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o a tune of T525/- crores

it is seen from the QV report that the Director in his

letter dig
20.12.2014 had forwarded 16 documents for v

erification to find out as
Lo whether the allegations leveled in the complaint have & ring of truth.,
Accordingly, some of those items of documents were confronted with the
officials of the MCL in presence of the Audit Officer of the VACE.
According to the Audit Officer, VACB, those documents are nort ¢

apable
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of ascertaining the existence of corrupt acuvities of the officials. The
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documents which were verified during Quick V

erification include Audit
report of Controller and Auditor General of [nd

1a for the year ended on
31st March 201¢

in which it was mentioned that the failure of the

Company to accept the contract for supply of fly ash etc. caused loss of

T 14.49/- crores to the Company. The said Cause of actions were

aroused during the period of April 2007 to May 2010 which was ot

during the period of the present MD against whom the allegations are
made. 8
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Another loss of ¥2.84/- crores was quantified in the audit report

of CAG for the year ended on 31st March 2014 which was occurred due

to delay in payment of KVAT, Similarly, in the audit report for the year

2013, a loss of ¥96.32 lakhs was shown which was occurred owing to

the delay of the Company to [inalize purchase orders for Coal and
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& administrative inefficiency of the officials fia

take appropriate commercial decisions.

Wbcn we look at the details of the report, it is quite visible that
the findings are reproduction of the irregularities pointed out in the
CAG reports. Controller and Auditor General of India being =
Constitutional authority and that the Audit report of the authority is
subjected tot approval of the legislature, the VACB cannot suo motu
initiate action on the reports unless the Bureau is authorized to probe
into such irregularities on the recommendation of the Legislature

Committee.

In this view of the matter, since the findings in the QV are
based on the observations of the CAG and that the Bureau have not be
authorized or required by any authority to probe into such
irregularities, the reports which were obtained in the course of QV
cannot be used as an information regarding commission of offence for
registration of a Vigilance case. [t is a common phenomenon that profit
and loss form bart of every commercial business and errors in the
commercially oriented decisions may sometimes result in loss o a
Company. Once it is shown that the loss was caused by willfu
negligence of an ofﬁcial,'case u/s 13(2) r/w 13(1){d) may survive. But &

the same time mere loss in the business owing to error of judgment wil
not amount to an offence under section 13(1)(d). Thus the material
which are supplied in the QV are incompetent to register a case unde
section 13(1)(d) r/w 13(2) of PC Act as recommended by the [.O and th
SP. Hence we had better sent up the gV report to Govt. seeking orjd_e_:l

of Vigilancé€ Enquiry into the irregularities, pointed out in the CA

i Reports for the period from 20 : !
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