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INTRODUCTION

I, the Chairman, Committee on Public Undertakings having been
authorised by the Committee to present the Report on their behalf, present this
Fifty Ninth Report on the Action Taken by Gover nent on the recommendations

contained in the Sixtieth Report of the Committee on Public Undertakings
(2008-ll) on the working of the Plantation Corporation of Kerala Limited based
on the Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India for the year
ended 3lst March, 2003 (Commercial).

The Statements of Action Taken by the Govemment included in this Repop
were considered by the Committee constitutcd for the year (201l-14).

This Report was considered and approved by the Committee at the
meeting held on 3-9-2014.

The Cornmittee place on record their apprecialion of the assistance
rendered to them by the Accountant General (Audit), Kerala in the examination

of the statements included in this ReDort.

Thiruvananthapuram,
l lth December, 20t4.

K. N. A. KHADER,

Chairman,
Commitlee on Public Undertakings.



REPORT

This Report deals with the Action Taken by Government on the

recommendations contained in the Sixtieth Report of the Committee on

Public Undertakings (2008-ll) relating to Plantation Corporation of Kerala Ltd

based on the Report of the Comptoller and Auditor Generat of India for the year

ended 3lst March, 2003 (Commercial) which was laid on the Table of the l{ouse

on 25-2-2009.

The Sixtieth Report of Committee contained four recommendations

The Government have furnished replies to all these recommendations.

l'he Committee (201l-14) considered the replies at it's meeting held on 12'2-2014.

The Committee accepted the replies to recomm€ndation Nos. 2 (6),

3 (7), 4 (8) without any remarks. These recommendations and their replies form

Chapter I of this Report.

The Committee accepted the reply to the reoommendation No. I (2) with

remar*s. This recommendation, Covemment reply and remarks of the Committee

form Chapter Il of this Report.

24t2015.
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CH^PrER I

REPI,NJS FURNISHED BY GOVERNMI]NT ON I'IIE RECOMMENDATIONS
OF THE COMMITIEE WI{ICH HAVE BEEN ACCF]PTED

BY T]{E COMMITTEE WITHOUT REMARKS

Sl Para Deparlment
No No. concemed

Recommendations/
Conclusions

Aclion Taken by Government

(r) (2) (3) (s)(4)

Agriculture The Committee Company decided to stop the

€xpresses surprisc milling of Rubber scrap with
over the fact that effect from April 1991

though the activity presuming that Rubber Stamp

of crepe milling o1 milling work will be resumed'

scrao in the latcx On this account at this stage no

facto.v of 16" application was given to KSEB

"o-ouou 
was dis- for re-fixing the contract

".,ntir,rr"d 
1r, ao.i1 demand subsequently, when it

1997, the 
"o-puoy 

was.decided that crepe mill

had dela;d fo;i# would not restan, the formal
- . .'- :'. . -, _ _ _ application was given !o KSEB
Years rn taKlng a #:ul" zootoeclslon to reouce
the contracted On a constant follow-up it was

connected load of informed from the KSEB
power from 500 office that the action will be
KVA to 300 KVA. taken as early as possible.
Thus it incurred a However, the KSEB finally
wasteful exocnditure reduced contract demand from

of { 19.5i lakh by 500 KVA to 300 KVA in

'avu'p. 
lorthe encrgy liebruary 2003. Plantation

i, alJ,r.r, u"". .1f," Corporatron of Kerala has

committee concludes given a legal notice on lst
rhar rhe amounr AuBusl, 2-003 to KSEB for the

^^,,ti h,r.^ h_-- refund ot the excess amount

saved if rhe Com_ paid { 7.59.500 for the period

ounu huJ tak;r, {iom July 2001-February 2003.

prompt action. The As this was a dispute between
Committce rccom- two Public Sector undertakings
mends that disci- the matter was first brought
plinary action should before the notice of Agriculmre



(5)(4)(3)(2)(l)
nag Production Commissioner. The

those culpable and issue of refund of excess
that company should amount of electricity charges to
implement measures Plantation Cotporation of
to avoid such Kerala Limited from KSEB
instances in future. wa! also taken up with the
The Committee Power l)epartment in
wishes to be Govemment

' informed of the
steps taken i,,h" I#?*""1"",it.Hi?l'ft:l
matter' necessary action to reduce the

;f;T::""' #: i"j'.T "f""';
the loss, from KSEB for which
they alone are responsible. In
the above circumstances, further
action in this para may be,

dropped.

Agriculture The Committee also Out of the l0 Machines'

desires to kns\, 3 were sold A new Cenex

whether the ot"p" Fu"totY at Kodumon Estate is

mlriag machine *. :iffjil"JTJ.ld if "l::been disposed off 1u"i1i,i"r is being used for
and whether the some other projects like sheet

excess amount eg making, Scrap Rubber

elecfricity charges of processing' etc Then remaining

r 7,6e,500 paid fro- :ff#,t:T:rY:",Hni: i'i:
July 2001 to file No. 36838/PU1/05/AD

February 2003, due dealing with the issue of refirnd

to delay on the part of excess amount of electricity

ofKSEB in reducrn, 
charges to PCKL from KSEB

the con'act d"''-d ;::;a'i:l'"1:" :i:i."J,"J
has been refunded. action on 30-10-2009.



A

(5)(4)(l)(2)(l)
Agriculture 'Ihe Committee note

with concern that
Govemment was not
seriously viewed the
audit obj ections
pointed out by
C &AG and no effort
has been taken to
obtain sxplanation
for the lapses. The
Committee recom-
mends that duc
importance should be
given to audit
objection and ncce-
ssary explanation
should bc furnishcd
in time.

The recommendation of the
Committec is duly noted and
utmost care will be taken to
fumish exolanations in time.



CHePrsn II

REPLY FURNISHED BY GOVERNMENT ON THE RECOMMENDATIONS
OF TTIE COMMITTEE WHICH HAS BEEN ACCEPTED

BY THE COMMITTEE WITH REMARKS

sL Para
No. No.

Depafiment Recomflendations/
concemed Conclusions

Action Taken by Governinent

(l) (2) (3) (5)(4)

Agriculture The Committce finds The Plantation Corporation of
rhat the company Kerala Limited (PCK) thought

had implemented the about diversification progra-

farm tourism project mme at a juncture when the

without making a price of Rubber started falling

proper study and and the Corporation,run into

without basic infor- debt cons€quent to globalization

mation of the Forest and liberalization of lndian

Conservotion. Act economy. Hence the Company

which stipulates that decided to explore all avenues

prior sanction of to generae mone mcome'

Gov€rnment of India 6tt" such area of divenification
is required for using *"r promotion of Eco-friendly
any portion of the purra Tourism, utlizing the vast
forest land for non- 11sr available with Plantation
forest purposes. fre Corporation of Kerala. The
company approached 262nd meeting of the Board
the Government of held on 4-12,1997 approved the

India for sanction propnsal !o implement the Farm

only in April 2000 Tourism proJect by converting
even though the the existing available building
decision to implernent in division 'D' Vettilappara
the Farm Tourism Estate with the bare minimum

Project was taken in repairing and modifying
December 1997. As investment oft 50 lakh and the

a result tle company works of the project was started

suffered inter€st loss in 10-12-!998''ltrc project was

of 132.24 lakh on envisaged by repairing and

its investment of modifying the existing

{ 20.08 crore on the the



(5)(4)(3)(2)(l)

project for the period viability of expansion of the

from February 2001 project on commercial basis was

to August 2003. The planned by making additional
Committee. also structures and facilities and a

finds that though ngrv project with a project cost ,Audit pointed out a | -

the objcction in t z,sz,zs,ooo approved in the
2003, Gowernment 2z3rd Bo"ra meetrng on
nave neltner o1lut- t-to-tgsg. The PCK obtained
ned an explanatlon
i;;;;;';;;;;;; !" Stage-r sanction or

for takins uo,1.," Government of India in

project without accordance with Section 2 of
Government sanction Forest Conservation Act, 1980

nor taken any action vide reference F (C) AlIl-21/
against those respon- KER/MIS 13147 on 2'l -12-2000

sible for the loss. from the Ministry of Environ-
The Committee ment and Forest subject to the
recommends that condition that:
disciplinary action
bc takcn against (l)'lhe non-forest land of 6'00

those responsible for ha identified for compensatory

the loss and to aflorestation shall be tansferred
infotm the Commi- and mutated in favour of Forest
ttee of thc steps Depaltment.
taKen.

(2) The Cost of raising compen-

satory afforestation of 6.00 ha.

of non-forest land shall be

recovered from user agency.

(3) After receipt of the
Compliance report on the above

condition, final approval will be

accorded and forest land should
not be used for running the
project prior to the issue of
final approval.



(s)(3)(2)(1) (4)

Subject to the above conditions,
the Corporation completed the
project in the year 2001 and

commissioned on 7-1-2001, but
commercial opcraiion of the
project could not be taken for
want of Stage-Il sanction
required from the Govemment
of India. Though the PCK had

applied for the sanction in time,

delay occurred in obtaining
sanction from Central
Government. The delay in
getting Stage-U permission was

mostly due to the objection
raised by a NGO, Neture
Loveis Movement. Trissur. It
took more than 2 years to
complete the administrstive
formalities, by clearing the
objections raised by thc NGO.
There was no delay at any stage

on the part of PCK in
implementation of the Project
and the delay due to tbe above

reason was unanticiPated.

Meanwhile Government vide
G.O. (Ms.) No. 98/2001/AD
datd 28-3-2001 bave sanctioned

the Farm Tourism Project.

By a constant follow-uP at

different levels Stage-II

clearance for Farm Tourism

Project was finally obtained on

23rd September, 2005 and



(s)(4)(3)(2)(l)
Plantation Valley was put to
Commercial Operation in
November 2005 itself.
-I'he operations of Plantation
Valley Farm R€sort is running
smoothly over the yesrs
achieving the results as
envisaged in the initial project
and also shows an increasing
trend in the total revenue.

'lbtal Revenue for the financial
ycar (Nov. 2005-March 2006)
2005-06 .. { 3.98 lakh
2006-07 .. < 15.22 lakh
2007-08 .. T 29.13 lakh
2008-09 .. t 48.98 lakh
2009-10 .. t 39.39 lakh
2010-11 .. t 37.68 lakh
20lt-12 .. { 49.85 lakh
'fhe Project was started and
completed as a model farm
tourism prqiect, only with good
intcntion of diversification and
also to bring financial gain to
PCK when the core area of
operation of the Company was
in a declining stage. Now the
Plantation' Valley is very
famous and have established its
name in the Ecotourism
projects.

After being successful in the
implementation of a Project
that is entirely different from
the routine Plantation
Operations and successfully
carried out the Project through



(5)(3)(1) (2) (4)

the years, the blockades in
implementing the project as
scheduled was beyond the
control of the Corporation,
Government find that no
wilful delay or lapses have
occurred which led to the loss
pointed out by the Committee.
Hence, considering the above
aspects, the obj ections,
pefiaining to this para may be
dropped.

Remarks . The Committee opines that the decision of the Corporation to
implement the Farm Tourist Project in the forest area without
obtaining prior sanction from the Central Govemm€nt was a serious
lapse on the part of the Corporation and that the Corporation should
take necessary precautions not to repeat the same mistakes in its future
activities.

K. N. A. KHADER,

Chairman,
Commiltee on Public Undertqkings.

Thiruvananthapuram,
l ltb December, 2014.

z4tzots.


