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Or. Deepak Khare
ot TR RIDKIMaF CLT 135
Dalae; 1.10.2015
Mr. M. Rymbai
Superiniending Engineer (P &RM)
Cho Cirectod (Generation)
MaPGEL, Shillong

Sublect: “Petitlon for Approval of ARR of Myntdu Leshka H.E Projoct”

Reference: Your Latter No, MePGCL/DIGENIMIsc-43/2008/Pt-VI/59) Ditee 27
August, 2015

Desrsr

| Wih referenca la Ihe above feller and as per Bubject cled above, we would like 1o
uform you that the cost vanfication of the project work on “Venficalion of th Completian
Cost of Myntdu Leshka H. E. Project (342 MW), Jaintia Hils Dhisrict, Meghatoya® was

complelad by IIT Roorkes incorporating inpuls from various documents provided g us,

sitd visits and persoenal discussions/clarifications 1o the extent Fossible during the course
af tha study. All refévant inputs are availabla in the rapoi

Motw, it Nas been informad in the letter cited undar roflerance fhat

a5 foliows,

"MT hndings an tha reasens for the delay in execution of the py
cost ovarrun fin monetary terms) sapararaly for:-

(i Due to factors which EJ:E enf:'ra!y_arrn&mau.re 1o g ating company
{imprudence in selgcting suppliess  and  conbiaciug ayracments

Misinanagement of finances, improger co-ordination iic )
: e, g
- Dus fo faclors beyond the control of 4 GENCrIY company. fare
majeure hke natural calamity or any piher wiNEl Claarly uEfﬂ.'],l'Le
veyond any doubt that there (s imprudence by 1. "
compdany) ana Generating
(W) Forhe sifuations nof covared in () 20 i} abipye
Tlr:'ﬁ', MEERD has ﬂ'-'J'EEfE'EI'I‘-D follaw Il.h'ﬂ "GUI'd'E.rﬂ']ES fur lr.':ll'.I'”[JI'“_rliD” .
ﬂm‘lfcr fEA0 for hydroglectnic schamas ang BXANNGHON for toyg s
by CEA in 2007 and the same bg indicated in (g renon® Hhence” issued
4. In this cannaction it is reiteratad, as already siatad n tist |Jﬁru ! thi
report submitted by IIT is based an (he dIcumonts as yu)| as jy [U 8 Aelr, 1o |
the project authonties and the study is limited (e he scapy of 1ﬂnt_:a[|un supplice by |
4 Harl T on page & of } |I
| .

s ]

MEERC has desirad

LGl resuiling in



av

the report (Para 1.2) . The repart contains our findings on the cost of Struclures such as
dam, tanel, gales, power house, penstock and E& M. lam st eslimatod cosl,
expandilure on work, varalion and reasons for variation are given in e (uport for gach
struclura. The reparl also contains our observalions oii ihe tolal cost of projoct along
with the circumstances in which the work has bean caried out and the reasons for cost
af project which has worked out as Rs. 10.27 crores/ MW and is cuinparuble 1o olher
on-gaing similar hydropower projects.

An overview of the detalls submitted in the report is shown as below,

The project for 2= 42 MW power house was accordoed TEC by CEA in 1998 for
Rs. 383.08 cromes, After all clearances the work on projecl slarled in 2004 and
coniracts awarded for the works based on DPR and on somo Yondor drawings
recaived from the consultants { Central Water Commission), Subseyuenly when
CWC issued some construclion drawings, the MLHEP authorilies found large
variation n guantites of dam ele. and revised lhe project estimate to Re 671.28
crores (which included escalation of Rs.137.36 croros and IDC of By, 5938 crores)
and submitted 1o CEA for approval

The MLHEP autharilies planned 1o increase the installed capacty by ad ding une
mare wnit of 42 MW and submitted the praposal to CEA & CWGC in Jan Z0UR corsting
Hs. 114.49 crores for approval. The CEA & CWC conlinned the technical and
financial feasibility/viablity of the proposal but formal TEC was not gecarded as cost
was less than Rs 500 crores. Later the MaPGCL Board approved the cost Heica
e project cost for 3% 42 MW was faken as Rs. 671,29 cromes + 45114 50 Lrofes =
8588 crores.

L:lull'ln_g Exai.:utmv cosl of project increased snd the pioject authonties made
revisions In projact cosl one in 2009 (Rs.8685.73 crores) any uihur in
1173.13 croras) and got it approved by MePGCL Board.

The project was completed and commissionad (&l hiee ungs
ard lhe complation cost was worked out as R, 128653 crores and wag sent o CEA
for approval. CEA declined scruting of the astimale eiling Electicly act 200
Thareafter lIT Roorkee look up this [ob as consultancy and subinified the ro 3.
par scope of work (TOR) and gave its findings on the s [ ..F]DIII,, 85
above ihe EF'F“'-""‘EU_ cosl of R5.785.88 croros. lemwisa il rr—ali:dr i
incraasa in cost and ur!'!a averrun of all the works are given o Ly it FEEANS or
Ths folal incraase In cost from 2007. 1o 20134 Re. 1280.8% crves - Re 7

crores = Rs.500 crores (Approx.). Tha lotal ePRgNs oF b Lo il 45 .-’-Elh..EiB
COMmprises of; : CIOrEs. mainly
(@) Increase in core hard cost a i S
it tha et i _I‘nuummg o BPprodintely Ry 55 Croros
Price varialion) of main projuct eon :
[dam, waler condugtor, panstock, poweor housy and E& ) e
(o} Increase due to price variation |s Rs. 34 gioreg (AEDTOK | )
(c} Increase due to escalalion s R 47 Grores (Apprax 3 i :1
(d} Payment of Rs.300 crores lowards |0 during his -::H:-; |
(e) Rest Rs. 65 crores would have been (he ipece: Farod.
ICfaisa in Cosl dye to 102US,

buildings, envirenmant and aslablishmant turng this Mol ot bk 10t
peen locked Into by IIT, as par Terms af ﬁﬂf&l'eﬁrﬂ Had which ks T

1

i
2010 (Rs.

}n March 2013



. Thus it will be soen from forgoing that in our g

. Howsver, an the basis of what is breught aut in 1he [Es

18

, ' |

Hance out of an increase of Rs.500 crores Lhe increass in Lore Im';g mnf;;ssljrlz
Rs 55 crores. 1t is found that it is bacausa of change in design lo provide e
against acidity of water, changes in design of water conductar and pawer house i
tail race due to addition of 3 Unit and due to geclogical prolierns encountered in
Exaculion of penstock anchors and foundation of 3 Unit in the power house and so
Il was considerad reasonable and acceptable, _

The introduction of 3™ Unit after 2008 required changes in the dosign of Intake,
surgs lank, wnnel and teil race which delayed the complation of olher works, The
delay was compounded due to the unprecedenied Nocds in 2008 and 2010. These
Caiays Increased the cost of escalation which 15 worked oul us per sgresment
clause. Hence these wera considared acceplable,

The IIT, howevar fell that the abave Increass in cost dug 1o change In design for

acidity of waler, geology and |ater addition of 3" Unit could have been minimized
had thare been timely and coordinatad efforts betwe
ptanning, investigation and design in the inifial stags
said than done, because the construction of g 1y
for civil, electrical and mechanical works and the p
e thraa is required Lo compiate tha project in minimuam imu, Heneo such tima and
c0sl overrun happens for various reasons on practically all the hydiopower projects
and are considarad in the backdrop of the clrcumstances In which it happans. Tha
circumstances in which it has nappened on this project huve besn explained in the
repod for further consideration,

Similarly a parusal of the cost flow has 1
Varous agencizs starting from 2000-09 1o 201314 whureas |
work started from 2005 anc was completec By 2012, The loan
mgh interest rale varying from 12 to 15% annually. This has inerugseg e sharg of
IDC in the project cost to the extent of Rs.342 crorps which s shighily more thian 253,
of tolal project cost. Better financial management colg Possibly Nave reduced this
cosl. Mevertheless there are many other factors which gavern e avdilability of | '
from various sources and this is als0, easier said |hap clone. ot oan

Our Intent in flagging various Issues
shall be learnt and recurrence shall be ay

B various ayencies involved in
of the project, bul this is easier
power project involves agencies
anning and coordination armaorg

evaslad lhal loan was taken from

dCiud] con Sruckion
WaL 0l50 taken at a

i the repart js tooe
cltded in futyre stich
alnic, it is noy EIVES
2" para of this el
Cast oy (e ot

nEure thgy lesson
Irejects,

stbile at iyig Slage (g
1 he rogsene lar {ha
diy lBims)
FOFL By TR, the bros

#iecisely nfurcate Into the three sub heads |n
delay in execulion of the project resulting In

al he core hard cost, (excluding prica vanation, g

Scalation gy e S

subheads, of 2™ para of this latter, may be summarizad og r.;:.||:,-i.,.-l;-,j I FIE) inte lhrog
[ Pl
because lhe investigations of underground siatg HI Gevlogicy) .
dasign and construclion of foundation af 80y dam, powar foyse, D'-'-'l'ldmuns lor
and site specific parameters flg BCldily of wala LR T[1S— F.tunrae-l Bic
concurant as well as inssparabla from CUCTOS 0NNy geg, Hu. are always
aciivities for any hydroalectric project, #lun ina “"ﬂﬂtrucum
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(i} Ms. 4.934 cromaes » 00 account of the core hard cost of varicus activilies
ke dewataring, remoyal of sill, construction of protections, [WEr training works |

Painting & replacament of anodizad aluminum  works slc., which wera
necassiated dua (g floods of 2008 & 2010,
(i) i

Ghon of MSERC wilh regard o follow \he guidelings Issued by CEA
icalion by IIT, we have ig submit that the saig guldelines arg for
« eir acceptance & Bramination fur concumency and Gur scope of
el components of roject fram design

DRErOved cost |nour
0 adopt said GEA Quidelines of 2007
relrospactively o 4 up for conslruction much helore 2007 alter
TEC by CEA In 1909,

G desires recasfin
2007 Quidslines, |y

should not be majar variatian |
CEA on the basis of which tha
¥Our end In the past

Tours faithiully
s
T“T Hl'lr H._Qllh' EI--'_"'__"'_'_"

(Deepak Khare)
Principal Invostigatar
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