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PREFACE 

 

Articles 169 & 170 of the Constitution of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan 

1973, read with sections 8 and 12 of the Auditor General (Functions, Powers, 

and Terms and Conditions of Service) Ordinance, 2001 require the Auditor 

General of Pakistan to conduct audit of the accounts of the Federation, the 

Provinces and any authority or body established by the Federation or a 

Province.  

 

The report is based on audit of the accounts of Communication & Works, 

Housing, Urban Development & Public Health Engineering and Irrigation 

Departments, Danish School and Centre of Excellence Authority and 

Cholistan Development Authority, Government of the Punjab for financial 

year 2014-15. It also contains a few audit observations pertaining to previous 

financial years. The Directorate General of Audit Works (Provincial), Lahore 

conducted audit during 2015-16 on test check basis with a view to reporting 

significant findings to the relevant stakeholders. The main body of the Audit 

Report includes significant and material systemic issues. Relatively less 

significant issues are listed in the Annexure-1 of the Audit Report which shall 

be pursued with the Principal Accounting Officers at the DAC level and if the 

PAO does not initiate appropriate action, the audit observations will be 

brought to the notice of the Public Accounts Committee through the next 

year’s Audit Report. 

 

Audit findings indicate need for adherence to the regulatory framework 

besides instituting and strengthening of internal controls to avoid recurrence 

of similar violations and irregularities. Most of the observations included in 

this report have been finalized in the light of written responses of the 

departments and discussions in SDAC meetings (except six paras of 

Cholistan Development Authority).  

 

The Audit Report is submitted to the Governor of the Punjab in pursuance of 

Article 171 of the Constitution of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan 1973, for 

causing it to be laid before the Provincial Assembly. 

 
           
 (Rana Assad Amin) 

Dated:      Auditor General of Pakistan 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Directorate General of Audit Works (Provincial), Lahore (DGAW-P) carried 

out audit of the accounts of Communication & Works, Housing, Urban 

Development & Public Health Engineering and Irrigation Departments, 

Danish School and Centre of Excellence Authority and Cholistan 

Development Authority, Government of the Punjab for financial year      

2014-15. The audit was conducted during July to November, 2015. Audit 

exercise was carried out by the Pakistan Audit Department, as per 

constitutional provisions. Audit Report is the final product of this exercise 

which is laid before the Provincial Assembly.  
 

To carry out its constitutional assignment, the DGAW-P has human resource 

of 179 officers and staff (i.e. 45108 man days) and a budget of Rs 225.55 

million for the current year. Audit assignment includes Regularity Audit 

(Financial Attest Audit & Compliance with Authority Audit) and 

Performance Audit. The audit was conducted with the following objectives:  
 

 Audit of the appropriation accounts, to ascertain whether or not the 

moneys shown as expenditure in the accounts were authorized for the 

purpose for which they were spent.  

 Regularity Audit to see whether the expenditure incurred was in 

conformity with the laws, rules and regulations framed to regulate the 

procedure for expending public money. 

 Audit of sanctions to assess that the expenditure was incurred with the 

approval of the competent authority or otherwise. 

 Propriety audit which extends beyond scrutinizing formalities of 

expenditure to highlight cases of improper expenditure or wastage of 

public money. 

 Review and analysis to offer comment on various Government 

policies relating to different Engineering Departments. 
 

All the paras included in this report were discussed in SDAC meetings and 

SDAC directives have been incorporated. However, in case of six paras of 

Cholistan Development Authority SDAC meeting could not be held despite 

repeated requests by Audit. 

 

a. Scope of Audit 
 

Total auditable expenditure during financial year 2014-15 under the 

jurisdiction of Directorate General of Audit Works (Provincial), Lahore was 
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Rs 199,112.83 million against total budgetary allocations of Rs 241,169.59 

million covering eight (08) PAOs and 607 formations. DGAW-P audited the 

expenditure of Rs 129,185.34 million in respect of 194 formations, which in 

terms of percentage comes to 64.88% of total auditable expenditure. The 

report is mainly based on audit paras for the year 2015-16, however, few 

audit observations of audit year 2014-15 have also been included. Two 

Performance Audit Reports and six Special Audit Reports are also under 

process and would be published separately. Moreover, ten Foreign Aided 

Projects (FAP) reports were issued by this office during the current Audit 

Year (2015-16).  

 

The administrative departments also realized the revenue/capital receipts of 

Rs 36,608.98 million against the estimated revenue of Rs 35,977.77 million. 

This office also audited the revenue realization on test check basis. 
  

b. Recoveries at the instance of audit 
 

During audit year 2015-16, the DGAW-P pointed out recovery of                

Rs 4,406.22 million out of which the Management accepted the stance of 

Audit to the extent of Rs 1,131.02 million. After reviewing the evidences, 

audit has verified the recovery of Rs 1,189.92 million during the period from 

July, 2015 to December, 2015 which includes recovery of Rs 571.38 million 

pertaining to audit paras for the audit year 2015-16 and Rs 618.54 million 

relating to paras of previous years. Out of the total recoveries, Rs 1,078.11 

million were not in the notice of the Management before audit. 
  

c. Audit Methodology 

 

Overall Audit Methodology involved the following steps: 

 

 The first step is to understand the business processes of the 

organizations to be audited with respect to internal control 

mechanisms. 

 Identification of key controls on the basis of prior years audit 

experience/special directions from the head office etc. 

 Prioritization of risk areas by determining significance and 

risks associated with the identified key controls.  

 Designing and updation of audit programmes for testing the 

identified risk conditions. Selection of audit formations i.e. 

DDOs on the basis of materiality and risk assessment. 

 Selecting samples as per prescribed sampling criteria. 
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 Execution of audit programmes and development of audit 

observations and recommendations relating to non-compliance 

of laws, rules, regulations and prescribed procedures. 

 Evaluation of results, reporting and follow-up. 

 

 

 

d. Audit Impact  

 

On account of continuous functioning of PACs over the past years, there was 

an appreciable positive change in the response of the auditee formations 

towards audit comments and recommendations. Earlier, non-production of 

record to audit teams used to be common, which has now reduced to 

negligible. Various shortcomings pointed out by Audit in preparation of 

technical sanctioned estimates and in application of Market Rate System 

(MRS) have been rectified by the auditee formations. The view point of audit 

on financial/technical issues is being appreciated and accepted not only by 

DACs, PAC and the Finance Department but also by the administrative 

departments. As a result of focused and meaningful audit during the first 

phase of the year 2015-16, and the PAC meetings, the recovery verified by 

audit comes to Rs 1,189.92 million. 

 

e. Compliance of PAC directives  

 

The compliance of directives of the Public Accounts Committee by the 

Principal Accounting Officers remained poor i.e 0.09 % (for all the 

departments) during the last year. Audit has been reminding the PAOs but no 

improvement in this regard was visible so far. Principal Accounting Officers 

should give special attention to this issue and develop a mechanism to 

monitor compliance of PAC directives in their departments. 
 

f. Comments on budget and expenditure 

  

Overall budgetary management is summarized below. It shows that original 

budgets allocated to C&W, HUD and Irrigation departments were drastically 

reduced during the year. In case of irrigation Department, even the reduced 

revised budget could not be utilized and 46% was saved. 
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(Rs in million) 

Department Original 

budget 

Revised 

budget 

Actual 

expenditure 

Excess/(saving) 

C&W 86,346.06 68,877.78 64,174.50 (4,703.28) 

Irrigation  63,619.22 48,671.49 26,302.96 (22,368.53) 

HUD 84,581.09 71,791.65 71,726.37 (65.28) 

PHE 27,476.89 28,214.30 24,113.81 (4,100.49) 

 

g. Comments on Internal Controls and Internal Audit Departments 
 

Implementation of internal control mechanism is pre-requisite for enhancing 

accountability, preventing organizational problems, ensuring accurate 

financial reporting and improving public service delivery. However, internal 

controls have not been effectively implemented in most of the auditee 

departments as a result of which observations of same nature are being 

repeated over and over again. Internal Audit Wing does not exist in any of the 

auditee departments under the audit jurisdictions of DGAW-P which is one of 

the major reasons for ineffective internal control systems. Further, no 

mechanism exists in the departments to review and analyse the current year 

audit findings vis-a-vis previous years’ trend in order to locate specific 

deficiencies in the internal controls and to identify policy lacunas responsible 

for recurrence of same pattern of irregularities over the years. Annexure-B of 

this report provides thematic analysis of repetition of same nature of audit 

observations appearing over last five years which require immediate attention 

of the PAOs and the PAC.  

 

h. Key audit findings of this report 
 

I. Loss to government due to misappropriation of funds and non-

recovery of surplus amount from LAC - Rs 241.70 million in 01 (one) 

case1. 

II. Non-production of record - Rs 15.93 million in 01 (one) case2. 

III. Undue financial benefit due to non-obtaining of 

performance/additional performance securities - Rs 5,784.82 million 

in 14 (fourteen) cases3. 

                                                   
1 Para 2.4.1 
2 Para 3.4.11 
3 Para 2.4.2, 3.4.15, 3.4.36, 4.4.1, 4.4.10, 4.4.12, 5.3.4 
4 Para 2.4.3 
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IV. Non-recovery on account of risk and cost - Rs 2,500.10 million in 08 

(eight) cases4. 

V. Overpayment due to application of incorrect rate - Rs 462.06 million 

in 155 (one hundred & fifty five) cases5. 

VI. Non-recovery on account of de-escalation - Rs 172.08 million in 65 

(sixty five) cases6. 

VII. Overpayment due to allowing price variation on inadmissible items - 

Rs 11.43 million in 04 (four) cases7. 

VIII. Unjustified payments without approval or in violation of job mix 

formula - Rs 28.53 million in 10 (ten) cases8. 

 

Audit Paras for the audit year 2015-16 involving procedural violations 

including internal control weakness and irregularities, not considered worth 

reporting to the PAC, have been included in Annexure-A (MFDAC paras) of 

this Report. 

 

i. Recommendations 
 

During audit, it was noticed that most of the irregularities were committed 

due to absence/weaknesses of internal control mechanism i.e. lack of 

monitoring and supervision. While making trend analysis of effectiveness of 

internal controls, it became evident that the same audit observations were 

coming up again and again over the period (Annexure-B Page-319). 

Therefore, Principal Accounting Officers need to take effective measures to 

strengthen internal controls in their Departments/Authorities in the light of 

the following recommendations: 

 

I. Systemic issues such as application of incorrect rates, non-recovery 

on account of de-escalation of material rates, non-obtaining of 

performance / additional performance securities need to be focused to 

avoid recurrence of such observations. 

 

II. Government revenues/recoveries need to be immediately realized and 

got verified from Audit. 

                                                                                                                                   
 
 
5 Para 2.4.4, 2.4.7, 2.4.15, 2.4.19, 2.4.23, 2.4.26, 2.4.38, 2.4.43, 3.4.2, 3.4.5, 3.4.9, 3.4.40, 
3.4.41, 3.4.46, 4.4.9, 4.4.14, 4.4.25, 4.4.26, 5.3.1, 5.3.3,  
6 Para 2.4.5, 3.4.6, 3.4.44, 4.4.6, 6.3.6 
7 Para 2.4.24, 3.4.43 
8 Para 2.4.14, 5.3.2 
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III. Safeguards for timely and smooth execution of work like 

performance/indenture bond need to be checked and valid bank 

guarantees to be accepted. 

 

IV. Internal controls need to be periodically reviewed and made capable 

of forestalling chances of pilferage. The inquiry proceedings are 

required to be expedited and completed promptly. 

 

V. An internal audit wing directly reporting to the PAO is required to be 

established in the departments to strengthen the effectiveness of the 

prescribed internal controls.  

 

VI. Principal Accounting Officers need to ensure timely compliance of 

Departmental Accounts Committee’s directives and actionable points. 
 

VII. An efficient and comprehensive mechanism to watch the compliance 

of PAC directives is required to be established in the Finance 

Department as well as administrative departments to improve the 

existing compliance level. 
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SUMMARY TABLES & CHARTS 

 

Table 1 Audit Work Statistics 

 

                   (Rs in million) 

Sr. 

No 

Description No. Budget 

Expenditure Receipt 

1 Total Entities in Audit 

Jurisdiction 

08 

241,169.59 70,559.36 
2 Total Formations in Audit 

Jurisdiction 

607 

3 Total Entities Audited  04 218,757.69 35,977.77 

4 Total Formations Audited 194 
129,185.34 34,149.19 

5 Audit & Inspection Reports 194 

6 Performance Audit Reports 02 1,094.58 - 

7 Special Audit Reports 06 79,559.00 - 

8 Other Reports 

   Certification Audit Report 

   FAP Reports 

 

01 

10 

 

191,936.77 

14,724.19 

 

- 

- 

 

 

Table 2 Audit Observations Classified by Categories 

 

               (Rs in million) 

Sr. 

No. 
Description 

Monetary Value of 

Audit Observations 

1 Unsound asset management  8.98 

2 Weak financial management *91,792.31 

3 Weak internal controls relating to 

financial management 

12,502.25 

4 Others  - 

 Total 12,511.23 
*Amount has not been included in the total of Monetary Value.   
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Table 3 Audit Outcome Statistics  

(Rs in million) 

Sr. 

No 
Description 

Expenditure 

on acquiring 

physical assets 

(Procurement) 

Civil 

Works 

 

Receipts Others 

Total 

current 

year 

Total  

last year 

1 Outlays 

audited  
89.72 116,209.97 34,149.19 12,885.65 163,334.53 162,833.52 

2 Monetary 

Value of 

Audit 

Observations 

8.98 11,367.22 662.15 472.88 12,511.23 17,818.72 

3 Recoveries 

pointed out 

at the 

instance of 

audit 

6.38 3,661.54 663.43 74.87 4,406.22 6,847.82 

4 Recoveries 

accepted / 

established 

at the 

instance of 

audit  

3.20 519.82 582.04 25.96 1,131.02 1,295.93 

5 Recoveries 

realized at 

the instance 

of audit 

0 1,143.01 45.63 1.28 1,189.92 474.41 
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Table 4 Irregularities Pointed Out 

             (Rs in million) 

Sr. 

No 
Description 

Monetary 

Value of 

Audit 

Observations 

1 Violation of rules and regulations and violation of 

principles of propriety and probity in public 

operations 

10,877.09 

2 Reported cases of fraud, embezzlement, thefts and 

misuse of public resources 

7.00 

3 Accounting Errors  0 

4 Quantification of weaknesses of internal control 

systems 

413.15 

5 Recoveries and overpayments, representing cases of 

established overpayment or misappropriation of 

public money 

1,131.02 

6 Non-production of record 15.93 

7 Others, including cases of accidents, negligence etc. 67.04 
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Table 5 Cost-Benefit 

         (Rs in million) 

Sr. 

No 
Description Audit Year  

2015-16 2014-15 

1 Outlays Audited 163,334.53 162,833.52 

2 Expenditure on Audit 225.55 171.58 

3 Recoveries realized at the instance 

of Audit 

1,189.92 474.41 

 Cost-Benefit Ratio 1:5.27 1:2.76 
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CHAPTER - 1 

 

PUBLIC FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

DIRECTORATE GENERAL ACCOUNTS WORKS LAHORE 

 

1.1 Introduction 
 

 Expenditure of Government of Punjab is primarily compiled by 

Accountant General Punjab except Public Works divisions of Irrigation 

Department, C&W Department and HUD & PHE department. Director 

General Accounts (Works) Lahore is responsible for maintaining the 

accounts as well as compilation of budget & expenditure pertaining to 

Public Works Divisions of the said departments. Directorate General of 

Audit Works (Provincial) issues comments/observations on the 

appropriation accounts of Public Works Divisions. Observations for the 

financial year 2014-15 are as under: 

 

1.2 AUDIT PARAS 

 

1.2.1 Non-utilization of funds/budget - Rs 60,582.43 million 

 

 According to Chapter 14 of the Punjab Budget Manual, “all 

anticipated savings should be surrendered to Government immediately, 

without waiting till 30th June of each financial year”. 

 

 During scrutiny of appropriation accounts of Grants No. 09, 17, 24, 

37, 41 & 42 it was observed that an amount of  

Rs 60,582.43 million was neither utilized nor surrendered by the end of 

the financial year 2014-15. 

 

 Weak supervisory control and inefficient financial management 

resulted in non-utilization of funds / budget to the tune of                          

Rs 60,582.43 million.  

 

 Audit pointed out non-utilization of funds/budget in September, 

2015. The matter was also reported to the Principal Accounting Officers in 

November, 2015 but reply was received only from HUD & PHE 

Department which was irrelevant as the data regarding savings of different 

authorities under HUD was provided instead of the PHE Department. 

C&W and Irrigation Departments did not reply. 
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 Audit recommends for investigation and fixing of responsibility for 

non-utilization/non-surrender of funds. 

PDP No.1 

 

1.2.2 Expenditure in excess over budget allocation - Rs 31,137.88 

million  

 

 According to para 13.2 of Punjab Budget Manual,  

the total expenditure incurred on a purpose does not exceed the grant or 

grants provided for that purpose. 

 

 During the scrutiny of appropriation accounts of Grants No. 09, 17, 

25, 36 & 41 it was observed that an expenditure of Rs 31,137.88 million 

was incurred in excess of budget allocation. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted expenditure in 

excess over budget allocation of Rs 31,137.88 million.  

   

 Audit pointed out non-utilization of funds/budget in September, 

2015. The matter was also reported to the Principal Accounting Officers in 

November, 2015. But reply was received only from HUD & PHE 

Department which was irrelevant as the data regarding savings of different 

authorities under HUD was provided instead of the PHE Department. 

C&W and Irrigation Departments did not reply. 

 

 Audit recommends for investigation and fixing of responsibility. 

PDP No.2 

 

1.2.3 Expenditure without budget allocation - Rs 72.01 million  

 

 According to para 16.10 (II) of Punjab Budget Manual, any 

expenditure incurred without sufficient provision tantamounts to financial 

irregularity. 

 

 During the scrutiny of appropriation accounts of Grant No. 37 

(Irrigation Department), it was observed that an expenditure of  

Rs 72.01 million was incurred without budget allocation against Grant No. 

PC12037. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in expenditure 

without budget allocation of Rs 72.01 million.  
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 Audit pointed out the expenditure without budget allocation in 

September, 2015. The department did not reply. 

  

 

 The matter was reported to the Principal Accounting Officer in 

November, 2015 but no reply was received. 

 

 

 Audit recommends investigation and fixing of responsibility. 

PDP No.3 
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CHAPTER - 2 
 

COMMUNICATION AND WORKS DEPARTMENT 

2.1 Introduction  
 

 Communication and Works, (C&W) Department, Government of 

the Punjab has two departments under its administrative control i.e. Punjab 

Highways Department and Punjab Buildings Department. Secretary C&W 

Department is the Principal Accounting Officer. The department 

comprises Chief Engineers Buildings (North and South), Chief Engineers 

Highways (North and South) and Chief Engineer District Support and 

Monitoring which is an attached department. Communication and Works 

Department is primarily responsible for planning, designing, construction, 

repair and maintenance of all public roads and buildings in Punjab. The 

C&W Department has 97 formations out of which 37 were audited. 
 

2.2 Comments on Budget and Accounts (Variance Analysis) 
 

 The budget of Communication and Works Department comprises 

development as well as non-development allocations. The non-

development budget is allocated under Grants No.PC-21024 and PC-

21025 to cater for salary and other non-salary expenditure. The 

development budget is provided through Grants No.PC-12041 and        

PC-12042. Overall budgetary position for the year 2014-15 is given 

below: 
 

(Rs in million) 

Grant No 

and 

Nature 

Original 

Budget 

Supplementary,

Re-appropriation 

(+/-) and 

Surrender 

Revised 

Budget 

Actual 

Expenditure 

Variation 

Excess/ 

(Saving) 

Variation 

in % 

Non-Development Grant 

PC-21024 96.26 4,341.60 4,437.86 4,293.20 (144.66) (3.26) 

PC-21025  6,511.38 (2,812.22) 3,699.16 4,262.67 563.51 15.23 

Sub-Total  6,607.64 1,529.38 8,137.02 8,555.87 418.85 5.15 

Development Grant 

PC-12041 31,710.00 9,126.88 40,836.88 37,116.29 (3,720.59) (9.11) 

PC-12042 48,028.42 (28,124.54) 19,903.88 18,502.34 (1,401.54) (7.04) 

Sub-Total  79,738.42 (18,997.66) 60,740.76 55,618.63 (5,122.13) (8.43) 

       

Grand 

Total  

86,346.06 (17,468.28) 68,877.78 64,174.50 4,703.28 6.83 

Source: SAP R/3 (CODE: YPIFMISPN)/Appropriation Accounts/ 

Budget Book. 
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Non-Development Grant 

 

 

Grant No PC-21024 

 

Under this grant an 

expenditure of Rs 4,293.20 

million was incurred against 

the revised budget of            

Rs 4,437.86 million. Thus, 

there was a saving of           

Rs 144.66 million which 

comes to 3.25% of the 

revised budget. Saving was 

mainly under the head A-13 

(Repair and Maintenance). 

 

 

 

Grant No PC-21025 

 

The expenditure incurred 

was Rs 4,262.67 million 

against the revised budget 

of Rs 3,699.16 million. 

Thus, there was an excess 

expenditure of Rs 563.51 

million which was more 

than 5% of the revised 

budget.  Excess was mainly 

under the head A-13 

(Repair and Maintenance). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4,437.86 

4,293.20 

PC-21024

Rs in million

Revised Budget Expenditure

3,699.16 

4,262.67 

PC-21025

Rs in million

Revised Budget Expenditure
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Development Grant 
 

Grant No PC-12041 
 

Under this grant expenditure of 

Rs 37,116.29 million was 

incurred against the revised 

budget of Rs 40,836.88 million. 

Hence, there was a saving of      

Rs 3,720.59 million i.e 9.11% of 

the revised budget which 

occurred under the head A-12 

(Civil Works). Funds saved were 

not timely surrendered for its 

utilization for other development 

projects. 
 

 

 

 

Grant No PC-12042 

 

In case of development grant  

PC-12042, the expenditure 

incurred was Rs 18,502.34 

million against the revised 

budget of Rs 19,903.88 million. 

Thus, there was a saving of      

Rs 1,401.54 million (7.04%) of 

the revised budget under the 

head A-12 (Civil Works). Funds 

saved were not timely 

surrendered for utilization on 

other development works. 

 

 

According to Chapter 14 of Punjab Budget Manual, the spending 

department is required to surrender the grants/appropriations or portion 

thereof to the Finance Department whenever the savings are anticipated. 

However, the Communication and Works Department did not surrender 

the saving of Rs 5,122.13 million for development Grant Nos. PC-12041 

and PC-12042. 

 

40,836.88 

37,116.29 

PC-12041

Rs in million

Revised Budget Expenditure

19,903.88 

18,502.34 

PC-12042

Rs in million

Revised Budget Expenditure
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2.3 Brief comments on the status of compliance with PAC 

directives 
  

 The position of compliance of PAC directives over the years is 

tabulated as under: 
 

Punjab Buildings Department 
 

Sr. 

No. 

Audit 

Report 

Year 

Total 

Directives 

Compliance 

Received 

Compliance 

not Received 

Percentage of 

Compliance 

1 1948-49 

to 1999-

2000 

516 - 516  

2 2000-01 32 - 32  

3 2001-02 22 - 22 - 

4 2003-04 02 - 02 - 

5 2006-07 07 - 07 - 

6 2009-10 07 - 07 - 

7 2010-11 16 - 16 - 

Total 602 - 602 - 

 

Punjab Highways Department 
 

Sr. 

No. 

Audit 

Report 

Year 

Total 

Directives 

Compliance 

Received 

Compliance not 

Received 

Percentage 

of 

Compliance 

1 1958-59 

to 1999-

2000 

1454 - 1454  

2 2000-01 35 - 35  

3 2001-02 09 - 09 - 

4 2003-04 07 - 07 - 

5 2005-06 12 - 12 - 

6 2006-07 27 - 27 - 

7 2009-10 55 - 55 - 

8 2010-11 04 - 04 - 

Total 1,603 - 1,603 - 

Source:  PAC Digest and PAC Compliance Cell Data Base 

 

 According to Punjab Budget Manual’s para 16(25-26) the Finance 

Department is responsible to watch compliance of PAC directives and 

actionable points. However, an effective monitoring mechanism to watch 

compliance of PAC directives on regular basis is neither in place in 

Finance nor in the Administrative Departments. Resultantly, a total 

number of 602 and 1603 PAC directives pertaining to all the previous 
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audit reports were pending for compliance with Punjab Building and 

Punjab Highway Departments respectively but compliance of none of 

these directives was reported by the departments during the year under 

report. Principal Accounting Officers were reminded time and again 

regarding non-compliance of PAC directives but no response was 

received. PAC was also requested by Audit to intervene and take 

initiatives to institutionalize a review mechanism for prompt and effective 

compliance of PAC directives. Audit is pursuing actively with the 

Principal Accounting Officers through Compliance Cell to expedite the 

compliance of PAC directives. 
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2.4 AUDIT PARAS 

 

2.4.1 Loss to government due to misappropriation of funds and non-

recovery of surplus amount from LAC - Rs 241.70 million 
 

 As per rule 2.33 of PFR Vol-I, every government servant should 

realize fully and clearly that he will be held personally responsible for any 

loss sustained by government due to fraud or negligence on his part. 
 

Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Lahore paid an 

amount of Rs 535.48 million in September, 2007, April, 2008 and March, 

2009 to the Land Acquisition Collector (LAC) to acquire land for work. 

As per letter dated 24.11.2014 (Annexure-C Page 323) of the Section 

Officer (Highways-II) C&W Department, an amount of Rs 141.70 million 

was misappropriated by the officials of LAC. The case was referred to 

NAB for appropriate action. Further, un-utilized / surplus amount of Rs 

100 million was also not deposited by the LAC into the government 

treasury.  
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of          

Rs 241.70 million.  
 

The matter was taken up with the management but no reply was 

received. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

29.12.2015. The department replied that vouched accounts were not yet 

received from LAC. Audit informed that the case had already been 

referred to NAB. The Committee directed the department to take up the 

matter for early production of vouched accounts. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

Matter needs to be investigated, responsibility fixed and the case 

may also be pursued vigorously with NAB for recovery of the 

misappropriated amount.  

(PDP No. 589) 
 

2.4.2 Non-obtaining of performance securities - Rs 5,552.25 million 

 

 As per clause-7 read with item (h) memorandum of work, and 

Finance Department Notification RO (Tech) FD-1-2/83 (V) (P) dated 6th 
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April, 2005, the contractor is required to provide performance security in 

the shape of bank guarantee @ 5% of the accepted tender price within 15 

days of receipt of acceptance letter in the case of tenders with cost 

exceeding Rs 50 million. If the performance security is not furnished 

within the specified period, the tender already accepted shall be 

considered as cancelled and the tender security will be confiscated by the 

Engineer Incharge,  

 

2.4.2.1 Superintending Engineer, Provincial Highway Circle, Faisalabad 

did not watch and monitor working of subordinate offices and failed to 

obtain performance security at the rate of 5% from the contractors, to 

whom works were awarded exceeding Rs 50.00 million, in violation of 

Government instructions. Neither the contractors deposited performance 

security nor the department forfeited their tender security.  

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-receipt of 

performance security valuing Rs 5,548.62 million in 15 cases (Annexure-

D Page-324). 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

The department replied that performance guarantees for the schemes 

relating to Jhang Division were obtained from the contractor and available 

with the office for verification. However, no record was produced for 

verification in support of reply. The Committee directed the department to 

produce record to Audit for verification within 15 days. No compliance of 

the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early production of record. 

(PDP No. 26) 

 

2.4.2.2 Executive Engineer, Provincial Building Division, Sahiwal 

awarded a work for Rs 72.58 million on 23.04.2009 but 5% performance 

security was not obtained. Thus undue financial benefit was extended to 

the contractor.  
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-obtaining 

of performance security Rs 3.63 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-obtaining of performance security in 

September, 2015. The department replied that the performance guarantee 
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for Rs 3.63 million was obtained from Punjab Provincial Cooperative 

Bank Ltd. Arifwala on 18.06.2009. The reply was not tenable because 

bank guarantee had expired and was to be renewed till completion of 

project. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department replied that bank guarantee upto 30.06.2015 was obtained 

and got verified from Audit. However, the validity of guarantee was not 

extended upto the completion period. The Committee directed the 

department to produce valid performance guarantee to Audit for 

verification within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive 

was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early production of record. 

(PDP No. 293) 

 

2.4.3 Non-recovery of risk and cost amount from defaulting 

contractors - Rs 2,500.10 million 

 

 As per clause 60 and 61 of contract agreement, on default of a 

contractor, his work will be rescinded and remaining work will be 

completed at risk and cost of original contractor, besides forfeiting his 

securities. 

 

2.4.3.1 Secretary to Government of the Punjab, C&W Department, Lahore 

vide letter dated 07.02.2014 requested the D.G. NAB, Lahore for recovery 

of risk and cost amounts of Rs 2,377.17 million from 23 contractors 

(whose contracts were rescinded) for execution of works at risk and cost 

of defaulting contractors. No action was taken for forfeiture of 

performance bonds and security deposits. Similarly no actions were taken 

against the departmental officials for the negligence on their part. Neither 

recovery was made nor the contractors were blacklisted and exhibited on 

the website of the department as blacklisted contractors. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial control resulted in non-recovery of 

Rs 2,377.17 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in February, 2015. The 

department replied that case for recovery from defaulting contractors was 

referred to NAB and proceedings were underway. The reply was not 

tenable as the contractors were not blacklisted.  
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The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 14.12.2015. 

The department replied that the case was referred to NAB for recovery. 

The Committee directed the department to pursue the case and intimate 

the position of the case to Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery / regularization as well as 

blacklisting of the contractors. 

(PDP No. 46) 

 

2.4.3.2 Executive Engineers, Provincial Building Divisions, Multan and 

Lodhran awarded different works for execution but the contractors could 

not complete the works within time limits. The contracts of the original 

contractors were rescinded by the competent authority under clause 60 of 

the contract agreement instead of rescinding the contract under clause 60 

and 61 simultaneously as per Law & Parliamentary Affairs Department’s 

clarification. The balance works were awarded to new contractors at risk 

and cost of the original contractors but the department did not recover the 

risk and cost amounts from the defaulting contractors as detailed below: 
 

 

S.No. PDP 

No. 

Name of 

Division 

Date of allotment Time 

Limit 

Date of 

Recision 

Amount in 

million 

1 38 PBD, 

Multan 

December,2009 24 Months 27.08.2013 23.91 

2 39 PBD, 
Ladhran 

June, 2010 18 Months 03.06.2014 10.20 

3 40 PBD, 

Lodhran 

June, 2004 12 Months 04.03.2014 2.40 

4 41 PBD, 
Multan 

March, 2008 36 Months 26.06.2013 12.98 

                                                                                                                                   Total  49.49 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 49.49 million.  

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in April, 2015. The department 

replied that due to abandonment of works by the original contractors their 

contracts were rescinded and re-awarded to other contractors at risk and 

cost of original contractors. Difference of cost/rates of both new and 

original contractors would be recovered from the security deposit of the 

original contractors after finalization of the accounts of new contractors. 

The accounts of original contractors would also be finalized and unspent 
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security deposits would be forfeited in favour of government. The reply 

was not tenable because no concrete steps were taken to recover the risk 

and cost amounts. 

 

The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held in 

December, 2015. The department replied that action under clause-60 was 

taken against the delinquents and works were awarded on revised AA/TS 

estimate. Audit pointed out that recoveries involved in these cases were 

not made and got verified from Audit. The Committee directed the 

department to effect recovery and get it verified from Audit within 15 

days. No compliance of the DAC directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends expeditious recovery and its verification from 

Audit. 

(PDP No. 38, 39, 40, 41) 
  

2.4.3.3 Chief Engineer, Punjab Building Department (South Zone) did not 

recover the risk and cost amount of Rs 35.30 million from the defaulting 

contractors who could not complete the work within time limits and 

subsequently their works were rescinded. The left over works were 

allotted to other contractors but difference of rates was not recovered from 

the original contractors. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 35.30 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in April, 2015. The department 

did not reply. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 08.12.2015. 

The department replied that detailed documents for verification would be 

produced to Audit. The Committee directed the department to produce 

record for verification to Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early production of record for verification. 

(PDP No. 87) 
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2.4.3.4 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Gujranwala 

declared the contractor defaulter due to execution of defective work and 

balance work was allotted to another contractor at risk and cost of the 

original contractors. The department did not recover the risk and cost 

amount from the original contractor rather paid price variation for  

Rs 3.13 million to the contractor who was already declared defaulter under 

clause 39, 60 and 61. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial control resulted in non-recovery of 

Rs 16.46 million and undue payment of price variation of Rs 3.13 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out non-recovery in September, 2015. The 

department did not furnish reply. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

29.12.2015. The department replied that the matter was pending in the 

court of law. The Committee directed the department to expedite the 

matter. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery, taking disciplinary action 

against responsible(s) and pursuing the matter vigorously in the court of 

law. 

(PDP No. 626) 
 

2.4.3.5 Executive Engineer, Highway Division-II, Sargodha awarded work 

to the contractor for Rs 14.25 million against estimated cost of  

Rs 15.79 million i.e. 9.77% below the estimated cost with the time limit of 

06 months. The contractor could not complete the work within stipulated 

period. The contractor was declared defaulter by the competent authority 

on 29.06.2015. The department neither recovered risk and cost amount nor 

forfeited the additional performance security. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 7.32 million and non-forfeiture of additional performance security of 

Rs 1.54 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in October, 2015. The 

department replied that matter was sub judice. Therefore, no action was 

taken against the contractor. 
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The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

29.12.2015. The department replied that the matter was in the Court of 

Civil Judge at Khushab. The Committee directed the department to pursue 

the case vigorously. Para was kept pending being sub judice case. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery and pursuing the matter 

vigorously in the court of law. 

(PDP No. 656) 
 

2.4.3.6 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Gujranwala 

declared the contractor defaulter under clause 60 of the agreement and 

forfeited security deposit amounting to Rs 1.75 million. The department 

could not forfeit the performance security of the contractor because clause 

60 and 61 were not invoked simultaneously. 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-forfeiture 

of performance security for Rs 4.44 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the lapse in September, 2015. The department 

did not reply. 

  

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 04.12.2015. 

The department replied that the work had been rescinded under clause-60 

of the agreement. The Committee directed the department to effect 

recovery and take action against delinquents. The department was given 

15 days time to get the record verified from Audit. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends early recovery besides taking disciplinary 

action against responsible(s). 

(PDP No. 494) 
 

2.4.3.7 Executive Engineer, Provincial Road Construction Division, 

Rawalpindi awarded the work “Construction of Road from Patriata to Dhir 

Kot Khatwalan Tehsil Kotli Sattian, Rawalpindi” to a contractor. The 

contractor abandoned the work and was declared as defaulter by the 

competent authority. The department did not forfeit the security deposit of 

the contractor. The work was awarded to another contractor on 09.04.2014 

at the risk and cost of original contractor. The payment on account of work 
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done was made for Rs 33.63 million to another contractor without 

recovery of risk and cost amount. 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 4.18 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in October, 2015. The 

department did not reply.  
 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

29.12.2015. The department replied that recovery of risk and cost was 

effected from the security deposit for Rs 1.74 million from this work and  

Rs 2.44 million from security of other work. Audit informed the 

Committee that in the light of Law and Parliamentary Affairs Department 

letter dated 25.10.2001, Clause 60 and 61 were required to be invoked 

simultaneously. During discussion the Chief Engineer Highways (North) 

Zone explained that in this regard clarification was obtained and would be 

produced to Audit besides effecting recovery of risk and cost amount from 

the security deposit. The Committee directed the department to get 

clarification and ensure recoupment of security deposit. No compliance of 

the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends early recovery from the contractor. 

(PDP No. 729) 
 

2.4.3.8 Executive Engineer, Provincial Building Division, Gujranwala 

awarded the work to a contractor for Rs 29.19 million in April, 2009 with 

a time limit of twelve months but the contractor could not complete the 

work even in extended period upto 31.12.2013. The competent authority 

allowed the department to declare the contractor as defaulter. The 

contractor was neither declared defaulter by the department nor security 

deposit was forfeited. 
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 1.07 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in August, 2015. The 

department replied that on persistent negligence of contractor to fulfill his 

contractual obligation, the contractor was declared defaulter by the 

Superintendent Engineer, Provincial Building Circle Gujranwala. 

Meanwhile, the contractor filed a petition that he was ready to work, 

therefore, process of delisting him was held in abeyance for the time 
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being. Action against contractor would be taken if he failed to complete 

the balance work. The reply was not tenable because price variation had 

already been paid for extended period which also needed justification. The 

department neither produced any evidence regarding court case nor 

penalty was imposed on the contractor as per agreement. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department replied that the contractor had resumed the work and 

given undertaking on the stamp paper regarding completion of work upto 

31.03.2016. Audit pointed out that approval of competent authority 

alongwith document showing execution of work at site would be produced 

to Audit. The Committee directed the department to produce relevant 

record for verification to Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early production of record for verification. 

(PDP No 258) 
 

2.4.4 Overpayment due to application of incorrect rate - Rs 142.97 

million 
 

According to the instructions issued by the Finance Department 

vide No. RO(Tech)FD-18-23/2004, dated 21.09.2004, rate analysis for the 

non-standardized items shall be prepared by the Executive Engineer 

clearly giving the specifications of the material used and as approved by 

the competent authority not below the rank of Superintending Engineer on 

the basis of input rates of relevant quarter placed at website of Finance 

Department. 
 

2.4.4.1 The Superintending Engineers of various circles of Building 

Department approved rate analysis of a non-standardized item 

“Providing/fixing fair face gutka cladding size 9 x 2 ¼ x 2 ¼” at higher 

rate by taking excess number of bricks, material, labour and inadmissible 

items i.e. scaffolding / electric cutter charges, G.I wire, nails carriage and 

cement plaster 1:4. 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 30.80 million. (Annexure-E Page-325) 
 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in July to September, 2015. 

The department replied that payment was made as per provision of the 
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technical sanction estimate approved by the competent authority. The 

reply was not tenable because the department derived incorrect higher 

rates by taking excess material, labour and adding inadmissible 

components in the rate analysis. In some cases, the department did not 

reply. 
 

 The paras were discussed in SDAC meeting held in December, 

2015. In some cases the department admitted recovery and in other cases 

replied that tender rates were paid to the contractors. Audit pointed out 

that excess material and labour was included in the analysis and some 

extra items were added. The Committee directed the department to review 

the rate analysis in the light of template of the item approved by the 

Finance Department and recover the overpayment. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directives was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends early recovery. 
 
(PDP Nos. 72,73,79,164,167,173,187,191,200,209,223,250,262,290,291,296,303,344, 

354, 355, 366,378,379, 387,390,392,394,396,) 

 

2.4.4.2 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Rawalpindi 

made payment for three non-MRS items of work “Concrete class A2 

(3500 psi) on ground”, “Concrete class D2 (6000 psi) Elevated” and 

“Concrete class A3 (4000 psi) Elevated” at higher rates by taking extra 

manpower, inadmissible carriage of cement and lump sum provision for 

shuttering, equipment i.e. safety arrangement for high level working in the 

rate analysis of the items.  
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 27.32 million as detailed below: 
 

S. 

No 

PDP 

No. 

Name of 

item. 

Quantity 

in Cft 

Rate Paid 

%Cft 

Admissi

ble rate 

Diff. Amount 

(Rs) 

1 316 Concrete 

Class A-2 

(3500 PSI) 

80231.00 45603.70 44270.20 1326.50 1,064,264 

2 317 Concrete 

Class 

A(6000 PSI) 

42855.94 82729.60 57475.70 25253.90 10,822,796 

3 318 Concrete 

Class 

A(4000 PSI) 

62385.64 84387.80 59640.90 24746 15,438,514 

Total  27,325,574 
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Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

04.12.2015. The department replied that rates were approved as per 

engineer’s estimate template as approved by the Chief Minister by 

giving/allowing relaxation of rules. Audit pointed out that carriage on 

harrow sand and cement was paid to the contractor in addition to the input 

rates besides shuttering etc. The Committee directed the department to 

review the analysis of rate and recover the amount involved within 15 

days and get it verified from Audit. No compliance of the Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No.316, 317,318) 

 

2.4.4.3 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Faisalabad got 

approved and paid an item of work “Cast in place concrete piles 660 mm 

dia and 760 mm dia including concrete class A-3 etc.” @ Rs 11,438 per 

meter instead of admissible rate for Rs 7,229.35 per meter and Rs 12,760 

per meter instead of admissible rate for Rs 8,456.70 per meter respectively 

by adding extra provision of bulldozer, excavator, dumper truck, crane, 

soil and application of higher rate of piling rig. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

for Rs 21.20 million detailed as under: 

 
S. 

No 

PDP 

No. 

Name of 

item. 

Quantity 

In Meter 

Admissible 

Rate 

Rate 

Applied 

Difference Plus 

Premium 

Amount 

overpaid 

(Rs) 

1 748 Cast in 

place 
concrete 

pile 760 

mm dia 

2622.500  8456.70  

per meter 

12760 

per meter 

4303.30 

Per meter 

13 % 12,754,344 

2 715 Cast in 
place 

concrete 
pile 660 

mm dia 

1775.50 7229.35 
Per meter 

11438 
Per 

meter 

4208.65 
Per meter 

13%   8,443,877 

                                                                                                                                           Total Rs 21,198,221 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in October, 2015. The 

department did not reply.  
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The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 23.12.2015. 

The department replied that analysis of rate for the item was approved in 

the PC-I by the PDWP on the basis of engineer’s estimate. Audit pointed 

out that the cost of bulldozer, excavator, cranes and soil was not provided 

in Finance Department’s template of MRS item No. 7(4) under chapter 6 

(Concrete). The Committee directed the department to refer the case to 

Finance Department for advice /clarification and get it verified from Audit 

within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported 

till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 715,748) 

 

2.4.4.4 Executive Engineer, Provincial Buildings Division, Gujrat, 

Lodhran, Bahawalpur, Multan, Sahiwal and Chief Engineer (South Zone) 

got approved non-standardized item of work “P/F all type of Glazed 

Aluminum windows of anodized bronze color partly fixed and partly 

sliding using deluxe section complete in all respect” in estimate of works 

at higher rates instead of correct rates as provided in MRS vide item No.51 

and 52 Chapter No.25 (Iron Work) of same specifications with nominal 

changes. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 12.53 million. (Annexure-F Page-327) 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in April, August and 

September, 2015. The department in three cases did not reply and in 

remaining five cases replied that specification of item was different from 

that provided in MRS and payment was made at rates approved in 

technical sanction estimate. 
 

The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held in 

December, 2015. The department reiterated its original reply that payment 

was made as per provision in the TS estimate. The Committee did not 

agree with the explanation of the department and directed the department 

to refer the case to Finance Department for standardization of the item 

concerned. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP Nos. 78, 172,176,190,288, 301,302,337, 356) 
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2.4.4.5 Director Engineering, Lahore Ring Road Authority, Lahore got 

approved and paid an item of work “Removal of slush and waste material” 

for 29634.880 cum @ Rs 822 per cum instead of admissible rate of          

Rs 481.908 per cum by taking inadmissible labour component and hire 

charges of tractor trolley in the rate analysis because hire charges were 

already included in lead/rate taken from transportation charges provided in 

input rates. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 10.08 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in October, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 14.12.2015. 

The department replied that excavated slush was directly loaded in trolley 

with the help of excavator and transported outside the area. Audit 

informed the Committee that MRS item No.1 of chapter No.1 (Carriage) 

also included this type of mode. The Committee directed the department to 

review its analysis regarding inclusion of charges of tractor trolley in 

addition to carriage rate and recover the amount from the contractor and 

get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 522) 

 

2.4.4.6 Executive Engineer, 3rd Provincial Building Division, Lahore got 

approved rate and paid an item of work “Providing and installation of 

Alaska barrier etc.” @ Rs 69,272 each instead of Rs 44,996 each by taking 

rate of R.C.C 1:1-1/2:3 with shuttering as Rs 399.95 and crane charges      

Rs 16,124 in the rate analysis instead of R.C.C 1:1-1/2:3 without 

shuttering @ Rs 269.10 and crane charges @ Rs 2,446.8 each as notified 

by the Finance Department in 1st bi annual 2015. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 8.50 million (350 x 24276). 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The 

department replied that estimate was prepared on urgent basis and 
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scheduled rate of RCC 1:1½:3 without shuttering was quoted as Rs 399.95 

cft instead of Rs 269.10 cft. The rate of the said item had been corrected in 

the 2nd running bill which was pending due to non-availability of funds. 

The reply was not tenable because in the rate analysis extra cost of 

shuttering and working hours for mixing of concrete were included just to 

provide undue financial benefit to the contractor. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department replied that analysis of rate had been revised and 

approved by Superintending Engineer but during discussion it was agreed 

that the analysis of rate would be revised keeping in view deduction of 

shuttering and mixing machine. The Committee directed the department to 

produce revised rate analysis approved by the competent authority, effect 

recovery and get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of 

the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 230) 

 

2.4.4.7 Executive Engineers Buildings Divisions, prepared  and got 

approved the high analysis of rates of non-standardized items i.e. 

“Porcelain tiles”, “China Verona tiles”, “Glazed tiles”,  “Tuff tiles / 

Pavers” etc. The analysis of non-standardized items was sanctioned by 

taking excess labour, inadmissible carriage and application of higher input 

rates of material as per pattern of template by the Finance Department. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 8.49 million in 17 cases. (Annexure-G Page-328) 

 
Audit pointed out the overpayments in February, March, July, 

August and September, 2015. In nine cases, the department did not reply. 

In other cases, the department replied that the rate of items had been got 

technically sanctioned as per site requirement and awarded to the 

contractor as tender rate based on prevailing market rate. The reply of the 

department was not tenable because excess labour and material was got 

approved in the rate analysis and in other cases, no record was produced 

for verification. 
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The paras were also discussed in SDAC meetings held in 

December, 2015. The department replied that the rate was approved by the 

Superintending Engineer as per template of Finance Department and 

provided in T.S. Estimate duly sanctioned by the Chief Engineer. The rate 

calculated by Audit was different than the approved in Estimate. In fact, 

the chemical polishing was included in the item and rough marble floor 

was laid. The difference of rate in the rate analysis of tuff tile was due to 

provision of carriage and labour in the analysis of rate. However, the 

analysis of rate would be revised and got approved from the competent 

authority. Audit contended that revised analysis of rate duly approved by 

the competent authority and T.S. Estimate with acceptance letter be 

produced to Audit for verification. The Committee directed the department 

to produce the complete record to Audit within 15 days. No compliance of 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends early recovery. 
 

(PDP Nos. 01, 03,04,05,07,08,22,162,186,255,268,273,274,280,333,339,371) 
 

2.4.4.8 Executive Engineer, Provincial Buildings Division, Faisalabad and 

Dera Ghazi Khan awarded various works to different contractors. The 

Superintending Engineers approved a non-standardized item “Providing 

and fixing glazed aluminum window etc.” and sanctioned higher rates in 

technical sanction estimate @ Rs 692 per square feet instead of admissible 

rate of Rs 517 per square feet. The department sanctioned higher rates by 

allowing higher input rates, extra labours and by taking extra quantities. 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 5.53 million as detailed below: 
 

S. 

No. 

Name of 

Division 

PDP 

No. 

Rate 

sanctioned 

Amount 

in Rs. 

Rate to be 

sanctioned 

Amount in 

Rs. 

Diff. 

Amount 

in Rs. 

Quantity Amount 

(Rs) 

1. PBD, 

Faisalabad 

703 692 486 206 4116 sft 847,896 

2. -do- 754 692 498 194 9017 sft 1,749,298 

3. -do- 762 692 517 175 53369 sft 933,800 

4. PBD, D.G. 

Khan  

560 722.86 387.81 335.05 2723 sft 915,357 

5. -do- 567 551 297.80 253.20 43039 sft 1,086,520 

Total Rs:- 5,532,871 
 

 Audit pointed out the loss in September, 2015. The department 

replied that three channels frame with 2mm thickness and provision of 
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wire gauze mesh were not provided in MRS items. Furthermore, area of 

tinted glass had been taken by incorporating 10% to 15% cutting cushion / 

wastage of glass and accordingly got technical sanction from the 

competent authority. The reply was not tenable because incorrect rate of 

aluminum was added in the analysis of rate than provided in input/material 

rates. 

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 31.12.2015. 

The department reiterated its initial reply. Audit was of the view that in the 

rate analysis quantity of tinted glass was taken by the department as 27 

square feet instead of 24 square feet. The MRS labour component was  

Rs 88.80 per sft but department applied Rs 95 per sft which needed to be 

recovered. The input rate vide item No.25.048 was available on Finance 

Department’s website and same was required to be applied in rate 

analysis. The Committee directed the department to get the template 

(pattern) of the item approved from the Finance Department and effect 

recovery on account of use of extra quantity of tinted glass and application 

of higher MRS labour component. No compliance of the Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility. 

(PDPs No. 560,567, 703,754, 762) 

 

2.4.4.9 Executive Engineer, 3rd Provincial Buildings Division, Lahore got 

approved the rate analysis of non-standardized items of work by adding 

25% contractor’s profit and overheads in addition to allowing higher rate 

of labour. Whereas only 20% contractor’s profit etc. was admissible 

because estimate was below Rs 300 million and labour rate of 2nd bi-

annual 2014 was admissible. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 4.27 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The 

department replied that the rates of labour component of the project 

(PINS-LT Panel) for work yet to be allotted were applied as per input rates 

for 2nd bi-annual 2014. It was further mentioned that 25% contractor’s 

profit was added because of mega project. The reply was not tenable 

because 25% allowance was admissible on group of work having value of  

Rs 300 million whereas group was awarded for Rs 139.0 million hence 

mega allowance was not admissible. As regard labour rate of 1st bi-annual 
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rates, the departmental contention was also not correct because input rate 

of labour was required to be applied for MRS on which T.S estimate was 

sanctioned by the competent authority. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department replied that recovery would be made from next bill of the 

contractor. The Committee directed the department to effect recovery and 

get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery.  

(PDP No. 231) 

 

2.4.4.10 Executive Engineer, Provincial Building Division, Faisalabad 

awarded various works to different contractors. The department got 

executed a non-standardized item “Providing and laying gutka 9″x2-1/4″ x 

2-1/4″ etc” and sanctioned higher rates in technical sanctioned estimate by 

allowing extra labours, higher input/MRS rate and curing charges. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 4.18 million as under: 

 
S. 

No. 

Name of 

Division 

PDP 

No. 

Rate 

Sanctioned 

(Amount 

in Rs.) 

Rate to be 

sanctioned 

(Amount 

in Rs.) 

Diff. 

(Amount 

in Rs.) 

Quantity 

In sft. 

Amount 

(in Rs.) 

1. PBD, 

Faisalabad 

701 107 88 19 29604  562,476 

2. -do- 702 107 89 18 24855  447,390 

3. -do- 750 107 77.29 29.71 14917  443,184 

4. -do- 751 122 95 27 66104  1,784,804 

5. -do- 756 

 

101 

105 

109 

113 

117 

88.50 

88.50 

88.50 

88.50 

88.50 

 

12.50 

16.50 

20.50 

24.50  

28.50 

11718  

10074  

6756 

6025  

3929  

 

 

609,978 

6. -do- 761 111 98 13 25259  328,367 

                                                                                                                                Total  4,176,201 

 

  

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in September, 2015. The 

department replied that estimate was technically sanctioned by the 

competent authority i.e. Chief Engineer (South) Zone Punjab Buildings 
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Department Lahore.  The laying process was difficult and typical, so extra 

labour was involved. The reply was not tenable because as per rate 

analysis approved in technical sanctioned estimate of another work 

“Government General Hospital Samanabad, Faisalabad”, 2 Masons, 2 

skilled Cooley and 0.50 Bahishti were provided. Moreover, in MRS item 

“Cement plaster etc” the cost of curing @ Rs 35 per % sft was included in 

the composite schedule item.  

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 31.12.2015. 

The department reiterated its initial reply. Audit was of the view that 

labour for fixing of Gutka was applied by the department in other similar 

work and same was required to be applied in these works. Furthermore, 

scaffolding charges were not admissible in the light of Clause-15 of 

agreement and curing cost was required to be recovered because the 

contractor did not carry out curing. The Committee directed the 

department to get the template of the item approved from Finance 

Department and review its analysis of rate to recover excess payment if 

any. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

  

 Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDPs No. 701,702,750,751, 756, 761) 

 

2.4.4.11 Executive Engineer, 7th Provincial Building Division, Lahore 

made payment for an item of work “Making architectural, ornamental, 

classical Jharoka constructed in Historical shape 8′-3″ straight width” for 3 

Nos. for Rs 400,473.97 each and with 6’-9” straight width” for 6 Nos. for 

Rs 324,619.80 each due to addition of lump sum provision of inadmissible 

material labour in the rate analysis as compared to provision in template of 

Finance Department.  
 

 Weak supervisory financial controls resulted in unjustified 

payment of Rs 3.15 million.  
 

Audit pointed out the unjustified payment in July, 2015. The 

department replied that approval of design of Jharoka was given by the 

Chief Minister.  The reply was not accepted because lump sum provision 

of cost of mould and inadmissible material and labour was taken which 

was not acceptable. Complete details of each item of material used in 

work were to be provided in analysis of rate. 
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The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department replied that analysis of rate would be re-checked and 

excess, if any, would be adjusted in the revised rate with the approval of 

competent authority. The Committee directed the department to revise the 

rate analysis and get it approved from the competent authority. The 

recovery if any, be effected and got verified from Audit within 15 days. 

No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization 

of the report in January, 2016. 
  

Audit recommends the early recovery.  

(PDP No. 198) 

 

2.4.4.12 Executive Engineer, Provincial Building Division, Sahiwal 

allowed payment for an item of work “extra labour for design of dark tile 

skirting” for 56704 sft for Rs 48 per sft in addition to higher labour 

charges for item of work “P/L porcelain tiles dado / skirting and marble 

skirting etc” by taking 2.5 masons instead of 2 masons, 5 skilled coolies 

instead of 4 coolies respectively. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 2.71 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the loss in September, 2015. The items in 

question were paid as per drawings and requirement of site and got 

approved by the competent authority i.e. Superintending Engineer, 

Provincial Buildings Circle, Sahiwal. The reply was not acceptable 

because in the analysis of rate labour was included on higher side 

therefore extra labour was not admissible. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department replied that analysis of rate would be revisited keeping in 

view the cutting charges involved in case of tiles etc. The rate would be 

got approved from the competent authority. The Committee directed the 

department to produce revised rate analysis approved by the competent 

authority, effect recovery and get it verified from Audit within 15 days. 

No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization 

of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility.  

(PDP No. 299) 
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2.4.4.13 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Gujranwala 

made payment of an item of work “P/L rigid pavement 1:2:4 with 8 inches 

thickness for 26476.50 sft @ Rs 245.04 per sft instead of Rs 180.57 per sft 

by taking 9 inches thickness R.C.C 1:1-1/2:3 and excess rate of deformed 

bars in the rate analysis.  
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 1.71 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in September, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

04.12.2015. The department replied that design of the rigid pavement was 

approved with 9 inches thickness of RCC with ratio 1:1/2:3. Audit pointed 

out that nomenclature recorded in the abstract of cost of PC-I/TS estimate 

was “RCC rigid pavement 1:2:4 with 8 inches thickness” but the analysis 

of rate with RCC 1:1/2:3 was approved. The Committee directed the 

department to justify their action or effect recovery of the amount 

involved and get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of 

the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 478) 
 

2.4.4.14 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Rawalpindi 

got approved the rate of two items “Providing and laying kerb stone” and 

“Providing & laying tuff tile” on higher side due to application of 

incorrect input rates of material, inadmissible carriage and extra quantities. 
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 1.18 million as under: 
 

S. 

No 

PDP 

No. 

Name of 

item. 

Qty. 

 

Rate 

Applied 

Rate 

admissible 

Diff. Amount 

(Rs) 

1 570 P/L Tuff 

Tiles 

25434 Sft 81.33 47 34.33 873,149 

2 570 P/L Kerb 

Stone 

6955 No 90 54 36 226,268 

Total  1,183,137 

 

 Audit pointed out the loss in August, 2015. The department did not 

reply. 
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The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

29.12.2015. The department replied that recovery would be effected in the 

next running bill. The Committee directed the department to effect the 

recovery and get record verified from Audit within 15 days. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility. 

(PDP No. 570) 

 

2.4.4.15 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Faisalabad got 

sanctioned and paid an item of work “Lean concrete/PCC 1:4:8 etc.” on 

higher rate for Rs 5,492.63 per cubic meter instead of admissible rate for  

Rs 4,906.63 per cubic meter as per schedule item No.5 under Chapter-

6(Concrete) of Market Rates System for 2nd Bi-annual 2012 for District 

Faisalabad. Hence, excess rate was sanctioned for Rs 585.83 per cubic 

meter and payment was made to the contractor. 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 0.73 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in October, 2015. The 

department did not reply.  
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 23.12.2015. 

The department replied that analysis of rate for the item was approved in 

the PC-I by the PDWP on the basis of engineer’s estimate. Audit pointed 

out that rate was available in MRS of Finance Department which was 

required to be applied. The Committee directed the department to refer the 

case to Finance Department for advice /clarification and get it verified 

from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive 

was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 714) 

 

2.4.4.16 Executive Engineer, Provincial Building Division, Multan made 

payment for an item of work “Providing and fixing gauzed frame for fly 

proofing of M.S Angle iron” for 9281 sft at the rate Rs 262 per sft instead 

of Rs 215.07 per sft because in the rate analysis, some components were 

added beyond the requirement and some components were not admissible 
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due to which higher rate was prepared, approved and paid to contractor. 

Hence, excess rate was allowed for Rs 46.93 per sft.  

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in excess 

payment of Rs 0.43 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the excess payment in August, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

The para was also discussed in the SDAC meeting held on 

08.12.2015. The department replied that revised analysis of rate had been 

prepared as per observation which would be produced to Audit after 

approval of the competent authority. No compliance of the Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends recovery/production of record. 

(PDP No. 171) 

 

2.4.4.17 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Rawalpindi 

made payment for the item “Providing & Fixing kerb stone as per design 

approved by the engineer incharge complete” for 6955 Nos @ Rs 76.81 

per sft instead of Rs 53.38 per sft by including inadmissible carriage in the 

rate analysis. The input rate of the kerb stone was provided for site of 

work.  

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 0.16 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 04.12.2015. 

The department replied that analysis of rate would be produced to Audit 

for scrutiny. The Committee directed the department to get the template of 

the item approved from the Finance Department and review its analysis of 

rate to recover excess payment, if any, and get it verified from Audit 

within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported 

till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No.306) 
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2.4.5 Non-recovery on account of de-escalation in price of diesel and 

bitumen - Rs 126.65 million 

 

According to clause-55 of contract agreement, where any variation 

(increase or decrease) to the extent of 5% or more in the price of item of 

work take place after acceptance of tender and before completion of work, 

the amount payable should be adjusted to the extent of actual variation in 

the cost of concerned item of work.  

 

2.4.5.1 Executive Engineers, Provincial Highway Divisions, Lahore, 

Mianwali, Gujrat, Rawalpindi and Road Construction Division, 

Rawalpindi awarded various works to different contractors. The base price 

of diesel and bitumen at the time of tenders was on higher side which 

decreased during the months of execution of works. The department did 

not recover the cost on account of de-escalation from the contractors. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 50.07 million. (Annexure-H Page-329) 

 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery during 2014-15. The 

department replied that the statement of escalation and de-escalation 

would be prepared at the time of finalization of the contracts to calculate 

actual recovery. However, progress towards effecting recovery was not 

reported. 

 

The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held in 

December, 2015. The department replied that recovery would be effected 

in next running bills of the contractors. The Committee directed the 

department to effect recovery and get it verified from Audit. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery. 
 

(PDPs Nos. 543,557, 573, 600, 607, 622, 670, 674, 676, 677, 678, 679, 725,) 

 

2.4.5.2 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Gujrat awarded 

two works to different contractors. The base price of diesel and bitumen 

decreased during the months of execution of works. The department did 

not recover the cost on account of de-escalation from the contractors. 
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 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of de-escalation price of Rs 12.22 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in November, 2015. The 

department did not reply.  

 

The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

29.12.2015. The department replied that recovery would be made from 

next bills of the contractors. Audit informed the Committee that the 

department had calculated incorrect amount of de-escalation by applying 

incorrect factor of diesel 0.07 instead of 0.15 for road work. The 

Committee upheld the view point of the Audit and directed the department 

to effect the full recovery and get it verified from Audit. No compliance of 

the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 671 & 673) 

 

2.4.5.3 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Okara awarded 

a work to the contractors with certain rates of diesel at the time of tender. 

Later on, during execution of work the rate of diesel was gradually 

decreased month wise but no de-escalation of diesel was effected in-

violation of agreement. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial control resulted in non-recovery of 

Rs 10.02 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in July, 2015. The department 

replied that recovery would be made and adjusted in the next running bill 

but no progress towards effecting recovery was reported.  

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 04.12.2015. 

The department replied that out of total pointed out recovery                    

Rs 10.02 million, an amount of Rs 7.99 million had been recovered and 

balance amount of Rs 2.03 million would be recovered from next bill of 

the contractor. The Committee directed the department to recover the 

balance amount and get full recovery verified from Audit within 15 days. 

No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization 

of the report in January, 2016. 
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Audit recommends recovery at the earliest.  

(PDP No 108) 
 

2.4.5.4 Executive Engineers, Provincial Buildings Divisions, Lahore, 

Muzafargarh, Gujrat, Sialkot, Jhelum and Rawalpindi did not recover 

price de-escalation in the rates of diesel in twelve (12) cases because the 

rates were on higher side at the time of tendering and the same were 

reduced during execution period.  

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 9.31 million. (Annexure-I Page-330) 

 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery during July to November, 

2015. The department replied that Audit had only worked out de-

escalation in rates for diesel whereas price escalation on other items of 

work i.e. cement, steel, labour and bricks etc. was also payable to the 

contractors. In some cases, price variation was not paid and de-escalation 

would be recovered in due course. The reply was not accepted because no 

recovery was made from the contractors. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held in December, 

2015. The department replied that recovery would be made from next bills 

of the contractors. The Committee directed the department to recover the 

amount and get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of 

the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility 

against the person(s) involved. 

(PDP Nos. 02, 193, 210, 213,224, 226, 228, 249, 251, 335, 364, 370) 

 

2.4.5.5 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division Sialkot did not 

recover the price de-escalation of diesel because at the time of tender, the 

base price of the diesel was Rs 109.34 per liter and Rs 113.85 per liter 

respectively which decreased to Rs 80.61 per liter and Rs 94.09 per liter 

during execution of work. 
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 9.21 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in August, 2015. The 

department replied that the amount as pointed out by Audit would be 
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adjusted in next bill of the contractor. No progress towards effecting 

recovery was reported.  
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 04.12.2015. 

The department replied that total recovery had been made. Audit informed 

the Committee that no record of effecting recovery was got verified. The 

Committee directed the department to get the position verified from Audit 

within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported 

till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 343) 
 

2.4.5.6 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Okara awarded 

three contracts on the basis of tenders opened on 24.2.2014, 23.5.2014 and 

11.12.2014 when the rate of bitumen was Rs 96,260 per ton. The rate of 

bitumen decreased to Rs 86,800 per ton during execution of work. The 

department did not recover the de-escalation from contractors. 
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 6.19 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in July, 2015. The department 

replied that recovery would be made in the next running bill. However, no 

progress towards effecting recovery was reported. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 04.12.2015. 

The department replied that out of total recovery Rs 6.19 million, an 

amount of Rs 1.76 million had been effected from contractors. Balance 

amount of Rs 4.43 million would be effected from next bill of the 

contractors. The Committee directed the department to recover the balance 

amount and get full recovery verified from Audit within 15 days. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No 111) 
 

2.4.5.7 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Dera Ghazi 

Khan made payment of price variation to contractor but did not recover 

de-escalation in the rate of diesel because at the time of tender i.e. 

12.03.2014 the rate of diesel was Rs 116.75 per liter which was reduced to  

Rs 80.61 per liter.  
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Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 4.90 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in October, 2015. The 

department replied that due recovery of Rs 1.98 million would be 

made/effected in the next running bill. The reply was not acceptable 

because the department applied factor of 0.07 instead of 0.15 while 

calculating the recovery. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 23.12.2015. 

The department replied that actual recovery came to Rs 1.98 million which 

was recovered from security deposit vide TE No.1 dated 27.11.2015 and 

accounted for in the monthly account of November, 2015. Audit informed 

the Committee that the department had calculated price variation only on 

last bill and with factor 0.07 instead of 0.15. The Committee reduced the 

para to Rs 2.92 million and directed the department to effect balance 

recovery alongwith recoupment of security deposit and get it verified from 

Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was 

reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery of the balance amount. 

(PDP No. 633) 

 

2.4.5.8 Executive Engineer Provincial Highway Division, Multan made 

payment for an item of work “Tripple surface treatment using 79 Lbs. 

bitumen” for 592800 sft and also allowed payment of Rs 89.22 million 

upto 5th running bill to the contractor as price escalation due to increase in 

the rates of different items/materials. The rate of bitumen on the date of 

tender was Rs 80.28 per kg which decreased to Rs 60.07 per kg during 

execution of work but recovery due to decrease in the rate of bitumen was 

not made. 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 4.39 million.  
 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in August, 2015. The 

department replied that recovery would be effected in next bill of 

contractor. No progress towards effecting recovery was reported.  
 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

The department replied that actual recovery of Rs 7.21 million had been 



38 

 

made and verified by Audit. Audit pointed out that the bill ran into minus 

Rs 5.39 million which was still to be adjusted. The Committee directed the 

department to recover the amount of minus bill and get it verified from 

Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was 

reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery.     

     (PDP No. 132) 

 

2.4.5.9 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Muzaffargarh 

made payment for items of work, “Asphalt Base Course 2” for 877790 sft 

out of which a quantity of 227520 sft was measured on 08.01.2014 and 

158400 sft on 10.12.2013 and “Asphalt Wearing Course 1.5” for 491870 

sft on 08.01.2014 and 385920 sft on 25.02.2014. The rate of bitumen on 

the date of tender was Rs 87.23 per kg which decreased to Rs 79.87 per kg 

during execution of work but recovery due to decrease in the rate of 

bitumen was not made. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 3.68 million as detailed below: 

 
S. 

No. 

Item Quantity 

paid (Sft) 

Quantity of 

bitumen. (Kg) 

Rate 

Per kg. 

Amount 

Rs 

1 Asphalt Base 

Course 2 

227520 99308 7.36+3%     752,834 

 Asphalt Base 

Course 2 

158400 69138 7.36     524,123 

2 Asphalt Wearing 

Course 1.5 

491870 177933 7.36+3%  1,345,842 

 Asphalt Wearing 

Course 1.5 

385920 139292 7.36  1,055,944 

                                                                                               Total Rs 3,678,743 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in September, 2015. The 

department replied that the due recovery would be effected/ adjusted after 

detailed scrutiny of record. No progress towards effecting recovery was 

reported. 

 

The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

02.12.2015. The department replied that recovery would be made from the 

next running bill. The Committee directed the department to recover the 

amount and get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of 
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the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 421&423) 

 

2.4.5.10 Executive Engineer Provincial Highway Division, Multan 

allowed payment of Rs 89.222 million upto 5th running bill to contractor 

as price escalation due to increase in the rates of different items/materials 

but did not effect recovery of de-escalation in the rate of diesel. The rate 

of diesel decreased from Rs 107.39 per liter to Rs 80.61 per liter during 

execution of work. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 3.08 million.  

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in August, 2015. The 

department replied that recovery would be effected in the next bill of 

contractor. However, no progress towards effecting recovery was reported. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

The department replied that actual recovery of Rs 0.92 million had been 

made and verified by Audit. Audit informed the Committee that the last 

paid bill was passed in minus for Rs 5.39 million which was still to be 

adjusted. The Committee directed the department to recover the amount of 

minus bill and get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of 

the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing of responsibility 

against the person(s) involved. 

(PDP No. 131) 

 

2.4.5.11 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highways Division, Jhang 

awarded the work. The rate of bitumen at the time of tender dated 

24.2.2014 was Rs 96,680 per ton which decreased ranging from Rs 91,350 

to Rs 67,583 per ton during execution of work. The department did not 

recover the de-escalation in the rate of bitumen from the contractor.  

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 2.64 million. 
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Audit pointed out the non-recovery in October, 2015. The 

department replied that the overall impact on all items would be worked 

out in the next bill and recovery, if due, from the contractor would be 

made.   

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

The department replied that recovery of Rs 2,641,560 would be made 

from the next bill. Though, the bill had been prepared but not passed due 

to non-availability of funds. The Committee directed the department to 

produce relevant record i.e. final bill within 15 days to Audit for 

verification. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

        PDP No. 446) 

 

2.4.5.12 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Lahore 

awarded the work in March, 2009. The tender was called on 23.01.2009 

when the rate of bitumen (packed) was Rs 59.30 per kg. The department 

calculated price variation of prime coat, tack coat and Tripple Surface 

Treatment by taking incorrect prevailing rate of bitumen (bulk) instead of 

bitumen (packed). 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 2.28 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in September, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 29.12.2015. 

The department replied that the recovery would be effected from the 

contractor. The Committee directed the department to effect the recovery 

and get it verified from Audit. No compliance of the Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery besides taking disciplinary 

action against responsible(s). 

(PDP No. 548) 

 

2.4.5.13 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highways Division, Jhang did not 

recover de-escalation in the rates of diesel and bitumen because on the 
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date of tender i.e. 10.12.14 the rate of diesel was Rs 94.09 per liter and 

bitumen was Rs 90.83 per kg respectively which decreased to Rs 80.61 to 

Rs 87.12 per liter and Rs 74.19 per kg respectively during execution of 

work. 
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 2.10 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in October, 2015. The 

department replied that the rates of different items increased on which 

price variation was admissible, similarly the rate of bitumen/diesel 

decreased. The overall impact of all items would be worked out in the next 

bill and recovery would be made.  
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

02.12.2015. The department replied that actual recovery came to  

Rs 271,035. The Committee reduced the amount of para to Rs 271,035 

and directed the department to recover the amount and get it verified from 

Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was 

reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
  

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 450) 

 

2.4.5.14 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Gujranwala 

awarded two works in May, 2014 and utilized 99,594 kg bitumen on the 

works up to last paid bills. The rate of bitumen at the time of tender was 

Rs 82.59 per kg which decreased to Rs 61.673 per kg during execution of 

work. The department did not recover the cost of de-escalation from the 

contractors. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 2.08 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in September, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 04.12.2015. 

The department replied that recovery of Rs 483,881 was made from 

security deposit of the contractor. The balance amount of  

Rs 1.60 million would be recovered from next bill of the contractor. The 
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Committee reduced the amount of para to Rs 1.60 million and directed the 

department to recover balance amount and get it verified from Audit 

within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported 

till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 486) 

 

2.4.5.15 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Dera Ghazi 

Khan paid an amount of Rs 115.66 million as value of work done but did 

not recover de-escalation in the rate of diesel because the rate of diesel 

was Rs 94.09 per liter at the time of tender which was decreased to 

Rs80.61 per liter during the execution of work. 

 

Weak financial and supervisory controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 1.89 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in October, 2015. The 

department replied that on receipt of funds actual recovery on account of 

price variation would be effected and got verified from Audit. Department 

admitted the recovery but no progress towards effecting recovery was 

reported. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 23.12.2015. 

The department replied that actual recovery came to  

Rs 0.94 million against pointed out Rs 1.887 million which had been 

recovered from security deposit vide TE No.5, dated 27.11.2015 and 

accounted for in the monthly account of November, 2015. Audit informed 

the Committee that the department had calculated the price variation only 

on the last bill. The Committee directed to recover the balance amount of 

Rs 0.95 million and for recoupment of security deposit and get it verified 

from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive 

was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery.  

(PDP No. 640) 

 

2.4.5.16 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Dera Ghazi 

Khan awarded the work on the basis of tender dated 13.12.2014 and paid 

an item of work “Tripple surface treatment using 79 Lbs. bitumen” for 

156000 sft. The rate of bitumen was Rs 88.57 per kg which decreased to 
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Rs 66 per kg during execution of work. The department did not recover 

de-escalation from the contractor. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 0.97 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in October, 2015. The 

department replied that actual recovery of Rs 938,897 would be effected 

from the next running bill of the contractor. No progress towards effecting 

recovery was reported. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

23.12.2015. The department replied that out of full recovery of  

Rs 974,514, partial recovery Rs 774,089 had been effected vide TE No.3, 

dated 15.12.2015. Audit informed the Committee that recovery of  

Rs 774,089 had been verified which was still to be accounted for in the 

monthly account. The Committee reduced the amount of para to  

Rs 200,425 and directed to recover the balance amount alongwith 

recoupment of security deposit and get it verified from Audit within 15 

days.  No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery.  

(PDP No. 646) 
 
  

2.4.5.17 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway, Rawalpindi awarded 

the work on the basis of tender dated 02.12.2013. The base rate of bitumen 

was Rs 93.45 per kg which decreased to Rs 68.33 per kg during execution 

of the work. The department did not recover the de-escalation in price of 

bitumen from the contractor. 
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 0.49 million.  
 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in August, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 04.12.2015. 

The department replied that amount of de-escalation was recovered. Audit 

contented that no recovery was made and got verified from Audit. The 

Committee directed the department to recover the amount and get it 
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verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 310) 

 

2.4.5.18 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Jhang did not 

recover de-escalation in the rates of diesel and bitumen because on the 

date of tender rate of diesel was Rs 109.34 per liter and bitumen was  

Rs 96,160 per ton respectively which decreased to Rs 87.12 per liter and 

Rs 67,069 per ton during execution of work. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 0.47 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in October, 2015. The 

department replied that the rates of different items increased on which 

price variation was admissible, similarly the rate of bitumen/diesel 

decreased. The overall impact of all items would be worked out in the next 

bill and recovery would be made.  
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

02.12.2015. The department replied that recovery of price variation would 

be made in the next bill of the contractor. The Committee directed the 

department to recover the amount and get it verified from audit within 15 

days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 454) 
 

2.4.5.19 Executive Engineer, Provincial Buildings Division, Lodhran 

allowed payment of Rs 29,356,000 to contractor as price escalation due to 

increase in the rates of different items/materials but did not recover de-

escalation due to reduction in the rate of diesel. The rate of diesel was 

reduced from Rs 116.75 per liter to Rs 83.61 per liter during execution of 

work. As per provision of contract agreement, recovery had to be effected 

from the contractor. 
 

 Weak financial and supervisory controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 0.37 million.  
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Audit pointed out the non-recovery in August, 2015. The 

department replied that price variation was fully covered with the claim, 

hence no recovery was involved. The reply was not tenable because no 

price variation was calculated/recorded in any measurement book.  
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 08.12.2015. 

The department replied that scheme was unfunded and recovery would be 

made from next bill of the contractor. No compliance of the Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
  

Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility 

against the person(s) involved.      

    (PDP No. 189) 
 

2.4.5.20 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Bahawalpur 

awarded a work during March, 2014 when the rate of bitumen was  

Rs 94,330 per ton which decreased during the execution of work to  

Rs 89,000 per ton. The department did not recover the difference of rate 

from the contractor. 
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted into non-recovery 

of Rs 0.29 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in September, 2015. The 

department replied that the due recovery of de-escalation of bitumen 

would be effected in the next running bill. The reply was not accepted 

because no progress towards effecting recovery was reported. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

The department replied that recovery would be made from the contractor. 

The Committee directed the department to make recovery and get it 

verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery.  

(PDP No. 105) 
 

2.4.6 Application of higher input rate in rate analysis of item pre-

mixed carpeting - Rs 85.38 million 
 

 As per section 1011-2.1 of standard specification for Road and 

Bridges Construction 1971, “the supply order for bitumen shall be 

designed by its penetration at 25 degree C (77 degree F). The grades of 
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bitumen are usually designated by penetration limits such as 200/300, 

180/200, 80/100, 60/70 etc. Grade specifically required shall be 

designated.” 
 

 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Gujrat got 

approved item “Pre-mixed carpeting 2 inch and 1.5 inch thick with 4% & 

4.5% ratio of bitumen etc” by adopting MRS rates. Audit observed that the 

rates of item “Bitumen Bulk 60/70 Grade” was on higher side than 

“Bitumen Bulk 80/100 Grade” available on input rates of Finance 

Department website. Thus, due to non-adoption of economical and rich 

specification government sustained a huge loss.  
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 85.38 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the loss in November, 2015. The department did 

not reply.  
 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 29.12.2015. 

The department replied that specification of carpeting bitumen of grade 

Asphalt 60/70 was used as per RR&MTI Lahore and same was approved 

in TS /AA by competent authority. Audit argued that grade 80/100 was 

feasible in all types of temperatures in Pakistan. The Committee directed 

the department to get the clarification from Finance Department. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends early clarification from Finance Department. 

(PDP No. 675) 
 

2.4.7 Approval of rate analysis at higher rates - Rs 59.94 million 
 

According to Addendum and Corrigendum issued by the Finance 

Department vide No.RO(TECH)F.D.18-47/2006 dated 26.04.2006, the 

quantity of crushed stone aggregate for payment of carriage is to be taken 

as per actual loose volume but not more than 120 cft for sub-base and 122 

cft for base course. 
  

2.4.7.1 Chief Engineer, Punjab Highway Department (North Zone), 

Lahore and Director Engineering, Lahore Ring Road Authority, Lahore 

approved the analysis of the items of work “P/L Sub-base Course” “P/L of 

Base Course (WBM)” at higher rates by adding loose factor of 125 cubic 
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meter instead of 120 &122 cubic meter for sub base and base course 

respectively for carriage of material.  
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 48.00 as under: 
 

Sr 

No 

PDP 

No. 

Name of 

Division 

Name of 

item. 

Quantity Rate 

applied 

Admi-

ssible 

Rate 

Diff. Amount 

Overpaid 

(Rs) 

1 53 CE 

Highway 
(N) LHR 

P/Lsub 

base course 

8131660 

cft 

3075.95 

% cft 

2769.01 

% cft 

306.94 

% cft 

24,964,196 

2 55 CE 

Highway 

(N) LHR 

P/L base 

course 

4535148 

cft 

2524.64 

% cft 

2050.60 

% cft 

474.04 

% cft 

21,496,601 

3 510 Ring 

Road 

Lahore 

P/L sub 

base course 

2211 

cum 

 

3012.72 2663.43 349.29        

772,280 

P/L base 
course 

2582 
Cum 

3612.92 3314.79 298.12       769,756 

                                                                                                                               Total Rs  48,002,833 

 

Audit pointed out the loss in March and October, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held in December, 

2015. The department replied that analysis of rates for the items of sub 

base and base course were approved in the PC-I by the PDWP on the basis 

of Engineer’s estimate having provision of dumper. The dumper was used 

for short carriage of material from dumping station to site of work. Audit 

informed the Committee that the payment of dumper was not justified as 

total lead for carriage of material was paid to the contractor and incorrect 

loose factor for carriage of material was included in the analysis of rates. 

The Committee directed the department to refer the case to Finance 

Department for advice /clarification and got it verified from Audit within 

15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

  

 Audit recommends early clarification/recovery. 

(PDP No. 53,55,510) 

 

2.4.7.2 Chief Engineer (South) Highway, Lahore approved rate analysis of 

the item “Sub-base course” @ Rs 8,186.65 % cft instead of Rs 6,971.02 % 

cft and “P/L base course” @ Rs 9,055.77 % cft instead of Rs 8,281.65 % 

cft. In the analysis of rate, under sub head “material” the rate of crush 

stone aggregate was calculated by adding loose factor of 125 cubic meter 

instead of 120 cubic meter with inadmissible hire charges of dumper truck. 
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Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 11.94 million detailed as under: 

 

 

Audit pointed out the loss in March, 2015. The department did not 

reply. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held in December, 

2015. The department replied that the analysis of rates for the item of sub 

base course and base course were approved in the PC-I by the PDWP on 

the basis of engineer’s estimate having provision of dumper. The dumper 

was used for short carriage of material from dumping station to site of 

work. Audit informed the Committee that the payment of dumper was not 

justified as total lead for carriage of material was paid to the contractor. 

The Committee directed the department to refer the case to Finance 

Department for advice /clarification within 15 days.  No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends early clarification/recovery. 

(PDP No. 60, 63) 

 
2.4.8 Overpayment due to allowing inadmissible dumper truck in 

item sub base and base course - Rs 46.59 million 

 
According to the instructions issued by the Finance Department 

vide No. RO(Tech)FD-18-23/2004, dated 21.09.2004, rate analysis for the 

non-standardized items shall be prepared by the Executive Engineer 

clearly giving the specifications of the material used and as approved by 

the competent authority not below the rank of Superintending Engineer on 

S. 

No. 

PDP 

 No. 

Forma-

tion 

Item Qty Rate 

paid  

Rate to 

be paid 

Diff. Amount 

overpaid 
(Rs) 

1 63 C.E 

Highway

s  

(N) LHR 

Base 

course 

881328 

Cft 

9055.79 

% cft 

8281.65 

% cft 

 774.14 

% cft  

    

6,822,536 

2 60 C.E 

Highway

s (S) 

LHR 

Sub 

base 

course 

421412 

Cft 

8186.65 

% cft 

6971.02 

% cft 

1215.63 

% cft 

    

5,122,810 

Total Rs 11,945,346 



49 

 

the basis of input rates of relevant quarter placed at website of Finance 

Department. 

 
2.4.8.1 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highways Division, Mianwali 

prepared and applied incorrect rate analysis of sub base and base course by 

including hire charges of Dumper, water allowance and 20% contractor’s 

profit and overhead charges on carriage of material and applying higher 

loose factor 1.22 and 1.25 than admissible factor 1.20 and 1.22 and made 

payment accordingly to the contractors. 
 

Weak technical and financial controls resulted in loss due to 

incorrect analysis of Rs 26.50 million as detailed below: 
 

(Amount in Rs) 
S 

No 

PDP 

No. 

Name of 

Div: 

Name of 

item. 

Qty. Admissi-

ble Rate 

Rate 

Paid 

Diff.+13

% 

Prem-

ium 

Amount 

Overpaid 

 

1 537 PHD, 

Sahiwal 

Base 

Course 

1519091 5472.76 6630.90 1158.14 17,593,504 

2 539 PHD, 
Sahiwal 

Sub- 
base 

728756 4303.74 4356.87 53.13      387,188 

PHD, 

Sahiwal 

Base 

course 

1519091 6598.92 6630.92 32      486,110 

 540 PHD, 
Sahiwal 

Sub- 
base 

728756 3254.87 4356.87 1102  8,032,713 

Total 26,499,515 

 

Audit pointed out the loss in October, 2015. The department 

replied that the estimate was prepared and sanctioned on the template of 

NHA as approved by Government of the Punjab vide letter No. 

12(6)RO(Coord)P&D/2013, dated 21.01.2013. The reply was not tenable 

because rate analysis was got approved in violation of Finance Department 

template.  
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

29.12.2015. The department replied that matter has been referred to the 

Finance Department vide letter dated 25.06.2015 addressed to Secretary 

C&W department and copy endorsed to Finance Department. Para was 

kept pending for recovery / FD clarification. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery besides disciplinary action 

against defaulters. 

(PDP Nos. 537,539, 540) 
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2.4.8.2 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Faisalabad, 

Gujranwala and Sahiwal got sanctioned and paid the items of work “P/L 

sub base course” and “Water bound macadam base etc.” at higher rates 

instead of MRS rates to the contractors by allowing inadmissible hire 

charges for dumper truck which resulted in loss to the Government. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 19.24 million detailed as under: 

 
Sr 

No 

PDP 

No. 

Name of 

Division 

Name of 

item. 

Qty in 

%cft 

Applied 

Rate 

Admissib

le Rate 

Diff. 

with 

Premium 

Amount 

overpaid 

Rs 

1 

 

149 PHD 

Sahiwal 

Sub-base 847.68  

1150.42 

2854.38 

3255.53 

2463.38 

2864.12 

391.00 

391.41 

   331,442 

   450,286 

2 150 PHD 

Sahiwal 

Sub-base 

 

Base 

course 

3415,67 

6733,71 

8798.89 

6556.17 
8798.60 

3009.14 

2676.71 

3038.57 

3328.98 
3692.84 

2619.31 

2284.67 

2648.84 

3184.45 
3362.85 

389.83 

392.04 

389,73 

144.53 
329.99 

1,331,530 

2,626,416 

3,429,191 

   990,922 
2,903,450 

3 204 PHD 

Sahiwal 

 

Base 

course 

852.70 

671.32 

3530.12 

3931.27 

3179.20 

3585.63 

350.92 

345.64 

   299,230 

   232,035 

4 477 Ring 

Road 

Lahore 

P/L Base 

Course 

3503658 8720.37 8625.18 107.56 3,783,950 

5 707 PHD 

Faisalaba

d 

P/L Base 

Course 

10639.668 

cm 

2501.30 2231.90 269.40 2,866,326 

Total  19,244,778 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, September and 

October, 2015. The department did not reply. 

 

The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held in 

December, 2015. The department replied that analysis of rates for the 

items of sub base course and base course were approved in the PC-I by the 

PDWP on the basis of Engineer’s estimate having charges for dumper. 

The dumper was used for short carriage of material from dumping station 

to site of work. Audit pointed out that the payment of dumper was not 

justified because total lead for carriage of material was paid to the 

contractor. The Committee directed the department to refer the case to 

Finance Department for advice /clarification and get it verified from Audit 

within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported 

till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 
Audit recommends early recovery/clarification. 

(PDP No. 149,150,204,477,707) 
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2.4.8.3 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Faisalabad got 

approved and made payment for an item of work “Granular sub-base with 

73 kilometer lead etc.” by including water lorry charges for Rs 8,544, 

water charges for Rs 600 in rate analysis of 100 cubic meter whereas hire 

charges for water pump delivery was neither available on Finance 

Department’s website nor was required to be used in the item of work. 

 
 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

for Rs 0.85 million. 

 
Audit pointed out the overpayment in October, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 
The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 23.12.2015. 

The department replied that analysis of rate for the item of sub base course 

was approved in the PC-I by the PDWP on the basis of Engineer’s 

estimate having provision of water lorry and water charges etc. The 

Committee directed the department to refer the case to Finance 

Department for advice /clarification within 15 days.  No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 
Audit recommends early clarification/recovery. 

(PDP No. 711) 

 

 
2.4.9 Non/less recovery of dismantled material - Rs 35.25 million 

 

As per para 9 (i) of Chapter 18.1 of specification of execution of 

work 1967, all demolished material will be the property of Govt. and shall 

either be disposed of or cost of dismantled material would be recovered 

from the contractor.  

 

2.4.9.1 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Mianwali got 

approved the PC-I of the scheme “Construction of Sohawa, Talagang, 

Chakwal and Mianwali road” with an item of work “excavation in hard 

rock requiring ballasting” for 2269174 cft. The credit of hard rock stone 

received as a result of blasting etc. at site was not provided in the estimate. 
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 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 27.35 million. 

  

 Audit pointed out the loss in February, 2015. The department 

replied that scheme was approved by PDWP/DDSC and administrative 

approval was issued by C&W Department. The reply was not tenable 

because it was the responsibility of the department to check the 

authenticity of items provided and approved in the technically sanctioned 

estimate. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 14.12.2015. 

The Committee directed the Provincial Highway Division, Mianwali to 

take over the para and defend the case regarding non-credit of dismantled 

stone and produce relevant record for verification to Audit within 15 days. 

No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization 

of the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery / production of record. 

(PDP No. 50) 

 

2.4.9.2 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Jhelum did not 

make recovery of cost of excavated stone for 396123 cft @ 

Rs 1,700 % cft  amounting to  Rs 6.73 million as provided in the 

acceptance letter. Instead, only an amount of Rs 2.70 million was 

recovered from the contractor .Thus, the department made less recovery of 

Rs 4.03 million from the contractor. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in less recovery 

of Rs 4.03 million.  

 

 Audit pointed out the less recovery in August, 2015. The 

department contended that detailed reply would be submitted after 

verification of record in due course of time. The department could not 

offer timely response. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

04.12.2015. The department replied to the Committee that recovery of     

Rs 5.68 million as per agreement had been made and got verified from 

Audit. Audit pointed out that total recoverable amount was Rs 6.73 

million. The amount of para was reduced to Rs 1.05 million and the 

department was directed to reconcile the record with Audit within 15 days. 
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No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization 

of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 490) 

 

2.4.9.3 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Okara failed to 

recover the cost of dismantled material received during 

excavation/execution of work whereas as per specification and provision 

of technical sanction estimate / acceptance letter, the cost of dismantled 

material was required to be recovered from the contractor.  

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 3.39 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in July, 2015. The department 

replied that recovery would be made in due course of time but no recovery 

was made.  

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 04.12.2015. 

The department replied that total recovery/adjustment of Rs 0.27 million 

for dismantled material against sub para no.14, was effected and in paras 

No. 13 and 27 partial recovery of Rs 0.71 million was effected. The 

balance recovery of Rs 2.41 million would be made in due course. In para 

nos. 16 and 30, no recovery was involved. Audit informed the Committee 

that no record was got verified. The Committee directed the department to 

effect full recovery and get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery/production of record. 

(PDP No 109) 

 
  

2.4.9.4 Executive Engineer, Provincial Building Division, Gujranwala 

made payment for the item, “Dismantling of existing brick masonry, 

flagged flooring, RCC and Removing of windows” for 4091 cft, 2192 cft 

& 171 and 12 no respectively. Neither the department provided credit of 

the cost of old brick and bricks bats, steel and windows nor utilized the 

material.  
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Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 0.48 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in August, 2015. The 

department replied that due recovery of old material would be made from 

the contractor in next running bill. Inspite of admitting the recovery, no 

progress towards effecting recovery was reported. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department replied that recovery would be made from next bill of the 

contractor. The Committee directed the department to recover the amount 

and get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 260) 
 

2.4.10 Non-recovery on account of dismantled material - Rs 31.32 

million 

 

As per Communication and Works Department letter No. SOH-I 

(C&W) 1-42/97(Misc)Dated 28th November, 1997, dismantled material 

extracted from dismantling of bricks soling/brick edging or road pavement 

would be used in item for laying of sub-base course in full and 90% of 

road pavement. 
 

2.4.10.1 Executive Engineer, Road Construction Highway Division, 

Lahore got executed items of work “Dismantling of brick edging/soling” 

for quantity 3086.25 cft, and “Dismantling of road pavement” for quantity 

38544 cft upto 16th running bill. The estimated provision for items of work 

was 11246 cft and 287000 cft. The department executed less quantities of 

dismantling to avoid reuse/deduction from “P/L Sub Base”. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 17.69 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in October, 2015. The 

department replied that the work was in progress and the deduction would 

be made after verification from consultant and complete measurement of 

the work. The reply was not tenable as undue payment was made to 

contractor. 
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 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 29.12.2015. 

The department replied that total recovery would be effected in the next 

bill. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 619) 
 

2.4.10.2 Executive Engineer, Road Construction Highway Division, 

Lahore executed item of work “Dismantling of existing road pavement” 

but did not utilize the same quantities as sub-base nor credit was given to 

the work. 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 5.44 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in October, 2015. The 

department replied that the deduction would be made in the forthcoming 

bills.  
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

29.12.2015. The department replied that the dismantled material would be 

re-used in the work. The Committee directed the department to effect the 

recovery at the earliest. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was 

reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility. 

(PDP No. 612 & 620) 
 

2.4.10.3 Executive Engineer, Road Construction Highway Division, 

Lahore measured and paid item of work “Dismantling of brick soling / 

edging for quantity of 41369.13 cft @ Rs 400 % cft against estimated 

provision of 34885 cft. The department did not utilize the dismantled 

quantity in sub base course. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 3.43 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in October, 2015. The 

department replied that the work was in progress and dismantled material 

was available at site which would be re-used accordingly. No progress 

towards effecting recovery was reported. 
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The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

29.12.2015. The department replied that the work was held up due to non-

clearance of site and the Forest Department sought stay order from the 

Court. However, recovery would be made in the next bill. The Committee 

kept the para pending, the para being sub judice case for recovery. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery and pursuing the matter 

vigorously in the court of law. 

(PDP No. 605) 

 

2.4.10.4 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Rahim Yar 

Khan measured and paid the item of work “Dismantling of brick soling, 

road pavement and RCC” but did not reuse dismantled material in sub 

base course and no credit of dismantled RCC material was given . 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment  

of Rs 3.26 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in September, 2015. The 

department replied that the remaining old material of brick soling, road 

pavement would be re-used as sub base course and the recovery of 

dismantled material would also be recovered after dismantling of existing 

culverts / bridges from the contractor. No progress towards effecting 

recovery was reported. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

The department replied that the work was in progress. Recovery of Rs 

680,484 had been made and got verified from Audit. The Committee 

reduced the amount of para to Rs 2.65 million and directed the department 

to recover the amount involved and get it verified from Audit within 30 

days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 405) 

 

2.4.10.5 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Gujranwala 

measured and paid an item of work “Dismantling of existing road 

pavement” for 33750 cft and also re-laid the same as sub base. The 
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department did not deduct the quantity of dismantled material from the 

item of work “P/L sub base” brought from quarry.  
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 1.50 million as under: 
(Amount in Rs) 

 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in September, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 04.12.2015. 

The department replied that recovery would be made from next bill of the 

contractor. The Committee directed the department to effect recovery and 

get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 475) 
 

2.4.11 Irregular payment due to execution of work beyond the 

approved scope - Rs 28.81 million 

 

 As per para 2.7,2.12,2.86 of B&R code read with Finance 

Department’s letter No.FD (D-III) 10(3) 90 dated 30.06.1991, no change 

in specification /scope of work during execution of work can be made 

without prior approval of the competent authority who accorded 

administrative approval and technical sanction estimate. 

 

 Director Engineering, Lahore Ring Road Authority, Lahore 

measured an item of work “P/L RCC” for 95018 cft. The department 

further measured and paid 327562 kg of steel for execution of 95018 cft 

RCC quantity instead of 53,210 kg quantity of steel as per approved ratio 

of 0.56 kg per cft in DNIT and estimate.  

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in irregular 

payment of Rs 28.81 million. 

 

Item Quantity Rate paid Rate  

admissible 

Diff. Amount 

P/L Sub-base 33750 6488.35 2068.36 4419.98 1,491,743 
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 Audit pointed out the irregular payment in October, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 14.12.2015. 

The department replied that revised technical sanction estimate / PC-I 

would be produced to audit regarding regularization of the excess 

payment. The Committee directed the department to produce revised 

technical sanction estimate approved by the competent authority for 

verification to Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early production of record. 

(PDP No. 498) 

 

2.4.12 Unjustified payment for defective work - Rs 28.02 million 

 

 As per clause 10 of contract agreement, the contractor shall 

execute the whole and every part of the work in the most substantial and 

workman like manner, both as regards material and otherwise in every 

respect in strict accordance with the specification. 

 

2.4.12.1 Executive Engineer Provincial Highway Division, Gujranwala 

measured and paid an item of work “Earthwork for making embankment 

in ordinary soil”. The compaction test reports of sub-grade depicted that 

the compaction was less than the required percentage. Resultantly, the 

road was settled and cracks appeared in Triple Surface Treatment. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in unjustified 

payment of Rs 13.12 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the unjustified payment in September, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 04.12.2015. 

The department replied that a committee by the C&W Department had 

been formed to probe the issue of defective work. The Committee directed 

that completion of above inquiry be made and results thereof be produced 

to Audit for verification within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 



59 

 

 Audit recommends early completion of inquiry. 

(PDP No. 467) 

 

2.4.12.2 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highways Division, Gujranwala 

declared a contractor defaulter due to non-completion of work. The 

department did not recover the cost of defective work from the contractor 

of Rs 11.94 million. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 11.94 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in September, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

29.12.2015. The department replied that new bridge in lieu of partially 

construction defective bridge was completed and the amount recoverable 

from defaulting contractor came to Rs 34.01 million. The case was 

referred to NAB for effecting recovery. The Committee directed the 

department to expedite the matter. No compliance of the Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery and pursuing the case with 

NAB. 

(PDP No. 625) 

 

2.4.12.3 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Gujranwala 

measured and paid sub-standard work at certain reaches. The 

Commissioner, Gujranwala Division directed the department to complete 

the work upto 15.03.2015 and the work for rectification of settled reaches 

be got executed from any other agency and recovered from the original 

contractor. The department neither got rectified the defective work nor 

effected recovery from original contractor. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 2.96 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in September, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 
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 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 04.12.2015. 

The department replied that a committee by the C&W department had 

been formed to probe the issue of defective work. The Committee directed 

the department that completion of above inquiry be made and results 

thereof be produced to Audit for verification within 15 days. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early completion of inquiry. 

(PDP No. 466) 
 

2.4.13 Overpayment due to adoption of longer route for crushed 

stone - Rs 24.53 million 
 

 As per condition No. 5 of the Finance Department letter No. RO 

(Tech) F.D 2-3/2004, dated. 02-08-2004, the material of base and Sub-

base shall be carried from nearest quarry and shortest route shall be used / 

adopted for carriage. 

 

2.4.13.1 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Gujrat got 

approved and paid the items Providing and laying Sub-base course, Base 

course and Triple Surface Treatment etc on higher side by allowing extra 

lead/carriage from Kirana/Sikhanwali quarry to Salam Interchange for 68 

kilometer instead of actual 58 kilometer. Extra lead of 10 kilometer was 

added from quarry to Salam Interchange which resulted in excess rate.  

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 21.44 million. (Annexure-J Page-331) 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in November, 2015. The 

department did not reply.  

 

The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

29.12.2015. The department replied that lead of carriage material from 

Sikhanwali had been calculated as 68 km by adopting the route 

Sikhanwali to Sargodha bypass to Lak morr to Bhalwal to Salam 

Interchange and same was approved in TS /AA being viable and feasible 

by the competent authority. Audit argued that as per lead chart of XEN, 

Provincial Highway Division, Sargodha the route was adopted from 

Sikhanwali to Sargodha Bypass to Ajnala to Bhalwal to Salam Interchange 

with 58 km. As per Global Positioning System (GPS), the actual lead 
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came to 58 km and excess lead of 10 km was allowed to the contractor. 

The Committee directed the department to effect recovery. No compliance 

of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP Nos. 682, 683, 684, 685, 686, 687, 689, 738, 739, 741) 
 

2.4.13.2 Director Engineering, Lahore Ring Road Authority, Lahore got 

approved the rate analysis of the items P/L Sub base course and P/L Base 

course @ Rs 8,524.80 and Rs 10,394.05 per % cft with lead of 189 km 

from Sikhanwali quarry Sargodha to site of work via Faisalabad instead of 

180 km by taking route from quarry to site of work via Chiniot-Chak 

Jhumra-Kurrianwala-Jaranwala and Morr-khunda. The admissible rate by 

adopting correct lead came to Rs 8,076.8 % cft for 38928 cft of sub base 

and Rs 10,061% cft for 545398 cft of base course. 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 1.40 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in October, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

14.12.2015. The department replied that route adopted was same as being 

adopted in C&W department regarding transportation of stone material via 

Faisalabad-Morr khunda-Bhai Pheru and Lahore. Audit pointed out that 

the route was not shortest but shortest route was Chiniot-Chak Jhumra 

Khurianwala-Jaranwala and Moure-khunda towards Lahore. The 

Committee directed the department to justify its rate with more examples 

from C&W department lead chart and get it verified from Audit within 15 

days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery/justification. 

(PDP No. 501) 
 

2.4.13.3 Director Engineering, Lahore Ring Road Authority, Lahore got 

approved the rate analysis of items of work “P/L Sub base course and base 

course @ Rs 8,550.92 and Rs 10,542.93 per % cft respectively” with lead 

of 198 km from Sikhanwali quarry Sargodha to site by adopting route 

through Faisalabad instead of 189 km by taking route from quarry to site 
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of work via Chiniot-Chak-Jhumra-Kurrianwala-Jaranwala and More 

khunda and paid 7957 cft for sub base and 467812 cft for base course. The 

admissible rate by adopting correct lead worked out to Rs 8,076.8 per % 

cft for sub base and Rs 10,061 per % cft for base course. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 1.14 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in October, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

14.12.2015. The department replied that route adopted was same as being 

adopted in C&W department regarding transportation of stone material via 

Faisalabad Morr khunda, Bhai Pheru and Lahore. Audit pointed out that 

shortest route was Chiniot-Chak Jhumra-Khurianwala-Jaranwala and 

Murekhunda towards Lahore. The Committee directed the department to 

justify its rate with more example from C&W department lead chart and 

get it verified within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive 

was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery/justification. 

(PDP No. 504) 
 

2.4.13.4 Executive Engineer, Road Construction Highway Division, 

Lahore got approved the rate analysis of the items “P/L Sub base course 

etc” by adopting longer route with distance / lead 171 Km from 

Sikhanwali instead from nearest Dina quarry with lead of 160 kilometer, 

which resulted in excess payment to the contractor. 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 0.42 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the loss in October, 2015. The department 

replied that the lead/route from Sikhanwali quarry to Site of work was 

taken as 171 Km as per approved technical sanction estimate. The reply 

was not tenable because material of sub base was available at nearest 

Dinna quarry which was declared fit for sub-base. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 29.12.2015. 

The department replied that rate of Sikhanwali Quarry was approved in 

technically sanctioned estimate. The material of Dina Quarry being pitrun 
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or bedrun gravel was not fit for use in sub base. Audit informed that the 

Dina Quarry was fit for sub base. The Committee directed the department 

to recover the amount from contractor and get it verified from Audit. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility. 

(PDP No. 609) 
 

2.4.13.5 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Jhelum 

allowed carriage of material for TST from Margalla Quarry to site of work 

with lead 179 km instead of Sikhanwali quarry with lead of 146 km to site 

of work. In this way extra lead of 33 km was provided in estimate and paid 

to the contractor.  

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 0.13 million. 

  

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The 

department replied that the distance from Sikhanwali quarry to site of 

work was 206 km, whereas from Margalla quarry to site of work was 179 

km. The reply of the department was not tenable as the department took 

material from distant quarry i.e. Margalla instead of shortest quarry of 

Sikhanwali. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 04.12.2015. 

The department replied that the route adopted by audit was for 179 km 

lead from Sikhanwali quarry to site of work instead of 146 km. The 

Committee directed the department to justify lead paid for carriage of 

material from Margalla quarry with accurate lead chart from road statistics 

issued by the Highway Department otherwise effect recovery and get it 

verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery/justification. 

(PDP No.154) 
 

2.4.14 Non-recovery due to less use of bitumen - Rs 23.57 million 

 

As per Finance Department notification No.RO (tech) FD2-3/2004 

dated 02.08.2004, rate for an item “carpeting” shall be fixed by the CE on 

the basis of different percentages of bitumen ranging from 3% to 6% and 
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payment will be made as per JMF or actual consumption of bitumen used 

in the work. 

 

2.4.14.1 Director Engineering, Lahore Ring Road Authority, Lahore got 

approval of technical sanction estimate by incorporating 3.7% ratio of 

bitumen for item of work “Asphaltic Base Course (ABC) etc. 2.5” thick in 

two cases. As per JMF, the admissible bitumen contents for item were 

3.3% instead of 3.7%. The Authority did not recover the cost for less used 

bitumen from the contractor. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 8.00 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in October, 2015. The 

Authority did not reply. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held in December, 

2015. The Authority explained that the item of ABC was provided in TS 

estimate using bitumen 3.7%. The Committee directed the department to 

furnish approved JMF and reconciliation of rate paid with Audit within 15 

days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 502& 508) 

 

2.4.14.2 Executive Engineer, Road Construction Highway Division, 

Lahore got approved the item of work “Pre-mixed carpeting with 4.5% 

bitumen contents etc.” in different works and made payment accordingly. 

As per approved JMF, the bitumen contents were 4.40%. Hence, the 

department was required to recover the cost of less use of bitumen. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 6.71 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in October, 2015. The 

department replied that payment was made to the contractor as per their 

agreement rates for 4.5%.In the Job Mix Formula the bitumen contents 

were approved as 4.4% instead of 4.5%. The reply was not acceptable 

because recovery was required to be made on account of less use of 

bitumen in the light of criteria ibid. 
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The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

29.12.2015. The department replied that the bitumen contents as per TS 

estimate were 4.5% whereas as per JMF bitumen contents were 4.3% 

(plus/minus 0.3%). Audit stressed that payment should be made according 

to JMF. The Committee directed the department to make payment as per 

JMF bitumen contents and get it verified from audit within 15 days. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 599, 614, 621) 

 

2.4.14.3 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Gujrat 

awarded works “Rehabilitation and Widening of Rural Roads Under 

Khadme-e-Punjab roads Programme (KPRP), District Gujrat” to different 

contractors. The department made payment for the item “Plant Premix 

carpeting 2” using 4.50% ratio of bitumen to the contractors without 

effecting recovery on account of less use of bitumen i.e. 4.4%.  

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 6.48 million.  

  

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in November, 2015. The 

department did not reply.  

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 29.12.2015. 

The department replied that recovery would be effected in next running 

bill. The Committee directed the department to effect recovery of Rs 6.48 

million at the earliest. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was 

reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 742) 

 

2.4.14.4 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Gujranwala 

got approved technical sanction estimate by incorporating 4% ratio of 

bitumen for Asphaltic Base Course (ABC) etc. 2” thick and made payment 

for 19141200 sft accordingly @ Rs 6,300 % sft. The bitumen contents as 

per quality assurance report were 3.5% instead of 4%. The department did 

not recover the cost of less use of bitumen. 
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Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 1.63 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in September, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 04.12.2015. 

The department replied that as per extraction test reports, the average use 

of bitumen in item of carpeting was 4.03% against the JMF provision of 

4%. Audit informed that junior research officer described the bitumen 

contents as 3.7% and 3.5% against the range of 3.7% to 4.3% during filed 

tests. Therefore, the extraction test report did not match with field 

observation officer. The Committee directed the department to probe the 

matter and get the facts on record for recovery and take necessary action 

against the delinquents within a month and produce it to Audit for 

verification. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility. 

(PDP No. 460) 

 

2.4.14.5 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Bahawalpur in 

two cases allowed payment for item of work “P/L plant premixed bitumen 

carpet, i/c compaction and finishing to required camber grade and density 

2”thick with 4.5% ratio of bitumen as approved in technical sanction 

estimate. Whereas as per JMF bitumen ratio was recommended with 3.9 % 

& 4.4% for 1st and 2nd layer of carpeting but the department made payment 

for ratio of 4.5% instead of recovery of cost of less used bitumen. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial control resulted in non-recovery of  

Rs 0.75 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in September, 2015. The 

department replied that recovery of de-escalation of bitumen would be 

made in the next running bill. The department though admitted recovery of 

de-escalation and did not reply about adjustment of less used bitumen as 

per JMF. No progress towards effecting recovery was reported. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held in December, 

2015. The department replied that actual recovery of Rs 2.04 million was 

effected and got verified from Audit. Audit pointed out that recovery of Rs 
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3.65 million was due upto last paid bill. Thus, balance amount of Rs 1.61 

million was also to be recovered. The Committee directed the department 

to recover the actual full amount and get it verified from Audit within 15 

days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery.  

(PDP No. 202 &203) 

 

2.4.15 Overpayment due to approval of excess rate in TS estimate - 

Rs 23.23 million 

 

As per template issued by the Finance Department vide No. RO 

(TECH) FD.2-9/2005 dated 04.04.2006, no payment was due for 

preheating of bitumen including equipment and fuel charges and labour 

charges @ 12.5% of equipment charges”.  

 

2.4.15.1 Chief Engineers, Punjab Highway Department (North and South 

Zone), Lahore, Director Engineering, Lahore Ring Road Authority, 

Lahore, Executive Engineers, Provincial Highway Divisions Faisalabad 

and Sahiwal approved the rate analysis of the items of work “Asphaltic 

Base Course Class (ABC) and Asphaltic Wearing Course Class (AWC) at 

higher rates by adding additional labour charges @ 12.5% of 

equipment/machinery’s rent. Whereas, admissible labour charges were 

already included in the rent charges of equipment / machinery. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 19.14 million. (Annexure-K Page-332) 
  

Audit pointed out the loss in March, August and October, 2015. 

The department did not reply. 

 

The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held in 

December, 2015. The department replied that analysis of rates for the 

items of carpeting were approved in the PC-I by the PDWP on the basis of 

engineer’s estimates having provision of 12.5% labour charges and pre 

heating charges of bitumen. The Committee directed the department to 

refer the case to Finance Department for advice /clarification and get it 

verified from Audit within 15 days.  No compliance of the Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
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 Audit recommends early clarification/recovery. 

(PDP No. 57, 61,205,506,507,511,512,710) 

 

2.4.15.2 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Faisalabad 

paid the items of work “P/L Asphaltic Base Course plant mix Class (B) @  

Rs 62,936.01 per cubic meter and P/L Asphaltic wearing course etc. @  

Rs 52,156 per cubic meter at higher rates due to addition of charges for 

pre-heating of bitumen in the rate analysis. 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 4.09 million detailed as under: 
 

S. 

No 

PDP 

NO. 

Formation Name of 

item. 

Qty. Cum. Rate/ 

Cm 

Plus 

Premium 

Amount 

overpaid 

(Rs) 

1 

 

709 PHD ,  

Faisalabad 

Asphaltic 

base course 

2347.644 458 13% 1,214,999 

Asphaltic 

wearing 

course 

2998.665 380 13% 1,287,627 

2 56 C.E 

Highways 

(N) 

Asphaltic 

base course 
3414.087 4660 - 1,590,964 

                                                                                                                            Total  4,093,590 
 

Audit pointed out the loss in March, October, 2015. The 

department did not reply.  
 

The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held in 

December, 2015. The department replied that analysis of rates for the item 

was approved in the PC-I by the PDWP on the basis engineer’s estimate. 

Audit informed the Committee that the pre-heating charges were already 

included in the material rate of bitumen in the light of Finance 

Department’s clarification. The Committee directed the department to 

refer the case to Finance Department for advice /clarification within 15 

days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery/clarification. 

(PDP No. 56,709) 
 

2.4.16 Loss due to procurement of bitumen from distant refinery -    

Rs 21.16 million 

 

As per 2.33 of PFR Volume-I, every government servant should 

realize fully and clearly that he will be held personally responsible for any 
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loss sustained by government through fraud or negligence on his part, and 

that he will also be held personally responsible for any loss arising from 

fraud or negligence on the part of any other government servant 

subordinate to him. 

  

 Executive Engineer, Provincial Machinery Maintenance Division, 

Lahore made payment for procurement of bitumen from Attock Petroleum 

Limited (APL), Karachi for further distribution to provincial and district 

divisions of C&W  department at higher rates instead of procurement from 

Attock Oil Refinery, Attock. Hence, extra payment was made on account 

of longer distance.  

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of 

Rs 21.16 million. (Annexure-L Page-333) 

 

Audit pointed out the loss in February, 2015. The department 

replied that the bitumen was procured from National Refinery Limited, 

Karachi in the light of instructions issued by the Secretary to Government 

of the Punjab Communication and Works Department Lahore. The reply 

was not tenable because bitumen was required to be procured from Attock 

Oil Refinery, Attock having short lead of carriage from nearest refinery. 

 

The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

04.12.2015. The department replied that the material from Attock was not 

taken as per C&W department letter dated 08.07.1999. Audit pointed out 

that similar para had also been printed in the Audit Report for the year 

2014-15 for decision by the PAC. The Committee directed the department 

to take action as per decision of PAC and get it verified from Audit within 

15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early action as per decision of PAC. 

(PDP No. 09, 10, 11) 

 

2.4.17 Non-auction of unserviceable machinery and surplus store -     

Rs 20.91 million 

 

As per Para No. 4.35 (3) of Buildings and Roads Department 

Code, Stores which are completely unserviceable should either be written 

off or sold through auction after obtaining sanction of survey report. 
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2.4.17.1 Superintending Engineer, Provincial Highway Circle, Multan got 

approved the survey reports of 14367 empty tar drums for auction at a 

reserve price of Rs 610 per drum from Chief Engineer (South) Punjab, 

Highway Department Lahore in June, 2014. The department failed to 

auction these ETDs through Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway 

Division, Multan. Surplus empty tar drums pertained to the period from 

2008-09 to 2010-11 and getting deteriorated with the passage of time.  

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 8.37 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the loss in March, 2015. The department replied 

that auction of the stores was held on 06.04.2015 by the Executive 

Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Multan. The result of auction 

would be intimated to the Audit in due course of time. The reply was not 

tenable because reply was submitted after one month of holding of auction 

but its results were not intimated. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

The department replied that the ETDs were put to auction but the tender 

rates were less than the reserve price. The Committee directed the 

department to dispose of empty tar drums and get it verified from Audit 

within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported 

till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early auction. 

(PDP No. 42) 

 

2.4.17.2 Superintending Engineer, Provincial Highway Circle, Multan did 

not dispose of unserviceable machinery i.e. 06 bulldozers, one trailer and 

one PTR available in the office of Executive Engineer, Machinery 

Maintenance Division, Lahore. Superintending Engineer/Executive 

Engineer, Provincial Highway Circle/Division Multan neither constituted 

Committee for assessment of reserve price nor got approved the survey 

reports of idle machinery from the competent authority despite lapse of 

about four years. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of          

Rs 6.45 million due to non-auction of unserviceable machinery. 
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Audit pointed out the loss in March, 2015. The department replied 

that unserviceable machinery would be auctioned after fulfillment of codal 

formalities. The reply was not tenable because Circle Office being 

controlling office had taken no steps for early auction of machinery.  

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

The department replied that a Committee had been constituted by the 

Chief Engineer (South), Punjab Highway department, Lahore on 

21.09.2015. The disposal would be made within a month. The Committee 

directed the department to dispose of the machinery and get it verified 

from Audit within 60 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive 

was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early auction of machinery. 

(PDP No. 43) 

 

2.4.17.3 Executive Engineer, Provincial Machinery Maintenance Division, 

Lahore did not auction various articles lying in main store for the last 30 

years without proper arrangements for supervision and safe  custody of 

these articles. The survey reports duly approved by the competent 

authority were prepared but no concrete efforts were made for early 

auction / disposal of un-serviceable/surplus store. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-auction of 

unserviceable / surplus store of Rs 6.09 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-auction in February, 2015. The 

department replied that value of stores/stock lying unserviceable in this 

office had already been ascertained and survey reports amounting to       

Rs 6.09 million were submitted to the competent authority for necessary 

sanction. The same were under process in their offices. The process would 

be completed on receipt of sanctioned documents from the competent 

authority under intimation to Audit. The reply was not tenable because 

strenuous efforts regarding auction of unserviceable articles were not 

taken by the concerned officials/officers 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 04.12.2015. 

The department replied that matter had been submitted to the C&W 

department for approval. The Committee directed the department to issue 

reminder to the C&W department for early auction and get it verified from 
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Audit. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early auction of unserviceable material. 

(PDP No. 16) 
 

2.4.18 Irregular payment of mega allowance - Rs 20.30 million  

 

 As per Communication and Works department letter No. 

SOHII(C&W)/3-27/2012 dated 04.10.2012, mega project allowance 

would be admissible on the project exceeding Rs 400 million for roads 

work and Rs 300 million for building works. 

 

2.4.18.1 Director Engineering, Lahore Ring Road Authority, Lahore 

awarded the work to the contractor inclusive of mega allowance for  

Rs 570.03 million against the estimated cost of Rs 602.94 million (5.46% 

below). The work was finalized by the contractor for Rs 312.78 million 

vide 7th final bill (converted into 7th running).  The total actual value of the 

work was less then Rs 400 million therefore, mega allowance for 4.16% 

was not admissible.  
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in irregular 

payment of mega allowance amounting to Rs 12.51 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the loss in October, 2015. The department did 

not reply. 

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 14.12.2015. 

The department replied that recovery would be made from next bill of the 

contractor. The Committee directed the department to recover the amount 

involved and get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of 

the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility. 

(PDP No. 525) 

 

2.4.18.2 Executive Engineer, 4th Provincial Building Division, Lahore got 

approval of technical sanction estimate of the work for Rs 301.68 million 

and obtained mega allowance @ 4.167%. The mega allowance was not 

admissible because incorrect item i.e. “Cables 4-core 240mm2” was added 

and various items of fire fighting system and HT/LT panels,  were got 
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sanctioned at higher rates than approved in administrative approval. 

Resultantly, overall technical sanction amount was increased from           

Rs 300.00 million to Rs 301.00 million. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss to 

government of Rs 7.79 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the loss in August, 2015. The department replied 

that mega allowance i.e. 4.167% was payable on the projects having value 

above Rs 300.00 million. The reply was not acceptable as the total cost of 

the project was enhanced in technical sanction estimate by incorporating 

the incorrect item i.e. “Cables 4-core 240mm2” amounting to  

Rs 46.02 million and various items of fire fighting system and HT/LT 

panels, were got sanctioned at higher rates than approved in administrative 

approval. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department replied that project was awarded for Rs 322.00 million 

against technical sanctioned estimate of Rs 301.00 million. During 

payment, mega project allowance on civil works portion was allowed 

leaving electrical mechanical portion / machinery. Audit informed to the 

Committee that the mega allowance was allowed by incorporating the 

incorrect item i.e. “cables 4-core 240mm2’in the technical sanction 

estimate which was not manufactured in Pakistan as per certificate issued 

by Newage Cables (Pvt) Ltd. The Committee directed the department to 

produce record for verification to Audit within 15 days. No compliance of 

the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility. 

(PDP No. 384) 

 

2.4.19 Overpayment due to approval of higher rate by including 

income tax - Rs 16.65 million 

 

As per Finance Department letter No. RO (Tech) FD.18-20/2004 

dated 30.03.2006 and No. RO (Tech) FD-3/2006 dated 24.01.2007, 5% 

service charges/contractor’s overhead would be allowed over Cost and 

Freight (C&F) price for procurement of HVAC system and lifts. The 

provision of 6% income tax is not allowed in the rate analysis for 

standardized and non-standardized items. 
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Executive Engineers, Provincial Building Divisions Multan, 3rd 

and 4th Provincial Building Lahore got approved and made payment for 

procurement of imported items i.e. HVAC system by adding 6% income 

tax and 5% service charges in the rate analysis instead of only 5% service 

charges over C&F price. The landed cost included the original price of the 

product, all transportation, customs, duties, taxes, and insurance, etc. 

Thus, inclusion of 6% income tax in the landed cost resulted in 

overpayment of Rs 16.65 million as detailed below: 
 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayments in August and September, 

2015. The department did not reply in two cases whereas in other cases 

department replied that rate had been technically sanctioned and got 

approved from the competent authority in the light of clarification of the 

FD vide letter No. RO (Teac) FD-18-29/2004 and 13.04.2009 by giving 

11% contractor’s profit in the rate analysis. The bifurcation of 11% was 

5% service charges and 6% income tax. The reply was not tenable because 

only 5% overhead charges were admissible instead of 11%.Income tax 

custom duties and inland freight were already included in the rates of 

freight on receipt / Landed cost. Hence, inclusion of 6% income tax in 

final cost was not justified. Moreover, contractors could not provide 

packing invoice, bill of lading and goods declaration form to prove their 

stance. 
 

The paras were discussed in SDAC meetings held in December, 

2015. The department replied that approved rate in PC-I and T.S. Estimate 

was allowed. Audit stated that only 5% service charges were admissible. 

The Committee directed the department to recover the amount involved or 

sought clarification from the Finance Department and get it verified from 

Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was 

reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016.  
 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 168, 169, 243, 244, & 397) 

S. 

No. 

Division PDP  

No. 

Item Amount 

overpaid 

(Rs) 

1. PBD, Multan 168 HVAC System  1,585,271 

2. PBD, Multan 169 HVAC System  464,509 

3. 3rd  PBD, Lahore 243 HVAC System  8,265,340 

4. 3rd  PBD, Lahore 244 HVAC System  5,935,149 

5. 4th , PBD, Lahore 397 HVAC System  405,548 

   Total Rs 16,655,817 
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2.4.20 Excess payment due to non-deduction of available earth -       

Rs 14.32 million 

 

As per specification 411.1 of C&W Department 1971 and 

instructions issued by the Finance Department, the earth obtained from 

regular excavation and from excavation of structure should be used in 

embankment.  

 

2.4.20.1 Executive Engineer, Road Construction Highway Division, 

Lahore got executed item of work “E/W for embankment” for quantity 

76653 cft and paid at different rates. The department also executed item of 

work “Excavation in structure” and “Excavation in open cutting” but did 

not deduct the available earth available at site from the quantity brought 

from outside source. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 4.55 million. 

 

Audit pointed out overpayment in October, 2015. The department 

replied that the work was in progress and deduction would be made in 

forth coming bills. The reply was not tenable as available earth quantity 

was used in work but payment was made to contractor for quantity carted 

from outside borrow pit. 

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 29.12.2015. 

The department replied that total recovery would be effected in the next 

bill. The Committee directed the department to recover the amount. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016. 

 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

                                                                                (PDP No. 613) 

 

2.4.20.2 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division Gujranwala, 

executed and paid an item of work “Earthwork for making embankment in 

ordinary soil etc”. The quantity of earth received from regular/structural 

excavation was not deducted/adjusted in the item earthwork for making 

embankment. 
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Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 4.32 million as under: 
 

 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in September, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

 The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

04.12.2015. The department replied that adjustment of excavated earth 

would be made in next bill of the contractors. The Committee directed the 

department to make adjustment/recovery and get it verified from Audit 

within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported 

till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery/adjustment. 

(PDP No. 463,476) 

 

2.4.20.3 Director Engineering, Lahore Ring Road Authority, Lahore 

measured and paid an item of work “Excavation in foundation of building, 

bridges and other structure” for 461,057 cft @ Rs 3,000 per ‰ cft. The 

department also executed another item of work “Earthwork for making 

embankment in ordinary soil with 08 miles lead”. The department did not 

utilize 2/3 quantity of available earth i.e. 307,371 cft at site obtained from 

excavation. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 3.10 million detailed as under: 

 
Item Qty. 

available 

Qty. to be 

Reused 

Rate Amount 

overpaid 

(Rs) 

Excavation in 

foundation of  

Building 

461057.181 

cft 

303790.380 cft 10200 ‰ 

Cft 

3,098,661 

 

S. No PDP No. Quantity available Rate for recovery 

‰ cft 

Amount 

(Rs) 

1 

 

463 238329 3833 913,515 

2 476 816639 4174.02 3,408,667 

   Total 4,322,182 



77 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in October, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 14.12.2015. 

The department replied that recovery would be effected from next bill of 

the contractor. The Committee directed the department to effect recovery 

and get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

  

Audit recommends early recovery/adjustment. 

(PDP No. 496 ) 

 

2.4.20.4 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Gujranwala 

executed an item of work “Earthwork for making embankment” for 

5156664 cft and also executed item of work “Excavation in open cutting” 

for 469,670 cft @ Rs 4,653.79‰ cft. The department did not deduct the 

quantity of earth available at site from the earthwork for making 

embankment brought from outside. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 1.46 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in September, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

04.12.2015. The department replied that recovery / adjustment would be 

effected in next running bill of the contractor. The Committee directed the 

department to effect recovery and get it verified from Audit within 15 

days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery/adjustment. 

(PDP No. 469) 

2.4.20.5 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Multan 

executed and paid an item of work “ Regular excavation dressed” for 

226060 cft and another item “Earthwork for making embankment” was 

also paid for 5,97,960 cft. The department did not deduct the quantity of 

excavated earth i.e. 226060 cft @ Rs 3,938.15 ‰ cft from item of 

earthwork for making embankment. 
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 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 0.89 million.  

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The 

department replied that a quantity of 1603341 cft on account of “Earth 

work in ordinary soil for making embankment with all leads and lifts” was 

paid as per acceptance letter whereas a quantity of 673560 cft had been 

paid upto 5th running bill. A quantity of 226260 cft of earth received from 

regular excavation would be deducted / adjusted in the next running bill of 

the contractor. No progress towards effecting recovery was reported. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

The department replied that adjustment of available earth had been made 

and verified by Audit. Audit informed the Committee that the bill passed 

for payment to contractor turned into minus for Rs 5.39 million which was 

still to be adjusted. The Committee directed the department to effect 

recovery of minus bill and get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery alongwith taking disciplinary 

action against the person(s) responsible. 

(PDP No. 130) 

 

2.4.21 Overpayment due to allowing higher percentage - Rs 9.61 

million 

 

As per Para V of Finance Department, Government of the Punjab 

letter No R.O.(Tech) FD 1-2/83-VI dated 29th March, 2005, the final cost 

of the tender / payment shall be the same percentage above / below the 

amount of revised T.S. estimate as was at the time of approval of tender. 

 

2.4.21.1 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Lahore 

allotted a work at 4.47% above the technical sanction. The final payment 

was made to contractor at 8.73 % above the estimated cost instead of 

4.47% agreed at the time of acceptance of tender.  

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 8.11 million. 
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 Audit pointed out the overpayment in September, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 29.12.2015. 

The department replied that financial statements prepared and showed the 

percentage was 0.38% below against the quoted percentage of 4.47% 

above TS estimate. Audit verified the record and examined the weighted 

percentage statement and found incorrect rate to cover up the excess 

percentage. The Committee directed the department to effect the recovery 

at the earliest. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported 

till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 556) 

 

2.4.21.2 Superintending Engineer, Provincial Highway Circle, Faisalabad 

approved technical sanction of the work and the concerned formation 

awarded the contract at 4.44% above the estimated cost. At the time of 

finalization of contract, the department made payment to the contractor at 

9.37% above the revised technical sanction. Thus, payment was made at 

higher percentage than the percentage at the time of acceptance of tender. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 1.50 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in March, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

The department replied that the scheme had been finalized under clause-39 

of the agreement as the scheme remained un-funded. Now the work had 

been awarded to another contractor at 6.6% below the estimated cost. The 

Committee directed the department to recover the amount involved and 

get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 20) 
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2.4.22 Non-recovery of general sales tax from the consultants - 

Rs 8.92 million 

 

As per Punjab Revenue Authority instructions issued vide 

No.PRA/22477 dated 25.04.2014 sales tax at the rate of 16% is required to 

be deducted from the consultants with effect from 01.07.2013. 
 

2.4.22.1 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Jhang did not 

recover 16% sales tax from hired consultants who rendered services as 

required under the instructions of the Punjab Revenue Authority.  

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 17.03 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in October, 2015. The 

department replied that the recoverable amount of sales tax of                   

Rs 18.73 million taken by Audit was incorrect. The sales tax was required 

to be deducted from M/s AZ Engineering on remunerations only which 

was Rs 12.06 million, therefore 16% sales tax worked out to Rs 1.93 

million. Out of total amount Rs 1.93 million, 1/5th sales tax Rs 514,719 

was deducted from the payments of consultant. The balance sales tax of 

Rs 1.41 million was to be deposited by consultant and paid invoices 

furnished to this office. As regard M/s A.C.E, M/s E.G.C, the detailed 

reply would be made after detailed verification of record. The reply was 

not tenable because only recovery of Rs 1.93 million was admitted which 

was not correct because full sales tax was to be recovered instead of 1/5th 

as no documentary evidence was provided regarding registration of the 

firm with Sales Tax Department. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

The department replied that recovery of Rs 514,719 had been effected and 

got verified from Audit. However, in respect of other two contracts, the 

department agreed to recover the amount from the consultant. The 

Committee reduced the amount of para to Rs 1.41 million and directed the 

department to recover the balance amount and get it verified from Audit 

within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported 

till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 448) 
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2.4.22.2 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, DG Khan 

made payment to consultant for supervision/services of different works 

but did not recover general sales tax at the rate of 16%. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 3.85 million. 

 

Audit pointed out non-recovery in October, 2015. The department 

replied that on receipt of consultant’s reply, necessary recovery, if any, 

would be effected. The reply was not tenable because no progress was 

reported.  

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

23.12.2015. The department replied that consultant had been asked to 

produce valid registration paper/evidence with Punjab Revenue Authority. 

Audit stated that neither registration nor invoices were produced to Audit. 

The Committee directed the department to get the registration evidence 

and invoices from the Consultant for verification by Audit within 15 days. 

No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization 

of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends recovery/production of record. 

(PDP No. 647) 

 

2.4.22.3 Executive Engineer, Provincial Building Division, Sahiwal got 

executed a work “Establishment of Medical College at Sahiwal and the 

consultancy services were provided by M/s NESPAK/ECSP as joint 

venture and payment of Rs 14.89 million was made to the consultants. The 

16% sales tax was not recovered from the payments.  

 

Weak supervisory and financial control resulted in non-recovery of  

Rs 3.66 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in September, 2015. The 

department replied that as per instructions of the Finance Department 

dated 25.04.2014, GST was not applicable on “NESPAK” consultant. The 

reply was not tenable because no record was produced to Audit. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department replied that Finance Department’s instructions dated 

25.04.2014 were applicable with effect from 01.04.2014 for recovery of 
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GST on services of consultant. Accordingly an amount of Rs 1.49 million 

was recoverable. The Committee reduced the amount of para to Rs 1.49 

million and directed the department to recover the amount and get it 

verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 287) 

 

2.4.23 Loss due to allowing higher rates in T.S. Estimate - Rs 7.04 

million 

 

As per condition No. 3 (iii) of technical sanction estimate, the 

responsibility of rates shall rest with the authority approving rates i.e. the 

provision of non-standardized rates of all the items contained in the 

estimate are sanctioned for estimation purpose and separate approval 

before execution should be got from the competent authority on the basis 

of quotation(s) received from approved manufacturer / dealers. 

 

 Executive Engineer, 3rd Provincial Building Division, Lahore in 

December, 2014 got approved rate analysis and paid items of work 

“Supply and installation of complete bed cum passenger lifts 1600 Kg” 

two lifts for Rs 14.53 million, one for Rs 15.00 million and three 

“controlled water cooled screw type net capacity 90 ton” for Rs 28.26 

million. The rates were based on the quotations submitted by the approved 

firms on Euro (equivalent Pak Rs 124). The exchange rate of Euro 

decreased to Pak Rs 114 but the department did not reduce the rate of 

items while approving technical sanction estimate during January, 2015. 

The department failed to exercise vigilance in this regard and did not 

adjust the prices in estimate, keeping in view the fluctuation in exchange 

rate of Euro. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 7.04 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the loss in August, 2015. The department replied 

that quotations were obtained just for estimation purpose and 

increase/decrease of rates of imported items was not considered at the time 

of approval or payment. The price variation for these items was not 

allowed on this account as per rules and the cost of project had been 

approved in the P&D Department, Government of Punjab. The reply was 



83 

 

not tenable because the quotation of the contractor/supplier was based on 

rate of Euro which was reduced before sanction of estimate therefore the 

item rates needed to be reduced /adjusted accordingly. 

 

The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

11.12.2015. The department replied that record would be verified and 

recovery, if any, would be made from next bill of the contractor. The 

Committee directed the department to produce revised rate analysis 

approved by the competent authority, effect recovery and get it verified 

from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive 

was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility. 

(PDP No. 233,235) 

 

2.4.24 Overpayment due to allowing price variation on inadmissible 

item - Rs 6.95 million 

 

 As per Planning and Development Department letter No. 1(10) RO 

(Tech) P&D/2012, dated 28.04.2012, no price variation would be 

admissible for crush stone / Bajri used in carpeting. 

 

 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Gujrat awarded 

two works to the contractors. The department made payment of  

Rs 6.95 million (4,604,511 + 2,346,233) on account of price variation on 

crushed bajri used in the item “Plant premixed bituminous carpeting etc.” 

whereas price variation was not admissible for crushed bajri used in 

carpeting. 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 6.95 million.  

 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in November, 2015. The 

department did not reply.  

 

 The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

29.12.2015. The department replied that price escalation on crushed stone 

used in premix carpeting was paid to the contractors in the light of MRS, 

Addendum and Corrigendum No.2 dated 05.08.2015. Audit explained that 

as per clarification of P&D department no price variation on bajri used in 

carpeting was admissible. The Committee directed the department to 
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recover the amount and get it verified from Audit. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP Nos. 681 & 688) 
 

2.4.25 Overpayment due to non-reduction in composite rate - Rs 6.25 

million 

 

As per Para-I of instructions issued by the Finance Department 

vide notification No.RO (Tech) FD-2-3/2004 dated 02.08.2004, the Chief 

Engineer on the basis of input rates fixed by the Finance Department shall 

fix the rate of such item of work for Rough Cost Estimate, Administrative 

Approval and Detailed Estimate for Technical Sanction on the basis of 

rates placed on the website. 

 

2.4.25.1 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division Jhelum got 

approved rate analysis for “construction of nullah/drain” by including the 

rate for excavation of earth @ Rs 3,833.20 per ‰ cft which was meant for 

excavation in Foundation & Plinth of building and structure. The 

admissible rate for excavation for storm water drain was available at item 

No. 5 of MRS chapter No. 3 @ Rs 2,120 per % cft. Similarly, in the rate 

analysis of item of RCC for new Jersey barrier, rate for item RCC 1:1½:3 

@ Rs 297 per cft vide item No. 6(a)(2) with horizontal shuttering was 

added instead of Rs 227.35 per cft as per item No.6(a)(i) without 

horizontal shuttering. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in unjustified 

approval/payment of Rs 2.17 million. 

  

 Audit pointed out the unjustified payment in February, 2015. The 

department replied that scheme was approved by the PDWP/DDSC and 

administrative approval was issued by the Secretary C&W department. 

The payment was made accordingly. The reply was not tenable because it 

was the responsibility of the department to check the authenticity of rates 

payable to the contractor. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 14.12.2015. 

The department replied that C&W department only issued the Admn. 

Approval. The work pertained to Provincial Highway Division, Jhelum. 
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The Committee directed the Provincial Highway Division, Jhelum to 

defend this case regarding the payment of rate as per MRS item. Para was 

transferred to XEN, Provincial Highway Division, Jhelum for necessary 

action / recovery and verification of record from Audit within 15 days. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 47) 

 

2.4.25.2 Executive Engineer Provincial Highway Division, Lahore got 

approved the rate analysis for item of work “Compaction of existing base 

course” @ Rs 2,275.25 % cft and paid for quantity 116600 cft. The 

department was required to approve the rate by allowing 0.75 hour for 

working of drum road roller (DRR) only @ Rs 892.50 per % cft for 

compaction as per Finance Department’s template. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 1.61 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the loss in September, 2015. The department did 

not reply. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

29.12.2015. The department replied that rate was approved by taking 

labour rate from schedule item and same was approved in TS estimate by 

the competent authority. Audit was of the view that as per FD template for 

compaction, 0.75 hours for working of DRR were required for which rate 

came to Rs 1,071 instead of Rs 2,460 per %cft and excess payment came 

to Rs 1.62 million. The Committee upheld the view point of the Audit and 

directed the department to effect recovery. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility. 

(PDP No. 550) 

 

2.4.25.3 Director Engineering, Lahore Ring Road Authority, Lahore in 

two cases got executed and paid an item of work “Excavation in 

foundation of building lead upto one chain (30m) and lift upto 5ft (1.5m) 

in ordinary soil” for 461057 cft and for 646531 cft @ Rs 4,289.73 ‰ cft. 
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The Authority did not utilize the 2/3 quantity of earth i.e. 307371cft and 

431021 cft. And also, did not deduct the cost of refilling component from 

the composite rate of excavation as per MRS rate available at Sr. No.1(b) 

Chapter 3 (earth work) for Rs 1,758.25 ‰ cft.  

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 1.30 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in October, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

14.12.2015. The department replied that recovery would be made from 

next bills of the contractors. The Committee directed the department to 

effect recovery and get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 521,523) 

 

2.4.25.4 Executive Engineer, 3rd Provincial Buildings Division, Lahore got 

approved and made payment for the item of work “P/L RCC 1:2:4 without 

shuttering” for 14351cft @ Rs 323.55 per cft whereas admissible rate of 

item @ Rs 242.25 per cft as was notified by the Finance Department in 1st 

bi annual 2015. 

 

Weak supervisory and internal controls resulted in loss of 

 Rs 1.17 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the loss in August, 2015. The department replied 

that both rates for RCC 1:2:4 without shuttering and RCC 1:2:4 with 

shuttering had rightly been taken in TSE and accordingly recorded in MB 

No.256/1534 but while preparing bill sequence of item of works was 

erroneously written in abstract of cost which was an error. Payment was 

made according to the actual work done. The reply was not correct 

because rate of R.C.C without horizontal shuttering was payable for 

boundary wall in the light of clarification issued by the Finance 

Department. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department replied that rectification would be made in the next bill of 
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the contractor. The Committee directed the department to produce record 

for verification to Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery/production of record. 

(PDP No. 234) 

 

2.4.26 Application of incorrect MRS rates for approval of TSE -      

Rs 5.99 million 

 

As per the Finance Department’s letter No. RO (Tech) FD/2-6/98 

dated 21.10.2006, scheme shall be technically sanctioned at the rate on 

which the scheme was administratively approved irrespective of any 

change in market rates at the time of technical sanction. 

 

2.4.26.1 Executive Engineer, 4th Provincial Building Division, Lahore 

obtained administrative approval on the basis of MRS rates of 2nd Bi-

Annual 2012 in 30th PDWP meeting held on 02.02.2013. The technical 

sanction of the work was accorded by the Chief Engineer on the rates of 

1st Bi-annual 2013 (1st February, 2013 to July, 2013) instead of rates of     

2nd bi-annual 2012 (MRS 1stAugust, 2012 to January, 2013). 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 1.52 million due to approval of incorrect rates. 

 

 Audit pointed out the irregularity in August, 2015. The department 

replied that the Audit point of view was not based on facts as the approved 

rough cost estimate of the scheme was framed on the basis of plinth area 

rates notified for the 1st Bi-Annual 2013 and the technical sanction of the 

detailed estimate was also accorded on the basis of MRS of 1st Bi-Annual 

2013. The reply was not tenable and was without supporting evidence 

because plinth area rates were notified on 18.02.2013 by the Chief 

Engineer whereas approval of scheme was given by the PDWP in its 

meeting on 02.02.2013. 

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department replied that AA / TS estimate would be produced to prove 

the fact that both were sanctioned on same MRS period. The Committee 

directed the department to produce record for verification to Audit within 
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15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early production of record. 

       (PDP No. 320) 
 

2.4.26.2 Executive Engineer, Provincial Building Division, Gujranwala 

obtained administrative approval on the basis of Plinth area rate of 2nd Bi-

annual August, 2013 to January, 2014. The technical sanction of the work 

was accorded by the Chief Engineer on the rates of 1stBi-annual 1st 

February, 2014 to July, 2014 instead of 2nd Bi Annual August, 2013 to 

January, 2014. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 0.19 million due to approval of incorrect rates. 

 

Audit pointed out the irregularity in August, 2015. The department 

replied that as per Finance Department notification, the plinth area rates of 

2nd Bi-Annual 2013 and 1st Bi-Annual 2014 were same. However the rates 

of MRS of major items were reduced in next Bi-annual, so 2nd Bi-annual 

2014 was adopted which was in Government interest. However, 

comparative statement by taking DNIT/T.S. estimate quantities and by 

incorporating both MRS rates was not produced.  

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department replied that recovery of Rs 0.19 million had been worked 

out as recoverable from the contractor. The record would be produced to 

audit for reconciliation and recovery. The Committee directed the 

department to reconcile the record, effect recovery and get it verified from 

Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was 

reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 276) 

 

2.4.26.3 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Gujranwala 

got the Admin. Approval of a work on the basis of MRS 2nd bi-annual 

2013 (July, 2013 to January, 2014) and also prepared rate analysis on the 

same rates. On the other hand, the technical sanction of estimate was 

approved on the basis of MRS 1st bi-annual 2014 (1st Feb to 31stJuly, 

2014). 
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 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 2.25 million due to approval of incorrect rates. 

  

 Audit pointed out the irregularity in August, 2015. The department 

did not reply. 

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

04.12.2015. The department replied that revised AA was obtained for      

Rs 53.57 million based on MRS 1st bi-annual 2014 and revised TS 

estimate was also approved accordingly. Audit pointed out that the 

position was different as Admn Approval was accorded on 2nd bi annual 

2013 instead of 1st bi-annual 2014. A similar case was discussed in PAC 

meeting and it was directed to the department to obtain condonation from 

the Finance Department. The Committee directed the department to prove 

its contention with documentary evidence otherwise get the case condoned 

from the Finance Department and produce it to Audit for verification 

within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported 

till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early production of record.  

(PDP No. 457) 

 

2.4.26.4 Executive Engineer, 4th Provincial Building Division, Lahore got 

Admin. Approval of the work on the basis of MRS 2nd bi-annual 2012 but 

the technical sanction of estimate of work was accorded by the Chief 

Engineer on the basis of MRS of 2nd bi-annual 2013. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 1.71 million due to approval of incorrect rates. 

  

 Audit pointed out the irregularity in August, 2015. The department 

replied that the revised rough cost estimate of the scheme was framed on 

the basis of 2nd Bi-annual 2012 (01st August, 2012 to 31st January, 2013). 

The rates of 1stBi-annual 2013 (01st February, 2013 to 31st July, 2013) 

remained the same. The revised Administrative Approval of the scheme 

was accorded on 11.09.2013 by DDSC and formally issued on 25.02.2014. 

The detailed estimate of G-II was framed on the basis of 2nd Bi-Annual 

2013 (1st August, 2013 to 31st January, 2014) as the DDSC was held in the 

same period. The department admitted the facts but did not produce the 

record for verification. 
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 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department replied that comparative statement regarding the rates of 

2nd bi-annual 2012 and 2nd bi annual 2013 would be produced to Audit for 

verification. The Committee directed the department to produce relevant 

record to Audit for verification within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early production of comparative statement, 

acceptance letter and technical sanction estimate. 

(PDP No. 381) 
 

2.4.26.5 Executive Engineer, Provincial Building Division, Gujranwala 

got approved the estimate of the work on the basis of rate of 2nd Bi-annual 

2013 (1st August, 2013 to 31st January, 2014) for District Gujranwala but 

the department approved rates of certain items in excess than rates 

exhibited in MRS for 2nd Bi-Annual 2013. 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 0.32 million due to approval of incorrect rates. 
 

Audit pointed out the loss in August, 2015. The department 

promised to effect the recovery but no progress towards effecting recovery 

was reported. 
  

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department replied that recovery would be made from next bill of the 

contractor. The Committee directed the department to effect recovery and 

get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility. 

(PDP No. 278) 
 

2.4.27 Irregular Expenditure - Rs 5.68 million 

 
As per Rules 3.14 D.F.R, the expenditure incurred was required to 

be charged against its proper head of account. 

  
 Executive Engineer, Provincial Machinery Maintenance Division, 

Lahore booked an amount of Rs 5.68 million in the month of June, 2014 
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on account of running and repair of generator installed in the offices of 

Chief Engineer, (North) and Superintending Engineer, Provincial 

Highway Circle Lahore. The expenditure was required to be charged to the 

contingency of the respective offices. 

  
 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in irregular 

expenditure of Rs 5.68 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the unjustified payment in February, 2015. The 

department replied that due to load shedding and rush of development 

works in Lahore, generators were to be kept in running condition so that 

the work of the office may not suffer. For the expenditure of the 

generators, the funds were rightly provided by the competent authority. 

Therefore, the expenditure was booked against the budget provided by the 

respective office. The reply was not tenable because an amount of  

Rs 5.68 million was booked in the month of June, 2014 by the XEN 

Provincial MM Division, Lahore which was required to be charged to the 

budgetary provisions of both higher offices.  

 
The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held in 04.12.2015. 

The department replied that the Chief Engineer and Superintending 

Engineer office provided funds for maintenance of generator. Audit 

pointed out that expenditure incurred was in violation of rules. The 

Committee directed the department that expenditure may be got 

regularized from Finance Department and got verified from Audit within 

15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early regularization. 

(PDP No. 14) 

 

2.4.28 Inadmissible payment on account of temporary works i.e. 

engineer’s office - Rs 5.09 million 
 

As per Contract Agreement Clause 15 read with additional 

conditions No.12, the contractor shall supply appliances, implements and 

temporary works required for the execution of the works at his own, and 

further service road shall be made/maintained by the contractor at his own 

cost without any extra payment from the department. 
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2.4.28.1 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Faisalabad 

awarded a work “Construction of Underpass at Abdullah Pur Faisalabad” 

to a contractor on 13.10.2012 for Rs 867.92 million. The department 

executed agreement with another contractor vide letter No.9092-93/CB, 

dated 10.11.2012 for Rs 3.55 million on account of providing and 

furnishing diversion, signage and barriers etc. in contravention of 

agreement clause and payment was made accordingly. The temporary 

work i.e. diversions, signage boards was required to be constructed by the 

original contractor without any extra payment. Therefore, the payment 

made to another contractor was loss to the Government. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in inadmissible 

payment for Rs 3.55 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the inadmissible payment in October, 2015. The 

department did not reply.  

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 23.12.2015. 

The department replied that revised estimate was sanctioned by the Chief 

Engineer. Audit argued that splitting of the work was inadmissible in the 

light of para No.9 of PPRA Rules 2014. The Committee directed the 

department to get condonation from Finance Department and produce to 

Audit for verification within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early condonation from Finance Department. 

(PDP No. 717) 

 

2.4.28.2 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Faisalabad 

awarded a work “Construction of Underpass at Abdullah Pur Faisalabad” 

to a contractor on 13.10.2012 for Rs 867.92 million. The department 

executed agreement for Rs 1.54 million to another contractor M/s Liaqat 

Ali Chattha and made payment accordingly on account of providing and 

furnishing temporary works i.e. engineer’s office in contradiction of 

agreement clause. The temporary work i.e. engineer’s office was required 

to be constructed by the original contractor without any extra payment. 

Therefore, the payment made to another contractor was loss to the 

Government for which no provision was made in PC-I/technical 

sanctioned estimate. 
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 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in inadmissible 

payment for Rs 1.54 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the inadmissible payment in October, 2015. The 

department did not reply.  
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

23.12.2015. The department replied that the approval was given by the 

Chief Engineer. Audit demanded the provision of said work in original 

PC-I. The Committee directed the department to produce relevant record 

for verification to Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early production of PC-I. 

(PDP No. 716) 
 

2.4.29 Irregular release of performance/additional performance 

security - Rs 4.25 million 
 

As per contract agreement clause 50, “Security deposit should not 

be released to the contractor before the finalization of the work and expiry 

of 06-months after completion. 
 

Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Lahore released 

the performance guarantee of the work “Dualization of Chunian City and 

Construction of Bridge over Rohi Nullah Group-I, Lahore” amounting to 

Rs 4.25 million vide letter No. 248/m dated 29.04.2105 prior to 

completion of work. The payment to the contractor was made for Rs 45.33 

million against accepted cost of Rs 84.92 million which showed the work 

was still in progress. Hence, release of security was irregular. 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in premature 

release of performance guarantee of Rs 4.25 million.  
 

 Audit pointed out the irregularity in September, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

04.12.2015. The department replied that the matter was in litigation and 

the work was held up. Audit pointed out that the performance guarantee 

was irregularly released and require condonation from Finance 

Department. The Committee directed the department to obtain 



94 

 

condonation from Finance Department and get it verified from Audit 

within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported 

till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early condonation from Finance Department. 

(PDP No. 529) 

2.4.30 Un-justified provision of media charges in TSE - Rs 3.49 

million 

 

As per para No.2.26 of B&R code, 3% contingencies are provided 

in the estimate to meet the unforeseen expenses. As per letter No 

PA/AS/CMS/08/OT-4/398-290 dated 19.06.2008, total ban was imposed 

on advertisements containing the pictures of political leaders. 
 

2.4.30.1 Executive Engineers, Provincial Highway Divisions, Rawalpindi, 

Jhang and R.Y Khan made irregular provision for media campaign 

charges in the works pertaining to Punjab Roads Programme @ 0.25% of 

estimated cost in addition to 3% contingency in violation of rules. 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in inadmissible 

provision of media charges in estimates of Rs 3.29 million as under: 
 

S. No PDP No. Estimated cost 

( Rs ) 

Amount 

(Rs) 

1 308 336,020,000 840,050 

2 409 459,501,200 1,148,753 

3 452 519,679,600 1,299,199 

  Total Rs 3,288,002 
 

Audit pointed out the unjustified provision in August, September 

and October, 2015. The department replied that the provision of media 

campaign charges had been made as per instructions of government and 

approved by the competent authority i.e. PDWP and also technically 

sanctioned by the competent authority. The reply was not tenable because 

in the presence of 3% and 2% contingencies and consultancy charges, the 

additional contingencies @ 0.25% for media campaign was unjustified 

and had no link with work / estimate. 
 

The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held in 

December, 2015. The department replied that provision in the PC-I/TS 

estimates was made and paid to the Information Department as per 

instructions of the Government. The Committee directed the department to 
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produce Government instructions to Audit for verification within 15 days. 

No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization 

of the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early production of record. 

     (PDP No. 308,409,452) 
 

2.4.30.2 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, D.G. Khan 

made irregular provision of contingency for media campaign in the work 

pertaining to Punjab Roads Programme in addition to 3% contingency. 
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in unjustified 

provision of Rs 0.20 million. 
 

Audit pointed out unjustified provision in October, 2015.The 

department replied that the competent authority while sanctioning the 

scheme provided media charges @ 0.25% of the estimated cost to meet the 

unforeseen expenses. The reply was not tenable because unforeseen 

expenditure was to be met from contingency and no separate provision 

was required to be made. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 23.12.2015. 

The department replied that provision in the PC-I/ technical sanction 

estimate had been made, however, no payment was made against this 

provision. The Committee directed the department to produce Government 

instructions to Audit for verification within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends verification of relevant record. 

(PDP No. 651) 
 

2.4.31 Non-recovery due to excess measurements of size of bricks -  

Rs 3.35 million 
 

 As per Section 801 and 1041-8 of Standard Specification for Roads 

& Bridges Construction 1971, the crushing strength of normal brick was 

2000 PSI. According to Finance Department’s Material rates of item 

No.07.001, the standard size of brick was 9” x 4-1/2” x 3”.  
 

 Executive Engineer, Provincial Buildings Division, Faisalabad 

awarded various works to different contractors for construction of 

buildings structures having provision of wall thickness with width of 9”, 
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13-1/2” and 4-1/2”. The department got executed the items of Pacca brick 

works with different ratios in foundations, floors and other than building 

works with use of brick size with 8-10/16” x 4-4/16” x 3” as per lab test 

reports. The building structure was not constructed as per specification 

due to smaller size of bricks. Excess measurements were recorded with 

size for 9” x 4-1/2” x 3” instead of actual size of bricks as 8-10/16” x      

4-4/16” x 3”. Resultantly, excess quantity of 17657 cft was measured and 

paid to the contractor.  
 

 Weak supervisory control resulted in non-recovery of  

Rs 3.35 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the loss in September, 2015. The department 

replied that crushing strength of the bricks used in the projects had been 

tested from the Quality Control Cell Circle Laboratory from time to time 

and the payment had been made in the light of reports. The reply was not 

tenable because according to lab test reports the size of bricks was below 

specification besides crushing strength was also less than 2000 PSI.   
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

31.12.2015. The department replied that average crushing strength was 

taken by the department wherein some bricks were below 2000 PSI and 

some were in excess than 2000 PSI. The department further explained that 

while doing the brick work 9” and 13.5” thick wall, the header codes were 

made for required thickness and paid accordingly. Audit stressed that the 

standard size of bricks was 9”x4.5”x3” with crushing strength of 2000 PSI 

and same was required to be used / maintained in the building work. The 

Committee upheld the view point of Audit and directed the department to 

recover the excess measurement of bricks which were below 2000 PSI and 

the matter regarding variation of size in bricks should be referred to 

Finance Department for clarification. No compliance of the Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility. 

(PDP No. 749) 
 

2.4.32 Non-recovery of pre-shipment inspection charges - Rs 3.26 

million 
 

According to Finance Department’s Notification No. (Tech)FD18-

29/2004 dated 30.03.2006 and general specification No.11.1, the 

contractor shall organize and arrange the pre-shipment inspection of lifts 
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at the factory premises of Manufacturers in the country of origin / make by 

two persons of C&W department. 

 

Executive Engineer, Provincial Building Division, Bahawalpur got 

approved revised technical sanction estimate for Rs 38.00 million for P/I 

Bed lifts 03 Nos. Bed lifts had been installed without pre-shipment 

inspection at the country of origin. Recovery on account of cost of pre-

shipment inspection for 3 persons amounting Rs 3.26 million was not 

made. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted non-recovery of  

Rs 3.26 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in August, 2015. The 

department replied that provision of pre-shipment visit had not been 

included in the rate analysis. Therefore, this activity was not performed. 

Since the amount for this visit was not reserved, the deduction of the same 

could not be effected from the contractor. The reply was not tenable 

because as per Finance Department’s instruction and DNIT/tender, the 

pre-shipment inspection charges were included in rates. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 08.12.2015. 

The department replied that recovery as well as required documents would 

be produced to Audit for verification within 15 days. No compliance of 

the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 351) 
 

2.4.33 Non-recovery of penalty imposed by the enquiry officer -  

Rs 3.00 million 

 

As per para 2.33 PFR Vol.-I, every Govt. Servant should be 

vigilant that he will be held personally responsible for any loss sustain to 

Govt. due to fault at his part. 

 

Examination of record maintained in the office of Secretary to 

Government of Punjab, C&W Department, Lahore revealed that the 

department did not recover the amount of major penalty for Rs 3.00 
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million imposed by inquiry committee against Mr. Shahid Javaid, SDO, 

Ferozewala and Mr. Javaid Iqbal, Sub Engineer, Sheikhupura. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 3.00 million. 

  

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in February, 2015. The 

department replied that most of the inquiries had been finalized. 

Regarding remaining inquiries, the concerned offices had been directed to 

finalize the inquiries at the earliest. There was no progress so far. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 14.12.2015. 

The department replied that inquiries were underway and the officer had 

been asked to deposit amount involved in the para. The Committee 

directed to effect recovery and get it verified from Audit within 15 days. 

No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization 

of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility. 

(PDP No. 49) 

 

2.4.34 Loss due to non-reduction in composite rate - Rs 2.95 million 

 

 As per Rule 7.29 of DFR Vol-I, before signing the bill, the Sub-

Divisional Officer should compare the quantities in the bill with those 

recorded in the measurement book and see that all rates are correctly 

entered and that all calculations have been checked arithmetically. 

 

2.4.34.1 Executive Engineer, 4th Provincial Building Division, Lahore 

made payment of an item of work “Providing and casting in situ bored 

reinforced concrete 24 inches dia pile with type “C” concrete 1:2:4 using 

10% extra cement in dry mix” for 7626 rft and 6259 rft @ 

Rs 1,809.87 per rft. The department did not reduce the cost of “Temporary 

Island” provided for execution of item in running water at the rate of 

Rs 172.4 per rft because the work was not executed in running water.  
 

 Weak technical and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 2.39 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the loss in August, 2015. The department replied 

that reduction of rate was not mandatory in MRS Rate of item “providing 
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and casting in situ bored reinforced concrete 24 inches dia pile with type 

“C” concrete 1:2:4 using 10% extra cement in dry mix” was paid in 

accordance with the standardized rate.The reply was not tenable because 

the rate of item notified by the Finance Department was for execution of 

item in running water. The same activity was not got executed by the 

department therefore it was the duty of the engineer-in- charge to reduce 

the rate accordingly. 

 

The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

11.12.2015. The department replied that analysis of rate of the item 

concerned would be examined and clarification would be obtained and 

recovery, if any, would be made. The Committee directed the department 

to produce revised rate analysis approved by the competent authority, 

effect recovery and get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery/clarification. 

(PDP No. 323,376) 

 

2.4.34.2 Executive Engineer, Provincial Building Division, Gujranwala 

allowed various items of work at higher rate to the contractor during 

execution of work against lesser rates depicted in acceptance letter.  
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 0.56 million as under: 

 
S. 

No. 

Item Qty. 

 paid 

Rate 

 Paid 

Rate  

admissible 

Diff. Premium Amount 

Overpaid 

(Rs) 

1. P/L DPC 3239 

 cft 

3803.3 

 % cft 

3423 

% cft 

380.3 4.5%   12,872 

2. Steel G-40 70438 

 kg 

10400.5 

 % kg 

10100.5 

% kg 

300 4.5% 220,893 

3. Pacca Brick  

Work 1:6 

F&P 

28957 

 cft 

14849.7  

% cft 

14349.70 

% cft 

500 4.5% 151,371 

4. 2” thick M.F. 13612  

sft 

7455.9  

% sft 

6254.95 

% sft 

1233.95 4.5% 170,970 

                                                                                                   Total 556,106 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The 

department replied that recovery would be made in next running bill. No 

progress towards effecting recovery was reported.  
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The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department reiterated its previous instance. The Committee directed 

the department to effect recovery and get it verified from Audit within 15 

days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 
Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 270) 

 
2.4.35 Irregular payment due to allowing undue increment - Rs 2.89 

million 

 
As per para 1.86 to 1.90 of B&R Code, if any Assistant Engineer 

fails to pass departmental examination within 03 years, his increment will 

be withheld and will not be granted with retrospective effect. 

 
Examination of record maintained in the office of Secretary to 

Government of Punjab, C&W Department, Lahore revealed that 33 Sub-

Divisional Officers working under his administrative control could not 

pass their compulsory departmental examination and their annual 

increments were not withheld. 

 
Weak administrative and financial controls resulted in irregular 

payment of Rs 2.89 million.  

 
Audit pointed out the irregular payment in February, 2014. The 

department replied that concerned offices had been directed to get their 

increments stopped and ensure recovery of amount drawn by them in 

violation of rules.  

 
The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 14.12.2015. 

The department replied that concerned offices had been directed to stop 

increment and ensure recovery of amount drawn. The Committee directed 

the department to effect recovery and get it verified from Audit within 15 

days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 
Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 48) 
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2.4.36 Overpayment due to excess measurement - Rs 2.39 million 

 

According to rule 7.28 and 7.29 of Departmental Financial Rules 

Vol-I, before signing the bill, the sub divisional officer would compare the 

quantities in the bill with those recorded in measurement book and see that 

all the rates were correctly entered and that calculation were checked 

arithmetically to be correct.  

 
2.4.36.1 Executive Engineer, Provincial Building Division, Gujrat made 

payment for an item of work “Extra cost of labour / material” with 

additional shuttering for RCC work. No extra payment for shuttering was 

admissible as per clarification issued by Finance Department.   

 
Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 2.15 million. (Annexure-M Page-336) 

 
Audit pointed out the overpayment in September, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 
The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department replied that payment to contractor was made as per 

approved item rate. Audit pointed out that MRS rate was for all design etc. 

No extra payment was admissible. The department promised to produce 

analysis of extra rate to Audit. The Committee directed the department to 

produce rate analysis duly approved by the competent authority for 

verification to Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 
Audit recommends early production of record. 

(PDP No. 336)  

 
2.4.36.2 Director Engineering, Lahore Ring Road Authority, Lahore 

measured and paid the item of work “P/L Brick Pavement” for 28751 cft 

instead of 27908.28 cft  and 34096 cft instead of 33096 cft @ Rs 13,000 

per % cft because thickness of a brick was taken as 0.375 feet instead of 

0.364 feet. 

 
 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 0.24 million. 
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 Audit pointed out the overpayment in October, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held in 

December, 2015. The department replied that recovery would be made 

from next bill of the contractors. The Committee directed the department 

to effect recovery and get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 495,509) 

 

2.4.37 Irregular payment on account of banners and steamers 

without open tendering - Rs 2.36 million 

 

As per rule 9 of PPRA Rules 2014, save as otherwise provided and 

subject to the regulation made by the PPRA, with the prior approval of the 

Government of the Punjab, a procuring agency shall announce in an 

appropriate manner all proposed procurements for each financial year and 

shall proceed accordingly without any splitting or regrouping of the 

procurements so planned. The annual requirements thus determined would 

be advertised in advance on the PPRA’s website as well as on the website 

of the procuring agency in case the procuring agency has its own website. 

 

 

 Executive Engineers, Provincial Road Construction Divisions, 

Rawalpindi and Provincial Highway Division, Gujrat made payment to 

various contractors during May and June, 2015 on account of “Public 

awareness for Khadme Punjab Rehabilitation Rural Programme at 

Rawalpindi and Gujrat”. The contracts were split into small packages to 

avoid open advertisement in print media and PPRA website and payment 

was made to the contractors in contravention of PPRA rules. 

 

S. 

No 

PDP 

No. 

Quantity 

allowed in 

Cft 

Quantity 

admissible 

in cft 

Diff. Rate Amount  

overpaid 

(Rs) 

1 

 

495 28750 27903 843 13000 109,640 

2 509 34096 33096 1000 13000 130,000 

Total  239,640 
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 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in irregular 

payment for Rs 2.36 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the irregularity in October, 2015. The 

department did not reply.  

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 29.12.2015. 

The department replied that provision for the said expenditure existed in 

the PC-I/TS estimate. No irregular payment was made against this 

provision. Audit argued that splitting was done in violation of PPRA 

Rules, 2014. The Committee directed the department to get the matter 

regularized from the Finance Department. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early condonation from Finance Department. 

(PDP Nos. 735& 672) 
 

2.4.38 Loss due to allowing higher rate of bitumen (packed) than 

available on website - Rs 2.14 million 
 

As per Finance Department’s item No. 6I under Price variation 

Notification of District Faisalabad, the rate of bitumen (Packed) 80/100 

Grade was provided @ Rs 67,530 per metric ton during the Month of 

June, 2015. 
 

Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Faisalabad 

made payment to the Executive Engineer, M.M. Division, Lahore on 

account of “Cost/carriage charges of 150 metric ton Bitumen 80/100 grade 

packed in drums etc.” at the rate of Rs 81,770 per ton whereas Finance 

Department’s notified rate of bitumen was Rs 67,530 per ton. The 

payment of excess rate of Rs 14,240 per ton was not justified because both 

rates were inclusive of carriage upto Faisalabad.  
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 2.14 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the loss in October, 2015. The department did 

not reply.  
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

23.12.2015. The department replied that matter had been referred to 
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Provincial Machinery Maintenance Division, Lahore vide letter dated 

05.11.2015 for detailed reply. The Committee directed the department to 

expedite the matter and produce to Audit for verification within 15 days. 

No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization 

of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early production of record/recovery. 

(PDP No. 722) 

 

2.4.39 Loss due to late handing over of collection of toll tax rights to 

contractor - Rs 1.64 million 

 

As per 2.33 of PFR Volume-I, every government servant should 

realize fully and clearly that he will be held personally responsible for any 

loss sustained by government through fraud or negligence on his part, and 

that he will also be held personally responsible for any loss arising from 

fraud or negligence on the part of any other government servant 

subordinate to him. 

  

 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Faisalabad 

handed over the site of toll collection of Faisalabd-Sammundri Road to 

contractor on 16.08.2014 after a lapse of 16 days. The department 

collected toll tax departmentally with effect from 01.08.2014 to 

16.08.2014 instead of handing over the site to contractor on the same day. 

The department collected the toll tax through department’s staff on lesser 

side against bid price offered by the contractor. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 1.64 million. Details are given as under: 
(Amount in Rs) 

 

Audit pointed out the loss in October, 2015. The department did 

not reply.  
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 23.12.2015. 

The department replied that delay in handing over of site was not 

Sr. 

No. 

Period Amount of Bid 

(01.8.2014 to 

30.6.2014) 

Amount 

required to be 

collected 

Actual 

collection 

 

Loss 

 

1. 01.08.2014 

to 

16.08.2014 

104,900,000  5,025,152 

 

3,379,740 1,645,412 
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intentional. The Chief Engineer’s letter regarding approval of bid price 

was received on 06.08.2014 and the contractor was informed accordingly. 

The contractor produced bank guarantee on 15.08.2014 and site was 

handed over to him on the same day. The Committee directed the 

department to get condonation from the Finance Department regarding 

loss due to less recovery of collection of toll tax rights after probe report 

by Administrative Department within 60 days and get it verified from 

Audit. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016.  

 

Audit recommends early write off of loss from the Finance 

Department, besides early completion of probe report by the 

Administrative Department and fixing responsibility. 

(PDP No. 704) 

 

2.4.40 Non-recovery of mobilization advance and interest - Rs 1.59 

million  

 

 As per Rule 7.36 (b) of Departmental Financial Rules, recovery of 

mobilization advance was to be made with 10% interest. In case the 

contractor fails to execute the work in accordance with terms of the 

contract the security offered in respect of mobilization advance shall be 

forfeited and credited to Government exchequer. 

 

Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Gujranwala 

paid mobilization advance of Rs 2.20 million to a contractor. The 

department recovered only Rs 0.62 million (leaving a balance of Rs 1.59 

million outstanding) when the contractor was declared defaulter under 

clause 39 of the contract agreement due to non-fulfillment of the 

contractual obligations. Neither the bank guarantee of Rs 2.20 million nor 

balance amount was recovered. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-forfeiture 

of bank guarantee of Rs 2.20 million and non-recovery of Rs 1.59 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in September, 2015. The 

department did not furnish reply. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

29.12.2015. The department replied that the matter was sub judice in the 

court of law. The Committee directed the department to expedite the 
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matter. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 627) 

 

2.4.41 Unjustified provision of contingency - Rs 1.46 million 

 

 As per decision of District Development Sub-Committee (DDSC) 

in its meeting held on 11.09.2013, no further contingency will be included 

in the revised cost of the project. 

 

 Executive Engineer, 4th Provincial Building Division, Lahore made 

unjustified provision of contingency for Rs 1.46 million in revised 

technical sanctioned estimate to cover the payment for price variation.  
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in unjustified 

provision of contingency amounting to Rs 1.46 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the unjustified provision in August, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department replied that revised approval would be obtained to 

regularize the matter. The Committee directed the department to get 

revised administrative approval from the competent authority and produce 

to Audit for verification within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends regularization of irregularity. 

(PDP No. 382) 
 

2.4.42 Overpayment due to incorrect measurement - Rs 1.36 million 
 

As per rule 7.17 of DFR, all the payments for work are based on 

the quantities recorded in the measurement book and it is incumbent upon 

the person taking the measurements to record the quantities clearly and 

accurately. 
 

2.4.42.1 Executive Engineer, Provincial Highway Division, Sialkot 

measured and paid the item “Regular excavation dressed” whereas another 

item “Compaction” of same earth with power road roller” was also 
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measured and paid wherein dressing was not admissible. In this way, 

payment of “dressing” was paid twice @ Rs 163/70 vide item No. 18-b of 

Chapter-3 of MRS 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 0.56 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The 

department replied that “Regular excavation dressed” and “Compaction of 

Earth” could not be executed together under the standard specification of 

Punjab Highway Department. The reply was not tenable because cost of 

dressing was required to be deducted from the rate of regular excavation 

as said component was included in other item of work i.e. compaction of 

earth work.  
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 04.12.2015. 

The department replied that recovery would be effected from next bill of 

the contractor. The Committee directed the department to effect recovery 

and get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 341) 
 

2.4.42.2 Executive Engineer, 4th Provincial Building Division, Lahore 

measured incorrect quantity of item “Fabrication of mild steel” for 133026 

kg instead of actual 128430 kg as per measurement book. Hence, excess 

quantity of 4596 kg @ Rs 11,475.45 %kg was paid to the contractor. 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 0.53 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out overpayment in August, 2015. The department 

accepted the view point of Audit but no progress towards effecting 

recovery was reported. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department replied that recovery would be made from next bill of the 

contractor. The Committee directed the department to effect recovery and 

get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the 
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Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 385) 
 

2.4.42.3 Executive Engineer, 4th Provincial Building Division, Lahore 

calculated the quantity of an item of work “Fabrication of Steel” for 

1055157 kg instead of 1052832 kg by applying conversion factor 0.454 

instead of 0.453 as provided and approved by the competent authority in 

technically sanctioned estimate. 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 0.27 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The 

department replied that the Audit point of view was not correct as the 

actual conversion factor for conversion from pounds into kilogram was 

0.45359237 which was rounded off to three decimal. The reply was not 

tenable because the measurement of item was made by applying 0.454 

instead of 0.453 conversion factor. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department replied that recovery would be effected from next bill of 

the contractor. The Committee directed the department to effect recovery 

and get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(PDP No. 328) 
 

2.4.43 Loss due to acceptance of tender at higher rates -  

Rs 1.09 million  

 

 As per Finance Department notification No.RO (TECH) FD-18-29/ 

2004 dated 30.06.2006, 15% cushion over and above the administrative 

approval was admissible under Delegation of Financial Power Rules 1990, 

shall only be allowed on work outlay of civil works component by 

excluding the cost of the items HVAC and lifts i.e. 10% cushion at the 

time of technical sanction for change in scope and specification and 4.5% 

at the time of acceptance of tender above the technical sanctioned amount.  
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2.4.43.1 Executive Engineer, 4th Provincial Building Division, Lahore got 

approved tenders of a work for Rs 17.82 million which was 4.48% above 

the technical sanction estimate cost of Rs 17.05 million whereas the 

cushion of 4.5% over technical sanction estimate was not admissible for 

HVAC system. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 0.76 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the loss in August, 2015. The department replied 

that Audit point of view was not correct as the work was allotted on the 

competitive tender rates. The reply was not acceptable because cushion of 

4.5% was admissible only for civil work. 

  

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on   

11.12.2015. The department replied that record would be verified and 

recovery, if any, would be effected from next bill of the contractor. The 

Committee directed the department to effect recovery and get it verified 

from Audit within 15 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive 

was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility.  

(PDP No. 398) 

 

2.4.43.2 Executive Engineer, Provincial Building Division, Gujranwala 

allowed 4.5 % cushion on items of work “S/I of Forced Draft Hot water 

Generator of net capacity 1345 MBH” amounting to Rs 0.17 million for 

two generators and “S/I of End Suction Centrifugal Pump” amounting to         

Rs 0.15 million for seven pumps of different capacity. The cushion of 

4.5% over technical sanctioned estimate was not admissible for these 

imported items as quotation was obtained from authorized dealers of 

foreign companies instead of local manufacturers. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 0.33 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the loss in August, 2015. The department replied 

that as per Finance Department’s notification and delegation of financial 

powers and rules, Engineer Incharge was competent to allow 4.5% 

cushion on technical sanction estimate. The reply was not acceptable 

because cushion of 4.5% was not admissible on imported items. 
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The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 11.12.2015. 

The department replied that recovery of loss due to allowing estimated 

cushion and tender cushion on imported items would be recovered from 

next bill of the contractor. The Committee directed the department to 

effect recovery and get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility. 

(PDP No. 272) 
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CHAPTER - 3 

 

HOUSING, URBAN DEVELOPMENT & PUBLIC HEALTH 

ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT 
 

3.1 Introduction of Department  
 

 HUD & PHE Department is the administrative department of 

Rawalpindi Development Authority, Gujranwala Development Authority, 

Faisalabad Development Authority, Lahore Development Authority, 

Multan Development Authority, Punjab Housing and Town Planning 

Agency, Parks and Horticulture Authority and Public Health Engineering 

Department. The Secretary HUD & PHE Department is the Principal 

Accounting Officer. The functions of HUD & PHE Department are 

regulated by the Rules of Business 1974 and the Punjab Development of 

Cities Act 1976. The HUD & PHE Department has 225 formations out of 

which 90 were audited. 
 

 HUD & PHE Department, Government of the Punjab mainly deals 

with matters of urban development/town planning, housing, physical 

planning and public health engineering. 
 

3.2 Comments on Budget and Accounts (Variance Analysis)  
 

 Housing and Urban Development  
 

 All the developments authorities under the HUD are autonomous 

bodies. For financial resources, these bodies rely on their own sources as 

well grants-in-aid from the government. The budgetary position of 

Housing and Urban Development component for the year 2014-15 is 

tabulated as under: 
 

            (Rs in million) 

Nature of 

Budgetary 

Allocation 

Original 

Budget 

Revised 

Budget 

Actual 

Expenditure 

Variation 

Excess/ 

(Saving) 

Vari-

ation in 

% 

Non-

Development 
21,560.51 17,341.82 17,332.85 (8.97) 0.05 

Development 63,020.58 54,449.83 54,393.52 (56.31) 0.10 

Total 84,581.09 71,791.65 71,726.37 (65.28) 0.09 

Source: Budget Handout and Financial Statements (FY-2014-15) of LDA, 

 MDA, FDA, GDA, RDA, BDA and PHATA 
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Non-Development 

 

 

 

The budget was not fully 

utilized. The non- 

development expenditure of 

Rs 17,332.85 million was 

incurred against the budget 

of Rs 17,341.82 million.  

Thus, there was a saving of          

Rs 8.97 million (0.05%).   

 

 

 

 

 

Development 

 

 

 

The budget was not fully 

utilized. The non- 

development expenditure 

Rs 54,393.52 million was 

incurred against the budget 

of Rs 54,449.83 million.  

Thus, there was a saving of          

Rs 56.31 million (0.10%).   

 

 

 

 

 

17,341.82 

17,332.85 

Non-Development

Rs in million

Budget Expendituer

54,449.83 

54,393.52 

Development

Rs in million

Budget Expenditure
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PHE Department  

 

 The non-development grant No. PC-21017 is utilized for payment 

of salaries and for repair and maintenance works etc whereas funds for 

development schemes are allocated under the budgetary grant No. PC-

22036. 

  

(Rs in million) 

Grant No 

& Nature 

Original 

Budget 

Supplementary, 

Re-

appropriation 

(+/-) &  

Surrender 

Revised 

Budget 

Actual 

Expenditure 

Variation 

Excess/ 

(Saving) 

Variatio

n in % 

Non-Development Grant 

PC21017 10,354.89 3,721.86 14,076.75 11,657.93 (2,418.82) (17.18) 

Development Grant 

PC22036 17,122.00 (2,984.44) 14,137.56 12,455.88 (1,681.67) (11.90) 

Grand 

Total  

27,476.89 737.42 28,214.31 24,113.81 (4,100.49) (14.53) 

Source:   SAP/Printing Budget Book for the year 2014-15 
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Non-Development Grant 
 

Grant No PC-21017 

 

In the non-development 

grant PC-21017, budget 

was not fully utilized. The 

expenditure incurred was     

Rs 11,657.93 million 

against the revised budget 

of Rs 14,076.75 million. 

Thus, there was a saving of          

Rs 2,418.82 million 

(17.18%).  Saving was 

mainly under the head A-05 

(Grant Subsidies and Write 

off Loans). 
 

 
 

Development Grant 

 

Grant No PC-22036 

 

Under this grant an 

expenditure of Rs 12,455.88 

million was incurred against 

the revised budget of Rs 

14,137.56 million. Thus, 

there was a saving of Rs 

1,681.67 million (11.90%).   

 

 
 

 
 

 

According to Chapter 14 of Punjab Budget Manual, the spending 

department is required to surrender the grants/appropriations or portion 

thereof to the Finance Department whenever the savings are anticipated. 

However, the PHE Department did not surrender a saving of  

Rs 4,100.49 million. 

  

14,076.75 

11,657.93 

PC-21017

Rs in million

Revised Budget Expenditure

14,137.56 

12,455.88 

PC-22036

Rs in million

Revised Budget Expenditure
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3.3 Brief comments on the status of compliance with PAC 

directives 

 

The position of compliance of PAC directives over the years is tabulated 

as under: 
 

Sr. 

No. 

Audit Report 

Year 

Total 

Paras 

Compliance 

Received 

Compliance 

not Received 

Percentage of 

Compliance 

PHE      

1 1960-61 to 

1999-2000 

535 - 535  

2 2000-01 15 - 15  

3 2001-02 16 - 16 - 

4 2009-10 08 01 07 12.5 

5 2011-12 36 - 36 - 

Total 610 01 609 0.16 

LDA 

6 1960-61 to 

1999-2000 

268 - 268  

7 2000-01 05 - 05  

8 2001-02 03 - 03 - 

9 2003-04 04 - 04  

10 2006-07 11 - 11 - 

11 2009-10 22 - 22 - 

12 2011-12 41 01 40 2.44 

Total 354 01 353 0.28 

FDA 

13 1982-83 to 

1999-2000 

162 - 162  

14 2000-01 03 - 03  

15 2001-02 05 - 05 - 

16 2003-04 02 - 02 - 

17 2006-07 01 - 01 - 

18 2009-10 06 - 06 - 

19 2011-12 02 01 01 50 

Total 181 01 180 0.55 

MDA 

20 1982-83 to 

1999-2000 

57 - 57  

21 2000-01 4 - 4  

22 2001-02 01 - 01 - 

23 2003-04 02 - 02 - 

24 2006-07 01 - 01 - 

25 2011-12 03 - 03 - 

Total 68 - 68 - 
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Sr. 

No. 

Audit Report 

Year 

Total 

Paras 

Compliance 

Received 

Compliance 

not Received 

Percentage of 

Compliance 

GDA 

26 1995-96   10 - 10 - 

27 2000-01 01 - 01  

28 2006-07 02 - 02 - 

29 2011-12 06 - 06 - 

Total 19 - 19 - 

RDA 

30 1997-98 01 - 01 - 

31 2011-12 04 - 04 - 

Total 05 - 05 - 

SAR No 33 

32 2000-01 19 - 19 - 

PHATA 

33 1968-69 to 

1999-2000 

165 - 165  

34 2000-01 01 - 01  

35 2001-2002 09 - 09 - 

36 2009-2010 04 - 04 - 

Total 179 - 179 - 

Source:  PAC Digest and PAC Compliance Cell data base 

 

 According to Punjab Budget Manual’s para 16(25-26) the Finance 

Department is responsible to watch compliance of PAC directives and 

actionable points. However, an effective monitoring mechanism to watch 

compliance of PAC directives on regular basis is not in place either in 

Finance or in the Administrative Departments.  

 

 Principal Accounting Officers were reminded time and again 

regarding non-compliance of PAC directives but no positive response was 

received. PAC was also requested by Audit to intervene and take 

initiatives to institutionalize a review mechanism for prompt and effective 

compliance of PAC directives. Audit is pursuing actively with the 

Principal Accounting Officers through Compliance Cell to expedite the 

compliance of PAC directives. 
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3.4 AUDIT PARAS 

 

LAHORE DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY (LDA) 

 

3.4.1 Non-recovery of commercialization fee and penalty - Rs 450.51 

million 
 

 As per Para 28 of Notification of Government of the Punjab, HUD 

& PHE Department issued vide No. SO(H-II)3-9/2014, dated 01.04.2014, 

the Authority, shall deem a building, plot or land in a notified Land use re-

classification scheme as converted from peri-urban, residential, 

agricultural areas to permanent commercial after charging, 20% of the 

commercial value of the total area of ownership, as provided in the 

valuation table. The letter further states that the Authority shall levy fee 

for temporary or annual commercialization, which shall be charged on 

annual basis at the rate of 1.25% of commercial value of the total land 

owned, as provided in the valuation table. 

 

3.4.1.1 Director Commercialization LDA, Lahore allowed permanent 

commercialization to the owners in various housing schemes under control 

of LDA. Demand notices were issued but permanent commercialization 

fee from owners was not recovered (Annexure-N Page-337). The 

authorities made no efforts for effecting recovery from defaulters under 

Section 37 of LDA Act 1975 (as amended by Act XXVI of 2013).  

 

 Weak managerial and supervisory controls resulted in loss due to 

non-recovery of commercialization fee amounting to Rs 366.38 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the loss in September, 2015. The Authority did 

not reply. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 10.12.2015. 

Authority stated that recovery from concerned parties was under process. 

The Committee directed to make recovery and to get the record verified 

within 60 days. No compliance of Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(DP. 182) 
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3.4.1.2 Director Commercialization LDA, Lahore allowed 

temporary/annual commercialization to different plot owners and issued 

demand notices for Rs 81.525 million but did not recover temporary 

commercial fee from owners of the plots who were using property for 

commercial purposes as detailed in (Annexure-O Page-338). The 

Authorities made no efforts for effecting recovery from the defaulters 

under Section 37 of LDA Act 1975 (as amended by Act XXVI of 2013). 

 

 Weak managerial and supervisory controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 81.52 million due to non-recovery of temporary commercialization fee 

alongwith 10% per month penalty. 
 

Audit pointed out the misappropriation of pay order in September, 

2015. The Authority did not reply. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 10.12.2015. 

Authority stated that an amount of Rs 9.575 million had been recovered 

and few cases were under litigation. Authority failed to produce the record 

in respect of recovery made and proof of litigation in support of reply. The 

Committee directed to get the record verified within 30 days. No 

compliance of Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the 

report in January, 2016.  
 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(DP. 186) 

3.4.1.3 Director Commercialization LDA, Lahore allowed permanent 

commercialization of a plot in Babar Block New Garden Town, Lahore. It 

was observed that prior to permanent commercialization of this property, 

un-authorized business activity was being carried out w.e.f. 19.05.2005 to 

25.02.2012 against which an amount of Rs 2.61 million was calculated for 

payment. However, no recovery of long outstanding dues was made which 

shows negligence on the part of the Authority which needs to effect 

recovery besides taking disciplinary action against the person(s) held 

responsible.  
 

 Weak managerial and supervisory controls resulted in non-

recovery of long outstanding dues amounting to Rs 2.61 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in September, 2015. The 

Authority did not reply. 
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The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 10.12.2015. 

Authority stated that demand notices amounting to Rs 2.61 million for 

period concerned were issued. The Committee directed to make actual 

recovery within 15 days. No compliance of Committee’s directive was 

reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility. 

(DP. 196) 

 

3.4.2 Loss due to sanction of incorrect rate analysis - Rs 126.21 

million 

 

 As per Finance Department’s Notification No.RO (TECH) FD 2-

3/2004 dated 02.08.2004, Chief Engineers shall, on the basis of input rates 

fixed/notified by Finance Department on its website, fix the rate of each 

item of work for rough cost estimates/administrative approval and detailed 

estimate for technical sanction. 

 

3.4.2.1 Director Engineering ADS-I, Urban Development Wing, LDA 

Lahore, awarded the work “Elevated Expressway from Ferozepur  Road 

to Multan Road, Lahore” to a contractor during June, 2014. The Authority 

got executed the BOQ/Estimates of item “Providing cast in place concrete 

pile 1200 mm dia including concrete class A3 etc” as non-standardized 

item for 18580 meters. Higher rates of Rs 23,557.07 per meter were 

allowed instead of admissible rate of Rs 20,242 per meter based on 1st bi-

annual 2014 Lahore input rates. The excess rate of Rs 3,315 per meter was 

sanctioned on higher side by allowing 6 hours to mix the JMF in batching 

plant instead of 1.67 hours; 6 hours for transportation instead of only one 

hour; and application of higher equipment rates of piling rig @ Rs 1,150 

per hours instead of Rs 1,000 per hours. Payment was made accordingly 

by the Director Finance UD-Wing LDA Lahore to the contractor resulting 

in loss to the Government. 

 

Weak financial and technical controls resulted in overpayment of 

Rs 61.59 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The Authority 

replied that the Rate analysis of “Providing and laying of RCC bored pile 

1200mm dia. Etc.” was prepared on the basis of site requirement and on 
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the recommendations of Design and Supervision Consultant NESPAK-

ECSP (JV). The same rate of Rs 23,557.07 per meter was incorporated in 

the Technical Sanction as already approved in administrative approval and 

estimate. The reply was not tenable because rates were required to be 

sanctioned and payment was to be made as per actual work done at site 

and admissible input/material rates based on 1st bi-annual 2014 for Lahore.  

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 24.11.2015. 

Authority replied that payment has been made as per quoted rate within 

permissible limit of 4.5%. However, weighted percentage will be 

calculated in final bill. The Committee directed to prepare financial 

comparative statement on actual basis. No compliance of Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery because stance of the Authority 

for sanctioning of incorrect rates in TSE on the pretext of award of work 

being within permissible limit of 4.5% had no justification. 

(DP. 55) 
 

3.4.2.2 Director Engineering ADS-I, LDA Lahore, got executed different 

works and payment was made to contractor. While approving estimate the 

items mentioned in the table below were approved on higher side due to 

application of higher input rates in analysis.  

 

(Amount in Rs) 
Name of Item Rate 

Approved 

Rate 

required to 

be 

approved 

Difference Quantity 

Executed 

Loss / 

overpayment 

Concrete class A3 under-

ground and on ground etc 

12110.79  9353 2757 10687.537   29,465,548 

Concrete Class A2 (4000 psi) 
(1:1.25:2.25) for New Jersey 

Barrier with Slipform paver 

etc  

3236 

 

2646 590  

 

7476 4,410,840 

 

 

 

 

 

Total 33,876,388 

 

 Weak technical and financial controls resulted in overpayment of 

Rs 33.88 million as calculated above. 
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Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The Authority 

replied that 30 Cum/Hrs capacity of concrete did not mean that the plant 

mixes 30 Cum of concrete in one go. Normally 5 to 6 cum concrete was 

prepared / mixed in the batching plant at a time. During this process the 

transit mixer stayed at site revolving its drum mixer. In this way the 

remaining concrete in the mixer was utilized. The reply was not tenable 

because the Authority had taken 2.50 hours for Concrete Batching Plant 

instead of admissible 1.67 hours for mixing and further 6 hours for 

transportation was allowed instead of one hour. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 24.11.2015. 

Authority stated that rates were paid correctly on the basis of actual 

working. The Committee directed that the record i.e. estimate, analysis, 

specifications and MRS may be got verified by making comparison of 

analysis of rates. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was 

reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016.  

 

It is recommended that loss may be recovered and got verified 

from Audit besides fixing responsibility against the officer(s) concerned. 

 (DP. 39, 42) 

 

3.4.2.3 Director Engineering ADS-I, Urban Development Wing, LDA 

Lahore, awarded the work “Elevated Expressway from Ferozepur road to 

Multan Road, Lahore” to a contractor during June, 2014. The Authority 

got executed the additional item of work not provided in BOQ/Estimate as 

non-standardized i.e. “Providing and fixing steel liner 8 mm thick etc”. 

The contractor was allowed rate of Rs 251.19 per kg instead of admissible 

rate of Rs 200 per kg as approved by the competent authority in variation 

order. Hence, due to allowing higher rates of Rs 51.19 per kg undue 

payment was made to the contractor resulting in loss to the Government. 

 

 Weak financial and technical controls resulted in overpayment of 

Rs 11.53 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The Authority 

replied that the Rate analysis of “Providing and fixing of steel liner 8mm 

thick etc.” was prepared and rate was sanctioned by competent authority in 

T.S.E. No overpayment was made to the contractor. The reply was not 
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tenable because rates were required to be sanctioned as per MRS notified 

by the Finance Department on its website.  

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 24.11.2015. 

Authority stated that rates were paid correctly on the basis of actual 

working. The Committee directed that record i.e. estimate, analysis, 

specifications and MRS may be got verified by making comparison of 

analysis of rates. No compliance of Committee’s directive was reported 

till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(DP. 53) 

 

3.4.2.4 Director Engineering ADS-II, Urban Development Wing, LDA 

Lahore, awarded the work “Construction-Improvement of Maulana 

Shaukat Ali Road to Multan Road via Karim Block, Lahore” to a 

contractor during September, 2014. The Authority got approved an item 

“Providing and applying shotcrete with 8 inch mesh with concrete class 

A3 etc” for Rs 9,337 per sqm instead of admissible rate of Rs 8,480 per 

sqm.  Higher rate of Rs 857 per sqm was allowed by application of higher 

input rates of items Mesh, MS Angle iron than provided in 1st bi-annual 

2014 for District Lahore. Further an item “Admixture No.SP-209” was 

applied by taking quoted rate for Rs 5,620 per sqm instead of estimated 

rate of Rs 4,782 per sqm. Details are given as under: 

  

(Amount in Rs) 

Sr. 

No. 

Name of Item Rate 

Approved 

Rate 

required 

to be 

approved 

Diff. Quantity 

Executed 

Loss / 

over-

payment 

1 Providing and 

applying 

shotcrete with 8” 

mesh with 

concrete class A3 

etc 

9337 per 

sqm 

8480 per 

sqm 

857 

per 

sqm 

12387 sqm 10,615,659 

 

 Weak technical and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 10.61 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The Authority 

replied that the rate was as per input rate of 1st bi-annual 2014 for Lahore 
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and no overpayment was made. The reply was not tenable because the 

authority sanctioned higher rates of item by taking higher input rates than 

available on FD website. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 24.11.2015. 

Authority stated that rates were paid correctly on basis of actual working 

and site requirement. The Committee directed that record i.e. estimate, 

analysis, specifications and MRS may be got verified by making 

comparison of analysis of rates. No compliance of Committee’s directive 

was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery from the contractor. 

(DP. 68) 

 

3.4.2.5 Director Engineering ADS-I, Urban Development Wing, LDA 

Lahore, awarded the work “Elevated Expressway from Ferozepur road to 

Multan Road, Lahore” to a contractor during June, 2014. The Authority 

got approved rate of an item “P/L bedding crush stone etc” on higher side 

for Rs 7,507.90 %cft instead of admissible rate Rs 6,008.40 per %cft in 

violation of the Finance Department’s template item No.2 under Chapter-6 

(Concrete). Hence, Rs 1,499.50 per %cft were paid in excess by allowing 

extra 20% loose factor, 5% as wastage and extra labours. 

 

         (Amount in Rs) 

Name of Item Rate 

Approved 

Rate required 

to be approved 

Difference Quantity 

Executed  

Loss / 

overpayment 

P/L Bedding 

Crush Stone etc 

7507.90% 

cft 

6008.40% cft 1499.50% 

cft 

119421 

cft 

1,790,717 

 

 Weak financial and technical controls resulted in overpayment of 

Rs 1.79 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The Authority 

replied that the rate analysis of “Providing and laying of bedding crushed 

stone etc.” was prepared and rate was sanctioned by competent authority 

in technical sanction estimate. No overpayment was made to the 

contractor. The reply was not tenable because rates were required to be 

sanctioned as per MRS notified by the Finance Department on its website. 
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The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 24.11.2015. 

Authority stated that rates were paid correctly on the basis of actual 

working. The Committee directed that record i.e. estimate, analysis, 

specifications and MRS may be got verified by making comparison of 

analysis of rates. No compliance of Committee’s directive was reported 

till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(DP. 52) 
 

3.4.2.6 Director Engineering ADS-II, Urban Development Wing, LDA 

Lahore, awarded the work “Construction-Improvement of Maulana 

Shaukat Ali Road to Multan Road via Karim Block, Lahore” to a 

contractor. While approving estimate, the below mentioned items were 

approved by applying excess labours, hours and incorrect higher input 

rates in analysis. 
 

Sr. 

No. 

Item Name Qty Rate Paid To be Paid Difference Amount 

in Rs 

01 P/L Cast Iron pipe 

15” dia 

212rm  48359 per 

rm 

40498 per rm 7861 per 

rm 

1,666,532 

02 P/L Cast Iron Pipe 

15” dia 

54.81 

rm 

55109 per 

rm 

46188 per rm 8921 per 

rm 

488,960 

Total 2,155,492 

 

 Weak technical and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 2.15 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the loss in August, 2015. The Authority replied 

that the rate analysis for the items had been prepared as per input rate of 

1st Bi-annual 2014 for Lahore and no overpayment was made. The reply 

was not tenable because the Authority sanctioned higher rate analysis of 

item of work by taking higher input rates, material and labour.  
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 24.11.2015. 

Authority stated that rates were paid correctly on the basis of actual 

working. The Committee directed that record i.e. estimate, analysis, 

specifications and MRS may be got verified by making comparison of 

analysis of rates. No compliance of Committee’s directive was reported 

till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery from the contractor. 

(DP. 64, 65) 
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3.4.2.7 Director Engineering ADS-I, LDA Lahore, got executed the work 

“Widening / Improvement of Sheikhupura Road” through a contractor and 

payment was released by the Director Finance UD-Wing LDA, Lahore 

during 2014-15. The Consultant prepared higher rate analysis for Non-

BOQ item (as detailed below): 
 

(Amount in Rs) 

Name of Item Rate 

Approved 

Rate required 

to be approved 

Difference Quantity 

Executed  

Loss / 

overpayment 

Construction and 

Installation of Pole 

Foundation in RCC 2 
meter high etc  

27624 per 

pole 

20106 per pole  7518 per 

pole 

247 poles 1,856,946 

 

 Weak technical and financial controls resulted in overpayment of 

Rs 1.86 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The Authority 

replied that due to change in design, 1.5m pole foundation was replaced by 

2m pole foundation and accordingly rate for the non-BOQ item was got 

approved from the competent authority. The reply was not tenable because 

on changing the specification, the department was required to prepare rate 

analysis by adopting estimated rates instead of quoted rate by the 

contractor. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 24.11.2015. 

The Authority replied that the recovery would be made in next running 

bill. The Committee directed the Authority to effect the recovery and get it 

verified from Audit within 30 days. No compliance of Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(DP. 43) 
 

3.4.2.8 Director Engineering ADS-I, LDA Lahore, got executed the work 

“Widening / Improvement of Sheikhupura Road” through a contractor and 

payment was released by the Director Finance UD-Wing LDA, Lahore 

during 2014-15. The Consultant prepared higher rate analysis for BOQ 

item by taking higher input rate of tuff tiles and sand as compared to the 

rates based on 1st bi-annual 2014 for District Sheikhupura as detailed 

below: 
 

(Amount in Rs) 

Name of Item Rate 

Approved 

Rate required 

to be approved 

Difference Quantity 

Executed  

Loss / 

overpayment 

P/L Tuff Tiles 

60mm thick 

1435 per 

sqm 

774 per sqm 661 sqm 2343 sqm 1,548,921 
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Weak technical and financial controls resulted in overpayment of 

Rs 1.55 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The Authority 

did not reply.  

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 24.11.2015. 

The Authority replied that the recovery would be made in next running 

bill. The Committee directed the Authority to effect recovery and get it 

verified from Audit within 30 days. No compliance of Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(DP. 47) 

 

3.4.2.9 Director Engineering ADS-II, Urban Development Wing, LDA 

Lahore, awarded the work “Construction-Improvement of Maulana 

Shaukat Ali Road to Multan Road via Karim Block, Lahore” to a 

contractor during September, 2014.  The Authority approved rate analysis 

of item “Providing and laying tuff paver tile 60 mm” @ Rs 900 per sqm in 

T.S.E. The rate was higher then admissible/actual rate @ of Rs 870 per 

sqm as calculated by Audit on the basis of input rates of 1st Bi-annual 

2014, for Lahore. Hence, excess rate was sanctioned @  

Rs 30.0 per sqm due to application of higher input rate and allowed to the 

contractor. Details are given as under: 
 

Sr. 

No. 

Name of 

Item 

Rate 

paid 

Rate to 

be Paid 

Difference Quantity Amount 

in Rs 

1 P/L Tuff 

Power tile 

60mm 

900  

per sqm 

870  

per sqm 

30  

per sqm 

27894 sqm 836,820 

 

Weak managerial and technical controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 0.84 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the loss in August, 2015. The Authority replied 

that the rate analysis for item “providing and laying tuff paver tile 60mm” 

was prepared as per input rate 1st bi-annual 2014 for Lahore and no 

overpayment was made to the contractor. The reply was not tenable 

because the Authority sanctioned higher rate of item of work by taking 

higher input rates of material and labour than.  
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The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 24.11.2015. 

Authority stated that rates were paid correctly on basis of actual working. 

The Committee directed that record i.e. estimate, analysis, specifications 

and MRS may be got verified by making comparison of analysis of rates. 

No compliance of Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery from the contractor. 

(DP. 63) 

 

3.4.2.10 Director Engineering Building-I, LDA UD-Wing, Lahore 

awarded the work “Security arrangement at LDA Office building Quaid-e-

Azam Town and LDA School at Johar Town, Lahore”, to a contractor on 

17.03.2015. The Authority approved and paid an item on higher side 

which resulted in overpayment and loss to the Authority as detailed below: 

 
(Amount in Rs) 

Name of Item Rate 

Approved 

Rate to be 

Approved 

Difference Quantity 

Executed 

Overpayment 

/ Loss 

P/F Raiser wire on 

Boundary wall etc 

650 

Per rft 

450  

Per rft 

200 per rft 2079 

Rft 

415,800 

 

Weak managerial and technical controls resulted in overpayment to 

the contractor amounting to Rs 0.41 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The Authority 

replied that actual recovery will be made in due course of time. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 10.12.2015. 

Authority stated that actual recovery will be made in due course. The 

Committee directed to make recovery within 15 days. No compliance of 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016.  

 

Audit recommends early recovery from the contractor. 

(DP. 197) 
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3.4.3 Undue financial aid to the contractor due to imbalance rates - 

Rs 42.39 million  
 

As per contract agreement clause 47-A, in case variation in 

technical sanctioned rates and quoted rate of a particular item is beyond 

permissible limit, the payment of such items will be allowed at the rate 

provided in technical sanctioned estimate during the course of execution 

of work and the balance payment on account of variation in rates should 

be allowed on completion of the project or completion of items having low 

rates, whichever is earlier. 
 

 Director Engineering ADS-I, LDA Lahore, got executed the work 

“Construction of bridge at Hadyara Drain, Lahore” and payment was 

released to the contractor by the Director Finance, UD-Wing LDA, Lahore 

through the running bills during 2014-15 on quoted rates which were 

higher than T.S.E rates in violation of the rules ibid.  
 

 Weak financial and technical controls resulted in irregular payment 

of Rs 42.39 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the irregularity in August, 2015. The Authority 

replied that the payment has been made as per quoted rates which were 

within the permissible limit of 4.5%. However, the weighted percentage 

was being observed and the work would be finalized accordingly. The 

Authority admitted the recovery. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 24.11.2015. 

Authority reiterated the same reply. The Committee directed to prepare the 

financial comparative statement on actual basis. No compliance of 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016.  
 

Audit recommends early preparation of weighted percentage for 

effecting recovery from the contractor. 

(DP. 36) 
 

3.4.4 Overpayment due to sanction of higher rates - Rs 27.43 million 
 

 As per MRS item no.6(a)(ii)5a(i)(3) under Chapter-6 (Concrete), 

“Re-enforcement cement concrete A1 on ground etc” was provided @     

Rs 8,194.25 per cubic meter based on 1st bi-annual 2014, Lahore available 

on Finance Department’s website. 
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Director Engineering ADS-II, Urban Development Wing, LDA 

Lahore, awarded the work “Construction-Improvement of Maulana 

Shaukat Ali Road to Multan Road via Karim Block, Lahore”. While 

approving the estimate, below mentioned items were approved on higher 

side due to application of higher rates than provided in MRS based on 1st 

bi-annual 2014 for Lahore. Details are tabulated as under: 
 

 (Amount in Rs) 
PDP  

No. 

Name of Item Rate 

paid 

Rate to be 

Paid 

Difference Quantity Amount 

69 Re-enforced 

Cement Concrete 

A-I on ground  

and underground 

10711 

per 

cubic 

meter 

8194/25 

per cubic 

meter 

2517 4669 

per cubic 

meter  

11,751,873 

70 Reinforced 

Cement Concrete 

A3 on ground 

and underground  

13297 

per 

cubic 

meter 

11078/80 

per cubic 

meter 

2218/00 7096/46 

per cubic 

meter 

15,680,062 

Total 27,431,935 

 

 Weak financial and technical controls resulted in overpayment of 

Rs 27.43 million to the contractor due to sanction of higher rates. 
 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The Authority 

replied that rate analysis was as per input rate of 1st bi-annual 2014 and no 

overpayment was involved. The reply was not tenable as sanction of 

higher rates resulted in overpayment to the contractor. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 24.11.2015. 

Authority stated that rates were paid correctly on the basis of actual 

working. The Committee directed that record i.e. estimate, analysis, 

specifications and MRS may be got verified by making comparison of 

analysis of rates. No compliance of Committee’s directive was reported 

till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery from the contractor. 

(DP. 69, 70) 
 

3.4.5 Non-recovery of de-escalation in the rate of POL - Rs 20.48 

million 
 

As per clause 55(1) of the contract agreement, if any variation 

(increase or decrease) to the extent of 5% or more in the price of any of 

the item mentioned in sub clause (2) takes place after the acceptance of 

tender and before the completion of contract, the amount payable under 
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the contract shall be adjustable to the extent of the actual variation in the 

cost of the item concerned.  
 

3.4.5.1 Director Engineering ADS-I, ADS-II, EM&E Urban Development 

Wing, LDA Lahore, awarded various works to different contractors. The 

rate of diesel decreased during the month of April to May, 2015 in district, 

Lahore, but the authority did not make recovery on account of de-

escalation in the price of diesel. Detail is given below: 
 

(Amount in Rs) 

Sr. 

No. 

DP 

No. 

Name of 

Formation 

Basic 

Rate 

P.Ltr 

Current 

Rate P. 

Ltr 

Diff. Amount of 

Value of 

work done 

Amount 

v.w×0.15×Di

ff / B. Rate 

 

1 51 Director 

Engineering ADS-I 

109.34 83 26.34 129,548,027  4,681,216 

2 54 Director 

Engineering ADS-I 

106.06 83 23.06 15,116,710 5,058,917 

3 59 Director 
Engineering ADS-II 

109.34 83 26.34 13,969,233  504,597 

4 60 Director 

Engineering ADS-II 

108.34 83.61 24.73 114,936,545 3,935,361 

5 66 Director  

ADS-II 

109.34 83 26.34 78,647,180 2,841,915 

6 181 Director Building-I 109.34 83 26.34 81,529,742 2,946,076 

7 190 Director 

 EM&E 

107.39 83 24.39 9,801,319  333,906 

Total 20,301,988 

 

Weak financial controls resulted in non-recovery of price de-

escalation in the rate of POL for Rs 20.30 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in August, 2015. The Authority 

admitted the recovery.  

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 24.11.2015. 

Authority stated that adjustment / correction / recovery would be made in 

the next running bill. The Committee directed to make adjustment / 

recovery in 30 days. No compliance of Committee’s directive was 

reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(DP. 51, 54, 59, 60, 66, 181, 190) 

 

3.4.5.2 Director Engineering ADS-II, UD-Wing, LDA Lahore, executed 

work “Construction of China Road from Chotta Ravi drain to Ring Road, 
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Gujjarpura Scheme, Lahore” through a contractor and made payment 

during 2014-15. The Authority allowed price escalation by making 

incorrect calculation. The base price of diesel on 29.08.2012 was Rs 94.15 

per litre which was later on decreased to Rs 89.77 per litre during 

execution time, but the Authority paid the price escalation instead of its 

recovery due to de-escalation. 

 

Weak financial and technical controls resulted in overpayment of 

Rs 0.18 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The Authority 

replied that recovery due to calculation of incorrect price escalation 

amounting to Rs 0.18 million would be made from the next running bill of 

contractor. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 24.11.2015. 

Authority stated that recovery will be made. The Committee directed to 

effect recovery within 30 days. No compliance of Committee’s directive 

was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016.  

 

Audit recommends early recovery from the contractor. 

(DP. 62) 

 

3.4.6 Irregular award of work and payment to the contractor -        

Rs 14.83 million 

 
 According to Para 4 read with para 25 of Punjab Procurement 

Rules, 2009, procuring agencies, while engaging in procurements, shall 

ensure that the procurements are conducted in a fair and transparent 

manner, the object of procurement brings value for money to the agency 

and the procurement process is efficient and economical and the procuring 

agency may require the bidders to furnish a bid security not exceeding five 

per cent of the bid price. Further, as per note of tender notice, bids will not 

be entertained without 2% of the Bid Price in the shape of Deposit-at-call 

receipt.  

 
 Director Finance, UD wing LDA, Lahore made payment to the 

various contractors against different works of construction/renovation and 

allowed works at fortress stadium Lahore in May, 2015 but charged the 

expenditure to SDA account “Horse and Cattle Show”. Further, works 

were executed in March, 2015 whereas tenders were opened work 
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awarded in April, 2015 without obtaining 2% CDR and 5% bid security in 

contravention of PPRA rules the payments against work were made in 

May, 2015. Details are tabulated as under: 

 
Sr. No. DP No. Name of Work Vr. No./Date Amount 

(Rs) 

01 74 Improvement of Roads at Fortress 

Stadium 

127/08.05.2015 2,018,985 

02 75 Construction of Bathroom and allied 

works at Fortress Stadium 

128/08.05.2015 

180/23.06.2015 

6,687,105 

03 76 Renovation of Fortress Stadium 130/12.05.2015 1,665,352 

04 77 Paint works at Fortress stadium 

Lahore 

131/12.05.2015 2,341,316 

05 78 Renovation of existing bathrooms at 

Fortress stadium 

132/13.05.2015 2,116,241 

Total 14,828,999 

 

Weak supervisory and technical controls resulted in irregular 

award of work and payment of Rs 14.83 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the irregularity in July, 2015. The Authority 

replied that tenders were opened on 18.04.2015 after observing all codal 

formalities. The reply was not tenable because works were executed in 

March, 2015. Calling of tender after the award of work resulted in 

irregular payments.  

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 24.11.2015. 

The Committee agreed with the contention of Audit that execution of 

work before calling of tenders was unjustified. The Committee directed 

that irregularity may be got regularized from the competent authority and 

recovery may be effected within 30 days. No compliance of Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends either regularization of irregularity from the 

Finance Department or effecting recovery. Responsibility of the lapse may 

also be fixed. 

(DP. 74, 75, 76, 77, 78) 

 

3.4.7 Overpayment to the contractor due to payment of extra 

premium - Rs 4.22 million 

 

As per comparative statement read with acceptance letter issued to 

the contractor during June, 2014, the contractor did not quote the 
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percentage/premium 4.50% on schedule items provided in BOQ/Original 

Estimate. 

 

 Director Engineering ADS-I, Urban Development Wing, LDA 

Lahore, awarded the work “Elevated Expressway from Ferozepur Road to 

Multan Road, Lahore” to a contractor during June, 2014 with overall 

percentage 4.49% above on the T.S.E cost. The contractor did not quote 

premium on schedule item as per comparative statement of the work. The 

Authority got executed the additional schedule items which were not 

provided in the BOQ/Original estimate and allowed 4.50% premium 

amounting to Rs 4.22 million in contravention of the contract agreement 

clause 41. Hence, allowing 4.50% premium on additional schedule items 

was not admissible. 

 

 Weak financial and technical controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 4.22 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The Authority 

replied that the additional schedule item executed under head “Sewerage 

and Water Supply” was started and partially executed under project 

“Dualization of Road from LOS Ferozepur Road to Multan Road, Lahore” 

wherein 4.5% premium on scheduled items was allowed as per acceptance 

letter and site requirements. After negotiating with contractor premium of 

4.5%, only on scheduled items of “Sewerage and Water Supply” was 

allowed by the Chief Engineer, LDA. No overpayment was made to the 

contractor. The reply was not tenable because the Authority also allowed 

4.50% premium on additional schedule items. Whereas, the contractor had 

not quoted above percentage on schedule items.  

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 24.11.2015. 

Authority stated that payment had been made as per quoted rate within the 

permissible limit of 4.5%. However, weightage percentage would be 

calculated in final bill. The Committee directed to prepare financial 

comparative statement on actual basis. No compliance of Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016.  

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(DP. 35) 
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3.4.8 Overpayment due to adoption of incorrect rates - Rs 3.83 

million 

 

As per Serial No. 4 of Appendix-5 of Punjab Financial Rules 

(PFR) Volume-II read with PAC directives dated 16.04.2007 terms of 

contract once entered into should not be materially changed and as per 

directives of Public Accounts Committee (PAC) lead once approved 

cannot be changed. 
 

 Director Engineering Building-I, LDA UD-Wing, Lahore awarded 

the work “Construction of Hockey Stadium at Nankana Sahib” to a 

contractor on 03.07.2014 for Rs 144.10 million. The Authority allowed 

payment on higher side for Rs 249.16 per cum instead of Rs 135.40 per 

cum as per quoted rate / acceptance letter in violation of the PAC 

directives. 

 

Weak managerial and technical controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 3.83 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The Authority 

replied that analysis for earth work excavation with lead had been 

approved by the competent authority. The reply of the department was not 

relevant as audit had objected payment on higher rate of Rs 249.16 per 

cum instead of quoted rate of Rs 135.40 per cum. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 10.12.2015. 

Authority replied that analysis of rate with lead had been approved by the 

competent authority. The Committee directed the Authority to get the 

estimate revised and get it verified from Audit within 15 days. No 

compliance of Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the 

report in January, 2016.  

 

Audit recommends early recovery from the contractor. 

(DP. 183) 

 

3.4.9 Non-recovery of advance tax from the contractor at the time of 

lease by auction - Rs 1.50 million 

 

As per Section 236-A specified in Division-VIII of Part-IV of the 

First Schedule of Income Tax Ordinance 2001, the rate of collection of tax 
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shall be 10% of the gross sale price of any property or goods sold by 

auction. 

 

 Director EME, Urban Development Wing LDA, Lahore, made an 

agreement with a contractor for Rs 15.00 million to lease out LDA asphalt 

plant for a period of two years. The Authority did not recover advance tax 

at the time of lease through auction at the rate of 10% of the bid value. 

 

 Weak managerial and supervisory controls resulted in non-

recovery of advance tax from the contractor at the time of sale by auction 

of Rs 1.50 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in September, 2015. The 

Authority replied that advice of the Directorate of Finance, LDA was 

sought in this matter and appropriate corrective action would be taken 

accordingly. The reply was not tenable because the Authority did not 

effect the recovery so far. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 10.12.2015. 

The Authority replied that efforts were under way to recover the tax from 

lessee. The Committee directed the Authority to effect recovery and get it 

verified from Audit within 60 days. No compliance of Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016.  

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(DP. 187) 

 

  



136 

 

WATER AND SANITATION AGENCY LAHORE (WASA LDA) 
 

3.4.10 Non-production of log books of machinery against POL 

consumption - Rs 15.93 million  
 

As per section 14(2&37) of Auditor General of Pakistan’s 

(Functions, Powers, Terms and Conditions of Services) Ordinance 2001, 

the officer in-charge of any office or department shall afford all facilities 

and provide record for audit inspection. Further, any person or authority 

hindering the auditorial functions of the Auditor General regarding 

inspection of accounts shall personally be responsible and dealt with under 

relevant Efficiency and Discipline Rules. 
 

 Director Drainage, WASA, LDA Lahore failed to produce 60 log 

books of machinery pertaining to the period from July, 2014 to April, 

2015 regarding consumption of 212,370 litres of POL worth Rs 15.93 

million. Therefore, audit could not verify the genuineness of consumption 

of POL. 
 

Weak internal control resulted in doubtful expenditure of  

Rs 15.93 million without maintaining log books.   
 

Audit pointed out the non-production of log books in September, 

2015. The Agency replied that the detailed reply would be given after 

verification of record. The reply of the Agency was not acceptable because 

the genuineness of fuel consumption could not be verified. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 10.12.2015. 

The agency stated that 60 log books of executive engineer drainage were 

deposited with Anti Corruption Department Punjab for investigation. The 

Committee directed the agency that log books may be got audited as and 

when received from said department. No compliance of Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016.  
 

Audit recommends early production of log books and action 

against the responsible officers/officials. 

(DP. 179) 
 

3.4.11 Overpayment on repair of house water and sewerage 

connections - Rs 2.41 million 
 

As per contract clause 20, the contractor shall indemnify and keep 

indemnified the Govt./Agency against all losses and claims for injuries or 

damage caused to any person or any property, whatsoever. 
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 Director (O&M), Shalimar and Aziz Bhatti Town and Gunj Buksh 

Town, WASA, LDA Lahore made the payments of Rs 1.43 million and  

Rs 0.97 million respectively to the contractors on account of repairing of 

water and sewer connections in violation to the contract clause ibid. 

 

Weak financial and supervisory controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 2.41 million.   

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in September, 2015. The 

Agency replied that the service pipes of water supply and sewer house 

connections were underground services and available on both sides of 

streets, so they got damaged during excavation and crossing the trenches 

of water supply pipe lines to be laid. Therefore, damaged service pipes 

need to be repaired to avoid the public inconvenience. The payment was 

made as per actual site condition. The reply of the Agency was not tenable 

because the contractor was responsible to pay for the damage caused 

during execution of work. Further, this item was also not provided in 

T.S.E. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 10.12.2015. 

The agency reiterated its previous stance. Audit contended that the repair 

was to be made by contractor as per agreement clause. The Committee 

directed the agency to seek the advice from the Finance Department for 

clarification of contract clause. No compliance of Committee’s directive 

was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016.  

 

Audit recommends recovery and its verification. 

(DP. 173, 168) 
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PARKS AND HORTICULTURE AUTHORITY LAHORE (PHA) 

 

3.4.12    Loss due to theft of vehicles - Rs 2.60 million  

 

According to rule 2.33 of PFR Vol-I every Government servant 

should realize fully that he would be personally responsible for any loss 

sustained by Government through any fraud or negligence on his part. 

 

 Director Monitoring and Operations (M&O) PHA, Lahore neither 

recovered cost of the following two stolen vehicles nor got the loss waived 

off by Finance Department.     

 
Sr. No. Vehicle No. Amount Apx 

1 LEG-08-3655 (Van) 2,000,000 

2 LXL 6688 Toyota Car 600,000 

Total 2,600,000 

 

Weak technical and supervisory controls resulted in loss of 

Rs 2.60 million. 

  

 Audit pointed out the loss in September, 2015. The Authority did 

not reply. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 24.11.2015. 

Authority stated that FIR against theft vehicles had been lodged. The 

Committee did not agree with the contention of the department and 

directed to hold inquiry and complete it within 90 days. No compliance of 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery alongwith fixing responsibility. 

(DP. 82) 
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FAISALABAD DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY (FDA) 
 

3.4.13 Non-recovery of cost of land and development charges from 

the dwellers of Katchi Abadies - Rs 24.65 million  
 

 As per Director General, Katchi Abadies, Colonies Department, 

Board of Revenue Punjab letter No. DG (KA)/BOR/8-200/2012 dated 

22.11.2012, the recovery of cost of land and development charges from 

the dwellers of Katchi Abadies would be made at prevailing rates. 

 

 The Director EM-1 and Katchi Abadies, FDA, Faisalabad did not 

recover the cost of land and development charges from the dwellers of 

various Katchi Abadies of Faisalabad as detailed in (Annexure-P Page-

339). 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of cost of land and development charges amounting to Rs 26.63 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in January-February, 2015. The 

Authority replied that notices were issued to the dwellers for recovery of 

cost of land and development charges.  

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 24.11.2015. 

Authority stated that an amount of Rs 1.98 million has been recovered and 

balance amount Rs 24.65 million would be recovered. The Committee 

reduced the para to Rs 24.65 million and directed to effect balance 

recovery. No compliance of Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery and its verification from audit. 

(DP. 610) 

 

3.4.14 Obtaining less additional performance security - Rs 21.90 

million 

 

 As per general direction No.26 (A) of the agreement read with 

Finance Department’s letter No.RD(Tech)FD-1-2/83/VI(P) dated 

24.01.2006, if contractor quotes his rates below 5% or more than 

estimated rates, additional performance security at the percentage 

equivalent to the percentage on which tender is accepted shall be obtained 

from the contractor within 15 days of the receipt of the acceptance. 
 



140 

 

3.4.14.1 Director Construction-II, WASA, FDA, Faisalabad awarded three 

works to different contractors at rates ranging from 15% to 22.51% below 

the estimated cost but obtained only 10% additional performance security 

from the contractors instead of @ 15% to 22.51% in contravention of the 

Finance Department instructions ibid. Further, bank guarantee against 

mobilization advance amounting to Rs 22.19 million was also not 

revalidated as required under the rules. Details are given below: 

 
Sr. 

No. 

Name of work Agreement 

amount 

Below 

Percentage 

Additional 

Performance/ 

Mobilization 

advance Due 

Amount in million 

1 Water supply system to FDA 

city phase-I 

188.664 

(M) 

5 % 9.43 

2 Water supply system to FDA 

city phase-I 

188.664 

(M) 

15 % 

 

22.19 

 

3 P/L sewerage line from 

disposal work D-block 

5.430 (M) 22.51% 0.88 

Total 32.5 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in undue 

financial benefits to the contractor of Rs 32.50 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the irregularity in September, 2015. The Agency 

replied that as per PPRA rule 56 the procuring Agency shall require the 

successful bidder to furnish a performance guarantee which shall not 

exceed 10% of the contract amount.  The reply of the Agency was not 

tenable because this clause was only for procurement purposes and not for 

execution of works. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

Authority stated that additional performance security had been obtained. 

Audit pointed out that out of these cases in one case cheque was obtained 

and in 2nd case in the shape of call deposit receipt. Para was reduced to    

Rs 10.31 million by the Committee because in one case bank guarantee of 

Rs 22.20 million had been obtained. The Committee directed to obtain 

additional performance security in the shape of bank guarantee. No 

compliance of Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the 

report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early obtaining of additional performance 

security from the contractor besides condonation of irregularity from the 

Finance Department. 

(DP. 115) 
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3.4.14.2 Director Construction-II, WASA, FDA, Faisalabad awarded five 

works to different contractors at rates ranging from 14.86% to 24.51% 

below the estimated cost but obtained 10% additional performance 

security from the contractors in contravention of Finance Department 

instructions ibid. Detail is given below: 
(Amount in Rs) 

Sr. 

No. 

Name of work/ estimated amount Percentage Amount of 

security to 

be obtained 

Actual 

recovered 

Less 

obtained 

1 P/L of sewerage line from Bismillah Town 

to Truck secur 72  sarwala distributary 

Faisalabad Rs 11,949,340 

14.86 % 1,775,672 600,000 1,175,672 

2 P/L sewerage line in johar colony Bilal 
Nagar Rehmanpura Faisalabad Rs 

20,811,805 

24.51 % 5,100,973 2,081,250 3,019,723 

3 P/L sewerage line from DS-27 bilal park 

siddhu purra road Faisalabad  

Rs 25,602,253 

20.27 % 5,189,577 2,560,000 2,629,577 

4 P/L Sewerage line in Johar colony Katchi 

Abadi millet road Faisalabad 
Rs 15,710,831  

24.51 % 3,850,724 2,081,250 1,769,474 

5 P/L Water supply line in Madina Abad 

Faisalabad Rs 12,035,025  

19.07 % 2.295,079 1,487,100 807,979 

Total 9,402,425 
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in less receipt of 

additional performance security of Rs 9.40 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the irregularity in September, 2015. The Agency 

replied that as per PPRA rules 56, performance guarantee shall not exceed 

10%.  The reply of the Authority was not tenable because this clause was 

only for procurement purposes and not for execution of works. 

 
The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

Authority reiterated it early reply. The Committee directed to refer the 

case to Finance Department / PPRA for clarification. No compliance of 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 
Audit recommends obtaining total amount of additional 

performance security. 

(DP. 126) 

 
3.4.14.3 Director Construction-II, WASA, FDA, Faisalabad awarded two 

works to different contractors. The contractors deposited additional 

performance securities amounting Rs 1.49 million on 21.04.2014 and          
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Rs 0.70 million on 09.06.2014, but the Agency released the securities on 

23.06.2014 and 11.10.2014 respectively prior to completion of works.  
 

Weak technical and financial controls resulted in premature release 

of security deposits of Rs 2.19 million. 

 
 Audit pointed out the irregularity in September, 2015. The Agency 

replied that the contractors have completed 42% and 95% of the works 

and security was released due to non-availability of funds. The reply of the 

Agency was not tenable due to violation of above instructions.  

 
 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

Authority stated that securities were released due to non-availability of 

funds. Now the work had been completed. The Committee did not agree 

with reply and directed to get condoned the irregularity from competent 

authority. No compliance of Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 
Audit recommends for probing of the matter besides obtaining 

condonation from the Finance Department. 

(DP. 117) 

 

3.4.15 Non-recovery of mobilization advance - Rs 12.24 million 
 

 As per Para-5 of notification issued by the Finance Department 

vide No. RO(Tech)F-D.18-44/2006 dated 07.12.2007 recovery of 

mobilization advance shall commence after the lapse of 20% of contract 

period or after the execution of the 20% of the work (in financial terms) 

whichever is earlier. The rate of recovery shall be 25% of the value of 

work done in each interim payment certificate (running bills). 
 

 The Director Construction-II, WASA, FDA, Faisalabad awarded 

the work “Remodeling of storm water channel No.1 Sheikhupura Road to 

Pharange Drain, Faisalabad for Rs 326.50 million to the contractor. The 

Agency paid mobilization advance for Rs 48.97 million to the contractor 

in 1st and 2nd running bill, but did not recover mobilization advance @ 

25% of value of work done despite lapse of 33% contract period.  
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of mobilization advance amounting to Rs 12.24 million. 
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Audit pointed out the undue financial benefit in September, 2015. 

The Agency admitted the irregularity and stated that the work was in 

running condition and the mobilization advance would be adjusted in the 

next running bill but no progress towards recovery was reported so far. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

Authority stated that recovery would be made in the next running bill. No 

compliance of Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the 

report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility 

against the responsible(s). 

(DP. 116) 
 

3.4.16 Less recovery of water supply and sewerage charges from the 

Users - Rs 5.15 million 

  

As per notification issued vide No. 2190/DDR 

(D)/WASA/FDA/2006 dated 12.12.2006, the water and sewerage charges 

are required to be recovered from the consumers of WASA, FDA on the 

tariff/rates provided in the notification. 

 

 Director Revenue and Recovery WASA, FDA Faisalabad did not 

recover outstanding domestic, industrial and acquifer charges from, 

consumers during 2014-15 as tabulated below: 
(Rs in million) 

DP 

No. 

Description Amount 

objected 

Recovered Balance 

01 Domestic water and 

sewerage chages 

3.546 0.350 3.196 

03 Industrial sewer charges 1.867 0.629 1.238 

04 Acquifer charges 1.476 0.756 0.720 

Total 6.889 1.735 5.154 

 

  Weak financial internal controls resulted in non-recovery of  

Rs 6.88 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in September, 2015. The 

Agency admitted the recovery and replied that the same would be made 

good from the defaulter domestic consumers in installments.  
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The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 24.11.2015. 

Authority stated that the amount in question would be recovered. The 

Committee directed to recover the balance amount. No compliance of 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends upon recovery and its verification by Audit. 

(DP. 01, 03, 04) 

 

3.4.17 Un-authentic Payment without recording detailed 

measurements - Rs 2.38 million 

 

 As per para 4.5(5) of B&R Department Code read with instructions 

on preface of measurement book, the measurement should be recorded 

clearly, accurately and the officer making or ordering payment on behalf 

of Govt. should satisfy himself that the work had been actually done in 

accordance with the bill submitted for payment.  He should also check that 

the measurements made by his subordinate are correct as per scale laid by 

the competent authority. 

 

 Project Director (FF) awarded work “Construction of 10 MGD 

New Jhal Water Treatment Plant” (Civil Works) under the Project 

“Extension of Water Resources for Faisalabad City Phase-I” to the 

contractor in August, 2013. During execution of work an item of work 

“Fabrication of mild steel reinforced for cement concrete including cutting 

bending, binding laying in position complete in all respect grade-60 

deformed bars for 12mm dia” were measured and paid for quantity of 

19962.595 kg (22480.400 x 0.888) by making record entries in MB 

No.2580 P-83 as lump sum whereas, it was required to be measured in 

detail for each location.  
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in un-authentic 

payment of Rs 2.38 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the un-authentic payment in October, 2015. The 

Authority replied that there was arithmetic mistake in bar bending 

schedule submitted by Designer (VCGP) and checked by Consultant 

(Artelia). The actual quantity came to 42.54 kg, against the paid quantity 

of 19962.595 kg.  Thus excess quantity of 19920.55 kg was paid which 

would be adjusted in the next running bill. 
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 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 30.11.2015. 

Authority admitted recovery of Rs 2.38 million due to arithmetic mistake. 

The Committee directed the department to effect admitted recovery within 

15 days. 
 

 Audit recommends recovery at the earliest. 

(FAP-DP. 242) 
 

3.4.18 Non-recovery of penal/standard rent - Rs 1.80 million 
 

As per para 9 read with para 35(e) of allotment policy of S&GAD 

dated 19.01.2009, a Government Servant will apply for accommodation 

and get themselves registered with Estate office / hiring cell, otherwise in 

case of un-authorized and illegal occupation he will be charged penal / 

standard rent @ 60% of his basic pay on monthly basis.  
 

3.4.18.1 Director Administration, UD-Wing, FDA, Faisalabad did not 

make recovery of penal rent from the Govt. servants of Police Department 

who were occupying two official residences of Madina Town, Faisalabad. 
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 1.17 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery of penal/ standard rent in July, 

2015. The Authority admitted the non-recovery and stated that notices 

were served to police department to deposit the amount but no progress 

towards recovery was reported so far. 
 

SDAC meeting was held on 24.11.2015. Authority neither 

produced record for verification nor attended the meeting. The Committee 

directed to produce complete record in all respect. No compliance of 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends recovery and its verification. 

(DP. 20) 
 

3.4.18.2 Director Administration, UD-Wing, FDA, Faisalabad did not 

make recovery of penal rent from the Managing Director, “Solid Waste 

Management Company” (from his pay on monthly basis) who was 

occupying official residence illegally.  
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of penal / standard rent of Rs 0.63 million.  
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Audit pointed out the non-recovery of penal / standard rent in July, 

2015. The Authority replied that Rs 222,305 has been deposited in FDA 

Account. The reply of the Agency was not tenable because recovery of  

Rs 0.22 million was made instead of actual amount i.e. Rs 0.63 million. 
 

SDAC meeting was held on 24.11.2015. Authority neither 

produced record for verification nor attended the meeting. The Committee 

directed to produce complete record in all respect. No compliance of 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends that balance recovery of penal rent may be 

effected and got verified. 

(DP. 22) 
 

3.4.19 Un-due benefit to the contractor due to payment of secured 

advance on composite item rate instead of 75% of material rate 

- Rs 1.09 million 
 

 According to Para 2.98 of Building and Roads Code, secured 

advance will be granted to the contractor on imperishable material 

brought at site @ 75% of the supplied material. 
 

 Managing Director/ Director (I&C) awarded two works to 

different contractors in February, 2015. During execution of work the 

contractor were paid secured advance against material brought at site at 

75% of composite rate of Rs 108 per kg instead of admissible material 

rate of Rs 60 per kg (Rs 81.73 x 75%) as detailed below. 
 

Secured advance against following two works was paid to the contractors 

for the material brought at site for the item “Fabrication of mild steel 

(deformed bars)” @ 75% of composite item rate of Rs 108 per kg instead 

of Rs 60.75 per kg. 
(Amount in Rs) 

Sr 

No. 

Name of work Secured 

Advance 

Paid 

Secured 

Advance 

Due 

Difference of 

Secured 

Advance 

1 Repair/Improvement of Open 

Drain No.3 from Jhang Road 

Disposal Works to Arshad 

Town, Faisalabad 

3,240,000 2,430,000 810,000 

2 Rehabilitation of Rain Water 

Drain from Shoaib Bilal Market 

to Jail Road Faisalabad 

892,521 610,000 282,410 
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 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in an un-due 

benefit to the contractor amounting to Rs 1.09 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out un-due payment in September, 2015. The 

department replied that balance amount of secured advance paid to the 

contractors would be recovered from next bills. The reply of the 

department was not accepted because undue benefit was given to 

contractors in violation of prevailing rules as well contract agreement. 
 

 The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

09.12.2015. The Authority explained that recovery of secured advance 

would be made in next bill. Audit argued that secured advance was not 

admissible as per clause 51 of bidding document. Further, excess rate was 

applied while payment of secured advance. The Committee took the 

matter seriously and directed the department to fix the responsibility 

besides referring the case of irregularity to FD for condonation.  
 

Audit recommends early compliance of Committee’s directive. 

(FAP-DP.240) 
 

3.4.20 Loss to Authority due to theft of vehicle Suzuki Alto -               

Rs 0.50 million 
 

As per para 4.32 and 4.33 of Buildings and Roads Department 

Code read with rule 2.34 of Punjab Financial Rules Vol-I, all cases of 

robbery/theft, loses, defalcation and shortage of material may be reported 

to Govt, higher officers of the Department and also the Police Department.  

The Divisional Officer will hold departmental inquiry and record the 

evidence.   
 

 Director Administration, UD-Wing, FDA, Faisalabad, allotted 

vehicle No. FDA-07-4075 to the Deputy Director which was stolen. The 

Authority neither got registered the FIR nor conducted inquiry to fix 

responsibility for recovery of loss from the officer at fault.  
 

Weak financial and security controls resulted in loss to the 

authority of Rs 0.50 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the loss in July, 2015. The Authority replied that 

an inquiry had been conducted but no further progress was intimated to 

Audit. 
 

SDAC meeting was held on 24.11.2015. Authority neither 

produced record nor attended the meeting. The Committee directed to 
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produce complete record in all respects. No compliance of Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

Audit recommends recovery and its verification. 

(DP. 21) 
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MULTAN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY (MDA) 
 

3.4.21  Non-rescindment of contract for execution of balance work at 

risk and cost - Rs 134.39 million  

 

 Clause 60 and 61 of contract agreement provides that in case 

contractor is not executing the work in accordance with the contract and is 

persistently or flagrantly neglecting to carry out his obligations under the 

contract, the Engineer in-charge may rescind the contract and the security 

deposit of the contractor shall stand forfeited and such work should be 

done at the risk and cost of the contractor. 

 

 Director Engineering, Multan Development Authority awarded the 

work, “Construction of road, sewerage, overhead reservoir, boundary wall 

around Fatima Jinnah Town Phase-II (Part-I) Vehari Road Multan in 

January, 2009 with completion time 24 months. The Contractor did not 

complete the work within stipulated / extended period. The Authority 

issued final notice to the contractor on 11.03.2015 to complete the work 

within 14 days otherwise the work would be rescinded under clause-60 of 

the contract agreement and the balance work would be got done at his risk 

and cost from other contractor under clause-61 of the Contract agreement. 

Contractor however, did not resume / complete the work in fourteen days. 

 
             Weak administrative and financial controls resulted in non-

rescission of the contract and non-execution of balance work valuing        

Rs 134.39 million at the risk and cost of defaulting contractor.            

(Annexure-Q Page-340) 
        (Amount in Rs) 

Sr No. Description of work Balance Work 

1 Road Work 99,987,785 

2 Sewerage and Manhole 22,010,745 

3 Water Supply System 9,929,558 

4 Tubewell 14 Cusics 2,462,014 

Total 134,390,102 

 
 Audit pointed out the irregularity to the Authority in July, 2015. 

The Authority replied that after receiving the final notice the contractor 

started the work only on boundary wall without resuming other remaining 

work but again stopped the work after fifteen days without any intimation. 

The Executive Engineer-II MDA Multan had again issued final notice to 

the contractor vide No. 250/ EE-II/MDA dated 08.08.2015. Reply was not 

tenable because contractor failed to complete the work despite issuance of 
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final notice dated 11.03.2015. The issuance of 2nd final notice by the 

Executive Engineer-II MDA tantamount to undue favour to the defaulting 

contractor.  

 
 SDAC meeting was held on 24.11.2015. Authority neither 

produced record nor attended the meeting. The Committee directed to 

produce complete record in all respect. No compliance of Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 
 Audit recommends early rescindment of contract and execution of 

balance work at the risk and cost of defaulting contractor. 

(DP. 27) 
 

3.4.22 Un-due financial aid to contractor due to non-renewal of 

performance security - Rs 87.92 million 

 

As per clause 7 read with item (h) memorandum of work, the 

contractor is required to provide performance security in from bank 

guarantee @ 5% of the acceptance tender price within 15 days of receipt 

of acceptance letter in the case of tenders with cost exceeding Rs 50 

million. If the performance security is not furnished within the specified 

period, the tender already accepted shall be considered as cancelled and 

the tender security will be confiscated by the Engineer Incharge, read with 

Finance Department Notification RO(Tech) FD-1-2/83 (V)(P) dated 6th 

April, 2005. 

 

3.4.22.1 Director Engineering MDA, Multan, did not obtain the renewed 

performance security from the contractor of work “Construction of road, 

Water supply, sewerage, Boundary wall, etc around the scheme Fatima 

Jinnah Town, phase-I Multan” which expired on 31.12.2014 while the 

work was still in progress. 
  
 Weak financial and administrative controls resulted in non-renewal 

of performance security valuing Rs 50.00 million.  
 

 Audit pointed out the matter in July, 2015. The Authority replied 

that work was near to completion and final measurements were under 

process therefore, there was no need of further extension in the 

performance security bond. The reply was not acceptable because the 

performance security of the contractor expired on 31.12.2014 and a period 

of more than eight months since the expiry of bank guarantee had been 
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lapsed but renewed performance security was not obtained while the work 

was still in progress. 
 

 SDAC meeting was held on 24.11.2015. Authority neither 

produced record nor attended the meeting. The Committee directed to 

produce complete record in all respect. No compliance of Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends early renewal of performance security. 

(DP. 32) 
 

3.4.22.2 Managing Director WASA (MDA) Multan awarded the work. 

“Replacement of outlived sewer in (North Zone) WASA Multan from 

Suraj Miani Road, Shah Badar Road Korey Wala, Ismail Zia Colony and 

adjacent locations of Ghaziabad upto Kashimeer Chowk etc.” at an 

agreement cost of Rs 551.16 million in April, 2015 but the performance 

bank guarantee of Bank Islami Pakistan @1% of agreement amount was 

obtained instead of @ 5%. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in undue 

financial benefit to the contractor of Rs 22.05 million.   

 

 Audit pointed the irregularity in September, 2015.  The Agency did 

not reply.  

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

Authority stated that performance security @ 1% of the contract amount 

had been rightly been obtained from the contractor. The Committee 

directed that irregularity be condoned from Finance Department. No 

compliance of Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the 

report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early receipt of performance bank guarantee 

and its verification from Audit. 

(DP. 152) 

 

3.4.22.3 Managing Director WASA (MDA) Multan awarded the work. 

“Replacement of outlived sewer in (Central Zone) WASA Multan from 

kikar stop to Hamza Chowk, Ansar Chowk to Hamza Chowk via Shan 

Chowk and Hamza Chowk to Sameejabad Disposal Station etc.” at an 

agreement cost of Rs 317.40 million in April, 2015 but the performance 
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security in the shape of bank guarantee was not obtained from the 

Contractor M/S Subhan Construction Co.  

 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in undue 

financial benefit to the contractor amounting to Rs 15.87 million.   

 

 

 Audit pointed out the irregularity in September, 2015. The Agency 

did not reply.  

 

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

Authority stated that the chairman tender opening committee did not 

mention the requirement of performance security. Reply was evasive. The 

Committee directed to obtain Bank guarantee / performance security from 

any schedule bank within 15 days with the directions that warning be 

issued to concerned officers/officials to be careful in future. No 

compliance of Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the 

report in January, 2016. 

 

 

 Audit recommends early obtaining of performance bank guarantee 

from the contractor and its verification from the Audit. 

(DP. 164) 

 

 

3.4.23 Non-recovery of publicity fee/rent of shops - Rs 15.40 million 

 

 

According to Government of the Punjab, HUD & PHE Department 

Notification No. SO (UD) 7-8/2012 dated 04-08-2014 read with District 

Coordination Officer Multan’s order No.310 dated 01.10.2014 the Parks 

and Horticulture Authority was established with transfer of assets moveable 

and immoveable of Parks and Garden Department of City District 

Government to PHA Multan w.e.f. 01.10.2014. Further as per decision in a 

meeting held on 14.01.2014 under the Chairmanship of the Director 

General PHA /District Coordination Officer Multan, the recovery of 

Government fee, taxes from advertisement/publicity contractors will be 

made upto 30.06.2015 by the Department of City District Government 
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Multan which would be deposited in the official account of PHA Multan on 

monthly basis. 

 

 

 The Director Horticulture PHA Multan did not recover dues of 

publicity fee and lease rent of Dam Dama Art Gallery Canteen/Shop No.1,2 

and 9 at Qila Kohna Qasim Bagh  Multan from City District Government 

Multan despite expiry of period of four months from close of financial year 

2014-15.  

 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of outstanding publicity fees of Rs 15.40 million. 

 

 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in October, 2015.  The Agency 

replied that matter of transfer of income of publicity from advertisement 

and others w.e.f. 01.10.2014 to 30.06.2015 had been taken up with 

Executive District Officer (F&P), City District Government, Multan.  

 

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 10.12.2015. 

The Authority stated that efforts were being made to recover the 

outstanding dues / funds. The Committee kept the para pending with the 

direction to recover the amount within 30 days. No compliance of 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends recovery and its verification from Audit 

(DP. 216) 

 

 

3.4.24 Non-recovery of commercialization fee - Rs 9.85 million 
 

 According to clause-55 of Punjab Development Authorities land 

use Rules 2009, the conversion fee for conversion of residential, 

industrial, peri-urban or intercity service area to Commercial use shall be 

20% of the value of land as per valuation table or 20% of average sale 

price of preceding twelve months, if valuation table is not available.   
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 Approval of permanent Commercialization of plots was accorded 

by the competent authority but the Director Town Planning MDA did not 

recover the Commercialization fee from four owners of plots as given 

below:   
(Amount in Rs) 

Sr. 

No. 

Name of Owner Date of 

application 

Location of Plot Size of Plot Commer-

cialization 

Fee 

Out-

standing 

Amount in 

Rs. 

01 Mr. Rajab Ali 

S/O Ghulam 

Rasool 

23-05-2015 Mauza 

Bahadurpur 

Near Beacon 

House School 

20-Marla 569350 

pe.marla  

x 20%  

22,77,000 

02 Mst. Rifat 

Tehmina 

07-03-2015 Mauza Abu-ul-

Fateh 

06–Kanal  3,225,600 

03 Rao Ashraf Ali 

S/O Iqrar 

Ahmad 

01-06-2015 Plot No.201-D 

Shah Rukne 

Alam Colony 

Multan 

17.33 

marla i.e. 

4680 Sft 

1761/- per 

Sft x 20%   

1,648,296 

04 Mr. Shakeel 

Ahmad S/O 

Haji Khurshid 

Ahmad 

10-06-2015 Bahadurpur 

Road opposite 

Qasimpur Grid 

Station Multan 

120 marla 

i.e. 32400 

Sft 

417 per sft 

x 20% per 

sft 

2,702,160 

Total 9,853,056 
 

 Weak financial and supervisory controls resulted in non-recovery 

of commercialization fee amounting to Rs 9.85 million.   
 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in July, August, 2015. The 

Authority replied that owners have not deposited the amount resultantly 

the approval would be withdrawn. Reply was not satisfactory as the 

authority had not made concrete efforts for effecting recovery of 

commercialization fee from the owners of the plots. 
 

 SDAC meeting was held on 24.11.2015. Authority neither 

produced record nor attended the meeting. The Committee directed to 

produce complete record in all respect. No compliance of Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends early recovery and its verification from Audit. 

(DP. 26) 
 

3.4.25 Loss due to non-accountal/non-recovery of old material -  

Rs 10.56 million  
 

 As per 18.1.9.1 of specification for execution of works 1967, the 

dismantled material is the property of Govt. and it should be used on 

works or taken on stock or it should be recovered from the contractor.  
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 Managing Director/ Director Finance WASA, Multan awarded 

three works to different contractors during 2001-15. During execution of 

work contractor were made payment for repair/overhauling at various 

disposal station including rewinding of electric motors but neither 

accountal of old material was available in accounts nor cost thereof 

credited to work or recovered from contractor which comes to at least @ 

20% of total value of work done. 

 
 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss due to 

non-accountal or recovery of old material amounting to Rs 10.56 million. 

 
 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in September/October, 2015. 

The Authority did not furnish initial reply. 

 
 The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

09.12.2015. Authority explained that old material retrieved from work was 

submitted in the central store WASA. The Committee directed the 

department to auction the material at the earliest and get it verified from 

audit. 

 
 Audit recommends early compliance of Committee’s directive. 

(FAP DP. 241)  

 

3.4.26 Non-recovery of lease rent - Rs 3.27 million 

 
 As per Director General MDA approval dated 20.12.2014 vide 

Para 460/N of MDA Guest House File, the monthly rent from PHA 

Multan will be recovered @ Rs 7,000/- per room upto 10th of each month. 

As per lease agreement dated 19.06.2014 executed between MDA Multan 

and TMA, the monthly rent was required to be deposited upto 10th of each 

month.   

 
 Director Estate and Land Management MDA Multan did not 

recover the monthly rent of MDA building amounting to Rs 3.27 million 

for the period w.e.f. August, 2014 to June, 2015 from PHA Multan and           

Rs 0.15 million from TMA Sher Shah Town Multan respectively for the 

month of December, 2014 as TMA Sher Shah Town, Multan vacated the 

building on 28.12.2014. Details are tabulated as under: 
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S. No. Department Period  Total 

Rooms 

Rent per 

month 

Total Rent 

1 PHA Multan Aug-2014 to Sep-2014 

(2-months) 

11 7,000 154,000 

2 PHA Multan Oct-2014 to Dec-2014 

(3-months) 

18 7,000 378,000 

3 PHA Multan Jan-2015 to June-2015 

(6-months) 

Whole 

building 

455,901 2,735,406- 

Total 3,267,406 

4 TMA Multan December-2014  

(01 Month) 

Whole 

building 

150,392 150,392 

Total 150,392 

Grand Total 3,417,798 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of rent of building amounting to Rs 3.42 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in August, 2015. The Authority 

replied that challans have been issued to both offices of PHA Multan and 

TMA Sher Shah Town, Multan for deposit of rent. As and when the 

amount received, will be deposited into MDA account, the same would be 

got verified from Audit. 

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

Authority stated that an amount of Rs 0.15 million had been recovered and 

balance amount of Rs 3.40 million would be recovered. The Committee 

directed to effect balance recovery at the earliest. No compliance of 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends for early recovery and its verification from 

Audit. 

(DP. 143) 

 

3.4.27 Less recovery due to incorrect tariff - Rs 2.88 million 

 

According to Para 4.7(1) of the Punjab Financial Rules Vol-1 

(PFR), it was primary responsibility of the departmental authorities to see 

that all revenue, Government dues were correctly and promptly assessed, 

realized and credited to the proper account. Furthermore the charges 

prescribed as per WASA (MDA), approved tariff vide No. 

412/MD/WASA dated 13.12.2003 were required to be recovered w.e.f. 

01.07.2004. 
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3.4.27.1 Director Recovery WASA Multan made less recovery for 

sewerage, water supply and acquifier charges from the owners of two 

properties i.e. Holiday Inn / Ramada Hotel and City Hospital situated in 

Multan by applying incorrect tariff.  

 

Sr. No. Description Amount in Rs. 

01 Sewerage Charges 1,378,100 

02 Water Supply Charges 475,688 

03 Acquifier and sewer Charges  562,649 

Total 2,416,437 

Note:- The detail of each of the above sub-head is attached in (Annexure-R 
Page-341) 
 

 Weak financial and supervisory controls resulted in less recovery 

of Rs 2.42 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the lapse in September, 2015. The Agency 

replied that tariff was correctly charged. The reply was not acceptable 

because on the basis of complaint lodged to Managing Director WASA 

against Ramada Hotel/Holiday Inn Multan for incorrect tariff, Director 

Water Supply WASA Multan visited the site personally and in his report 

dated 10.09.2015 reported to Managing Director WASA Multan that 

correct tariff was not being charged from the owner of said property.  
 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 10.12.2015. 

Authority stated that rates of tariff were applied correctly. Audit pointed 

out that as per Director MDA report made to MD WASA MDA. The 

correct tariff rates were not being applied. The Committee directed to 

complete the inquiry in this regard within 15 days. No compliance of 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends recovery besides fixing of responsibility for 

charging incorrect tariff. 

(DP. 213, 212) 
 

3.4.27.2 Director Estate and Land Management MDA Multan did not 

recover the rent from some of the occupants/rentees of Zakraya Shopping 

center Multan who were not paying their rent since June, 2014. 
 

 Weak financial control resulted in non-recovery of Rs 0.46 million.  
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 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in August, 2015. The Authority 

replied that matter was sub judice and rent would be recovered after the 

final decision of the court. 
 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

Authority stated that the matter was sub judice. The Committee directed to 

pend the para till the final outcome of the court case. No compliance of 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends early recovery and its verification. 

(DP. 144) 
 

3.4.28 Overpayment due to excess use of bitumen in tack coat -  

Rs 1.61 million 
 

 According to section of specification No.611-I to 611-5 of building 

and road construction code 1971, 10 to 12 lbs is to be used in the item 

“P/L Bituminous Tack Coat”. Moreover as per clause No.5 of Finance 

Department letter No. RO. (tech) FD-1-2/2007(P) Dated 21.10.2009 

Bitumen in tack coat was required to be used 10 lbs per 100 cft instead of 

15 lbs per 100 cft.  
 

Director Engineering MDA, Multan, paid an item of work 

“Providing/Laying bituminous tack coat using 15 lbs per % sft area 

complete in all respect for quantity of 1852684.33 sft instead of using 

bitumen 10 lbs per % sft to the contractor for work “Construction of road, 

water supply, sewerage, boundary wall, etc around the scheme Fatima 

Jinnah Town, Phase-I, Multan”.  
 

 Weak technical control resulted in overpayment of Rs 1.61 million.  
 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in July, 2015. The Authority 

replied that recovery on account of excess use of bitumen was made in the 

contractor’s bill but no record in support of reply was produced. 
 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 24.11.2015. 

Authority neither produced the record nor attended the meeting. The 

Committee directed to produce complete record in all respect. No 

compliance of Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the 

report in January, 2016. 
  
 Audit recommends recovery and verification of record. 

(DP. 31) 
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BAHAWALPUR DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY (BDA) 
 

3.4.29 Irregular award of works in violation of PPRA Rules -  

Rs 72.48 million 
 

As per rule 12(2) and 13 of Punjab Procurement Regulatory 

Authority’s (PPRA) Rules 2014 “all procurement opportunities over two 

million rupees would be advertised on the PPRA’s website as well as in 

the other print media or newspapers having wide circulation and under no 

circumstances, the response time would be less than fifteen days for 

national competitive bidding and thirty days for international competitive 

bidding from the date of publication of advertisement”. 
 

 Director General, Bahawalpur Development Authority, 

Bahawalpur awarded different works to the different contractors on 

different dates but neither uploaded the advertisement on PPRA’s Website 

nor advertised in (two) national newspapers. Healthy competition was 

therefore avoided in contravention to above rules. 
 

 Violation of PPRA Rules 2014 resulted in irregular award of works 

of Rs 72.48 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the irregularity in September, 2015. The Agency 

replied that PPRA procedure was adopted. Reply was not tenable as the 

Authority neither provided any documentary proof of uploading the tender 

on PPRA’s Website at the time of Audit nor as yet.  
 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 10.12.2015. 

Authority stated that work was awarded after fulfilling all codal 

formalities but record was not properly linked. The Committee directed to 

get the record re-verified within 15 days. No compliance of Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends probing the matter for fixing responsibility 

besides obtaining condonation of irregularity from the Finance 

Department. 

(DP. 201) 
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PUBLIC HEALTH ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT 

 

3.4.30 Splitting and allotment of works in violation of PPR Rules 

2014 - Rs 357.85 million 

 

As per provision of Punjab Procurement Rules 2014 Chapter II (9) 

“Procurement planning”, a procuring agency shall announce in an 

appropriate manner all proposed procurements for each financial year and 

shall proceed accordingly without any splitting or regrouping of the 

procurements so planned. 

 

Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division, 

Mianwali launched “Comprehensive Urban Water Supply and Sewerage 

Scheme Mianwali” for Rs 365.81 million. Audit observed that while 

tendering, the work was split into six (06) groups and allotted to different 

contractors. The splitting of work was done just to provide undue 

financial benefit to the contractors. 

 

 Weak supervisory control resulted in irregular allotment of work 

amounting to Rs 357.85 million.  

 

 Audit pointed out the lapse in October, 2015. The department 

replied that for the purpose of rapid execution, DNIT of the scheme was 

split into six groups by the competent authority and was allotted to 

different contractors after wide publicity in National Daily Newspapers 

and competition in tendering process. The reply was not satisfactory 

because splitting/regrouping of works was done in violation of provisions 

of Punjab Procurement Rules, 2009. Moreover, all the works were still in 

running condition.  

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

15.12.2015. The department reiterated its previous reply. The Committee 

disagreed with the contention of the department and upheld the view point 

of Audit that splitting/ regrouping of works was done just to provide 

undue financial benefit to the contractors in violation of provision of 

Punjab Procurement Rules-2014. The Committee directed the department 

to get condonation from the Finance Department. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016.   
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 Audit recommends disciplinary action against the responsible 

officers/ officials besides obtaining condonation from the Finance 

Department. 

(DP. 168) 

 

3.4.31 Non-recovery of secured and mobilization advances - Rs 90.66 

million 

 

According to clause 45 of the contract agreement read with para 

2.98 of Building and Roads Department code, secured advance will be 

given to the contractor on imperishable material brought at site. The 

recovery of the material would be as per its consumption at site or within 3 

months.  

 

According to Finance Department notification No.RO(Tech) 

F.D.18.44/ 2006 dated 07.12.2007, the mobilization advance @ 10% (and 

5% subsequent to completion of work) would be given to the contractor 

whose tendered amount in the acceptance letter exceed 10 million, the 

recovery of mobilization advance will be made after expiry of 20% period 

of completion or 20% of the work done whichever is earlier @ 25% of 

work done in each bill. 

 

3.4.31.1 Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division, 

Narowal paid mobilization and secured advances of Rs 23.74 million and 

31.96 million respectively during April and November, 2014. Despite 

lapse of more than eight months, amount of Rs 28.26 million was still 

recoverable from the contractor without any justification as tabulated 

below: 
(Rs in million) 

Bill 

No 

Mobilizati

on 

advance  

Recovered Balance Secured 

advance  

Recovered Balance Total 

balance 

4th  23.74 - - - - - - 

5th  -   3.058  - - - - - 

11th   - 17.979   - 31.962  - - - 

12th  - - - - 6.403 - - 

Total  23.74 21.04  2.70 31.96 6.40 25.56 28.26 

  

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted non-recovery of 

Rs 28.26 million. 
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Audit pointed out the non-recovery in July, 2015. The department 

replied that contractor had started production of the RCC pipe in full 

swing but unprecedented rains in April-May hampered the progress of 

laying of pipe and a good quantity of RCC pipe, bajri and steel was left 

unconsumed. The reply was not tenable because the contractor had 

delayed the completion of work as per time schedule and used government 

funds without any justification. Besides, the scheme was deleted from the 

ADP of 2015-16 and became unfunded, it was not clear how the recovery 

of huge amount would be made from the contractor. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 26.11.2015. 

The department explained that mobilization advance and secured advance 

for Rs 23.04 million and Rs 9.68 million had been recovered out of 

recoverable amount of Rs 23.74 million and Rs 32.54 million respectively 

upto 14th running bill dated 29.09.2015. Audit contended that the 

department paid huge amount on account of mobilization and secured 

advances just to utilize the funds and the recovery/adjustment was delayed 

despite lapse of one year. The Committee directed the department to 

adjust/ recover the balance amount of mobilization advance and secured 

advance of Rs 0.70 million and Rs 22.86 million in next running bill at the 

earliest and get it verified from Audit. The amount of the para was reduced 

upto Rs 23.56 million. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was 

reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016.   

 

Audit recommends investigating the matter besides effecting 

recovery of amount. 

(DP. 22) 

 

3.4.31.2 Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division, 

Nankana Sahib paid secured advance to the contractors for the work 

“Extension of urban water supply and sewerage schemes Nankana Sahib” 

for the supply of the pumping machinery, PVC pipe, blind pipe, F.G.R 

stainer 12”and A.C. Pipe 8” dia but the recovery was not made despite 

lapse of more than three months.  
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of outstanding secured advance of Rs 17.76 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in July, 2015. The department 

replied that the scheme was unfunded during 2009-10 and remained 
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unfunded for 2 years due to which further work was held up and secured 

advance could not be recovered. It would be recovered in the next bill.  
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 26.11.2015. 

The recovery was admitted by the department and promised to make it in 

next running bill. The Committee directed the department for early 

recovery of secured advance and its verification from Audit. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016.   
 

The matter needs to be investigated and recovery effected. 

(DP. 1) 

 
3.4.31.3  Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division, Chiniot 

paid secured advance to contractor for Rs 14.60 million in 1st to 4th 

running bill which was not utilized/adjusted so far. 

 
Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-

utilization/adjustment of secured advance amounting to Rs 14.60 million. 

 
Audit pointed out the non-utilization/adjustment of secured 

advance in August, 2015. The department replied that the secured advance 

was paid to the contractor against the material brought actually at site in 

accordance with the provision in clause 45 of the agreement. Due to 

dispute of site of disposal work and stay order from court, physical work 

could not be started. The department further added that the matter stood 

resolved and physical work would be started soon, resulting in 

consumption of material and adjustment of secured advance. The reply 

was not tenable as recovery had not been made so far.  

 
The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 15.12.2015. 

The department reiterated its previous stance. It was further explained that 

secured advance amounting to Rs 1.09 million was recovered. Balance 

amount of secured advance would be recovered in next running bill. The 

Committee directed to effect the balance recovery of Rs 13.50 million. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016.   

 
Audit recommends early adjustment/utilization of secured advance 

and its verification. 

(DP. 142) 
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3.4.31.4 Executive Engineer, Public Health Division, Gujrat allotted the 

work “Construction of Water Supply System Gujrat City (Group III)” to 

the contractors for Rs 155.72 million during June, 2009 which was to be 

completed up to December, 2010. The department paid mobilization 

advance of Rs 23.00 million to the contractor upto 3rd running bill paid 

during December, 2009. Outstanding mobilization advance of Rs 11.56 

million could not be recovered despite lapse of more than 5½ years upto 

June, 2015. Audit observed that the contractor had failed to execute any 

substantial work at site and after 5½ years financial progress of work was 

only 29.37 % but department did not take any action for recovery of 

government money.  
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery of 

Rs 11.56 million.  
 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in September, 2015. The 

department replied that the contractor had approached the Court of Senior 

Civil Judge Islamabad against the recovery of mobilization advance who 

granted stay order and the bank had accorded extension in time limit of 

mobilization advance upto 31.12.2015. The reply was not satisfactory 

because due to poor performance of the contractor, the S.E PHE Circle, 

Gujranwala vide No 2707/B dated 07.03.2015 and 3746/B dated 

24.03.2015 addressed to Chief Engineer (N) Public Health Engineering 

Department recommended the rescindment of contract and completion of 

balance work at the risk and cost of original contractor. No further action 

against the contractors was taken. Further, decision of the Chief Engineer 

(N) PHE Department was also not shown to Audit. A criminal case of theft 

of material was also under investigation with police department against the 

contractor. 
 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 26.11.2015. 

The department explained that the concerned bank was repeatedly 

requested for encashment of bank guarantee but the contractor filed the 

Civil Suit in the Court of Senior Civil Judge, Islamabad. Furthermore, the 

State Bank of Pakistan was also approached for encashment of bank 

guarantee issued by the HBL, Civic Centre Branch, Islamabad. Audit 

contended that neither the department produced any stay order about 

encashment of bank guarantee nor produced any evidences regarding 

pursuance of the matter with State Bank of Pakistan for encashment of 

bank guarantee (extended upto 31.12.2015). The Committee directed the 

department to follow the court case as well as State Bank of Pakistan / 

HBL for encashment of bank guarantee prior to validity period i.e. 
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31.12.2015 for recovery of mobilization advance and get it verified from 

Audit within 30 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was 

reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016.   

 

 Audit recommends investigation for fixing of responsibility against 

the officer(s) concerned besides effecting early recovery of amount. 

(DP. 14) 

 

3.4.31.5 Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division, Chiniot 

paid mobilization advance of Rs 11.00 million to contractor on 28.02.2015 

in 1st running bill but did not deduct the mobilization advance upto the 

payment of 4th running bill. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 11.00 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in August, 2015. The 

department replied that the mobilization advance was paid to the 

contractor in the light of contract agreement. At the time of start of work a 

dispute was created by the land owner of the site where the disposal 

station was proposed to be installed and also got the stay order from court. 

As per the policy of government no physical work could be started before 

the finalization of site of disposal work. However, stay order had been 

vacated and work would be started soon and the mobilization advance 

would be recovered. The recovery needs to be effected at the earliest.  

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 15.12.2015. 

The department reiterated its earlier reply and added that 25% 

mobilization advance amounting to Rs 1.16 million had been recovered 

from 5th running bill. The Committee directed to get the record of recovery 

verified by Audit and to effect the balance recovery of Rs 9.84 million. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016.   

 

Audit recommends early recovery of balance amount and its 

verification. 

(DP. 141) 

 
3.4.31.6 Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division, 

Khanewal, awarded work “Urban Water Supply and Sewerage Scheme, 

Abdul Hakim City Phase I, Tehsil Kabirwala, Distt, Khanewal” to a 
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contractor on 05.03.2015. Secured advance to the tune of Rs 5.73 million 

was allowed to the contractor in 2nd running bill paid on 19.04.2014 on the 

following material brought at site @ 75% of full agreement rate as 

tabulated below: 

Item Qty Rate 

(Rs) 

Amount 

(Rs) 

Centrifugal Sullage 

Pump, 3.0 Cusic 

02 868,383 P Set 1,736,766 

Cable, 37/0.103 960 rft 2,025 P rft 1,944,000 

Generator, 100KV 01 2,048,250 P 2,048,250 

Total: 5,729,016 

 

Further scrutiny had revealed that upto the last paid bill i.e. 10th 

running (paid on 11.06.2015) the material could not be consumed after a 

lapse of 15 months which clearly indicates that there was no immediate 

need for the utilization of the material but in order to provide financial 

benefit to the contractor, undue secured advance was allowed. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of secured advance of Rs 5.73 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in September, 2015. The 

department replied that the secured advance against six pumping machines 

was paid to the contractor as admissible under the rules. Four machines 

had been fixed and accordingly secured advance against those had been 

recovered. Similarly secured advance against two generators was paid out 

of which one had been fixed and accordingly adjusted/recovered. It was 

further replied that balance two machines, three core cable and one 

generator pointed out by Audit had also been installed and secured 

advance paid against those would be recovered in the next running bill. 

Department admitted the irregularity that secured advance was not 

adjusted within a period of three months. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 15.12.2015. 

The department reiterated its previous stance. The Committee directed the 

department to effect the total recovery in next bill. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016.   
 

Audit recommends early recovery of mobilization advance from 

the contractor. 

(DP. 111) 
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3.4.31.7 Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division, 

Mianwali allotted a work during February, 2015 for Rs 12.33 million 
which was 23.41% below the estimated cost of work. Audit observed that 

upto 4th running bill secured advance of Rs 5.08 million was still 

recoverable from the contractor whereas scope of work as approved in 

TSE and contract agreement had already been achieved.  
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 5.08 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in November, 2015. The 

department replied that in order to fulfill the public demand, the estimate 

was revised and technically sanctioned by the competent authority and 

accordingly contract was enhanced. The work was ongoing and recovery 

of secured advance would be made in due course. The reply was not 

accepted because revised estimate was approved irregularly without 

revised administrative approval. Besides, payment/ enhancement of 

contract was 18.28% above the original which was beyond the 

permissible limit of 15% as per Punjab Procurement Rules-2009. 

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

15.12.2015. The department reiterated its previous stance. The Committee 

directed the department to get administrative approval and to regularize 

the revised estimate in concurrence with the Finance Department, under 

intimation to Audit. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was 

reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016.   

 

 Audit recommends finalization of accounts of work as per FD 

letter dated 29.03.2005 and recovery thereof besides condonation of 

irregular enhancement from the Finance Department. 

(DP. 173) 

 

3.4.31.8  Executive Engineer, Public Health Division, Sialkot allotted a 

work for Rs 48.73 million during March, 2014 with completion period of 

3 months i.e. upto 07.06.2014 and during May, 2014 paid secured advance 

of Rs 2.46 million on 3496 running feet R.C.C pipe 30 inch dia. Despite 

lapse of sixteen (16) months, the contractor failed to complete the work as 

per contractual obligation but the department neither took any action 

against the contractor nor recovered secured advance outstanding against 

the contractor. 
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Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 2.46 million.   

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in August, 2015. The 

department replied that the outstanding material was available at site and 

not consumed in work, therefore recovery could not be made. The 

recovery would be made on consumption of material in the next bill. The 

reply was not satisfactory because the department did not explain the 

delay in completion of work. Beside the Superintending Engineer, PHE 

circle, Gujranwala vide its inspection note No.6145-51/B, dated 

29.04.2015 had reported that execution of work was poor and work at site 

was not found satisfactory.  

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 26.11.2015. 

The department admitted and promised for recovery/ adjustment of 

secured advance from next bill. The Committee directed the department 

that recovery/adjustment be made from next bill of the contractor within 

30 days and got verified from Audit. Compliance of the Committee’s 

directive was not reported till finalization of the report.   

 

Audit recommends early recovery alongwith fixing responsibility. 

(DP. 41) 

 

3.4.32 Irregular payment beyond approved scope and non-

finalization of work - Rs 25.54 million 
 

As per para 5.19 of B&R Code, no excess over a revised estimate 

can be sanctioned without the concurrence of the Finance Department. 

 

3.4.32.1 Executive Engineer, Public Health Division, Hafizabad allotted a 

work in four (04) groups to various contractors during 2009 with 

completion period upto August, 2010. Audit observed that during 

execution of work the department measured and paid different items of 

work which were in excess of scope of work approved in 2nd revised 

estimate. The payment was made to the contractors without concurrence 

of the Finance Department. Moreover, despite lapse of six years from 

allotment of work, the department failed to finalize the work without any 

justification.  

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in irregular 

payment of Rs 24.81 million.  
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Audit pointed out the irregular payment in November, 2015. The 

department replied that the work was done as per site requirement and 

within the approved cost of estimate. The reply was not accepted because 

work was executed in excess of provision of 2nd revised estimate and was 

yet to be finalized.  

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

14.12.2015. The Department explained that funds were received in 

installments. Last installment of funds was received in June, 2015 due to 

which the scheme could not be completed in time. The Committee 

directed the department to produce final bill to Audit for verification. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016.   

 

 Audit recommends finalization of accounts of work and revision 

of estimate or recovery. 

(DP. 183) 

 

3.4.32.2 Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division, 

Nanakana Sahib made payments of some items of work more than revised 

sanctioned estimate accorded by the competent authority.  

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in irregular 

payment of Rs 0.73 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the irregular payment in July, 2015. The 

department replied that the quantities of the item of work were executed 

as per site requirements. The expenditure was within estimated cost. The 

reply was not accepted because excess payment could not be made to the 

contractors without provision in the revised technical sanctioned estimate 

accorded by the competent authority and also it was against the rule ibid. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

26.11.2015. The department explained that the excess quantity was 

executed as per site requirement and it would be regularized through 3rd 

RTSE. Committee directed to regularize it at the earliest otherwise to 

effect the recovery and get it verified from Audit. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016.   
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The matter needs to be investigated and recovery effected. 

(DP.  02) 

 
 

3.4.33 Non-obtaining of performance security and non-revalidation of 

bank guarantee - Rs 18.71 million 

 

As per Clause-7 read with item (h) memorandum of work in 

agreement and amendment issued by Finance Department dated 

06.04.2005, the contractor shall provide performance security in the form 

of cash, bank draft or guarantee from a scheduled bank @ 5% of the 

accepted tender price in case of tender with cost exceeding Rs 50 million 

within 15 days of receipt of acceptance letter. If performance security is 

not furnished, the tender already accepted shall be considered as 

cancelled. 
 

 Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division, 

Hafizabad allotted the work “Urban Sewerage Scheme/Drainage Scheme 

Eastern Side (Ghari Awan and Allied Abadies) Hafizabad City” to a 

contractor in May, 2014 for 219.53 million. The performance guarantee 

submitted by the contractor vide No PG/2043/001/14 dated 07.05.2014 

for Rs 9.35 million expired on 06.09.2014. The department did not obtain 

fresh performance/bank guarantee despite lapse of one year whereas work 

was still in progress. Similarly bank guarantee for mobilization advance 

amounting to Rs 18.71 million furnished by the contractor also expired on 

21.09.2015 but no fresh bank guarantee was obtained.  

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in undue financial 

benefit to the contractor of Rs 28.06 million.  
 

Audit pointed out the lapse in November, 2015. The department 

replied that the contractor was directed vide letter No 466-68/H dated 

05.03.2015, 602-04/H dated 19.03.2015 and 789-91/H dated 10.04.2015 

to furnish revalidation of bank guarantee. The reply was not satisfactory 

because the bank guarantees had expired on 06.09.2014 and 21.09.2015 

but the Divisional Officer concerned did not initiate any action despite the 

fact the work was still in progress. Neither the contractor furnished the 

revalidated performance/bank guarantees nor the department took any 

action against the contractor as per relevant clause of contract. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

14.12.2015. The Department explained that the revalidation of 
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performance guarantee for Rs 10 million was obtained and revalidation of 

bank guarantee in respect of mobilization advance of Rs 18.71 million 

would be revalidated at the earliest. Committee reduced the para to the 

extent of Rs 18.71 million and directed to get the valid bank guarantee 

within 30 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported 

till finalization of the report in January, 2016.   

 

 Audit recommends early recovery alongwith fixing responsibility 

for not getting the bank guarantee encashed/revalidated before its expiry 

date against the concerned officers.  

(DP. 179) 
 

3.4.34 Excess payment due to execution of inadmissible item -            

Rs 15.21 million 
 

Criteria for structure to be constructed states that item of work 

“Reinforced cement concrete in slab of rafts/ strip foundation, base slab of 

column and retaining walls etc 1:2:4 (item no. 6 (a) (ii) in chapter No. 06 

of MRS) is required to be executed instead of item “Reinforced cement 

concrete in roof slab, beam, column lintels, girders 1:2:4 (item No. 6 (a) 

(i) in chapter No. 06 of MRS) 
 

Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division Chiniot 

made payment for the item “RCC 1:2:4 in roof slab, beam, column, 

lintels” for a quantity of 206653 cft instead of the item “RCC 1:2:4 in slab 

of rafts/strip foundation, base slab of column and retaining walls etc” for 

the construction of RCC sullage carrier. 
 

Weak supervisory and technical controls resulted in excess 

payment of Rs 15.21 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the excess payment in October, 2015 and was 

asked to recover the overpaid account. No reply of the department was 

received. The department must recover excess payment due to the 

application of incorrect item upto the final bill. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

15.12.2015. The department explained that the work was executed as per 

TSE / DNIT approved by the Chief Engineer. The Committee disagreed 

with the contention of the department and directed to effect the recovery 

calculated on the basis of last running bill or get it clarified from Finance 

Department at the earliest. No compliance of the Committee’s directive 

was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016.   
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Audit recommends early recovery and its verification. 

(DP. 140) 
 

3.4.35 Pre-mature release of security deposits to contractors -           

Rs 14.54 million 
 

As per clause 50 of the contract agreement the amount retained as 

security deposit shall not be refunded to the contractor before the expiry 

of 6 months, in the case of original work valuing upto Rs 5 million and 12 

months, or even more as may be determined by the Engineer In-charge, 

with the prior approval of the Chief Engineer in case of the works valuing 

above rupees five million after the issuance of certificate of completion of 

work under clause 40 of contract agreement. 
 

 Executive Engineer, Public Health Division, Gujranwala and 

Gujrat released security deposits of various works during the months of 

November & December, 2014 and September, 2014 to February, 2015 

respectively without final bill of the contractors, issuance of completion 

certificates and closing of accounts of works as tabulated below:  
 

Sr. 

No 

Formation No of works Release of pre-mature 

security deposit 

1 PHE Gujranwala 13 8,013,139 

2 PHE Gujrat 14 6,532,242 

                                                    Total  14,545,381 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in pre-mature 

release of security deposit Rs 14.54 million.  
 

 Audit pointed out the lapse in August and September, 2015. The 

XEN Gujranwala replied that security deposits were released after 

finalization of bills and issuance of completion certificate with all codal 

formalities while XEN Gujrat replied that after consultation of record 

detailed reply would be submitted. The replies were not tenable because 

department released pre-mature securities irregularly at the risk of 

government interest. 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

26.11.2015. The XEN Gujranwala explained that security had been 

released to the contractor after finalization of final bill and issuance of 

completion certificate with all codal formalities. The XEN Gujrat 

explained that security was released to the contractors after completion of 

maturity period. Audit contended that department did not produce 
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complete record regarding respective schemes i.e. (final bills of the 

contractors/last record entries in MB’s, issuance of completion 

certificates, closing of accounts of works and date of security releases). 

The Committee directed the department to get the record verified from 

Audit within 30 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was 

reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016.   
 

 Audit recommends investigation for fixing responsibility against 

the officer(s) concerned. 

(DP. 44, 9) 
 

3.4.36 Extra payment of secured advance by applying incorrect 

material rate - Rs 13.76 million 
 

 As per Para 2.105 of Public Works Department Code, Advances to 

contractors are as a rule prohibited, and every endeavor should be made to 

maintain a system under which no payments are made except for works 

actually done. However, cases in which a contractor, whose contract is for 

finished work, requires an advance on the security of material brought to 

site, Divisional Officer may in such cases, sanction advances up to an 

amount not exceeding 75 % of the value of such material.  
 

 Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division, Narowal 

and Mianwali during May and June, 2015 paid secured advance of           

Rs 41.87 million on the materials. Audit observed that while calculating 

values/rates of materials, the department applied the composite rate 

quoted by the contractors instead of 75% of the net values/rates of such 

material as tabulated below: 
        (Amount in Rs) 

Sr. 

No 

Formation Name of item Paid secured 

advance 

Extra 

Payment 

1 PHE 

Mianwali 

PVC pipe 5” dia  GI 

pipe 1½ “ dia and 

submersible pumps 

16.307 8,526,320 

2 PHE 

Narowal 

RCC pipe steel bar 

crushed stone and 

bajri 

25.559 5,233,108 

                                                      Total  41.866 13,759,428 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in extra payment 

of Rs 13.76 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the extra payment in August and November, 

2015. The department replied that secured advance was made on actual 

market rates after collecting quotations from local market. The reply was 
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not tenable because rates of RCC pipes etc. were available in material 

input rates as placed on website by the Finance Department and same rate 

should had been applied/paid. It was also worth mentioning that in case of 

Mianwali, the scheme was deleted from ADP for the year 2015-16 and 

became unfunded but huge amount was outstanding against the 

contractor.  
 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 26.11.2015 

and 15.12.2015. The department promised to effect the recovery from the 

next running bill of the contractors. The Committee directed the 

department to effect the recovery at the earliest and get it verified from 

Audit. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was intimated till 

finalization of the report. 
 

 Audit recommends recovery at the earliest. 

(DP. 16, 171) 
 

3.4.37 Overpayment due to sanction of incorrect rate analysis of 

crush stone - Rs 10.05 million 
 

 According to the instructions issued by the Finance Department, 

vide No RO (Tech)FD-18-23/2004, dated 21.09.2004, rate analysis for the 

non-standardized items shall be prepared by the Executive 

Engineer/Deputy Director, clearly giving the specifications of the material 

used and approved by the competent authority not below the rank of 

Superintending Engineer/Director on the basis of input rate/MRS of 

relevant quarter and template placed at website of Finance Department. 
 

3.4.37.1 Executive Engineer, Public Health Division, Jhelum got 

approved non-standardized rate for the item “Supplying and filling dry 

rammed crush stone ¼” to 1” size” laid under bed of sewer and made 

payment at higher rate of Rs 45 per cubic feet by allowing incorrect loose 

factor of bajri as 120 cubic feet, compaction charges and six unskilled 

coolies instead of three. Audit observed that the department incorrectly 

calculated and paid higher rate of Rs 45 per cubic feet instead of correct 

rate of Rs 30 per cubic feet. 
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 8.31.   
 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in October, 2015. The 

department replied that the analysis of rate for non-scheduled item crush 

stone was prepared correctly by taking 120 cft as loose material for 100 
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cft compacted, six unskilled coolies for carriage and compacting. The 

reply was not accepted because work was allotted during September, 

2009 but copy of rate analysis produced to audit was approved during 

September, 2014, in violation of direction of the Finance Department. 

Further, the department made incorrect provisions of loose factor of 120 

cft for cost of crush stone and carriage charges, extra number of coolies 

and compaction charges in rate analysis. 

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

14.12.2015. The department reiterated its previous response. The 

Committee disagreed with the departmental contention as incorrect 

provisions of loose factor of 120 cft for cost of crush stone, carriage 

charges, extra numbers of coolies, compaction charges was made in rate 

analysis and directed the department to refer the case to the Finance 

Department for clarification. No compliance of the Committee’s directive 

was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016.   

 

Audit recommends clarification from FD besides fixing 

responsibility for non-compliance of the Finance Department’s 

instructions. 

(DP. 124) 

 

3.4.37.2 Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division, Sialkot 

measured and paid a non-scheduled item “providing/laying tuff tile 60 

mm thick (grey) 7000 PSI” @ Rs 76.80 per sft instead of 75.95 per sft by 

allowing excess rate of sand of Rs 1,080 per % cft. Audit observed that 

overpayment was made due to inclusion of incorrect rate of sand as         

Rs 1,080 per % instead of Rs 900 per % as per material input rates for 1st 

August, 2014 to 31st January, 2015 (Sialkot) placed on website by the 

Finance Department.  

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 0.80 million.   

 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The 

department replied that rate for “Supplying and filling sand under floor or 

plugging in wells” was taken correctly as Rs 1,080 per % cft. The reply 

was not tenable because as per instructions of Finance Department, rate 

analysis of non-standardized item should be prepared by applying input 

rates of relevant quarter as placed on website by the Finance Department. 
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 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

26.11.2015. The department promised to recover full amount from the 

contractor. The Committee directed the department to effect the recovery 

within one month and get it verified from Audit. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was intimated till finalization of the report. 
 

 Audit recommends recovery at the earliest. 

(DP. 34) 
 

3.4.37.3 Executive Engineer, Public Health Division, Hafizabad 

incorrectly calculated and paid Rs 74.16 per cft instead of Rs 69 per cft 

for the item “Supplying and filling dry rammed crush stone ¼” to 1” size” 

laid under bed of sewer.  
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 0.67 million.   
 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in November, 2015. The 

department replied that the rate was approved by the competent authority 

in TSE. Bid was also approved by competent authority i.e. Chief Engineer 

(North) PHED Lahore. The reply was not accepted because incorrect 

provision of loose factor of crush was made in rate analysis without any 

justification. 
 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

14.12.2015. The department explained that the crush stone was first 

dumped at one place and then shifted into trenches during which shifted 

quantity of crush stone was wasted and loose factor of crush stone was 

granted by FD template. The Committee directed the department to refer 

the case to the Finance Department for clarification. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016.   
 

Audit recommends clarification from FD besides fixing 

responsibility for non-compliance of the Finance Department’s 

instructions. 

 (DP. 177) 
 

3.4.37.4 Executive Engineer, Public Health Division, Attock got approved 

non-standardized rate and made payment for item “Supplying and filling 

dry rammed crush stone ¼” to 1” size” laid under bed of sewer at a rate of 

Rs 61 per cubic feet by allowing incorrect loose factor of bajri as 110 

cubic feet and three extra coolies for local carriage of crush. Audit 
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observed that the department incorrectly calculated and paid higher rate of 

Rs 63.74 per cubic feet (Rs 61+4.5% above) instead of correct rate of Rs 

47 per cubic feet. 
 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 0.27 million.   
 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in October, 2015. The 

department replied that analysis of rate was approved and payment was 

made as per TSE. The reply was not accepted because incorrect provision 

of material and labour was made in rate analysis without any justification. 
 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

14.12.2015. The department stated that the analysis of rate was approved 

and payment was made as per technical sanction estimate. The 

Committee disagreed with the departmental contention as incorrect 

provisions of loose factor of 120 cft for cost of crush stone, carriage 

charges, extra numbers of coolies, compaction charges were made in rate 

analysis and directed the department to refer the case to the Finance 

Department for clarification. No compliance of the Committee’s directive 

was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016.   
 

Audit recommends clarification from FD besides fixing of 

responsibility for non-compliance of the Finance Department’s 

instructions. 

 (DP. 157) 
 

3.4.38 Overpayment due to application of incorrect rate - Rs 7.48 

million 
 

As per Para 2.75 of Public Works Department Code, Engineers 

and their subordinates are responsible that the terms of contracts are 

strictly enforced, and that no act is done tending to nullify or vitiate a 

contract.  
 

Examination of rough cost estimate, technical sanction estimate, 

DNIT/BOQ revealed that the Executive Engineer, Public Health 

Engineering Division, Rawalpindi got approved rate of Rs 781.25 per % 

cft item of work “Carriage of % cft all material like stone aggregate, 

spawl, kankar etc by any mean owned by the contractor” against which 

contractor quoted rate of 4.5 % above estimated rate. Audit observed that 

during execution department paid incorrect/ excess rate of Rs 2,796 per % 
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cft instead of admissible rate of Rs 816.41 (i.e. Rs 781.25+4.5% above) 

per % cft as approved in contract agreement. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 7.48 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in October, 2015. The 

department replied that MRS rates were not workable because material 

was brought up to Chitta Mor by normal vehicle which was almost 7-8 

Km away from the site of work and beyond that material was transported 

through 4x4 small vehicles. The contractor pointed out this difficulty. 

Therefore, an additional item for carriage of material was added and after 

approval of rate analysis, payment was made. The reply was not accepted 

because rate was quoted by the contractor in his bid was accordingly 

depicted in acceptance letter/contract agreement and rate once agreed 

could not be increased. Moreover, as per “General Direction No. 7” for 

the guidance of the tenderer, the tenderer was required to inspect and 

examine the site/ surrounds at his own expense and satisfy himself before 

submitting his tender as to the form and nature of ground & site, the 

nature and lay out of the terrain. The tenderer should specially investigate 

the sources of materials to be used for the work. Moreover, as per 

direction of PAC issued in its meeting 16.04.2007 lead could not be 

changed after the sanction of estimate. 
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

14.12.2015. The department reiterated its earlier reply. The Committee 

disagreed with the contention of the department and directed to effect the 

recovery within a week. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was 

reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016.   
 

 Audit recommends early recovery besides taking disciplinary 

action against the responsible. 

(DP. 158) 
 

3.4.39 Non-recovery of general sales tax from consultants and 

unregistered firms - Rs 5.68  
 

As per Government of Pakistan Ministry of Finance, Economic 

Affairs, Revenue Division, No SRO 660(1) /2007, dated 30.06.2007, all 

withholding agents shall make purchases of taxable goods from a person 

duly registered under Sales Tax Act, 1990 provided that under 

unavoidable circumstances and for reasons to be recorded in writing, 
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purchases are made from unregistered persons, the withholding agent 

shall deduct sales tax at 17 % of the value of taxable goods from the 

supplier. Further as per Finance Department, Punjab Revenue Authority 

letter No. PRA/Eng. Consultants-67/13/7, dated 08.07.2013, general sales 

tax @ 16% was liable on consultant payment with effect from 

01.07.2013. 

 

3.4.39.1 Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division, Attock 

made payment of Rs 27.99 million to contractor for non-schedule item 

“P/L cutting, welding and jointing plain ended 6 mm thick M.S Seam 

welded pipe” @ Rs 3,593.77 per rft. Audit observed that rate of M.S Pipe 

for Rs 2,065 per rft, approved in rate analysis, was inclusive of 17% GST 

but while making payment to the contractor the department neither 

obtained sale tax invoices from the contractor nor deducted 17% GST 

amounting to Rs 4.76 million. The department also allowed 20% 

contractor profit and overhead on cost of general sales tax provided in rate 

analysis, which was not admissible to the contractor. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 4.76 million involving overpayment of Rs 0.57 million.   

 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in October, 2015. The 

department replied that the contractor had provided the pipe which was 

purchased from the general sales tax payer firms and invoices were 

available with the department. As regard allowing overhead and profit on 

general sales tax, the department contended that in rate analysis 20% 

contractor profit and overhead was allowed for wastage and other 

unforeseen items of work. The reply was not accepted because no sales 

tax invoices were shown to Audit and as regards 20% overhead and profit 

on component of GST, same was also not acceptable because wastage and 

unforeseen items of work had no relevance with the general sales tax. The 

department incorrectly allowed overhead and profit on general sales tax, 

which should be recovered from the contractor.  

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

14.12.2015. The department reiterated its previous reply. The Committee 

disagreed with the contention of the department as 20% contractor’s profit 

was included in the rate analysis prepared by the department whereas 

contractor purchased machinery directly from the manufacturer who was 

responsible for its testing/ functioning and directed the department to refer 

the case to the Finance Department for clarification. No compliance of the 
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Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016.  

 

Audit recommends clarification from FD besides fixing of 

responsibility for non-compliance of Finance Department’s instructions. 

(DP. 149) 

 

3.4.39.2  Executive Engineer, Public Health Division, Jhelum made 

payment of Rs 2.06 million to various suppliers for supply of various 

items i.e. furniture, stationery, soaps, curtains and to consultants for 

providing services. Audit observed that the department purchased the 

articles from unregistered firms/suppliers in violation of Sales Tax Act, 

1990, and did not deduct 17% GST at the time of making payment. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 0.35 million.   

 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in October, 2015. The 

department replied that recovery of Rs 0.17 million relating to consultants 

would be made from the consultant and about remaining amount, it was 

replied that procurements were made from the contractors who were 

paying general sales tax. The reply was not accepted because no recovery 

was made by the department so far. 
 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

14.12.2015. The department reiterated its earlier reply. The Committee 

directed the department to effect the total recovery within a week. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016.   
 

 Audit recommends early recovery and its verification. 

(DP. 127) 
 

3.4.40 Overpayment due to price variation against secured advance - 

Rs 4.48 million 

 

According to clause 55(9) of contract agreement, if under the 

existing codal rules, secured advance is paid on all or any of the 

imperishable items mentioned in clause 52(2), no price variation shall be 

admissible on such item(s) in respect of the quantity or quantities for 

which secured advance has been paid to the contractor. 
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Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division, Khushab 

paid secured advance to contractors on item “Supply of AC Pipe 24 and 

20 inch dia for 1102 rft and 1575 rft amounting to Rs 2.03 million and     

Rs 2.10 million respectively. Price variation of Rs 2.39 million and          

Rs 2.09 million was paid on the same quantity i.e. 1088 rft and 1575 rft 

(1050 rft + 525 rft) to the contractors which was not admissible. 

 
Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

due to price variation against secured advance amounting to Rs 4.48 

million as tabulated below: 

 
Sr 

No 

Name of 

formation 

Name of 

item 

Secured 

advance paid 

Price variation paid 

on same qty 

1 PHE Khushab  AC Pipe 24” 

dia 

Rs 2033190 for  

1102 rft 

Rs 2.394 (M) for 

1088 rft 

2 PHE Khushab  AC Pipe 20” 

dia 

Rs 2.101 (M) 

for  1575 rft 

Rs 2.090 (M) for 

1575 rft 

                                              Total  Rs 4.484 (M) 

 
Audit pointed out the overpayment in October, 2015. The 

department replied that secured advance was allowed to the contractors in 

running bill and the said pipe was laid at site. It was further stated that 

according to Government of Punjab Finance Department letter dated 

14.03.2012, price variation was admissible on the quantity actually 

consumed on site of work upto the payment of secured advance. Reply of 

the department was not tenable because price variation was paid in 

violation of clause 55 (9) of the agreement.  

 
The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 14.12.2015. 

The department reiterated its previous stance. The Committee disagreed 

with the departmental contention as price variation was paid in violation 

of clause 55 (a) of the agreement. The Committee directed the department 

to effect the total recovery within a week. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016.   

 
Audit recommends recovery at the earliest. 

(DP. 136, 134) 
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3.4.41 Non-recovery due to de-escalation in the rates of diesel -          

Rs 4.02 million 

 

 As per Clause-55 of the contract agreement read with Finance 

Department’s notification No. RO(TECH)FD.1-2/83-vol-(Vl)/(Provl.) 

dated 03.04.2004, in case of any price variation increase / decrease to the 

extent of 5% or more in the price of any of the items takes place after 

acceptance of tender and before the completion of contract, the amount 

payable / recoverable shall be adjusted to the actual variation in the cost 

of the item concerned on the notified rate by the Finance Department on 

its website. 

 

3.4.41.1 Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division, 

Narowal did not recover the de-escalation in the rate of diesel for the 

three works executed during May, 2014 to June, 2015 wherein rate of 

diesel decreased from Rs 101.21 per liter and Rs 109.34 per liter to         

Rs 83.61 per liter.  

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 4.96 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery in July, 2015. The department 

replied that no escalation or price variation was paid to contractor. The 

recovery on account of de-escalation would be made when final price 

variation would be calculated/ prepared. However, the factor i.e. 0.15 

applied by audit was incorrect which was applicable for highway items. 

The factor for building and RCC structure was 0.07 as per clause 55(10) 

of contract agreement. The reply was not tenable because recovery of de-

escalation was required to be made from running bills of the contractor 

instead of delaying it to final bill.  

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

26.11.2015. The department admitted the actual recovery of Rs 2.31 

million of de-escalation by applying the factor of 0.07 for RCC work 

instead of 0.15 as being not applicable and also promised that the de-

escalation would be recovered in the next bill. The para was reduced from 

Rs 4.96 million to Rs 2.31 million. The Committee directed the 

department to effect the recovery within 15 days and get it verified from 

Audit. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016.   
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Audit recommends early recovery. 

(DP. 28) 
 

3.4.41.2 Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division, 

Sahiwal and Khanewal awarded works to the different contractors. At the 

time of tender, the basic price of HSD was Rs 107.39 and Rs 109.34 per 

liter which was reduced during the execution period of work. The 

department could not recover the decrease in prices of HSD from 

contractors in violation of contract clause referred above. 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 1.71 million as tabulated below: 
 

Sr. No Name of Division De-escalation (Rs) 

1 PHE Division Sahiwal       1,024,516 

2 PHE Division Khanewal          682,201 

                          Total       1,706,717 
 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in August and September, 

2015. In both cases, the departments replied that the work was still in 

progress and the rate of high speed diesel decreased but Audit had not 

considered the increases of other allied items (admissible for price 

variation) which renders the overall price variation payable to the 

contractor. It was contended that final payment/ recovery for price 

variation would be assessed in the final bill of the contractors and excess/ 

decreases, if any, would be adjusted accordingly. In both cases, 

departments admitted the recovery. 
 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

15.12.2015. In both the cases, the departments stated that amount under 

objection would be recovered if justified after overall calculation at the 

time of payment of price variation to the contractors. The Committee 

disagreed with the contention of the departments and directed to effect the 

recovery of price de-escalation of HSD within one week. No compliance 

of the Committee’s directive was intimated till finalization of the report. 
 

 Audit recommends early recovery and its verification. 

(DP. 100,112) 
 

3.4.42 Loss due to theft of PVC pipe - Rs 3.90 million 
 

 As per rules 2.34 of Punjab Financial Rules (Volume-I) read with 

para 4.33 of B&R Code, the losses are to be reported to Audit and head of 
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the department immediately after its occurrence. When the matter has 

been fully inquired into, a complete report should be submitted of the 

nature and extent of loss showing the errors or neglect of rules by which 

such loss was rendered possible and the prospects of effecting recovery. 

 
 Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division, Gujrat in 

the execution of work “Construction of Water Supply System, (Group 

III)” paid secured advance of Rs 3.90 million for supply of 14203 running 

feet PVC pipe 8 inch dia which was outstanding/recoverable from the 

contractor. PVC pipes were not available at site because these were stolen 

by the contractor himself as per FIR No 4358 dated 16.06.2014. Despite 

lapse of more than sixteen months, the department took no action against 

the contractor for early recovery of loss. 

 
 Weak supervisory and managerial controls resulted in loss of         

Rs 3.90 million.   

 
 Audit pointed out the loss in September, 2015. The department 

replied that FIR against the contractor was registered and they were in 

touch with the Police Department for recovery of the amount from the 

contractor who was responsible for theft of the pipes. Police Department 

had not made any progress in the matter so far. The reply was not tenable 

because instead of taking action against the contractor for theft of 

material, the department was making further payment to the contractor 

without recovery of stolen material. 

 
 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

26.11.2015. The department reiterated its previous reply. Audit contended 

that the recovery was required to be effected from running bills or by 

encashment of performance security besides pursuance of the FIR against 

the contractor. The Committee directed the department to recover the 

amount of the stolen material at site i.e. Rs 3.90 million from running bills 

or contractor securities subject to early recoupment and get it verified 

from Audit within 30 days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive 

was intimated till finalization of the report. 

 
 Audit recommends recovery at the earliest. 

(DP. 13) 
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3.4.43 Excess payment due to incorrect calculation/ rate - Rs 1.31 

million 
 

 As per Rule 7.29 of DFR, before signing the bill the Sub-

Divisional Officer should compare the quantities in the bill with those 

recorded in MB and see that all the rates are correctly entered and that all 

calculations have been checked arithmetically to be correct. 
 

3.4.43.1 Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division, Gujrat 

while recording measurements of items “Cement Concrete (1:7:20)” and 

“Plain Cement Concrete (1:2:4)” in the MB, calculated incorrect/excess 

quantities as 50517 cubic feet. Whereas, as per dimensions recorded in 

MB actual quantity worked out to 41479 cubic feet.The department 

incorrectly measured and paid quantity of 9038 cubic feet to the 

contractor. 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in excess 

payment of Rs 0.69 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the excess payment in September, 2015. The 

department replied that recovery would be made from the contractor and 

got verified from audit. The reply was not satisfactory because no 

recovery was made by the department so far. 
 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 26.11.2015. 

The department admitted the full recovery of Rs 0.69 million regarding 

incorrect calculation of PCC and promised to recover full amount from the 

next bill as soon as funds were made available. The Committee directed 

the department to effect the same at the earliest and get it verified from 

Audit. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was intimated till 

finalization of the report. 
 

 Audit recommends recovery at the earliest. 

(DP. 12) 
 

3.4.43.2 Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division, Lahore 

paid rate of Rs 6,953.95 per ‰ cft item “Earthwork excavation undressed 

lead upto a single through of Kassi, phaorah or shovel in ordinary soil and 

transportation of earth lead upto 2 miles” instead of admissible rate of     

Rs 5,847.64 per ‰ cft  as provided in contract agreement/acceptance 

letter.  
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 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in excess 

payment of Rs 0.42 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the excess payment in July, 2015. The 

department did not reply.  
 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 26.11.2015. 

The department explained that lead chart of 5-mile was approved by S.E 

and payment was made to contractor accordingly. Audit contended that as 

per directives of the PAC dated 16.04.2007 and Govt. instructions “lead” 

could not be changed after the sanction of the estimate. Whereas, in TS 

estimate/DNIT, acceptance letter lead of 2-mile was approved and also 

entered as 2 miles lead in record entries of MB 7409 at page 31, 94, 104, 

111, 123 and MB 7403 at page 25 and MB 8887 at page 23, 27, 33, 40, 47, 

53. Surprisingly no lead was entered in record entries of MB 8887 at page 

97, 111 and 118 whereas in 10th running bill the lead was taken as 5-miles 

and  paid @ Rs 6,953.95  per ‰ cft instead of the admissible rate of Rs 

5,847.64 per ‰ cft. The Committee directed the department to effect the 

full recovery of overpaid amount within 30 days and get it verified from 

Audit. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was intimated till 

finalization of the report. 
 

 Audit recommends recovery of the overpaid amount at the earliest.  

(DP. 32) 
 

3.4.43.3 Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering Division, 

Khanewal paid Rs 0.72 million instead of Rs 0.51 million due to allowing 

incorrect rate to the contractor on account of dismantling of road 

pavement for the work “Urban Water Supply and Sewerage Scheme City 

Khanewal” as tabulated below: 
 

Dismantling and 

removing of 

road pavement 

Rate paid 

 

 Rs per %cft 

Rate 

admissible 

  

Rs per %cft  

Difference  

 

Rs per 

%cft  

Overpayment 

 

        Rs   

50636 cft 1422.66  1016.04 406.62 205,896 
 

Weak administrative and financial controls resulted in excess 

payment of Rs 0.20 million to the contractor. 
 

Audit pointed out the excess payment in September, 2015. The 

department replied that the rates had been correctly applied and paid to the 

contractor as per site condition. It was also stated that during laying of 
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sewer line starting from Awan chowk to Jaswant Nagar chowk where 

parallel dual carriage way/Road construction for the reach of 2800 rft was 

in progress and no place was available for stacking of dismantled road 

material/metalling within one chain (30 meter) which was compulsorily 

carried beyond one mile and additional carriage was paid accordingly. 

Furthermore the variation had also been got approved from the 

Superintending Engineer PHE Circle, Multan as per site condition. Hence, 

no excess payment was involved. Departmental reply was not acceptable 

because two items of transportation/carriage/lead were paid for disposal of 

earth and re-handling of earth respectively, so the item would have been 

adjusted and there was no need for addition of extra lead in the rate.  
 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 14.12.2015. 

The department gave the same reply. The Committee disagreed with the 

contention of the department as two items of transportation/carriage/lead 

were paid for disposal of earth and re-handling of earth respectively and 

lead once agreed could not be changed. The Committee further directed 

the department to effect the recovery within a week. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016.   
 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(DP. 106) 
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CHAPTER - 4 

 

IRRIGATION DEPARTMENT 
 

4.1  Introduction of department 

 

 Punjab Irrigation Department was established in 1854. The 

Irrigation System in Punjab is divided into 11 field zones. Each field zone 

is controlled by a Chief Engineer with the assistance of the Superintending 

Engineers, Executive Engineers and Sub-Divisional Officers etc. Office of 

the Divisional Engineer is the basic accounting unit assisted by a 

Divisional Accounts Officer. Irrigation Department has 149 formations 

out of which 65 were audited. The main functions of the department 

include: 

  

1. Planning, prioritization and implementation of rehabilitation 

schemes of canals, barrages and headworks and also water 

courses  

2.       Operation and upkeep of irrigation system of the province 

3. To optimize the use of water resources in the province by 

equitable distribution of irrigation water supplied through canal 

outlets 

4. Assessment of water rates based on actual field inspections by 

revenue staff of the department 

5. Implementation of the development programme portfolio and 

foreign aided projects 
 

4.2  Comments on Budget and Accounts (Variance Analysis)  

 

 The budget of Irrigation Department comprises development and 

non-development allocations. The non-development budget is allocated 

under grant No. PC-21009 which caters for salary and repair and 

maintenance works. The development budget is allocated under grant No 

PC-12037 which is the main grant for civil works. Funds for development 

schemes in Irrigation are allocated under grant No. PC-22036.    
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Irrigation Department 

     (Rs in million) 

Grant No 

& Nature 

Original 

Budget 

Supplementary, 

Re-appropriation 

(+/-) & 

Surrender 

Revised 

Budget 

Actual 

Expenditure 

Variation 

Excess/ 

(Saving) 

Variation 

in % 

Non-Development Grant 

PC-21009 15,233.93 (2,410.48) 12,823.45 13,471.77 648.32 5.06 

Development Grants 

PC-22036 410.10 (32.93) 377.17 3.00 (374.17) (99.20) 

PC-12037 47,975.19 (12,504.32) 35,470.87 12,828.19 (22,642.68) (63.83) 

Sub Total 48,385.29 (12,537.25) 35,848.04 12,831.19 (23,016.85) (64.21) 

       

Grand 

Total  63,619.22 (14,947.73) 48,671.49 26,302.96 (22,368.53) (45.96) 

Source: SAP R/3 (CODE: YPIFMISPN) 

  



191 

 

Non-Development Grant 

 

Grant No PC-21009 

 

Under this grant Expenditure 

of Rs 13,471.77 million was 

incurred against the revised 

budget of Rs 12,823.45 

million. Thus, there was an 

excess expenditure of            

Rs 648.32 million (5.06%) 

which was mainly under the 

head A-01 (Employees 

Related Expenses). 

 

 

Development Grant 
 

 

 

Grant No PC-22036 

 

Under development grant 

PC-22036 only Rs 3.00 

million could be spent 

against the revised budget of 

Rs 377.17 million. Thus, 

there was a saving of Rs 

374.17 million which was 

99.20% of the revised 

budget. 

  
 

 
 

 

12,823.45 

13,471.77 

Non-Development

Rs in million

Revised Budget Expenditure

377.17

3

Development

Rs in million

Revised Budge Expenditure
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Grant No PC-12037 

 

Under the development 

grant PC-12037, the 

expenditure incurred was 

Rs 12,828.19 million 

against the revised 

budget of Rs 35,470.87 

million. Thus, there was 

a saving of Rs 22,642.68 

million (63.83%).  
 

 
 

 According to Chapter 14 of Punjab Budget Manual, the spending 

department is required to surrender the grants/appropriations or portion 

thereof to the Finance Department whenever the savings are anticipated. 

However, the Irrigation Department did not surrender savings of  

Rs 22,368.53 million.  
 

 Savings in development grants depict inefficient project 

management and its non-surrender is tantamount to blockage of funds 

which could have been utilized by other departments in best public 

interest.   

 

  

35,470.87 

12,828.19 

PC-12037

Rs in million

Revised Budge Expenditure
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4.3 Brief comments on the status of compliance with PAC 

directives 

  

Status of compliance of PAC directives over the years is tabulated as 

under: 
 

Sr. 

No. 

Audit Report 

Year 

Total 

Paras 

Compliance 

Received 

Compliance 

not Received 

Percentage of 

Compliance 

Irrigation  

1 1956-57 to 

1999-2000 

1490 01 1489 0.06 

2 2000-01 62 - 62  

3 2001-02 41 - 41 - 

4 2003-04 17 - 17 - 

5 2005-06 32 - 32 - 

6 2006-07 22 - 22 - 

7 2009-10 03 01 02 33.33 

8 2010-11 98 - 98 - 

9 2011-12 91 - 91 - 

Total 1856 02 1854 0.11 

Source: PAC Digest and PAC Compliance Cell data base 

 

 According to Punjab Budget Manual’s para 16(25-26), the Finance 

Department is responsible to watch compliance of PAC directives and 

actionable points. However, an effective monitoring mechanism to watch 

compliance of PAC directives on regular basis is not in place either in 

Finance or in the Administrative Departments.  

 

 Principal Accounting Officers were reminded time and again 

regarding non-compliance of PAC directives but no positive response was 

received. PAC was also requested by Audit to intervene and take 

initiatives to institutionalize a review mechanism for prompt and effective 

compliance of PAC directives. Audit is pursuing actively with the 

Principal Accounting Officers through Compliance Cell to expedite the 

compliance of PAC directives. 
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4.4 AUDIT PARAS 
 

4.4.1 Non-obtaining of additional as well as performance security 

from the contractors - Rs 177.28 million 

 

 As per Finance Department’s Notification No. RO (TECH)FD-1-

2/83 (VI)(P) dated 6th April, 2005, performance security in the shape of 

bank guarantee is to be obtained at the rate of 5% of the contract sum. 

According to the Finance Department’s letter No.RO (Tech) FD 1-2/83 

(VI) (P) dated 06.04.2005, additional performance security equal to the 

amount of less quoted rates by the contractor is to be obtained within 15 

days of issuance of acceptance letter or within expiry period of bid, 

whichever is earlier. 

 

 Executive Engineers of Muzaffargarh Canal Division 

Muzaffargarh, LJC Division Rasul and Small Dams Division Islamabad 

issued acceptance letters to various contractors against various works at 

the rates below the estimated rates but did not obtain performance as well 

as additional performance security. Details are given as under: 

 
(Rs in million)  

Sr.  

No 

PDP 

No. 

Name of 

Division 

T.S. Cost Agreem- 

ent Cost 

%age  

below 

Add:  

Perfor- 

mance 

Security 

Perfor-

mance 

Security 

Recov-

ered 

Balan-

ce 

Reco-

very 

 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 7+8-9 

1 193 M-garh 

Canal 

Division, 
M-garh 

399.107  

193.845  

91.978  
60.747 

380.625  

181.015 

64.237 
45.408 

4.563 %  

6.62 %  

30.16 %  
25.25 % 

below 

18.482  

 12.830 

27.740  
 15.338 

19.031 

9.050 

3.211 
Nil 

 

19.031 

9.050 

12.830 
Nil 

18.482  

12.830 

18.121 
15.338 

2 301 LJC 
Division, 

Rasul 

33.077 26.813 16 % 
below 

5.301 Nil 4.174 1.127 

3 305 LJC 

division, 
Rasul 

24.534 20.561 16.19 % 

below 

3.973 Nil 2.709 1.264 

4 336 Small 

Dams 
Division 

Islamaba

d 

631.426 521.306 17.44% 

below 

110.121 Nil Nil 110.121 

Total 193.785 31.292 47.794 177.283 

 

 Weak internal and financial controls resulted in undue financial 

benefit of Rs 177.28 million to the contractors. 
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 Audit pointed out the overpayment in September, October and 

November, 2015. The department replied in first and third case that 

additional performance security was not obtained in the beginning but 

during execution of work, additional performance security of Rs 4.25 

million and Rs 2.78 million was deducted upto 11th and 9th running bills 

respectively. Reply of the department was not accepted because full 

performance security / additional performance security was to be obtained 

within 15 days after issuance of acceptance letter. In second and fourth 

case, the department did not reply. 

 
 The matters were discussed in SDAC meeting held on 12 & 23 

November, 2015 and 02.12.2015. The department replied that in first three 

cases, out of Rs 105.69 million, Rs 5.30 million and Rs 3.97 million, an 

amount of Rs 40.91 million, Rs 4.17 million and Rs 2.71 million had been 

recovered respectively. In fourth case, the department replied that 

additional performance security had been deducted but the same could not 

be got verified. The Committee directed the department to obtain 

additional performance security within 30 days. No compliance of 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 
 Audit advises early obtaining of performance as well as additional 

performance security to safeguard government interest. 

PDP No. 193, 301, 305 ,336 

 
4.4.2 Non-recovery of supply of water and effluent charges -  

Rs 155.95 million  

 
 As per clause-3 of contract agreement dated October, 1996 with 

M/s Rousch Power Plant (Pvt) Ltd. and Government of the Punjab “The 

company will deposit the cost of water at annual basis in advance”. As per 

rule 4.7 (i) of PFR Volume-I, it was primary responsibility of the 

departmental officers to see that all the revenue and Government dues 

were correctly and promptly assessed, realized and credited to the proper 

head of account. 

 
 Executive Engineers of LBDC Division Khanewal, Fordwah Canal 

Division Bahawalnagar and Canal Division Khushab did not recover water 

and effluent charges, effluent water into drains and waste water amounting 

to Rs 188.20 million. Details are given below:  
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(Rs in million) 

Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Name of 

Division 

Name of 

Factories 

water and 

effluent 

charges 

 

effluent 

water 

into 

drains 

 

waste 

water 

 

Grand 

Total 

 

1 321 LBDC 

Division, 

Khanewal 

Rousch 

Power Plant 

64.402 

(including 

15% 

surcharge 

P.A) 

 

-- 

 

-- 

64.402 

2 403 Fordwah 

Canal 

Division, 

Bahawalnagar 

12 No. 

Factories/ 

Mills 

 

-- 

 90.720  

-- 

90.720 

3 472 Canal 

Division, 

Khushab 

different 

factories 

0.834 

-- -- 

0.834 

Total 155.956 

 

 Weak financial and supervisory controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 155.95 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out non-recovery in October and November, 2015. 

The department did not reply. 
 

 The matters were discussed in SDAC meeting held on 02.12.2015. 

In first case, the department stated that the matter was sub judice. The 

Committee kept the para pending till decision of the Court. In second case, 

recovery was admitted by the department. The Committee directed for 

recovery within 90 days. In third case, the department replied that 

recovery was under process. The Committee directed the department to 

effect the balance recovery within 30 days. 
 

 Audit recommends early recovery.  

PDP No. 321, 403, 472 
 

4.4.3 Undue financial aid to the contractor due to allowing higher 

tender rates instead of TSE rates - Rs 82.61 million 
 

 According to clause 47(A) of contract agreement, if a contractor 

quotes such disproportionate rates in his tender which deviate from the 

rates provided in the TSE, the payment of items whose tender rates are 

lower than the T.S rates, will be made at tender rate (s) in full on the 

execution of items (s). The payment of items whose quoted rates are 

higher than the T.S rates shall be made at the rates depicted in TSE. On 
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the execution of such items, the balance payment shall be withheld by the 

engineer in-charge till the completion of the work of items for which low 

rates have been quoted. 
 

 Executive Engineers of Ckakbandi Division Lahore, LBDC 

Division Okara and Small Dams Division Islamabad made payments to 

the contractors for certain items by quoting higher rates against less 

estimated rates in running bills of the contractors during the execution of 

works. Whereas, the items quoted at low rates were not completed in 

violation of above clause of agreement. Details are tabulated as under: 
                

  (Rs in million) 

Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Name of Division Voucher No./ 

Running Bill 

Un-due 

financial aid 

1 125 Chakbandi Div, 

Lahore 

19/34th running bill 27.198 

2 219 LBDC div., Okara 25/4th running bill 12.63  

3 188 LBDC div., Okara 25/4th running bill 9.699  

4 340 Small Dams div 

Islamabad 

5th and running bill 30.444  

5 344 Small Dams div 

Islamabad 

21st and running 

bill 

2.035 

 

Total 82.607 

 

 Weak technical and financial controls resulted in undue benefit of 

Rs 82.61 million to the contractors. 
 

 Audit pointed out non-recovery in July, 2015. The department 

replied that work was substantially completed and the remaining items 

would be executed soon. The minus and plus in the rates would be 

adjusted in final bill of the contractors and got verified from Audit. The 

reply was not tenable because the department made full payment of items 

at higher quoted rates against estimated rates in violation of agreement and 

F.D instructions. 
 

 The matters were discussed in SDAC meetings held on 09,12 and 

23 November, 2015. The department replied that overall imbalance rates 

would be adjusted on completion of works. The Committee kept the para 

pending till completion of works. No compliance of Committee’s directive 

was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends early recovery besides fixing responsibility.  

PDP No. 125, 219, 188,340,344 
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4.4.4 Non-recovery and non-ejectment of unauthorized occupation 

of rest house, government land and shops - Rs 22.12 million 

 

 

 As per rules 2.33 and 4.1 of Punjab Financial Rule, Vol-I, in case 

of any loss sustained to the Government due to fraud or negligence from 

duty, the concerned officer shall personally be responsible for this loss.  

Moreover, the departmental controlling officers were required to ensure 

the timely realization and deposit of the government revenue to the 

government/ public account 

 

 

4.4.4.1 The Chief Engineer, Irrigation Zone, Faisalabad did not recover 

room rent from illegal occupants of irrigation “Rest Houses” which were  

occupied by Police officials illegally / forcibly without  any NOC / 

permission. The department neither got the rest houses vacated nor 

recovered room rent from illegal occupants.  

 

 

 Weak administrative and financial controls resulted in non-

recovery of room rent amounting to Rs 18.52 million. 

 

 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in April, 2015. The department 

did not reply.  

 

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 03.08.2015. 

The department replied that one rest house had been vacated by Police 

department. Matter was taken up with DPO for room rent and vacation of 

rest house but neither rent amount was paid by Police department nor the 

rest house got vacated. The Committee directed the department to get 

detailed verification of record within 60 days. No compliance of 

Committee’s directive was made till the finalization of report. 
 

 

 Audit recommends recovery of rent along with vacation of rest 

house from illegal occupants. 

PDP No. 43 
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4.4.4.2 Executive Engineer, Khanki Division, LCC (East) Khanki neither 

evacuated the unauthorized occupants from government land situated near 

head works nor recovered any rent from them. They had illegally occupied 

the government land for the last 03 years.  

 

 

 Weak administrative supervisory and financial controls resulted in 

loss to government of Rs 3.60 million. 

 Audit pointed out non-recovery in August, 2015. The department 

reiterated its previous stance. The department replied that the Khanki 

Barrage was under construction by PMO Barrages and the land had 

already been handed over to the P.M.O Barrages in the best interest of 

Government Work. The department did not make recovery of rent from 

the un-authorized shopkeepers who illegally occupied a number of shops.  

 

 

 The matter was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

12.11.2015. The Committee was not convinced with the departmental 

reply. It was decided that the detailed verification of record be got 

completed within 30 days. No compliance of Committee’s directive was 

reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 

 Audit recommends recovery of rent from illegal occupants. 

PDP No. 176 

 

 

4.4.5 Overpayment due to non-adherence of the accepted percentage 

of tenders - Rs 15.42 million 

 

 As per Finance Department, clarification issued vide No.RO 

(Tech) FD 1-2/83-vi dated 29th March, 2005, the final cost of 

tender/payment shall be the same percentage above/below the amount of 

revised sanctioned estimate as was at the time of approval of the tender.  

 

 Executive Engineers of LBDC Division Sahiwal, Eastern Bar 

Division Pakpattan, and UCC Division Gujranwala awarded works to 

various contractors on imbalance rates at below percentages against T.S 

cost. During execution of works their accepted percentages were not 

observed which resulted in overpayment of Rs 15.42 million to the 

contractors as detailed below: 
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(Rs in million) 
Sr. 

No 

PDP 

No. 

Name of 

Division 

Estimated 

Cost 

Tendered 

Percenta

ge below 

Tendered 

Amount 

Payment 

Made at % 

Excess 

Amount 

1 242 LBDC Div, 

Sahiwal 

53.654 29.76 % 37.828 10.84 % 5.222 

2 249 Eastern Bar 

div, 

Pakpattan 

13.584 17.46 % 11.212 14.108 % 

above 

1.309 

3 250 Eastern Bar 

div, 

Pakpattan 

86.338 11.485 %  83.832 11.173 % 

below 

0.223 

4 254 Eastern Bar 

div, 

Pakpattan 

108.961 14.215 %  93.462 0.81 % 

below 

0.460 

5 178 UCC div 

Gujranwala 

71.30  

(T.S rate) 

46.30 %  25  

(quoted 

rate) 

 

- 

0.571 

6 180 UCC div 

G-wala 

16395 % 

cft 

15957.5 % 

cft 

(T.S rate) 

38.46% 

above 

(2 items 

of work) 

22701.13 

% cft 

22094.95 

% cft 

(quoted 

rate) 

 

6306.13 % 

cft 

6137.45 % 

cft 

7.636 

Total 15.421 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 15.42 million.  

 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in August and September, 

2015. The department replied that recovery/adjustment would be made in 

the final bills of the contractors and got verified from audit.  

 

 The matters were discussed in SDAC meeting held on 12 and 23 

November, 2015. In first four cases, the department replied that payment 

was made as per rates quoted by contractors. In last two cases, the 

department replied that works were in progress and rates would be 

adjusted in the final bills. Reply of the department was not accepted 

because payment was to be made on estimated rates where contractor 

quoted higher rates. The Committee kept the para pending till completion 

of the works.  

 

 Audit recommends early recovery/adjustment of overpayment. 

PDP No. 242, 249, 250, 254, 178, 180 
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4.4.6 Non-recovery due to de-escalation of diesel - Rs 13.98 million 

 

 As per clause 55(1) of the contract agreement, any variation 

(increase or decrease) to the extent of 5% or more in the price of any item 

mentioned in sub clause (2) takes place after the acceptance of tender and 

before the completion of contract. The amount payable under the contract 

shall be adjusted to the extent of the actual variation in the cost of the item 

concerned. 

 

 Executive Engineers of CBDC Division Lahore, Eastern Bar 

Division Pakpattan, LBDC Division Okara, LBDC division Sahiwal, 

Western Bar Division Thingi Vehari, Canal Division Bahawalpur and East 

Khanki Division LCC awarded various works to the contractors. The rates 

of diesel prevailing on the date of tendering decreased during execution of 

works. However, the recovery of de-escalation of diesel was not made 

from the contractors. Details are given below: 
  

Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Division Date of 

Tendering 

Base Rate 

of 

Diesel/liter 

 

Rs 

Gradual 

Reduction 

in Rate of 

Diesel/liter 

Rs 

Non-

Recovery 

(Rs in 

million) 

1 117 CBDC division, 

Lahore 

30.06.2014 109.34 80.61 2.343  

2 118 -do- 09.06.2014 109.34 80.61 1.708  

3 119 -do- 02.10.2014 107.39 86.98 1.562  

4 252 Eastern Bar div, 

Pakpattan 

16.10.2014 107.39 87.12 1.047  

5 122 CBDC division, 

Lahore 

02.10.2014 107.39 86.98 0.770  

6 121 -do- 21.05.2014 109.34 83.61 0.759  

7 217 LBDC div, Okara 30.12.2014 94.09 80.61 

83.61 

0.679 

8 253 Eastern Bar div, 

Pakpattan 

28.10.2014 107.39 83.61 

87.12 

0.329  

9 123 CBDC division, 

Lahore 

24.06.2014 109.34 86.23 0.282  

10 251 Eastern Bar div, 

Pakpattan 

16.10.2014 107.39 80.61 0.257  

11 220 LBDC div, Okara 30.12.2014 94.09 80.61 0.220  

12 246 LBDC div, 

Sahiwal 

19.02.2014 116.75 87.12 0.176  

13 239 -do- 14.02.2014 116.75 101.25 0.100  

14 259 Western Bar div, 

Thingi Vehari 

24.11.2014 108.34 83.61 

87.12 

0.094  
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Division Date of 

Tendering 

Base Rate 

of 

Diesel/liter 

 

Rs 

Gradual 

Reduction 

in Rate of 

Diesel/liter 

Rs 

Non-

Recovery 

(Rs in 

million) 

15 298 Bahawalpur 

Canal div, B/pur 

20.08.2014 108.30 80.61 2.403  

16 315 East Khanki div, 

L.C.C 

09.06.2014 108.34 83.61 0.540  

17 316 -do- 10.09.2014 108.34 83.61 0.576  

18 412 Executive 

Engineer, 

Kalabagh 

Headworks 

Division, 

Daudkhel 

06.2014 109.34 86.61 0.133 

Total 13.978  

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

due to de-escalation of diesel worth Rs 13.98 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in July, August, September, 

October and December, 2015. The department replied that recovery, if 

due, would be made from contractor’s bill. But no recovery was made. 
 

 The matter was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

09,12&23 November, 2015 and 21 December, 2015. The department 

replied that work was in progress and recovery would be made in due 

course of time. The Committee kept the para pending till completion of 

work and finalization of accounts. 
 

  Audit recommends recovery from the contractors. 

 

(PDP No. 117, 118, 119, 252, 122, 121, 217, 253, 123, 251, 220, 246, 239, 

259, 298, 315, 316, 412) 

 

4.4.7 Non-recovery of penal rent and non-evacuation of 

unauthorized occupants - Rs 10.11 million 
  

 As per S&GAD letter No.EO(S&GAD) policy/2002-1942 dated 

16.10.2002, a government servant occupying a house unauthorizedly and 

illegally will be charged penal rent @ 60% of his basic salary. 
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4.4.7.1 Executive Engineer, Store and Workshop Division, Muzaffargarh 

neither evacuated the unauthorized occupants from government residences 

situated in Talari Canal Colony Muzaffargarh nor recovered any house 

rent from them who had illegally occupied these residences since long. 
 

 Weak technical and supervisory controls resulted non-recovery of 

house rent of Rs 4.93 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the loss in November, 2015. The department 

replied that the rent would be recovered as pointed out by audit. No action 

had been taken for ending illegal occupation of these residences. 
 

 The matter was discussed in SDAC meeting held on 21.12.2015. 

The Committee directed to recover the due amount within 90 days. No 

compliance of the Committee directive was reported till finalization of the 

report in January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends early recovery. 

PDP No. 426  
 

4.4.7.2 As per record of Chief Engineer Lahore Zone, Lahore and 

Superintending Engineer UCC Circle, Lahore i.e. allotment of 

Government residence general file/case, the Government residences had 

been occupied illegally by various persons and an amount of Rs 2.87 

million was recoverable as penal rent but department did not recover the 

same. Details are tabled as under: 
 

(Rs in millions) 

Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Name 

of 

Division 

Name of Occupant Period Rate 

 

(Rs) 

Amount to 

be Recov-

ered 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

33 S.E 

UCC 

Circle, 

LHR 

(i)   Mr. Mehboob 

Ashraf  (T-2) 

(ii)  Mr. Muhammad 

Abbas (Head Drafts 

man) 

(iii) Mr. Syed Asghar 

Hussain (Sub-

Engineer) 

Since 2001 

 

-- 

 

 

05/2000 to 

11/2012 

5,000 

 

 

-- 

 

 

 

-- 

0.900 

 

 

-- 

 

 

 

0.714 

2 

 

 

 

 

27 C.E 

Lahore 

Zone, 

LHR  

(i)   Sakina W/o Mir 

Fiaz Khan 

(ii)  Family of 

Deceased Employee 

5 years 

 

 

16 years 

1000 

 

 

5000 

 

1.26  

Total 2.873 
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Weak supervisory and administrative controls resulted in illegal 

occupation/encroachment of government residences and non-recovery of 

Rs 2.87 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in March and April, 2015. The 

department replied that Quarter No.C-2 occupied by Mr. Mehboob Ashraf 

(T-2) had been got vacated and the matter of recovery of penal rent was 

underway. Mr. Muhammad Abbas, Head Draftsman, who was occupying 

quarter at serial No 1 (ii) in canal colony Sheikhupura was transferred to 

Marala Division. Although he was allotted House No.D-5 in Canal colony, 

Marala Division, he did not vacate his old residence in canal colony 

Lahore. Hence, penal rent was required to be recovered for double 

occupation period. The department in case 1 (iii) replied that efforts were 

underway to recover the rent. In case No.2, the department did not reply. 

 

 The para was discussed in SDAC meeting held on 03.08.2015. The 

department replied in first case that these quarters are property of Energy 

Department under the control of Electric Inspector. He has been requested 

to get illegal occupation vacated. In second case, neither any working 

paper was sent nor verification was carried out. The Committee directed to 

conduct technical probe by the Chief Engineer concerned within 30 days. 

No compliance was made till the finalization of report. 

 

 Audit recommends recovery of penal rent at the earliest. 

PDP No. 27, 33 

 

4.4.7.3 Executive Engineer, Fordwah Canal Division, Bahawalnagar did 

not make recovery of penal rent for the financial year 2014-15 from 32 

illegal occupants residing un-authorizely without allotment in Fordwah 

Canal Colony Bahawalnagar since long. Penal rent @ 60% of their pay 

should had been recovered and illegal occupation got vacated alongwith 

proper allotment made to regularize the matter. 
 

 Weak technical and supervisory controls resulted in loss of 

revenue due to non-recovery of penal rent from illegal occupants 

amounting to Rs 2.30 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in November, 2015. The 

Department did not reply.  
 



206 

 

 The matter was discussed in SDAC meeting held on 21.12.2015. 

During SDAC meeting the department did not get the complete record 

verified. The para was kept pending for detailed verification. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery of penal rent. 

PDP No. 399 

 

4.4.8 Non-rescission of contract agreement and non-forfeiture due to 

non-fulfillment of contractual obligations - Rs 7.62 million 

 

 As per clauses 60 and 61 of the contract agreement, if the contactor 

shall have rendered himself liable to pay compensation amounting to 

whole of the security deposit  or in the opinion of engineer in-charge, the 

contractor has abandoned the contract or is not executing the work in 

accordance with contract or is persistently or flagrantly neglecting to carry 

out his obligations under the contract, the engineer in-charge on behalf of 

the government may, after giving 14 days notice in writing to the 

contactor, rescind the contract and work should be done at  the risk and 

expense of contractor. 

 

 Executive Engineer, Sadqia Canal Division, Bahawalnagar 

awarded M&R works to different contractors who quoted their rates 

abnormally below the estimated cost put to tender. The contractors failed 

to complete the job in their stipulated period of completion at the end of 

financial year 2014-15 and left the job incomplete owing to below quoted 

rates. Hence, under clause 60 and 61 of the contract agreement, action 

should have been taken against the defaulting contractors requiring 

forfeiture of security as well as additional performance security. 

 

 Weak financial and supervisory controls resulted in non-forfeiture 

of additional as well as 10 % performence security deposits amounting to  

Rs 7.62 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the irregularity in October, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

 The matter was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

21.12.2015. The department replied that the work was still in progress. 

The reply was not accepted as the work was not completed in time. The 

Committee directed that securities be forfeited and works be got 

completed at risk and cost of contractors. No compliance of the 
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Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 
  
 Audit advises early justification along with forfeiture of securities. 

PDP No. 419 

 

4.4.9 Incorrect application of rate - Rs 7.41 million 

 

 According to para-4 appendix-05 of Punjab Financial Rule-II “The 

terms of contract once entered into should not be materially varied without 

prior approval of competent authority”. 
 

 Projector Director, Punjab Irrigation System Improvement Project 

(PISIP) made payment to the contractor for different items at higher rates 

than provided in the bid-schedule / agreement rates, through 43rd  running 

bill for contract package JNG-5 executed by Executive Engineer, LCC 

Division, Jhang under sub-head “Khewar Disty”.  
 

 Weak financial controls resulted in overpayment due to incorrect 

application of rate of Rs 7.41 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in July, 2015. The department 

replied that final bill of Package LCC (W)/JNG-5 was under process. 

Necessary recovery, if applicable, would be made in the final bill.  

 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 13.11.2015 

wherein the department explained that work was allotted at original TSE 

amount of Rs 291.62 million but the PC-I was revised in 2013 and some 

necessary additional works were included. The estimate was revised by 

the competent authority at MRS 1st quarter 2011 rates and contractor 

offered to perform additional work at the same rates with premium. Audit 

contended that rates of items pointed out already existed in bid / 

agreement and were required to be paid accordingly. The Committee 

directed the department to effect recovery within 60 days as rates once 

agreed cannot be changed. No compliance of the Committee’s directive 

was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016.      

 

 Audit recommends early recovery. 

(Para 37-FAP Report) 
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4.4.10 Undue financial benefit to the contractor due to less obtaining 

of additional performance security - Rs 6.71 million 

 

 According to the Finance Department Notification RO (Tech) FD 

1-02/83(vi)(p) dated 06.04.2005, in case the total tender amount is less 

than 5% of the approved estimate (DNIT) amount, the lowest bidder will 

have to deposit the additional performance security from a scheduled bank 

equal to the less quoted percentage within 15 days of issuance of notice or 

expiry of bid, whichever is earlier.  

 

 Executive Engineers of Upper Gugera Division Sheikhupura and 

Shujabad Canal Division Multan awarded two works i.e “Rehabilitation / 

concrete lining of Sharqpur Disty and system (Sharqpur disty RD 85+400 

to 172+426 (tail)” and “Protecting Village Khund Sargana” on 12.05.2015 

and 20.06.2015 respectively. The work was awarded to the contractors at 

10.73% and 28.51% below the estimated amounts. The department 

obtained Rs 21.32 million as additional performance security instead of Rs 

27.03 million. Detail is given as under: 
 

 (Rs in million) 
Sr 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Name of 

Division 

Additional 

Performance 

Security 

obtained 

 

Additional 

Performance 

Security 

required 

 

Difference 

 

1 171 Upper Gugera 

Division 

Sheikhpura 

20.430 21.921 1.491 

2 378 Shujabad Canal 

Division Multan 

0.892 6.107 5.215 

Total 21.322 27.028 6.706 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in undue 

financial benefit to the contractors due to less obtaining of the additional 

performance security of Rs 6.71 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the undue financial benefit in August, 2015. In 

the first case, the department replied that the matter regarding less 

obtaining of performance security would be examined and balance would 

be adjusted in the coming bills of contractors. The reply was not tenable 

because the department obtained less additional performance security of 

Rs 6.71 million in the shape of Bank Guarantee. In the second case, the 

department did not reply. 
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 The matters were discussed in SDAC meeting held on 12.11.2015. 

The department replied that performance security in shape of bank 

guarantee amounting to Rs 6.71 million issued by the Pakistan General 

Insurance Co. Ltd was obtained which was not accepted by Audit because 

bank guarantee from scheduled bank was required. In second case, it was 

replied that the contractor was directed to deposit the additional 

performance security. The Committee directed to obtain performance 

security from scheduled bank and its verification from audit within 30 

days. No compliance of Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early obtaining of additional performance 

security. 

PDP No. 171,378 

 

4.4.11 Loss due to non-vacation and non-recovery of encroached land 

- Rs 6.28 million 

 

 As per Notification No.SO(Rev)IRR/12-70/13(LHR)-33 dated 

31.01.2014 Government of Punjab Irrigation Department in continuation 

of Board of Revenue Notification No.223-2010/118-CL(I) dated  

12.01.2010, the lease money paid last time (before imposing ban) shall be 

recovered with 15% annual enhancement from the lessees/occupants. 

 

4.4.11.1 Executive Engineer, LBDC Division, Okara did not get vacated 

the state agricultural land from the illegal occupants since the lease of land 

was banned. The Government of Punjab had lifted the ban and directed the 

Irrigation Department to recover the lease money from the 

lessees/occupants of the land. The department could not recover the lease 

money from un-authorized occupants @ 15% annual enhancement of last 

paid amounts for the year 2014-15. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 4.67 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in August, 2015. The 

department replied that the Sub-Divisional Officers had been directed to 

effect recovery from defaulters who failed to vacate the land. Reply of the 

department was not satisfactory as no efforts for vacation of land as well 

as recovery were present on record.  
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 The para was discussed in SDAC meeting held on 12.11.2015. The 

department accepted the audit point of view and promised to effect 

recovery. The Committee directed to recover the amount within 60 days. 

No progress was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends recovery / vacation of land from illegal 

occupants. 

PDP No. 221 

  

4.4.11.2 The record pertaining to Executive Engineer, Kasur Division 

DCC Kasur disclosed that the government land had been illegally 

encroached by occupants in different areas since long. The department 

neither got vacated the said property nor recovered rent from the 

occupants.  
 

 Weak supervisory controls resulted in loss of Rs 1.61 million on 

account of encroached land. 

 

 Audit pointed out the loss in July, 2015. The department replied 

that the Govt. of the Punjab, Revenue Department has imposed complete 

ban on new lease of state land. It was further added that all surplus 

cultivable land was surrendered by the Government of the Punjab, 

Irrigation Department, vide No.SO (Rve) (I&P)12-70/09 dated 17.02.2010 

and placed at the disposal of Board of Revenue Punjab, Lahore due to 

which the Kasur Irrigation Division, DCC Kasur was unable to recover the 

said amount. The illegal occupants were directed time and again to vacate 

unauthorized possession of the said land. Reply of the department was 

unsatisfactory as per para 5 (i) and (iii) of the letter referred in the 

departmental reply “tawan be imposed from the date of illegal 

occupation/date of expiry of lease and action be initiated against the 

occupants”. 

 

 The matter was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

09.11.2015. The department reiterated its previous stance. The Committee 

was not convinced with the departmental reply. It was decided that a 

technical probe by the Superintending Engineer concerned may be got 

completed within 30 days. No progress was reported till finalization of the 

report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends vacation of state land from illegal occupants. 

 PDP No. 95 
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4.4.12 Undue financial aid to contractor due to non-obtaining of 

performance security - Rs 5.93 million 
 

 As per notification issued by the Finance Department vide No.RO 

(Tech)FD 1-2/83 (vi)(P) dated 06.04.2005, “the lowest bidder will have to 

deposit additional performance security from the scheduled bank within 

15 days of issuance of notice”. 
 

 Executive Engineer, Drainage Division, Sargodha awarded the 

work “Rehabilitation of Drainage System in Sargodha (Package A and B)” 

to a contractor for an amount of Rs 118.66 million. As per clause 7 of 

contract agreement and above referred notification, performance security 

@ 5% of contract agreement was to be obtained from scheduled bank but 

contractor provided security from Pakistan General Insurance Company 

Ltd. Lahore.  
 

 Weak supervisory and internal controls resulted in undue financial 

aid to contractor due to non-obtaining of performance security from 

scheduled bank of Rs 5.93 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the lapse in September, 2015. The department 

replied that performance security in the shape of guarantee amounting to 

Rs 5.933 million from Pakistan General Insurance Company Ltd Lahore 

was obtained and produced to audit for verification. Reply of the 

department was not accepted because as per Finance Department 

instructions, performance security from scheduled bank was required. 
 

 The matter was discussed in SDAC meeting held on 23.11.2015. 

The department promised to obtain the performance security. The 

Committee kept the para pending for obtaining performance security from 

scheduled bank within 30 days. No compliance of Committee’s directive 

was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends obtaining of performance security from 

scheduled bank alongwith taking disciplinary action against responsible 

for this negligence. 

PDP No. 272 
 

4.4.13 Non-auction of unserviceable vehicles - Rs 5.22 million  

 

 According to Para 4.40 of PWD Code, unserviceable store material 

would be auctioned on the book value or nearer to market value after 

getting approval of the competent authority. 
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 Superintending Engineer Mechanical Circle Lahore and Executive 

Engineers of Small Dams Division Islamabad and Store and Workshop 

Division Muzaffargarh did not auction 27 No (06+03+18)  

un-serviceable vehicles which were lying since long and were 

deteriorating in value day by day.  

     
Sr. 

No. 

Name of 

Division 

PDP 

No 

No. of 

Vehicles 

Cost of 

Vehicles 

(Rs) 

Total Cost 

of Vehicles 

(Rs) 

Unserviceable 

Vehicles Cost 

(Rs in 

Million) 

1 SE, 

Mechanical 

Circle Lahore 

06 5 No. 

1 No. 

 

150,000 

175,000 

850,000 

175,000 

1.025 

2 XEN, Small 

dams division 

Islamabad 

350 3 No. 200,000 

each 

600,000 0.600 

3 XEN, Store 

and 

Workshop 

Division, 

Muzaffargarh 

427 18 No. 200,000 3,600,000 3.600 

Total 5.225 M 

 

 Weak technical and supervisory controls resulted in non-auction of 

unserviceable vehicles worth Rs 5.22 million.  

 

 Audit pointed out the non-auction in March, October, 2015. In the 

first case the department did not reply. In other cases department replied 

that survey report has already been submitted to Auction Committee for 

issuance of condemnation certificates. After receipt of said certificates, the 

auction process would be completed. Reply of the department was not 

accepted because due to delay in issuance of condemnation certificates 

value of vehicles was decreasing day by day.  

 

 The paras were also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

03.08.2015, 02.12.2015 and 21.12.2015. The department reiterated 

previous stance in the first case and replied in second case that vehicles 

lying in compound of Rawal Dam since long were not related to this 

division. In first and third case, the Committee directed to complete 

auction process within 90 days and in second case directed for technical 

probe by Project Director, Small Dam Division Islamabad within 15 days. 

No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization 

of the report in January, 2016. 
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 Audit recommends early auction of vehicles besides completion of 

probe for fixing responsibility. 

PDP No. 06,350,427 

 

4.4.14 Overpayment due to excess rate - Rs 4.27 million 
 

 As per Notification issued by the Finance Department vide 

No.RO(TECH)F.D.2-3/2004, dated 02.08.2004, all the rate analysis of 

non-standardized items should be prepared by applying input rates notified 

by the Finance Department for the relevant quarter. 

 

4.4.14.1 Executive Engineer, LBDC division, Okara executed items 

“Manufacturing and Installation of gate and gearing system” at higher 

rates instead of admissible rates by including the extra items like camping 

charges, inspection charges, TA/DA and contingency which resulted in 

overpayment to the contractors amounting to Rs 1.37 million.  
 

Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Name of 

Division 

Admissible 

Rate of 

Item 

Rate 

Paid 

Excess 

Rate 

Qty 

paid 

Overpayment 

Rs in million 

1 187 LBDC 

div, Okara 

Rs 17,872 Rs 

26,359 

Rs 

8,487 

90 0.76 

2 185 LBDC 

div, Okara 

Rs 35,796 Rs 

51,416 

Rs 

15,620 

38.96 0.61  

Total  1.37  

 

 Weak technical and financial controls resulted in overpayment of 

Rs 1.37 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. The 

department replied that the competitive/approved rates by the competent 

authority were allowed and paid to the contractor. Furthermore, the same 

rates were provided for “Rehabilitation and up gradation of LBDC and its 

system” executed through Project Director LBDC Lahore, in technical 

sanction estimate of left over works i.e. NCB-03 and NCB-04. Reply of 

the department was irrelevant, as in rate analysis inadmissible items were 

included which resulted in overpayment to the contractors. 

 

 The matter was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

12.11.2015. The department reiterated its previous stance. The Committee 

was not convinced with the departmental reply. It was decided that the 
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detailed verification of record be got completed within 30 days. No record 

verification was got done till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends recovery of the overpayment. 

PDP No. 187, 185 
 

4.4.14.2 Executive Engineer, LBDC Division, Okara and Executive 

Engineer, LBDC Division, Sahiwal executed different items as  

non-standardized by including the wrong input rate and carriage inspite of 

the fact that ‘at site’ rate was available in the Finance department input 

rates. Details are given below: 
 

Rs in million 
Sr 

No 

PDP 

No 

Division Item of work Admissible 

rate per % 

cft 

Rate paid 

per % cft 

Over-

payment 

1 184 LBDC 

Division, 

Okara 

providing and 

laying graded 

bajri 1/8” to 3” 

on level and on 

slope 

Rs 5102.25  

& 

Rs 5237.35 

Rs 6731.75 

& 

Rs 6866.85 

0.61 

2 241 LBDC 

Division, 

Sahiwal 

P/L Crushed 

graded bajri 

3/8” to 1” etc 

on level and 

slope 

Rs 5042.25  

& 

Rs 5177.35 

Rs 10373.25 

& 

Rs 10508.35 

0.71 

Total 1.32 

 

 Weak technical and financial controls resulted in overpayment of  

Rs 1.32 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in August, 2015. In first case, 

the department replied that the correct rates for providing and laying 

graded bajri 1/8” to 3” on level and slops was approved and vetted by the 

Consultant, NESPAK. No overpayment, due to excess rate, was made. 

Reply of the department was not tenable because the consultant NESPAK 

prepared analysis on higher side by including incorrect input rate and 

carriage. In second case, the department did not reply. 

 

 The matter was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

12.11.2015 and 23.11.2015. The department reiterated its previous reply 

which was not accepted by Committee. The Committee directed for 

detailed verification of record within 30 days. No record was produced till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
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 Audit recommends for early recovery from the contractors. 

PDP No. 184,241 

 

4.4.14.3 Executive Engineer Drainage division Sargodha and 

Superintending Engineer Drainage Circle Faisalabad executed various 

items in different works at higher rates instead of allowing the rates 

mentioned in M.R.S of relevant quarter which resulted in overpayment of 

Rs 1.12 million. Details are given below:  

 
(Rs in million) 

Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Name of 

Division 

Item Quantity 

paid 

Rate 

Paid 

Rate 

to 

be 

Paid 

Excess 

Payment 

1 226 Drainage 

div, 

Sargodha 

Removing/Uprooting 

Narki Kundar. Etc 

685300 

cft 

586683 

cft 

2059 

per 

‰ 

1666 

‰ 

0.455  

2 51 S.E, 

Drainage 

Circle, 

Faisalabad 

Earth work in 

excavation. Etc. 

201827 

cft 

182615 

cft 

2126 

‰ 

cft 

1652 

‰ 

cft 

0.150  

3 289 Drainage 

div, 

Sargodha 

Earth work in 

excavation. Etc. 

337949 

cft 

2126 

‰ 

cft 

1652 

‰ 

cft 

0.078  

4 273 -do- Bed clearance 3279804 

cft 

2187 

‰ 

cft 

2059 

‰ 

cft 

0.437  

Total 1.120 

  

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

due to allowing higher rates of Rs 1.12 million.  

 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in September, 2015. The 

department replied that payment was made on the rates approved by 

Superintending Engineer, Machinery Irrigation Circle, Sargodha. The 

reply of the department was not accepted because competent authority 

approved higher rates which resulted in overpayment to contractors. 

 

 The matter was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

23.11.2015. The department admitted recovery. The Committee kept the 

para pending for recovery within 90 days but no progress towards 
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effecting recovery was made till finalization of the report in January, 

2016.  

 

 Audit recommends recovery at the earliest from the contractors. 

PDP No. 226, 51, 289, 273 

 

4.4.14.4 Executive Engineer, Qadirabad Barrage Division, Qadirabad got 

approved the T.S. estimate with a provision of item of work “supplying of 

stone from private quarry” @ Rs 581 per % cft for a quantity of 2293765 

cft. Rate analysis of the item was got approved @ Rs 581 per % cft instead 

of Rs 561 % cft. In this way, excess rate for Rs 20 was provided in the 

TSE. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

due to provision of excess rate in TSE of Rs 0.46 million (2293765 cft x 

Rs 20 per % cft). 

 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in July, 2015. Department 

replied that analysis of rate for the item of work had been approved by the 

competent authority after perusal of record and approved in T.S.E as  

Rs 581 per % cft. No excess payment was made. Reply of the department 

was not convincing because as per input rates of material 2nd bi-annual 

2013, the cost of stone was Rs 425 per % cft but department took Rs 440 

per % cft in the analysis of rate. In this way, composite rate was worked 

out to Rs 581 per % cft instead of Rs 561 per % cft. 

 

 The matter was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

09.11.2015. The department reiterated its previous reply which was not 

accepted by Committee. The Committee directed to recover full amount 

involved in the para within 60 days. No progress towards recovery was 

made till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends recovery at the earliest from the contractor. 

PDP No. 90 

 

4.4.15 Non-auction of mechanical stock articles - Rs 4.26 million 

 

 As per rule 4.40 B&R Department code a survey report of 

unserviceable material should be prepared on Form PWA-15 and material 

be auctioned to avoid further deterioration.  
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 Executive Engineer, Store and Workshop Division Muzaffargarh 

prepared survey report of surplus stock material but the department did not 

auction the unserviceable mechanical stock articles as their residual value 

was decreasing with the passage of time. Details are given below: 
 

(Rs in million) 
Sr. 

No. 

Name of Division Survey Report 

Date 

PDP 

No. 

Value of 

Unserviceab

le Stock 

1 Store and Workshop Division 

Muzaffargarh 

14.02.2015 428 1.058 

2 Store and Workshop Division 

Muzaffargarh 

14.02.2015 430 1.465 

3 Store and Workshop Division, 

Muzaffargarh 

28.08.2013 432 1.736 

 Total 4.259 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss due to 

non-auction of mechanical stock of Rs 4.26 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the loss in November, 2015. The department 

replied in all the three cases that the auction of material would be made 

after the approval of survey reports by the competent authority. The reply 

was not tenable because the department did not auction unserviceable 

articles lying since long. 

 

 The matters were discussed in SDAC meeting held on 21.12.2015. 

The Committee directed the department to complete the auction process 

within 90 days and get it verified from audit.  

 

 Audit recommends early auction of mechanical stock articles. 

PDP No. 428,430,432 

 

4.4.16 Non-recovery of drainage charges - Rs 3.89 million 

 

 As per Canal and Drainage Act, 1873 Clause 59-A sub clause (4) 

the applicant shall obtain a certificate of no adverse impact of such 

discharge on environment from the authority designated in this behalf 

under any law for the time being in force relating to environment and as 

per instructions issued by F.D, the department shall recover the drainage 

charges @ Rs 11,000 per cusec for effluent water.  
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 Executive Engineer, Rachna Drainage Division, Sheikhupura 

assessed drainage charges of Rs 5.53 million in the financial year 2014-15. 

It was observed that up to 30.06.2015, an amount of Rs 1.65 million was 

recovered from the owners of factories instead of Rs 5.53 million. 
  

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of drainage charges of Rs 3.89 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in July, 2015. The department 

replied that majority of the owners of these units were always reluctant to 

pay government dues. The balance payable amount plus current dues 

would be recovered from the defaulters.  
 

 The matter was discussed in SDAC meeting held on 23.11.2015. 

The department reiterated its previous reply. The Committee kept the para 

pending with the direction to recover the amount and its verification from 

audit.   
 

 Audit recommends early recovery of outstanding drainage charges. 

PDP No. 137 
 

4.4.17 Overpayment due to excess lead - Rs 3.58 million  

 

As per directions issued by PAC dated 16.04.2007 and circulated 

by Chief Engineer, Irrigation D.G.Khan Zone vide No. Works/2007/5236-

46/67/95 dated 18.04.2007 vide S.No. 4, lead cannot be changed after the 

sanction of estimate.  

 

 Executive Engineer, UCC Division Gujranwala, measured and 

paid the item “Earthwork excavation from outside borrow pit undressed 

lead upto 8 mile @ Rs  6,373.75 ‰ cft instead of lead up to 2 miles @ Rs 

4,310.55 ‰ cft as provided in T.S E. 

 

 Weak supervisory and technical controls resulted in overpayment 

due to excess lead of Rs 3.58 million (1735023 cft x Rs 2,063.20 per ‰ 

cft). 

 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in September, 2015. The 

department did not reply inspite of issuance of reminder.  

 

 The matter was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

09.11.2015. The department replied that in original estimate, 2 mile lead 
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was provided but being city area, earth was not available upto two mile 

and earth from lead of eight mile was taken and was also provided in 

revised T.S.E. The Committee directed that a technical probe be carried 

out by Chief Engineer concerned within 30 days. No progress was made 

till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery from the contractor. 

PDP No. 166 

 

4.4.18 Overpayment due to non-utilization of available earth -  

Rs 4.45 million 
 

 As per Para No. 11(i) of specification for execution of work 1967, 

“if cutting and filling are being done simultaneously all suitable material 

obtained from excavation shall be used in filling. Wherever practicable, all 

material shall be placed in the designated final location direct from 

excavation except that the backfill material. When so directed by the 

engineer in-charge shall be placed in item earth work”. 

 

4.4.18.1 Executive Engineers of Chakbandi Division Lahore, Taunsa 

Barrage Division Kot Adu, Development Division Faisalabad and UJC 

Division Gujrat measured and paid the item “Earthwork Excavation in 

irrigation channels drains etc to designed section excavated material 

disposed off and dressed”. The department brought the item Earthwork 

excavation from outside borrow pits undressed without utilization of 

available surplus earth for quantities mentioned below:  

 
Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Name of 

Division 

Earth 

Taken 

from 

Outside 

Earth 

Available 

from 

Excavation 

Rate of 

Rs 

Per ‰ 

cft 

Excess 

Payment 

(Rs in 

million) 

1 127 Chakbandi div, 

Lahore 

5580083 

cft 

345000 cft 3,171  1.095 

2 76 Taunsa Barrage 

div, Kot Adu 

365238 cft 164490 cft 5,000  0.822 

3 148 Development 

div, Faisalabad 

165498 cft 75809 cft 4,000  0.303 

4 332 UJC division  

Gujrat 

636922 cft 412336 cft 2,199.70  0.907 

Total 3.127 

 

 Weak technical and supervisory controls resulted in overpayment 

due to non-utilization of available earth of Rs 3.13 million.  
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 Audit pointed out the overpayment in July and August, 2015. The 

department replied in first case  that the quantity 116050 cft was utilized 

while in second case, 50% deduction of available earth had been 

sanctioned which would be deducted. In third and fourth case no reply was 

given by the department. The replies were not tenable because no progress 

was reported. 

 

 The matter was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

09.11.2015 and 02.12.2015. In first case, the department replied that a 

quantity of 116050 cft out of 345000 cft had been deducted from 

borrowed earth but did not reply about balance surplus earth of 228950 

cft. In second case, the department replied that 50% quantity had been 

reused but balance surplus earth could not be used. In third case, 

department replied that in TSE, 52% earth was to be utilized which was 

done. In fourth case, the department replied that excavated earth obtained 

from diversion channel was utilized to make banks. The Committee was 

not convinced with departmental reply and directed in first, third and last 

case to adjust the balance quantity of earth up to final bill and in second 

case to conduct technical probe by S.E concerned within 30 days. No 

progress was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

     

 Audit recommends recovery/adjustment along with fixing 

responsibility. 

PDP No. 127,76,148,332 

 

4.4.18.2 Executive Engineers of Small Dams Division Jhelum and 

Development Division No.VI Fateh Jang measured and paid the item 

“Excavation in rock dressed to designed section, grades and profiles, 

excavated material disposed off with in 1000 ft and lift up to 5 ft soft rock 

slate shale schist laterite work with pick and crow bar extra lead 1000 ft” 

for 1252499 cft and 629538 cft @ Rs 7,489.75 ‰ cft and Rs 2,210.64 ‰. 

The department brought the item “Borrow pit excavation undressed avg 

lead up to 100 ft for 318184 cft and 205950 cft without utilization of 

available surplus earth for quantity. Details are given as under: 

 
Sr 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Divisions Earth to be 

utilized 

Rate 

( Rs) 

Amount 

(Rs) 

1 456 Small Dam Division 

Jhelum 

318184 cft 2550.25 ‰ 

+ 4.45% 

847558 

2 482 Development Division 

No.VI Fateh Jang 

205950 cft 2317.34 ‰  477256 

Total 1,324,814 
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 Weak technical and supervisory controls resulted in overpayment 

due to non-utilization of available earth of Rs 1.32 million. 

  

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in November, 2015. In first 

case the department replied that the stripped material consisted of various 

kinds of soil such as rock, shingle and gravel which was not a suitable 

material for construction of coffer dam to maintain an impervious 

embankment and was also not recommended by the consultants. 

Therefore, borrowed materials only “ordinary soil (red earth)” had been 

used at coffer dam and paid accordingly. In the second case, the 

department gave no reply. The reply was not tenable because department 

had brought the item “Borrow pit excavation from outside lead instead of 

non-utilization of available earth obtained as a result of excavation. 

 

 The matters were also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

21.12.2015. It was stated in first case that stripped material consisted of 

various kind of soil such as rock and shingle gravel and in second case no 

record was produced for verification. The Committee decided that a 

technical probe by the Superintending Engineers concerned may be got 

completed within 30 days.  

 

 Audit recommends for early recovery alongwith fixing 

responsibility. 

PDP No. 456, 482 

 

4.4.19 Overpayment due to non-accountal/consumption of balance 

quantity - Rs 3.00 million 

 

 According to para 6.9 of Departmental Financial Rules, all 

material should be examined, counted, measured and entered in the stock 

register. Moreover, as per instructions of the Finance Department issued 

vide No.F.D(M-U) 1-6/2001 dated11.02.2010, the material will be handed 

over to the store section for recording its receipts and issuance in stock 

register and its safe custody. 

 

 Executive Engineer, Muzaffargarh Canal Division, Muzaffargarh 

awarded various packages of the work “Protecting irrigation system near 

head Regulator Bakaini area of Bait Daryai and Gabber Arian from hectic 

erosive action of River Indus” to various contractors and made payment 

on account of carriage of stone. However, as per record, less quantities of 
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stone were used in various items of works. The contractors did not execute 

work after December, 2013 as no further payment in this regard was on 

record. Hence, either recovery on account of excess carriage should be 

made or quantity of balance unused stone should be taken on stock. 

  

 Weak financial and supervisory controls resulted in excess 

payment of Rs 26.21 million to the contractors. 

 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in September, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

 The matter was discussed in SDAC meeting held on 12.11.2015. 

Out of Rs 26.21 million, an amount of Rs 23.21 million was recovered and 

got verified. The para was reduced to Rs 3.00 million with the direction 

that balance amount may be recovered within 60 days. No progress 

towards effecting recovery was intimated till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

 Audit advises early recovery from the contractors. 

PDP No. 209 

 

4.4.20 Non-recovery of sale price of farms’ produce from the tenants - 

Rs 2.90 million 

 

 As per Rule 4.7(1) of Punjab Financial Rules, Vol-I, it is the 

responsibility/primary duty of the department/authority to watch that all 

revenue due to Govt. are correctly assessed, realized and credited to Govt. 

account. 

 

 The Directorate of Land Reclamation Lahore did not recover the 

sale price of crops/farm’s produce at the time of sale from various tenants 

on account of various types of crops /fodder, berseem, chari etc. cultivated 

on 5 reclamation farms. An amount of Rs 2.90 million was lying 

outstanding against tenants as per assessment and recovery registers. 

 

 Weak financial and supervisory controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 2.90 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the non-recovery in April, 2015. The department 

replied that the recovery was usually made / realized at the end of Rabi 
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and Kharif crops. In this case, the recovery will be effected after Rabi. All 

the management officers were directed for ensuring the same. 
 

 The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 03.08.2015. 

The department reiterated its previous reply which was not accepted. The 

Committee directed that total amount may be recovered within 60 days. 

No compliance of Committee’s directive was made till the finalization of 

report. 

 

 Audit recommends recovery at the earliest from tenants. 

PDP No. 08 

 

4.4.21 Less collection of toll tax due to non-auction - Rs 2.84 million 

 

 As per rule 2.33 of Punjab Financial Rules (PFR Vol-I), every 

government servant should realize fully and clearly that he would be held 

personally responsible for any loss sustained by government through fraud 

or negligence on his part. 

 

 Executive Engineer, Sulemanki Head Works Division, Suleimanki 

collected lesser amount of toll tax i.e Rs 2.84 million by deploying its own 

staff for collecting the toll tax for the year 2014-15 whereas the 

department auctioned toll tax on Sulemanki Head Works in the year   

2013-14 and earned the revenue of Rs 4.70 million through the contractor 

in 10 months. The department did not auction this site for the year     

2014-15. 

 

 Weak financial and supervisory controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 2.84 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the less collection in November, 2015. The 

department replied that tender for auction of toll tax at Suleimanki 

Headworks was invited on two occasions on 14.07.2015 and 19.09.2015 

respectively but no one came forward for purchase of bidding document of 

Suleimanki Headworks for the year 2015-16 due to start of dismantling of 

Barrage by another contractor. Reply was not tenable being irrelevant. The 

audit has pointed out the non-auction for the year 2014-15 and not  

2015-16. 
 

 The matter was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

21.12.2015. The department did not get complete record verified from 
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audit. The Committee kept the para pending for detailed verification of 

record. No compliance of Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends early auction of toll tax collection contract 

along with taking disciplinary action against responsible(s). 

PDP No. 449 

 

4.4.22 Less deduction of income tax - Rs 2.67 million 

 

 According to section 15 (i) (a) of Income Tax ordinance 2001 read 

with FBR letter No. WHT-Zone/9021504 dated 16.07.2014 income tax @ 

Rs 7.50% was to be deducted from the payments made to contractor for 

work executed and 4.50% on supply / purchase of goods. According to 

terms and conditions of contract agreement of toll collection 10 % income 

tax was required to be deducted from the installments of toll collection. 

 

4.4.22.1 Executive Engineers, Canal Divisions Jhang, Faisalabad and 

Bahawal Nagar made payments for Rs 141.21 million against the 

execution of various packages during the financial year 2014-15 and 

deducted the income tax @ 6% against the admissible rate of 7.5% in 

contravention to the rule ibid. Detail is given as under:  
(Rs in million) 

Para No. Total 

Amount 

Paid 

 

Income Tax 

Deducted 

 

Income Tax 

@ 7.5% 

 

Difference 

 

5 40.626 2.641 3.047 0.406 

26 51.287 3.334 3.847 0.513 

33 11.442 0.687 0.858 0.172 

34 13.232 0.860 0.992 0.132 

39 22,451 1.347 1.684 0.337 

40 2.175 0.152 0.163 0.011 

Total 141.2143 9.020 10.591 1.571 

 

 Weak financial control resulted in less deduction of income tax of  

Rs 1.57 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the overpayments in July, 2015. The department 

replied that final bills were under process. Necessary recovery as pointed 

out by the audit would be incorporated in the final bill.   
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 The paras were discussed in SDAC meeting wherein the 

department replied that in five cases due recovery would be effected 

whereas in second case, the recovery was not justified as the notification 

of FBR regarding new rates was applicable w.e.f 01.07.2014 while the 

IPC pertained to June, 2014. The Committee directed the department to 

obtain advice from FBR. The Committee further directed to effect the 

admitted recovery within 15 days. No progress was reported till 

finalization of the report.   

 

 Audit recommends early compliance. 

(Para 05, 26, 33, 34, 39 & 40 FAP Report) 

 

4.4.22.2 Executive Engineer, Taunsa Barrage Division, Kot Adu collected 

toll amount of Rs 20.27 million on account of various installment 

deposited by the contractor regarding  toll collection of Taunsa Barrage 

but the contractor deposited Rs 1.30 million as income tax against the due 

amount of Rs 2.03 million. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in less deduction 

of income tax amounting to Rs 0.73 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the less deduction of income tax in August, 

2015. The department replied that due recovery would be made. The reply 

furnished by the department was not accepted because no recovery was 

made so far.  

 

 The matter was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

09.11.2015. The department replied that recovery would be made shortly. 

The Committee directed the department that total amount involved in the 

para may be recovered within 60 days. No compliance of the Committee’s 

directive was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery of income tax from the 

contractor. 

Para No. 80 

 

4.4.22.3 Executive Engineer, Excavator Division, Faisalabad made 

payments to contractors on account of purchase of goods and supply made 

during the financial year 2014-15 by deducting income tax @ 6.5% 

instead of 7.5% and non-deduction of 4.5% tax on supplies in violation of 

instructions ibid. 
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 Weak supervisory and internal controls resulted in less deduction 

of income tax of Rs 0.37 million. 
 

 Audit pointed out the less recovery in August, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

 The matter was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

23.11.2015. The department replied that the items involved in the para 

were not in purview of income tax. No record was produced in support of 

reply. The para was kept pending for detailed verification of record within 

30 days. No progress was reported till finalization of the report in January, 

2016. 

 

 Audit recommends recovery of income tax at the earliest. 

PDP No. 292 

 

4.4.23 Overpayment due to excess carriage of stone - Rs 1.68 million 

 

 As per Finance Department’s letter No. Rates/69/799/268/60  

dated 30.06.1969, the excess quantity of loose stone 110 cft, and 135 cft 

should be allowed for 100 cft to complete the dumping by boat and 

pitching dry hand packed respectively.    

 

 Executive Engineer, Drainage Division, Mandi Bha-ud-din paid 

carriage for loose stone for 137935 cft while quantity required and 

consumed at site was 96960 cft (loose). Hence, payment for excess 

quantity of 40975 cft @ Rs 4,105.75% cft was made.  

 

 Weak supervisory and financial control resulted in overpayment 

due to excess carriage of stone amounting to Rs 1.68 million (40975 cft x    

Rs 4,105.75 per % cft). 

 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in September, 2015. The 

department did not reply despite issuance of reminder.  

  

 The matter was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

23.11.2015. The department accepted the view point of audit. The 

Committee directed to recover the amount within 60 days and para was 

kept pending. No progress towards recovery was reported till finalization 

of the report in January, 2016. 
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 Audit recommends recovery from the contractors. 

PDP No. 311 
 

4.4.24 Non-recovery from the contractor due to non-engagement of 

qualified engineers - Rs 1.62 million 
 

 According to clause 18 (a) of agreement, the contractor shall 

employ whole time qualified technical personnel to the satisfaction of the 

Engineer in charge for supervision of work. (b) If the contractor fails to 

employ the qualified technical personnel to the above scale, the Engineer 

in charge shall after giving the contractor 15 days notice to this effect have 

the option to employ to make up the deficiency at the risk and cost of the 

contractor. 
  
 Executive Engineer, Small Dams Division Islamabad did not make 

recovery from the contractor who had not deputed one qualified senior and 

one junior graduate engineer at site as per scale laid down in his civil 

works contract as per clause 18- a&b of the agreement. 
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

due to non-employing of qualified engineer of Rs 1.62 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in October, 2015.The 

department did not reply inspite of issuance of reminder.  

 

 The matter was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

02.12.2015. The department replied that contractor had employed 

qualified Engineers and other staff and complete list was available in 

divisional office. The Committee disagreed with departmental reply and 

kept the para pending for compliance of audit observation but no progress 

was reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery. 

PDP No. 348 

 

4.4.25 Overpayment due to application of incorrect rate - Rs 1.49 

million 

 

 According to 2nd Bi annual 2013 input rates, rate for stone 

aggregate 3/8” to 1” Grade vide item 6.11 is for site of work. 
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 Executive Engineer, Kot Adu Canal Division, Kot Adu approved 

rates for carriage of crush in TSE @ Rs 3,103.33 per % cft vide item No. 

17 of TSE which was not admissible as input rate for crush was for at site 

of work. Moreover, rate of Rs 4,180.149 ‰ cft for item earthwork from 

outside borrow pit lead one mile was approved instead of @ Rs 3,825.60 

‰ cft. 
 

(Amount in Rs) 
S.No. Item of work Qty.Paid Rate 

Paid 

Rate 

Admissible 

Excess 

Rate 

Amount 

1 E/Work 

excavation outside 

borrowpit lead 

0.70 mile. 

2146379 

cft 

4180.14 3825.60 354.54 per 

‰ cft 

760,977 

2 Carriage of stone, 

spawl / bajri etc. 

23565 cft 3103.33 - 3103.33 

per % cft 

731,302 

     Total 1,492,279 

  

 Weak technical and supervisory controls resulted in loss due to 

approval of higher rates for carriage of crush and higher rate for earthwork 

from outside borrow pit of Rs 1.49 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in July, 2015. The department 

admitted recovery of Rs 0.76 million for only earth work. The reply was 

not accepted because total amount of recovery was correctly pointed out. 

 

 The matter was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

09.11.2015. Out of Rs 1.49 million, an amount of   Rs 0.63 million was 

recovered and got verified. The para was reduced to Rs 0.86 million with 

the direction that balance amount may be recovered within 60 days. No 

recovery was made till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 
 

 Audit recommends early recovery of the balance amount. 

PDP No. 62 
 

4.4.26 Overpayment due to excess rate - Rs 1.28 million 
 

 As per Notification issued by Finance Department vide No.RO 

(TECH) F.D 2-3/2004, dated 02.08.2004, all the rate analysis of non-

standardized items should be prepared by applying input rates notified by 

the Finance Department for the relevant quarter. 

 

 Executive Engineer, Shujabad Canal Division, Multan made 

payment on account of running of machines, stand-by (Idle) machines and 
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supplying of manila rope, jute bags etc. during flood season 2014. The 

department sanctioned the machine rates on higher side by including the 

excess crew charges and Income Tax in the rate analysis of the machines. 
 

 Weak financial and supervisory controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 1.28 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the overpayment in November, 2015. The 

department did not reply. 

 

 The matter was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 

21.12.2015. During SDAC meeting the department did not get relevant 

record verified. The Committee kept the para pending for detailed 

verification. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

 Audit recommends early recovery. 

PDP No. 381 
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CHAPTER - 5 

 

DAANISH SCHOOLS AND CENTERS OF EXCELLENCE 

AUTHORITY 

 
5.1 Introduction of Authority 

 
 The Daanish Schools and Centers of Excellence Authority was 

established under “The Punjab Daanish Schools and Centers of Excellence 

Authority Act 2010”. The purpose of the Act was to make provisions for 

the establishment and efficient management of the Daanish Schools and 

Centers of Excellence in Punjab with a view to provide quality in 

elementary, secondary and higher secondary education to unprivileged 

segments of the society. Directorate General Audit Works (Provincial), 

Lahore conducted audit to evaluate the financial performance, 

achievements of the project objectives and the desired benefits as 

envisaged in the Act 2010. This report is based on audit of construction of 

buildings of Daanish Schools and Centers of Excellence in various 

Districts of the Punjab. The Punjab Daanish Schools and Centers of 

Excellence Authority has 28 formations out of which 01 was audited. The 

report is based on audit paras pertaining to 2nd Phase of previous audit 

year. 

 
 Authority has not yet framed its rules/procedures including an 

accounting system. Since no system of accounting and internal control 

existed in the Authority, payments to contractors were made without 

application of pre-audit checks. Moreover, cheques to contractors were 

issued by the DCOs/Chairman Board of Governors of respective 

schools/centers of excellence of the concerned districts on the 

recommendation of the supervisory consultants. 

 
 In the absence of rules/procedures of Authority, the rules / 

procedures laid down in Punjab Government codes and instructions were 

applicable. However, Punjab Government rules and procedures were not 

fully implemented. 

 
5.2 Comments on Budget and Accounts (Variance Analysis) 
 

 The Punjab Daanish School and Centre of Excellence Authority is 

corporate body established under Act V of 2010. Sources of income of the 
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Authority are grants from Provincial and Federal Governments, donations, 

charity and other obligatory funds besides its own sources including 

income from agricultural land and fee from self-finance students. The 

detail of budget and expenditure is as under: 

 

       (Rupees in million) 

Grant/Fund Budget 
Actual 

Expenditure 

Variation 

Excess/ 

(Saving) 

Variation 

in % 

Provincial Govt. Fund 

and others 

2,000 1,364.54 (635.46) (31.77) 

Source:   Budget Book and Financial Statements (FY-2014-15) 

 

 

 

Budget/Expenditure 

 

Against the total budget 

(Provincial Government 

Funds and others receipts) 

of Rs 2,000 million an 

expenditure of                  

Rs 1,364.54 million was 

incurred by the Authority 

resulting in saving of        

Rs 635.46 million (31.77 

%).   

 

 

 

As per section 12 of the Act, all the grants, loans, donations and 

other incomes are part of the Authority’s fund and are not lapsable to the 

government.  

  

2,000 

1,364.54 

Rs in million

Budget Expenditure
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5.3 AUDIT PARAS 

 

5.3.1 Loss due to acceptance of tender at higher rate - Rs 8.03 

million 

 

As per 2nd schedule-part-II item No. 2(a)(ii), chapter 

“Communication and Works” of delegations of Financial Power Rules 

2006, the tender for a work could be accepted upto 4.5 percent above the 

cost in technical sanction estimate after  call of open tender through press. 

 

5.3.1.1 The District Coordination Officer/ Chairman (Board of Governor) 

accepted tender of the work “Construction of Center of Excellence 

Government Girls and Boys Higher Secondary school Rojahan District 

Rajanpur” and paid certain items of work for Academic Block up to 14th 

running bill with work done value of Rs 317.71 million by adding 

premium 7.493% above and Rs 160.98 million by adding 9.31%  above, 

against the permissible limit of 4.5% above without prior approval of the 

competent authority in violation of rules. 

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in loss of  

Rs 8.03 million. 

 

Audit pointed out overpayment in November, 2014. The Authority 

did not reply. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 03.11.2015. 

Authority explained that higher premium was accepted due to peculiar 

circumstances like remote area, difficult site, urgency in completion of 

work, lack of infrastructure and facility etc. BOG of Daanish School 

Rajanpur was fully competent to award of work without observing rule of 

Punjab Government. Audit pointed out that PDS and CE Authority / BOG 

etc. were required to get approved from the Finance Department. 

Therefore, rule of Punjab Government were applicable for award of work. 

The Committee directed the department to get regularization from the 

Finance Department. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was 

reported till finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early obtaining of condonation from the 

Finance Department. 

      (DP No. 17, 04)  
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5.3.2 Unjustified payment made for work done without approval of 

JMF - Rs 4.96 million 

 

 As per condition No.6 of Finance Department notification No.RO 

(TECH) FD2-3/2004 dated 02.08.2004, rate for an item of carpeting shall 

be fixed by the Chief Engineer on the basis of different percentages of 

bitumen ranging from 3% to 6%, and payment will be made to contractor 

as per Job Mix Formula or actual bitumen used in the work. 

 

The District Coordination Officer/Chairman (Board of Governors), 

“Punjab Daanish School, Jand District Attock” got executed an item of 

work “Providing and laying bituminous carpeting” without obtaining Job 

Mix Formula from RR&MTI, Lahore and made payment without 

extraction test as directed by the Finance Department. 

 

 Weak technical and financial controls resulted in unjustified 

payment of Rs 4.96 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the irregularity in October, 2014. The authority 

did not reply. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 03.11.2015. 

Authority explained that payment was made after getting gravity/thickness 

tests etc. and paid accordingly but record was not produced. Committee 

kept the para pending for submission of Job Mix Formula/extraction tests 

etc. to Audit for verification within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(DP No. 29) 

 

5.3.3 Overpayment due to sanction of incorrect Non-MRS item rates 

- Rs 4.85 million 

 

 As per Finance Department’s Notification No RO (TECH) FD 2-3/ 

2004 dated 02.08.2004, Chief Engineers shall, on the basis of input rates 

fixed/notified by Finance Department on its website, fix the rate of each 

item of work for rough cost estimates / administrative approval and 

detailed estimate for technical sanction.  
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5.3.3.1 The District Coordination Officer/Chairman (Board of Governors) 

as detailed below awarded the works to the contractor during April and 

October, 2011 of Rs 168.40 (69.503 + 98.893 respectively) million. The 

Authority sanctioned a non-schedule item “Steel deformed bar Grade-60 

etc” at higher rate @ Rs 206 per kg (99 + 107 respectively) instead of 

admissible rate @ Rs 192 per kg (93 + 99 respectively) and payment was 

made accordingly. Therefore, excess rate for Rs 14 per kg (6+8 

respectively) was paid to the contractor. Details are given as under:- 

 
S. 

No 

Formation PDP 

No. 

Name of 

Item 

Rate 

paid 

(in Rs) 

Rate 

admissible 

(in Rs.) 

Diff 

(Rs.) 

Qty. Amount 

Overpaid 

1. Govt. Girls 

High School 

No.1, 

Hafizabad 

53 Steel bar 

grade-60 

99 93 6 127608 765,656 

2. Govt. Boys 

High School 
Jaranwala Distt. 

Faisalabad 

59 -do- 107 99 8 332495 2,659,960 

Total:- 3,425,610 

 

 Weak supervisory and technical controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 3.42 million. 

 

Audit pointed out overpayment in January, 2015. The DCO / 

Chairman did not reply.  

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 03.11.2015. 

Authority explained that discrepancies pointed out by Audit had been 

taken up with the concerned consultant. Committee directed the Authority 

to recover the amount involved within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016. 

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(DP No. 53, 59) 

 

5.3.3.2 The District Coordination Officer/Chairman (Board of Governors), 

Center of Excellence, Hafizabad awarded the work “Construction of 

Center of Excellence at Government Girls High School No.1 (Sub-

Campus) District Hafizabad” during April, 2011 of Rs 69.50 million with 

time limit of 9 months. The Consultant sanctioned/approved a non-

schedule item in BOQ Engineer’s Estimate of “Providing and fixing fair 

face brickwork 9x3x4.50 inch size with cement sand surki 1:2 etc” at 
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higher rate @ Rs 140 per sft instead of admissible rate @ Rs 122 per sft 

and paid by the DCO, Hafizabad. Hence, excess rate for Rs 18 per sft 

alongwith 4.5% premium was paid to the contractor. 

 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 0.69 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the overpayment in January, 2015. The 

Authority did not reply.  

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 03.11.2015. 

Authority explained that discrepancies pointed out by Audit had been 

taken up with the concerned consultant. Committee directed the Authority 

to recover the amount involved within 15 days. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016.  

 

Audit recommends early recovery. 

(DP No. 54) 

 

5.3.3.3 The District Coordination Officer/Chairman (Board of Governors), 

Faisalabad awarded the work “Construction of Center of Excellence 

School for Boys, Jaranwala District Faisalabad” to the contractor during 

October, 2011 of Rs 98.89 million. The Authority sanctioned a non-

schedule item “P/fixing porcelain tile 12 x 12 inch master tile etc” at 

higher rate @ Rs 220 per sft instead of admissible rate @ Rs 101 per sft 

and paid accordingly. Therefore, excess rate for Rs 119 per sft was paid to 

the contractor. Further in the item rate structure of steel was also included 

in rate analysis of Porcelain tile but same was not executed in the flooring.  

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 0.45 million.  

 

Audit pointed out overpayment in January, 2015. The Authority 

replied that the rate analysis was prepared by Design Consultant and the 

rate was approved by the competent authority in the BOQ/Estimate @  

Rs 220 sft and paid accordingly at quoted rate. The reply was not tenable 

because higher rate was sanctioned in estimate by applying incorrect input 

rate, which resulted in loss to the government. 
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The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 03.11.2015. 

Authority explained that rate analysis was prepared by Design Consultants 

and the rate was also approved by the competent authority and the 

payment was made as per agreement rate. Audit pointed out that the 

higher rate was approved with excess input rate / component in the 

analysis of rate. Committee kept the para pending for recovery. No 

compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of 

the report in January, 2016.  

 
 Audit recommends early production of record / recovery. 

(DP No. 62) 

 
5.3.3.4 The District Coordination Officer/Chairman (Board of Governors), 

Centre of Excellence Schools (boys and Girls) Muzaffargarah made 

payment for item of work “Providing and lying 9″x4.5″x1.5″ 

(225mmx113mm) brick tiles grouted with cement sand mortar 1:3 laid 

over 4″ (100 mm) average thick earth with 1” (25mm) mud plaster with 

bhoosa i/c cost of 34 Lbs. per % sft or 1.72 Kg/Sq meter bitumen coating 

sand blinded i/c thermopore and polythene sheet” @ Rs 48.52 per sft 

instead of Rs 39.517 per sft as rate provided in the MRS for 1st quarter 

2011 for district Muzzafargarah available at S.No. 05 of Chapter No. 09 

(Roofing).  

 
 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in overpayment 

of Rs 0.29 million. 

 
  Audit pointed out the overpayment in February, 2015. The 

Authority did not reply. 

 
The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 03.11.2015. 

Authority explained that correct rates for the item had been paid to the 

contractors.  Committee was not satisfied with the reply of the department. 

The Committee kept the para pending for recovery of amount within 07 

days. No compliance of the Committee’s directive was reported till 

finalization of the report in January, 2016. 

  
 Audit recommends early recovery.  

    (DP No. 36) 
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5.3.4 Undue financial benefit to contactor due to non-obtaining of 

performance security - Rs 2.85 million 
 

As per instructions issued by the Finance Department as well as 

agreement clause 7 laid down that for bids amounting beyond 50.00 

million the contractor shall within 15 days of the receipt of acceptance 

letter furnished to Engineer Incharge in case bank draft, cash cheque or 

bank guarantee @ 5% of contract price from any scheduled bank and in 

case of failure his work be cancelled alongwith forfeiture of earnest 

money. 

 

Project Director/Principal Daanish School, Hasilpur District 

Bahawalpur allotted the work to a contractor amounting to Rs 56.99 

million but no performance security in shape of bank guarantee was 

obtained as per contract agreement provision/Finance Department 

instructions. 

 

Weak internal and technical control resulted in undue financial 

benefit to contractor of Rs 2.85 million. 

 

Audit pointed out non-recovery in October, 2014. The Authority 

did not reply. 

 

The para was also discussed in SDAC meeting held on 03.11.2015. 

Authority explained that work had been completed satisfactorily. Audit 

pointed out that the Finance Department instructions / contract provisions 

were not implemented. Committee directed the Authority to probe the 

matter for non-obtaining performance security. No compliance of the 

Committee’s directive was reported till finalization of the report in 

January, 2016.  

 

Audit recommends early recovery alongwith fixing responsibility. 

    (DP No. 63) 
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CHAPTER - 6 

 

CHOLISTAN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 

 

6.1 Introduction of Authority 

 

Cholistan Development Authority was established through an 

enactment in 1976. Initially, it was created as a branch in the office of 

Commissioner Bahawalpur with limited staff, only looking after 

colonization work. Gradually its staff was increased and development 

funds started flowing in late 1980s. Now Cholistan Development 

Authority has Revenue, Engineering and Livestock wings looking after 

field activities while Managing Director is assisted by Accounts, 

Administration, Legal and General branches. The Authority is headed by 

Chief Minister Punjab as its Chairman. Managing Director CDA is the 

Vice-Chairman of the Authority. Cholistan Development Authority has 

been audited as a one unit. 

 

6.2 Comments on Budget and Accounts (variance analysis) 

 

 The Cholistan Development Authority is an autonomous body. For 

financial viability, the Authority relies on government grants. The 

Authority has no income from own sources like other Development 

Authorities i.e, LDA, FDA and MDA etc. The budget of CDA comprises 

two major heads i.e, development budget and non-development budget. 

The non-development budget is allocated under Grant No. PC-21031 to 

cater for salary and non-salary expenditure. The development budget is 

provided through Grant No. PC-22036. 

 

The detail of budget and expenditure for the year 2014-15 is as under: 

(Rs in million) 

Grant 

/Fund 

Budget Actual 

Expenditure 

Variation 

Excess/ 

(Savings) 

Variation in 

% 

Non- Development Grant 

PC-21031 141.73 127.02 (14.71) (10.38) 

Development Grant 

PC-22036 1060.73 1,041.99 (18.74) (1.77) 

Total  1,202.46 1,169.01 (33.45) (2.78) 
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Non-Development Grant 

 

Grant No PC-21031 

 

Under this grant budget 

was not fully utilized. The 

expenditure incurred was 

Rs 127.02 million against 

the budget of Rs 141.73 

million. Thus, there was a 

saving of Rs 14.71 million 

(10.38%).   

 

 

 

Development Grant 

 

Grant No PC-22036 

 

In the development grant 

PC-22036 CDA, budget 

was not fully utilized. The 

expenditure incurred was 

Rs 1,041.99 million 

against the budget of       

Rs 1,060.73 million. Thus, 

there was a saving of       

Rs 18.74 million (1.77%).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

141.73

127.02

Non-Development

Rs in million

Budget Expenditure

1,060.73 

1,041.99 

Development

Rs in million

Budget Expenditure
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6.3 AUDIT PARAS 

 

6.3.1 Irregular award of works in violation of PPRA’s Rules -         

Rs 574.85 million 

 

 As per rule 12(2) and 13 of Punjab Procurement Regulatory 

Authority’s (PPRA) Rules 2014 “all procurement opportunities over two 

million rupees would be advertised on the PPRA’s website as well as in 

the other print media or newspapers having wide circulation and under no 

circumstances, the response time would be less than fifteen days for 

national competitive bidding and thirty days for international competitive 

bidding from the date of publication of advertisement”. 

 

 The Managing Director, Cholistan Development Authority, 

Bahawalpur awarded 10 works to different contractors but neither 

uploaded on PPRA’s Website nor advertised 07 works of tobbas in  

National News papers for wide publicity and healthy competition to 

achieve competitive rates.   

 

Weak administrative and financial controls resulted in irregular 

award of works of Rs 574.85 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the irregularity in October, 2015. The Authority 

replied that the works were executed by invoking urgency clause 59-d(iii) 

of PPRA Rules 2014 as per summary approved by C.M Punjab and   the 

works were got executed by negotiated tendering by calling / short listed 

contractors by Divisional Implementation Committee (DIC). The reply 

was not tenable as no documentary evidence of Chief Minister’s approval 

regarding emergency was produced for verification to Audit.   

 

The department did not arrange any SDAC/ DAC despite repeated 

written as well as verbal requests till finalization of the report in January, 

2016. 

 

Audit recommends probing the matter for fixing responsibility 

besides obtaining condonation of irregularity from the Finance 

Department.  

    (DP. 1) 
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6.3.2 Loss due to illegal occupation of state land - Rs 307.76 million 
 

 As per Rule 2.33 of PFR Vol-I, every Government servant should 

realize fully and clearly that he will be held personally responsible for any 

loss sustained by Government through fraud or negligence on his part, and 

that he will also be held personally responsible for any loss arising from 

fraud or negligence on the part of any other Government servant 

subordinate to him.  
 

The Managing Director, Cholistan Development Authority, 

Bahawalpur did not get state land vacated measuring 15388 acre from 

illegal occupants who had been occupying this land since 1995. Hence, the 

Authority sustained loss amounting to Rs 307.76 million due to illegal 

occupation of state land in Cholistan up to 2014-15. 
 

Weak supervisory and management controls resulted in loss of      

Rs 307.76 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the loss in October, 2015. Authority replied that 

actual area under illegal occupation was 2150 acres instead of 15388 acres 

and 1016 acres was auctioned in open Ijlas-e-Aam and auction money of 

Rs 10.55 million was deposited into the Government Treasury and balance 

area was under litigation in the Court of Law.  The reply was not tenable 

as the Chief Minister Inspection Team (CMIT) report stated that 15388 

acres had been occupied illegally.   
 

The department did not arrange any SDAC/ DAC despite repeated 

written as well as verbal requests till finalization of the report in January, 

2016. 
 

Audit recommends vacation of state land along with fixing of 

responsibility against the person(s) responsible. 

(DP. 4) 
 

6.3.3  Irregular approval of enhancement of work in violation of 

PPRA’s rules - Rs 67.48 million 
 

 As per rule 42I (iv) of Punjab Procurement regulatory Authority’s 

(PPRA) Rules, 2014 “repeat orders should not be executed more than 

fifteen percent of the original procurement”. 
 

The Managing Director, Cholistan Development Authority, 

Bahawalpur awarded three works amounting to Rs 52.11 million,               
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Rs 53.70 million and Rs 59.17 million  to the contractors. The Authority 

enhanced the scope of works to Rs 75.03 million, Rs 76.17 million and          

Rs 81.27 million respectively. The enhancement in scope of works was 

ranging from 43.97%, 41.84% and 37.34% respectively against admissible 

rang of 15%.  Hence, the Authority increased scope of works in violation 

of PPRA’s Rules, 2014.  

 

Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in irregular 

enhancement of agreements of Rs 67.48 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the irregularity in October, 2015. Authority 

replied that enhancement in scope of works was within 15% as per site 

requirement and price variation which was permissible. The reply of the 

Authority was not tenable as the enhancement of contract agreement 

above 15% was made in violation of rules ibid. 

 

The department did not arrange any SDAC/ DAC despite repeated 

written as well as verbal requests till finalization of the report in January, 

2016. 

 

 Audit recommends obtaining condonation from the Finance 

Department besides action against responsible person(s).  

(DP. 20) 

 

6.3.4 Irregular award of work due to acceptance of single tender 

without approval of competent forum - Rs 62.53 million 

 

 As per rule 12(2) and 13 of Punjab Procurement Regulatory 

Authority’s (PPRA) Rules, 2014 “all procurement opportunities over two 

million rupees would be advertised on the PPRA’s website as well as in 

the other print media or newspapers having wide circulation and under no 

circumstances, the response time would be less than fifteen days for 

national competitive bidding and thirty days for international competitive 

bidding from the date of publication of advertisement”. 

 

The Managing Director, Cholistan Development Authority, 

Bahawalpur awarded a work to a contractor on 09.06.2014 of                   

Rs 62.53 million. It was neither uploaded on PPRA’s Website nor 

advertised in National Newspapers to achieve healthy competition and 

economical rates. The work was awarded to a contractor on single tender 

basis without approval of next higher authority.  
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Weak administrative and financial controls resulted in irregular 

award of work of Rs 62.53 million. 

 

Audit pointed out the irregularity in October, 2015. Authority 

replied that Work was executed by invoking urgency clause 59-d(iii) of 

PPRA’s Rules 2014. The reply was not tenable because no documentary 

evidence of single tender approval from competent forum, approval of 

emergency from Govt. of Punjab  as well as floating of tender on website 

were provided.   

 

The department did not arrange any SDAC/ DAC despite repeated 

written as well as verbal requests till finalization of the report in January, 

2016. 

  

 Audit recommends obtaining early condonation from the Finance 

Department besides fixing responsibility against the responsible (s). 

(DP. 15) 

 

6.3.5 Non-restoration of state land allotted due to forgery etc - 

Rs 17.50 million 

 

As per notification No.11575-77/3811-CL-iv dated 12.01.1977  

issued by the Board of Revenue Govt. of the Punjab, 15 years temporary 

cultivation lease scheme, 100 kanals area will be allotted to the Cholistani 

on certain conditions (Annexure-S Page 342). In case of violation of terms 

and conditions of above notification, the allotted state land required to be 

confiscated. 

 

The Managing Director, Cholistan Development Authority, 

Bahawalpur allotted state land to 07 allottees who were either found non-

Cholistani or they got allotment by forgery and were declared illegal by 

certain courts/authorities of CDA. Neither the allotted state land was taken 

back nor the decisions were implemented and due to which the illegal 

allottees continued to enjoy benefits by cultivating the state land. 

 

Weak financial and internal controls resulted in non-restoration of 

state land and causing loss amounting to Rs 17.50 million. 

 

 Audit pointed out the irregularity in October, 2015. Authority 

replied that some allotments of allottees were cancelled due to non-
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fulfillment of terms and conditions of the scheme and cases were filed in 

different courts. The reply of the Authority was not tenable as no 

documentary evidence in support of reply was produced to Audit. 

 

The department did not arrange any SDAC/ DAC despite repeated 

written as well as verbal requests till finalization of the report in January, 

2016. 

 

Audit recommends early ending of illegal possession of state land.  

(DP. 21) 
 

6.3.6 Non-recovery of price of de-escalation - Rs 6.95 million 
 

According to clause-55 of contract agreement, where any variation 

(increase or decrease) to the extent of 5% or more in the price of item of 

work take place after acceptance of tender and before completion of work, 

the amount payable should be adjusted to the extent of actual variation in 

the cost of concerned item of work. 
 

The Managing Director, Cholistan Development Authority, 

Bahawalpur did not recovered Rs 6.95 million from the contractor on 

account of  de-escalation of price of high speed diesel as price decreased 

from Rs 94.09 to Rs 80.61 during the execution of seven works. The 

decrease in rate was more than 5% but the Authority did not recover price 

of de-escalation from the contractors.   
 

 Weak supervisory and financial controls resulted in non-recovery 

of Rs 6.95 million. 
 

Audit pointed out the non-recovery of price de-escalation in 

October, 2015. The Authority admitted the non-recovery of price of de-

escalation but no progress towards effecting recovery was reported so far. 
 

The department did not arrange any SDAC/ DAC despite repeated 

written as well as verbal requests till finalization of the report in January, 

2016. 
 

Audit recommends early recovery/adjustment of price de-

escalation. 

(DP. 19) 
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ANNEXURE-A:  MFDAC PARAS 

 

Annexure-A/1: Communication and Works Department 

 

S. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 

Name of 

Division/Formation 

1 6 
Excess payment 

       0.21  PBD, Jhang 

2 12 

Un-authorized / 

irregular provision of 

contingencies 

0.25  MMD, Lahore 

3 15 
Non-recovery 

     11.40  MMD, Lahore 

4 17 

Loss to government 

due to non-recovery 

of income tax 

0.59 LAC PHD, Lahore 

5 18 

Unjustified provision 

of govt. funds 

outstanding lying 

into treasury 

      10.00  LAC PHD, Lahore 

6 19 

Unjustified payment 

of trees without 

assessment 

           0.19  LAC PHD, Lahore 

7 21 

Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of 

stone dust / screening 

           0.21  SE PHC, Faisalabad 

8 23 

Unjustified provision 

of 3% contingency in 

the TSE 

      39.63  SE PHC, Faisalabad 

9 24 

Non-submission of 

contract to NAB 

valuing more than 

fifty million 

         17.29  SE PHC, Faisalabad 

10 25 

Unjustified provision 

of item of RCC pipe 

in the work 

        1.62  SE PHC, Faisalabad 

11 27 
Non-recovery of cost 

of old material 
                       

0.08  
SE PHC, Faisalabad 

12 28 

Unjustified 

expenditure due to 

non-obtaining of 

vouched accounts 

 

        3.35  SE PHC, Faisalabad 
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S. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 

Name of 

Division/Formation 

13 29 

Overpayment due to 

incorrect provision of 

contractor profit 

           0.10  SE PHC, Faisalabad 

14 30 
Unauthentic / excess 

payment         5.87  SE PBC, Faisalabad 

15 31 

Unjustified 

expenditure due to 

non-obtaining of 

vouched accounts 

      84.23  SE PBC, Faisalabad 

16 32 

Unjustified provision 

of 3% contingency in 

the TSE 

      11.37  SE PBC, Faisalabad 

17 33 

Loss due to approval 

of incorrect rate in 

TSE 

             0.07  SE PBC, Faisalabad 

18 34 
Overpayment due to 

allowing excess lead              0.09  SE PBC, Faisalabad 

19 35 

Overpayment due to 

use of local sand in 

execution of RCC 

work 

           0.85  SE PBC, Faisalabad 

20 36 

Non-submission of 

contract to NAB 

valuing more than 

fifty million 

7,392.33 SE PBC, Faisalabad 

21 37 

Non-production of 

record of quality 

control cell PBC, 

Multan 

  PBD, Multan 

22 45 
Irregular diversion of 

contingencies 
        4.69  SE PHC, Multan 

23 51 

Loss to govt. due to 

extra provision of 

rate 

        3.36  
Secretary C&W, 

Lahore 

24 52 

Loss to govt. due to 

incorrect provision in 

TSE 

        2.72 
CE (N) Highway, 

Lahore 

25 54 

Loss due to 

inadmissible item in 

TSE         9.89  
CE (N) Highway, 

Lahore 
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S. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 

Name of 

Division/Formation 

26 58 

Irregular expenditure 

on 04 number 

vehicles (POL) 

without sanctioned 

strength by FD 

1.18  
CE (N) Highway, 

Lahore 

27 62 

A)- Irregular award 

of work                                        

B)- Loss due to 

award of work to 

second lowest 

contractor 

 270.91               

+                   

169.29  

CE (S) Highway, 

Lahore 

28 64 

Excess payment due 

application of 

incorrect loose factor 

      75.79  LRRA, Lahore 

29 66 
Loss due to incorrect 

provision in TSE         9.92  LRRA, Lahore 

30 67 

Loss due to approval 

of rate analysis at 

higher rates 

        1.99  LRRA, Lahore 

31 68 
Loss due to payment 

of undue item rate         1.64  LRRA, Lahore 

32 70 

Loss due to approval 

of non-standardized 

item at higher rate 

        1.97  
Secretary C&W, 

Lahore 

33 71 
Loss due to incorrect 

provision in TSE 
        9.20  

SE PBC No.1, 

Lahore 

34 74 
Loss due to incorrect 

provision in TSE         3.23  
SE PBC No.2, 

Lahore 

35 76 

Lapse of funds to 

govt. due to non-

surrendering in time 

    588.70  LRRA, Lahore 

36 77 

Non-preparation / 

approval of service 

rules and accounting 

procedure 

    261.98  LRRA, Lahore 

37 80 
Loss due to incorrect 

provision in TSE 
           0.75  

CE (S) Buildings, 

Lahore 

38 81 

Loss due to approval 

of incorrect rate in 

TSE 

           0.50  
CE (S) Buildings, 

Lahore 

39 83 

Loss due to non-

auction of 

unserviceable vehicle 

valuing 

                     

0.30  

CE (S) Buildings, 

Lahore 



250 

 

S. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 

Name of 

Division/Formation 

40 85 
Loss due to approval 

of incorrect rate 
0.70 

CE (S) Buildings, 

Lahore 

41 86 
Loss due to incorrect 

approval of rate 
           0.52  

CE (S) Buildings, 

Lahore 

42 88 
Loss due to incorrect 

approval of rate 
        1.91  

CE (S) Buildings, 

Lahore 

43 89 
Blockage of 

development funds 
      23.45  LAC LRRA, Lahore 

44 90 

Non-recovery of 

price variation of 

bitumen 

                     

0.51  
PHD, Sahiwal 

45 91 

Non-recovery of 

price variation of 

diesel 

        1.00  PHD, Sahiwal 

46 92 
Non-recovery of de-

escalation of bitumen 
        1.28  PHD, Sahiwal 

47 93 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

diesel 

                     

0.36  
PHD, Sahiwal 

48 94 
Non-recovery of de-

escalation of bitumen 
        3.37  PHD, Sahiwal 

49 95 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

diesel 

        2.24  PHD, Sahiwal 

50 96 
Non-recovery of de-

escalation of bitumen            0.24  PHD, Sahiwal 

51 97 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

price of diesel 

        4.03  PHD, Sahiwal 

52 98 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

price of diesel 

        5.92  PHD, Sahiwal 

53 99 

Overpayment due to 

less use of 

dismantled material 

        2.30  PHD, Bahawalnagar 

54 100 

Excess payment due 

to excessive 

measurement 

        2.53  PHD, Bahawalnagar 

55 101 

Non-recovery of de-

escalation of bitumen 

and diesel 

        1.60  PHD, Bahawalnagar 

56 102 

Non-recovery of de-

escalation of bitumen 

and diesel 

        1.93  PHD, Bahawalnagar 



251 

 

S. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 

Name of 

Division/Formation 

57 103 

Non-recovery of de-

escalation of bitumen 

and diesel 

        3.90  PHD, Bahawalnagar 

58 104 

Non-recovery of de-

escalation of bitumen 

and diesel 

        1.06  PHD, Bahawalnagar 

59 106 

Non-recovery of de-

escalation of bitumen 

and diesel 

        4.92  PHD, Bahawalnagar 

60 107 

Non-recovery of de-

escalation of diesel 

and bitumen 

        5.72  PHD, Bahawalnagar 

61 110 

Undue financial 

benefit to the 

contractor 

        9.84  PHD, Okara 

62 112 

Overpayment due to 

non-reduction of rate 

of bitumen 

      20.02  PHD, Okara 

63 114 
Non-recovery due to 

less use of bitumen 
           0.93  PHD, Multan 

64 115 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of price variation         1.83  PHD, Multan 

65 117 

Excess payment due 

to non-utilization of  

surplus earth 

        1.41  PHD, Multan 

66 118 
Non-recovery due to 

less use of bitumen 

                     

0.29  
PHD, Bahawalnagar 

67 119 
Non-recovery due to 

less use of bitumen            0.17  PHD, Multan 

68 120 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation in 

rate of diesel 

        5.07  PHD, Multan 

69 121 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of price de-escalation 

in rate of diesel 

        4.29  PHD, Multan 

70 122 

Non-recovery due to 

reduction in rate of 

diesel 

        3.28  PHD, Multan 

71 123 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of price de-escalation 

in rate of diesel 

        2.54  PHD, Multan 

72 124 

Non-recovery due to 

non-utilization of 

dismantled material 

           0.70  PHD, Multan 
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S. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 

Name of 

Division/Formation 

73 125 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of price variation         4.30  PHD, Multan 

74 126 

Overpayment due to 

non-utilization of 

available earth 

        1.66  PHD, Multan 

75 127 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of price variation 
           0.70  PHD, Multan 

76 128 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of price variation 
        4.08  PHD, Multan 

77 129 

Excess payment on 

a/c of price variation 
           0.14  PHD, Multan 

78 133 

Overpayment due to 

wrong calculation 

and less deduction of 

income tax 

           0.57  PBD, Lodhran 

79 134 
Overpayment due to 

allowing higher rates 
           0.21  PBD, Lodhran 

80 135 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

bitumen 

           0.58  PHD, Sahiwal 

81 136 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

diesel 

        1.91  PHD, Sahiwal 

82 137 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

diesel 

  0.39  PHD, Sahiwal 

83 138 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

diesel and bitumen 

                     

0.65  
PHD, Sahiwal 

84 139 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of allowing high ratio 

of bitumen 

                     

0.20  
PHD, Bahawalnagar 

85 140 

Overpayment due to 

less utilization of 

dismantled material 

        1.98  PHD, Bahawalnagar 

86 141 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

diesel 

           0.42  PHD, Sahiwal 

87 142 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

diesel and bitumen 

 

1.10  PHD, Sahiwal 
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S. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 

Name of 

Division/Formation 

88 143 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of allowing high ratio 

of bitumen 

                     

0.60  
PHD, Bahawalnagar 

89 144 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

diesel 

        1.49  PHD, Sahiwal 

90 145 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of allowing high ratio 

of bitumen 

0.30  PHD, Bahawalnagar 

91 146 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of less use of 

bitumen 

                     

0.34  
PHD, Bahawalnagar 

92 147 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of less use of 

bitumen 

                       

0.07  
PHD, Bahawalnagar 

93 148 

Overpayment due to 

addition of incorrect 

higher rate 

           0.20  PHD, Bahawalnagar 

94 152 

Non-recovery of de-

escalation in prices of 

diesel 

           0.42  PHD, Jhelum 

95 153 

Overpayment due to 

excessive lead paid 

for TST 

0.77 PHD, Jhelum 

96 155 

Overpayment due to 

excess lead for base 

course material 

           0.29  PHD, Jhelum 

97 158 

Overpayment due to 

double payment of 

dressing 

           0.13  PHD, Jhelum 

98 159 

Overpayment due to 

application of 

incorrect rate 

                     

0.43 
PBD, Jhelum 

99 160 
Overpayment due to 

excess rate            0.10  PBD, Jhelum 

100 161 

Overpayment due to 

application of 

incorrect rate 

                     

0.88  
PBD, Jhelum 

101 163 

Overpayment due to 

application of 

incorrect rate of 

porcelain tile 

                     

0.25  
PBD, Jhelum 

102 165 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of old material 

                     

0.31  
PBD, Multan 
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S. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 

Name of 

Division/Formation 

103 170 

Excess payment due 

ot approval of higher 

rate 

0.35  PBD, Multan 

104 174 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of price variation 
0.52  PBD, Multan 

105 175 
Loss due to approval 

of  higher rate 
0.39  PBD, Multan 

106 177 
Non-recovery of cost 

of old material 

                     

0.28  
PBD, Multan 

107 178 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of price variation 
           0.56 PBD, Multan 

108 179 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of price variation 
           0.17 PBD, Multan 

109 180 
Loss due to approval 

of higher rate 
        1.37  PBD, Multan 

110 181 
Loss due to approval 

of higher rates 
           0.18  PBD, Multan 

111 192 

Irregular expenditure 

incurred more than 

TSE 

26.91  7th PBD, Lahore 

112 194 
Less recovery of 

income tax            0.17  7th PBD, Lahore 

113 196 

Irregular payment of 

price variation 

beyond revised TSE 

provisions 

        2.78  7th PBD, Lahore 

114 197 

Unjustified payment 

to contractor due to 

inclusion of incorrect 

/ excess quantities in 

rate analysis 

        1.65 7th PBD, Lahore 

115 199 
Loss due to approval 

of higher rates 
        4.33 7th PBD, Lahore 

116 201 
Loss due to approval 

of higher rate              0.08  PBD, Multan 

117 207 

Irregular 

procurement of plant 

and machinery items 

involving 

overpayment 

           0.10  PBD, Rawalpindi 

118 208 

Overpayment due to 

application of 

incorrect rate 

 

           0.40  PBD, Rawalpindi 
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S. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 

Name of 

Division/Formation 

119 216 

Overpayment due to 

allowing 

inadmissible lead 

0.59  PBD, Rawalpindi 

120 218 
Loss due to approval 

of higher rate 
           0.20  PBD, Jhelum 

121 219 
Irregular payment 

involving loss         1.56  PBD, Muzaffargarh 

122 222 

Overpayment due to 

execution of 

inadmissible item 

           0.24  PBD, Muzaffargarh 

123 225 
Overpayment due to 

excess use of earth 
        1.17  PBD, Muzaffargarh 

124 227 
Overpayment due to 

excess quantity 
        2.26  PBD, Muzaffargarh 

125 229 
Non-recovery of 

GST and invoices            0.40  PBD, Muzaffargarh 

126 236 

Irregular award of 

works due to sanction 

of TSE at higher 

rates 

    300.77  3rd PBD, Lahore 

127 241 
Overpayment due to 

allowing higher rate            0.95  3rd PBD, Lahore 

128 242 

Overpayment due to 

application of 

incorrect rate 

0.14 3rd PBD, Lahore 

129 247 

Irregular payment 

without approval 

from the competent 

authority 

    215.25  3rd PBD, Lahore 

130 252 

Undue financial aid 

due to less deduction 

of 

255asonry255255ion 

advance 

4.54 3rd PBD, Lahore 

131 253 

Undue financial aid 

due to obtaining 

lesser amount of 

bank guarantee 

16.39 3rd PBD, Lahore 

132 256 
Overpayment due to 

allowing higher rate 0.80 PBD, Gujranwala 

133 257 

Overpayment due to 

allowing price 

adjustment of material 

within 5% limit 

0.38 PBD, Gujranwala 
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S. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 

Name of 

Division/Formation 

134 259 

Loss due to allowing 

higher input rates 0.56 PBD, Gujranwala 

135 261 

Unjustified payment 

of price variation 

made to the 

contractor after the 

expiry of stipulated 

period 

12.21 PBD, Gujranwala 

136 263 
Loss due to theft of 

overhead reservoir 
1.00 PBD, Gujranwala 

137 264 
Irregular payment of 

price variation 
4.08 PBD, Gujranwala 

138 265 
Irregular grant of 

secured advance 
2.45 PBD, Gujranwala 

139 266 
Unjustified payment 

of price variation 
0.75 PBD, Gujranwala 

140 267 

Non-recovery of 

below specification 

work 
35.72 PBD, Gujranwala 

141 269 

Overpayment due to 

allowing price 

adjustment of 

material within 5% 

limit 

0.36 PBD, Gujranwala 

142 271 
Loss due to sanction 

of higher rate 
0.61 PBD, Gujranwala 

143 275 

Loss due to non-

recovery of 

liquidated charges 
5.52 PBD, Gujranwala 

144 279 

Loss due to non-

recovery of cost 

incurred for 

restoration of 

damages to profile by 

the contractor 

1.82 PBD, Gujranwala 

145 283 
Loss due to sanction 

of higher rate 0.14 PBD, Gujranwala 

146 284 
Non-recovery of 

secured advance 0.76 PBD, Gujranwala 

147 285 

Overpayment due to 

allowing higher rate 

of non-schedule item 

1.39 PBD, Gujranwala 
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S. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 

Name of 

Division/Formation 

148 286 
Overpayment due to 

excessive quantity 
1.68 PBD, Gujranwala 

149 289 
Loss due to approval 

of higher rates 
0.16 PBD, Sahiwal 

150 295 

Irregular 

procurement 

involving loss 

0.19 PBD, Sahiwal 

151 297 

Unjustified payment 

on a/c of extra labour 

rates 
1.07 PBD, Sahiwal 

152 298 

Loss due to non-

deduction of sales tax 

and undue payment 

of contractor profit 

and overheads 

0.29 PBD, Sahiwal 

153 300 

Loss due to 

application of 

incorrect rate 

0.59 PBD, Bahawalpur 

154 307 

Loss due to 

application of 

incorrect rate 

5.12 PHD, Rawalpindi 

155 309 
Non-recovery of 

mobilization advance 20.26 PHD, Rawalpindi 

156 311 

Non-recovery of de-

escalation in prices of 

bitumen 

0.58 PHD, Rawalpindi 

157 312 

Non-recovery due to 

non-deduction in 

prices of diesel 

2.00 PHD, Rawalpindi 

158 313 

Loss due to non-

deduction of rate of 

dressing 

0.30 PHD, Rawalpindi 

159 315 
Loss due to allowing 

incorrect rate 5.79 PHD, Rawalpindi 

160 321 

Loss due to allowing 

of 20% contractor 

profit on sales tax 

and 11% overhead 

5.03 4th PBD, Lahore 

161 322 

Loss due to 

257asonry257 of 

higher rates 

0.81 4th PBD, Lahore 

162 324 
Loss due to allowing 

inadmissible item 
0.24 4th PBD, Lahore 
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S. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 

Name of 

Division/Formation 

163 325 
Loss due to non-

reduction in rate 
1.41 4th PBD, Lahore 

164 329 
Unauthentic payment 

of price variation 11.25 4th PBD, Lahore 

165 330 

Unjustified payment 

of price variation for 

extended period 

1.14 4th PBD, Lahore 

166 331 

Overpayment due to 

application of higher 

rate 

0.29 PBD, Gujrat 

167 334 

Non-recovery due to 

usage of steel other 

than Pakistan steel 

2.27 PBD, Sailkot 

168 338 

Irregular expenditure 

due to allowing 

beyond the approved 

scope 

0.61 PBD, Gujrat 

169 342 

Irregular release of 

performance / 

additional 

performance security 

6.02 PBD, Sailkot 

170 345 
Non-recovery of 

dismantled material 
0.23 PHD, Sailkot 

171 346 

Irregular payment 

due to incorrect 

measurement 
48.08 PHD, Sailkot 

172 347 

Irregular payment of 

price variation on the 

basis of adoption of 

incorrect method 

5.00 PHD, Sailkot 

173 349 

Overpayment due to 

application of 

incorrect rate 

2.48 PHD, Sailkot 

174 350 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of GST 0.74 PBD, Bahawalpur 

175 357 

Non-recovery of 

price variation from 

the contractor 

0.33 PBD, Bahawalpur 

176 358 

Non-recovery on a/c of 

GST 1.05 PBD, Bahawalpur 



259 

 

S. 

No. 

PDP 
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Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 

Name of 

Division/Formation 

177 359 

Loss due to approval 

of item at higher 

rates and non-

recovery on a/c of 

GST 

0.42 PBD, Muzaffargarh 

178 360 

Undue financial aid 

due to application of 

incorrect rate of 

secured advance 

2.28 PBD, Sialkot 

179 361 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of GST and income 

tax 

0.27 PBD, Sialkot 

180 362 
Overpayment on a/c 

of price variation 0.93 PBD, Sialkot 

181 363 

Overpayment due to 

payment for extra 

RCC work 

0.09 PBD, Sialkot 

182 372 

Irregular 

procurement of plant 

and machinery items 

involving loss 

2.55 2nd PBD, Lahore 

183 374 

Irregular payment of 

price variation 

beyond contingency 

3.94 4th PBD, Lahore 

184 375 

Unauthentic payment 

without recording of 

detailed measurement 

8.57 4th PBD, Lahore 

185 377 
Loss due to allowing 

higher input rates 
10.13 4th PBD, Lahore 

186 399 
Non-recovery of de-

escalation of bitumen 
10.67 PHD, RY Khan 

187 400 
Non-recovery due to 

less use of bitumen 
0.98 PHD, RY Khan 

188 401 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

diesel 

0.47 PHD, RY Khan 

189 402 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of GST from the 

consultant 

0.18 PHD, RY Khan 

190 403 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

bitumen 

2.72 PHD, RY Khan 

191 404 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

diesel.  
2.12 PHD, RY Khan 
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Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 

Name of 

Division/Formation 

192 406 

Loss due to approval 

of item at higher rate 

 

10.31 PHD, RY Khan 

193 407 

Undue financial 

benefit to the 

contractor on a/c of 

imbalance rates 

9.15 PHD, RY Khan 

194 410 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

diesel 

3.86 PHD, RY Khan 

195 413 

Overpayment due to 

price variation on 

inadmissible item 

0.59 PHD, Multan 

196 414 

Overpayment due to 

price variation on 

inadmissible item 

0.66 PHD, RY Khan 

197 416 
Non-recovery due to 

less use of bitumen 
1.65 PHD, Muzaffargarh 

198 417 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of price variation 
0.54 PHD, Muzaffargarh 

199 418 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of price variation 
0.27 PHD, Muzaffargarh 

200 419 
Overpayment 

5.19 PHD, Muzaffargarh 

201 420 
Non-recovery due to 

less use of bitumen 
0.07 PHD, Muzaffargarh 

202 422 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of price variation 
4.45 PHD, Muzaffargarh 

203 424 
Non-recovery due to 

less use of bitumen 
1.26 PHD, Muzaffargarh 

204 427 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of price variation 
0.71 PHD, Muzaffargarh 

205 428 
Non-recovery due to 

less use of bitumen 
0.38 PHD, Muzaffargarh 

206 429 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

diesel 

2.22 PHD, Muzaffargarh 

207 430 

Non-recovery due to 

reduction in rate of 

diesel 

2.62 PHD, Muzaffargarh 

208 431 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of dismantled 

material 

0.75 PHD, Muzaffargarh 

209 432 
Non-recovery due to 

less use of bitumen 
1.73 PHD, Muzaffargarh 
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Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 
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Division/Formation 

210 433 
Non-recovery due to 

less use of bitumen 
0.95 PHD, Muzaffargarh 

211 434 
Non-recovery due to 

less use of bitumen 
0.91 PHD, Muzaffargarh 

212 436 
Less recovery of 

price variation 
2.10 PHD, Muzaffargarh 

213 437 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of dismantled 

material 

0.13 PHD, Muzaffargarh 

214 438 
Less recovery of 

income tax on toll tax 
5.61 PHD, Muzaffargarh 

215 439 
Less recovery of toll 

tax 0.30 PHD, Muzaffargarh 

216 440 

Loss due to allowing 

double mega project 

allowance 
81.89 PHD, Lahore 

217 441 

Overpayment due to 

allowing payment 

beyond approved 

scope of work 

2.17 PHD, Lahore 

218 442 

Overpayment due to 

allowing undue 

quantity 

6.81 PHD, Lahore 

219 443 

Loss due to allowing 

final bill beyond the 

tender percentage 

4.87 SE, PHC, Lahore 

220 444 

Loss due to approval 

of items at higher 

rate 

3.82 SE, PHC, Lahore 

221 445 

Non-recovery of de-

escalation of bitumen 

and unreliable 

payment 

0.08 PHD, Jhang 

222 447 

Loss due to 

inadmissible payment 

to the contractor 

30.35 PHD, Jhang 

223 451 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

bitumen 

 

2.20 PHD, Jhang 

224 453 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

bitumen 

 

0.39 PHD, Jhang 
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(Rs in million) 
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Division/Formation 

225 455 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

bitumen 

2.61 PHD, Jhang 

226 456 

Less recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

diesel 

0.47 PHD, Jhang 

227 458 

Overpayment due to 

non-utilization of 

available earth 

0.32 PHD, Gujranwala 

228 459 

Loss due to allowing 

higher rate in rate 

analysis 

0.13 PHD, Gujranwala 

229 461 
Overpayment due to 

non-reduction of rate 
0.23 PHD, Gujranwala 

230 464 
Loss due to adoption 

of long route 
0.84 PHD, Gujranwala 

231 465 
Loss due to allowing 

higher rate 
0.57 PHD, Gujranwala 

232 471 

Overpayment due to 

incorrect 

measurement 

6.45 PHD, Gujranwala 

233 472 

Loss due to allowing 

excessive rate than 

approved in PC-I 

1.65 PHD, Gujranwala 

234 473 

Overpayment due to 

allowing excessive 

thickness 

0.25 PHD, Gujranwala 

235 479 

Overpayment due to 

incorrect 

measurement 

0.40 PHD, Gujranwala 

236 481 
Overpayment due to 

wrong calculation 0.78 PHD, Gujranwala 

237 484 

Non-recovery due to 

de-escalation in the 

rates of diesel 

0.66 PHD, Gujranwala 

238 485 

Loss due to allowing 

higher rate in rate 

analysis 

0.22 PHD, Gujranwala 

239 487 
Loss due to adoption 

of incorrect rate 0.19 PBD, Rawalpindi 

240 488 

Loss due to excess 

lead for sub-base 

course material 

0.29 PHD, Rawalpindi 
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Division/Formation 

241 489 

Loss due to non-

utilization of 

available material 

8.11 PHD, Jhelum 

242 491 

Loss due to laying of 

sub base course on 

hard bed 

5.23 PHD, Jhelum 

243 492 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of de-escalation of 

diesel and bitumen 

0.44 PHD, Jhang 

244 493 
Non-recovery of 

defective work 
7.41 PHD, Gujranwala 

245 497 
Non-execution of 

below quoted items 8.67 LRRA, Lahore 

246 500 

Unauthentic / below 

specification 

execution of work 

without execution of 

allied items 

8.42 LRRA, Lahore 

247 514 

Overpayment due to 

allowing excessive 

quantity in price 

variation 

9.84 LRRA, Lahore 

248 517 

Overpayment due to 

allowing price 

variation in extended 

period 

2.28 LRRA, Lahore 

249 519 
Non-recovery of old 

bricks 2.05 LRRA, Lahore 

250 520 

Overpayment due to 

allowing excessive 

quantity in price 

variation 

4.45 LRRA, Lahore 

251 527 

Loss due to non-

credit of dismantled 

material 

0.11 PHD, Lahore 

252 528 

Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of 

available earth 

2.99 PHD, Lahore 

253 533 

Overpayment due to 

allowing excessive 

quantity. 

0.27 PHD, Lahore 

254 534 

Loss due to non-

encashment of 

performance 

guarantee 

29.38 PHD, Lahore 
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255 535 

Unjustified payment 

due to allowing 

additional component 

4.97 PHD, Lahore 

256 536 

Overpayment of 

price variation to a 

defaulter contractor 

12.00 PHD, Lahore 

257 538 

Non-recovery of 

GST from the 

consultants 

6.26 PHD, Mianwali 

258 541 
Unjustified provision 

for media campaign 
1.25 PHD, Mianwali 

259 542 
Non-recovery due to 

less use of bitumen 0.32 PHD, Mianwali 

260 545 

Non-recovery due to 

de-escalation in the 

rate of diesel 

0.20 PHD, Lahore 

261 546 

Loss to government 

due to adoption of 

longer route 

0.09 PHD, Lahore 

262 547 
Irregular award of 

work without TSE 
676.80 PHD, Lahore 

263 551 
Non-recovery due to 

less use of bitumen 1.91 PHD, Lahore 

264 554 

Loss due to allowing 

higher rate in rate 

analysis 
0.29 PHD, Lahore 

265 555 

Non-forfeiture of 

earnest money and 

security deposit of 

defaulting contractor 

6.05 PHD, Lahore 

266 558 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of price variation 0.11 PBD, D.G Khan 

267 559 

Non-recovery of 

liquidated damages 

for delay in 

completion of work 

2.87 PBD, D.G Khan 

268 561 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of price variation 0.16 PBD, D.G Khan 

269 562 

Non-recovery of 

liquidated damages 

for delay in 

completion of work 

 

2.27 PBD, D.G Khan 
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270 564 
Excess payment 

0.15 PBD, D.G Khan 

271 566 
Loss due to higher 

rate 
0.54 PBD, D.G Khan 

272 569 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of price variation 0.69 PBD, D.G Khan 

273 571 

Overpayment due to 

less utilization of 

dismantled material 

0.82 PHD, Jhelum 

274 574 
Non-recovery due to 

less use of bitumen 
2.62 PHD, Mianwali 

275 575 
Non-recovery due to 

less use of bitumen 0.79 PHD, Mianwali 

276 576 

Overpayment due to 

allowing payment of 

leveling and dressing 

twicely and non-

deduction of 

available earth 

1.51 PHD, Mianwali 

277 578 
Non-recovery of de-

escalation of bitumen 
1.74 PHD, Mianwali 

278 579 
Non-recovery of de-

escalation of bitumen 
13.87 PHD, Mianwali 

279 580 
Unjustified / 

unauthentic payment 3.03 PHD, Mianwali 

280 582 

Overpayment due to 

allowing payment of 

leveling & dressing 

twicely 

0.22 PHD, Mianwali 

281 583 
Non-recovery of de-

escalation of bitumen 
5.66 PHD, Mianwali 

282 585 
Loss due to approval 

of higher rates 
0.10 PBD, Muzaffargarh 

283 587 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of price variation 0.04 PBD, D.G Khan 

284 591 

Loss due to approval 

of item at higher 

rates and non-

recovery on a/c of 

GST 

0.58 PBD, D.G Khan 

285 592 

Overpayment due to 

carry forward of 

incorrect figure 

4.67 PHD, Mianwali 
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S. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 

Name of 

Division/Formation 

286 593 
Loss due to approval 

of higher rates 
1.18 PHD, Mianwali 

287 595 

Overpayment due to 

allowing excessive 

rate 

0.43 PHD, Lahore 

288 596 

Overpayment due to 

non-utilization of 

available earth 

0.51 PHD, Lahore 

289 598 

Loss due to 

application of 

incorrect rate 

0.65 PHD, Lahore 

290 601 

Overpayment due to 

less deduction of 

quantity of crust from 

earth 

0.86 PHD, Lahore 

291 603 

Non-recovery of de-

escalation of bitumen 

and diesel 

3.12 PHD, Lahore 

292 606 
Non-recovery of de-

escalation of diesel 
0.92 PHD, Lahore 

293 610 
Loss due to approval 

of higher rate 
0.95 PHD, Lahore 

294 615 
Irregular award of 

work without TSE 696.59 RCD, Lahore 

295 617 

Non-recovery of de-

escalation of bitumen 

and diesel 

5.91 RCD, Lahore 

296 618 

Overpayment due to 

less execution of item 

regular excavation 

3.51 RCD, Lahore 

297 623 

Irregular execution of 

items resulted in 

overpayment 

11.73               

+                      

0.11 

RCD, Lahore 

298 624 

Non-recovery of cost 

of dismantled 

material 

0.29 RCD, Lahore 

299 628 

Overpayment due to 

excessive disposal of 

debris amounting 

2.71 PHD, Faisalabad 

300 629 
Non-recovery of 

GST and Challan 

0.07 +                    

0.26 
PBD, D.G Khan 

301 631 
Loss due to approval 

of higher rate 
0.15 PBD, D.G Khan 

302 632 
Loss due to approval 

of higher rate 
0.23 PBD, D.G Khan 
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S. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 

Name of 

Division/Formation 

303 634 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of price variation 
0.19 PHD, D.G Khan 

304 635 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of price variation 0.75 PHD, D.G Khan 

305 637 

Overpayment due to 

excess execution of 

an item 

0.44 PHD-II, Sarghodha 

306 638 

Non-recovery of 

sales tax from 

consultants 

0.33 PHD, D.G Khan 

307 639 
Non-recovery of 

dismantled material 
0.52 PHD, D.G Khan 

308 641 
Less recovery on a/c 

of price variation 
0.12 PHD, D.G Khan 

309 645 
Non-recovery on a/c 

of price variation 1.09 PHD, D.G Khan 

310 649 

Non-recovery of de-

escalation of price 

variation 

1.55 PHD, D.G Khan 

311 652 

Non-recovery on a/c 

of price variation 2.08 PHD, D.G Khan 

312 653 
Non-recovery of 

GST and Challan 

0.04+                     

0.15 
PHD, D.G Khan 

313 654 
Irregular award of 

work without TSE 
207.58 PHD-II, Sarghodha 

314 658 
Non-recovery of 

bitumen 
4.04 PHD-II, Sarghodha 

315 663 
Irregular award of 

work without TSE 
207.58 PHD-II, Sarghodha 

316 664 
Non-utilization of 

available earth 4.19 PHD-II, Sarghodha 

317 680 

Irregular award of 

work due to 

sanctioned of 

provisional TSE by 

C.E 

31.39 PHD, Gujrat 

318 690 

Non-recovery of 

7.50% income tax on 

cost of old material 
0.30 PHD, Gujrat 
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S. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 

Name of 

Division/Formation 

319 691 

Application of higher 

input rates and extra 

labour in non-MRS 

item MS sheet frame 

door 

1.71 PBD, Faisalabad 

320 692 

Application of higher 

input rates and extra 

labour in non-MRS 

item MS square bar 

grill of windows 

2.85 PBD, Faisalabad 

321 693 

Application of higher 

input rates and extra 

labour in non-MRS 

item 

1.33 PBD, Faisalabad 

322 694 

Overpayment due to 

allowing 

inadmissible 

overlapping of steel 

Grade-60 

2.23 PBD, Faisalabad 

323 696 

Non-recovery of 

penalty from supplier 

on account of delay 

in commissioning of 

lifts 

0.58 PBD, Faisalabad 

324 697 

Irregular payment 

and non-recovery of 

pre-shipment 

inspection charges 

from the contractor 

29.74                 

+                   

0.50 

PBD, Faisalabad 

325 698 

Non-recovery of 

penalty from supplier 

on account of delay 

in commissioning of 

lifts 

0.47 PBD, Faisalabad 

326 705 

Less recovery of toll 

tax departmentally 

than reserved price 

5.67 PHD, Faisalabad 

327 706 

Less recovery of toll 

tax than reserved 

price 
0.49 PHD, Faisalabad 

328 708 

Loss due to allowing 

inadmissible claim of 

breach of canal to 

contractor 

                     

0.23  
PHD, Faisalabad 
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S. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 

Name of 

Division/Formation 

329 712 

Overpayment due to 

sanction of incorrect 

rates for RCC items 
15.81 PHD, Faisalabad 

330 719 

Non-recovery of cost 

of less used bitumen 

than approved job 

mix formula 

2.05 PHD, Faisalabad 

331 723 

Loss due to allowing 

stone from distant 

quantity in CR  

masonry 1:3 

0.53 RCD, Rawalpindi 

332 724 

Loss due to allowing 

inadmissible 

shuttering and stone 

from distant quantity 

in plum concrete 

1.55 RCD, Rawalpindi 

333 728 

Loss due to allowing 

inadmissible 

shuttering and stone 

from distant quantity 

in plum concrete 

1.90 RCD, Rawalpindi 

334 731 

Loss due to sanction 

of incorrect rate 

analysis of tuff tile 
0.12 RCD, Rawalpindi 

335 743 

Unjustified payment 

made for work done 

without approval in 

violation of JMF 

211.61 PHD, Gujrat 

336 744 

Loss due to allowing 

higher rates than 

rates of bitumen 

(packed) available on 

website 

0.30 PHD, Gujrat 

337 745 

Unjustified payment 

made for work done 

without approval in 

violation of JMF 

93.14 PHD, Gujratp 

338 752 

Irregular payment 

and non-recovery of 

pre-shipment 

inspection charges 

from the contractor 

4.60                     

+                          

0.50 

PBD, Faisalabad 
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S. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject of Para Amount 

(Rs in million) 

Name of 

Division/Formation 

339 753 

Irregular payment 

and non-recovery of 

pre-shipment 

inspection charges 

from the contractor 

23.50 PBD, Faisalabad 

340 755 

Loss due to 

application of higher 

input rates in non-

MRS item 

0.50 PBD, Faisalabad 

341 758 

Non-recovery of de-

escalation in the rate 

of diesel 

0.13 PBD, Faisalabad 

342 760 

Non-recovery of de-

escalation in the rate 

of diesel 

0.28 PBD, Faisalabad 

343 763 

Loss due to approval 

of higher rates 
0.37 PBD, Faisalabad 

344 764 

Execution of below 

specification work 

due to use of below 

standard bricks and 

recovery 

24.68                 

+                     

0.31 

PBD, D.G Khan 

345 765 
Non-recovery for less 

use of bitumen 
0.31 PHD, D.G Khan 

346 766 
Non-recovery due to 

less use of bitumen 
0.22 PHD, D.G Khan 

347 767 
Non-recovery for less 

use of bitumen 
2.21 PHD, D.G Khan 

348 352 

Loss to government 

due to non-recovery 

of GST. 

0.24 PBD, Bahawalpur 

349 353 

Loss to government 

due to non-recovery 

of GST. 

0.17 PBD, Bahawalpur 

350 386 

Loss to government 

due to non-recovery 

of GST. 

0.46 PBD, Muzaffargarh 
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Annexure-A/2: Housing, Urban Development & Public Health 

Engineering Department 

 
Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

1 2 Non-recovery of 

“Water & Sewerage 

Charges” from 

commercial 

consumers  

           6.10 

 

Director Revenue & 

Recovery WASA 

FDA Faisalabad 

2 5 Less deduction of 

price variation 

             0.48  Director 

Engineering UD 

Wing FDA 

Faisalabad 

3 6 Unjustified 

Expenditure due to 

non-submission of 

vouched Account  

         77.55  

 

Director 

Engineering UD 

Wing FDA 

Faisalabad 

4 7 Excess payment to 

contractor due to 

application of 

incorrect rates in rate 

analysis  

             0.48 

 

Director 

Engineering UD 

Wing FDA 

Faisalabad 

5 8 Non-recovery of 

demolished material 

               0.09  Director 

Engineering UD 

Wing FDA 

Faisalabad 

6 9 Non-recovery of 

cost of 

dismantled 

material 

             0.30 Director 

Engineering UD 

Wing FDA 

Faisalabad 

7 10 Non-recovery due to 

non-deduction of 

manhole area 

               0.09  Director 

Engineering UD 

Wing FDA 

Faisalabad 

9 11 Loss due to non- 

following PPRA 

rules 

             0.41  Director Finance 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

 

10 12 Loss due to 

premature 

encashment of Fixed 

Deposits 

       217.11  

 

Director Finance 

UD Wing FDA 

Faisalabad 

11 13 Non-achievement of 

revenue receipt target 

during 2014-15 

       273.30  

 

Director Finance 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

12 14 Non-credit of lapsed 

security deposit 

         80.83 Director Finance 

UD Wing FDA 

Faisalabad 

13 15 Loss due to non-

installation of 

“Capacitors” on three 

Phase Tube-well 

Motors 

           2.34  

 

Director Finance 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

14 16 Non-recovery / 

adjustment of 

Advances 

           5.15  Director Finance 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

15 17 Loss due to non-

finalization of 

enquiry 

           2.55  Director Admn. 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

 18 Loss due to non-

depositing of 

property tax 

             0.11  Director Admn. 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

16 19 Unjustified payment 

on account of 

consultancy services 

while serving as 

Director (Finance) 

PHA, Faisalabad 

1.59 Director Admn. & 

Finance UD Wing 

FDA Faisalabad 

17 23 Less recovery due to 

non-implementation 

of Governing body’s 

minutes  

         43.06  Director Admn. & 

Finance UD Wing 

FDA Faisalabad 

18 24 Non-recovery of 

building plan 

violation penalty 

           2.34 Director Town 

Planning MDA UD 

Wing Multan 

19 25 Non-recovery of land 

sub-division fee 

           4.50  Director Town 

Planning MDA UD 

Wing Multan 

20 28 Unjustified payment 

of price variation 

       105.43  Director 

Engineering MDA 

Multan 

 

21 29 Overpayment due to 

approval of rate 

analysis at higher 

side 

 

             0.21  

 

Director 

Engineering MDA 

Multan 

22 30 Non-recovery of 

penalty for late 

completion of work 

           8.49  

 

Director 

Engineering MDA 

Multan 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

23 33 Overpayment due to 

excess measurement 

             0.46  Director 

Engineering MDA 

Multan 

24 34 Non-adjustment of 

advances for work 

     4,723.83  Director Finance & 

Admn. MDA UD 

Wing Multan 

25 589 Non-recovery of land 

use conversion 

charges 

5.75 Director Town 

Planning I&II UD 

Wing FDA 

Faisalabad 

26 591 Irregular allocation of 

plots in Johar town 

valuing  

83.70 

 

Director DLD-IV 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

27 592 Loss due to non- 

auction of cancelled 

plots owned by the 

Authority 

       120.00  

 

Director DLD-IV 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

28 593 Non-recovery of cost 

of excess area 

alongwith markup 

0.99 

 

Director DLD-IV 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

29 594 Non-recovery of cost 

of excess area 

alongwith markup  

0.28 

 

Director DLD-IV 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

30 595 Less recovery of 

advance tax from the 

owners of auctioned 

plots  

2.52 

 

Director EM-I UD 

Wing LDA Lahore 

31 596 Less recovery of 

advance tax from the 

owners of auctioned 

plots  

6.78 

 

Director EM-I UD 

Wing LDA Lahore 

32 597 Less recovery of 

advance tax from the 

owners of auctioned 

plots  

1.49 

 

Director EM-I UD 

Wing LDA Lahore 

33 598 Less recovery of 

advance tax from the 

owners of auctioned 

plots  

0.78 

 

Director EM-I UD 

Wing LDA Lahore 

34 599 Loss to Authority due 

to non-forfeiture of 

earnest money  

0.97 

 

Director EM-I UD 

Wing LDA Lahore 

35 600 Non-recovery of cost 

of excess area 

alongwith markup  

 

2.26 Director DLD-III 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

36 601 Non-recovery of cost 

of excess area 

alongwith markup  

0.16 Director DLD-III 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

37 602 Non-recovery of cost 

of excess area 

alongwith markup  

0.48 

 

Director DLD-III 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

38 603 Irregular allocation of 

plots in Johar town 

valuing  

20.00 Director DLD-I UD 

Wing LDA Lahore 

39 604 Irregular allocation of 

plots in Johar town 

valuing  

7.00 Director DLD-I UD 

Wing LDA Lahore 

40 605 Irregular allocation of 

plots in Johar town 

valuing  

30.00 Director DLD-I UD 

Wing LDA Lahore 

41 606 Irregular allocation of 

plots in Johar town 

valuing  

7.00 Director DLD-I UD 

Wing LDA Lahore 

42 607 Non-recovery of cost 

of excess area 

alongwith markup  

11.71 

 

Director DLD-I UD 

Wing LDA Lahore 

43 608 Irregular allocation of 

plots in Johar town 

valuing  

13.00 Director DLD-I UD 

Wing LDA Lahore 

44 609 Non-recovery of cost 

of excess area 

alongwith markup  

5.99 

 

Director DLD-I UD 

Wing LDA Lahore 

45 37 Irregular payment 

due to allowing 

excess quantities than 

revised estimate  

       100.25 

 

Director 

Engineering ADS-I 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

46 40 Overpayment due to 

sanction of incorrect 

rate of BOQ and non-

standardized item  

 

         11.25  

 

Director 

Engineering ADS-I 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

47 41 Overpayment due 

less deduction of 

value of work done 

of previous bill 

 

3.00 Director 

Engineering ADS-I 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

48 44 Overpayment due to 

sanction of incorrect  

rates of granular sub-

base  

           2.01 

 

Director 

Engineering ADS-I 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

49 45 Overpayment due to 

sanction of incorrect 

rates of water bound 

macadam 

           3.79  

 

Director 

Engineering ADS-I 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

 

50 46 Loss due to sanction 

of higher rate of 

BOQ item asphalt 

wearing course 

Class-A 

           7.31  

 

Director 

Engineering ADS-I 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

51 49 Overpayment due to 

sanction of higher 

rate of BOQ item  

             0.55  

 

Director 

Engineering ADS-I 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

52 50 Non-recovery of cost 

of old material 

           2.00 Director 

Engineering ADS-I 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

53 61 Loss due to sanction 

of incorrect rate 

analysis of tuff tile  

             0.21 

 

Director 

Engineering ADS-II 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

54 67 Overpayment due to 

sanction of incorrect 

rate of BOQ and non-

standardized item  

         11.25  

 

Director 

Engineering ADS-II 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

55 71 Loss due to sanction 

of incorrect rate 

analysis of tuff tile  

             0.46 

 

Director 

Engineering ADS-II 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

56 72 Loss due to 

application of higher 

rates than schedule 

item of asphalt 

wearing course 

         12.98  

 

Director 

Engineering ADS-II 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

57 79 Irregular drawl of 

funds from lapsable 

SDA account 

       417.88  

 

Director Finance 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

58 80 Unauthorized transfer 

of security deposit of 

contractor from SDA 

Account to PLS 

         71.50  

 

Director Finance 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

59 83 Non-adjustment/ 

recovery of advances 

and income tax/sales 

tax  

4.90 

 

Director M&O PHA 

Lahore 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

60 84 Loss to the 

Government due to 

allowing higher rate 

of 

           3.24  

 

Director M&O PHA 

Lahore 

61 90 Non-Recovery of 

dismantled material 

           2.39 Director 

Construction-I 

WASA LDA Lahore 

62 92 Non-recovery of cost 

of old material 

           8.03 Director 

Construction-I 

WASA LDA Lahore 

63 93 Irregular shifting of 

water supply house 

connection without 

realization of 

connection fee / 

provision in TSE / 

DNIT/ BID 

             0.51  

 

Director 

Construction-II 

WASA LDA Lahore 

64 590 Non-recovery of 

penalty due to 

deviation from 

original approved 

plan 

           1.59  

 

Director Town 

Planning I&II UD 

Wing FDA 

Faisalabad 

65 611 Non-recovery of cost 

of shops and interest 

of 

           8.09 Director EM-I UD 

Wing FDA 

Faisalabad 

66 612 Revenue and socio 

economic loss due to 

non-auction of 

Educational Sites 

     1,929.68  

 

Director EM-I UD 

Wing FDA 

Faisalabad 

67 613 Non recovery of 

balance amount of 

cost of plots and 

surcharge 

 

         43.50 

 

Director EM-II UD 

Wing FDA 

Faisalabad 

68 614 Non recovery of 

development charges 

         38.22 Director EM-II UD 

Wing FDA 

Faisalabad 

69 615 Non-deposit / 

recovery of Stamp 

Duty / CVT and 

Advance Tax 

           1.71 

 

Director EM-I UD 

Wing FDA 

Faisalabad 

70 96 Non recovery of 

water, sewer and 

acquifier charges 

 

10.78 Director Revenue 

WASA LDA Lahore 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

71 98 Overpayment due to 

incorrect application 

of rate for  

0.12 

 

Director 

Construction-I 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

72 101 Overpayment on 

account of excess rate  

2.35 Director 

Construction-I 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

73 102 Unjustified payment 

of restored earth  

6.94 Director 

Construction-I 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

74 103 Overpayment of 

departmental charges 

for  

1.10 Director 

Construction-I 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

75 104 Less recovery of 

departmental charges  

0.84 Director 

Construction-I 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

76 105 Less recovery of 

departmental charges 

for  

0.65 Director 

Construction-I 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

77 109 Premature release of 

additional 

performance security 

4.06 Director 

Construction-I 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

78 110 Un-justified 

provision of 3% 

contingency in the 

TSE  

0.84 

 

Director 

Construction-I 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

79 112 Non-production of 

record involving 

million of rupees 

regarding illegal 

connections  

- Director Revenue & 

Recovery  WASA 

FDA Faisalabad 

80 113 Production of 

incomplete record 

showing recoverable 

amount 

1.16 

 

Director Revenue & 

Recovery  WASA 

FDA Faisalabad 

81 114 Less recovery of 

Water Supply and 

Sewerage Charges 

from the Users  

 

       165.76  

 

Director Revenue & 

Recovery  WASA 

FDA Faisalabad 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

82 118 Overpayment to 

contractor due to 

application of 

incorrect rate 

 

0.81 

 

Director 

Construction-II 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

83 119 Irregular 

enhancement of 

agreement in 

violation of PPRA’s 

Rules  

 

32.56 

 

Director 

Construction-II 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

84 121 Overpayment of Rs 

98,655 and irregular 

payment due to 

purchase of 

machinery/furniture 

through contractor Rs 

493,276 

 

0.59 

 

Director 

Construction-II 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

85 122 Non-production of 

record relating to 

Commercial Audit 

Report and supply of 

water bottles 18.73 

Ltr capacity  

3.68 

 

Director 

Construction-II 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

86 127 Non-recovery of 

price de-escalation  

0.35 Director 

Construction-II 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

 

87 128 Non-recovery of 

departmental charges  

50.00 

 

Director 

Construction-II 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

88 133 Non recovery of 

penal charges for 

delay in completion 

of work  

18.62 

 

Director 

Construction-II 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

 

89 135 Non-recovery of cost 

of dismantled 

material  

0.35 

 

Director 

Construction-II 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

90 136 Overpayment due to 

non-reduction of rate 

of item RCC  

0.97 

 

Director 

Construction-II 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

91 137 Lapse of funds and 

non-submission of 

Progress report of 2% 

Plantation/Horticultur

e funds utilization  

1.39 

 

Director 

Construction-II 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

92 141 Unjustified 

expenditure due to 

non-submission of 

vouched Account  

9.27 

 

Director 

Construction-II 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

93 142 Excess payment due 

to allowing payment 

beyond the approved 

scope of work  

7.88 

 

Director 

Construction-II 

WASA FDA 

Faisalabad 

94 145 Non-recovery of 

Income Tax from 

lease rent  

 

0.32 

 

Director Estate & 

Land Management 

MDA Multan 

95 146 Non-recovery of 

development charges 

from allottees of 

Fatima Jinnah Town 

Phase-I, Multan 

 

11.52 

 

Director Estate & 

Land Management 

MDA Multan 

96 147 Non-recovery of 

boundary wall 

charges  

0.66 

 

Director Estate & 

Land Management 

MDA Multan 

97 148 Non-recovery of 

development charges 

from allottees of 

Fatima Jinnah Town 

Phase-II, Multan  

16.42 

 

Director Estate & 

Land Management 

MDA Multan 

98 149 Loss due to non-

recovery of lease rent  

0.64 Director Finance & 

Admn. WASA 

MDA Multan 

99 150 Non-recovery of 

income tax  

0.12 Director Finance & 

Admn. WASA 

MDA Multan 

 

100 151 Non-recovery of 

lease rent  

1.23 Director Finance & 

Admn. WASA 

MDA Multan 

101 153 Undue financial to 

contractor due to 

non-receipt of 

performance security 

 

6.90 Director Works 

WASA MDA 

Multan 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

102 157 Overpayment due to 

preparation of the 

rate analysis at higher 

side 

5.91 

 

Director Works 

WASA MDA 

Multan 

103 159 Overpayment due to 

preparation of the 

rate analysis at higher 

side 

 

8.78 

 

Director Works 

WASA MDA 

Multan 

104 160 Overpayment due to 

approval of rate 

analysis at higher 

side 

 

0.25 

 

Director Works 

WASA MDA 

Multan 

105 161 Overpayment due to 

preparation of the 

rate analysis at higher 

side 

 

1.36 Director Works 

WASA MDA 

Multan 

106 166 Overpayment due to 

excess measurement  

8.54 Director Works 

WASA MDA 

Multan 

107 167 Non-recovery of 

Secured Advance  

39.85 Director Works 

WASA MDA 

Multan 

108 170 Non-recovery of POL 

charges  

 

0.10 Director Draining 

WASA LDA Lahore 

109 171 Non-accountal of 

replaced old G.I/M.S 

pipes & new HDPE 

pipes  

 

- Director (O&M) 

S&ABT WASA 

LDA Lahore 

110 175 Non auction of old 

machinery  

152.50 Director Draining 

WASA LDA Lahore 

111 177 Non-recovery of old 

material  

0.81 Director (O&M) 

GBT WASA LDA 

Lahore 

 

112 178 Non-recovery of the 

cost of old material  

1.21 Director (O&M) 

S&ABT WASA 

LDA Lahore 

113 180 Non-accountal of 

129,394 Rft replaced 

old GI/MS pipes  

 

- Director (O&M) 

GBT WASA LDA 

Lahore 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

114 184 Loss due to non-

recovery of 

permanent 

commercialization 

fee and penalty from 

Owner 

0.20 Director 

Commercialization 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

115 185 Non-recovery of 

arrears of annual 

Commercialization 

fee  

2.05 

 

Director 

Commercialization 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

116 189 Non-recovery of hire 

charges of tendam 

roller & PTR from 

contractor 

4.60 

 

Director  EME UD 

Wing LDA Lahore 

117 191 Overpayment due to 

sanction of higher 

rates analysis of item 

optical smoke 

detector  

0.47 

 

Director  EME UD 

Wing LDA Lahore 

118 192 Overpayment due to 

sanction of higher 

rates analysis of item 

optical smoke 

detector  

0.41 

 

Director  EME UD 

Wing LDA Lahore 

119 194 Loss due to electric 

wire and distribution 

boards 

0.63 Director  EME UD 

Wing LDA Lahore 

120 195 Likely 

misappropriation of 

permanent 

commercialization 

fee from owner  

 

1.00 

 

Director 

Commercialization 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

121 198 Loss due to non-

imposition of penalty 

on account of delay 

in completion of 

work 

12.85 

 

Director  Building-I 

UD Wing LDA 

Lahore 

122 199 Irregular 

enhancement of 

agreement in 

violation of PPRA’s 

Rules - 

2.28 

 

D.G Bahawalpur 

Development 

Authority 

Bahawalpur 

123 200 Lapse of funds due to 

non-utilization of 

funds 

 

3.58 D.G Bahawalpur 

Development 

Authority 

Bahawalpur 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

124 202 Un-justified 

provision of 3% 

contingency in the 

TSE  

0.71 

 

Director General 

Bahawalpur 

Development 

Authority 

Bahawalpur 

125 203 Irregular payment to 

the contractors due to 

non-production of lab 

tests Reports and 

financial statements 

24.21 

 

Director General 

Bahawalpur 

Development 

Authority 

Bahawalpur 

126 206 Non-utilization/lapse 

of development funds  

18.97 Director General 

Bahawalpur 

Development 

Authority 

Bahawalpur 

127 207 Irregular expenditure 

due to payment 

without Pre-Audit 

245.00 

 

Director General 

Bahawalpur 

Development 

Authority 

Bahawalpur 

128 209 Non-utilization/lapse 

of non-development 

funds  

17.38 Director General 

Bahawalpur 

Development 

Authority 

Bahawalpur 

129 210 Irregular purchasing 

of POL without 

agreement in 

violation of PPRA’s 

Rules  

18.50 

 

Director General 

Bahawalpur 

Development 

Authority 

Bahawalpur 

130 214 Non-recovery of 

water / sewerage / 

drainage charges 

from the consumers  

63.54 

 

Director Recovery 

WASA MDA 

Multan 

131 217, 

218 

Non-recovery 

secured advance 

41.68 Director Water 

Supply WASA 

MDA Multan 

132 219 Undue financial 

benefit to the 

contractor due to 

non-obtaining 

performance security 

6.72 

 

Director Water 

Supply WASA 

MDA Multan 

133 FAP

-243 

Overpayment due to 

incorrect calculation 

0.46 PD (FF), WASA, 

Faisalabad 

134 5 Non-recovery of 

dismantled material 

 

1.21 Faisalabad 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

135 7 Irregular expenditure 

on account of 

purchase of 

machinery through 

contractor 

1.50 Faisalabad 

136 10 Wasteful expenditure 

due to non-

achievement of 

targets under    PATS 

 

1.87 Gujrat 

 

137 11 Loss due to non-

completion/ 

finalization of work 

and allotment of 

balance work at risk 

and cost of original 

contractor 

260.00 Gujrat 

 

138 15 Loss due to less 

recovery of income 

tax 

0.20 Gujrat 

 

139 19 Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of area 

occupied by the brick 

pavement from earth 

work 

 

1.45  Narowal 

 

140 21 Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of 

settlement allowance 

and area occupied by 

brick soling 

0.65 Narowal 

 

141 24 Doubtful payment 

due to manipulation 

of quantities recorded 

in measurement book 

 

1.32 Narowal 

 

142 25 Overpayment due to 

incorrect calculation 

of quantity of 

crushed stone 

0.31 Narowal 

 

143 26 Un authentic 

payment due to not 

mentioning 

site/location of work 

in measurement book 

and verification by 

any officer 

25.33 Narowal 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

144 29 Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of 

settlement allowance 

from earth work 

0.66 Lahore 

 

145 30 Un-due financial 

benefit due to non-

recovery of general 

sales tax 

6.71 Lahore 

146 31 Unjustified payment 

due to execution of 

item with higher rate 

3.21 Lahore 

 

147 33 Unjustified payment 

for PCC beyond 

approved scope of 

work 

4.66 Sialkot 

 

148 35 Unjustified payment 

due to separate 

payment for removal 

of vegetation 

2.90 Sialkot 

 

149 36 Overpayment due to 

application of 

incorrect/excessive 

rate 

1.58 Sialkot 

 

150 37 Pre-mature release 

of security deposits 

to the contractors 

3.06 Sialkot 

151 38 Overpayment due to 

incorrect application 

of rate 

0.83 Sialkot 

 

152 39 Un-authentic 

payment to 

Community Based 

Organization for 

repair of water 

supply schemes 

1.00 Sialkot 

 

153 40 Loss due to non 

imposition of 

penalty due for 

failure of contractor 

to complete the work 

4.87 Sialkot 

 

154 43 Undue financial 

benefit to the 

contractor due to 

non-obtaining of 

performance security 

 

2.61 Gujranwala 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

155 45 Unauthentic 

payment due to 

incorrect mode of 

recording 

measurements 

 

13.59 Gujranwala 

156 46 Irregular allotment 

of work without 

technical sanction 

estimate and 

expenditure thereof 

14.69 Gujranwala 

157 47 Unjustified payment 

due to less 

dismantling of brick 

flooring 

5.17 Gujranwala 

158 48 Unjustified payment 

due to unauthentic 

provision of 

thickness of PCC 

41.15 Gujranwala 

159 52 Unauthentic 

payment to 

Community 

Based 

Organization 

for repair of 

water supply 

schemes 

 

2.00 Chakwal 

160 53 Wasteful expenditure 

due to non-

achievement of 

targets under    PATS 

 

1.42 Chakwal 

161 55 Overpayment 

due to 

application of 

incorrect/excess

ive rate of 

boring 

 

1.08 Chakwal 

162 56 Overpayment 

due to 

application of 

incorrect/excess

ive rate of 

boring 

 

1.96 Chakwal 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

163 57 Overpayment 

due to payment 

of price 

variation for 

delayed period 

4.96 M.B.Din 

164 63 Wasteful expenditure 

due to non-

achievement of 

targets under    PATS 

1.95 M.B.Din 

165 64 Un-due financial 

benefit due to non-

obtaining 

performance security 

and revalidation of 

bank guarantee for 

mobilization 

advance 

11.18 M.B.Din 

166 66 Overpayment due to 

incorrect rate 

5.60 Okara 

167 67 Unjustified payment 1.43 Okara 

168 68 Overpayment due to 

incorrect rate 

0.21 Okara 

169 69 Overpayment due to 

incorrect provision 

0.42 Okara 

170 70 Overpayment due to 

incorrect provision of 

contractor profit & 

overhead charges on 

GST 

 

0.29 Okara 

171 74 Overpayment due to 

inadmissible cushion 

0.69 Pakpattan 

 
172 75 Irregular expenditure 

on account of 

purchase of 

machinery through 

contractor 

 

31.73 Pakpattan 

 

173 76 Non recovery of 

outstanding dues 

 

0.71 Pakpattan 

 

174 77 Non-recovery 

 

1.98 Sargordha 

175 78 Non-recovery of 

secured advance 

 

4.83 Sargordha 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

176 80 Irregular expenditure 

on account of 

purchase of  

machinery through 

contractor 

14.26 Sargordha 

177 82 Overpayment due to 

non-using of 

available earth 

1.37 Sargordha 

178 83 Overpayment to 

inadmissible 

percentage 

2.49 Sargordha 

179 84 Overpayment due to 

less deduction of 

income tax 

0.16 Sargordha 

180 85 Non-recovery of 

general sales tax 

 

0.35 Sargordha 

181 86 Non-recovery of 

professional tax 

0.14 Sargordha 

182 88 Non-recovery on 

account of 

compensation for 

delay 

13.00 Sargordha 

183 89 Non-recovery due to 

de-escalation in the 

rates of PVC pipes 

2.37 T.T. Sing 

184 91 Irregular expenditure 

on account of 

purchase of 

machinery through 

contractor 

18.50 T.T. Sing 

185 94 Non-recovery 0.32 T.T. Sing 

186 97 Overpayment due to 

inadmissible cushion 

0.09 Sahiwal 

187 98 Non Recovery 1.24 Sahiwal 

188 99 Unjustified Payment 

due to allowing 

excess rate 

0.32 Sahiwal 

189 101 Excess payment due 

to allowing excess 

rate 

0.18 Sahiwal 

190 104 Less-recovery of 

mobilization 

advance 

2.10 Vehari 

191 102 Non Recovery 0.85 Vehari 

192 107 Excess Payment 0.30 Khanewal 



288 

 

Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

193 108 Non-recovery of 3% 

testing charges 

1.18 Khanewal 

194 109 Non-recovery of 

dismantalled brick 

pavement 

0.25 Khanewal 

195 110 Excess payment due 

to excess 

dismantling of brick 

pavement & road 

metal 

1.99 Khanewal 

196 113 Excess measurement 

of quantities than 

provision in T.S. 

Estimate 

4.28 Multan 

197 114 Excess measurement 

of quantities than 

provision in T.S. 

Estimate 

7.20 Multan 

198 116 Non Recovery 0.90 Multan 

199 117 Irregular payment 

without provision in 

TSE 

3.25 Multan 

200 119 Non recovery / 

adjustment of price 

variation 

1.37 Multan 

201 120 Overpayment due to 

application of 

incorrect excessive 

rate for earth work 

11.74 Jhelum 

202 123 Un-authorized 

payment due to ill 

planning and 

payment beyond 

approved scope 

13.40 Jhelum 

203 125 Overpayment due to 

excessive 

measurement of 

length of G.I pipe 

 

23.86 Jhelum 

204 128 Un-authentic 

payment to 

Community Based 

Organization for 

repair of water 

supply schemes 

 

2.40 Jhelum 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

205 129 Wasteful 

expenditure due to 

non-achievement of 

targets under PATS 

1.61 Jhelum 

206 130 Undue financial 

benefit due to non-

obtaining additional 

performance security 

0.90 Khushab 

207 131 Irregular expenditure 

on account of 

purchase of 

machinery through 

contractor 

5.70 Khushab 

208 133 Overpayment due to 

incorrect application 

of rate 

 

0. 30 Khushab 

209 138 Undue financial aid 

due to late recovery 

of secured advance 

1.65 Khushab 

210 139 Overpayment on 

account of price 

variation 

0.14 Khushab 

211 143 Irregular expenditure 

on account of 

purchase of 

machinery through 

contractor 

8.92 Chiniot 

212 144 Irregular expenditure 

on account of 

purchase of 

machinery through 

contractor 

1.76 Chiniot 

213 148 Application of 

incorrect excessive 

rate for material 

4.74 Attock 

214 150 Incorrect 

measurement of 

earthwork 

0.23 Attock 

215 151 Payment without any 

provision in 

technical sanction 

estimate and non-

receipt of vouched 

account 

 

9.72 Attock 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

216 152 Payment for PCC 

beyond approved 

scope of work 

6.13 Attock 

217 153 Provision& 

execution of items 

carrying higher 

specification 

4.19 Attock 

218 154 Non-disposal of idle 

machinery and stores 

2.45 Attock 

219 155 Non-recording 

measurements in 

MB 

2.25 Attock 

220 156 Un-authorized 

diversion of 

contingencies of 

development 

schemes 

1.50 Attock 

221 160 Non-recovery of risk 

and cost charges 
4.18 Rawalpindi 

222 161 Recording of 

excessive 

measurement of 

thickness of concrete 

1.98 Rawalpindi 

223 162 Splitting and 

allotment of 

works in 

violation of 

PPR-2014 

536.11 Rawalpindi 

224 163 Enhancement of 

contract cost in 

violation of Punjab 

Procurement Rules 

2014 

30.85 Rawalpindi 

225 164 Measurement of 

excessive thickness 

of  PCC 

0.68 Rawalpindi 

226 165 Non-achievement of 

targets under PATS 

 

1.91 Rawalpindi 

227 166 Non-recording of 

measurements in 

MB 

2.00 Rawalpindi 

228 167 Non-recovery of 

general sales tax 

from consultants 

 

0.75 Rawalpindi 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

229 169 Enhancement of 

contract cost and 

non-finalization of 

work 

29.20 Mianwali 

230 170 Overpayment due to 

separate payment of 

formation dressing 

0.41 Mianwali 

231 172 Non-recording of 

measurements in 

MB 

1.00 Mianwali 

232 174 Irregular 

enhancement of 

contract cost and 

non-finalization of 

work 

1.57 Mianwali 

233 175 Overpayment due to 

excessive 

measurement of area 

of PCC 1:2:4 

1.63 Mianwali 

234 178 Overpayment due to 

measurement of 

excessive depth of 

sand filling above 

pipe 

2.90 Hafizabad 

235 180 Irregular 

enhancement of 

contract cost and 

non-finalization of 

work 

17.19 Hafizabad 

236 181 Irregular payment of 

price variation due to 

unjustified 2nd 

revision of estimate 

9.34 Hafizabad 

237 184 Non-recovery of 

general sales tax 

from the consultant 

& suppliers 

0.27 Hafizabad 

238 185 Loss due to allowing 

excess rate 

10.27 Rajanpur 

239 186 Loss due to allowing 

excess rate 

2.70 Rajanpur 

240 187 Loss due to allowing 

excess rate 

4.53 Rajanpur 

241 188 Provision of excess 

rate in technically 

sanctioned estimate 

3.03 Rajanpur 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

242 189 Provision of excess 

rate in technically 

sanctioned estimate 

1.63 Rajanpur 

243 191 Loss due to allowing 

of excess rate in 

technically 

sanctioned estimate 

1.46 Rajanpur 

244 192 Un-justified payment 

due to allowing 

secured advance at 

higher rate 

9.68 Rajanpur 

245 193 Loss due to allowing 

of excess rate in 

technically 

sanctioned estimate 

1.96 Rajanpur 

246 194 Loss due to irregular 

procurement of 

machinery 

19.60 Rajanpur 

247 195 Un-justified payment 

due to allowing 

secured advance at 

higher rate 

7.44 Rajanpur 

248 196 Overpayment due to 

allowing excess rate 

0.52 D.G.Khan 

249 197 Overpayment due to 

allowing excess rate 

1.30 D.G.Khan 

250 198 Non-recovery of 

secured advance 

4.63 D.G.Khan 

251 199 Un-justified payment 

due to allowing 

secured advance at 

higher rate 

6.06 D.G.Khan 

252 200 Overpayment due to 

allowing excess rate 

1.44 D.G.Khan 

253 201 Non-recovery of 

secured advance 

4.79 D.G.Khan 

254 203 Provision of excess 

rate in technically 

sanctioned estimate 

0.51 D.G.Khan 

255 204 Provision of excess 

rate in technically 

sanctioned estimate 

1.03 D.G.Khan 

256 205 Provision of excess 

rate in technically 

sanctioned estimate 

 

0.66 D.G.Khan 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

257 206 Loss due to provision 

of excess rate in 

technically 

sanctioned estimate 

2.73 R.Y.Khan 

258 207 Provision of excess 

rate in technically 

sanctioned estimate 

70.77 R.Y.Khan 

259 208 Provision of excess 

rate in technically 

sanctioned estimate 

 

15.80 R.Y.Khan 

260 209 Provision of excess 

rate in technically 

sanctioned estimate 

1.55 R.Y.Khan 

261 211 Loss due to provision 

of excess rate in 

technically 

sanctioned estimate 

0.14 R.Y.Khan 

262 212 Loss due to provision 

of excess rate in 

technically 

sanctioned estimate 

0.31 R.Y.Khan 

263 213 Loss due to irregular 

procurement of 

machinery 

5.83 R.Y.Khan 

264 214 Overpayment due to 

excess measurement 

0.74 R.Y.Khan 

265 215 Loss due to allowing 

incorrect rate in 

technically 

sanctioned estimate 

13.08 R.Y.Khan 

266 216 Loss due to provision 

of excess rate in 

technically 

sanctioned estimate 

1.67 R.Y.Khan 

267 217 Overpayment due to 

allowing excess rate 

in technically 

sanctioned estimate 

4.46 R.Y.Khan 

268 218 Loss due to non-

credit/ recovery of 

cost of available 

material 

4.04 Bahawalpur 

269 219 Less recovery of 

mobilization advance 

 

6.25 Bahawalpur 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

270 220 Overpayment due to 

execution of item not 

provided in the 

technically 

sanctioned 

estimate/agreement 

1.45 Bahawalpur 

271 221 Loss due to allowing 

excess rate 

0.34 Bahawalpur 

272 222 Overpayment due to 

allowing excess rate 

1.32 Bahawalpur 

273 223 Loss due to provision 

of excess rate in 

technically 

sanctioned estimate 

 0.64 Bahawalpur 

274 224 Overpayment due to 

execution of item not 

provided in the 

technically 

sanctioned 

estimate/agreement 

0.55 Bahawalpur 

275 225 Loss due to provision 

of excess rate in 

technically 

sanctioned estimate 

0.66 Bahawalpur 

276 226 Loss due to provision 

of excess rate in 

technically 

sanctioned estimate 

0.26 Bahawalpur 

277 227 Un-justified payment 

due to allowing 

secured advance at 

higher rates 

36.25 Bahawalnagar 

278 228 Loss due to provision 

of excess rate in 

technically 

sanctioned estimate 

0.11 Bahawalnagar 

279 230 Overpayment due to 

excess measurement 

1.69 Bahawalnagar 

280 231 Provision of excess 

rate in technically 

sanctioned estimate 

 

2.16 Bahawalnagar 

281 232 Provision of excess 

rate in technically 

sanctioned estimate 

 

1.71 Bahawalnagar 
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No. 
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No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

282 233 Provision of excess 

rate in technically 

sanctioned estimate 

0.30 Bahawalnagar 

283 234 Overpayment due to 

allowing excess rate 

in the estimate 

1.47 Bahawalnagar 

284 235 Overpayment due to 

allowing excess rate 

in the estimate 

0.59 Bahawalnagar 

285 236 Irregular procurement 

of machinery 

8.18 Bahawalnagar 

286 237 Loss due to provision 

of excess rate in 

technically 

sanctioned estimate 

2.35 Sheikhupura 

287 238 Provision of excess 

rate in technically 

sanctioned estimate 

1.68 Sheikhupura 

288 239 Loss due to irregular 

procurement of 

machinery 

0.22 Sheikhupura 

289 240 Non-recovery on 

account of de-

escalation of diesel 

1.05 Sheikhupura 

290 242 Loss due to allowing 

excess rate 

0.46 Sheikhupura 

291 243 Loss due to allowing 

excess rate 

0.48 Sheikhupura 

292 244 Non-recovery on 

account of de-

escalation of diesel 

0.40 Sheikhupura 

293 245 Non-recovery on 

account of de-

escalation of diesel 

0.66 Sheikhupura 

294 246 Loss due to provision 

of excess rate in 

estimate 

0.71 Sheikhupura 

295 247 Loss due to allowing 

excess rate in 

estimate 

0.10 Sheikhupura 

296 248 Loss due to allowing 

extra item in estimate 

0.37 Sheikhupura 

297 249 Non-recovery on 

account of de-

escalation of diesel 

 

1.19 Sheikhupura 
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Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Subject Amount Name of Division 

298 250 Overpayment due to 

incorrect application 

of rate/ item 

1.16 T.T.Singh 

299 251 Non-recovery of cost 

of old material 

2.86 Sargodha 

300 252 Overpayment due to 

incorrect application 

of rate/ item 

5.06 T.T.Singh 
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Annexure-A/3: Irrigation Department 

 
S. No PDP Subject Amount Name of Division 

1 2 
Overpayment due to 

incorrect calculation  
0.22  Canal Div, Rajanpur 

2 3 

Loss to Govt. due to 

shortage of stock 

material 

2.81  
Chakbandi Div, 

LHR 

3 4 

Loss to Govt. due to 

non-use of available 

earth 

0.63 
Rachna Drainage 

Div, Skp 

4 5 
Overpayment due to 

arithmetic mistake 
       0.36 

Rachna Drainage 

Div, Skp 

5 7 
Loss due to shortage 

of material  
2.97  

S.E, Mechanical 

Circle LHR 

6 9 

Loss due to non-

auction of old / 

unserviceable 

material  

0.28  
Dir. Land 

Reclamation, LHR 

7 10 

Non-recovery of 

motorcycle 

installments  

0.58 Drainage Div., LHR 

8 11 

Irregular expenditure 

due to non-obtaining 

of vouched account  

1.35  
River Survey Div, 

LHR 

9 12 

Non-recovery of 

motorcycle 

installments  

0.80  
River Survey Div, 

LHR 

10 13 

Loss due to non-

auction of store items 

in different sections  

66.86  
Central Store Div, 

LHR 

11 14 

Loss to Government 

due to shortage of 

material  

0.16  
Central Store Div, 

LHR 

12 15 

Loss due to short 

material at site 

valuing  

3.06  
Central Store Div, 

LHR 

13 16 

Unauthentic stock 

balances due to non-

submission of stock 

returns  

155.55 
Central Store Div, 

LHR 

14 17 

Non-clearance of 

balance under sub 

head PW Misc.  

183.36  
Central Store Div, 

LHR 

15 18 

Irregular lump sum 

provision in the 

estimate valuing      

 

1.17 
SE, Mechanical 

Circle, LHR 
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S. No PDP Subject Amount Name of Division 

16 19 

Non-clearance of 

balance under sub 

head PW Misc. 

Advance  

3.63  
SE, Mechanical 

Circle, LHR 

17 20 

Non-clearance of 

outstanding balance 

under sub head PW 

Misc. Advance  

3.74 Discharge Div, LHR 

18 21 

Non-clearance of 

outstanding balance 

under sub head PW 

Misc. Advance 

51.93  
River Survey Div, 

LHR 

19 25 

Non-physical 

verification by XENs 

and by SEs to Chief 

Engineer for 2013-14 

0  
CE, LHR Zone, 

LHR 

20 26 

Non-auctioning of 

unserviceable 

Vehicles/machinery  

2.30  
CE, LHR Zone, 

LHR 

21 29 
Non-receipt of 

vouched accounts  
146.00  

CE, LHR Zone, 

LHR 

22 31 

Irregular payment of 

conveyance 

allowance  

4.26  
CE, LHR Zone, 

LHR 

23 32 

Non-recovery of 

water charges/tawan 

and penalty  

2.00  
CE, LHR Zone, 

LHR 

24 34 
Non-recovery of 

Fine/Penalty  
    1.23  

S.E, UCC Circle, 

LHR 

25 35 

Loss due to less 

recovery of income 

tax  

0.19  
S.E, UCC Circle, 

LHR 

26 36 

Loss due to 

unauthorized and 

unlawful throw of 

sewerage water  

1.49  
S.E, UCC Circle, 

LHR 

27 37 

Non-auction of 

unserviceable 

Vehicles  

1.50  
S.E, UCC Circle, 

LHR 

28 38 
Fraud / 

embezzlement  
1.51  

S.E, Drainage 

Circle, LHR 

29 39 
Non-Recovery of 

drainage charges  
11.92 

S.E, Drainage 

Circle, LHR 

30 40 

Loss due to non-

recovery of cost of 

stumps  

 

7.30  
S.E, Drainage 

Circle, LHR 
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31 42 

Loss to Government 

due to allowing 

higher rates  

0.48  
C.E, Irrigation Zone, 

Faisalabad 

32 44 

Loss to Govt. due to 

non-auction of 

vehicles 

1.10  
C.E, Irrigation Zone, 

Faisalabad 

33 45 

Loss to Government 

due to allowing 

higher rate  

2.12 
C.E, Irrigation Zone, 

Faisalabad 

34 46 
Overpayment due to 

allowing higher rates  
0.73 

C.E, Irrigation Zone, 

Faisalabad 

35 47 

Un-justified/irregular 

lump-sum provision 

of “Price Variation” 

106.16  
C.E, Irrigation Zone, 

Faisalabad 

36 50 

Non-recovery of 

effluent water 

charges  

2.37 
C.E, Irrigation Zone, 

Faisalabad 

37 52 

Irregular advance at 

the end of financial 

year to utilize budget  

26.38  
SE, Drainage circle, 

Fsd 

38 54 

Non-recovery / 

adjustment of 

accounts placed 

(suspense head) 

1.51  
Lower Gugora Div., 

Faisalabad 

39 56 
Overpayment due to 

excessive rate  
0.19  

Lower Gugora Div., 

Faisalabad 

40 57 

Loss to Govt. due to 

non-deduction of 

Sales Tax  

0.04  
Lower Gugora Div., 

Faisalabad 

41 58 

Non-recovery of 

Govt. loss due to 

theft of material  

7.41 
CE, Irrigation 

Multan 

42 59 
Non-recovery of 

Income tax  
0.10  

CE, Irrigation 

Multan 

43 60 

Less recovery of 

Income tax  

 

0.80 
CE, Irrigation 

Multan 

44 61 
Non-auction of trees  

10.36  
CE, Irrigation 

Multan 

45 63 

Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of 

available earth  

 

0.37 Kot Adu Canal Div. 

46 64 

Overpayment due to 

application of 

incorrect rate 

 

0.54 Kot Adu Canal Div. 
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47 65 

Overpayment due to 

additional item of 

formation and 

dressing  

0.32 Kot Adu Canal Div. 

48 66 

Overpayment due to 

payment on account 

of inadmissible item 

of work  

0.29  Kot Adu Canal Div. 

49 67 
Overpayment due to 

wrong calculations  
0.15 Kot Adu Canal Div. 

50 71 

Loss due to provision 

of excess rate in the 

TSE 

0.64 
Development Div-

II, LHR 

51 72 

Overpayment due to 

un-authorized 

payment of price 

variation 

0.34 
Development Div-

II, LHR 

52 74 

Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of 

voids 

0.87  
Development Div-

II, LHR 

53 75 

Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of 

available earth  

7.56 
Development Div-

II, LHR 

54 77 

Overpayment due to 

incorrect calculation 

of contents of item of 

work 

0.31  
Taunsa Barrage, Kot 

Adu 

55 79 
Overpayment due to 

wrong calculations  
0.28  

Taunsa Barrage, Kot 

Adu 

56 81 
Irregular adjustment 

of security deposit 
2.39 

Taunsa Barrage, Kot 

Adu 

57 87 

Irregular payment on 

account of silt 

clearance 

0.07  Canal Div, Layyah 

58 91 

Loss due to less 

recovery of Income 

Tax 

0.60 
Qadirabad Barrage 

Div. 

59 92 
Loss due to provision 

of excess rate in TSE 
0.20 

Qadirabad Barrage 

Div. 

60 93 
Loss due to non-

recovery of fine 
0.57 

Qadirabad Barrage 

Div. 

61 94 
Loss to the 

Government 
0.16 DCC, Kasur 

62 96 

Loss due to 

mismanagement in 

land acquisition 

 

44.12  DCC, Kasur 
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63 97 
Overpayment due to 

excess measurement  
0.17  Drainage Div., LHR 

64 98 
Overpayment due to 

excess carriage 
7.46  Drainage Div., LHR 

65 100 

Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of 

shrinkage allowance  

0.14  
Burala LCC East, 

FSD 

66 101 

Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of 

available earth  

2.36  
Burala LCC East, 

FSD 

67 103 

Non-recovery on 

account of de-

escalation 

0.54  
Burala LCC East, 

FSD 

68 104 

Loss due to allowing 

higher rate of non-

standardized item in 

T.S. estimate 

1.07 
Burala LCC East, 

FSD 

69 105 
Less recovery of 

security deposit 
0.31 

Burala LCC East, 

FSD 

70 106 

Loss due to non-

utilization / under-

utilization of 

dismantled material 

0.09 
Canal Div, D.G 

Khan 

71 107 

Excess payment due 

to allowing payment 

beyond the approved 

scope 

10.04 
Canal Div, D.G 

Khan 

72 109 

Excess payment due 

to allowing payment 

beyond the approved 

scope 

0.87  
Canal Div, D.G 

Khan 

73 110 

Excess payment due 

to expenditure more 

than contingency 

1.52  
Canal Div, D.G 

Khan 

74 111 

Non-obtaining of 

additional 

performance security 

4.33 
Canal Div, D.G 

Khan 

75 112 

Unjustified payment 

on account of TA / 

DA 

0.21  
Canal Div, D.G 

Khan 

76 114 

Overpayment due to 

non-reduction of rate 

 

0.20  Canal Div, Rajanpur 

77 120 

Overpayment due to 

non-utilization 

available earth 

 

1.25 CBDC Div, LHR 
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78 124 

Non-recovery due to 

de-escalation of 

bitumen 

0.10 CBDC Div, LHR 

79 126 

Undue financial 

benefit to the 

contractor due to 

non-obtaining of the 

additional 

performance security 

264.57  
Chakbandi Div, 

LHR 

80 129 

Non-recovery due to 

less-deduction of 

income tax 

0.20  
Chakbandi Div, 

LHR 

81 133 

Less recovery of 

Mobilization 

Advance 

6.70  UCC Div, Skp 

82 138 

Non-recovery due to 

allowing price 

variation after the 

expiry of stipulated 

period 

25.02  
Rachna Drainage 

Div, Skp 

83 139 

Overpayment due to 

application of higher 

rate 

2.36 
Rachna Drainage 

Div, Skp 

84 140 

Overpayment due to 

application of higher 

rate 

1.17  
Rachna Drainage 

Div, Skp 

85 141 

Overpayment due to 

payment of separate 

carriage 

0.33  
Development Div-

IV, FSD 

86 142 

Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of 

voids 

0.73  
Development Div-

IV, FSD 

87 143 
Loss due to allowing 

excess lead 
0.40  

Development Div-

IV, FSD 

88 144 
Non imposition of 

penalty  
0.71 

Development Div-

IV, FSD 

89 145 

Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of 

voids 

 

0.54  
Development Div-

IV, FSD 

90 146 

Undue financial 

benefit due to non-

obtaining of 

performance security 

6.25  
Development Div-

IV, FSD 

91 147 

Non imposition of 

penalty 

 

2.73  
Development Div-

IV, FSD 
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92 156 

Non-recovery due to 

less deduction of 

income tax 

1.33 
Jampur Construction 

Div, D.G Khan 

93 158 

Excess payment due 

to allowing payment 

beyond the approved 

scope 

157.71 
Jampur Construction 

Div, D.G Khan 

94 162 

Undue financial aid 

due to non-obtaining 

of additional 

performance security 

294.14  
Jampur Construction 

Div, D.G Khan 

95 163 

Non-recovery of risk 

and cost Rs 194,974 

and non-forfeiture of 

security deposits  

0.05  

D.G Khan 

Construction Div, 

D.G Khan 

96 164 
Overpayment due to 

allowing higher rate 
1.14  UCC Div, GRW 

97 165 

Overpayment due to 

allowing payment of 

re-handling 

0.24 UCC Div, GRW 

98 167 
Overpayment due to 

allowing higher rate  
3.62  UCC Div, GRW 

99 168 

Non-revalidation of 

bank guarantee / 

additional 

performance security 

16.51  
Upper Gugera Div., 

Skp 

100 169 

Non-revalidation of 

bank guarantee on 

mobilization advance 

33.92  
Upper Gugera Div., 

Skp 

101 170 

Overpayment due to 

application of 

incorrect rate 

0.14  
Upper Gugera Div., 

Skp 

102 172 

Overpayment due to 

non-utilization of 

available earth 

0.76 
Khanki HeadWorks 

Div. 

103 183 

Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of 

voids 

0.25  
Jampur Construction 

Div, D.G Khan 

104 186 

Overpayment due to 

unjustified 

measurement 

0.12 LBDC Div, Okara 

105 189 Overpayment 0.14 LBDC Div, Okara 

106 190 

Overpayment due to 

non-adjustment / 

deduction of 

available earth 

 

0.43 

D.G Khan 

Construction Div, 

D.G Khan 
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107 194 

Non-recovery of risk 

and cost and non-

forfeiture of security 

deposit and 

performance security 

95.77  M/garh Canal Div. 

108 197 

Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of 

voids 

0.09  Punjnad HeadWorks 

109 207 

Excess payment due 

to execution of 

inadmissible item of 

work 

1.70  M/garh Canal Div. 

110 218 
Overpayment due to 

double payment  
0.26 LBDC, Okara 

111 223 Unjustified payment 18.40 LBDC, Okara 

112 229 
Non-recovery of 

dismantled material  
0.64 

Development Div-

III, Sahiwal 

113 232 
Overpayment due to 

wrong calculation  
0.25  

Development Div-

III, Sahiwal 

114 240 
Overpayment due to 

excess rate  
0.68  LBDC, Sahiwal 

115 244 
Overpayment due to 

excess rate  
0.52  LBDC, Sahiwal 

116 245 
Overpayment due to 

excess rate  
0.73 LBDC, Sahiwal 

117 248 
Un-due retention of 

Govt. revenue  
0.68  LBDC, Sahiwal 

118 255 
Non-recovery of 

Sales Tax  
0.19 

Eatern Bar Div, 

Pakpattan 

119 257 
Un-due retention of 

government revenue  
2.70  

Eatern Bar Div, 

Pakpattan 

120 260 

Excess payment due 

to application of 

incorrect conversion 

factor 

2.01 Pasrur Link, Sialkot 

121 261 

Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of 

voids 

0.18 Pasrur Link, Sialkot 

122 262 

Overpayment due to 

provision of 

excessive lead  

1.68 Pasrur Link, Sialkot 

123 264 

Un-authorized 

expenditure in excess 

of budget allotment  

5.75  Pasrur Link, Sialkot 

124 265 

Non-recovery due to 

non-credited of old 

material 

0.24 Pasrur Link, Sialkot 
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125 266 

Loss to the 

government due to 

allowing excess lead  

0.46  
Flood Bund Div, 

Narowal 

126 267 
Overpayment due to 

excess lead  
0.53 

Flood Bund Div, 

Narowal 

127 268 

Overpayment due to 

incorrect calculation 

of lead  

0.17  
Flood Bund Div, 

Narowal 

128 269 

Excess payment due 

to application of 

incorrect conversion 

factor 

0.31 
Flood Bund Div, 

Narowal 

129 275 

Loss to government 

due to theft of 

transformer  

0.20  TOD, Sargodha 

130 276 
Shortage of material 

worth  
0.65  TOD, Sargodha 

131 277 
Non-auction of none 

No. Lots 
0  TOD, Sargodha 

132 282 

Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of 

available earth  

1.15  
Sumandri Drainage 

Div, FSD 

133 283 

Un-authorized 

payment on account 

of price variation 

0.27 
Sumandri Drainage 

Div, FSD 

134 286 

Overpayment due to 

incorrect application 

of rate 

0.90 
Sumandri Drainage 

Div, FSD 

135 290 
Overpayment due to 

allowing excess rate  
0.01  Drainage Div FSD 

136 293 

Irregular expenditure 

on repair and 

maintenance of 

machinery and 

vehicles  

5.19  Excavator Div, FSD 

137 294 
Overpayment due to 

excess rate 
0.07 

Development Div-I, 

Sidhnai Barrage 

138 295 

Overpayment due to 

application of 

incorrect rate 

0.22 
Ahmadpur Canal 

Div, BWP 

139 296 

Unjustified payment 

on account of price 

variation due to 

unauthentic record 

measurements  

1.38 
Ahmadpur Canal 

Div, BWP 

140 303 
Non-deduction of 5% 

house rent charges  
0.15  Rasool Div, Rasool 
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141 308 

Overpayment due to 

allowing payment of 

re-handling  

0.14  
Drainage Div., 

M.B.Din 

142 322 

Overpayment due to 

execution of 

inadmissible item of 

work 

0.21 
Development Div, 

BWP 

143 323 

Overpayment due to 

excess measurement 

of bricks 

1.10 
Development Div, 

BWP 

144 329 

Non-recovery due to 

non-utilization of 

stone material 

1.04  UJC Div, Gujrat 

145 330 

Overpayment due to 

non-utilization 

available earth 

0.26  UJC Div, Gujrat 

146 335 

Less recovery of 

Mobilization 

Advance 

7.69  
Small Dam Div, 

Islamabad 

147 337 

Non-revalidation of 

bank guarantee on 

mobilization advance 

66.63  
Small Dam Div, 

Islamabad 

148 338 
Overpayment due to 

non-reduction in rate 
2.51  

Small Dam Div, 

Islamabad 

149 342 
Overpayment due to 

non-reduction in rate 
0.65  

Small Dam Div, 

Islamabad 

150 343 

Non-recovery due to 

allowing price 

variation after the 

expiry of stipulated 

period 

12.80  
Small Dam Div, 

Islamabad 

151 345 

Non-recovery due to 

non-submission of 

work plan by 

contactor 

10.43 
Small Dam Div, 

Islamabad 

152 346 

Non-recovery due to 

allowing price 

variation after the 

expiry of stipulated 

period 

16.27 
Small Dam Div, 

Islamabad 

153 347 

Overpayment due to 

excess measurement 

of quantities  

15.95 
Small Dam Div, 

Islamabad 

154 351 

Irregular payment 

due to excess over 

TSE 

 

9.49  
Small Dam Div, 

Islamabad 
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155 353 

Non-obtaining of 

vouched account 

from LAC 

26.00  
Small Dam Div, 

Islamabad 

156 354 Excess Payment  0.21 LJC, Sargodha 

157 355 Excess Payment 0.13  LJC, Sargodha 

158 356 
Non-crediting of Old 

Deposit to Revenue 
0.50  LJC Sargodha 

159 358 
Non-recovery of 

G.S.T 
0.85 

Machinery Div, 

Multan 

160 363 
Non-recovery  

0.12 
Bhalwal Workshop 

Div.   

161 364 
Non-recovery  

0.85  
Bhalwal Workshop 

Div.   

162 365 
Non credit of old 

material 
0  

Bhalwal Workshop 

Div.   

163 367 

Mis-use of Electricity 

Causing Loss to 

Government 

0  
Bhalwal Workshop 

Div.   

164 368 

Overpayment due to 

less deduction of 

shrinkage 

0.53  
Multan Canal Div, 

Multan 

165 369 

Non-recovery of 

price de-escalation of 

diesel 

2.78 
Multan Canal Div, 

Multan 

166 370 

Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of 

joints 

0.88  
Multan Canal Div, 

Multan 

167 371 
Non-recovery  

32.25 
Multan Canal Div, 

Multan 

168 372 
Unjustified 

expenditure 
0.40  

Multan Canal Div, 

Multan 

169 373 
Irregular expenditure 

0.42 
Multan Canal Div, 

Multan 

170 374 
Non recovery of 

G.S.T 
0.26  

Multan Canal Div, 

Multan 

171 375 
Non-Utilization of 

Available Stock 
41.91 

Bhalwal Workshop 

Div.   

172 376 

Non-recovery of de-

escalation in diesel 

price 

0.58  
Shujabad Canal Div, 

Multan 

173 377 

Non-recovery of 

G.S.T. 

 

0.11 
Shujabad Canal Div, 

Multan 

174 379 

Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of 

road metal 

 

0.37 
Shujabad Canal Div, 

Multan 
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175 380 

Unjustified sanction 

to the estimate due to 

excess rates 

0.29  
Shujabad Canal Div, 

Multan 

176 382 
Irregular expenditure 

0.32  
Shujabad Canal Div, 

Multan 

177 383 
Overpayment due to 

excess rate 
0.20 

Shujabad Canal Div, 

Multan 

178 384 
Non-crediting of 

unclaimed deposit 
5.97  

Lodhran Canal Div, 

Multan 

179 385 

Unauthorized 

retention of 

government revenue 

1.04 
Lodhran Canal Div, 

Multan 

180 386 
Overpayment due to 

allowing excess lead 
3.31  UJC Div, Jahlum 

181 387 

Unjustified payment 

beyond the approved 

scope 

12.68  UJC Div, Jahlum 

182 388 
Overpayment due to 

allowing excess lead 
10.50 UJC Div, Jahlum 

183 389 

Excessive 

measurement of 

quantity 

1.63  UJC Div, Jahlum 

184 390 
Non-utilization of 

available earth 
0.54 UJC Div, Jahlum 

185 391 

Overpayment due to 

allowing excess 

carriage on stone 

0.82  UJC Div, Jahlum 

186 392 

Overpayment due to 

allowing excess 

carriage on stone 

0.23  UJC Div, Jahlum 

187 393 

Non-recovery of 

compensation 

charges due to non-

completion of work 

1.98  UJC Div, Jahlum 

188 394 
Non recovery of 

income tax 
0.11 UJC Div, Jahlum 

189 395 
Non-receipt of 

vouched account 
4.13  UJC Div, Jahlum 

190 397 

Un-justified 

provision of 3% 

contingency in the 

Technical Sanctioned 

Estimate 

4.16 
Fordwah Canal Div, 

B/nagar 

191 398 

Overpayment due to 

allowing price 

variation beyond 

extended  period 

1.61  
Fordwah Canal Div, 

B/nagar 
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192 400 
Loss of revenue 

85.00  
Fordwah Canal Div, 

B/nagar 

193 405 
Non-utilization of 

available earth 
2.39  

Fordwah Canal Div, 

B/nagar 

194 411 
Non-imposition of 

penalty 
6.91 

Kalabagh Head 

Works Div. 

195 414 

Non-Award of 

Contract of Toll Tax 

at Jinnah Barrage for 

the Year 2015-16 

0  
Kalabagh Head 

Works Div. 

196 415 
Irregular payment 

1.20 
Kalabagh Head 

Works Div. 

197 418 

Non-obtaining 

additional 

performance 

guarantee 

4.59  
Sadiqia Canal Div, 

B/nagar 

198 420 

Irregular acceptance 

without recourse of 

calling of tenders 

1.29 
Sadiqia Canal Div, 

B/nagar 

199 422 
Overpayment due to 

inadmissible item  
0.63  

Development Div-I, 

Lahore 

200 424 

Undue Financial 

Benefit to the 

contractor due to 

imbalance rate 

44.73  
Development Div-I, 

Lahore 

201 429 

Non-

recovery/adjustment 

of amount placed in 

suspense head 

27.09  
Store & Workshop 

Div., M/garh 

202 431 
Non-deduction of 5% 

house rent charges 
1.16  

Store & Workshop 

Div., M/garh 

203 433 

Non-

recovery/adjustment 

of amount 

1.86 
Store & Workshop 

Div., M/garh 

204 434 

Unauthentic stock 

balances due to non-

physical verification 

of the stock 

 

24.26 
Store & Workshop 

Div., M/garh 

205 436 

Loss to government 

due to surplus staff 

 

83.52  
Store & Workshop 

Div., M/garh 

206 441 

Irregular calling of 

tenders without 

uploading on PPRA’s 

web site 

 

34.98 
Sulamanki Head 

Works Div. 
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207 444 

Loss due to 

cancellation of 

contracts below 

percentage and 

awarding at par 

0.63  
Sulamanki Head 

Works Div. 

208 445 

Non-recovery of cost 

of tempered outlets 

from culprits 

0.34  
Sulamanki Head 

Works Div. 

209 447 

Less deduction of 

Income Tax from the 

contractor 

0.17  
Sulamanki Head 

Works Div. 

210 448 

Non-auction /lease of 

Land/pond area of 

Sulemanki 

956.51  
Sulamanki Head 

Works Div. 

211 450 

Non-recovery due 

non-collection of toll 

tax 

0.62  
Sulamanki Head 

Works Div. 

212 451 

Non-recovery of cost 

of tempered outlet 

from culprit 

1.11  
Sulamanki Head 

Works Div. 

213 452 

Non-credit of old 

deposit Govt. 

Revenue 

3.41 
Kalabagh Head 

Works Div. 

214 453 

Loss due to Non 

recovery of rent from 

the illegal 

encroachers of govt. 

land 

0  
Kalabagh Head 

Works Div. 

215 454 

Non-credit of old 

deposit Govt. 

Revenue 

3.00  Bhakkar Canal Div. 

216 455 
Overpayment due to 

allowing extra labour 
2.94  

Small Dam Div, 

Jehlum 

217 457 

Overpayment due to 

allowing inadmissible 

item without 

provision in estimate 

10.75  
Small Dam Div 

Jahlum 

218 459 
Non-recovery of 

secured advance 
13.80  

Small Dam Div, 

Jehlum 

219 460 
Unjustified payment 

3.03 
Small Dam Div, 

Jehlum 

220 461 
Unjustified payment 

2.77  
Small Dam Div, 

Jehlum 

221 462 

Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of 

shrinkage                  

     

0.20 
Small Dam Div, 

Jehlum 
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222 463 

Un-authorized 

expenditure in excess 

of budget allotment 

1.78  
Small Dam Div, 

Jehlum 

223 466 

Overpayment due to 

non-deduction of 

shrinkage                      

0.09  
Small Dam Div, 

Jehlum 

224 468 

Non-recovery/Non-

vacation of Govt. and 

/property/Houses 

from the illegal 

occupants 

0  
Khushab Canal 

Div., Khushab 

225 470 

Unjustified payment 

due to excessive 

consumption of 

electricity 

4.65  
Khushab Canal 

Div., Khushab 

226 476 
 Overpayment due to 

payment of shrinkage  
0.24  

Sulamanki 

HeadWorks Div. 

227 477 

Non-recovery of 

Tawan from 

defaulters 

15.60  
Sulamanki 

HeadWorks Div. 

228 478 

Non-recovery of the 

cost due to theft of 

stone 

0.19 
Sulamanki 

HeadWorks Div. 

229 479 

Non-recovery of rent 

in of Work shop and 

Rest House irrigation 

land 

31.20  
Sulamanki 

HeadWorks Div. 

230 480 

Non-recovery due to 

allowing price 

variation after the 

expiry of stipulated 

period 

3.97  
Development Div-

VI, Fateh Janag 

231 481 
Non-revalidation of 

bank guarantee  
12.45  

Development Div-

VI, Fateh Janag 

232 484 
Less-deduction of 

income tax 
0.68 

Development Div-

VI, Fateh Janag 

233 485 

Irregular payment 

due to excess over TS 

estimate 

16.47 
Development Div-

VI ,Fateh Janag 

234 486 
Less-deduction of 

income tax 
0.39  

Development Div-

VI, Fateh Janag 

235 487 

Overpayment due to 

allowing payment of 

re-handling 

0.21 
Development Div-

VI, Fateh Janag 

236 488 

Overpayment due to 

allowing payment of 

re-handling 

0.35 
Development Div-

VI, Fateh Janag 
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S. No PDP Subject Amount Name of Division 

237 489 
Non-deduction of 

shrinkage 
0.36 

Development Div-

VI, Fateh Janag 

238 490 

Overpayment due to 

allowing payment of 

re-handling 

0.20 
Development Div-

VI, Fateh Janag 

239 483 

Overpayment due to 

allowing payment of 

re-handling. 

0.72 
Development Div-

VI, Fateh Janag 

240 159 

Overpayment due to 

allowing price 

variation on stone. 

0.67 
Jampur Construction 

Div. DG Khan. 

241 464 
Overpayment due to 

allowing extra lead. 
0.53 

Small Dams 

Division Jhelum 

242 423 

Non-deduction of 

rate of back filling 

and ramming 

0.52 

Development 

Division No. 1, 

Lahore 
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Annexure-A/4: Daanish Schools and Centers of Excellence 

Authority 

 
Sr. 

No. 

Para 

No. 
Subject Amount 

Formations 

1 1 

Overpayment due to non-

reduction in rate by using local 

sand 

1.06 

COE Girls 

ROJHAN Rajan 

Pur 

2 5 

Non-recovery due to non-

finalization of work and non-

imposition of penalty for delay 

in completion of work 

16.10 

COE Boys 

ROJHAN Rajan 

Pur 

3 6 

Unjustified Payment due to non-

approval of analysis rate of non-

standardized item 

53.03 

COE Boys 

ROJHAN Rajan 

Pur 

4 8 

Irregular inviting of tender 

before sanctioned of technical 

estimate 

160.98 

COE Boys 

ROJHAN Rajan 

Pur 

5 9 

Unjustified Payment due to non-

preparation / signing the 

measurement books by the 

consultant / Engineer in charge 

81.08 

COE Boys 

ROJHAN Rajan 

Pur 

6 10 

Non recovery due to non-

submission of work plan / 

construction programme 

3.22 

COE Boys 

ROJHAN Rajan 

Pur 

7 11 
Overpayment due to excess 

measurement of earth 
2.51 

COE Boys 

ROJHAN Rajan 

Pur 

8 12 

Non-recovery due to non-

finalization of work and non-

imposition of penalty for delay 

in completion of work 

12.98 

COE Girls 

ROJHAN Rajan 

Pur 

9 13 

Unjustified Payment due to non-

approval of analysis rate of non-

standardized item 

49.21 

COE Girls 

ROJHAN Rajan 

Pur 

10 15 

Non recovery due to non-

submission of work plan / 

construction programme 

2.59 

COE Girls 

ROJHAN Rajan 

Pur 

11 16 

Un justified payment due to non-

preparation / signing  the 

measurement Books by the 

Consultant/ Engineer in charge 

 

1.84 

COE Boys 

ROJHAN Rajan 

Pur 

12 18 

Un justified payment due to non-

preparation / signing  the 

measurement Books by the 

Consultant/ Engineer in charge 

 

87.83 

COE Girls 

ROJHAN Rajan 

Pur 
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Sr. 

No. 

Para 

No. 
Subject Amount 

Formations 

13 19 

Irregular inviting of tender 

before sanctioned of technical 

estimate 

129.78 

COE Girls 

ROJHAN Rajan 

Pur 

14 20 
Overpayment due to excess 

measurement of earth 
0.37 

COE Girls 

ROJHAN Rajan 

Pur 

15 23 
Irregular purchase due to non-

observing PPRA rules 
3.71 

PDS  (B&G)Jand 

Distt. Attock 

16 24 
Non accountal of Material/ 

Articles 
3.73 

PDS  (B&G)Jand 

Distt. Attock 

17 25 

Unjustified savings due to 

incorrect estimate / demand of 

funds 

59.08 

PDS  (B&G)Jand 

Distt. Attock 

18 27 
Irregular purchase due to non-

observing PPRA rules 
15.34 

PDS  (B&G)Jand 

Distt. Attock 

19 28 
Irregular award of work without 

approval of TSE 
16.06 

PDS  (B&G)Jand 

Distt. Attock 

20 31 
Loss to Govt due to non-

deduction of sales tax 
0.22 

Govt (B&G) 

Normal high 

School  

Muzafargarh 

21 32 

Loss due to execution of below 

specification work including 

rubbing and polishing charges 

0.69 

Govt (B&G) 

Normal high 

School  

Muzafargarh 

22 33 

Loss to Govt. due to payment of 

price variation on in-admissible 

value of work done 

0.19 

Govt (B&G) 

Normal high 

School  

Muzafargarh 

23 34 

Unauthentic payment due to 

application of un authentic rate 

of difference SRC cement 

 

 

0.36 

Govt (B&G) 

Normal high 

School  

Muzafargarh 

24 35 
Overpayment due to application 

of estimated higher rates 
0.05 

Govt (B&G) 

Normal high 

School  

Muzafargarh 

25 37 

Loss to government due to non-

utilization of available earth at 

site 

0.84 

Govt (B&G) 

Normal high 

School  

Muzafargarh 

26 38 

Non recovery of compensation 

charges due to non-completion 

of work 

12.30 

Govt (B&G) 

Normal high 

School  

Muzafargarh 
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Sr. 

No. 

Para 

No. 
Subject Amount 

Formations 

27 39 
Unjustified/ unauthentic 

Expenditure 
4.50 

Govt (B&G) 

Normal hiogh 

School  

Muzafargarh 

28 41 
Irregular award of work without 

calling of tender 
3.94 

PDS & COE 

Authority Lahore 

29 43 
unjustified payment in violation 

of tender documents provision 
1.69 

PDS & COE 

Authority Lahore 

30 44 

Unjustified saving due to 

incorrect estimation/ demand  of  

funds 

95.78 

PDS & COE 

Authority Lahore 

31 48 
Loss of revenue due to non-

deduction of GST 
1.28 

PDS (B&G) 

Harnoli Distt. 

Mianwali 

32 49 

Overpayment due to non-

reduction in item rate due to use 

of local sand 

0.57 

Govt Boys High 

School No.1  

Hafizabad COE 

33 50 

Non recovery due to on account 

of use of steel other than 

Pakistan Steel 

0.55 

Govt Boys High 

School No.1  

Hafizabad COE 

34 51 

unjustified saving due to 

incorrect estimation /demand of 

funds 

13.68 

Govt Boys High 

School No.1  

Hafizabad COE 

35 52 
Non recovery of penalty due to 

delay in completion of work 
6.95 

Govt Boys High 

School No.1  

Hafizabad COE 

36 55 

Irregular Payment on account of 

price escalation without 

provision of contingency 

5.25 

Govt Boys High 

School No.1  

Hafizabad COE 

37 56 

Loss to Government due to non-

recovery of penalty from Design 

Consultant M/s ACE Arts 

0.32 

Govt Boys High 

School No.1  

Hafizabad COE 

38 57 
Loss to Govt due to higher Rate 

of schedule items 
0.16 

COE  Jaranwala, 

Distt. Faisalabad 

39 58 

Non recovery due to on account 

of use of steel other than 

Pakistan Steel 

1.50 

COE  Jaranwala, 

Distt. Faisalabad 

40 60 
Non reduction in item rate from 

RCC due to use of Chenab Sand 
0.45 

COE  Jaranwala, 

Distt. Faisalabad 

41 61 
Irregular Payment on account of 

price variation 
3.08 

COE  Jaranwala, 

Distt. Faisalabad 

 

42 64 
Overpayment due to allowing 

undue item rate 
0.28 

PDS (B&G) 

Hasil Pur Distt. 

BahwalPur 
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Sr. 

No. 

Para 

No. 
Subject Amount 

Formations 

43 65 
Irregular payment due to non-

maintaining Measurement Book 
17.59 

PDS (B&G) 

Hasil Pur Distt. 

BahwalPur 

44 66 Irregular Payment 1.16 

PDS (B&G) 

Hasil Pur Distt. 

BahwalPur 

45 67 Non-recovery of Consultant Fee 3.54 

PDS (B&G) 

Hasil Pur Distt. 

Bahwal Pur 

46 68 
Non-recovery for delay in 

completion of work 
7.97 

PDS (B&G) 

Hasil Pur Distt. 

Bahwal Pur 

47 69 
Irregular payment due to 

deviation 
1.06 

PDS (B&G) 

Hasil Pur Distt. 

Bahwal Pur 
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Annexure-A/5: Cholistan Development Authority  

 

 

Sr.

No 

PDP  

No. 
subject of Para Amount (Rs) 

Name of 

Division 

1 2 Overpayment due to application 

of incorrect Rate 

39.35 CDA Bahwalpur 

2 3 Loss due to non-recovery of GST 14.83 CDA Bahwalpur 

3 5 Loss to authority due to illegal 

occupation ofrest house 

2.19 CDA Bahwalpur 

4 6 Loss due to non-recovery of lease 

money 

9.07 CDA Bahwalpur 

5 7 Non recovery of panel charges for 

delay in completiion of work 

38.53 CDA Bahwalpur 

6 8 Overpayment due to excessive 

meaurement of earthwork 

64.56 CDA Bahwalpur 

7 9 Overpayment due to application 

of incorrect rate 

25.85 CDA Bahwalpur 

8 10 Overpayment due to application 

of incorrect rate 

20.28 CDA Bahwalpur 

9 11 Undue financial Benfit due to 

non-obtaining of additional 

performance Security 

7.88 CDA Bahwalpur 

10 12 unjustified expenditure due to 

non-submission of Vouched 

Account 

593.47 CDA Bahwalpur 

11 13 Irregular payment beyond the 

provision of rvised TSE Rs. 

69.482 million & Irregular 2nd 

revision of TSE Rs.232.141 

69.48 + 

232.14 

CDA Bahwalpur 

12 14 unjustified provision of 3% 

contingency in the TSE 

2.49 CDA Bahwalpur 

13 16 Overpayment due to allowing 

price variation beyond extended 

period 

64.04 CDA Bahwalpur 

14 17 Irregular payment of price 

variation over and above the 

provision of contingency 

58.78 CDA Bahwalpur 

15 18 Non recovery of Professional Tax 1.05 CDA Bahwalpur 

16 22 Non recovery of auction of crops 

on state land measuring 

538.58 CDA Bahwalpur 

17 23 irregular expenditure due to 

payment of past liability 

2.93 CDA Bahwalpur 

18 24 Non-Utalization /Lapse of 

development funds 

18.27 CDA Bahwalpur 
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Sr.

No 

PDP  

No. 
subject of Para Amount (Rs) 

Name of 

Division 

19 25 Less recovery on account of Govt 

dues 

12.74 CDA Bahwalpur 

 

 

  



319 

 

ANNEXURE-B:  

 

SIGNIFICANT ISSUES FOR PAC’s NOTICE 

 

 This section invites PAC’s attention to irregularities of recurring 

nature needing immediate intervention by the PAO. It highlights trends in 

audit findings of the past five years, followed by an analysis of the 

underlying issues to be addressed. 

 

TREND OF AUDIT FINDINGS OVER PAST FIVE YEARS 

 

 A glance at the past five years printed audit reports of the Public 

Works Departments reveals three main clusters of irregularities: 

 

(i) Non-adherence to contract clause to obtain performance security. 

(ii) Making overpayment due to execution of works at higher/non 

standardized rates. 

(iii) Non-recovery on account of less use of bitumen contrary to Job 

Mix Formula (JMF). 

 

YEAR WISE RECURRING IRREGULARITIES 

 

(Amount involved in million) 

Audit Year 

Issues Pertaining 
to Performance 

Security  
 

Execution of work at 
Higher /Non-

standardized Rates 
 

Non-recovery on 
account of Less use 

Bitumen contrary to JMF 
 

2011-12 484.385 63.797 8.003 

2012-13 510.06 355.83 403.89 

2013-14 231.99 155.39 887.06 

2014-15 173.19 296.53 279.40 

2015-16 232.57 462.06 28.53 

 

FACTORS BEHIND RECURRENCE OF IRREGULARITIES 

 
 Analysis of the above table, depicting the statistics of Audit Report 

for last five years, reveals that most of these audit objections cropped up 

due to non-adherence to contractual obligations and non-compliance of 

financial rules by the departmental officers in particular and by the 

contractors in general, resulting in undue financial benefit to the 

contractors at the cost of public exchequer. Irregularities pointed out by 
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audit with regard to non-obtaining of performance security recurred purely 

due to non-adherence to contractual obligations. As per contract clause, 

performance security had to be obtained before issuance of acceptance 

letter to the contractor for execution of work/project. This clause was not 

being complied with in spite of repeated pointation by audit. This lapse 

involves a potential risk because in case of contractor’s default, the 

executing departments have no security money to complete the project at 

the risk and cost of the contractor. Cases of overpayment on account of 

disregard to the JMF formula and approval of incorrect rates of non-

standardized items were occurring time and again in violation of specific 

and unambiguous rules/procedure were available on these subjects.  

 

 Such errors have been recurring mainly either because of 

deficiencies in the design or ineffective implementation of the prescribed 

Internal Controls. Following major deficiencies in the design of internal 

controls were noticed which require immediate attention of the PAOs: 
 

 Insufficient control consciousness within the 

departments/authorities, for example, top management does not 

insist on the adherence to the prescribed controls by middle and 

operational level managers. 

 Inadequate design of monitoring controls used to assess the design 

and operational effectiveness of the department’s internal controls. 

 The absence of an internal process to report deficiencies in internal 

controls to the management on timely basis. 

 Non- existence of an Independent Internal Audit Wing in the 

departments. 

 Management’s failure to assess the significance of deficiencies 

previously communicated by auditors. 

 Lack of accountability process within the departments on repetition 

of the same irregularities. 

 

PAOs’ RESPONSIBILITIES 

 

i. The PAOs should ensure that the agreement clauses regarding 

provision of performance/additional performance bank guarantees 

are being complied with to safeguard the risk involved in the case 

of contractor’s defaults. 

ii. The departments need to devise such a mechanism that the 

updated information relating to rates is timely available to the 

executives of all the formations and to ensure that the rates of 
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non-standardized items are prepared and approved in accordance 

with material input rate available on the website of the Finance 

Department.   

iii. The PAO of the department should also issue clear direction that 

no payment should be made to the contractors without obtaining 

Job Mix Formula (JMF) from Roads Research and Material 

Testing Institute, Lahore. 

 
PAC’s INTERVENTION SOUGHT 

 

 The Public Works Departments, being executing authority of 

contracts, did not take notice of the recurrence of these irregularities 

despite repeated pointation by the audit. Lack of interest/leadership on part 

of successive PAO’s in providing an overall direction to the financials 

management of the departments under their controls resulted in audit 

objections on the same themes, year after year, wasting PAC’s valuable 

time. There is a need for a clear policy directive from PAC to address and 

resolve these chronic issues/problems to save public money and valuable 

time of all the tiers involved. 
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Annexure-C 

Para No. 2.4.1 

Loss to government due to misappropriation of funds and non-

recovery of surplus amount from LAC - Rs 241.70 million 
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Annexure-D 

Para No. 2.4.2.1 

Non-obtaining of Performance Security - Rs 5,548.61 million 
 

S. 

No. 

Name of Work Amount 

(Rs in 

million) 

1 Construction of bridge over river Chenab at Bhowana i/c approaches 

District Chiniot 

2,132.67 

2 Detailed estimate W/I of Circular road around katchiary compounds 

i/c TMA Chowk to Ayub Chowk via Rail bazzar Chowk 7.52 km 

239.87 

3 Revised detailed estimate Dualization of Lahore Faisalabad Jhang 

Bhakkar Road (section Faisalabad by pass Sidhar Chowk to Jhang 

City Phase-I) (Sikhar Chowk up to District Boundary Faisalabad) 

13.30 km 

976.03 

4 Dualization of intercity roads in Pir mahal City 189.32 

5 W/I of road from Pirkot Sadhana to Chela to Rajana to Khan da Kot 

to Ganiona 

237.41 

6 Improvement of roads from Pirmahal Dharkana road to Shorkot Cant 

Toba Road vid 321-GB, 323-GB, 324-GB, 325-GB, 326-GB 

84.57 

7 W/I Khushab Muzaffargar Road (Section 18-Hazari to Add Diana 

More G-II) 

261.60 

8 Repair/Rehabilitation of Chiniot Jhamra Road (Remaining length) 52.43 

9 Rehabilitation of Chund Lalia Road District Chiniot 142.26 

10 W/I of Satina Road to 258-RB Dichkot More Length 20.20 km 

District Faisalabad 

189.29 

11 W/I of Faisalabad Sammundri Road Saluni Jhal Chak No. 527-GB to 

Chak No.271-RB Bangla Length 9.40 km District Faisalabad 

110.79 

12 W/I of Feeding Road from Sammundri to Qutab Shahana Bridge 

Length 31.80 (Group-I & II) 

470.00 

13 Detailed estimate W/I of link road Sargodha Road to Chiniot Road 

via Pakkaywala 8.10 km 

103.44 

14 W/I of road chak No. 277-GB to 378-GB length 20.60 km District 

Faisalabad 

201.07 

15 W/I of Road from Chak No.259-RB Ghorosir to Chak No.271-RB 

Pul Kahana Length 13.30 km District Faisalabad 

157.86 

 Total 5,548.61 
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Annexure-E 

 

Para No. 2.4.4.1 

Overpayment due to application of incorrect rate – Rs 30.80 million 
S. 

No. 

Name of Division PDP 

No. 

Rate 

sanctioned 

Per Sft. 

Rate 

to be 

paid 

Per 

Sft. 

Diff. 

in 

rate 

per 

sft. 

Quantity 

In Sft. 

Amount 

in 

Million 

1. Provincial Building 

Division Jhelum 

164 120  82  38  2689   

 

 

4.041  

120  86  34  1545  

120  86  34  1480  

120  89  81  5112  

123  90  33  18048  

99.28 71  28.28  53228  

123  90  33  20093  

2. Provincial Building 

Division Multan 

167 123  80.33  42.67  78299  3.341  

3. Provincial Building 

Division Multan 

173 111.82  72.03 39.79  36495  1.452  

4. Provincial Building 

Division Lodhran 

187 111.82  81.96  29.32  11851  0.347  

5. 7th Provincial Building 

Division Lahore 

191 95  75  20  52299  1.116  

6. 7th Provincial Building 

Division Lahore 

200 118  109 09  20543  0.464  

7. Provincial Building 

Division Rawalpindi 

209 112.54  85  27.54  84066   

3.478  83.60  49  34.60  18187  

112.54  86  26.54  9553  

8. Provincial Building 

Division,Muzaffargarh 

223 99.75  74.36  29.11  11596  0.337  

9. 3rd Provincial Building 

Division Lahore 

250 119.13  79  40.13  43970   

 

2.139  
 119.20  79  40.13  4587  

10. Provincial Building 

Division Gujranwala 

262 115  81  34  13173 0.448  

11. Provincial Building 

Division Sialkot 

344 101.36  90.91  10.41  57526  0.496  

12. Provincial Building 

Division Bahawalpur 

354 97.14  65.80  31.34  23070  0.723  

13. Provincial Building 

Division P/Pur 

355 104.48  85  19.48  21662  0.421  

14. 1st Provincial Building 

Division Lahore 

366 113  110  3  51969  0.156  

15. 4th Provincial Building 

Division Lahore 

378 117.56 102  15.56  29015  0.451  

16. 4th Provincial Building 

Division Lahore 

379 123.31 79.42  43.89  26771  1.174  

17. 4th Provincial Building 

Division Lahore 

390 118.06 87  31.06  10045  0.312  

18. 4th Provincial Building 

Division Lahore 

392 108  99  9  14645  0.132  
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S. 

No. 

Name of Division PDP 

No. 

Rate 

sanctioned 

Per Sft. 

Rate 

to be 

paid 

Per 

Sft. 

Diff. 

in 

rate 

per 

sft. 

Quantity 

In Sft. 

Amount 

in 

Million 

19. 4th Provincial Building 

Division Lahore 

394 109  96  13  45195  0.614  

20. 4th Provincial Building 

Division Lahore 

 

396 

101.36 84  17.36  18137  0.315  

21. Superintending 

Engineer, Provincial 

Building Circle-I 

Lahore 

 

 

72 

112  103  9  24627   

 

0.487  
103 & 114  103  11 to 

114  

24137  

22. Superintending 

Engineer Provincial 

Building Circle-I 

Lahore  

 

73 

118  103  15 25318   

 

0.601  
112  103  9  24627  

23. Chief Engineer South 

Zone 

 

79 

101 to 117  94 to 

106  

7 to 

11   

55120  1.714  

107  94  13  88807  

24. Provincial Building 

Division Sahiwal 

290 107  87  20  14657  2.921  

25. Provincial Building 

Division Sahiwal 

291 106.08  73.72  32.36  3462  0.146  

26. Provincial Building 

Division Bahawalpur 

303 98  79  19  27065   

1.186  98  79  19  35380  

27. Provincial Building 

Division Sahiwal 

296 90  64  26  20699  0.538  

28. 4th Provincial Building 

Division Lahore 

387 118.07  107.62  10.45  40922   

1.239  118.07  98.22  19.85  40922  

Total:- 30.796  
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Annexure-F 

 

Para No. 2.4.4.4 

Overpayment due to application of incorrect rate - Rs 12,531,285 

 

S# 

Name of 

Division 

PDP 

No Item Unit 

Rate 

Paid 

Rate To 

be Paid 

Diffe-

rence 

Amount 

(in Rs.) 

1 C.E South 78 

P/F glazed 

aluminum 

window 

P.sft 

692 492 200 5,933,400 

2 PBD Gujrat 337 

P/F glazed 

aluminum 

window 

P.sft 

552  & 

530 

282.45 

&326.25 

269.55 

& 

203.70 293,706 

3 

PBD 

Lodhran 190 

P/F glazed 

aluminum 

window 

P.sft 

722 363.65 358.35 787,200 

4 

PBD  

Bahawalpur 356 

P/F glazed 

aluminum 

window 

P.sft 

600 294.8 305.2 1,540,180 

5 

PBD 

Multan 172 

P/F glazed 

aluminum 

window 

P.sft 

726.6 481.3 245.3 252,168 

6 

PBD 

Multan 176 

P/F glazed 

aluminum 

window 

P.sft 

705.84 481.3 224.54 100,369 

7 

PBD 

Bahawalpur 301 

P/F glazed 

aluminum 

window 

P.sft 

550 269.49 280.51 989,555 

8 

PBD  

Bahawalpur 302 

P/F glazed 

aluminum 

window 

P.sft 

553.59 269.49 284.1 1,272,784 

9 

PBD  

Sahiwal 288 

P/F glazed 

aluminum 

window 

P.sft 

577 294.8 282.2 1,361,923 

Total 12,531,285 
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Annexure-G 

 

Para No. 2.4.4.7 

Overpayment due to application of incorrect rate – Rs 8,495,848 
S. 

No 

Division PDP 

No. 

Name 

of Item 

Rate 

Paid 

Rs 

Rate 

admiss-

ible 

Rs 

Diff. 

 

Rs 

Qty. in 

Sft 

Amount 

Rs. 

1. PBD, 

Gujranwal

a 

273 Glazed Tile 

dado  

Flooring 

 

124 

117 

 

85.22 

80.99 

 

38.78 

36.01 

 

4732  

653  

186,494 

 

2. PBD,  

Jhang 

05 Porcelaine 

Tile  

16 x 16 x 3/8 

142.09 118.59 23.50 8819 207,267 

3. -do- 07 -do- 141.44 122.91 18.53 23998 431,687 

4. PBD,  

Gujrat 

339 Porcelain/ 

Granite Tile 

145 94 51 19114 974,814 

5. 2nd PBD,  

Lahore 

371 -do- 

Flooring 

Dado 

 

160 

168 

 

150 

152 

 

10 

16 

 

_ 

 

769,734 

 

6. PBD, 

Jhang 

01 Marble China 

Verona 

156.72 134.64 22.08 33069 7,30,162 

7. PBD,  

G.Wala 

268 -do- 210 

(Full 

Rate -

224.68) 

152.57 57.43 36121 2,550,603 

8. PBD, 

Jhang 

03 -do- _ _ _ 49256 338,517 

9. -do- 04 -do- 156.72 134.62 22.10 6520 144,092 

10. PBD, 

Jhelum 

162 Porcelain Tile _ _ _ _ 145,734 

11. PBD, 

Jhang 

08 Tuff Tile 62.40 52.91 9.49 15057 142,890 

12. PBD, 

Lodhran 

186 Tuff Paver 71.00 _ _ _ 183,566 

13. PBD, 

G.Wala 

255 -do- 52.00 42.00 10 34081 320,531 

14. PBD,  

Gujrat 

333 -do- 74.19 54 20.19 16639 335,941 

15. Highway 

Circle 

F/Abad 

 

22 Tuff Tile 96 93.05 2.95 136282 402,031 

16. PBD, 

G.Wala 

274 Concrete 

paver 

69 57 12 27281 327,369 

17. -do- 280 -do- 79 65 14 21744 304,416 

Total:- 8,495,848 
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Annexure-H 

Para No. 2.4.5.1 
 

Overpayment due to application of incorrect rate – Rs 50,072,892 

 
Sr. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Name of 

Division 

Item Base 

Price 

(per 

Kg./liter) 

Current 

Price. 

(per 

Kg./liter) 

Diff. 

In Rs. 

Non-

Recovery 

(amount in 

Rs.) 

1. 543 PHD 

Lahore 

Bitumen 97.45   68.379   29.071 902,332 

2. 557 PHD 

Lahore 

Diesel  113.85  107.39  6.46  190,448 

3. 573 PHD 

Mianwali 

Bitumen  96.80   74.68   22120  1,393,118 

4. 600 PRC. 

Division 

Lahore 

Bitumen 82.34  

 

 75.77   6.57  3,873,240 

Diesel 116.75  80.61  36.14  

5. 607 PRC. 

Division 

Lahore 

Bitumen 90.50  69.26  

 

21.24 8,691,411 

Diesel 101.21  87.22  14.09  

6. 622 PRC. 

Division 

Lahore 

Bitumen 89.05  69.626  19.424  2,701,308 

Diesel 113.85  87.12  26.73  

 

 

7. 670 PHD Gujrat Diesel 116.75  80.61  36.14  6,587,672 

8. 674 PHD Gujrat Diesel  109.34  87.12  22.22  3,258,910 

Bitumen 97.70  68.86  28.84 

9. 676 PHD Gujrat Diesel 101.21 80.61 20.60  3,440,592 

   Bitumen 94.43 68.60 25.83 

10. 677 PHD Gujrat Diesel 94.09  87.12  6.97 1,747,382 

   Bitumen 92.21 68.60 23.61 

11. 678 PHD Gujrat Diesel 109.34  80.61  28.73 11,267,504 

   Bitumen 72.62  68.60  40.18 

12. 679 PHD Gujrat Bitumen 88.24 72.87 15.37 1,239,267 

13. 725 PHD Gujrat Diesel 109.34 87.12  22.22  4,779,708 

   Bitumen 98.74 69.35  29.36 

Total Rs:- 50,072,892 
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Annexure-I 

 

Para No. 2.4.5.4 

Non-recovery on account of de-escalation in price of diesel & bitumen 

- Rs 9,309,124 
 

S. 

No. 

Name of 

Division 

PDP 

No 
Item 

Base 

Rate 

Current 

Rate 
Difference Amount 

1 7th  PBD 

Lahore 

193 De-

esclation  

of diesel 

109.34 80.61 28.73 629,970 

2 PBD 

Muzaffargarh 

224 De-

esclation  

of diesel 

112.26 83.61 28.65 191,260 

3 PBD M-garh 226 De-

esclation  

of diesel 

109.34 80.61 28.73 796,524 

4 PBD M-garh 228 De-

esclation  

of diesel 

   99,673 

5 3rd PBD 

Lahore 

249 De-

esclation  

of diesel 

101.21 80.61 20.6 256,520 

6 3rd PBD 

Lahore 

251 De-

esclation  

of diesel 

109.34 80.61 28.73 566,000 

7 PBD Gujrat 335 De-

esclation  

of diesel 

107 80.6 26.4 1,352,439 

8 PBD sialkot 364 De-

esclation  

of diesel 

116.75 80.61 36.14 424,072 

9 PBD Jehlum 2 De-

esclation  

of diesel 

116.75 94.09 22.66 358,669 

10 PBD R-pindi 210 De-

esclation  

of diesel 

116.75 80.61 36.14 3,053,366 

11 PBD R-pindi 213 De-

esclation  

of diesel 

109.34 86.23 23.11 451,985 

12 2nd PBD 

Lahore 

370 De-

esclation  

of diesel 

   1,128,646 

Total Rs:- 9,309,124 
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Annexure-J 

Para No. 2.4.13.1 

Overpayment due to adoption of longer route for crushed stone –      

Rs 21,436,787 

 
S. 

No. 

PDP 

No. 

Name of Item Excess Rate 

allowed 

with lead 10 

mile 

Quantity Amount 

(in Rs.) 

1 682 P/L sub base course 

etc. 

272.40 % cft 1218546 cft 3,319,319 

2 683 P/ Laying base course 

etc. 

276.94 % cft 1702427 cft 4,714,701 

3 684 Providing & Laying 

base course etc. 

276.94 % cft 1267450 cft 3,510,076 

4 685 Providing & Laying 

sub base course etc. 

272.40 % cft 917693 cft 2,499,795 

5 686 Providing & Laying 

base course etc. 

228.14 % cft 131667 cft 300,385 

6 687 Providing & Laying 

sub base course etc. 

224.40 % cft 930700 cft 2,088,490 

7 689 Providing & Laying 

base course etc. 

228.14 % cft 559620 cft 1,276,717 

 

8 738 Providing & Laying 

sub base course etc. 

272.40 % cft 172128 cft 468,876 

Providing & Laying 

base course etc. 

276.94 % cft 194738 cft 539,307 

9 739 Providing & Laying 

base course etc. 

224.40 % cft 75057 cft 168,427 

10 741 Providing & Laying 

sub base course etc. 

228.14 % cft 1118039 cft 2,550,694 

Total Rs 21,436,787 
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Annexure-K 

Para No. 2.4.15.1 

Overpayment due to approval of excess rate in TS estimate –              

Rs 19,142,143 

            
S. 

No 

PDP 

No. 

Name of 

Division 

Item. Qty CM Rate 

applied 

Admissi-

ble Rate 

Diff.  

with 

Premium 

Amount 

(Rs) 

1 

 

57 C.E 

Highways 

(N) Lhr 

ABC  1706.29 16000.98 15081.56 919.42 1,568,797 

AWC 1512.48 17308.26 16388.84 919.42 1,390,604 

2 61 C.E 

Highways 
(S) Lhr 

ABC 1222371 11056.43 10509.52 546.91 6,685,270 

AWC 1222371 6957.24 6641.95 315.29 3,854,027 

3 506 Ring Road 

Lahore 

AWC 582.923 19716 19180 536 312,445 

4 507 Ring Road 
Lahore 

ABC 932.41 18213 17705 508 473,664 

5 511 Ring Road 

Lahore 

AWC 428.044 19716 19180 536 229,431 

6 512 Ring Road 
Lahore 

ABC 1116.994 18213 17705 508 567,432 

7 710 PHD, 

Faisalabad 

ABC  

AWC  

2347.644  

2998.665  

19498.73 

20262.60 

18850.73 

19622.60 

648+13% 

640+ 13% 

1,719,038 

2,168,635 

8 205 PHD, 
Sahiwal 

AWC 243.805 28101.97 27393 708.97 172,850 

Total Rs 19,142,143 
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Annexure-L 

Para No. 2.4.16 

Loss due to Procurement of Bitumen from Distant Refinery – Rs 

21,156,518 
L-PDP No. 09 

S. No. Formation PDP 

No. 

Quantity 

of 

Bitumen 

Carriage 

paid 

Carriage 

to be paid 

Carriage 

excess paid 

1. M.M. Division 

Lahore 

09( H) 600.21 

ton 

4308235 2807523 1,500,713 

2. M.M. Division 

Lahore 

 

 

274.17 

ton 

2377250 945101 1432149 

3. M.M. Division 

Lahore 

09 601.11 

ton 

5810585 1322639 4487947 

4. M.M. Division 

Lahore 

09 938.22 

ton 

7154953 4507898 2647055 

Total 10,067,864 

 

 

 

 

L-PDP No. 10 

S. 

No. 

Destination Rate paid Rate to 

be paid 

Excess 

rate 

Quantity Amount 

1. APL Karachi to 

SDO Provincial 

Highway Sub-

Division Pasroor 

10247.27 

per ton 

2437.40 

per ton 

7809.87 

per ton 

89.25 per 

ton 

697,031 

2. APL Karachi to 

SDO Provincial 

Highway Sub-

Division Bhakkar 

8068.96 

per ton 

3115 per 

ton 

4953.96 

per ton 

215.34 

per ton 

1,066,786 

3. APL Karachi to 

SDO Provincial 

Highway Sub-

Division 

Faisalabad 

8725.54 

per ton 

2767.40 

per ton 

5958.14 

per ton 

87.93 per 

ton 

523,899 

4. APL Karachi to 

Store SDO 

Provincial Road 

Construction Sub-

Division No.1 

Khushab 

9374.90 

per ton 

3172.4 per 

tone 

6202.5 

per ton 

103.22 

per ton 

640,222 

Total Rs:- 2,927,938 
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L-PDP No.11 
S. 

No 

Destination Carr-

iage 

Allo-

wed 

(KMs) 

Rate Paid From 

AOR to 

desti-

nation 

Carr-

iage to 

be 

allowed 

(MKs) 

Rate to 

be paid 

Excess 

Rate 

Qty. 

Paid 

(M.Ton) 

Amount 

1. APL-
Karachi to 

SDO 
Gujranwala 

1313 10140.05 293 2084.57 7160.4 44.78 320,624.80 

2. APL-

Karachi to 

SDO Gujrat 

1361 10372.85 248 1745.81 7713.09 36.37 280,525.08 

3. APL-

Karachi to 

SDO 
Pasroor 

1363 10525.05 304 2161.79 7434.18 71.47 531,320.84 

4. APL-

Karachi to 

SDO 
Khushab 

1197 9126.45 216 1524.05 6798.30 105.30 715,860.99 

5. APL-

Karachi to 
SDO 

Chakwal 

1337 10190.45 177 1357.40 8833.05 35.30 311,806.66 

6. APL-

Karachi to 
SDO 

Gujranwala 

1313 10140.05 293 2084.57 7160.40 42.09 301,381.24 

7. APL-
Karachi to 

SDO 

M.M.Plant 

at Sargodha 

1226 9470.15 261 1859.93 6774.30 209.38 141,8402.93 

8. APL-

Karachi to 
SDO 

Sargodha 

 

1226 9470.15 261 1859.93 6774.30 107.22 726,340.44 

9. APL-
Karachi to 

SDO 

M.M.Plant 
at Khushab 

1197 9126.45 216 1524.05 6798.30 73.69 500,968.93 

10. APL-

Karachi to 
SDO 

Mianwali 

1187 9050.45 227 1732.40 7718.05 34.94 255,692.66 

Total 5,362,924.57 
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L-PDP No.11 
Sr. 

No. 

Destination  Carriage 

allowed 

KM 

Rate 

paid  

From AOR 

to 

destination 

on carriage 

to be 

allowed 

KM 

Rate to 

be paid  

Excess 

rate  

Qty. 

paid  

(M.Ton) 

Amount  

1 APL 
Karachi to 

SDO Jhang 

1083 8260 399 2842 5418 44.31 240,072 

2 APL 

Karachi to 
SDO 

T.T.Singh   

1097 8366.45 404 2877.83 5488.62 44.03 241,664 

3 APL 
Karachi to 

SDO 

T.T.Singh 

1097 8366.45 404 2877.83 5488.62 35.81 196,547 

4 APL 
Karachi to 

SDO 

Sheikhupura 

1261 9612.85 291 2084.57 7528.28 119.26 897,823 

5 APL 

Karachi to 

SDO H/way 
Lahore 

1246 9624.15 279 2000.33 7623.82 34.69 264,470 

6 APL 

Karachi to 
SDO PHE 

Sahiwal 

1081 8244.85 419 2983.1 5261.75 35.47 186,634 

7 APL 

Karachi to 
Deputy 

Distt. 

Officer 
Pakpattan 

1070 8161.25 457 3249.89 4911.36 34.94 171,603 

8 APL 

Karachi to 
SDO PHE 

Faisalabad 

1160 8961.95 318 2274.18 6687.77 44.35 296,602 

9 APL 

Karachi to 
Deputy 

Distt. 

Officer 
Kasur 

1207 9202.45 326 2330.27 6872.18 44 302,376 

Total:- 2,797,791 

 

(PDP No. 9 = 10,067,864 + PDP No. 10 = 2,927,938 + PDP No. 11 = 5,362,925 + 2,797,791=  

Rs 21,156,518) 
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Annexure-M 

 

Para No. 2.4.36.1 

 

Overpayment due to excess measurement – Rs 2,151,174 

 
Sr. No Item Quantity 

in pr sft 

Rate 

in Rs. per 

sft 

Amount 

1. Extra cost for roof beam  145  83.6 12,122 

2. Extra cost for roof shuttering  47  41.8 1,965 

3. Extra cost for roof dom architectural 

design    

01  417,000 417,000 

4. Extra cost for roof small size  01  313,000 313,000 

5. Extra for making ornamental arch   41  679.25 27,849 

6. Extra cost for RCC shuttering    228  47.03 11,193 

7. Extra cost for special fancy brick    1830  52.25 95,618 

8. Extra cost for special fancy brick    869  41.80 36,324 

9. Extra cost for architectural type 

brick 

4264  62.70 267,353 

10. Extra cost for Chamfering & 

dressing  

4440  766.80 34,046 

11. Extra cost of labour & martial for 

additional shuttering     

12982  72  934,704 

Total Rs:- 2,151,174 
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Annexure-N 

Para 3.4.1.1 

 

Non-recovery of permanent commercialization fee and penalty –                   

Rs 366,383,730 

(Rs in Million) 

Sr. No. Property No. Amount 

1 6-Huma Block 5.735 

2 29-Neelam Block 4.800 

3 31-Neelam Block 1.526 

4 34-Neelam Block 3.136 

5 73-A Main Gulberg 32.895 

6 4-C-III G-III 21.642 

7 30-Neelam Block 4.716 

8 34-Neelam Block 3.136 

9 28-A College Block 6.264 

10 2-E-III Gulberg 65.856 

11 Pindi Rajputan 1.327 

12 334-G-III Johar Town 2.855 

13 360-N Johar Town 2.074 

14 37-E Johar Town 3.557 

15 2-Block – A/1 Gulberg 4.413 

16 13-Block-C-II Gulberg 26.897 

17 2-E-III Gulberg 65.857 

18 3-C Gulberg 13.793 

19 52 F-Block Gulberg 11.041 

20 4-B H-Block Gulberg 1.000 

21 11-F H-block Gulberg 9.909 

22 60 Block- K Gulberg 16.612 

23 Plot No.53 Block-L Gulberg- 

III 

22.387 

24 19-C Block FCC Gulberg-IV 5.521 

25 39/2839/3 Pindi Rajputan  4.060 

26 20-Main Gulberg 24.873 

27 26- Block E-III Gulberg-III 0.500 

 Total 366.383 
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Annexure-O 

Para 3.4.1.2 

Non-recovery of temporary commercialization fee and penalty –        

Rs 81.52 

 

 (Rs. in Million) 

Sr. No. Property No. Amount 

1.  718 Huma Block 0.660 

2.  82-B Zeenat Block 0.674 

3.  82- Zeenat Block 0.652 

4.  Plot No.15 B-I Johar Town 1.100 

5.  Plot No.463 P-Block Gulberg 2.600 

6.  Plot No.207 P-Block Gulberg 0.931 

7.  718-Huma Block 0.600 

8.  184-Block-P Gulberg 0.752 

9.  Plot No.11/B ATA Turk Block 3.000 

10.  880/ETC Rawind Road 11.250 

11.  112- New Garden Town 6.681 

12.  348- Johar Town 4.160 

13.  375- Johar Town Ph-I 0.104 

14.  366 C-II Johar Town 0.543 

15.  4-E-I Johar Town 0.806 

16.  15-F Johar Town 1.100 

17.  446-F Johar Town 0.539 

18.  348 G-3 Johar Town 4.160 

19.  85- Garden Block 1.413 

20.  233-A Ahmad Block  8.164 

21.  79 A-II Gulberg 1.117 

22.  42 B-III Gulberg 2.044 

23.  Plot No.113-H Gulberg 1.012 

24.  Plot No.146- Block M 1.719 

25.  Plot No.163 Block- P 2.600 

26.  Plot No. 14 Q-Block 2.763 

27.  Plot No.24 Upper Mall 18.088 

28.  305-A Upper Mall 1.082 

29.  Plot No.99 Block A, Muslim 

Town Lahore 

1.211 

Total 81.52 
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Annexure-P 

Para 3.4.13 

 

Non-recovery of cost of land and development charges – Rs 24,655,200 

 
Pro-

perty 

No./ 

Sur-

very 

No. 

Area  

K-M-S 

Valuati

on Rate 

Per 

Marla 

Total 

Value (Rs.) 

2% of 

cost of 

Land 

Devel-

opment 

Charges 

per 

Marla 

Rs.1000 

Total 

Amount 

Recover-

able 

356 91-10 165,000 301,950,000 6,039,000 1,830,000 7,869,000 

1-528 65-16-

06 

220,000 289,520,000 5,790,400 1,316,000 7,106,400 

928 94-08-

05 

165,000 311,520,000 6,230,400 1,888,000 8,118,400 

119 19-14 165,000 65,010,000 1,300,200 394,000 1,694,200 

22 04-00 165,000 13,200,000 264,000 80,000 340,000 

79 19-16-

06 

165,000 32,340,000 646,800 181,000 827,800 

30 04-14 165,000 15,510,000 310,200 94,000 404,200 

23 03-04 165,000 10,560,000 211,200 64,000 275,200 

Total recovery pointed out  26,635,200 

Total recovery verified 1,980,000 

Balance 24,655,200 
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Annexure-Q 

Para 3.4.21 

Non-rescindement of contract for execution of balance work at risk 

and cost - Rs 134,390,102 

 
Sr. 

No. 

Scope of 

work 

Quantity 

as per 

Agreement 

Work 

done up 

to 

06/2015 

Balance 

Quantity 

Rate in 

Rs. 

Amount in 

Rs. 

A-Road Work 

I Earth work 

for 

embankment 

29798823 

CFT 

21718732 

CFT 

8079251 

CFT 

5940%00 

CFT 

4,3954,933 

Ii Sub Base 

Course 

1485771 

CFT 

1222899 

CFT 

262872 

CFT 

4400% 

CFT 

11,566,368 

Iii Base Course 1187798 

CFT 

1009907 

CFT 

177891 

CFT 

5800% 

CFT 

10,317,678 

Iv Carpetting 2” 

thick 

2890724 

Sft 

2283057 

Sft 

607667 

Sft 

4988/60% 

Sft (+) 

12.65% 

34,148,806 

B-Sewerage & Manholes 

i 12” i/d pipe 

line 

183115 Rft 10934 Rft 73781 

Rft 

288/65 per 

Rft 

21,296,886 

 36 i/d pipe 

line 

4000 Rft 3530 Rft 470 Rft 1518/85 

per Rft 

713,859 

C-Water Supply System 

i 3” i/d pipe 

line 

88996 Rft 49294 Rft 39702 

Rft 

77/35 per 

Rft 

3,070,950 

 4” i/d pipe 

line 

76245 Rft 58420 Rft 17825 

Rft 

97/95 per 

Rft 

1,745,959 

 6” i/d pipe 

line 

23420 Rft 15731 Rft 7689 Rft 164/15 per 

Rft 

1,262,149 

 8” i/d pipe 

line 

13380 Rft 9152 Rft 4228 Rft 284/85 per 

Rft 

1,204,346 

 12” i/d pipe 

line 

7670 Rft 7488 Rft 182 Rft 556/70 per 

Rft 

101,319 

 16” i/d pipe 

line 

6950 Rft 4403 Rft 2547 Rft 999/15 per 

Rft 

2,544,835 

D- Tubewell 4 Cusces 

  04 Nos 02 No 02 1231007 

Per 

2,462,014 

Total 134,390,102 
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Annexure-R 

 

Para 3.4.27.1 

Less recovery due to incorrect tariff – Rs 2,416,437 
 

Sewerage Charges  

S. 

No 

Period of arrears Tariff to 

be 

charged 

as per site 

Tariff as 

per WASA 

bill 

Difference Amount 

1 Sep-1999 to Apr-2001 

(20-Months) 

3375 2300 1075 21,500 

2 May-2001 to June-2004 

(38-Months) 

4500 2300 2200 83600 

3 July-2004 to Sep-2015 

(134-Months) 

20000 10100 9500 1273000 

Total 1,378,100 

Water Supply Charges  

S. 

No 

Period of arrears Tariff to 

be 

charged 

as per site 

Tariff as 

per WASA 

bill 

Difference Amount 

Rs. 

1 May-2001 to June-2004 

(38-Months) 

3375 182 3193 121,334 

2 July-2004 to Dec-2010 

(78-Months) 

4725 182 4543 354,354 

Total 475,688 

G. Total 1,853,788 

 
A/C 

.No 

Tariff to be 

charged as per 

site 

Tariff as per 

WASA bill 

Differe

nce 

Date of 

entry 

Period 

of 

arrears 

Amount 

07/141

5 

(City 

Hospit

al) 

5000+20000=2

5000 (Aquifer + 

sewerage) 

3950+15000=1

8950 (Aquifer + 

Sewerage) 

6050 02.01.20

08 

Jan-

2008 to 

Sep-

2015.  

(93mon

ths) 

562,650 

Total 562,650 
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Annexure-S 

Para No. 6.3.5 

Non-restoration of state land allotted due to forgery etc - 

Rs 17.50 million 
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