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INTRODUCTION

I, the Chairman, Committee on Public Undertakings (2014-2016) having
been authorised by the Committee to present the Report on their behalf, present
this Sixty Sixth Report on Tourist Resorts (Kerala) Limited based on the Report of
the Comptroller and Auditor General of India for the year ended 31st March, 2007
(Commercial) relating to the Government of Kerala.

The Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India for the year
ended on 31-3-2007 was laid on the Table of the House on 26-2-2008.
The consideration of the audit paragraphs included in this Report and the
examination of the departmental witness in connection thereto was made by the
Committee on Public Undertakings constituted for the years 2011-2014.

This Report was considered and approved by the Committee at the meeting
held on 19-11-2014.

The Committee place on record their appreciation of the assistance rendered
to them by the Accountant General (Audit), Kerala in the examination of the Audit
Paragraphs included in this Report.

The Committee wish to express their thanks to the officials of the Tourism
Department of the Secretariat and Tourist Resorts (Kerala) Limited for placing
before them the materials and information they wanted in connection with the
examination of the subject. They also wish to thank in particular the Secretaries to
Government, Tourism and Finance Department and the officials of Tourist Resorts
(Kerala) Limited who appeared for evidence and assisted the Committee by
placing their considered views before the Committee.

K. N. A. KHADER,

Thiruvananthapuram, Chairman,
11th December, 2014. Committee on Public Undertakings.



REPORT
TOURIST RESORTS (KERALA) LIMITED

AUDIT PARAGRAPH

Introduction

2.3.1

Scope
2.3.2

65/2015.

Kerala Tourism Development Corporation Ltd. (KTDC), a State
Government Company incorporated in 1965 had taken up a hotel project at
Kochi in 1970. The project was held up for want of sufficient funds. The
State Government, therefore, decided (April 1989) to form a new Company,
with the intention of obtaining institutional finance. Accordingly, Tourist
Resorts (Kerala) Limited (TRKL) was incorporated (August 1989) as a
subsidiary company of KTDC primarily with the intention of completing
the Kochi Hotel Project.

For completion of the hotel project, institutional finance was sought for and
financial commitment was obtained (January 1990) from Industrial Finance
Corporation of India (IFCI) by TRKL. In the meantime, Taj Group of hotels
expressed (July 1990) their willingness to promote tourism in the State.
Based on the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) entered into (October
1990) between State Government and Taj Group a Joint Venture (JV)
agreement between TRKL and Indian Hotels Company Limited (IHCL) was
executed (October 1990) and a new Joint Venture Company by name Taj
Kerala Hotels and Resorts Limited (TKHRL) was formed (May 1991).

In November 1993, KTDC formed another Joint Sector Company named Oberoi
Kerala Hotels and Resorts Limited (OKHRL) with East India Hotel Limited
(EIH) of Oberoi Group to promote tourism in Kerala. Subsequently, TRKL was
placed (December 1998) as the joint venture partner in place of KTDC.

Out of 11 Directors in the Board of TKHRL as on 31st March, 2007, three were
nominated by TRKL and eight were nominees of IHCL. The Board of Directors
of OKHRL consisted of six directors—three each from TRKL and EIH.

of Audit

This review conducted during April-May 2007 covers the performance of
the Company in respect of joint venture activities which include formation
of two joint venture companies (TKHRL and OKHRL), investment and
returns from the JVs since formation to March 2007.



Audit Objectives

2.3.3

The audit objectives of the performance review were to ascertain whether:

selection of the joint venture partner was transparent and the joint venture

agreements protected the interest of Government/TRKL;

TRKL could exercise adequate control over the functioning of the JV
Companies;

the joint venture company could establish hotels and resorts in the State
leading to substantial development of tourism and economic activity;

JV Companies were managed efficiently and effectively ; and

there was reasonable return on investment.

Audit Criteria

234

The following criteria were adopted:
provisions of the MoU between Government and JV partners;

instructions issued by Government for the formation of joint venture

companies;
provisions of JV agreement and operating agreement; and

Tourist statistics reports of Department of Tourism of the State Government.

Audit Methodology

2.3.5

Audit adopted the following mix of methodologies:
review of draft Council note at Government level;
review of JV agreement and operating agreement ;

review of performance of the Joint Ventures with reference to various
statistical data; and

scrutiny of Annual Report of JV Companies and files and records
maintained by TRKL.



Audit Findings

2.3.6 Audit findings emerging from the performance review were reported
(June 2007) to the Management/Government and discussed in the meeting
(31st July, 2007) of the Audit Review Committee on Public Sector
Enterprises (ARCPSE). The Management was represented by the Manager
(Finance) and Consultant Company Secretary. The State Government did
not send a nominee to ARCPSE although invitation was issued (June 2007)
to the Secretary to Government, General Administration Department. The
views expressed by the Management have been taken into consideration
while finalising the review.

The Audit findings as a result of the performance review are discussed in
the succeeding paragraphs:

TAJ KERALA HOTELS AND RESORTS LIMITED (TKHRL)
Formation of the joint venture company

2.3.7 The projected cost of Kochi project as per the Detailed Project Report
prepared by the financial consultant appointed by KTDC was X 5.90 crore
(August 1989). TRKL initially proposed to complete the project by availing
a loan of X 3.75 crore from IFCI and Tourism Finance Corporation of India
(TFCI) and the State Government’s contribution of X 2.15 crore. IFCI and
TFCI agreed in principle (January 1990) to grant term loan of X 3.40 crore
(IFCI X 2.04 crore and TFCI X 1.36 crore) and State Government was
required to contribute X 2.60 crore. Loan agreement was also executed
(January 1990) by TRKL with IFCI (being the leading lender) and an
amount of X 50 lakh was availed of by TRKL during 1991-92. The project
could have been completed directly by TRKL with the financial assistance
of IFCI and the State Government.

While the assistance from IFCI/TFCI was on hand, the Government instead
of providing its contribution approved (August 1990) the proposal to form a
joint sector company with Taj Group on the ground of financial difficulties
in releasing the margin money (X 2.60 crore) to avail of the loan from
IFCI/TFCI. The joint sector company, TKHRL, was formed (May 1991)



after selection of Taj Group as the JV partner by the Government based on
direct negotiation and MoU was signed (October 1990) between the State
Government and the Taj Group. Deficiencies noticed in the formative stage
of the JV Company are discussed below:

Taj Group was selected as JV partner by Government neither by giving
adequate publicity nor after inviting Expression of Interest from other
leading hotel groups in the country. The negotiation was conducted with
Taj Group alone. Due to this, the Company could not get a competitive
offer in terms of lease rent, margin on income, etc., so as to maximise its
share in the profit of the JV Company. After the agreement, TRKL
received a lot of enquiries for similar arrangement with other leading hotel
chains which indicates that there was enormous scope for TRKL to choose
a competitive joint venture partner.

No criteria or guidelines were formulated by Government before taking the
decision to select Taj Group as JV partner. No evaluation of the financial
impact of the future dealings was conducted. Finally, the capital base
provided by the State Government has eroded and IHCL has gained at the
cost of TRKL as discussed in the succeeding paragraphs.

Joint Venture agreement

2.3.8 JV agreement between TRKL and IHCL was executed in October 1990. The
terms and conditions incorporated in the JV agreement were framed without
any detailed study so as to protect the interest of the Government. Several
terms of the agreement, executed by TRKL with IHCL were detrimental to
the interests of the Government. This was despite Government’s clear
instructions to TRKL to safeguard the interest of the Government vis-a-vis
the joint sector Company in the deal. The deficiencies noticed in the
agreement and its impact are discussed below:

Absence of control on Joint Ventures

2.3.9 As per JV agreement, TRKL had only minority holding in the equity
share capital of TKHRL. The shareholdings of TRKL, THCL and
public/private placement was fixed as 20, 40 and 40 per cent respectively.



Thus, until such time as the public issue of JV Company was made, the
share capital had to be issued, allotted and paid by the partners in such a
manner that at all times THCL shall have twice the number of shares
subscribed to by TRKL indicating that control over the Company would
remain with IHCL implying handing over the valuable assets of the
company in three locations.

Since TRKL had only 20 per cent shareholding it could neither control the
affairs nor have effective participation in the management of the
JV Company so as to safeguard the interest of TRKL/Government. Due to
minority shareholding, the representative Directors of TRKL could not
effectively involve in the decision making process at the Board meetings of
the JV Company, despite huge investment made by the Company. Since
public issue/private placement were not made as provided in the
JV agreement, TRKL also could not exercise any joint control over TKHRL
along with the public/private shareholders. JV agreement did not provide for
the rights and obligations of the JV partners to deal effectively in such
situation.

Non-monitoring of the agreement

2.3.10 As per the JV agreement, the Board of Directors (BOD) shall consist of not
less than three and not more than twelve members. Subsequently, while
forming JV Company, maximum limit was increased to 15 for which no
justification was available with TRKL. TRKL and ITHCL would have the
right to nominate BOD in proportion to their investment subject to a
minimum of one and maximum of four for each partner. The remaining
directors were to be appointed and the size of the BOD was to be
determined by mutual consent of TRKL and IHCL. TRKL had no records to
show whether its consent was obtained in determining the size of the BOD
and appointment of the directors.

In 2003-04, the subscribed and paid up share capital was increased from
X 45.83 crore to X 50 crore and the shares held by TRKL and IHCL were
X 16.67 crore and X 33.33 crore respectively. Though TRKL was eligible to
nominate four directors to the Board of TKHRL, it nominated only three



Directors. IHCL was also eligible for maximum four directors and the
remaining three directors were required to be appointed with mutual consent
of TRKL and IHCL. TRKL neither nominated its fourth director nor insisted
for its consent for the appointment of remaining three directors (TRKL: 4,
IHCL: 4 and mutual consent: 3) thereby denying its own rights and giving
more rights for decision making to IHCL.

Additional investment

2.3.11 TRKL had invested (1992-93 to 2006-07) X 16.67 crore in JV Company
(being one-third equity) to match the contribution of X 33.33 crore by IHCL.
This included a matching contribution of X 11.17 crore made during 2002-04,
when the accumulated losses of TKHRL were ranged between
X 18.05 crore to X 21.75 crore. As such, the additional investment during the
above period of heavy accumulated loss lacked financial prudence. The
investment was made despite the fact that the Company was having the option to
refuse the additional investment vide clause 3 (e) of the JV agreement wherein it
was stated that the intention of TRKL and Government is to contribute to equity
in value equivalent to or less than the value of land and other existing assets that
they will be transferring to the Company.

Further, had the public issue/private placement made as provided in the joint
venture agreement, TRKL was required to contribute ¥ 10 crore only (20
per cent) towards share capital. The JV Company did not float public
issue/private placement of shares due to which there was avoidable extra
investment of ¥ 6.67 crore by TRKL. It was not available on records
whether the nominee directors of TRKL insisted on public issue/private
placement with a view to reduce the liability towards share capital. The
agreement was also silent about the time limit within which public
issue/private placement of shares would be made, thus allowing IHCL to
retain the control of TKHRL for indefinite period of time.

Transfer of assets

2.3.12 According to JV agreement, TRKL/State Government had to contribute
equity equivalent to or less than the value of land and other existing assets
that would be transferred to the JV Company.



Out of the 14 locations identified (October 1990) for transfer, it was decided
(February/May 1992) to develop tourism centres in Ernakulam (Kochi), Varkala
and Kumarakom. The total value of land (as fixed by the District Collector) and
buildings (as per the valuation of mutually acceptable valuer/CPWD) was
X 2.95 crore and X 2.51 crore respectively. The details of locations handed over,

area, value of land, date of lease, etc., are as given below:

Sl Area Value of Value of Total Value Date of
No. Location (acres) land buildings (6] lease
() )
1 Ernakulam(Kochi) 0.938 | 1,16,96,860 | 1,40,91,700 | 2,57,88,560 | 13-2-1992
2 Kumarakam 12.210 3,82,388 9,67,300 13,49,688 | 13-7-1992
3 Kumarakam 1.430 57,20,000 57,20,000 | 20-4-1998
Additional land
4 Varkala 1.560 | 1,17,00,000 | 1,00,02,000 | 2,17,02,000 1-7-1992
Total 2,94,99,248 | 2,50,61,000 | 5,45,60,248

Even though the properties were transferred in 1992, the lease agreement
had not been executed due to procedural delays arising from transfer of
property in the name of TRKL by KTDC/State Department of Tourism.
Further, out of the 14 locations identified for transfer to develop tourism,
only three sites have been transferred to the JV Company and the remaining
10 locations (excluding one location developed by Taj themselves) are yet
to be taken up by the JV Company for development even after a lapse of
more than 15 years.

Operating agreement for TKHRL

2.3.13 As per the JV agreement (October 1990), IHCL had to be appointed as the

hotel operator for TKHRL and the terms of the hotel operating agreement
and technical services agreement were to be agreed to between TRKL and
IHCL. Accordingly, TKHRL appointed IHCL as the hotel operator as per
the JV agreement.

The Hotel Operating Agreement between IHCL and TKHRL was entered
into in July 1999 by which IHCL was made the consultant and advisor. The
agreement was effective for a period of twenty years commencing from
30th June, 1994 i.e. with retrospective effect and could be extended as



mutually agreed upon. As per the JV agreement, the terms of Hotel
Operating Agreement were to be agreed to between IHCL and TRKL. No
records in TRKL were available to show that terms and conditions of this
agreement were finalised with the consent of TRKL. Scrutiny of records
revealed that the operating fees payable to THCL was fixed at very high
level as discussed in paragraph 2.3.14 infra besides all reasonable expenses
pertaining to the operation of the hotel and all reasonable costs incurred in
maintaining the hotel was payable to IHCL on actual basis out of the
receipts of the hotel. Audit noticed the following deficiencies in the
operating agreement which resulted in undue favour to IHCL:

As per the Operating Agreement, I[HCL agreed to offer advice and guidance
in directing, supervising and controlling the performance of all services for
the efficient and proper operations of the hotel. The fee for the services
covered by the operating agreement was three per cent of gross income and
10 per cent of gross profit. The payment of operating fees and
reimbursement of expenses to ITHCL was not linked to profitability.
Therefore, IHCL was not made responsible for the profitable functioning of
the company but could secure their returns by way of operating fees and
reimbursement of expenses. At the same time, TRKL, which had an
investment of X 16.67 crore did not get any return, as there was no profit
available for distribution after charging expenses and fees. Since 1994-95
till 2006-07 TKHRL had paid to ITHCL an amount of ¥ 12.84 crore as
operating fee and X 12.88 crore towards other expenses.

TKHRL paid the operating fees as contemplated in the Operating
Agreement and also incurred expenses for operating the hotel business.
Despite the payment of operating fees and reimbursement of expenses, the
expected results of maintaining the progress in increasing productivity and
profit could not be achieved as discussed in paragraph 2.3.14 infra.

This unfavourable situation could have been avoided by carefully drafting
and taking precautionary measures while entering into joint venture
agreement with a private partner.



Operational performance of JV Company

2.3.14

65/2015.

TKHRL started functioning in 1994-95 and till 1997-98, the Company
booked profits. The accumulated profit as of March 1998 was X 99.88 lakh.
Thereafter the Company suffered losses (1998-2003) and the accumulated
loss as on 31st March, 2007 was X 11.49 crore indicating erosion of more
than 23 per cent of the equity.

The operating and general expenses charged by the JV Company were very
much on the higher side with reference to All India Average. It was noticed
that the ‘All India Average of Operating and General Expenses to Operating
Income’ was in the range of 58.80 to 74.10 per cent during 2000-2006
whereas in the case of TKHRL it was in the range of 75 to 93 per cent.
Taking into account the All India Average rate, there was excess Operating
Expenses of X 25.61 crore with consequent reduction of profit for the six
years ended 31st March, 2006.

As per All India Average, Operating Profit (before Interest and Depreciation)
was in the range of 21.40 per cent to 36.50 per cent during 2000-2006. Based on
these norms there should have been operating profit of ¥ 42 crore from
2000-2006 against which TKHRL could earn operating profit of I 22.75 crore
only, the shortfall being X 19.25 crore as on 31st March, 2006.

Apart from the investment of X 16.67 crore by TRKL and loan of X 50 lakh
transferred from IFCI/TFCI at the time of formation of JV Company, loan
of X 19.50 crore was availed from IFCI/TFCI by TKHRL up to 1996-97.
This was repaid in 1998-99 by availing term loan of X 25 crore from SBIL
Thus, TKHRL availed of incremental credit of ¥ 5.50 crore in the name of
repayment of loan. Besides, inter corporate deposit of X 13.80 crore was
also availed by TKHRL up to 2000-01. In the absence of control over the
affairs of TKHRL as discussed in paragraph 2.3.9 supra, TRKL could not
verify the genuineness of these borrowings and its utilisation.

The number of foreign tourists who visited the State increased from 69309
in 1991 to 345546 in 2003-04. Similarly, in the case of domestic tourists
the number increased from 948991 in 1991 to 5972182 in 2004.
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Despite favourable factors, IHCL was not operating the JV Company profitably
but contributed to an accumulated loss of X 11.49 crore as on 31st March, 2007.

Participation in the management of JV Company
Ineffective participation in Board Meetings

2.3.15 Despite tourism boom, engagement of efficient hotel operator (IHCL),
availability of sufficient funds for working capital/other capital
requirements, the JV Company was incurring losses. In this circumstance,
TKHRL was informed (January 2006) by the Principal Secretary (Tourism),
Government of Kerala (one of the nominee directors in TKHRL) that while
the loss of the Company was accumulating, IHCL had unilaterally charged
large amounts as Brand Common Costs* (X 1.02 crore) and Central
reservation system expenses (X 70 lakh) etc. The poor performance of the
company was, however, questioned by the nominee Directors of TRKL only
in the Board Meetings held in December 2005/June 2006 when the
excessive charging of Operating expenses was brought to notice of the
Board of TKHRL by the Principal Secretary, which did not receive any

response.

As minority shareholders, the Directors of TRKL could attend the Board
Meetings and seek explanation for the poor performance of the JV Company.
The nominee directors, however, did not actively participate in the meetings
which was taken advantage of by the JV Company by charging excessive

operating expenses.

In the 14th Annual Report of TKHRL (2004-05), under Related Party
Disclosure (Note No.19), apart from IHCL and TRKL, another company
Amanind Investment Limited (AIL) was also included. TRKL, the joint
venture partner, was not aware of such an associate company and details of
their shareholdings, if any, in TKHRL. The details of shareholdings of AIL
in the JV Company, called for (November 2005) by TRKL, did not receive
any positive response. The matter was also not pursued by the Directors of
TRKL/State Government in the Board Meetings of TKHRL.

* The pro-rated cost of key central support services necessary for the working of the hotels.
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Non-access to Books of Accounts

2.3.16 Despite the State experiencing a tourism boom, the JV Company was not
able to earn profit. Therefore, as directed by the State Government, TRKL
appointed (January 2005) a firm of Chartered Accountants to conduct a
review of the performance of the JV Company for a period of five years.
TKHRL, however, refused to provide the records on the plea that past
performance of the Company was reported to Board and the Board had
sufficient representation (three nominees) from TRKL. Hence TRKL was
not able to conduct scrutiny and ensure correctness of accounts.

As TKHRL declined to provide records for scrutiny, TRKL sought (March
2006) legal opinion for termination of JV Agreement and Operating
Agreement. It was advised (March 2006) that since TRKL was holding
33.33 per cent share only and IHCL held the remaining 66.67 per cent, there
was little chance of any resolution being passed which was opposed to the
interest of THCL. Thus, the failure to include suitable provisions in the
JV agreement to have better control over the management despite huge
investment resulted in dead investment of X 16.67 crore.

In this connection it is pertinent to add that as per section 233 A of the
Companies Act, 1956, the Central Government could direct Special audit
when the affairs of any Company are not being managed in accordance with
sound business principles or prudent commercial practices. Since TKHRL
refused to produce the records, the Company had the option to approach the
Central Government for special audit of the affairs of the JV Company
under Section 233 A of the Companies Act 1956.

TRKL failed to approach the Central Government/Company Law Board for
special audit of accounts of the JV Company despite specific provisions in
the Companies Act.

OBEROI KERALA HOTELS AND RESORTS LIMITED

2.3.17 Oberoi Kerala Hotels and Resorts Limited (OKHRL), the JV formed
June 1994) between TRKL and Oberoi Group of hotels had authorised share
capital of ¥ 50 lakh which was enhanced to X 10 crore in 1997-98.
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The issued, subscribed and paid up capital as on 31st March, 2003 was
X 2.72 crore. Of this, 20 per cent equity (shareholding as per JV agreement)
amounting to X 54.40 lakh was contributed by TRKL during 1998-1999 to
2002-2003.

OKHRL had identified two locations for tourism development viz.,
Thekkady and Pathiramanal Island. These sites were, however, selected
without any feasibility study. Both these projects did not materialise in view
of non-viability of large capacity hotels and protests by Nature Society
resulting in blocking up of investment worth X 54.40 lakh and loss of
X 6.16 lakh as narrated below:

Thekkady Project

2.3.18 The JV Company proposed (1997) to construct a hotel of fifty rooms at
Thekkady and purchased (June 1998/March 1999) 9 acres and 10 cents of
land at a cost of X 1.52 crore. In 2002, a firm was engaged to conduct
feasibility study for a project of forty rooms. The consultants opined that the
project of forty rooms was not viable/feasible. Hence the Company
abandoned the project and is now in the process of disposing of the land.

Thus, investment of I 54.40 lakh by the Company in OKHRL remained
unproductive since 2002-03 due to non-materialisation of the project taken
up by the JV Company.

Pathiramanal Island Project

2.3.19 The Company proposed to set-up an ecotourism project of international
standard at Pathiramanal Island near Thaneermukkom, Cherthala. For this,
the State Government accorded (April 2000) sanction for the lease of Island
belonging to the Department of Tourism, for resort development. The
company purchased (December 2002) 1.08 acres of land at
Thaneermukkom to construct a boat jetty for the project and it was fenced at
an additional cost of X 2.98 lakh. The project, however, could not be
implemented consequent to the direction (January 2006) of Hon’ble
Supreme Court to take a decision afresh in the matter in the light of issues
raised by Nature Society. Hence, the State Government ordered to maintain
status quo till a decision was taken by the Government on utilisation of land.
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Audit noticed that an amount of X 6.16 lakh was spent by TRKL towards
preliminary expenses of the JV Company during the period 1998-99 to
2003-04. The entire amount was not got reimbursed by TRKL but
written off in its accounts (2005-06).

The above matters were reported to Government (June 2007); the reply had
not been received (September 2007).

[Audit Paragraph 2.3 (2.3.1-2.3.19) contained in the report of the
Comptroller and Auditor General of India for the year ended
31-3-2007 (Commercial).]

Notes on the Audit paragraph furnished by Government in given in
Appendix II.

1. The Committee enquired why Taj Group was selected as JV partner by
neither giving wide publicity nor inviting other interested leading hotel chains in
the country, to safeguard the interest of the Government. It was replied that Taj
Group had put forward a proposal to carry out the works of some properties that
remained unfinished and hence under the presumption that if the JV partnership
was entrusted to the Taj Group, they would invest for the remaining work with the
participation of Government. Though some senior officers had pointed out the flaw
in not inviting major hotel groups for the project, Since no similar proposals were
received from any other major groups, it was awarded to Taj. The innovative idea
was first put forward by Taj Group and their proposal was felt feasible for the
promotion of tourism in the State. Taking all these facts into consideration, the then
Government took a favourable decision and decided to begin a new venture
TKHRL with Taj Group.

2. The Committee was not satisfied with the reply and queried why the
notification for the selection of JV partner was not given adequate publicity. If
more interested companies had come forward, then the preference given to the Taj
would not have become a matter of concern. The main issue pointed out by the
Committee was that having negotiated only with Taj the TRKL has denied the
opportunity of others to participate in JV partnership selection. The witness
answered that in 1990 hardly 60000 tourists arrived here, which has now been
increased to six lakh. Apart from two hotels, one in Kovalam and the other in
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Kochi, there were no good hotels suitable for the accommodation of foreigners at
that time. The selection of Taj Group was informed to have been made by the
Cabinet, with the knowledge of the then Chief Minister as well as Revenue and
Tourism Ministers after holding several meetings at various levels, in which the
Chief Secretary and officers concerned had in fact raised the issue of publicity and
the same was mentioned in KTDC’s report too.

3. To a question as to how the percentage of shares was decided, it was
clarified that initially an MoU was signed, between State Government and Taj
Group and thereafter, on 30-10-1999, it was changed into a Joint Venture
agreement. As per the Joint Venture agreement until such time when the public
issue of Joint Venture was made, the contribution of equity would be 1:2, thus
IHCL always having twice the number of shares than Government. Therefore the
shareholdings of Government, IHCL and public was fixed as 20, 40 and 40
per cent respectively. In the agreement it was also mentioned that before the public
issue was made, 33% and 66% shares was fixed for Government and IHCL
respectively. The Company did not go for public issue as it was not in a good
financial position and hence did not expect a good response from the public. The
option for public issue still remains open.

4. The Committee pointed out the Accountant General’s objection that the
representatives of TRKL failed to safeguard the interest of the Government and
remarked that action should have been taken against those who were responsible
for this. It was clarified that this objection was from the Report of the Comptroller
and Auditor General of India for the year ended 31-3-2007 and that the whole
picture had changed after that and the company has come to the route of profit and
started disbursing dividend. In the previous year the company was informed to
have made a profit of X 2 crore 40 lakh after paying taxes, one-third of which, i.e.,%
83 lakh was declared as dividend. It was agreed that the financial position of the
company up to 2007, as pointed out by Accountant General, was factual. It was
then submitted that with a professional approach to tourism it was not entirely true
to say that the interest of Government had not been protected, since the TRKL is
still a 33% shareholder. According to the latest Government policy relating to joint
ventures it was suffice for the Government to retain only 26% share and the
remaining share of 74% could be held by the private entrepreneurs.
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5. When asked whether the company had inducted any companies, other
than those sanctioned by Government, into the joint venture endeavor without the
prior knowledge of the Government or Director Board. It was admitted that a new
company had taken share from it without prior sanction. It was also added that as
per the Joint Venture agreement, the TRKL and IHCL had the right to nominate
directors in proportion to their investment subject to a minimum of one and
maximum of four. Though the TRKL was eligible to nominate four directors they
nominated only three, which was referred in the Accountant General’s report.
Clarifying the reason it was explained that since the shareholdings of TRKL and
IHCL were in the ratio of 1:2, the nomination was to be made in such a manner that
at all times, IHCL shall have twice the number of nominees than TRKL. Therefore,
TRKL had three and IHCL had twice the number, i.e. six, and when the two
independent nominees are added, it makes the total number of nominees 11. Since
all the decisions are taken by mutual consent, there arose no problem regarding the
number of nominees irrespective of whether the figure was 3 or 4. It was reported
that the absence of one nominee did not affect the supervision aspect.

6. The witness also added that the total shareholdings of THCL and its
affiliates/associates could not exceed 66%. The terms and conditions of Joint
Venture agreement did not specify any condition regarding the number of shares
that an affiliate could hold. So in the 46th Board Meeting on September 27, 2001,
the Board authorised the Company Secretary to issue letter of offer to several
private companies for offer of equity shares. Thus IHCL, Oriental Hotels and
Amanind Investments Limited held equity shares of ¥ 1,11,51,667, X 10,15,000
and X 1,01,66,667 respectively, with the total share value of X 2,23,33,334, i.e,,
66.67%. TRKL held an equity share of X 1,11,66,666, i.e., 33%. The IHCL had
thus distributed the shares following the guidelines. It was thus claimed that hence
no need was felt to obtain sanction from the Government.

7. The Committee remarked that since Government representatives like
Tourism Secretary, KTDC, Finance Secretary and KTDC Managing Director are
members of the Board, they had the responsibility to inform the Ilatest
developments to the parent company, which they failed to do. The witness justified
that since the Joint Venture agreement had authorised IHCL and their affiliates to
hold 66.67% equity, it was not felt necessary to go deeply into the credentials and
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other details of the new company brought in. Besides, their percentage of holding
was seen to be maintained as per the requisite and the interest of the Government
was not diluted in anyway. When enquired about the 40% shares reserved for the
public, the witness stated that if the company goes for public issue of shares then
paid up capital will have to be increased and shares issued to the public.

8. As per the operating agreement, the fee for services was 3% of gross
income and 10% of gross profits and this charge was very high compared to the
All India Average. The main objections raised by Accountant General were that
such an agreement could have been avoided if the members had paid a little
attention and that the agreement was seen amended in 2006. The Secretary
disagreed with these objections and remarked that the agreement was executed in
1990 and decision regarding operating fees was taken even before the appointment
of Board members. The witness further stated that in the agreement with THCL it
was resolved that the Company would enter into operating agreement with IHCL in
respect of its various hotels on a fee of 3% of gross income and 10% of gross
operating profit. The high operation charge was continued till 2006. However in
2006-07, the operating cost was reduced by 1%, i.e., from 3% to 2%. It was also
added that though TKHRL has started making profit from 2006-07, it was not
merely because of this restructuring of operating fees. The decision with regard to
operational fee was taken by the TKHRL, the joint venture company, where the
Board’s decision is taken as final and hence the Government approval was not
necessary.

9. The witness also stated that in 2000-01, when the total income was about
X 1945.40 lakh, the interest burden alone was X 513 lakh and the overall
performance of the company was severely affected by this huge interest burden.
Major part of the total income, was seen to be generated by room rent and income
from food. Even in years with sufficiently good income, the Company suffered
heavy loss due to heavy financial charges. However, by overcoming the hurdles,
the Company had started making profits from 2003-04 with decrease in these
financial charges.

10. The Committee asked the witness to explain the reason for the cause of
losses seen incurred after 1998. The witness explained that Taj Kumarakom
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became operational very late and that the fund for Taj Varkala and Taj Thekkadi
could be found only at the end of 1990. Only TKHRL was operational until then
and thus they were able to make profit without much difficulties as it was a single
property. While examining the unit wise performance, Taj Residency makes the
bulk of the net profits and neither Taj Kumarakom nor Taj Varkala since they have
only 35 and 40 rooms respectively.

11. The witness further explained that operating fees and other charges
decreased year by year consequent to the increasing turnover. In 2002-03 a few
rooms were constructed and Taj Kumarakom and Taj Varkala started functioning
which further contributed to increase in income as well as revenue.

12. The Committee at this juncture pointed out that as a joint venture
company, it had the responsibility to disclose the facts relating to the functioning
and working of any company which came as part in the joint venture agreement.
The witness expressed difference of opinion in this regard stating that it has to be
admitted that the company did not in anyway compromise the interest of the
Government.

13. The witness elaborated that in 2001, the paid up capital was increased
with the intention of carrying out the development activities and paying off its
liabilities. Thus the financial position of the company improved and a huge amount
of capital was collected. The contention of the Comptroller and Auditor General
was that the condition of the company being very bad during the time, it was not
advisable for the Government to invest the money as was done. The opinion was
very accurate while considering the situation during that period, though now it has
become a profit making company.

14. In the joint venture company, the shareholdings of TRKL and ITHCL are in
the ratio 1:2, and as such the amount from the Government side is X 11 crore and that
from the company’s side ¥ 22 crore. Thus, in the total paid up capital of
X 50 crore, Government and Company have the capital of ¥ 17.67 crore and
X 33.33 crore respectively. The Committee then remarked that when loss occurred,
instead of sharing the burden of loss equally, it was the Government, which is seen

to have suffered the most. The witness stated that the share of the Government was

65/2015.
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not, strictly limited to 33%. If the amount contributed was less than Government’s
share it could have gone down from 33% of equity share. It was with the purpose
of maintaining the previous status that the Government had invested the amount.
Now the company is debt free, after wiping out all the accumulated loss in
2008-09. The Company now made a profit of X 2.4 crore even after paying the tax.
A sum of X 83 lakh which is the value of 33% share Government holds had been
given to Government as cash. At the commencement, the company had however

availed loans from sources like TFCI and IFCI at very high interest rate of 20%.

15. The Committee at this point queried about the incident in which the
Chartered Accountant authorised by the company suffered humiliation. The
Secretary expressed difference of opinion in this regard and reported that they had
infact refused the demand of the Chartered Accountant for some information.
Principal Secretary added that TRKL and TKHRL being separate corporate and
autonomous entities, there stands no justification for TRKL to ask for the reports
and workings of TKHRL. He added that the information could have been enquired
in other ways. Apparently this provision was to find out highly serious
irregularities and mistakes. The main problem arose when it was felt that the

Government interest had not been protected.

16. The Committee enquired whether the financial status of TRKL had
improved and further asked whether all the institutions under the TRKL are still
functioning. The witness replied that TRKL is getting, on an average, X 60 lakh as
lease rent every year. Further, the property at Thekkadi had been sold out. In
Kumarakom, some extra land had also been allotted for the expansion purpose,

after which more rooms were constructed.
Conclusions/Recommendations

17. The Committee suspects an unholy intention on the part of TRKL in
selecting Taj Group as JV partner, neither after giving adequate publicity nor
after inviting leading hotel chains in the country for expression of interest.
TRKL has lost the opportunity to get competitive offers in terms of lease rent

and margin of income to maximize its profit share in the JV Company.
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18. Thus the scope of TRKL to choose a competitive JV partner was
forgone. Such an undue favour from officials of TRKL to Taj Group is
suspected to be something mala fide. Hence in expressing its serious concern
the Committee demands a clear and just explanation for such a selection of

JV partner.

19. The Committee further notices that framing of the JV agreement
with Taj without detailed study ended up in an agreement which could not
safeguard the interest of the Government. This has inturn led to failure of
TRKL in maximizing its profit share in the JV Company. It is therefore
recommended that such favouritism which adversely affects the interest of
the Government shouldn’t be repeated in future. Government/TRKL should
redefine the guidelines including draft JV agreements for forming JV
Companies. As TRKL had only 20% shareholding in the JV Company
TKHRL could neither control its affairs nor have effective participation in its
management. Equal share participation should be ensured for JV partners.
This would enable them to have adequate control over affairs of the JV
Company by appointing equal number of directors and Chairman by

rotation.

20. As per the JV agreement the Board of Directors of the JV Company
shall consist of not less than three and not more than 12 members. However,
without the consent of TRKL the size of Board of Directors was increased to
15 and TRKL didn’t raise an objection on this. Further TRKL failed to
nominate its fourth director, despite its right to do so. The Committee
understands that representatives of TRKL in the JV Company have failed to
discharge their duties effectively. The Company should find the officials who
failed to carry out their responsibilities to safeguard the interest of the State
and warn them with proper disciplinary actions. The Committee views these
lapses to be very serious and directs that such negligence should not get

repeated.
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21. The Committee takes note of the fact that TKHRL had incurred
excessive operating expenses during the 6 years up to 2005-06, comparing to
the All India Average, thus bringing big shortfall in its operating profit. The
exorbitant operating charges were agreed upon without giving due weight to
the All India Average. This negligence brought about big losses to the
exchequer. It is therefore recommended that such decisions in future should
be taken only after proper study and analysis.

22. Despite TKHRL incurring losses IHCL had been charging heavily as
Brand Common Costs and Central reservation system expenses from the JV
Company. However there was clear failure on the part of nominee Directors
of TRKL in bringing to the notice, the excessive charging of operating
expenses to the Board of TKHRL, and to actively participate in TKHRL
Board Meetings and seek explanation for poor performance of TKHRL. The
Committee therefore desires to seek explanation of the nominee Directors not
showing justice to their role. If the lapse is found, cognizable responsibility
should be fixed to the alleged officials.

23. The Committee recommends that active participation of the
Directors of TRKL in the Board Meeting should be ensured and they should
exercise an effective control over the affairs of the company so as to check
excessive operating expenses charged by the company and to safeguard the
interest of the Government.

24. Refusal by TKHRL to provide records of the Company as demand
for review by TRKL on the plea that its past performance had been reported
to its Board which had sufficient representation from TRKL can’t be
justified. The Committee wants to know why on such a refusal, TRKL failed
to approach Central Government/Company Law Board for special audit of
affairs of the JV Company under Section 233A of the Companies Act 1956.

25. Oberoi Kerala Hotels and Resorts Limited (OKHRL) was found to
have selected its two locations without proper feasibility study. Due to such a
selection of sites the projects didn’t materialize in view of non-viability of
large capacity hotels and protests from Nature Society. This resulted in
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blocking of equity investment amounting to X 54.4 lakh and preliminary
expenses amounting to X 6.16 lakh. The Committee therefore finds that
TRKL has high need to appoint independent experienced agencies as
consultants and operators so as to avoid such blocking up of funds.

26. The Committee observes that lack of sound business principles and
absence of prudent financial practices had paved the way for heavy
accumulated loss of the Company. The Committee wants to know the reasons
for the non-execution of lease agreement even though the Government
property was transferred to the Company, way back in 1992. The Committee
wants to furnish a report regarding the validity to permit the possession of
land without executing a lease agreement.

27. TRKL should adopt commercial and professional practices for
supervising, monitoring and managing its joint ventures.

K. N. A. KHADER,

Thiruvananthapuram, Chairman,
11th December, 2014. Committee on Public Undertakings.
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APPENDIX I

SUMMARY OF MAIN CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS

SI.
No.

Para No.

Department
concerned

Conclusions/Recommendations

1

3

4

1

17

Tourism

The Committee suspects an unholy
intention on the part of TRKL in
selecting Taj Group as JV partner, neither
after giving adequate publicity nor after
inviting leading hotel chains in the
country for expression of interest. TRKL
has lost the opportunity to get
competitive offers in terms of lease rent
and margin of income to maximize its

profit share in the JV Company.

18

Thus the scope of TRKL to choose a
competitive JV partner was forgone.
Such an undue favour from officials of
TRKL to Taj Group is suspected to be
something mala fide. Hence in expressing
its serious concern the Committee
demands a clear and just explanation for

such a selection of JV partner.
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19

3

Tourism

4

The Committee further notices that
framing of the JV agreement with Taj
without detailed study ended up in an
agreement which could not safeguard the
interest of the Government. This has
inturn led to failure of TRKL in
maximizing its profit share in the JV
Company. It is therefore recommended
that such favouritism which adversely
affects the interest of the Government
shouldn’t be repeated in future.
Government/TRKL should redefine the
guidelines including draft JV agreements
for forming JV Companies. As TRKL
had only 20% shareholding in the JV
Company TKHRL could neither control
its affairs nor have effective participation
in its management. Equal share
participation should be ensured for JV
partners. This would enable them to have
adequate control over affairs of the JV
Company by appointing equal number of

directors and Chairman by rotation.

20

As per the JV agreement the Board of
Directors of the JV Company shall consist
of not less than three and not more than 12
members. However, without the consent of
TRKL the size of Board of Directors was
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4

increased to 15 and TRKL didn’t raise an
objection on this. Further TRKL failed to
nominate its fourth director, despite its right
to do so. The Committee understands that
representatives of TRKL in the JV Company
have failed to discharge their duties
effectively. The Company should find the
officials who failed to carry out their
responsibilities to safeguard the interest of
the State and warn them with proper
disciplinary actions. The Committee views
these lapses to be very serious and directs
that such negligence should not get

repeated.

21

Tourism

The Committee takes note of the fact
that TKHRL had incurred excessive
operating expenses during the 6 years
up to 2005-06, comparing to the All
India Average, thus bringing big
shortfall in its operating profit. The
exorbitant operating charges were
agreed upon without giving due
weight to the All India Average. This
negligence brought about big losses to
the exchequer. It is therefore
recommended that such decisions in
future should be taken only after

proper study and analysis.
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3

4

22

Tourism

Despite TKHRL incurring losses THCL
had been charging heavily as Brand
Common Costs and Central reservation
system expenses from the JV Company.
However there was clear failure on the
part of nominee Directors of TRKL in
bringing to the notice, the excessive
charging of operating expenses to the
Board of TKHRL, and to actively
participate in TKHRL Board Meetings
and seek explanation for poor
performance of TKHRL.

The Committee therefore desires to seek
explanation of the nominee Directors not
showing justice to their role. If the lapse
is found, cognizable responsibility
should be fixed to the alleged officials.

23

The Committee recommends that active
participation of the Directors of TRKL in
the Board Meeting should be ensured
and they should exercise an effective
control over the affairs of the company
so as to check excessive operating
expenses charged by the company and to

safeguard the interest of the Government.

24

Refusal by TKHRL to provide records of
the Company as demand for review by
TRKL on the plea that its past

performance had been reported to its
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4

Board which had sufficient
representation from TRKL can’t be
justified. The Committee wants to know
why on such a refusal, TRKL failed to
approach Central Government/Company
Law Board for special audit of affairs of
the JV Company under Section 233A of
the Companies Act 1956.

10

25

26

Tourism

Oberoi Kerala Hotels and Resorts
Limited (OKHRL) was found to have
selected its two locations without proper
feasibility study. Due to such a selection
of sites the projects didn’t materialize in
view of non-viability of large capacity
hotels and protests from Nature Society.
This resulted in blocking of equity
investment amounting to X 54.4 lakh and
preliminary expenses amounting to
X 6.16 lakh. The Committee therefore
finds that TRKL has high need to appoint
independent experienced agencies as
consultants and operators so as to avoid

such blocking up of funds.

The Committee observes that lack of
sound business principles and absence of
prudent financial practices had paved the
way for heavy accumulated loss of the
Company. The Committee wants to

know the reasons for the non-execution
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4

of lease agreement even though the
Government property was transferred to
the Company, way back in 1992. The
Committee wants to furnish a report
regarding the validity of permit the
possession of land without executing a

lease agreement.

11

27

Tourism

TRKL should adopt commercial and
professional practices for supervising,
monitoring and managing its joint
ventures.
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APPENDIX II

NOTES FURNISHED BY GOVERNMENT ON THE AUDIT PARAGRAPHS

Sl Audit Reply furnished by Government
No. Paragraph

1 2 3

1 2.3.7

(2006-2007)

1980-90 ®oalraigeERgled 6alod gOlMe Balsoml@d aello
TuNIMe 0e@IMmAN cHE8OBIERIES Qllemos MaINElees
@R BBHUEBMTIM @I GalIHLIQYSS @RANIEIY EIOFlowy
988 6@ GaNISM YaleoM MADIW. @RM PRIV RIMo.
OOl aBQ0je @GE! GaNIFME QUKAIMIID (YoRlal I
Qafloooem. o @dimoczﬂ TV HEITIT aBB6)alS
8@ MQBM™ &MUM MuNdalls] edEsTmIeRl @ga $olave
CHMEEBEIG  @RAMIEIY  MRINERss  GandS8JE:ud
undalflenod solmy dlearuadsmy’ CHESY'
moWleaeQeeoel.  odle®  ancmoel oo golave
CHBEBRUY  BRANIGIYOLIOTIO  UDRUIEOSHQo QTR
MUNLIEBEIERIE ojOl MVeBRHOO BRG:BHEBHQo 6).21Q).
DO EHESOTITB GGV PO 6@ QUM B:(®il.gJalogOMBIM
HSOROBEBHQo 6).21Q. DIOIDIORI aBQQYe (@JPEU EaNISBD
(YoEURIQOWMIMORINEN ®o2d’ @diomﬂ ema@ls’
&SlWIEaIN.aN MSTOGHQo M@ &HEIGITB aRBESHQo
£2lQ®. W YaflOm el CRIEHITME MRINNERSS 63
€a005@ Qaflom @» Booraisomlcd 6@ esemrd  Alglaf
EHESOTIGRIE) OB mjeulggoimme. som Wafled
@RANOIY EJOR allmdLnInIom ag’ @Jger Ganogmd QojBeeQ0
eHEBODIeRI®s)  @REGAHE®IMD adlaly). eamogotilonl @jge
g0lave e @Rl @I Yaflod en@IETIaEs anI5e)E:ud
@YOEly@AIY]  WIEIs. alledgrd  allemod  MLEUIEBIGOS
CHESODIEAE  f)ODNEIMWo DI  CaNISL|BHUY DSEBRIM

BHEBOMIM ERI0E oMo GalSOTITS
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3

DCa0U8 OSB MUOdMe RIEERMN@IMo GG BOEEMRIWIENE'.
oole® anrImd©i] golTve EUITTY, GHEBMTIM @mgomﬂ%@g
emMgeeRud QllMElENIQYM @A D)BRe GHEBOMIORI FGIMo
@oUNOIDY 6alo@AI0© IIpcll) CMSEERUY &S|
Al@lNMIEBEMIOUE BRENIRITD MVMVAIM TVAHIB o
Qaflom ecHrEasEmImd MVE.EERUE @SMRIM  @RMAIGa®Y

9021020 8@ CITBRIMAIV] EHEMEIHIQYMDIEN .

2.3.8
(2006-07)

(Onf QAPOQYSY MBI Moo HEIB (MVL(MLOIMETTD
(spoy0leal @eOM) HDODHEOTIRISS GREIPOD  HOID
aplame. qudmodlem®  @ITalEERWd  ale@dnIu]
MoRBHlgle  EXBHETRIEN  HEISI®  aBBOaIST. BB
MoosniMWlg] Myaflafldneals €a0EIQPHe8 &Olyss 1Qas!

@IOP OBIFOTIB|EBMO.

2.3.9
(2006-2007)

golqy’ dleauodsmy’ emeso alldlgausleom eeajud V@B
SHNITID@ (SO af) 4] @RYAB.ag)@d.-@d) 33.33%  630a0©]
QRIWMe M. HMUMIMY M2 @RMIVElY] 25% pgl®d
§0a0@  QAIMo  DEEMBEIG  HMUTIQYOS  WOIMSalS
H0EYERSI®d  MIE®EMo <ﬁ::]%o. @ODCAlIOR] @M
Sl.od:. af) 4l @ROA.af)@B.-OR WLOBHA GBI MoruNom
A3  oINlWle800] emu@sdl (golnve), emESAl
(WMBEYK), &B.Sl.awl.adl. @aoemedlety WWOBHA agailaud
@RUIEEBRBIGM . af)2fd IWIMBeAI5 MWWalEAIW G:OEEREIRj
MABHIB (TIMWBHUWB QU8eE anfla)Eaw)] DSeaISMENE.
o@lom @s@a’ Sl.odh.af)al. @R A.af@.-6@) @adommaomlaje Qi
aJERIND|  EEEUOYSODIWIGENE. &l @RQ  AIBaHROW]
Sl.exd.af) ol @RB.af)@.  @RQOBIW. cmsmﬂ%m;”. 2008-2009
TLOMIOTIE:  QIBHUCOMIONS  TLERI® Moo  oJBENAIQYo

TlegHQe @oEYoel enealladl®oe @jaualasdQo 6.21Q.
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2008-2009  muomiEBleidae 5% aulallowd (2.5 ceos]
@al) 30000l 9SOHUWBE  MTBHQENRIW. DI
83.33 ealgte @a! enealatlend]  Sl.eRR.6)d:.af)@d.-my
eiEleneqemroe). oaltmeajoen 61 aigye @al almy eod
OMOMIEe  Sl.ERA.OB.af)@.-M  Sl.OD:.af)a].@YA.ah)®3.-©3

e Sl QB 2IElEREQENROW.

2.3.10
(2006-2007)

em.all.  ®Ei0mMUEly  emdla  Sl.erd.ed.agalla’
4 @R.ERUE QAIBE DUIRAISTMIORBISl 3 WLOHARE®
cd]cs@o(n'l_gjl%mg” . svaIelges Sl.@Rd.ed. agafled

@OQUSOUBEBRUY Mo HHUlEBESIGENE.

2.3.11
(2006-2007)

Sl.od.af) 4. @QAR.af)@B.-M  6owd V@B  BruMIcd
3  &@anel  gewmged.  2008-2009  @R@EAIEPER
aueailemago oJBEN@OQo ©S9JM0QO0o @QEYOW
e1cQlaolmo Jeuyoallenonoo (mow'l_«%. DG |OPEDTD)
Sl.od.af) 4. @RQAR.af)@B.-0R quomIEDle: qudlaige &emIos
alelaneQje  GHEMESIORISEBEMIINT HOMPSE MSOTIQT
D.almnow 8303 ®@BBOMo @pOlmmesqiamy’
BEMENIENIYMN@IET).  EDEAILOO® MIRININBe @BRMMVA] 4]
om.qll. HMUME CQIMEDBITD 630a0BlHUB  HEMIISOMIES
adO@DI0EBM 00 al@lnemlenoaimmos .
Sl.odr.af)al.@RA.afaflo® @M. eaf).af)al.aUlagaled
alépelg] Sl.eRd.eod.agalem 3 WwoRdad UBeagam

GeNIABWIOR alenaioemm.

2.3.12
(2006-2007)

munaiewle) gale @emMecm allaiwmmulyl el &aooem’
m'lumm)’]g?%@g@”. BSOSO moalomIm ollanls’ alleigsomss
QeuBoEEMe S0 alo®  ea0ds@  @eales  @saEloo
SIREMAEN. HARHEO™M @RWIE: quaciomlm 1998-@@ owdm
all2ioem’ &M&BIFIROT. ATy 66®A0Q 2R QB FOD

loSED & S1.@RYE.6d:.agellm’ eiEl g
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3

2.3.13
(2006-2007)

Sl.ed.ag)a].@RYB.a@.-00  GQIeNEl s)og).ng)_rg”.m'l.o@%mocnﬂ
®EICIB  oRBOFEMUOWT @MOT  HORIT  Hald®alcd
€aDISM@d (T)S(DTO)’]n(d &IQBEIT3 mlaimlamlaon aImLas:ud
20365l 038 @alle:dleid. @rEy BoalraISoIGcd
Moy (@A gfuam Sl.&d.af)a] . @RYA. ag)@?.
2003-2004  MLOMIEOTIBQIB™e PO  LIDEROVICRIE
QaTIgeNE. sl.od:.agf)af.@A@.ag)@3. 2008-2009 @RWE0EP 0
qolomage  oJBROOQ  MBOmIM  MUOWlaflgene.
&S0O®, S1.6D.0f)4].GRA.0f)@.-6M WOLHE eeruoBUlGd
988 MA®IB olnlWleses @PR@AM @l
6ag).af)a]. MUl ag)@3., @QUBOMNBHID (@J®H0PRSs
aairunggled  2005-2006 quomuEcile  QIdaumBilen
@RAIMIM ald:® god 2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09 aeo
@IOPOQN DSQYHU M HQENBOTL:

(1) 2005, @emonid 1 gowmd 2006 @0ds] 31 QLEWSS
0210803 @Ie®o@llw OB ©.alRI)de0
(QupaImoile, GIVLQIMEBRUB, CRS/CIS 6.21RI0)B U3,
eMAEISaIeMWQSS AlMUY/6)(JIGRIHD 621810JdUB)
SMMIlad mlme. eposoEsmMA].

(2) 2006-07 moMIETI® QIBaHe QD@ E@RFOD G
LOMIETIE:  QAIdauUEREICRIES G0 @REG: lGEIBHU
eaeleud,  SMUMl, Oleoledss  gaBal el
EMNSHWIOEMBIM  DO@o  OVSIEBMDo OV B ILINYEHUD
Q1@s eseemoQIGleon 2%-@d &S00
al@ldl e algEmm@aoey.

(3) 2006-07 muomiEmwile QIBaHe QO @RFO® AT
mLOMIEDlE: QIdauERSIcalss aaomeanceBien 10% erw
soadequd@lal adlny, emuml, Tlecledes gmal oo
EMFHWOEMEBIB DIDED VSIRHQYESS.

(4) cmta’lgg@ AlENVYHEICRINHM 6)2IRIGESHRBS (OB
ealI»HB  HNUTlYes adalle  umdlod  conacwl

@RAIMGlaflesam@os. EDGJOUd 210EHEAIVISo6M’
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2 4
Slod.af)af.@OA.a)@.  JAUBEDIy AGM®. enEalaClmo
@uPallemomd OsERlemIgES]  AO@YSE  ©IBleS
2IElEeBAMe  @RYE.ElL]ISENE. @SIO®  630a0ElBEeS  Galje
adaulaflgene.

2.3.14

(2006-2007)

Sl.od.af)al.@RA.afalo® WIBCHMOMIG DFleTm &0
QIBaueEBEoR] Me)  oJeEon®]  PeMROTigE.  BMMlQes
SFleom Mg TLOMIATIG:  AUBUOOD  GPQIBGIWETIOM

(NSO BBERHe OSB) BHEMSIT MM DD HIOY

GENINALP N6 .
(@) 1eHODI@D *)
QIBaHo @RQIBIWo (BB UBEBEUB o)
2005-06 323.53
2006-07 533.29
2007-08 728.87
2008-09 807.57

* As per audited accounts

2008-09 quomioile:  QIdaUEEmOOS  queil@® Moo
oJRERDOQe MBI HQe ARYBYRIQ] Sl.6)dh.af) 2l BRYB. af)@B.
25 o098l @l 2nealolmniw] 89006 9sa@:udes
M@HEHHQo OMRIWI.  DG0POOm GHMITMIWSS @AIBGIMo
@ORMV@ 5] QIGM al©oy QIReBRS@d
Sl.od.af)al.@RA.afallo® oM@ PsE odaRaoQe @Idled
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