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F. No. 3A/5/2014-PPP
Government of India
Ministry of Finance
Department of Economic Affairs
PPP Cell

Empowered Institution for the ‘Scheme and Guidelines for Financial Support to
Public Private Partnerships in Infrastructure’

57* Meeting on August 8, 2014

Record Note of Discussions

The fifty-seventh meeting of the Empowered Institution (EI), chaired by
Additional Secretary, Department of Economic Affairs (DEA) was held on August 8,
2014. The list of participants is attached.

The EI noted that there was one (01) proposal for consideration of an in-
principle approval for viability gap funding (VGF) under the “Scheme and
Guidelines for Financial Support to Public Private Partnerships in Infrastructure”
(VGF Scheme). The proposal is in the seaport sector sent by the Government of
Kerala (GoK).

The EI noted that the “"VGF Scheme’ prescribes that VGF up to Rs. 100 crore
for each project may be sanctioned by the EI, proposals for VGF up to Rs. 200 crore

may be sanctioned by the EC, and amounts exceeding Rs. 200 crore may be
sanctioned by the EC, with the approval of the Finance Minister.
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A. Proposal for consideration of grant of In-principle Approval

Agenda Item 1: Proposal from Government of Kerala (GoK) for grant of in-
principle approval, with its Implementing Agency as Vizhinjam International
Seaport Limited (VISL): Development of a minor sea Port at Vizhinjam on DBFOT
basis to handle upto 18,000 TEU container ships and rated annual capacity of the
Port shall be 10 lakh TEUs in the State of Kerala

Total berth length: 800m for two berths ; Total Project Cost: Rs. 3938 crore; Cost of
pre-construction activities to be financed by VISL: - Yet to be provided; Concession
Period: 30 years and extendable by another 30 years including 3 years of construction
period for Phase 1.

VGF sought: maximum 40 % of TPC: Rs. 790 crore (20% of TPC); Maximum VGF from
Government of India as grant during construction and another Rs. 790 crore (20% of TPC)
by Government of Kerala as construction grant, as per the El Memo sent by GoK.

Article 25 of the project’s DCA: Article 25 of the project’s DCA states that “Equity
Support shall not exceed the sum specified in the Bid and as accepted by the Authority,
but shall in no case be greater than 150% (one hundred and fifty per cent) of the Equity,
and shall be further restricted to a sum not exceeding 30%.

Major development works/ structures: Proposed capacity is to handle upto 18,000 TEU
container ships and rated annual capacity of the Port shall be 10 lakh TEUs; Construct
total 800 m of berthing length; Wharf, 60 m wide, quay length of 800 m & 10 lakh TEU
annual rated capacity; Dredging of the access channel (20.8 m of CD), navigational
channel and at berths (184 m of CD); Reclamation of 53 Ha, Buildings such
administrative buildings, yard operations, port marine operations, crane maintenance
and O&M, etc; Utilities and services including power backup, port navigation aids,
Sewage/effluent treatment plant, air conditioning etc.; Road (external roads providing
connection to NH-47 bypass & internal roads); Project equipments such as RMGC,
RMQC etc.

1. The EI noted that the project had been considered in the 55" meeting of EI held
on June 19, 2014, but, was deferred and the EI had indicated the following:
“GoK/VISL was requested to submit their considered response to the issues raised during
the discussions for the purposes of an early reconsideration of the project”.

2. The EI noted that after an initial round of discussions and submission of responses by

GoK, the project has been placed for consideration before the members of El under the
VGF Scheme. The Chair requested all the members of EI to share their views on the

proposal.
(5
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3. Principal Secretary, GoK presented the proposal. It was stated that Vizhinjam
Port is posed as an international deep water port and shall be the deepest port in
the country. The project is of national eminence and would be the only port in the
country to receive largest vessels at present in the ocean. It was envisaged that it
shall divert significant business from neighboring foreign ports and therefore has
economic significance. It was also indicated that this is the first project to be
posed by the State Government for consideration of ‘Grant’ under the VGF
Scheme. Also, the Chair was requested to take cognisance that the Planning
Commission has already appraised the project and found it in order and that
further discussion may be limited to project compliances aspect only. The
Committee may take a view whether other issues raised by DEA are to be
considered or not. Thus, GoK requested while giving this overview, that the
project may be expeditiously cleared for approval of VGF.

3.1. The Chair stated that the EI is required to consider all comments and
views of all the members of the EI including on compliance with the
VGF Scheme and project specific issues raised by any of the members
of the EI, which includes DEA. Further, the Chair requested the State
) Government to refrain from comments on the role of DEA and the
Planning Commission in the EI process as the Gol is well aware of it as it
is a GOI process that is well established.

The main issues discussed were as follows:

4. Issuance of RFQ prior to EI approval and confirmation by GoK on required
compliances: In the 55" meeting, DEA had stated that prior approval by the EI is
a requirement for project documents that are not based upon model documents.
This is because, in case non- standard clauses are included in the RFQ and the EI
thereafter requires amendments of such clauses, the changes may alter the bid
conditions and parameters. This is the standard practice in all EI cases which all
members of the EI are aware of.

4.1 Joint Secretary, Department of Economic Affairs (DEA) pointed out that the
issue pertaining to release of RFQ prior to its approval by the EI was
discussed at length in the 55% meeting of the EI. However, in order to
facilitate processing, GoK's confirmation was sought so that changes as
advised by EI would be incorporated in the bidding documents prior to
receipt of the bids.

4.2 Principal Secretary, GoK stated that as per their interpretation of VGF
scheme the proponent can directly submit proposal for sanctioning of
VGF without the in-principle approval. However, GoK thanked the EI
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for agreeing to consider this project after examination of the project
parameters and structuring it in line with the VGF Scheme. GoK is
willing to abide by VGF Scheme.

4.3 Further, GoK agreed that the changes suggested by EI will be incorporated
in the bidding document prior to receipt of the bids in compliance with
VGF requirements.

4.4 Joint Secretary, DEA stated that this proposal being the first project posed by
the State Government under the VGF Scheme, the project/proposal may be
supported. Therefore, in view of GoK agreeing to abide by the requirement
for change, a one-time exemption can be considered for release of project’s
RFQ and allied documents but this is not to be cited as precedence. All the
members of EI agreed to the same.

(Action: GoK/VISL)

5. Inclusion of costs on dredging, including capital dredging and reclamation as

part of TPC for consideration of VGF support:

5.1 Joint Secretary, DEA pointed out that in the proposed project’s structure part
of the cost of capital dredging and reclamation of land have been added to
the Total Project Cost (TPC). The balance cost of capital dredging and
reclamation, breakwater and other allied works/activities has been included
in ‘Funded Works". This is inconsistent. DEA has pointed out that land
“acquisition” and capital dredging cannot be treated as the Concessionaire’s
responsibility, even if he is asked to undertake this task for implementation
efficiency. As per the VGF Scheme, cost of land and its acquisition has to be
reduced/excluded from the components of TPC for calculating the extent
and amount of VGF support. '

5.2 It was recommended that such works/activities may be taken up by the
Government of Kerala under the head ‘Funded Works’ as per the project’s
DCA. While the implementation of this activity may be made the
responsibility of the Concessionaire, the amount is required to be excluded
from the calculation/components of TPC for the purpose of the VGF
Scheme. The project’s DCA may be modified to reflect the same.

5.3 Principal Secretray, GoK was of the view that the VGF Scheme does not
explicitly stipulate that dredging and reclamation activities are to be
undertaken by the Government nor does it prohibit such costs from
being included in TPC. He stated that Land acquisition is being
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undertaken at State Government expense and is not part of the Total
Project Cost (TPC). Land acquisition and land reclamation
(development/ improvement of land) are two distinct activities.
Reclamation should be treated as akin to land development (cutting
and filling activities for land improvement) and should be part of TPC.
Besides the land to be reclaimed is owned by the Government as it falls
within the Economic Zone of the sea;

Joint Secretary, DEA stated that the VGF Scheme is generic and project
specific considerations are considered at the time of appraisal and
examination of the project documents by the EI members. Reclamation costs
(as it is obvious that land underwater cannot be used as is) and ownership
of the reclaimed land will vest with the Government so the related
costs are tantamount to acquisition costs and cannot be borne by the
Concessionaire. GoK has stated that it has divided the costs between
‘Funded Works" and Concessionaire’s TPC because of shortage of funds
with GoK. This cannot be translated into increasing the liability of the
Government in terms of TPC. To the statement that dredging and
reclamation are not explicitly mentioned in the VGF Scheme, she explained
that it must be appreciated that the Scheme guidelines are generic and
obviously do not go into project-specific requirements. The requirement is
that the capital costs to be underwritten by Government are reasonable and
as normally applicable to such projects. EI has applied this principle of
consistency to the instant case. GoK was also requested to note that the fact
the Scheme does not at all go into elements in a Project cost, whether it is
land “development” costs or “acquisition” which are to be undertaken by
the Authority and not a part of the TPC.

5.5 Adviser, Planning Commission, in a written statement submitted after the EI
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meeting, stated that Planning Commission supports the view that capital
dredging and reclamation should be part of Total Project Cost and should
be borne by the concessionaire, as these are the costs incurred on the
development of land and not on land acquisition per se. In all the projects,
including national highways, metro rail or airports, land development costs
form part of the Total Project Cost and are borne by the concessionaire.
Further, this project envisages development of the entire port by the
concessionaire and not just a terminal. In case of a terminal project forming
part of a port having other terminals, the responsibility of dredging and
reclamation vests with the Authority, as it is a common facility applicable to
all terminal operators and not just a single operator. In such cases, the
Authority recovers its investment on dredging by levying and collecting an
appropriate charge. This is generally the pattern followed by Major Ports
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who award terminals to several independent operators. On the other hand,
state ports are normally operated by a single operator who is also
responsible for all capital and maintenance dredging. In this project too, the
entire port is to be constructed, developed and operated by the
concessionaire and the Authority will not discharge any operational role. As
such in the case of Vizhinjam Port Project, dredging, reclamation and their
maintenance will have to be the responsibility of the concessionaire only.

5.6 The Representative from MoS indicated that as per the Model Concession
Agreement (MCA) for Major Ports prevalent in the Major Ports, capital
dredging and maintenance dredging is the responsibility of the Sponsoring
Authority. Further, it was stated that in most Major Ports the Port Trusts
already own the land and in case more land is required, the Port Trusts
undertake reclamation or pay for reclamation of land for PPP projects. This
reclaimed land is to revert to the Port Trust after the expiry of the
Concession period. Thus, land, whether acquired or reclaimed, is envisaged
to not form a part of the TPC. However, where the cost of capital dredging
has been extremely small relative to TPC, it has been allowed as an
exception in a couple of cases for project-specific circumstances not to be
treated as a precedent and, moreover, in non-VGF cases. Project-specific
deviations have been allowed as indicated in the 55t meeting of the EL
Further elaborating, he stated that with respect to the cases cited by GoK
in their reply , as regards the proposal on 4% Container Terminal at
JNPT, the Port Authority was responsible for maintaining the channel
at Channel entrance. The capital and maintenance dredging in berth
pockets and maneuvering area had been allocated to the
Concessionaire as dredged area is proposed to be used by the
Concessionaire only.

56.1 In the case of the proposal of Off shore Cargo
Multipurpose berth at Mumbai, the capital dredging was
included as part of the project in variation of MCA for Major
Ports. This has been included because the cost estimates for
capital dredging was considered as it was virtually negligible .

5.6.2 For the proposal of Container Terminal at Tuna Tekra, the
proposed project comprised dredging to be carried out in the
basin including turning circle, internal navigational channel and
outer navigational channel, which are all project specific
requirements and in deviation of the MCA for Major Ports.

5.6.3 However, it may be noted that in all these cases cited
above, no VGF or ‘Grant’ was provided under the VGF
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Scheme- the bidders knew upfront that they shall be using
their own resources to fund and undertake these project
specific deviations and the selected bidder (s) offered revenue
sharing, i.e., ‘Royalty’ to the Port Authority.

5.7 Director, Department of Expenditure (DoE) stated that they support
the observations of DEA as presented in the Appraisal Note and
further comments. DOE is of the view that as per policy the
responsibility of cost of dredging and reclamation should be with the
Government Authority since the provision of land, whether acquired
or reclaimed, is usually the responsibility of the sponsoring authority
in PPP projects. Further, in the instant proposal, since a single
Concessionaire is to be selected, these works/activities may be
implemented by the preferred/selected bidder or Concessionaire and
compensated through the provisions proposed under the ‘Funded
Works' of project’s DCA.

5.8 Principal Secretary, GoK stated that the State Government is willing to look
at the swap of the costs on capital dredging and reclamation with the cost of
construction of breakwater. It was suggested that the costs on construction
of breakwater may be made a part of the TPC and costs incurred over
capital dredging and reclamation may be removed from the TPC and may
be exclusively made a part of ‘Funded Works’,

5.9The members of El, other than Planning Commission, stated that it is
the principle of allocation of responsibility and cost that is relevant, not
a negotiation on exchanging element/components from one head to
another to maintain the “balance” of cost sharing. The Chair stated
that consistency of approach has to be maintained by EI based upon
well established principles of liability of Central and State
Governments and of the Concessionaire. In the VGF Scheme, therefore,
the costs on dredging and reclamation are to be excluded from the
TPC.
(Action: GoK/VISL)

6. Trigger for Capacity augmentation: Director, DEA reiterated the points as raised

in the 55" meeting of EL It was clarified that the DEA’s recommendation was to

review the proposed trigger of 90% of the capacity of the Port to avoid port
congestion.

6.1 Government of Kerala’s representative stated that capacity augmentation

is mandated in three subsequent phases (Phase II, III and 1V), based on

throughput trigger and the concessionaire is free to augment it earlier.
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Capacity augmentation being provisioned at 90% of the capacity of the
port allows scope for handling additional around 40% traffic. I
capacity is augmented by 0.5 million TEUs on achieving 0.75 million
TEUs as suggested by DEA, the capacity utilisation will immediately
sink to 50%. If the capacity augmentation trigger is changed from 90%
to 75% financial break-even will be delayed making the project less
financially viable. Thus, given the above, no change to the subject
clause was perceived.

6.2 Director, DEA explained that the suggestions for capacity
augmentation trigger are based upon the need to undertake
augmentation prior to breach of capacity. The principles followed in
the MCA for Major Ports is to set the trigger at 75%, as under:

6.2.1 The earlier of:
Average 75% of capacity being achieved or utilized or
exceeded at the berths in existence,
OR
Average 75% capacity achieved or utilized or exceeded at any
s one berth at the Port consecutively for two years. This would
give sufficient time i.e. 2-3 years to construct the additional
berthing requirements and allied facilities based on the need,
and would take care of key performance indicators to be met by
the Concessionaire.
6.2.2 The current proposal puts the trigger at 90%. In the instant
project’s DCA, it is unclear how congestion will be handled if
the throughput trigger for next phase is not exceeded. For
example, if in phase 1 of the two berths, one berth exceeds 90%
of existing capacity at the Port and the other has only 40%
capacity exceeded, the average capacity being met or utilized
will be only 45% capacity of the Port. This implies that capacity
at one berth is already at 90% while at the other berth around
half has been reached. The likelihood of congestion is therefore
higher, if reviewed only at 90%. In view of this, review of the
trigger of capacity at average 75% of capacity is recommended.
Generic provision of augmenting capacity within 30 years can
still be provided.

6.2.3 Chair stated that best practices have to be adopted in PPPs
to deliver superior standards to users and care should be taken

to avoid the risk of failure to do so. The documents may be

suitably amended.

(Action: GoK/VISL)
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7. Concession period: Director DEA stated that it was unclear why a concession
period of 40 years extendable by 20 years had been adopted instead of the standard
30 years, extendable based on traffic estimation and viability scenario and other
project specific concerns.

7.1 Government of Kerala’s representative stated that 40 year concession
period has been proposed keeping in view the huge initial/ upfront
capital expenditure and giving the Concessionaire sufficient time to
recover his cost and a return on the equity deployed; VGF scheme does
not restrict/ prohibit a longer concession period, the intent of the
guidelines is to provide for a longer concession period in order to
reduce the VGF. The reference to other state ports like Gangavaram etc.
was to highlight the best practices in terms of concession period in
other green field port project. Other precedence for projects with
higher concession period approved by DEA includes Khushinagar
Airport (30 + 20 years)/ MTHL (45 years)/ Hyderabad Metro (35 + 25
years).

7.2 Director, DEA responded that Concession period is based on the
maximum capacity considerations of a project, i.e. the technical
capability of the project that can be handled in a given period for
which the project is being created. It is not to specifically either reduce
VGF for maximizing concession period. VGF is a support extended to
improve the financial viability of the projects by subsidising the capital
cost and making them commercially viable. DEA drew attention to the
provisions of the VGF Scheme which disallows project term extension
for reducing VGF.

7.2.1 As regards the other projects cited by GoK, as mentioned
above, the EI was informed that the extension to the concession
periods was based on the requirements of the projects
mentioned and not relevant to the instant case. In case project-
specific requirements are not adequately provided to EI, the
document may be suitably amended.

8. Identification of all Revenue streams upfront and pre determination of
tariff: Director, DEA stated that VGF Scheme requires all revenue sources to be
identified and accounted for in the financial framework of the project. This is
essential to allow assessment of cash flows, project viability and, thereafter,
estimation of required VGF. Commercial viability is the deciding factor, therefore,
inclusion of port estate development in the project scope requires that the revenue
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streams be assessed upfront and built into the business plan is one of the revenues
receivables.

8.1 GoK responded stating that the DCA provides for a pre-determined
tariff or user charges for port- related services, which has been
determined by way of a cap on the fees that can be collected by the
Concessionaire; As per the DCA, the tariffs have been benchmarked to
the Major Ports, which are regulated by TAMP. Following the
comments of DEA, 10 years from CoD a provision in the DCA has been
incorporated which would allow the State Government to continue to
regulate the tariff in the same manner as before, in a situation of
monopoly or congestion, and in case the Concessionaire is found to
charge a higher user fee. This provision will apply for the entire
concession period and will therefore conform to the condition of the
VGF scheme.

8.2 Director, DEA reiterated that as per the VGF Scheme the Tariff should
be fixed upfront for the entire concession period to avoid speculation
of windfall gains. She also stated that the GoK has now agreed to
provide pre-determined tariff fixed for the entire period of concession.
This is in line with the requirements of the VGF Scheme. She suggested
that the same may be incorporated in the project's DCA and relevant
documents and circulated to members of EI for record and examination
purposes.

(Action: GoK/VISL)

8.3 On real estate/monetisation of land, however no information has been
provided. The estimated cash flows are essential and may be built into
the financing model.

(Action: GoK/VISL)

9. Competing Services: Deputy Secretary, MoS stated that Government of
Kerala has all along promoted the container transshipment terminal, i.e. the ICTT, at
Vallarpadam. It had requested the Government of India to address issues such as
relaxation of cabotage and offer discounts to enable it to function as a transshipment
hub. It was reiterated that as indicated in the 55% meeting of the EI, this project at
Vizhinjam shall have the same traffic/cargo base as ICCT, thus would be competing
with ICTT. After having invested huge public money it would be need to be
considered whether it is prudent to now promote Vizhinjam Port for transshipment
by infusing VGF component.

9.1 Deputy Secretary, MoS also stated that given the unviable scenario
even with discounts offered at the ICTT Cochin at a level of 85% of
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ceiling tariff and including the relaxation of Cabotage law, whether the
project at Vizhinjam would be viable is questionable. Also, at Cochin
Port another outer harbor is proposed to be created to accommodate
larger vessels. The Detailed Project Report (DPR) for the same is
prepared and is with the MoS. Thus, these projects shall be competing
with each other for the same type of traffic base.

9.2 Chief Executive Officer, VISL stated the Vizhinjam project is proposed
to divert the foreign transshipment traffic and counter the international
developments with superior provisions at the Indian shore catering to
vessel traffic for deep sea water. It is notintended to target the traffic at
the Cochin Port and shall not compete with traffic at ICCT.

10. Bid parameter: The Chair stated that the view of DEA was to simplify the bid
parameter. In the current formulation, the bid parameter is complex and would
complicate the bid evaluation as per the various scenarios provided in Article 26 of
the project’s DCA. It was noted that along with the main bid parameter (lowest
VGF), a premium after 15" year is to be paid by the Concessionaire -this is pre fixed
but no basis has been provided for the percentage.

10.1 Government of Kerala’s representative stated that GoK envisages that for
Vizhinjam port the bid parameter is grant. In the event, a bidder does
not opt for a grant or offers a negative grant, then the proposal goes
out of VGF scheme and will be awarded on a Premium basis which
will imply no involvement of Central Government. JS, DEA stated that
regardless, as this is a VGF Proposal, the requirements have to be met.
GoK stated that premium of 1% has been proposed from the 15"
anniversary of CoD wherein the concessionaire’s cash flows will be
stabilized post repayment of debt and revenues and profits, improve
thereafter.

10.2 Joint Secretary, DEA stated that DEA’s queries are on the basis of
adoption of 1% of realisable fee from CoD in Article 26.2, (the
additional or the premium in the project’s DCA) in addition to the
grant. The reasons for fixing the proportion are essential to judge the
viability of the project. DEA has asked for the working sheets for the
projections.

10.3 Principal Secretary, GoK responded that 1 percent was an arbitrary
figure and adopted based on the assessment of financials, further the
additional concession fee was proposed to be capped at 40 percent of
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the total realisable fee. The VGF Scheme, ( Rule 6.1) prescribes that the
criterion for bidding shall be the amount of VGF required by the
private sector company where all other parameters are comparable
(therefore where a premium gets offered instead of a request for grant,
this is considered as negative grant).

10.4 Chair asked for details of the calculations to be shared with EI
members.

(Action: GoK/VISL)

11. Effect of variation in traffic growth under Article 29: Joint Secretary DEA
stated that the proposal of a 2% trigger variation for traffic for adjustment of
concession period is too small. Normally, a band of 10% is factored into bids.

11.1 Government of Kerala's representative explained that the provisions have
been discussed with the shortlisted bidders and seems appropriate. In
a project like this achieving an average level of 60% capacity for a
period of 20 years is likely.

11.2 Representative of MoS stated that they support the issues raised by DEA in
this regard. Further, as understood from GoK documents, it is proposed to
adjust concession period with a variation of 2% either side. The trigger of
2% variation is too small and should be treated as normal fluctuation in the
Port sector. Further, increasing concession period with 2% shortfall in target
traffic virtually means transfer of full traffic risk to Authority. Likewise
decrease in concession period with 2% increase will discourage operator to
mobilize more cargo for the project and would be counterproductive.
In fact, private operator should be expected to perform much better
than to handle just 2% more cargo than projections. It is also not clear
as to why the period of increase/ reduction in concession period is so
different in the event of negative/ positive variation in cargo. A
minimum of 10 percent variation may be modeled based on the traffic
estimations.

11.3 Adviser, Planning Commission stated that the 2% has been adopted
based on the road sector experience. To a question from Chair in
whether road provisions can be adopted as is to Ports, he stated that
they had not assessed this.

11.4 El requested GoK set the trigger at a reasonable level, say 10%.

S
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12. Quantum of ‘Grant”: Director, DEA pointed out that while GoK seeks a
maximum grant of 30% of TPC in the project’s DCA, the EI Memo states requirement
of VGF as 40 % of TPC.

12.1 Representative of GoK clarified that the quantum of VGF support
sought is 40% of the total project cost and that the necessary correction
would be made.

12.2 Director, DEA requested that the same may be reflected in the project’s
DCA and other bidding documents and the modified project
documents may be provided to the members of EI for the record.

(Action: GoK/VISL)

13. Since the estimated VGF amount is greater than Rs. 200 crore, the proposal requires
sanction by the EC and approval of FM. All members of the EI barring Planning
Commission were in support of granting conditional in-principle approval and
recommending the project to the Empowered Committee . The proposal therefore may be
placed before the members of EC subiject to compliance with the conditions laid down by
the EI . Planning Commission supported the GoK's view that no changes are required as
they were involved in the preparation of the project’s documents.

14. The EI granted in-principle approval to the proposal with a Total Project cost
as Rs. 3355.00 crore (this is excluding full costs to be incurred by the State
Government on the activities of dredging and reclamation) and recommending the
project/proposal to the Empowered Committee (EC), subject to the following
changes being made in all the project’s procurement documents prior to

consideration by the Empowered Committee (EC) in case the VGF route is to be

adopted:

14.1 GoK shall note that a one-time exemption has been granted by the EI
for release of bidding documents (project’s RFQ and allied documents)
prior to the approval by EIL This shall not be re quoted as a case of
precedence in future for other projects/proposals posed under the VGF
Scheme.

14.2 GoK shall modify the Total Project Cost (TPC) as Rs, 3355.0 crore. (This
is excluding full costs to be incurred by the State Government on the
activities of dredging and reclamation).

14.3 GoK shall modify the cost of ‘Funded Works’ to Rs. 1793.0 crore (This
includes Rs. 583 crore of cost on dredging and reclamation).
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14.4 GoK shall modify the Concession Period for the project to 30 years, or
provide adequate project specific requirements for increasing this
period, as discussed in para 7.

14.5 GoK shall modify and provide in the project documents the pre-
determined tariff or user charge across all the revenue sources and
estimated revenue flows from all sources as applicable during the
entire project’s concession period, as this would affect the estimation of
the extent of VGF support.

14.6 GoK shall also comply with all the other conditions laid down by the
EI with respect to the project discussed in the above paragraphs.

14.7 GoK shall circulate all the modified and revised project documents to
the members of EI for the purposes of record in compliance with the EI
procedure and VGF Scheme.

148 GoK shall undertake to provide atleast 90% of the land to the
Concessionaire by the Appointed Date and in line with the provisions
of the project’s DCA, clause 10, Right of Way.

14.9 GoK may note that after approval by the Competent Authority, prior
approval of the Empowered Committee and Finance Minister is to be
obtained for any subsequent change in TPC, scope of work or project
configuration as noted above since the amount of VGF estimated is
above Rs 200 crores. GoK may note that all the approvals and
clearances required for the project are to be obtained before the si gning
of the Agreement with the Concessionaire

(Action: GoK/VISL and DEA)

The meeting ended with a Vote of Thanks to the Chair,

7

57" Meeting of the Empowered Institution: August 8, 2014,
Record of Discussion Pagc 14 of 15



F. No. 3A/5/2014-PPP
Government of India
Ministry of Finance
Department of Economic Affairs
PPP Cell

Annex-1

Empowered Institution for the “Scheme and Guidelines for Financial Support to

Public Private Partnerships in Infrastructure’

NE 990D kN

© ®

10.
1%
12.
13.

57" Meeting on August 8, 2014

List of Participants

Department of Economic Affairs

Shri Dinesh Sharma, Additional Secretary (In Chair)
Kum. Sharmila Chavaly, Joint Secretary

Smt. Abhilasha Mahapatra, Deputy Secretary

Shri V. Srikanth, Deputy Director

Planning Commission
Shri Praveen Mahto, Advisor (Infra)
Kum. Gayatri Nair, Deputy Adviser (Infra)

Department of Expenditure
Smt. Geetu Joshi, Director

Ministry of Shipping
Shri Anant K. Saran, Deputy Secretary, (Port Development)
Shri Anuj Agarwal, Representative Expert from MoS

Government of Kerala

Shri James Varghese, Principal Secretary, LSGD & Ports
Shri Suresh Babu A.S., Managing Director, VISL

Shri Ajit, EE & Head (E&N), VISL

Shri Sunil Kumar A, Project Manager, VISL

>

57" Meeting of the Empowered Institution; August 8 2014,

Record of Discussion

Page 15 of 15



