F.urther, as safety audit was pendinglMiliiiir?J iiiall..cases, it could not be ensured'whether th6se
lettigg h-ad lhe requisite safety meaiure;il;;.,;
accidents during embarking and OisemUarffi-J
passengers.

cer,

Ii

The Port otr uzha reAlap edP archp (M
02 1 atth an Safe JeQ n Colnspec*lo mm ittee

had been forme fod f thle u anP drp086 safety
ud n 8 nds Thuapo on the ong ne hand thererewe H731 BI a8 a nst theag tirecrea aon

iv) Non-condu
vessels jetties

utio inst
arki

jetties id jetty

etties

ietty
it r.

jetties nectivity,

thei

R 1leu 40 1 of KIVR( ) ates that astipul S a
npreca deacciaga dnts uri embark anng dng

disernb ofng erspasseng overcrowd n ofsatvessels houls d be avo ed and each
sha have safe board afiang thW thngements ts end
n uew KIVR mandates that h toave be

aidentified nd selected sa rovedapp for vessels
na d that aud besafety ucond cted Theevery yea

measu sresafeg rescribedp Port offi alci sby for
approvi nclng uded road @n d ofepth

le nmatepr als used resent ndcop tion dra 1ft 0ava lab e han md als nd r stren h handgt ng
etccapac ty

ti duri

hirrigati

it

oN accidents were il dreported ate embang andrkingdlsembark oftng erspassen KMBg has constituted a safetywiaudit @ns ofstng AuthoRegistry Asst.rity ExecutiVEnee t.Eng on c ef Su onerveyor Ioffce from Water
IEIT n ort rtsp ment. andDepa NSthey andpected conductedaud at AIsafety Ku tama mkoleppey nda kuEma am
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canylnq g?paclty of the take betng 262 HBs,
unsafe jeftles further added to the risk to safetf
of pa$erq6rs.

3.1.3.5
Operation of
houseboats
without third

party insurance

Section il C of IVA mandates that every
mechanically propelled vessel shall take insurance
against third party risks and further in terms of
section 62 B of IVA non-compliance in this regard is
punishable with a fine extending to ' 1,00-0. ln
addition, Rule 15 (2) (d) of K|VR stiputates that copy
of such insurance certificate shall be submitted abh!
with the application for registration to the poi
Registry.

We also observed that during the 17 surprise
inspections conducbd by porUpolice depailnients
during the period 2011-12 to 2015-16,'fine was
imposed on 49 HBs which did not have valid third
party insurance. Absence of valid insurance could
deprive the passenger and the crew of legal benefits
and compensation in the event of any mishap.

The Port Officer, Alappuzha, replied (November
2016) that the survey certificate was issued only on
production of valid insurance certificate. The ieolv
was not acceptable as conditional survey oertificaiei
were issued by the Surveyor directing the HB owners
to produce third party insurance certificate within the
period prescribed in the certificate. But, it was clear

ti capacity

ird risks
ti

noticed

noticed id

We observed that uto 7Uof Stered BsHreg
nst recfea o aln cEragar oof n 262nylng v

BsH no 225 had aV d uns) @rance rtifily cate nsta9a
th The rema nt H509party Bs 53ng (6e per

were thWcent) out va d *ropera rdn9 party
nsurance wat s a ols that 961 HBs 70(26

a F rtheru duripoltcy ng
we atth 32 d not

per oent) had never taken
joint verification of 42 HBs,
have third party insurance.

All the house boats who have been issued survey
certificates possess third party insurance. Raids are
conducting ftequenfly in Alappuzha and imposing fines br
non renewal of insurance certilicate.

into Later,

nti
respective

istri

iti

withi specified

n raSU con@ n ste notwerempa to rovide Urnsready ran@p
vesselto s ttJtlen the rucoverage les catne for@.

the ns rau @noe es werempanl to thirovide rdready p pafty
nsu nra @ to the lsvessecoverage afte coI nuouSonly

d SSscu nto s with the de artrnentport thnd epa
d cod lectors nda the suran nce co Ir s formpanies. tris
teason thethat werevessels n al issued certificatesly wittr
the condIi no atth ththe rd nsu rElnce hsparty ou bed taken

n a ated
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( itionwithid

Laxttyird
noncomPli

thiatingitions

wasASndcosthnot vd comptBsHatth HBsofcent6 35o perthatfac'tthefromseen natftid rtyval putowithoperated nceandbehasonrctheswaitorirlon n9 n@lansurd rtyto parecondof

3.1.3.6 Non-
conduc't of

surPrise
inspections bY

the Port
Registering

AuthoritY

meeting
period

initi

keepi
security

detenti

nspections
leti

strati

ofisternMiefhceblI1 Hon'0-06-207noheldn the for8102mberDecetoupra@aranted sash sKerala ndlanofistrationtheto regrelatedssuestheallaul ng thatreg afteratedbeenhasnaction entstriMore slsvesse PoovarandKollama,at Aappuzhover yardsMoreodnpe lsVESSEneddetaithefor ngleasedbetoare ready camerawccandour24-hwithon yardA auzhAIthe appofidesat AryadstartedbeenhasanceIus rvel legallYbe ngto operatifoundsvesselandof stryort RegiP tttenndedbeen mpouhave
Surpflseund andng sufie rveys ngcompVesseln yardntiodete sucttforlawtheas perreleasedareresuon procedregi

datetilvessels

insurance.



17
a

prepared and presented the quarterly inspection plan
as directed by DoP for his approval.

Port Officer, Alappuzha, replied that Govemment
had not constituted a separate inspection team and
the department did not have suffcient space for
keeping seized vessels in safe custody. The port
Officer also added that service of more personnel
were required fcr the safe custody of confiscated
vessels which were not presently available with the
departrnent.

The reply was silent about the department's failure
to prepare inspection plan, recover unpaid fnes, and
follow up on rectification of shortfalls by HB owners
or suspend registration of violators.

3.1.3.7
lnadequate

manpower to
monitor

compliance of
KIVR

ln terms of Rule 31 and 32 of KIVR, the duties and
powers of surveyor includes conducting of
initial/annual survey, dry dock inspection and surprise
inspection of all inland vessels such as HBs,
passenger boats, motor boats, speed boatrs and
barges. The sanctioned strength ofsurveyors in Dop
was one Chief Surveyor and two surveyors (conkact
basis) for all th e s ix p ort registries in Kerala.

The shortfall in renewal of registration and conduct
of annual/periodical surveys and dry dock inspections
noticed were as detailed in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3
Shortfall in renerval of registration and conduc.t

of annuaUperlodlcal surveys and dry dod<

Number of HBs whereYear

Registration
not renewed

lnitial /
annual

survey not
conducted

Periodical
dry dock

inspection
not

conducted

Ilns

When KIV Rule came into efiect, only five additional posts
were sanctioned, namely, the Registering Authority, Chief
Examiner, Chief Surveyor and two Surveyors. There are 6Port of Registries in the state. Of these,
Thiruvananthapuram, distict under Whinjam port of
Registry, Kollam and Pathanamthitta districts under Kollam
Port of Registry, and Alappuzha and Kottayam dishicts under
Alappuzha Port of Registry.Emakulam, Thrissur and ldukki
districts under Kodungallur port of registry, Kozhikode,
Malappuram, Palakkad and Wayanad districls under Beypur
port of registry and Kannur and Kasargod districts under
Azhikal port of registry. A chief Surveyour and a surveyor
were deputed to carryout inspec{ion from poovar in
Mzhinjam Port of Registry to Manjeswarm in Azhikkal port of
registry.Due to this , it is not possible to inspect all boats
regularly. Besides, additional drdies are being given to the
existing staff at the Port of Registries and the related work ofKIV Due to insuficient number of stafi and increased
workload, there are obstacles in conducting inspections
against boats operating in this manner.
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When the KIV Rules, 2010 carne into force, there
were no suitable drydocks for the safe loading and unloading
of boats. KIV requires drydock survey of boats. But, it could
not be implemented due to lack of drydocks. Vessels that
do not undergo a drydock survey once in three years are
currently not issued an annual survey certificate or reneural
of registration.

2010Jt1 0 206 239

2011-12 238 48 60

2012-13 70 18 29

2013-14 18 63 58

20't4-15 0 2',1 u
201r16 0 33 56

Tctal 326 389 476

We observed that inadequate monitoring by the
surveyors and deficiency in detection of violations
resulted in non-compliance of several provisions in
KIVR. Moreover, joint verification ot 42 HBs
conducted by Audit revealed that HBs were operating
in the backwaters without suficienUcompetent crew
lifesaving appliance and fire fighting equipment which
was an indication of insufrcient monitoring which in
tum compromised safety of passengers. Further,
inefiective monitoring also resulted in non-realisation
of revenue due to Government.

ln the exit meeting, the Registering Authority, DoP
replied that due to shortage of surveyors in the
depafiment, the above functions could not be canied
out by them.

Governrnent level decision is needed in this matter. Action
will be taken for the sane.

Section 54 A of IVA stipulates that the State
Government may fix fie maximum rate per kilometer
for passengers of any class travelling on inland
mechanically propelled vessels.

We observed that neither the DoP nor the DoT had
fixed the tarifi rate. Though IVA empowers the State
Government to make rules for tarifi rates of vessels,
the State GovernmenUDoP/DoT did not take any
action for incorporating the stipulation either during
framing of KIVR or during its arnendment in 2015.

3.1.3.8 Non-
fixation of

maximum tariff
rate for

houseboats
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DoP replied that it was issuing only the RC for the
HBs after conducting necessary survey and as the
Tolrism department was controlling the HB industry
and facilitation of tourists, the authority to fix th6
maximum rate rested with DoT. However, the DoT
replied that, at present, DTPC had no role in fixing
the tariff rate for HBs in Kerala. Fuilher, the DoT had
no control over the operation of HBs as DoT was only
implementing the classification schenre for HBi
having RC from registering authority. As a result the
passengerc were left to the mercy of HB operators.

3.1.3.9 lmpact
on environrnent

i) Operation of HBs without renewal of lntegrated
Consent to Operate

Section 25 of the Water (Prevention and Control of
Pollution) Ad, 1974 (Water Act), stiputates that
previous consent of KSPCB is necessary to establish
any industry or any treatment or disposal system,
which is likely to discharge sewage or trade efhuents
into a stream or on land. For this purpose KSPCB
issues ICO to industries. Further, in terms of KIVR,

the Surveyor issues the certificate of annual survey
based on the ICO issued by KSPCB.

We observed that, even though lCO was
mandatory for obtaining the certificate of survey/RC,
the Surveyor issued conditional survey certificate
directing the HB owners to produce ICO within the
prescribed time limit. The Surveyor also did not
ensure that the HB ourcrs fulfilled the condition
within the stipulated time, as discussed below.

We observed that out of 811 HBs that had applied
(2010-11 to 2015-16) for ICO to the Environmental
Engineer (EE), KSPCB, Alappuzha, validity of tCO
had expired in respect of 324 HBs (39.95 per cent)
and 113 HBs (13.93 per cent) were operating without
ICO as on 31 March 2016.

During the annual survey of House Boats, the Surveyors
were checked the Pollution Control equipments provided on
board approved certificates of Pollution Control Board /
Central Pollution Control Board approved certificate. The
Conditional Survey Certificab is issued by the Surveyor.
Thereafter, directed to produce the ICO within the stipulated
tine. Registration is given to vessels produced by the ICO in
this manner. The details of the vessels operating without ICO
are accurately recorded and sending to PCB. 

-

Alappuzha Port of Registry provides construction permits
and registration to vessels in Alappuzha and Kottayam
districts. During their annual survey, Pollution Control
Certificates (lntegrated Consent to Operate (lCO)) issued by
the Alappuzha Office and Kottayam ffice of the pollution
Control Board are submitted.A pollution control certificate is
also re#ked to be submitted for the post-oonsfucfion
survey.
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Particulars Number ofHouseboats
SubFcted
to JV by

audit

Which
never

obtained an
tco

Where
validity of
lCOs had
expircd

Kerala
Backwaters

Pvt. Ltd.

8 7 0

Kerala
Tours

Backwaters

2 1 0

Other
individual

HBs

32 14 3

Tdal 42 22 3

It was also noticed that, though I 1 1 HBs app ed
for co on ly 7U HBs were reg rstered with Port
Registry Alappuzha. We observed that nitial survey
of HB was @mpulsory for obta tn ng co whi e
reg istration was not. Hence ,nanv of the HBs which
unde rwent nitia SUrvey obta ned co but fa led to
applv fof reg istration Th s resu Ited n dEcrepancy
between the NUmbe I of HBs that were regrstered and
those \,l/tl ch obta ned co Th s drscrepancy occUned
due to ack of coord nation between the Pod Reg istry
AIappuzha and KSPCB Aappuzha
The resuIts of Jo nt verificatio n conducted by AUdit to
ascertai n the GOmp tance of HBs to mandatoryrequrrement of co are s tven n the Table 3 4

TSle 3.4
Details of HBs o without ICO

(Source: Jo int verification reports)



1 Joint verification of 42 HBs revealed that ICO had
expired in the case of three HBs, whereas 22 HBs
(Appendix - 3.1.8) never obtained an lCO. Ot lhe 22
noncompliant HBs, M/s Kerala Backwaters hrt. Ltd.
owned the maximum number.

Audit analysis turther revealed that, out of 22 HBs,
seven (owned by M/s Kerala Backwaters h/t. Ltd.)
were unregistered since 2010 and seven had not
been surveyed since 2010. KSPCB had not taken
any punitive action against these HBs, as stipulated
in the AcURules.

Conditions stipulating to position the exit pipe of Bio-tanks
above the water line insisted while granting the initial
approval for construction of the vessels. The existing
vessels are altered to comply with this requirement during
the Dry Docking. lnorder to avoid littering of garbages in to
the lake directions given to Houseboats to collect and sorted
separate bins. Whefi the vessels approach the shore LSG
lnstitutions collected the garbage and disposed. Auareness
is being given to the boat crews also.

3l

ll) Non-conduct of periodlcal inspection and
rvater analysis ':

ln terrns of Rules 118(1) and 115(5) of KIVR, every
HB should be ftted with biotank for collecting the
sewage ftom the toilets and all exhaust pipeline of
bio-tank should be fitted above the water line mark of
HB. Further, according to Ministry of Environment
and Forest, Government of lndia notification
(December 1999), KSPCB should inspect and
analyse water samples from the fnal outlet pipe of
each HB once in six months and enbure that the
prescribed parameters of discharged water were
within the acceptable limit (BOD12- 30 mgfl). Further
in terms of section 21(1) ot Water Act, 1974, KSPCB
had to take samples.

We found hat in all the 42 HBs jointly verif,ed, the
final outlet pipes from the bio-tank of HBs were fitted
below the water line mark of HBs. This rneant that
sewage from the bio-tank was discharged hrough
the final outlet pipe below the water surface.
Consequently, collection of mandated water samples
from the final outlet pipes of HBs, which was inside
water, for periodical analysis was impossible due to
ib incorrect position. Moreover, had the Surveyor in

it io
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Number of dischargesYear

4 times 3 times 2 times One
time

Total
usage

2014 Nit 1 13 240 269
2015 Nir 1 33 298 367
2016 Nit Nir 15 202 232
Total Nit 2 61 740 868

as shown in the T&le 3.5.
Tabl6 g.s

Details of discharges made by HBs into CSTp

(Soure: Records of
Council, Alappuzha)

District Tanrism Promotion

^.Though 
811 HBs had applied for ICO to KSpCB,

ll:pqg$ in diferent years, only an average of 29d
HBs (35.75 per cent) had dischaiged sewale duringthe years 2014 to 2016, wni*r pointed 6
unauthorised rnethods employed for sewage
discharge by HBs.

We further observed that District Office KSPC B
AIappuzha did not conduct period IG€I water analysis/
nspection of the cSTP sin@ its commission ns tn
March 20 14 Dunng Jo nt verification wate r samp les
ftom the final outlet of the CSTP were collected and
analysed and found ttrat BoD level and suspended
sol ids were 1 1I ms4 and 1 16 rng/l respectively wh ch
was beyond the mit prescnbed (30 rnsA and
1 00mgfl)

n reply to an audit qUery DTPC AIappuzha
stated that the undef uti tisation of cSTP by HBs WAs
due to lack of strict monitoflng on the part of KSPCB

pHowever D istrict otrce KSPCB AIap uzha stated



94

(
{

,i

tio
iti

rectuts ruofk nfran aca dstaffofohstoud eat rtageth
Sndconth thenceareu cone stdu ot mpncoht ey
ethofonnco dhetb ASeccenu aSwa ptaerheT p v I na tedwaovebasc Su seddaSCSSArwate mp

acenutto pBSPCofrt K pathononcti pnte au rg
MSSnachmeIito nmod ncr ebe res sth p

matters.

Was

fo

ertific
ti

f-goveit

etherwhethkchre ecarS ngsuuS rveyoun aln Anu rveyD ng ortP02 51uR esK461 ofuR ew thedcoats eroab mp
tonersowtBoauseoHethtorauc rcuedssntrtmeDepa
hetedUSS byU esRnrne tn eaMte agthemco ply
ethS osedndacte pcootndardaoBC tron onooP uti

ctedn ustrASmetitotin meewhetcteswaSo idSesIa bass tonoctirdct eSd trissueavh entrtmeDP rtou e epaeth Rn eSewatt ehorece gtheVE ptsotKof rifyrsouS erveth v eof sewah ed sc agn hetOWh rgsPT cDof sa tntnreatmet p toaBoH usehetnn nh e bcTD s sPneo atdSEu boatno oh
torectedda sorearsrVeuSethnda yousauna nI rvey

ceiasuIatethI eod estn a lesa VEeht ekhec sewagc cenm ace ore thn aft pewn owl re vatescuShT e rvey
auna nthenu nDSnnd t o scodneonmeovebahet1o ner forntaof cos cenh rerfo tcteds n pabo thetuS spervey nsewastna cnondan ca rgoofat no rgSE ratea regsegp
cu hsuonsn titS utnme t regrnsethe ocanodda

iv) Defective management in
segregation and disPosal of solid
hazardous waste

ti

sls educo11 too 3nnco d tficot Srd nAcco pecs
sasedeb d ShS asa te poid wSOCP BKSE ofEbv u esRdn ndn aHant )mee snMa astead Wre Sol s(p

u ESates tisd urhet SAe of pedh uSCerthFu02 00
ofS oseda dn deat dI pbeS ahWAste seg egso dht at

K VRfo461euRrheurtG s FSLnt ficareSC byv tob snraa teseedovIotsr pneowse pvesresUreq IeASrlamS pcafi vcls ne tiSwa te lyo dSSCd osp
ndnaHand )sntmena a eMASW te sord su (azaH

osedd Sah beo sn ne pte ewasI I81 gu SeR cP BKSsednouthntse ao an bylectu cohro sth s tobSB uS24 Htof heon ne iectedtd athrveeobsWe
rfosnbatr eSC aw thdrovl edrewe poti nrve ficant p

Jo swa tesrendacP sa ppatesSwaofat norese ss ndn re ataconlea snected ngn coebrewe s
ht eonIndS oaatennub t prbofosed ngsd vp
reWEH BstheW rhe erStekwacabehtofksnab

H Bthebofosedsd vwasote pASWoredanch
rnoht e tent nonb aond Ithen a sSr o pp vne vOW

doseSBsH dofs perownhetN neo ofuhthf erta op
BSK CPbdoh I seutaa vntseect oncohroth u ss derovotnd dL GS pethth tadrvebseoeW

ofr mtes Ssu warda oId hazsoofonectirfo coeti saf cr
aSS OSacfi dsc ntieI pfoa eadne an thsBHeseth

required under the rules

collection,
waste and

li

lates

I
r

I
II

II

t

I



95t
ied

routi cti atio
id

it lity
ri itself.

I,
id

KSPCB re that Lp SG AI auzh dpap d not fol lowa ne s rfoystem co le on re nseg ndag
d ofsposal so wastes from HBs wh le the LSGIstated that \^laS the onSIbiresp of HB owners totsd of thpose e SO d wastes at the sour@Howeve Schedu le ot the So WasteaM( ment na dnage H na d R leu S 2ng) sti000, atespulthat it ts the res s b ofpon theity LSG to nma thea9esol d waste

id lity
rity irec.ted

rovide itie
tic

rovid
unit ideratio

Environment rtme tnDepa tied th tarep dthe sposaol sol waste swa eth bresponsi of the LSGI andthat the Port Autho was d to ensure that nowaste waS du nto themped ake It alt /Ets so statedatth eth BH owners were n thformed ta had totheyp own cifa s to dts ofpose o cani warg stesand lsoa to ve lasg wap stes on toly rs Therecyclere salsoply thtated ta the bposs ofty np asrnob le was a Uso nder cons n
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4About 14 cent ofper HBs unreg der PortReg AIistry uzha hadapp not renewed IFn ureg rther 5about 3 I @ntpe of erh HBS d dotn conduct the ma and a nn ualtory utsurvey redreqnu ed r KIVR Thrs not dte top neffective mon nn bI vthe su cEIUS thrveyor reat tong the s andafety secuof the passen on boagers rd Thou h theg naca ca ctffyt ofng Vepa maty nba ad ake swa no 262lyBsH as found out b c DWRv M n the Environmentstud ofv nVemba da lake DoP tssued ist on tore9
7u HBS as of aM rch 20 61 wh tch s roxiapp matelythree times eth cacarrying ofpac eth ake Th ISn of the oP rts rtmentdepa aposed senoUS threatto the ne rronmenta Stab thof e kea nefrective

3.1.4 Conduslon

The Kerala Maritime Board has been instructecl to
;Xil[:Jlfr 3#',:H':f]er" " 

n""ivJt ii ii"'#'rv tn"

:!ry;iyi";;thl;'r#:iif:i#:iJil:i11j[,il':*,#
fi:i:t#t;iStr# with a rarse p'di;t.i;'il"*Jiiilg,r,"

tirE
tituted

tlishati
itor activity

lutio

Fig ting checki
inspecti

At resentp rtPo ntDepartne d rectedstricdy lla the HousetBoa Owners to co und ct su na drvey strationregi nSu se nrpn spection team for House Boats ts SconHen@ the District Adm, on and Loca SelfGove ntrnme rtrnentsDepa to be mon the of theseboats, es aecl np thely case of water npo from houseboats. Po ution control meaSUres for rp Liferope Savingta &nceApp F re h an@pl sAp dU flng thengna nual and SUsurvey flserp on b eth Sv urveyors
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. KSPCB did not have adequate monitorino
rnechanism for identifuins tte oreiJeis. iili HdIdid not utitise the Cdff r*,"i. ."*fJ l.j"-ir,J flll,*,xll 5"l,fi",ff"il:environment.

-^_?!ring 
exit nreeting (December 2016), details of altparas rnentioned above were discus#d *fh-it"department. The depaftment oio noi co-n-Gt it" 

",iiiobservations.

December 2016) to
(March2017).

The matter
Government and

was refened (
reply is awaited
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. Stat€ment of Action taken 
-on 

paras S.1 E 3.2 of C&AG report ofEconomic Sec{or for the year 
"noio 

glls/2olS - -'- =-

l_ Recommendations Action Taken

i:. f ;iFunctioning of Agency for development of Aquaculture Kerala ADAK).ii

lNon - compliance ,Farms and Hatcheries o
;with the p located in the coastal and

Nl,l se lz.,u,lqr*
stlg l,L,L_

perated by ADAK are mainly
brackish water region and comes
AAAct,2005.

i3.r.2.2

lcoastal
i:Author

rovisions of I

Aquaculture I under the preview ofthe C
ityAct.

Multi species hatchery Sluimp and Fish Hatchery located at
Odayam, Varkala is one of the main units of the ADAK.
The unit comprises a slulmp hatchery, Scampi Hatchery, a
fin fish Production unit and an Aquarium complex and 3 D
Theahe. Application submitted earlier has been updated as
per the direction of CAA and resubnritted on 29/6/2021 for
obtaining registratio n.

riilApplication 
submitted on Bl3/2020. District Level

,rCommittee approved but State Level Committee headed by
,?I1"r_o_, of Fisheries rejected the application fo. tf," **t 

"f,CRZ Clearance.

jPranholi Fish Farnl Thalassery, Kannur district already has
ithe. registration (Reg No. ii n zotr (68t;; ;;
reg$tratlon renewed.

Xr4oaet Strimp Farm & Training Centre, poyrya, Tfrissurjdistrict has already taken the Reg. No-ff,ii _rOi; and
legistration for the renewal of the lGnse t u. U""o nt"O -Opending with CAA for approval.

Njarackal Farm, Emakulam district has already taken CAA
registration KL II 2016 (1271) and Ii"enre.er"*J rpio
2021.

Edakochi Farnu Emakulam district has been registered with
iRegistration No. KL I l-2019 (1391) and Licens-" approreJ.
,lDistrict Level Committee not convened and the application
iis pending with the Deputy Director of Fisherie

il

s, Thrissur
3.1.2.2 I

Non - adherence to
jguidelines in
iculturing of White leg
ishrimp.

4D.ffi I* conducted two tdal farming of white legged
,$rimp L Vannomei in earthen ponds -of 

Model Shl'mp
iFarln, P9l2a by adopting adequate bio security rn.**J,
;ana A;inf1tlq pond preparation -a "i*"g".r""tprotoeols stipulated by CAA. In order to 

"nr,.i" bio
:isecurity, the enthe
ponds - bio security
rrestrict the entry of
fjle ?4 gnlrv 

-re

farming area including the reservoir
fencing and bird nets were provided to
unlvanted organisms into the farmlng

stricted to authorized persons and

:

I

I

i

I
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I

w
l.designated
, protocols as

w:ters after adopling 5q.iq1s putated in the CAA guidelines.
disinfection

i:.H;',t#:H:A*,:",y" diverse aquacurture activiry

a 
","o 

n",uii'oi-' i;#' Ll'".""inl 
t 
lllff ,",ffi , 

lil:, ":1; Department of Fisheries.

SAA ro: 
"u,,**g",t. ir"IljHTilT:_7,t,il,;: I:Poyya farm, Agency has 

"t.*ty ,"nrion"J',r,.'"ili."t,,
,111L1* in the farm u"o caal".-*"iir"t,iJl.,1il,,n",rmspectlon prior to the
u,"",tuining ir,"'0," *"i,,I#lfil."l,jh.fiH,:, l;J, rarmrng activity have nol 

_raised ""y .-U:.Ii.r' 
"#, ,,r"':ticense was granted for noyyu rui,n"ii"a.u#,i"r*,

.,,|x1l5 . "U.r^ .satisfting tfre biosecurity and othcr.,Jnrasrucrure facilities creared in tn fu.* iJ, ,;';*;,r".,flj[. rime of rhe inspection rv ,i.'iea'ii#P""*o
rarmmg was going on in the tarm and since the activity wascarried out in an isolared ntags.lhs.;fi.;;';;';.;i::;,
objection and as per their recommenaarion fencing uJng
lll{I* Sheets. were provided *"r; ;.':;;;"";i;,.ponds to prevent the escape of rhe crabs i;;;;;;",,",
;Issues in Financial Manatimeortie*iiteE.ilffi -"llL:L:,f,1.1"fi ,,1S"*:#,:
warer depth of the pond muintuin"a *r.-,:;';.";r;.",1i,"guidelines of the CAA th" ";;r,-;;; ".1^ili_1' f'' ii;recommended,b.r.;;;;::d*ff il,r.jTl[:o*.,il'il

,1.5 is 60 numbers / sq meter. Si"". ifr. a"p,t;;;:t;".
i::Ir,n" was less by b.3 meter i, rh. R;;, flr;;' ,,compensation for the lower depth we ;;;r;J;;;;: ,
P.:^.1 ."::khq dersity of 40 numbers /sq m onJv assuggested by the ream. who had ,.o1. 

"^plri""."'li ,r,.fietd Moreover the.agency *nar",Jii" e"Ji; ;;.1;,,'J,gn an e xperimental basis.

;Outbreak of diseases in L.vannomei farmrrlg ls a co0lmoDn cveu if we' adheie to the strict guidelines,stipulated by CAA. Low productivity and diseaseocc are very complex and it involves the interaclionof climat condition, water quality and morpho_ edaphicrfactor

icAA
so the culture system. In future, strict adherence ollines will be followed by the Agency in all irsAquacult re operations and pond Iining with suitablcimaterial ll be done if L. vannamei farming is undertakcnthe

on -achievement of iiKalpad r farming area comprrse vast extend of coastalproject objectives. .iwet 
lands which are always tnundated rn water and arcicharac

month

iryoay

by salinity intrusion during the surrmerproJect envisage to initrate integrated farming ol'fisVshrimp in I g0 hectares of these wet land

.l

i:

ii

il

t3
i

im
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which are kept fallow more than 30 years and were plarutcd
to in.rplement as group activity comprising of 32 groups
each having a unit area of 5 hectare.
The scheme was planned to implement under the two years
plan proposal viz. 2013 -14 and 2014- 15.
For the year 2013 -14, 17 beneficiary groups selecred
under the project have constructed bunds and created othcl
infrastructure facility around their area, prepared the field
and carried out paddy cultivation. Subsidies were releasecl
to the beneficiaries in tluee installments. Considering thc
,financial constraints of the groups, lust installment ol'
:Rs.3,71,250/- each paid in advance for initiating rhc
,iinfrastructure work after executing agreement and remittinr.r
iihe beneficiary contribution in the bank. By rtilizing thc
subsidy and the beneficiary contribution all the 17 groups
have constructed the bund around the farm, fixed sluice for
;lregulating water in and out of the farm and prepared
nursery and paddy field for farming. Following the

:rcompletion of these works, ADAK officers physically
:verified the construction work and after satisfiing with thc
:completion of the works undertaken, second inslallnent ol'
the subsidy of Rs.1,12,500/- each were released to the
groups for farm shed construction, farm equipment
purchase and payment of lease amount of the area. Thc
construction work and purchase ofequipment and payments
ofthe lease agreement were also physically verilied by rhc
ADAK offrcers and found that the amounts allotted werc
rused by the beneficiaries for the purpose intended for. l'hc
:ihird installment of the subsidy amount were released to the
t:groups after all the beneficiary group have conducted padd.v

.:cultivation in the field and stocking shrimp seed / fish seeds
:,in the nursery pond for the shrimp/fish crop as per the

;;approved project. All the l7 group conducted rice
,icultivation covering an area of 94.02 ha, and produced
128.960 tons of rice achieving an average production of
308.01 kgs/ha. The level of production achieved was only
l0% of the rice production anticipated. One oi the main

Ieas_ons th4t qe[ be attributed tg the _,lqy level of ricc
production was the unexpected rise in pH content ofthe soil
due to high organic debris and humus content in the soil.
Even though ADAK and the farmers had made concencd
€ffort to ameliorate the eflect of pH in the soil, all the
efforts were not much successful and 5l hectares of arca

:;were only effectively seeded for paddy cultivation. Sincc
:the area selected for cultivation was weed infested and kept
.lfallow for more than 20 years decaying organic vegetation
. and humic acid in the soil was high and it usually takc
,about 5 years to stabilize the pH by repeated flushing by
saline water and crop rotation. Apart from the liesh water
runoff during monsoon (neutral pFI) and tidal influx
(alkaline pH), continuous application of lime/dolomite and

''gontinug.us 
fqTi"g.ovgr many years are required for
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'1i91h,:, 
or pn- in Ario* rcuipua r*a. ,o'faciritate;p:,r*: in crop production (both paddy & .frrr*i f"

:r:llowinc 
years. Low producrion .r,icin;i"d t""ti;Till

iyears w.as well reported t, rh" p.q;;;;;;: lj;,lHl,
rproduction is usually recorded i;-;;;,;iliy"#ffii
.^T,,Iy Fish farming carried out subsequent ro the paddy.rarmrng were also not satisf6glqry i, tt"?^,'y"r. ir"ii ,r,.racidic nature of the soit *e ;ili;",*","i"i1"",n,:conditions. The actual proouctron was l g7g2 kgs form rhe
l]::l: which account a production of iioii r..".r,]iil,r*comes around only 36Jvo of the anticipateJ;."i;;b; 

",the first.crop of shrimp fu.mi"g a"tuii"i'ffi-. il"*;:H*,tom this unlirnely and unexpected .roring of Ii,rr#pr"rry
,tregulator which supply water to flr";;;;i;, il;:::*,;;unrest also created oroblem* ,., ,i. ;;;_:_:"^,::: 1".
r;t,-, #;;;;,,T.:?:H, 

"'"o^lXl 

t--"' during thc

,ili As result of the facts stated above second crop of paddy .l

3j strimn. 
lrming operations were nor under taken by rhetarmers and thus ADAK could nor .*p.;Iil ffi, "tJ.;

ithough field officers of ADAK p".il;;;";;;;, ioi;"
I^e -th: 

r:Taining aaiviry they were nor ready and relucranr'to restart the operations due io the "pfi;;-;;#;rgecotogical issues relared with closing "r ["ii"ip"ityregulator and low productivity.

ji
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and private land owners. Following this ditection a lrcctin3
was held in the Chamber of the Mayor of Kannur Municipal
rCorporation on 10/1212018 and in the meeting ir was
decided to conduct a detailed survey ofthe area issued to all
the seven groups to demarcate the area owned b), the Kannur.
rMunicipal Corporation and private land owners. The survevs
are not yet completed and due to this reason initiation ol'
larming operations are pending.

In the meantime some ofthe beneficiary groups have filcd
:cases in Kerala High Court, WP (C) No. 28633/2019 and in
the connected case under the WP(C) No. 30309/2019.
WP(C) 32158/2019 and Honourable High Court had givcr.r
directions to the Govemment to hear the petitioners and ro

ltake appropriate decision. According to this direction thc
,Government heard the petitioners and respondents and
,necessary directions were given to the Kannur Corporation
iauthorities and District Collector to complete the survey ar.rd

ito ascertain the extend of area and to demarcate the land
owned by private persons and Government and to list out
the ownership clearly. For the continuation of farming,
ADAK also submitted a proposal to Government through
Dilector of Fisheries on 0710112020 for extending thc
scheme for another 5 years. Still a new case filed by one of
the group W.P (C) 32712021 is pending in the Honourable
High Court.

i I cornrnittee comprising of Panchayath President, Distr.icL
Fisheries Officer, Agriculture Officer, concemed Warcl

,,Member and the Farm Manager, Eranholi Fish Farm w.as
,:co nstituted and the selection ofthe beneficiaries as well as

I'monitoring was made by this committee. Implementations
riof the project at various stages were monitored by tlre
icornmittee. In addition to this the project was monitored by
Executive Director, ADAK and in the monthly revieiv

,:meeting necessuuy directions were given to Farm Manager.
Eranholi Fish Farm and field level monitoring was
conducted by the Farm Manager.

.i Expected production and income as envisaged in thc
project were not achieved mainly due to the adverse soil arrd
water quality conditions and also due to the occurrencc ol'
ownership disputes and cases pending in the court. Most ol'

,lthe beneficiary group who availed loan from the bank has
:repaid the amount partly mainly llom the earnings obtainod
'from the farming activity. Due to adverse climatic ar.rcl

,ecological issues the farmers could not be able to continLrs
the subsequent crop ofpaddy and slrimp farming suspecting

i low returns. Even though ADAK tried to persuade the
lfarmers and offered all support most of the groups werc
:reluctant to continue the rice farming but strimp filtration
were under taken by many activity groups. The
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i:unwillingness on the part of the farmers rvas the main
treason for the partial achievement of the objectives of the
:project- but with the project implementatio4 rhe Kaipad
,hreas that were left fallow for past 3 decades could be
. 
pevived and brought under cultivation. Revival of fallow
iland can be considered as achievement ofthe project.

, ADAK has taken adequate steps for continuation o[ thc,ptoject for the year 2Ol4-15 by addressing the issu,e u.iLh
'Kannur Muncipal Corporation for survey oi the land un,.lel.
dspute and also with the Govemment for sanctio,n ILrr

qZ

cont lnuation ofthe project for another 5 years. Actionr; wer.c
also taken to dispose the case pending with the Flcn,blc

igh Court of Kerala.

Having considering all the issues including land disputcs,
oow the agency has been taking utmost care in such mattels
land a 25 crore Project ,' homotion of Integrate<l Farming
lSystem of Kaipad and Pokkali in Coastal Wetlands of Kerala

;funf1d bV MoEF&CC is nearing completion wiihout any ,

isuch issues,

3.t.2.4
:Promotion of farming
rof exotic species
'without adequate safe
guard.

t!1!1me for the promotion of farming exolic species viz.
GIFT. was implemented by ADAI( unde,r tire pn,ject

, Development of model farms for Innovative Aquaculiurc
Practice. The GIFT farming under the projecr was lbr:technology and economic viability demonstiations. Even
though the ADAK has given wide publiciry abour rhc

'lscheme number of the suitable farmers-came up to take up
;the scheme were very less. Moreover that the irnit cosr of
jthe scheme has been worked out for an area of20 cents. Ir
ispite of the repeated invitation of application for the
pcheml, number sufficient farmers ,oU*itt"a uppii"utio,
jwere limited and due to this reason and for tire timelv
rompletion of the project it was decided t, 

"""riat,;applicants having lands below 50 cents as beneficiaries ol.
the scheme. The farming activity of GIFT is u,icleli,

,laccepted and globally undertaken aquaculture activity. T.herlspecies of fish is hardy, fast gro*-irg and the c,rliu.e j.
economically beneficial to the farmer than any othef
iindigenous varieties of fish. The farming activity of thc
iGIFT is canied out by the selected beneficiaries under strict
biosecurity measure to prevent the escape of fish in the
jnatural environment and also by the strict monitoring of thc

ency. Bio security measures such as fencing around thc
bird nets, providing bio security screens around thc

isluice etc. were provided in the farm as stipulated in the
vt. of India guidelines to prevent the escape offish into
natural environment. Since scheme was first of its kind

,in the state ADAK has implemented the scheme with
ipnority to the benefit of farming community.

il
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As the compliar.rce of the directions provided in this atr.lil

report all the farming activities of exotic t-rsh would bc

caried out by observing guidelines directions and

recommendations of Go[ as well as state governn]cnt

considering biodiversity issues. Regarding GIF| "Guidelinc
,rfor Responsible for Farming of Tilapia in India" issued by

Gol would be strictly followed in future.

feed In compliance with the audit observations, in all the farnrs

operated by the Agency dtections have bpen given to all

unit offtcers for the proper storage of feed and othcr'

ressential items used as input for the farming activity. Special

facitities have been created in all major farms of ADAK t<r

store the feed stuffs in farms of Poyya, Ayiramthengu.
'Eranholi, Edakochi. Creation of the facility is being undcr

;taken in Kadappuram farm also' Apart from this, propct'

,,stock registers 'are also maintained for the management ol'

the feed in the farms. Storage of feed for more than tl.tc

19x_PuY / prescribed period strictly is not fol]_oying ngw

Issucs in Financial Managements and Accounts

:3.1.2.5 Improper
ir management

3. l .2.6
Inegular retention ol
grants of Government
grants

The balance amount retained in ADAK with respect to thc

,funds allotted for the implementation of the project viz. .

promotion of rice cum shrimp farming in Kaipad land is

,144 lakhs. The balance remaining is the aggregate amounr

of unexenpted fund allotted for two years viz., 2013-14 and

2014-15 projects. Details are given below:

Remarks

F'und not
surrendered,
Will be
surrendered
immediately

Balance
amount has not
been utilised
due to cascs
pending at
I'ligh Court

. The balance fund or rupees 60.1 1 1 lakhs remaining

,under the funds allotted for the projects during the period

i2Otl-t+ will be surrendered immediately. In the case of the
,scheme for the year 2014-15, a proposal for revalidating
iand extension of the scheme for another two Tears utllising

ln

Amount
disbursed
(Rs
lakhs)

rn

Balance
amount
(Rs
lakhs)

Funds
received
(Rs in
lakhs)

Year

60.111106.9522013-14 167.063

79.265 83.7972014-15 163.063

143.908330.126 186.217Total
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,1he unexpended fund 933.79]. lakhs is submitted byDirector of Fisheries and it i, i, ri.*"" O"p;;;,. 

* "
ji

,, 
- 
Regarding the projed of revamping poyya Farnr, the'ibalance amount of Rs. 0.3: crores retained in the bdnk,hccount was meant for meeting ,fr" 

"p"r"tl"rif ".p""ailrl",Lof 
the,project such as the coast of pond preparation andhputs like feed, manure, seed tuet ""j;L;rii";'r;;;.: ih.€ntre amount which was keot as balance. r"J".',i" ."i#"has been utilised for the purpose since then.

Regarding ',Revival or productivity of Pearl spot &i:Gtant prawn of Life cycle approach in VembanadEcosystem, Ayir ", out ofthe sanctioned amount ofiRs.
amthengu

1270 lakhs, an amount of Rs. 999.3 lakhs has been,utilized for
jamount i.e.,
iuoverrunent

lmplementing the project and the rest of the
Rs. 382.7 lakhs has been resumed by theon March 3 I st 201g.

ilhe Government has permitted the agency to charge a fixedAmount as margin over the seed cost supplied to variousiGovemmental project under request from fisheriesdepartment and expenditure has been made in every
iproposal based on Government direction only. Whileprepaflng the projects the seed cost are fixed based on theprevailing market price and also takrlg ln to considerationrof the transportation and other logistics. Agency inviteitenders every year for purch asrng seed fiom the suppliers. Inicertain years, when thire ls surplus supply of seeds the cosl;of seed

imarket r
are happened tomuch less than the prevaili ng

,Agenc
ate which will generate additional income to they when sold on the rates fixed rn the projects, Theiadditional source of rncome that have been generated by themainly used for pay the salary and wages to theand to operate the farms marntained by theGovernment is not grvmg regular non plan supportfo the Agency for meeting the expenses related to salary ind'wages payment and the Agency is meeting such expensesthrough the funds generated by way of selling seeds andifish. Considering this the audit para may please be dropped

lqr1lpts
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ir
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that lhe grant was utilized for the purpose actually granted.

j In the case of scheme Promotion of rice cum shrimp
,farming in Kaipad lands the unspent balance of Rs. 60 lakhs
will be surrender to the Government and the unspeut
hmount of Rs. 382.7 lakhs remaining as balance in the

,project Revival of Productivity of Pearl spot and Giant
lPrawn has been resumed by the Government on March 31.
2018. The unspent balance has been utilized fulty as the
lamount is meant for input coast retained for subsequent fish
'culture operations of Poyya farm.

The audited statement of the Agency accounl has becn
,;completed up to the yeat 2016 - 17 and the statemenr up to
;the year 2015-16 has been approved by the Governing Body
:of the Agency convened in the month of August 2020.1'ltc
pendency in auditing the accounts was mainly due to thc
linon-approval of audited account statement by the GB. In thc
IGB conducted during the month of August 2020 approval
,was given to carry out the auditing of the account for the
jpending years and accordingly Agency have completed
iauditing of account for the year 2016-17. Auditing of the
iaccount for the pending years viz. 2017-18,2018- 19 and
2019 -20 will be completed within six months.

I In future, the Agency will follow utmost care while
bxecuting projects and adhere to the principles ol

; lc-counlTC_ :-?s Yell_1;, 9"b.s.9rve fi nangpl propriety.
:Compensation was given to owners of 74 Nos of china ncts
removed from Kayamkulam area of Inland Waterwavs

',Channel No. III @ Rs 1.25 Lakh as p...
,;GO(RQNo38/I 3/F&PD dated 17 /06/2013. Subsequently, thc
pneeting chaired by Hon'ble Minister for Homi on
:1111112014 regarding the Inland Waterways Channel No. lll
rhad decided to ptovide a livelihood package for 74 Nos ol'
.iowners of china nets who lost their livelihood. Accordingly
rDepartment had requested GoI to accord permission k)
;include 222 beneficiaries which included owners and
iworkers who have lost their livelihood due to the removal of
'.74 Nos of china nets from the Kayamkulam area of lnlanci
;Waterways Channet No. III as beneficiaries of thc
,Livelihood component of the Integrated Development ot
fishing villages project 2013-14 being implemented by

. KSCADC and to utilise an amount of Rs 88.80 Lakh from
the unutilised balance available in the project for providing
the livelihood support.

rGovernment had accorded sanction to include 222
ibeneficiaries which included owners and workers who havc
i.lost their livelihood due to the rernoval of 74 Nos of china

3.1
L

.2 7

s-l
ii

: Status ofAccounts

rJrregular payment of
: compensation to
fishermen.

inets ftom the Kayamkulam area of Inland Waterwt ys

l

,1i
l
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C'harucl No. lll as beneficiaries of the I-ivclihood
cornponent ol the Integrated Development of Fishing
villages project 2013-14 being implemenled b)' KSCAIX
and to utilise an amount of Rs 88.80 Lakh f}om the

unutilised balance available in the project for providing thc
livelihood support. Vide the above ordeq Government had

ralso ordered to provide the compensation sanctioned to thc
beneficiaries vide GO(Rt)No38/ I 3/F&PD dated 1 7 / 06 120 I 3.

,As per the Government order, the additional assistance of Rs

188.80 Lakh was released to the beneficiaries.

fa. F,."-+
dldtle3odl. dL
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roq.t oultno,& ibeooaoioio ruala

oo,it09ao[ om,tacsraod -
arheooxn6J300

A



q

APPENDIX III
Appendices From AG,s Report

--*-,-*,--,@4rc€l
/1P?END1X fl 0)

sll$rilfrr
Details of 42 Houseboats subjected to joint verification

(Reference : Paragraph 3.1.2 - Page : 39)

15 Anthem o

No name 1149/13 30 o471t13z I rhururu

0033/10 31 l,akes and
Lagoons No.9

Xe:ala abrrs
lar}saliii1!'"?

32 Vinayaka Touls

532

N,!5

----
b

Tour

Ms:l*ar:rii i

Venice Nil Gloria

Nil :
li
:

Fa '.Kerala
Backwaters
No.4

'. Ne.ila
3*akrat€rs
lla.6

NiI 35

36 1306A€iala
3ackwaters
No.7

0892/11

1080/13Kerala
Backwaters
No.8

Nil

Backwaters
No.10

Maidhili

No name

223/11

CIB 872

No name KIV 1105

(Source: Joint Veriftcation Report)

l:?

3 w ldentificatior Sl. No Name of Boat
numberr

Idelti{i(atio! Sl. N{, Name ofBoat
lumber tltlilrd

1 '.Syieiaale Nil3 Nil !s ?rina€3r :lia

1059 :6 Nr*dhe6!i
Holiday
Home

Nil t7 Kerala Tours
E;el{?i'llfri,

Itraltdry

4 ABC 0088/10 1B Nil Nil

Nil 1S :(!:ala
3sakwat€rs
No.2

,Nil lt 34 ltiejas

Yenic€ Nil 2' S:e(padmalll Ntl

I CoDri 0030/:{ 22 Satlbod graeB

's Nil ?3 37 Ursala

1' 0019/1.X t4 Kerals
'Bi.h!'{l€r3
No,9 ,' i'

NiI 38 MaYoqrr]n Nil

11 Slue Jelly Nil 25 Nit 39 Sabhwereeshan N'

72 'Er€: Gr€*a
Ts]x

99 26 4' C.ldeE !4ist 366

13 'IlIl nE:r* .XTY TS9 '27 41, Si:iiraer breeze 543

14 'Si}l.e
Caas:*5

,su4/:t 2g 42 .IJerdJs waters Nil

' KMo. issued by Port authorities.3 'Nil' mentioned in t}le table re{ers to unregistered HBs.
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,l

EEtGnilm
Position of survey, rcgistration and ar1;flri$:;3rk noticed during joint verification oI

(Referrnce : Paragraph 3.1.3.1(i) / 3.1.3.2.(i) - Page z 40143 )

Venic€ Trm Ya::.e ?aEr Venice Toua Venice Tour

Maddnrna Maddonna Maddonna Maddonla

Ve[iceYrnice Verice

Gouri xra

la
.lifttet

BILre Jelly Bke lelly Blu: Jelly Blue Jelly

Ever Green Touls

No nameltlY
29S ....

No name/KIV
299

No name/KIV
299

Spice Coast-S Spice Coast-s

Anthem of Lake Althem of Lake Anthem oJ l-ake

No name/KIV
1149t1i

No name/KIV
rt49t13

Kerala Tours
Backwaters,
holiday

Kerala Tourc
Backwaters -2

lterrla ?o::r:
Backwates '2

K€rala Tours
Backwaters -2

Kerala
Backwaters No,2

Kerala
Backwaters No.2

Kerala
Backwaters No.2

Kerala
Backwaaex NaJ: I

Kerala
Backwaters No.4

Kerala
Backwaters No.4

Kerala
Backwalers No-4

Kerala
Backwaters No.4

.Kl.ala.
Baakti*aeB Xs.s

Kerr:a
Bech!,xe*:Ho.6'

Kerala
Backwa:ers No.6

No.7

Kerala
3ackwaters

::l
,.a:.

No.7
ers

Kerala
Backwaters No.7

qPPFND|X JJ

Unregistered
HBs

Dry dock
inspectiou no:

coDdu.t"d so fa.

Not applied for
dry dcck

insp€€tisrl
psriodically
(36 mordrs)

Armual survey
nat conduct€d

so far
mIffi
EH#H#rlf

lISs witlort
distiaguishing

mark

Syndicate Syndicate Syndicate ,SyBd:..ate

Bhasura Bhasura 3hasl,lra

Hclidas Home llali{gy tln*r
A3a

V*L1ar

!&:ah
3r.:r*x*fi

:X!:aLi.:,.:
, 3a.li*i!tE{r.

e{iiialir
ga{ki.Lle:*

Lr i]5.Il€:lr
*13 ::

:$ndrmdl{lv
31! :

No *ttBdl{:Y
919,:'

*i#S,96-5
Arahri:}itr.:,ik

Kerala fouIs
Backwaters -2

KrIdla
Bti{i*i}ae:r No.6

3*
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.'19;::*di: r:'

st

Dry dock
inspection not

condu(ted so fal

Not apllied for
dry dock

inspccticn
pe:iotiically
{36 mont}rs)

Not applied
for renewal of
amrual survey

c:rtificata:.1

IIBS without
distinguishing

mavk

ti:dlrr.:,Eulallll:!nregisrered
:-..: HBS

Kerala
B*ckvaters NJ.8

l(*r3ki::
*iid{l'aaE$ }{s.8

Kerala
Backwaters No.B

Ks{rh
Barhriraa€rs Na.8

Xerafu
3aclfi^,aters No,g

Kerala
Backwaters No.9

Keratra
BaclwaaE.t l!s.5

Kerala
Backwaters No.g

l{erala
3*4,{waters
l{c,10 ,

Kerala
Backwaters
No.10

Kerala
BaLckwa:Eas

No.10

Kerala
Backwaters No.10

CIB 872 :gtE 871 crB 872 ctB 872

'Mdldltli Ma:dLllt Ma:dhili

li{3 nlrdlel1{:V
1105

Priacess Princ€ss '?ainaes* Princest

Na*dhan:r:r Ni*dharum

l*al<e* snd
lagoons No.9

Lakes and
Lagoons No.g

Vir:a}'alea Toa:s Vinayaka Tours Vlnaya:ra ToUi'r Vinayaka Tours

Cl.:is Gloria Gloria

Thejas Theja! Thejas Theja*

Sreepadmam Steepad.rnam Sreepadmam S:!epadEem

&r'bqi geea Ban:boo gre*r

Ursala Ursala

.&lry!..a* Mayooram Mayooram Mayooram

Sab::rirffishel Sabhwereeshan Sabhwereesha:r Sabhwereeshan

Golden Mist Cold$: Mist Golden Mist

Sl:rrme: tn:eze Summer breeze

Sree*la waters Freedia wate6 Freedia wraars Freedia wate$

23 mxrbirs 31 nunbcrs 5 numbers !7 rair:r 5 numbers 41 nu*rblrs

I-' '- .,,

il:,....
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Auriit llrp.]rt i-lieonomir Sector) y'r t*e yeor ended 31 Msrch 2A16

epPE^tD/Y r7T (n1)slw
Details of survey fees forgone by the department

(Reference : Paragraph 3.1.3,2(i) - Page : zl4)

27

304

Y€ar Total lumber
cf Bs

regiru*d each
yeff

H3s l:ot
applied for
renerval of

anrrtral
slavey as on
31.03.2016

Annual Total
survey not
ronducted

so far

Survcy lees includiag
aine due to be
coli:cted as on

31.0e:s16
(in'()

201&:l 400 t64 AE 206 27,90,2fr

.:!t:-12 81 31 77 48 5,83,250

.t!12.13 :5 13 5 1$ 1.75,750

2013-14 123 3t I 63 s,69s00

20L4-t5 N 14 21, 1,47,{t{

2015-16 65 s 1,76,75{

Toral 7t4 .33 389 444S,501'
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Appe*dices

41}oaanrr .7Ir (,v)
@

Details of Houseboats pending dry dock inspection

(Reference : Paragraph 3.1.3.2(ii) _ page : 44)

?:l

No. of HBs r.ir
applied for

rererval of dry

Nc. ii{ *l3s*iot
.apllltd lorS:y
ar*in! solar

Total
':::'Ye*l di
aagi'aatr ir w

2010-11 400 :61 78 239
2011.12 81 4B 72 60
2012-13 ?( 16 13 29
2AL3-14 123 0 58 58
20tc-15 40 0 34 34
201E.r6 65 0 5b )o
Talal 7y 229 2r, 476
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nP?k/v D/x E Q)
endix - 3.1A

Promotion of Rice cum Shrimp farming in Kaipad Lands, 2013-143
Consolidated details of beneficiary survey

(Reference Para 3.1.2.3 (Table 3.2) page 37)

7',)

)

Name of beueficiary
Sroup

Amo$nt of
subsidy given

({)

No. of vtars
for wiich

farming done

R{asofi* lor
dixcontinuation of farming

Harvest details

Rice fish
sl

No
Constraints

ffiI Aiswarva
fa sar

fiu!

i Sukrutham Kadhaka
4 6,76,644

ntqrfi #fifiMffiffi$WWryffi$WryE" "
ffiMilfrffiffiWq$ryuei{y ff*$ rot
ffijlltliased. Yhe fmility for
.'pq.-umrin6 *nd **lf{ng nf rice
rilirs less- : ,;milni {,. .... .

&7&00flx I

Vaffial I

10,000Ftve years Still conthuiug
l

ilMil 82,000
s

s,18,se7 t

6,76,644

ffiWnddld Swaysm
S$lraya San6am

400,000
per yeat

Karshnka
I

fiuhgfi$$0wtt$l$h!.ircnir;'*d frilly;
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Ri.1 cr;m Shrimp Farming in Kaipad Lands, 2014_15:
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