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project before going in for any foreign 
collaboration with any foreign firms?

The Minister of Petroleum and 
Chemicals (Shrl Alagesan): This
relates to steam reformation of 
naphtha. This process was a new 
process and was recently acquired by 
FACT from the Power Gas Corpora
tion of U.K. This scheme was taken 
up much earlier and tenders floated 
much earlier. This is comparatively 
a small plant. In order not to lose 
time and also because of the fact that 
we had only recently acquired this 
process and we are going to apply it 
both at Durgapur and Cochin, this 
was allowed to go.

Shrl S. C. Samanta: May 1 know 
whether any other foreign Arm was 
invited for collaboration with this 
schemes; if not, why this Hitachi
Company only has been taken into 
confidence?

Shrl Iqbal Singh: Tenders were
called for and seven companies had 
submitted their tenders. They are 
Hitachi of Japan, Otto & Co., West 
Germany, Koppers of West Germany 
Uhde of West Germany, UCB of 
Belgium, FRI of Belgium and Onia- 
Oeigi of Ftance.

no  m o fjrJat :
^  18 1 % ^  «rr

^ t  it
f?r-TT t  ;

“the naphtha reformation plant 
will process 50 tonnes of naphtha 
a day to supply synthesis mixture 
for production of ammonia.”

^ ^  ?nfTf?T?TT

^  ^  ^  win
f^qr 1

Shrl Iqbal Singh: The Sindri plant 
is based on coal-based gasiflcatioiL 
This is to supplement coal-based 
gasification by naphtha gasification. 
There is no question of any ammonia 
deficit. This is to supplement the 
production of ammonia in the Sindri 
plant. This is only a small plant for 
supply of 50 tonnes a day so that the 
total production in the Sindi plant 
may go up to 1,10,000 tons of nitrogen 
per year.

Shrl Indrajlt OnpU: From this 
statement I find that a sum of some
thing over Rs. 38 lakhs is put down as 
the foreign exchange expenditure for 
a number of items of which one is 
the supply of equipment, whereas 
Rs. 6 lakhs only will be spent for 
supply of equipment of Indian origin. 
May I know how much of this 
Rs 38,11,000 foreign exchange is 
actually only for the supply of foreign 
equipment, apart from other items, 
and has the Government fully explor
ed the possibility of increasing the 
supply of equipment of Indian origin 
in relation to this?

Shrl Alagesan: The broad question 
of minimising the imported equip
ment and maximising the use of fab
rication facilities within India when
ever we put up a fertilizer plant is 
always under our consideration and 
we give preference to fabrication lo
cally. So, in this case as the hon. 
Member himself has mentioned in 
the question, it is a consolidated 
amount that is given. Naturally, a 
larger part of it will go for the cost 
of the equipment. In all the fertilizer 
factories that we are putting up we 
are trying to use as much as 40 to 50 
per cent of indigenously fabricated 
equipment.

Bharat Barrel and Dram Co. (P) Ltd.
+

*185. Shri Madha Limaje:
Shri Klshen Pattnajak:
Dr. Ram Blanohar LohU:

Will the Minister of Petroleum and
Chemicals be pleaaed to refer to the
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reply given to Unstarred Question No. 
312 on the 27th July, 1966 and state:

(a) the date on which the Bharat 
Barrel and Drum Manufacturing Co. 
(P) Ltd. was blacklisted;

(b) the reasons for the delay in 
conveying this information to the 
Indian Oil Corporation; and

(c) further action taken by Gov
ernment against the firm, in the light 
of the judgement of the High Court?

The Deputy Minister in the Minis
try of Petroleum and Chemicals (Shri 
Iqbal Singh): (a) 25th January, 1964.

(b) General arrangements between 
the Ministry and the enterprises un
der it for the reciprocal application 
of blacklisting orders were finalised 
only in February 1966. Thereafter, 
on a report received in the Ministry 
in April 1966, the fact of the black
listing in this case was specifically 
brought to the notice of the IOC dur
ing that month.

(c) As connected matters are sub 
judice, Government will await Court 
decisions before considering any fur
ther action.

% n  I  ^
wfr qT

^  ^  

^  I  I f w
I  rft WTT |  I

The Minister of Petroleum and 
Chemicals (Shri Alagesan): We are
very much alive to what happens in 
the House and certainly we have 
taken note of the discussion that look 
place on the report of the Public Ac
counts Committee. The Ministry had 
specifically brought to the notice of 
the Indian Oil Company the fact of 
this particular firm having been back- 
listed and shortly thereafter no orders

have been placed by the IOC on this 
firm. V

«?V ^  «TT
% I
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Shri Alagfesan: I should like to
answer this question. I have inde
pendently gone into the question of 
the standardised code. I understand 
the Cabinet is also going into that 
question. It has come to our notice 
that there are several lacunae in the 
standardised Code which have to bo 
rectified. So, the Government is 
seized of the matter and the question 
of reviewing and improving the code 
is actively under consideration.

SfTT 5ff TO t  ^  ^
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Shri Alagesan: If a specific ques
tion is put to me, I can get copies. 
How can I say whether anything is 
mentioned in the judgement or not? 
That is a matter of detail.

^  ^  cfT

^  ^  ’pna t  I
^TTT ^  I  I
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fqr?:
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Shri Alagesan: What is the judge
ment that the hon. Member is re
ferring to?

«ft »W ^  I  I
q? ^:r rTft t  I ^  ^  ^1
^  i f̂ t  :

“further action taken by Gov
ernment against the firm, in the 
light of the judgement of the 
High Court?"

-r>r*t3 % n  f  I
Shri Alagesan: It is a Special Judge 

of Greater Bombay who convicted 
this tirm on which the blacklisting 
order was originally based. The firm 
appealed to the Bombay High Court 
over the decision of the Special Judge. 
The High Court differed from the 
lower court and vacated the convic
tion. On that the State Government 
of Bombay have taken the matter in 
appeal to the Supreme Court. That 
is the position.

I

Mr. Speaker: Were there any com
ments made by the High Court judge
ment so far as Amin Chand Pearey 
Lai are concerned?

Shri Alagesan: I do not know. I do 
not have the details of the judgement 
before me.

if
I  ?frT ^  ?TT̂  t  I

TOT ^
5>TT I  I

11.32 hra. .

(Shri Madhu Limaye then left the 
House.)

^  gfWT ^
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Shri DaJI: We also wanted to know 
about that. If one Member walks out, 
you would not do th a t.........

Mr. Speaker: What answer has
been given to part (c) because the
further action taken by Government 
against the firm in the light of the 
judgement of the High Court was 
specifically enquired of? That judge
ment of the High Court was particu
larly referred to and, therefore, the
Minister must have known that,

Shri Alagesan: In answer to part
(c) we have said:—

“As connected matters are sub
judice. Government will await
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Court decisions before consider
ing any further action.”

Mr. Speaker: That is perfectly all 
right that he has said that it is be
fore the Supreme Court; that appeal 
has gone, but because it was referred 
to he should have consulted that 
judgement also.

vif

H jn^«TT f  ^  %

^  H TT?ro'

^  ^rnrr «rr ^ftT 
if w Br? fTTT «TT, ^.T ii? ^  ^ ?
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Shrl AUgesan: It is not Amin
Chand Pearey Lai; it is Bharat Barrel 
and Drum Company.

Shri Daji: He has not even read 
the judgement. We have read the 
judgement.

zh  Ma»nw : ^H'T ÎTIT
frri^pT I xr^ ir

t ^  t  I
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Shri Iqbal Singh: We are not aware 
of this. This is Bharat Barrel Com
pany. One of the partners of this 
company was convicted in 1964. Then 
they went up in appeal against that 
decision to the High Court and the 
High Court rescinded that decision, 
but the State Government has gone 
in appeal to the Supreme Court 
against that decision.

During that time, they have taken 
some stay orders from the Punjab 
High Couhrt. It is complicated and 
moreover it is not Aminchand 
Pyarelal. It is Bharat Barrel and 
Drum Co. We have asked the LO.C. 
not to place any orders

'TS5Tl»TV : »F!T
«TT r*rPT ^ #  
f i r f ^ c r  ^  ^  ^ ftwT ?

Shrimatl Savltri Nlgam: It is a
usual practice that the companies 
which are blacklisted enter the Gov
ernment departments through back
door, thro^lgh their partners and they 
establish other companies with some 
other names. I would like to know 
what action is taken to stop these 
malpractices, not only to blacklist 
the companies as such but also the 
owners of those companies, so that 
they may not enter the Government 
departments with other names.
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Mr. Speaker: That is only a sug
gestion. That first part only was for 
information.

Shrimatl Savitri Nigam: What ac
tion has Government taken?

Shri Alagesan: The firm wrote that 
because of their acquittal by the 
Bombay High Court, the blacklisting 
order should be revoked. This was 
not agreed to. Again, this is not 
Aminchand Pyarelal. This is another 
party, Bharat Barrel and Drum Co. 
The party then filed a writ petition 
in the Punjab High Court which has 
suspended the blacklisting and this 
has been conveyed to the Government.

^ f w  ?

Shri Alagesan: Action is being
taken to contest the writ petition in 
the Punjab High Court. The case is 
being pursued properly by the Minis
try of Iron and Steel in consultation 
with the Ministry of Law. The mat
ter is sub jttdice.

Mr. Speaker: Shri Indrajit Gupta.

Shrlmati Savitri Nigam: My ques
tion has not been answered. I asked 
about the procedure.

Shri Tyagi: Her question has not 
been replied to. She put a question 
whether the firm is blacklisted or the 
persons involved are also blacklisted. 
That clarification has to come.

Mr. Speaker: She did not ask in 
these terms.

Shrimati Savitri Nigam: Yes. You 
can see the record.

Mr. Speaker: That is another ques
tion that Mr. Tyagi put in the mouth 
of Shrimati Savitri Nigam. ’

Shri Daji: She meant that; she 
could not express it.

Shri Alagesan: The firm is black
listed.

Shri Indrajit Gupta: If I heard the 
Minister aright, he said that the ori
ginal blacklisting was done some time

in 1964, probably in February, 1964, 
but the formal information or order 
was not conveyed to the Indian Oil 
Corporation till April, 1966. I want 
to know whether during this period 
of a little more than two years it is 
a fact that this party, Bharat Barrel 
and Drum Co., was enabled to dis
charge certain very valuable con
tracts for supply of barrels and drums 
to the Indian Oil Corj>oration and, if 
so, what is the value of that?

Shri Alagesan: When the original 
blacklisting took place, it was a 
blacklisting by the Government. At 
that time, there was no arrangement 
that when a firm is blacklisted by 
Government, suo motu, it should be 
blacklisted by the public undertak
ings. (Interruption). Please listen. 
After that, this matter was consider
ed by the Department of Supply In 
consultation with the Home Ministry 
and it was decided that when a firm 
IS blacklisted by Government, it 
should also be blacklisted by the un
dertakings under Government.

Shri Ranga: That means they ag
reed with the Government’s earlier 
decision. Let us understand it.

Shri Alegesan: Kindly listen to me 
That is what I am saying. Then, it 
was written to the various Ministries 
that they should enter into an agree
ment or an arrangement with the un
dertakings that this will be so. This 
took sometime and when it was final
ly decided that all the undertakings 
should abide by this, then we com
municated the order in April and af
ter that no order was placed. In the 
interim period, I understand, several 
orders were placed and they were 
executed by the firm.

Shri Indrajit Gnpta: I wanted to 
know the value of the orders sup
plied during the intervening perioJ 
of two years by this blacklisted firm 
to the public sector undertaking.

Shri Alagesan: I should like to 
have notice of that question.

Shri S. M. Banerjee; It would have
been better if the Steel Minister had
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also been present here, because the 
question mainly concerns the Steel 
Ministry.

Mr. Speaker: Shri Kishen Pattnayak 
also had made that complaint, but 
the question has been addressed to 
the Minister of Petroleum and Che
micals in his own handwriting. So, 
what should my office have done?

Shri S. M. Banerjee: It is because 
of the pipe-line.

Mr. Speaker: The notice itself is 
addressed to the Petroleum Minister.

Shri S. M. Banerjee: May I know 
whether it is a fact that this firm 
namely Bharat Barrel and Drum Co. 
(P) Ltd. is a concern of the famous 
Jalans and whether it is also a fact 
that even after blacklisting they got 
regular quotas of steel despite black
listing, because they have pulls in the 
Ministry? May I know t what extent 
this is true and whether this quota 
was issued despite blacklisting___

Mr. Speaker: A straight question
might be asked there should not be 
these inferences and arguments. The 
question whether they got the quota 
is a perfectly valid one----

Shri S. M. Banerjee: Despite the 
advice of the officer of the Technical 
Development Wing, the quota was 
issued even up to last month.

Shri Alagresan: Perhaps, the ap
propriate Minister should be able to 
answer this question. This is a mat
ter relating to iron and steel quota. 
That is dealt with by the Iron and 
Steel Ministry. So, I shall not be 
able to answer it.

Shri S. M. Banerjee: I rise on a 
point of order.

Mr. Speaker: Where is the point of 
order.

Shri S. M. Banerjee: Kindly hear 
me. I have a submission to make. In 
the month of September, when this 
question was asked, the Fininace 
Minister gave some reply and said

that he wanted notice; he said that 
if the details were given to him he 
would investigate into this matter. 
Now, the Minister of Petroleum and 
Chemicals also asks for notice. This 
question has been repeatedly asked in 
this House, because the Jalans are 
concerned, and no action is taken 
against them.

Mr. Speaker: There ought not to be 
such unnecessary inference in the 
question. I have said that the sponsor 
of the question had himself addressed 
it to the Ministry of Petroleum and 
Chemicals.

Shri S. M. Banerjee: This is con
cerning the Bharat Barrel and Drum 
Co. (P) Ltd.

Mr. Speaker: Whatever that may 
be, the question that we are now 
discussing is addressed to the Minis
try of Petroleum and Chemicals.

Shri S. M. Banerjee: This arises in 
a supplementary question.

Mr. Speaker: He has said that ano
ther question might be tabled. So, 
where is the harm?

Shri Shivaji Rao Deshmnkh: Under 
which clause of the blacklisting code 
was this order of February, 1964 pas
sed? For, the PAC at least had been 
given to understand that the black
listing code as it stood even then had 
a clause by which suo motu all the 
Ministries and Departments of Gov
ernment and public undertakings had 
to blacklist the firm.

Shri Alagresan: I am not able to 
place my hand on the particular 
clause.,But I understand reliably that 
as it stood at that time, it was not 
possible for the order to apply suo 
motu to public undertakings under 
Government.

^  f:
^  xrj\ m  \ i
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Shrl Ranga: What is the latest posi
tion? The hon. Minister said that in
1964 that was the posi-tion that every 
public enterprise also had to be per
suaded to agree to that blacklisting 
along with Government. Is it the 
position now that once Government 
come to the conclusion that a parti
cular firm should be blacklisted all 
the public enterprises also are to be 
expected to do the same? May I also 
know whether the present policy of 
Government is that when once a firm 
is blacklisted and then the firm goes 
to court, till at some stage or the 
other some finality is reached, the 
blacklisting would continue and they 
would not hastily remove it just be
cause one of the courts suggests that 
blacklisting should be dropped?

Shri Alag:esan: The present position 
is that when once Government black
list a firm, all the Government under
takings also should treat the firm as
a blacklisted Arm. In fact, it is not
only that. Similarly a public under
taking can blacklist a firm; then that 
undertaking communicates the black
listing order or the blacklisting view 
that they have taken to the Ministry

concerned, and then that Ministry 
concerned processes it with the Home 
Ministry, and if they are satisfied 
that the blacklisting done by the par
ticular undertaking is correct. Gov
ernment themselves blacklist the firm. 
So, the arrangement is a reciprocal 
one. Government blacklists, under
takings blacklist; the undertakings 
blacklist, then the Government black
lists. That is the position.

As was pointed out, as soon as this 
High Court order was received acquit
ting the firm, the firm wanted the 
blacklisting order to be revoked. We 
did not revoke it. So they have gone 
to the Punjab High Court and have 
filed a writ petition and have got the 
order suspended. But the Ministry 
of Iron and Steel has taken it up. It 
is going to argue the case before the 
High Court. Whatever be the deci
sion, the matter is sub judice now.

This firm has been blacklisted. We 
have not placed any further order on 
this firm.

Mr. Speaker: Question No. 186.
Shrl DaJI: Question 191 may also be 

answered with this.
Mr. Speaker: It may also be ans

wered.
The Minister of Education (Shri 

M. C. Chagla): Question 191 is sepa
rate, dealing with pay scales of tea
chers in various States whereas Q. 186 
deals with pay scales of Teachers in 
Delhi. Anyway, if you so desire, I 
shall answer both together.

Mr. Speaker: If it is convenient for 
the Minister, he may.

Pay-Scales of Teachers

<̂ 186. Shri Yashpal Singh:
Dr. Ram Manohar Lohia;

Star! Bagrl:
Shrl Ram Sewak Tadav;
Shri Hukam Chand 

Kachhavaiya:
Shri Bade:
Shrl Eswara Reddy:

Will the Minister of Edncation be
fileased to refer to the reply given to




