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INTRODUCTION

I, the Chairperson, Committee on Public Undertakings (2026-28) having been
authorised by the Committee to present the Report on its behalf, present this 3" Report
on Kerala State Road Transport Corporation, based on the Report of the Comptroller and
Auditor General of India for the year ended 31* March, 2019 relating to the Public
Sector Undertakings of the State of Keralam.

The aforesaid Report of the Comptfoller and Auditor General of India was laid on
the Table of the House on 10.6.2021. The consideration of the audit paragraphs included
in this report and the examination of the departmental witness in connection thereto were
made by the Committee on Public Undertakings (2023-2026) at its meeting held on
8.4.2025. :

This Report was considered and approved by the Committee (2026-2028) at its
meeting held on 7.10.2026.

The Committee places on record its appreciation for the assistance rendered to
them by the Accountant General (Audit), Kerala in the examination of the Audit
paragraphs included in this Report:

The Committee Wwishes to express thanks to the officials of the Transport
Department of the Secretariat, Kerala State Road Transport Corporation for placing the
materials and information solicited in connection with the examination of the subject.
The Committee also wishes to thank in particular the Secretaries to Government,
Transport and Finance Department and the officials of the Kerala State Road Transport
Corporation who appeared for evidence and assisted the Committee by placing their
views before the Committee.

Prof. ABID HU THANGAL
Thiruvananthapuram, Chairperson,
1atn October 2026. Committee on Public Undertakings.
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REPORT
ON
KERALA STATE ROAD TRANSPORT CORPORATION

Audit Report (2018-2019)

Audit Para 5.4 - Construction and utilisation of Bus Terminals-cum-
Shopping Complexes

Failure of the Corporation in augmenting non—dpératinéi
income through shopping complexes due to inefficiencies in
planning and implementation of projects, non-development of
envisaged projects and underutilisation of completed

projects.

Kerala State Road Transport Corporation (Corporation)
decided (January 2005) to construct 19 bus terminals-cum-
shopping complexes (BTSCs) for augmenting non-operating
revenue. f{s of November 2019, the construction of six'
BTSCs was completed and six> BTSCs were under
construction, while seven’ BTSCs were not developed. As of
November 2019, the Corporation incurred 51 crore for 12
BTSCs (six completed and six under construction). Audit
examined the level of compliance to relevant rules and
procedures in the construction of six BTSCs (three*
completed and three under construction’ ). The utilisation of
commercial built-up area was examined in all the six

completed BTSCs while two® non-developed BTSCs were

1 BTSCs at Kottarakkara, Kasargod, Kattakkada, Nedumangad, Neyyattinkara and Payyannur.

2 BTSCs at Thodupuzha, Malappuram, Haripad, Nilambur, Muvattupuzha and Pathanamthitta.

3 BTSCs at Palakkad, Kottayam, Eenchakkal, Pala, Munnar, Fort (Thiruvananthapuram) and
Karunagappally.

4  BTSCs at Nedumangad, Neyyattinkara and Payyannur which were completed after 2014.

5 BTSCs at Thodupuzha, Malappuram and Haripad selected based on their cost of construction.

6 BTSCs at Kottayam and Palakkad.
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randomly selected 'to examine the reasons for non-
development. Thus, out of 19 BTSCs, 11 were covered in the
audit, details of which are given in Appendix 8. The audit

findings in this regard are discussed below:
S.4.1 Planning and implementation of BTSCs

5.4.1.1 As per Section 1601.1.6 of the Kerala Public Works
Department (PWD) Manual, a revised estimate shall be
prepared and got sanctioned when there are deletions,
additions or alterations to the scope of the work as originally
sanctioned, when there are major structural alterations from
the originally sanctioned design, when the cost of a work is
likely to exceed by more than five per cent of technically
sanctioned amount. This shall be done as soon as any two of
the above conditions are anticipated during the course of
execution of the work. As per the Delegation of Powers of the
Corporation, approval for the revised estimate is to be

obtained from the Board of Directors (BoD).

Audit observed that there were changes to the scope of work
in five’ out of six BTSCs® requiring approval of revised
estimate. The Corporation, however, did not obtain approval
of the BoD for the revised estimates of three® BTSCs while in
the case of Thodupuzha and Nedumangad BTSCs, the
approval was obtained after a delay of 11 to 16 months. In the

case of Nedumangad BTSC, the unjustified delay in

7 BTSCs at Payyannur, Neyyattinkara, Nedumangad, Thodupuzha and Haripad.

8 Selected by Audit for examining the level of compliance to relevant rules and procedures in the
construction.

9 BTSCs at Payyannur, Neyyattinkara and Haripad.
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approving the revised estimate delayed the payment to the
contractor and therefore delayed the completion of the BTSC

by a year resulting in loss of license fee amounting to X10.46

lakh'°.

The Corporation replied (September 2020) that és per the
practiéé followed till 2017, bills were settled after approval of
revised estimate by the Chairman and Managing Director for
. projects which were completed within the sanctioned amount.
Since - the Payyannur and Neyyattinkara BTSCs were
completed before 2017 and within the sanctioned amount,
approval of the BoD was not obtained. In the case of
Thodupuzha and Nedumangad BTSCs, approval of the BoD
was obtained and the revised estimate of Haripad BTSC was

prepared for submission to the BoD.

The reply was not acceptable as the practice followed by the
Corporation till 2017 was not in line with the PWD Manual.
The reply was silent on the delay in obtaining approval for the
revised estimate from the BoD.

5.4.1.2 As per Clauses 1.03 to 1.10 of the agreement with the
architect, a preliminary design shall be submitted to the
Corporation for approval which shall be revised as directed by
the Corporation. The architect, thereafter, shall submit
- complete working drawings to commence the work. Thus, the

civil works were to be commenced after the Corporation

10 Basement 12 shops (1,135 sq. ft.x X35 x 12 months) = 4,76,700 and Ground floor 9 shops
(1,898 sq. ft.x 325 x 12 months) = %5,69,400.
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approved the design submitted by the architect. As per Clause
1.13 of the agreement with the architect, the Corporation was
entitled to claim damages or recover the fee payable to the

architect if they failed to do the work in a satisfactory manner.

Audit observed that the Corporation noticed (September/
October 2013) significant defects .\in structural designs of
BTSCs at Nedumangad and Thodupuzha when the civil works
were in progress. So, the structural designs and estimated
costs were revised later (October 2014/ February 2015). This
indicated that the Corporation failed to detect the defects in
the structural designs before its approval. The Corporation
blacklisted (October 2014) the architect of Nedumangad
BTSC only and did not assess and recover the cost of
damages suffered due to the defects in design and released
(October 2015) the full payment (I9.50 lakh) to the architect
of Nedumangad BTSC.

The Corporation replied (September 2020) that the architect
of Thodupuzha BTSC was given only part payment and no
further payments would be released. The Corporation did not
engage him for any further projects. Action against the
architect of Nedumangad BTSC was initiated when the
project was nearing completion. Engaging another architect at
that stage would have caused delay. As the work was

completed, full payment was released to the architect.
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The reply was not acceptable as the Corporation did not assess
and recover the cost of damages from the architect despite

enabling provisions in the agreements with them.

54.1.3 As per the Government Order (March 2013)
approving the construction of BTSCs, the cost of construction
was to be financed by the Corporation through Interest Free
Securify Deposits (IFSD) mobilised from prospective tenants.
Hence, the Corporation was to ensure that the BTSCs had
adequate commercial built up area and that the minimum
'IFSD fixed for each shop was sufficient to cover the cost of
construction. Further, the Corporation issued guidelines to the
architect stating that the commercial space in the building as
per the design “submitted by them should be prime and
sufficient to justify the viability of the BTSCs.

Audit observed that the Corporation did not ensure adequacy
of the commercial built up area earmarked in each BTSC so

as to mobilise the required IFSD as detailed below:

Out of the three completed BTSCs examined, the Corporation
could not mobilise IFSD equivalent to the cost of construction
in Payyannur and Nedumangad BTSCs. The construction of
Payyannur and Nedumangad BTSCs was completed in 2015
incurring X5.14 crore and I9.66 crore respectively. However,
as of September 2019, the IFSD collected was only X3.30
crore in Payyanur BTSC and 6.61 crore in Nedumangad
BTSC. '
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In respect of Payyannur BTSC, the inflow of passengers to the
BTSC was low as it was located away from the main town
and a considerable number of buses proceed to their
destination without entering the BTSC. As of October 2019,
15 out of 40 shops in the BTSC remained vacant. The wrong
selection of site for the BTSC, therefore, adversely affected

the realisation of IFSD.

In the case of Nedumangad BTSC, the Corporation did. not
complete the construction of a standalone building with
commercial built-up area of 4,390 sq. ft. as planned. The
Corporation did not give any reason for not completing the
construction which led to foregoing the opportunity to
mobilise the IFSD for 4,390 sq. ft.

-

The expected IFSD"" based on the available commercial built
up area in the ongoing BTSCs at Haripad, Thodupuzha and
Malappuram was 4.01 crore, 8.00 crore and 32.26 crore as
against their estimated construction cost of I6.45 crore,
14.98 crore and X7.90 crore respectively. Up to September
2019, the Corporation mobilised* X1.39 crore as IFSD from
Thodupuzha BTSC while no IFSD could be mobilised from
Malappuram" and Haripad BTSCs. The Corporation stopped
(March 2019) the construction of these BTSCs. due to
shortage of funds.

11 Expected IFSD for all the three BTSCs was calculated @ 6,000 per sq. ft. approved by the
BoD for Haripad BTSC as no specific rate was approved for other BTSCs.

12 Including amount receivable (30.47crore) from the tenants towards subsequent instalments,

13 Though the Corporation allotted one shop and collected IFSD of X0.08 crore, the tenant
requested for refund of IFSD subsequently.
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In the case of Thodupuzha BTSC, bids received in respect of
10 shops in the tender-cum-auction conducted in May 2017
were n.ot accepted as the minimum IFSD fixed for these shops
was not offered. Next tender-cum-auction was conducted in
August 2018 and the Corporation allotted six shops. It was
noticed that in the case of four of these shops, the minimum
IFSD fixed by the Corporation was lower than the IFSD
offered in the previous tender-cum-auction. Hence, the
allotment of four shops in August 2018 led to reduced
collection of IFSD amounting to 19.56 lakh

The Corporation replied (September 2020) that the expected
IFSD could not be fetched due to unpredicted variations in the
economic situation of the country. The plan for operating all
the buses fr;m Payyannur BTSC could not be implemented
due to local and political reasons. New ways for subletting/
leasing the commercial space in Payyannur BTSC were being
explored. The construction of standalone building at
Nedumangad BTSC was postponed due to poor response to
the tender-cum-auctions. It was now envisaged to lease out
the standalone building as a whole to interested parties. In the
case of Haripad, Thodupuzha and Malappuram BTSCs, the
Corporation was planning to lease the entire commercial area
and pre-bid meeting for the same was conducted for Haripad

BTSC.
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The reply was not acceptable. The Corporation could not
mobilise the required IFSD in completed projects even after
five years of their completion. The reply was silent on the
efforts taken by the Corporation to operate all buses from the
Payyannur BTSC. In the case of Nedumangad BTSC,
commercial built-up area was only 16.10 per cent of the total
built-up area. Considering the average IFSD actually realised
for the shops already rented out, this was not sufficient to
recover the cost of construction. The reply was not specific to
the audit comment regarding the possibility of not recovering
the cost of construction in the BTSCs under construction due

to inadequate commercial built-up area.

S5.4.1.4 As per Rules 4 and 17 of the Kerala Municipality
Building Rules, 1999 (KMBR), permission for construction of
a building shall be obtained from the Municipality concerned
and deviation from the approved plan shall not be made unless
a revised permit is obtained. Further, as per Section 235AA of
the Kerala Panchayat Raj Act 1994, an unauthorised
construction wogld be liable to property tax at twice the

normal rate.

Audit obser\}ed that in Neyyattinkara BTSC, the Corporation
did not provide 10-meter splay at both sides of the exit point
as per the approved plan. The Municipality refused (January
2016) to issue the building completion certificate for
Neyyattinkara BTSC due to non-adherence to the approved
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plan and imposed property tax at twice the normal rate for 18
months from October 2015. This led to payment of additional
property tax am.ounting to I4.57 lakh. Further, as the
Municipality refused to grant license for commencing
business in the BTSC stating that the construction was
unauthorised, four bidders withdrew from the allotment made
to them and the Corporation had to refund IFSD of I50.95
lakh. As agreements were executed with these four bidders to -
rent out the shops for two years, the withdrawal also resulted

in loss of license fee for two years amounting to 33.44 lakh™.

The Corporation replied (September 2020) that. there was no.
violation of KMBR in the construction of the BTSC. It did not
widen the ezcit of t};e BTSC as per the design because it would
bé conducive for unauthorised parallel transport services that

operated in the area.

The reply was not acceptable as the non-widening of exit
points in line with the design approved by the Municipality
was not in compliance with the KMBR. The reply also
indicated that the unauthorised parallel service was a known

issue which was not considered while designing the BTSC.

5.4.1.5 As per Rule 4 of KMBR, a building permit issued by
the Municipality is valid for three years from the date of issue
and can be extended up to nine years provided that it is

extended before expiry of the original validity. As per Rule 54

14 Three shops - 32,85,600 (i.e. 25 x 476 sq. ft. x 24 months) and one shop - 57,960 (i.e., 35
X
69 sq. ft. x 24 months).
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(4a) of KMBR, a certificate of approval from the Director of
Fire Force and a No Objection Certificate (NOC) from Kerala
State Pollution Control Board (PCB) were also required for
issuing building permits. The Corporation had entrusted the
architect with the responsibility of obtaining necessary

statutory permissions.

Audit observed that the Corporation did not renew the
building permits of Thodupuzha and Haripad BTSCs though
their validity expired in December 2016 and August 2018
respectively. As the building permits were not renewed before
their expiry, the Corporation faced the risk of non-receipt of
further extensions. Similarly, NOC from the PCB was not
obtained for Haripad and Malappuram BTSCs. For
Thodupuzha BTSC, the NOC from PCB which expired in

September 2019 was not renewed.

Audit also noticed that though the construction of Payyannur
BTSC was completed in October 2015, the Municipality
granted building numbers only in June 2016 due to non-
completion of fire and safety measures. This led to delay in
entering into tenancy agreements and resulted in loss of

license fee amounting to X11.69 lakh.

The Corporation replied (September 2020) that it applied
(August 2015) for renewal of the building permit of Haripad
BTSC, but the same was pending. Further directions from the

Municipality in this regard were being awaited. Neceésary
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steps would be initiated to renew the permit of Thodupuzha
BTSC at the earliest. NOC from PCB was obtained after
compietion of the Sewage Treatment Plant (STP) works. The
STP works of Thodupuzha BTSC have commenced while that
of Haripad and Malappuram BTSCs were yet to commence.
The firefighting works at Payyannur BTSC could not be

carried out due to financial constraints.

5.4.1.6 The GoK sanctioned (December 2012/ March 2013) a
special loan of 30 crore for meeting initial expenses related
to the construction of 14 BTSCs". The loan carried interest of
13.50 per cent and penal interest of 2.50 per cent in case of
default. The loan was to be repaid in three years commencing
from one year from the date of drawal of the loan. The
Corporation was to furnish detailed statement of expenditure
incurred out of the loan and utilisation certificate to the GoK.
A monitoring committee was also to be constituted to ensure

the completion of the BTSCs by January 2015.

Audit observed that the Corporation availed the loan during
January to March 2013, but has not repaid the loan yet
(October 2019). Out of the 14 BTSCs, the Corporation could
complete (October 2015) only one BTSC (Payyannur) while
the works of six BTSCs were stopped due to shortage of
funds. The Corporation could not commence construction of

seven BTSCs till October 2019 despite GoK earmarking 18

15 BTSCs at Payyanur, Thodupuzha, Haripad, Malappuram, Karunagappally, Munnar,
Muvattupuzha, Pathanamthitta, Thiruvananthapuram, Palakkad, Pala, Kottayam, Eenchakkal
and Nilambur.
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crore'® out of 30 crore for these BTSCs. Further, the
Corporation did not adhere to the directions of GoK regarding
constitution of monitoring committee, furnishing of utilisation

certificate and statement of expenditure incurred.

The Corporation replied (September 2020) that directions
have been issued to properly record the utilisation of all funds
received from GoK and to maintain individual project-wise

accounts in future.

5.4.2 Utilisation of completed BTSCs

5.4.2.1 As of November 2019, 54.39 per cent of the total
commercial built-up area (88,483 sq. ft.) in the six completed
7 BTSCs remained vacant. Audit observed that the
Corporation did not issue any guidelines regarding the
frequency ot: tendering or constitute a centralised monitoring
mechanism to oversee the vacancy position of commercial
built-up area in the BTSCs. This lead to unjustified delay in
conducting tender-cum-auction in three BTSCs as detailed

below:

Though tenders were invited at regular intervals in the case of
Kottarakkara and Kattakada BTSCs, commercial area of
5,357 sq.ft. (32.78 per cent) and 4,176 sq.ft. (26.40 per cent)
respectively remained vacant owing to the high vacancy
position in second floor in these BTSCs (Kottarakkara-3,932
sq. it. and Kattakada-4,176 sq.ft.). Further, unlike the other

16 Munnar- X1 crore, Fort-Thiruvananthapuram- X1 crore, Palakkad- X2 crore, Karunagappally-
X2 crore, Kottayam- X3 crore, Eenchakkal- ¥4 crore and Pala- 35 crore.
17 Kottarakkara, Kasargod, Kattakkada, Nedumangad, Neyyattinkara and Payyannur.
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BTSCs, Kottarakkara BTSC was located separately from the
already existing bus terminal. In the case of Kasargod BTSC,
though tenders were invited regularly, 25,405 sq. ft. (65.59 per
cent) of commercial built-up area including 6,745 sq. ft. in the

second floor remained vacant due to poor demand.

In Payyannur BTSC, the Corporation did not conduct tender-
.cum-auction since October 2017. As of November 2019,
38.02 per cent of the total commercial built-up area of 11,632
sq. ft. remained vacant. In Neyyattinkara BTSC, 40.42 per
-qenﬁ-,_._of the total commercial area of 6,551 sq. ft. remained

vacant since the latest tender-cum-auction conducted in June

- 2018. In Nedumangad BTSC, 6,934 sq. fi. out of the total

- commercial area of 10,038 sq. ft. remained vacant since the
tender-cum-auction in December 2017. The next tender-cum-
auction was conducted (March 2019) after 15 months, in

which four shops (1,399 sq. ft.) were rented out.

The Corporation replied (September 2020) that it invited
tenders for all the vacant shops in Payyannur BTSC in
January 2020 and March 2020, but the response was poor.
Though tenders were invited for 18 shops of Neyyattinkara
BTSC in February 2020, only three shops could be rented out.
In the case of Nedumangad BTSC, there were no responses

for the latest tender invited in January 2020.

However, the fact remains that there was considerable gap in

conducting regular tenders for renting out vacant shops in the
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(
BTSCs. The reply was also silent on the efforts taken to rent
out vacant shops in Kasargod, Kottarakkara and Kattakkada

BTSCs.

5.4.2.2 As per the terms and conditions of tender-cum-auction,
IFSD received from the licensee shall be refunded within

three months after the contract period.

Audit observed that as of November 2019, the Corporation
did not refund IFSD of X1.58 crore payable to 21 tenants in
Payyannur, Kasargod and Malappuram BTSCs' . The delay -
in refund of IFSD ranged from 4 to 14 months.

5.4.3 Non-developed BTSCs
As per Section 2003 of the PWD Manual, 100 per cent
hindrance free possession of the land should be ensured

before bids are invited for a work.

Out of the 30 crore special loan sanctioned by GoK, X3
crore and X2 crore were earmarked for the BTSCs at
Kottayam and Palakkad respectively. Audit observed that the
works for construction of Kottayam and Palakkad BTSCs
were awarded in March 2015 and March 2016 respectively.
But the Corporation did not hand over the site to the
contractors even after a lapse of 10 to 19 months as there was

protest (April 2015) against re-location of employees in

18 Payyanur BTSC-10 cases — X87.00 lakh; Kasargod BTSC -11 cases- 363.39 lakh and
Malappuram BTSC - one case- X8.00 lakh.
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Kottayam BTSC. In the case of Palakkad BTSC, the
Corporation could not evict the office of the Employees Co-
operative Society from the site. The Corporation did not
proceed with the construction of the BTSCs due to shortage of
fund despite incurring I52.04 lakh towards consultancy and

other charges.

~The Corporation, meanwhile, requested (May/ July 2018) the

'GoK to include Kottayam BTSC under KIIFB® project. The

' Corp'oi‘ation obtained (July 2019) administrative sanction

from the GoK for construction of Palakkad BTSC using the

Legi'élati\ze Assembly Constituency Asset Development Fund

i of. T710 crore. Details of further prdgress in this regard were
awaited (October 2019).

The Corporation replied (September 2020) that it could not
make available the free possession of the land due to various
political issues/ other reasons. At present, the work of
Palakkad BTSC was under progress using MLA-LAC-ADS*
fund.

Thus, the Corporation completed only six out of 19 BTSCs
even after 15 years. The deficiencies in planning and

implementation of the BTSCs led to delay in completion. This

19 Kerala Infrastructure Investment Fund Board (KIIFB) was established by the GoK with the
main objective of providing investment for projects in the State of Kerala in sectors like
Transport, Water Sanitation, Energy, Social and Commercial Infrastructure, IT and
Telecommunication etc.

20 Legislative Assembly Constituency-Asset Development Scheme (LAC-ADS) was constituted
(June 2012) by GoK for creating durable capital assets under the ownership of Government for
which X five crore is earmarked annually to each Member of Legislative Assembly for their
respective constituencies.
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also resulted in loss of license fee, payment of additional
property tax and refund/ inadequate collection of IFSD to the
tune of I1.01 crore. Further, the delay in conducting tender-
* cum-auction to rent out the vacant spaces in the completed

BTSCs resulted in underutilisation of commercial.area; - .

Recommendation 5.4: Construction activities may be carried '

out complying with all the relevanit rules and regulations
and avoiding procedural delays in case of revision in pians.
Efforts may be made to utilise the vacant spaces iﬁ- -
completed BTSCs so that the objective of consiruction of
BTSCs is achieved. '
[ Audit Paragraphs 5.4 to 5.4.3 contained in the Report of
the Comptroller and Auditor General of India for the year
ended 31° March 2019 ]
The Notes furnished by the Government on the Audit
Paragraphs are given in Appendix II

Discussion and Findings of the Committee
Audit Para 5.4 - Construction and utilisation of Bus

Terminals-cum-Shopping Complexes
5.4.1 - Planning and implementation of BTSCs

5.4.1.1-

The Senior Audit Officer gave a brief account of the
audit observations. To the query of the Committee on the
Audit comments, the Additional Secretary, Transport
Department informed that X34 crore was allocated in the Plan

Fund of the concerned financial year, but the amount was not
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released and various civil works were carried out using MLA
funds in that period. She added that the Corporation had
planned to construct 19 BTSCs and the construction of bus
terminals in  Kottarakkara, Kasaragod, Kattakada,
Nedumangad, Neyyattinkara, Payyannur, Haripad,
Pathanamthitta, Pala and Palakkad were already completed.
Currently, funds are allocated annually from the Plan Fund for
modernization, and the remaining works are progressing using

this amount in a phased manﬁer. To a query of the Committee
. regarding the old building at Malappuram BTSC, the witness
responded that the building would be demolished soon.
Audit Para 5.4.1.2

The audit observation was that while the civil works of

the BTSCs-in Nedumangad and Thodupuzha were in progress,
the Corporation found significant deficiencies- in their
structural design, but did not assess or recover the cost of the
damages caused by the said design flaws, and paid the entire
amount to the architect of Nedumangad BTSC and gave a part
payment to the architect of the Thodupuzha BTSC.

In responée to the Committee’s query regarding the audit
observation, the Technical Examiner of the Finance
Department stated that Government works must be executed
by project management consultants approved by the Finance
Department and there is no provision for appointing private

firms or architects as consultants.
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The Committee opined that paying the full amount
despite identifying lapses on the part of the architect was
inapprbpriate, and further noted that such issues could have
been avoided if a centralized monitoring system had been

place to co-ordinate the construction work.

Conclusion/Recommendation

1) The Committee observes that the Corporation failed to =

detect the defects in the structural designs before their approvai,
which led to the revision of designs and estimated costs after
starting the civil works. Even after detecting these defecis, the
Corporation released full payment to the architect of
Nedumangad BTSC and part payment to the architect of
Thodupuzha BTSC. The Corporation did not assess and recover
the cost of damages from the architect despite an enabling
provision in the agreement with them. The Committee observes
that paying the full amount to the architects despite identifying
lapses in the structural designs was inappropriate and
recommends to formulating a centralised monitoring
mechanism to coordinate the procedures related to the

construction of BTSC.

Audit Para 5.4.1.3

To a query of the Committee regarding the short
collection of IFSD, the Executive Director, KSRTC informed
that the IFSD system was first introduced in the construction
of Kasaragod BTSC and after getting positive response there,

the Corporation decided to implement the system in the case
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of all BTSCs. But the public did not co-operate with the
system expecting to get the shops at a lower rent since the
Corporation is a Government Undertaking. In the case of
Malappuram BTSC, the auction amount did not cross X1 lakh
to X 1.5 lakh. But in Pathanamthitta, out of the 12 shops in the
ground floor, 11 shops realised X2.75 crore on the first day
itself. But after that the project was delayed due to issues
~ related to construction. In Nedumangad BTSC the auction

amount was only about X4 to X5 lakh only.

The Committee opined that the Corporation must
examine the possibility of renting out the rooms without
accepting IFSD. The Committee suggested to convening a
meeting in the presence of the concerned Minister in this
regard andj also suggested to appoint an official or to

implement a centralised monitoring system for the purpose.

The witness informed that after reducing the IFSD to ten
times the license fee, more rooms in the BTSC were rented
out. He added that out of 36 rooms in Kannur BTSC only five
were vacant; but in Kasargod BTSC, 46 rooms remained

vacant, and altogether 76 rooms were vacant at present.

To a query of the Committee the witness informed that
IFSD had been received from tenders in Thodupuzha,
Muvattupuzha and Pathanamthitta BTSCs, but in Malappuram
BTSC, no IFSD had been received. Then the Committee
suggested alloting rooms to those who paid IFSD urgently to



20

avoid any legal proceedings that may arise against KSRTC
and also suggested to utilising KSRTC buses for advertising

the vacant rooms.

The Committee opined that as the vacant rooms. in
BTSCs, are located at different places, transferring the vacant
rooms to the people who had remitted IFSD amounts locally
was nof practicable. Hence the Committee recommended to
convene a Board of Directors meeting to discuss matters such
as giving wide advertisements about the vacant rooms in
BTSCs, exemption of IFSD, ﬁxing moderate rental rates etc,
and directed the Corporation to furnish a detailed report to the

Committee within six months.

Conclusion/Recomimendations

-

2)  The Committee observes that the public do not co-operate with
the IFSD system of the Corporation, expecting to get the shops in the
BTSCs at a cheaper rental rate since the Corporation is a
Government undertaking. So the Committee recommends that the
Corporation must examine the possibility of renting out the rooms

without accepting I1FSD.

3) The Committee recommends to convene a meeting in the presence
of the concerned Minister to discuss the matter, and to assign
responsibility to an official or implement a centralised monitoring

system for this purpose.

4) The Committee observes that the Corporation has received IFSD
Jfrom allottees in Thodupuzha, Muvattupuzha, and Pathanamthitta
BTSCs. So the Committee recommends to issue rooms to these

allottees urgently to avoid legal proceedings against the Corporation.
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5) The Committee observes that the public is unaware of the vaccant
rooms in the BTSCs. So the Committee recommends to display

advertisements regarding the vacant rooms, in KSRTC buses.

6) The Committee recommends to convene a Board of Directors
meeting to discuss matters such as giving wide advertisements about
the vacant rooms in BTSCs, exemption of IFSD, fixing moderate
rental rate, etc and directs to submit a detailed report on these

matters within six months.
Audit Para — 5.4.1.5
5.4.1.6

To a query of the Committee about the current status of
the bus‘terminals, the Executive Director, KSRTC replied that
~although there were problems related to Sewage Treatment
Plant (STP) and deiay in obtaining building number, BTSC at
Haripad wa; completed after the decision of the Municipality
~ to exclude the STP. The BTSC at Kasaragod was completed,
or there were no issues relating to fire and safety clearance
and the STP. Further, there was no STP issue at the
Pathanamthitta BTSC also when works commenced. He
added that all the works of KSRTC are now executed by
PWD, but they could not get contractors for STP works even
after tendering, and consequently could not complete the
works on time.

To another query of the Committee, the witness
responded that a meeting was convened in the presence of

Minister for Local Self Government Department and the
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District Collector to contemplate on the construction of the
STP. He added that the STP works at Thodupuzha and
Pathanamthitta were undertaken by the PWD, but could not
complete the works due to the scarcity of experts in the field.
He added that even private agencies failed to execute the
works related to STP’s, resulting delays in that work.

The Committee enquired whether it is mandatory to
include STP in the DPR itself. The witness replied that in the
Kasargod BTSC, being an old project it was not mandatory,
but in the case of Pathanmthitta BTSC it was included in the
DPR. But in the middle of the civil works, the contractor died
and the electromechanical works of the project could not be
entrusted to another contractor. He added that currently, it has
been instructed to include the amounts for all small and large
works in the DPR itself.

The Committee enquired about the status of the
Malappuram BTSC for which X 5 crore is allotted. The
witness réplied that firstly KSRTC have to submit an estimate
to the Transport Department including all requirements, which
will be forwarded to the Finance Department, and after getting
their approval, Administrative Sanction will be accorded.

The Committee enquired why the projects proposed in
2005 have not been completed yet. The Executive Director,
KSRTC replied that out of the 19 projects, the projects at
Palakkad, Kottarakkara, Kasaragod, Payyannur,
Neyyattinkara, Nedumangad, Kattakada and Haripad \;vere
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completed. Though the projects at Pala, Thodupuzha,
Muvattupuzha, Pathanamthitta, Malappuram and Nilambur
were completed, they could not start operations since the
building numbers were not obtained and, the work on the
remaining five projects has not been started yet.

To another query of the Committee, the Additional
Secretary of the Transport Department replied that nine
places,. including Eanchakkal, were considered for feasibility
study in PPP model, but these were abandoned due to a
shortage of funds. The Managing Director, KSTRC added
that there wasn’t much response to the PPP model and
KSRTC. had decided to invite EOI and proceéd with tender
procedures after obtaining the permission of the Government.

The Committee observed that the problems in preparing
the DPR led to the issues in implementing the project and
demanded clarification for the same. The Technical Examiner
admitted that there were flaws in the preparation of the DPR,
and added that if the Corporation had obtained permission
from the local body, it would have addressed the requirements

regarding fire and safety and STP.
Conclusion/Recommendations

7) The Committee observes that the delays in the
Completion of BTSCs were attributed to the problems in
completing Sewage Treatment Plant, delays in getting clearance
regarding fire and safety and delays in getting building

numbers. So the Committee recommends that the Corporation
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should include all these factors specifically in the DPR and
should ensure that all necessary clearances are obtained in a

time bound manner.

Audit Para 5.4.2 — Utilisation of completed BTSCs: -
5.4.,2.1
5.4.2.2
To a query of the Committee regarding the vacant rooms in
BTSCs, the Managing Director replied that the majority of
rooms in the completed BTSCs were given on:rent and only
three rooms each in Neyyattinkara and Kattakada and one in
Nedumangad remained vacant. He added that 46 .rooms
remained vacant in Kasm‘god BTSC on the first and second
floor -

The Coémmittee observed that the Corporation would
have to foresee the less demand for rooms in the upstairs.
The Managing Director replied that they had given intimation
to Government agencies, and two or three agencies including
the Khadi Board had accepted the offer. He added that they
were trying to solve the problems related to accessibility. To
another query of the Committee, the Executive Director
informed that the deposit amount has been reduced and the
rooms were vacant due to factors such as scarcity of funds,
decrease in the number of passengers and problems related to

covid situation.

The Committee enquired whether there is a centralized

monitoring system to find out the people who need the vacant
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rooms. The Managing Director replied that tendering was
being done after weekly reviews at the Chief Office level.
Then the Committee opined that KSRTC could rent out the
vacant rooms either to Government offices or to the needy
without any deposits. The Managing Director assured that the
suggestion of the Committee would be implemented. He
added that a software named Rental Management System
would be implemented so that the public would be made

aware of the vacant rooms in the BTSCs.

The Committee inquired why the amount was not
disbursed to the Contractor who completed the work of BTSC
at Malappuram at a cost of X7.90 crore about six years ago.
The Financial Advisor, KSRTC replied that budget provisions
are allotted Jevery year and the revenue income was much less
for the years 2019, 2020 and 2021 due to covid pandemic. He
added that the expenditure for construction Works were met
from the Plan Fund, but the Plan Fund allocation was much

less after the financial year 2018-19.

To a query of the Committee regarding the pending bills,
the witness responded that about X15 crore was pending and
X158.70 crore is allocated in plan fund of this year. The
Committee enquired whether the pending amount of the
current year would be disbursed from the plan fund of the
succeeding year. The witness replied that it was not possible

to provide specific statistics on payment according to criteria
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and that part payments were made in many cases. T}Ile‘
Committee criticized the attitude of the witness and opined
that there should be specific criteria for the payment of the
pending bills and should be more precise details relating to
which year the payiﬁents had been made. The witness replied
that some contractors file litigation in the court and payment

is given to them as per the direction of the court.

The Committee opined that the Corporatioh must fix a
criteria for the disbursement of pending bills. The Managing
Director opined that the bills should be disbursed to the
contractors who have completed the work earlier. The
Additional Secretary, Transport Department assured the
Committee that a criteria for the disbursement of pending bills

will be formulated based on the discussions of this meeting.

The Managing Director informed that due to the changes
in the fire and safety norms, the contracts had to be retendered
to other contractors. The Senior Audit Officer pointed out that
in Neyyattinkara, the Municipality did not issue the building
number due to the absence of a DPR and changes in the
approved plan. The Managing Director replied that such
contractors were blacklisted and subseduently completed the

work.

Conclusion/Recommendations:

8) The Committee recommends to constitute a centralized
monitoring system to identify the individuals who need vacant

rooms in the BTSCs. The Committee also recommends to rent
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out the vacant rooms either to Government offices or to the

needy without accepting any deposits.

9) The Committee observes that the Corporation did not follow
any specific criteria for the disbursement of pending bills to the
contractors who had completed the construction of BTSCs. So
the Committee recommends to formulate a specific criteria for

the disbursement of pending bills to these contractors.

Thiruvananthapuram, :
2026. Committee on Public Undertakings.
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APPENDIX -1

SUMMARY OF MAIN CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATION
Sl Para Department Conclusmnszecommendat]ons

No. No. Concerned

1 1 Transport The Committee observes that the Corporatlon failed to
detect the defects in the structural designs before theiri

| ! ‘approval, which led to the revision of designs and

‘estimated costs after starting the civil works. Even
iafter detecting these defects, the Corporation released
full payment to the architect of Nedumangad BTSC%
HiEas and part payment to the architect of Thodupuzha
iBTSC. The Corporation did not assess and recover
the cost of damages from the architect despite an
enabling provision in the agreement with them. The

|
. |
| ‘ Committee observes that paying the full amount to the |

!archltects despite identifying lapses in the structural

‘designs was inappropriate and recommends to
; ; ko . |
formulating a centralised monitoring mechanism to|

i | coordinate the procedures related to the construction
‘ ! . |of BTSC.

o | £t |
2| 2 Transport ‘The Commlttee observes that the pubhc do not co-operate |

with the IFSD system of the Corporation, expecting to get!
the shops in the BTSCs at a cheaper rental rate since the
; \ iCorporation is a Government undertaking. So the|
Committee recommends that the Corporation must
examine the possibility of renting out the rooms without

‘accepting IFSD.
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Transport The Committee recommends to convene a meeting in the
presence of the concerned Minister to discuss the matter,
and to 3551gn responsibility to an official or 1mplement a

centrallsed monitoring system for this purpose.

1.i

L4 4

| TraI‘SPO“ The Commlttee observes that the Corporatlon has
| received IFSD from allottees in Thodupuzha,
‘Muvattupuzha, and Pathanamthitta BTSCs. So theE
'Committee recommends to issue rooms o these allottees
wurgently to avoid legal proceedings against the

 Corporation.

| 2°i

2 Transport  The Commitee observes that the pubhc is unaware L the.

| i |vaccant rooms in the BTSCs. So the Commlttee

|
q . recommends to display advertisements regarding the

|
'vacant rooms, in KSRTC buses.

: Tra“SPort |The Committee recommends to convene a Board of
Dlrectors meeting to discuss matters such as giving wide |
advertlsements about the vacant rooms in BTSCs, |
exemptlon of IFSD, fixing moderate rental rate, etc and |
directs to submit a detailed report on these matters within |

Six months.
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4 ETraHSPOTt The Committee observes that the delaysmih the |
‘Completion of BTSCs were attributed to the problems

in completing Sewage Treatment Plant, delays in

getting clearance regarding fire and safety and delays
iin getting building numbers. So the Committee
recommends that the Corporation should include alli

these factors specifically in the DPR and should

‘ensure that all necessary clearances are obtained in a

time bound manner. ‘

8  Transport 'The Committee recommends to constitute a
| centralized monitoring system to identify the

\individuals -who need vacant rooms in the BTSCs.
| {
The Committee also recommends to rent out the

‘vacant rooms either to Government offices or to the

‘needy without accepting any deposits.

9 fféﬂspﬂrf %Thé_é.b_rrﬁli-ttee observes that the C;erorafion did not
follow any specific criteria for the disbursement Ofi
pending bills to the contractors who had completed the
iconstruction of BTSCs. So the Committee

recommends to formulate a specific criteria for the

disbursement of pending bills to these contractors.
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Action taken Report (Additional Details) on Para 5.4 of audit report related to
KSRTC contained in the report of Comptroller and Auditor General of India for the
year ended 31st March, 2019,

SIL |Department| Para Remarks Action Taken
No.| Concerned | No.

I |Transport |54  |About Construction and]KSRTC Planned to construct 19
futilisation ~ of = Bus|Bus Terminal Cum Shopping
Terminals-cum- Complexes to generate more non-
[Shopping  Complexes,ffare revenue. Out of this, the
audit . . remarks as|construction of 10 BTSCs were
|follows: Failure of the|completed at various places such

|Corporation ~ injas  Kottarakkara, Kasaragod,
. |augmenting non-|Kattakkada, Nedumangad,
|operating income|Neyyatinkara, Payyanur,}
~ |through 'shopping|Harippad, Pathanamthitta, Pala &
" |complexes - due to[Palakkad.. :
inefficiencies in : ' : :
planning and|The shops and spaces available at
lmplementatlon of the said places are lendnng out on
“lprojects, . non-|yearly basis. :
development - .= of _ : : :
envisaged ‘projects and '_I‘he construction of 4 BTSCs are
ander ttilisation of in progress and not -completed.
- |completed projects. They  are Thodupuzha,
e i Malapuram, Nilambur,

[Muvattupuzha. The present level
of Construction of said Bus
Terminal cum Shopping
Complexes are as follows. '

PLACES [%ofC ompletlon
Thodupuzha |Almost :
completed, due toj
financial

difficulties

|contractors  bills|
are not paid.
Malapuram  |70%
Nilambur  [70%.
Muvattupuzhal95%




—_ 3’2:.

2

The details of construction of
remaining 5 was of Bus Terminal
cum Shopping Complexes at
Kottayam, Enchakkal, Munnar,
Fort, Karunagapally are shown|
[below.

- [PLACES Level of work
4l completed

Kottayam - [Not Started

'|Enchakkal  |Not Tendered

Munnar Work not
tendered

Fortt [Work . not yet
started

Karunagapally|Work not started

The reason for non-starting
projects is due to financial crisis,
The work can be started subject to|
g\;:_ilability of plan fund/MLA[

d.




Para.
54.1

Planning and
implementation of Bus
Terminal cum Shopping
Complexes. :

" |Sub
[Para
5.4.1.1

~fof the BoD .

~ lthree BTSCs while

[Nedumangad BTSC; the]

{payment

Audit observed - that
there were changes: to
the scope of work in five
fout of six -

BTSCs requiring
lapproval = of  revised

App_roval. of Board of Directors i
for revised estimate of Payyanur,|

Neduman___gad_, Neyyattinkara and| - |
- [Thodupuzha  were

- obtained.|
Thodupuzha BTSC works started
on 01/2023. Due to difference in|

estimate. - . . The
Corporation; however,
did not obtain approval
for th
frevised - estimatés © o
in
{the case of Thodupuzh
and Nedumanga
BTSCs, . the approval
was ' obtained after -
delay . of 11' to 16}
months. In the ¢ase of

unjustified . delay in
‘|lapproving the revised
lestimate  delayed the
. to the
contractor and therefore
delayed the completion|

resulting in loss of
license fee amounting to

also says that the reply
from the KSRTC was
not . acceptable ‘as _the
practice followed by the
Corporation till 2017
was not in line with the

|

AElectrification, Fire Fighting and]
STP. Due to the financial crisis|

of the BTSC by a year]

10.46 lakh. Audit report|

measurement as . per schedule,|
revised estimate was prepared. In
the case of Thodupuzha also the
same happened. Civil wing have|
taken initiative for preparing
estimate,  e-tendering  and|
awarding  the  work = of

and non payment of bills, the|"
contractors . are unwilling to] -
restart the work. It may be noted|:

that the delay in approval for the]

revised estimate is not the reason
for the non-completion of]
construction works in time. The|
lack of sufficient fund is the main|
reason for ‘the . delay in
completion of projects. =

PWD Manual. The reply,




._.BM_

was silent on the delay
in obtaining approval for|
the revised estimale
from the BoD.

Para

“ISub  [Audit observed that the|The revised estimate of various

54.12

 Jthe

_CiVil_ works were  in|BTSC works started on 01/2023.
{Progress. So, the|Due to différence in measurement

1(October 2014) the

larchitect of

Corporation  noticed|civil works in KSRTC shall be
(September/October prepared and submitted before the
2013) significant defects|Board of Directors for "getting
in structural designs offapproval. The approval of Board
BTSCs at Nedumangad of Directors for revised estimate
and Thodupuzha whenfof  Payyanur, Nedumangad,

; Neyyattmkara and . Thodupuzha
were  obtained.  Thodupuzha

structural designs andlas per schedule, revised estimate
estimated eosts Wwerelwas prepared. In the case of
revised ' later (Octobe Thodupuzha - also the same
2014!February 2015).|happened. Civil wing have taken
This indicated. that thefinitiative for preparing estimate,
Corporation failed tole-tendering and awarding the
detect the defects in thejwork of Electrification, Fire
structural designs beforelFighting and STP. Due to the
it approval.  Thejfinancial crisis and non payment
Corporation . blacklistedlof bills, the contractors are
nwilling to restart the work. It
architect - oflmay be noted that the delay in
Nedumangad - BTSClapproval for the revised estimate
only and did not assesslis not the reason for the non-
and recover the cost oflcompletion of construction works
damages suffered due tolin time. The lack of sufficient
the defects in design and|fund is the main reason for the

released (October 2015)|delay in completion of projects.
|the full payment (Rs. j
9.50 lakh) to the

Nedumangad BTSC.
The Corporation reply
was not acceptable as
the Corporation did nozl
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assess and recover the
cost of damages from
the architect despite
enabling provisions in
the agreements with
them.

-
Para

5.4.!.3

: detalled Tatd e E ixed for each shop is sufﬁt:lent to
.below " |of each shops. But it may be|

LO‘JI Uf the three|Deposit (IFSD) s collected]

- {completed - BTSCslthrough  auction procedure. The|
' -Ie%anl_ined. - thelbidders are not interested to quote| -
|Corporation  could nofithe minimum amount fixed by the '

- lequivalent to the cost of :
|construction, -~ ipfcollecting - the IFSD from

. Nedumangad BTSCs

~ lonly X330 crore ‘in

Payyanur BTSC andfto the shortage of navellcrs
[X6.61° - * crore “ in :
|Nedumangad BTSC. I Now more services are started '_
~ frespect of Payyannurjgradually from Payyanur Large

Audlt observed that the Cost of - coﬁstrucfion of Bus

" [Corporation ~ did " not{Terminal © . Cum ‘Shopping|
|ensure ‘adequacy of thelComplexes - met by the

commercial built up arez Corporation through IFSD. The
earmarked in each BTS Corporanon has been ensured that
so as to mobilise. thelthe rinimum lI"SD ' :

requued IFSD - ‘as

" |cover the cost of the constructlon

|noted that Interest Free Security

mobilise: IFSD

Corporat:on Thc short _fal_l ;_n

Payyannur ~ and[Payyanur is that the Bus Terminal
“feum - Shopping  Complexes - 1sl
situated far away from the main|

'The CODSU_'!JC'HOH ~ofltown. While drafting the projects,| -

i Payyannur be ) and
~ [Nedumangad - * BTSC:
|was ‘completed ‘in 2015

it is assumed that more services
will" be ' started ‘and "operated
through the said Bus Terminal| -
incurring "X5.14  croréfcum Shopping Complexes. ‘More

- fand - 9. 66 _ F_:rpre number of services were Operated| 0
|respectively. Howeverthrough Bus Terminal cum
[as “of September 2019,/Shopping Complex at -Payyanur- -

[the IFSD collected Wa"slat the initial stage. But aftér covid|
some services were cancelled due

BTSC the mﬂow ol]no of commutars are dependmg '
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passengers to the BTSC[Payyanur BTSC because all the
was low as it waslbuses are plying through there.
located away trom the[lhe short fall 1 collectung LFSD|
main town and alfrom Payyanur and Nedumangad
considerable number oflis that the tenderers are not
buses proceed to theirlinterested to quote the tender for
destination without|shops which are situated far away
entering the BTSC. Aslfrom the platform where the
of October 2019, 15 outibuses are parking and the
of 40 shops in the BTSC|commuters are - awaited.
remained vacant. ThejCorporation aimed to tender, the
wrong selection of sitelunleased area for office purposes.|
for the BTSC, therefore,|The commercial wing of KSRTC
- [adversely affected thelhas taken steps to let out these
realisation of IFSD. spaces for other than commercial
Pl ‘|purposes.

Aol ithe cake | of
Nedumangad BTSC, the{The reason for non completion of
[Corporation did notjstandlone buildings, with|
complete _ thejcommercial area at Nedumangad,
construction ~ of = alas planned, is that Corporation is
|standalone building withfnot able to find out sufficient fund
commercial  built-up{from its own revenue other than| -
larea of 4,390 sq. ft. IFSD. In the case of 10 shops at|

: fie |IThodupuzha : the tender cum
as  planned.  ThelAuction was . conducted,
Corporation did not givejminimum IFSD fixed by the
any * reason for not Corporation is not offered to the
completing theltenderers. Thus the Corporation
construction which led|frequently called for tenders to
{to  foregoing ~ thejavoid idling of spaces. Now the
opportunity to mobiliselcondition is merely changed and
lthe IFSD for 4,390 sq.most of the area can be let out to]
ft. e new tenders.

The expected IFSD149(The Audit has also observed that
based on the availablelthe main reason for the non-
lcommercial built up arealcompletion of construction BTSC{
in the ongoing BTSCs atlis the want of fund from its own|
Haripad, ThOdUPUZhalrevenue. By considering the fact
and Malappuram waslas mentioned for your kind
34.01 crore, X8.00 crorejnotice, the audit para may be
and 2.26 crore as against|dropped.

their estimated|
construction cost of|
X6.45 crore, %14.98
crore and %7.90 crore
respectively. Up to
|September . 2019, the
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- “jconducted - in" “August

- |offered in the previous

Corporation mobilisedl
1.39 crore as IFSD
from Thodupuzha BTSC
while no IFSD could be
mobilised from
Malappuram andl
Haripad BTSCs. The
Corporation  stopped
(March - 2019) - the

of fuuds

In the  case  of
Thodupuzha BTSC, bids|

shops in the tender-cum-
auction conducted in
May 2017  were not

minimum IFSD . fixed|
- |for these shops was not
- |offered.  Next tender-
cum-auctxon . - Wwas

2018  and ~  the
Corporatnon allotted six
~[shops. "It ‘was  noticed
~{that in the casé of four
“lof these - shops,

|minimum IFSD fixed by
|the’ ~Corporation ~ was|
|lower - than the IFSD

" |tender-cum-auction.

|four shops in August
2018 led to reduced
“|collection = of  IFSD
|amounting to  X19.56
- |lakh. The reply was not
acceptable.  *  The
Corporation could not
mobilise the - required
[FSD in completed
. . |projects even after five

construction =~ of these|
BTSCs dug to shortage :

received in respect of 10| - '

accepted as _  the]

i Hence ‘the allotment of -

yeassi = oftc o ithei i




completion. The reply
from the KSRTC was
silent on 1ihe efforts
taken by the Corporation
to operate all buses from
the Payyannur BTSC. In
the case of Nedumangad
BTSC, commercial
built-up area was only
16.10 per cent of the
total  built-up  area.
Considering the average
[FSD actually realised
for the shops already
rented out, this was not
sufficient to recover thej
cost of construction. The

specific to the audit
comment regarding the
possibility  of  not
jrecovering the cost of
|construction  in . the
BTSCs under
[construction = dus  to
inadequate cemmercial
built-up area.
oy

reply of KSRTC was not|
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Sub
Para

54.14

_[imposed property tax at
_ 18 months from October

'payment of - additional

fOI':
busmess in the BTSC
-|statig

" unauthonsed
 [bidders wﬂhdrew - from
'the allotment made o)
them

|were _
_1these f_our b:dderstorent__
out, the shops for two|
the  withdrawall

|license fee for two years

Audit observed that in
Neyyattinkara  BTSC,
the Corporation did not
provide 10-meter splayj]
at both sides of the exit

At Neyyattinkara the building tax
amount is fixed at normal rate
from 2020 onwards. At present
there are only 16 shops are
vacant. After the completion of]

(i o e
the building completion
certificate = = . for
Neyyartmkara . BTSC
due to non-adherence to
the - approved plan and

twice thé normal rate for,

2015.. Thls 1ed to

property -tax ‘amounting
to =\“43._5'3’ lakh. * Further,
fas = the Mumclpallty
refused to __'_grant license
. commencing| -

th ~the
COI]SH’UCUOD

" four

and i the

had

Corporanon

lakh. As - agreemients

executed Wi

years, -
also resulted in- loss of]

amountmg e e
The f’epl"y Cof the
Comemupn  wes 1o

acceptable as the non-

point as . per thejconstruction of BTSC of
approved plan. The Nleyyaatinkarz_t, the Corporation
Municipality has 'appi‘oached concerned

' I‘Efllsedl

was|

= to] -
‘Iréfund 1FSD. !of_-.- 533-50'.95

authorities to obtain building| -
completion certificate, But th
Municipality authority had denied
the approval = due. to. some
structural variations. After that all
the objections  raised by the
concerned authorities were settled
and perm1ts has been issued by
local authonues The total shops|
available. at Neyyatinkara, is 41.|
Out of this 25.were let out to|
tenderers and ‘16 are on tendering|
stage. Earnest-effort will be takenj
to lease out these vacant places at
the earhest 4 ;

widening of exit points
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[issue which was not

in line with the design
approved by the
Municipality was not in
compliance with the
KMBR. The reply also
indicated  that  the
unauthorised  parallel
service was a known

considered while
designing the BTSC.

Sub
Para

54.15.

‘fand ' Haripad BTSCs

Audit observed that the
Corporation did not
renew the  building
erniits of 'Thodupuzhd

The Corporation. applied for|
NOC/ PCB from the concerned
departments for the building at| -
Thodupuzha & Haripad. The|
reason for delay in starting the

[though their validity/function of BTSC is that locall
expired in " Decemberjauthorities raised some objections
~ J2016 lagainst the applications for
statutory license / NOC and
and  August 2018|pver1mts The BTSCs now
respectively. As  thelcompleted have all facilities as

1Audit also noticed thaf]

not renewed before their|
expiry, the Corporation

faced the risk of non-
receipt ~ of  further
extensions. ~ Similarly,

NOC from the PCB was

building permits Wwereiper the plan and also as per the

license and permits. KSRTC,
PMC has applied to get Fire NOC
for = Harippad BTSC  and
Thodupuzha  BTSC. = After
obtaining Pollution Control Board
certificate (PCB) and Fire NOC,

not obtained for Haripad|
and Malappuram
BTSCs. For

Thodupuzha BTSC, the
INOC from PCB which|
expired in September
2019 was not renewed.

though the constmction‘l
of Payyannur BTSC was

two projects.

the application will be submitted
to obtain building permit to these

jcompleted in October




/L?‘—

s ]

12016 due to non-

2015, the Municipality
granted building
numbers only in June

completion of fire and
lsafety measures. This
led to delay in entering
linto tenancy agreements}
and resulted in loss of

license fee amounting to
X11.69 lakh.

_[Sub
|Para

54.16

: 1C0rporat|on avaﬂed the sanctloned loan to meet the mltlaﬂ

- [March 2013, bt has notjffunds some projects. were nof|
. |repaig . the loan .. yet started in time and some others| = -

‘[(October :2019). Out offare not completed  ~as .per| = -
‘{the 14 - BTSCs, : the
-*Corporatmn :

© lcould comp]ete (Octobe Malappuram,  Muvattupuzha,{ -
© * [2015) only “one: BTSCiNilambur were started and most} .
T _'|(Payyannur) while  th
* '[works of “ six’ BTSCsicompletion and the Corporation|

|were stopped due _
|shortage ‘of funds. Thelthe sanctioned purpose only. The|

|GoK - earmarkmg 8lbe noted that the. Govt. havel .

[ctore for these BTSCs.[Non plan fund (Loan).
< |Further, the ‘Corporation e oo
- -|did not adhere to' the
© “|directions of GoK
|regarding constitution of

Audit observed that the It is admttted that the Govt. have|
loan from . Govt.. of expendlrure to construct thq ;
Kerala during Jannary to|BTSC. But due to the shortage of] .

schedule. However by ‘utilizing| -
~ |this fund, the works of BTSC's at
. [Payyanur, - ° Thodupuzha,

of them 'are 'very 'near to]

tojutilizes the entire loan amount for]

|Corporation’ could noffsaid loan amount will bel
[commence construction|converted in to equuy by_Govt,
of seven BTSCs fillllatter. Thus there is no liability|
October 2019 desplte accrued on this account. It may|

|crore 154 out' of T30 sanctioned ‘the said fund under

I'[lOllltOl’lﬂg commmee,




fumnishing of utilisation
certificate and statement

of expenditure incurred.

_ |of tendering or

|constitute a centralise

|

|linvited

15,357 sq. ft. (32.78 pe
[cent) and 4,176 sq. fi.

Isecond floor in these

Sub  |Utilisation of.Completed
Para |BTSCs |
542 | ;

5.4.2.1 |Audit observed that the

Corporation did no

regarding the frequency

issue * any guidelinestl'l‘he main reason for the vacancy

[locations as noted in the audit|

of the spaces/shops at various|

monitoring mechanism
to oversee. the vacancy

[position_of commercial
- |built-up area in the

BTSCs. This lead to
unjustified  delay in

draam_ is that the tenderers are

purposefully ‘not - Co-operating
with Corporation to take over the|-
vacant shops/spaces. They are|
aiming ~ ‘to  capture  the
shops/spaces at nominal rate.
They jointly tride to quote the]
lowest rate of IFSD / license fee.

conducting tender-cum-
auction in three BTSCs
as detailed below:

Though tenders  were
at  regul
intervals in the case o

{Kottarakkara and the unutilization of spaces at

e BTCS is the poor competition
Ka & B purposefully created by the
commercial area o

(26.40  per . cent)
respectively  remained
vacant owing to the hig
vacancy  position i

|such lowest rate. Moreover the

|tenderers. Even after purposefull
reluctance from the part of the

But the minimum rate fixed by
the Corporation is not at par with

Corporation is not in a position to
receive a rate which is below
minimum rate fixed by the
Corporation. The main reason for

tenderers, the Corporation is
taking earnest effort to let out the
unutilized spaces at the earliest.
The details of vacancy at various
BTSCs are detailed below.

[BTSCs  (Kottarakkara

a) Kasargode BTSC
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[terminal. In the case of

~lconduct
- lauction since. .

16,551 5q., ft. remained

. {vacant -since  the latest
. |open. their outlets and the same is|

- 110,038 sq ft. remaine

3932 sq. R. and
Kattakada-4,176  sq.ft.).
Further, unlike the other

already existing bus

Kasargod BTSC, though
tenders  were. invited
regularly, 25,405 sq. ft.
(65.59 per cent) of
commercial  built-up
area mcludmg 6,745 $q.

poo'r dema’nd '

In Payyannur BTSC the|
iCorporanon did no

It()ctol_:ier 501-?; As of]
November 2019, 38.02

BTSCs, Kottarakkara
BTSC was located|
separately  from  the

. tender-cum l]b)Kagtékkéda BTSC

134 :sh.ops' “and .. 2 blocks are|

The number of shops available is|
105. Out of this, 49 is vacant at
present. Even after repeated
tender procedures we are not able
to find out licensees. The said
shops are situated in 1st and IInd
floor. More over the arrival of]
travelers in the bus stand is less.
The tenders are not willing to take
over the said shop due to the poor]

commercial viability. Considering|

this, Corporation has decided to|
let out these places to Govt.|
establishments at lower rent and|

fi. in the second floorideposit. Accordingly steps. tof .~
- remained vacant due to|

handing over 7250 cm2 to GST
Dept. and 690 cm2 to Minority
Development Dept. is started and|
yoin progress.

available at this place, only 3|

e per cent of Ihe totalltendering stage Now one of the| §
built-upjsaid block is .used  as retmngj :
|erea of 11,632 sq. f. oomofemployees ' s

commerclal

mained - vacant. - In
eyyattinkara - BTSC,
40.42 per. cent of the
;totaI commercnal area oOf]

tender-cum-auction -
conducted in June 2018.
In Nedumangad BTSC
6.934 sq. ft. out of the
total commercnal area of]

shops are vacant. 2 shops are in| -

6 Kottarakkara BTSC.

The vacant shops now avallable'
demanded large area of space to

under the consideration  of]
KSR’I‘C :

d) Payyannur BTSC

vacant since the tender
cum-auction :

~ [December 2017. The
_ |next tender-cum-auctlon

was conducted (March
2019) after 15. months,
in - which ' four  shops
(1,399 8q. &) were

Out of 40 shops, about 20 nos. are|
runnmg presently. Out of the|
remaining 20 shops, 13 nos. were|
planned to be. let out to Motor
Vehicle Dep"artment -

Thus bldders are not mterested to
occupy more spaces

' _' rented out. Audit reporl

at there is only seven. The KSBC| |



e

{f

also finds that there was
considerable gap in
conducliniy tcgular

tenders for renting out
vacant shops in the

{Corporation was also
silent on the -efforts

shops in Kasargod,

Kattakkada BTSCS.

BTSCs. The reply of]

taken to rent out vacant

Kottarakkara and}

o Sub

Para

5.4.2.2

' |from 4 to 14 months.

Audit observed that as of]
[November 2019,  the|

The main reason for the delayed

Corporation  did - not
refund IFSD of X1.58
crore payable to 21

tenants in Payyannur,
 |Kasargod and
Malappuram

refund of IFSD ranged

BTSCS The delay in|-

repayment of IFSD to various
tenders are due to the financial
stringency of the Corporation.
The Corporation is trying to
refund the amount as early as
ossible.

543

I Audit observed that the

Non Developed BTSCs-

The Govt.. have sanctioned
permission to the construction of]
BTSC at Palakkad and the work

works for construction|

was sta_'rtéd on 13_.0:1_.2_(_)20 b _

48
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of  Kottayam andlusing MLA- ADS 2018 -- 19 and
Palakkad BTSCs werefthe work was completed and
awarded in March 2015finaugurated on 10.11.2022. The
and March ZOIGLGOVL have sanctioned permission
respectively. But thelto the construction of Toilet
Corporation did not handBlock and Yard work at
over the site to the[Kottayam by using MLA - ADS
. |contractors even after aland the work was completed and
~ [lapse of 10 to 19 months|inaugurated on 24.10.2022.
las there: was protest| )
~ |(April 2015) against re-|.
|location of employees in
Kottayam BTSC. In the|
case of Palakkad BTSC,
~ |the Corporation: could|
~ [not evict the office of]’
~'|the  'Employees’ Co-
_|operative Society- from|. -
the site. The Corporation|
- |did not proceed with the
construction * of .the[ -
- |BTSCs due to shortage
[of fund despite incurring|
X52.04 ‘lakh towards|-
- |consultancy .. and - other|".
lhorges. . -

o
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