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INTRODUCTION 

I, the Chairnlan of the Public Accounts Committee as authorised by 
the Committee, do present on their behalf this Hundred and Ninetieth 
Report on the d o n  xii.cn by Government on the recomn~endations of 
the Public Accounts Committee contained in their Hundred and Forty- 
Sixth Report on Departments of Defence and Defence Production. 

2. On the 3rd June, 1975, an Action Taken Sub-Committee consisting 
of the following Members was appointed to scrutinise the replies from 
Government in their earlier Reports: 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee-Chairman 
Shri V. B. Raju-Convener 

I ' 

Shri Priya Ranjan Das Munshi 
Shri Darbara Singh 
Shri N. K. Sanghi 
Shri Rabi Ray i Shri Raja Kulkarni 
Dr. K. Mathew Kurian 

3. The Action Taken Sub-Committee of the Public Aczounts 
Committee (1975-76) considered and adopted this Report at their 
sitting held on the 25th November. 1975. The Report was finally adopted 
by the P.A.C. on the 17th December, 1975. 

4. For facility of rderence the main conclusions 'recommendations 
of the Committee have been printed in thick type in the body of the 
Report. A Statement showing the summary of the main recornrnenda- 
tions~observntions of the Committee is appended to the Report. 

5 .  Ttie Committee place on record their appreciation of the assistance 
rendered to then1 in this matter by the Comptroller and Auditor General 
of India. 

Decenther 17, 1975 - --- - - 
Agrahagnrta 26, 1897 (S). Chairman, 

Public Acccwm Comrrtittee. 



CHAPTER I 

REPORT 

1J. This Report of the Committee deats with the action taken by 
Government on the recommendations contained in their 146th Report 
(Fifth Lok Sabha) on some of the paragraphs includa in the Report of 
the Comptroller and Auditor General d India for the year 1972-73, 
Union Government (Defence Services) relating to the Departmeats of 
Defence and Defence Production, which was presented to the Lok Sabha 
on 10th April 1975. 

1.2. Action Taken Notes have been received from Government in 
respect of an the 32 recommendations contained in the Report. 

1.3. The Action Taken Notes on the recommendations of the 
Committee have been categorised as follows: 

(i) Recommendations/Obstrvations that have been accepted by 
Government. 

S1. Nos: 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 12*, 13*, IS*, 18, 25, 28, 29, 
31 and 32. 

(ii) Recommendations/Observatims which the Committee do not 
desire to pursue in the light of the replies of Government. 

(iii) Recommendations/Observations, replies to which have not 
been accepted by the Committee and which require 
reiteration. 

Nil 

(iv) Recommendations/Observations in respect of which Govern- 
ment have furnished interim replies. 

9. Nos: 2, 3, 8, 11 and 24. 

1.4. lIle Comdttte expect that final replies b resped of r e c o w  
t h  to whicb only Medm r e p k  have so far been fmaisbed would be 
sabmitted to them expedit)oasly after tbem vetted by Audit. - - - -  

+Not vetted in Audit. 



1.5. The Committee will now deal with the action taken by aovun- 
, m t  on some of their r'ecornmendations. 

D e b  in Fixing Responsibility for Lapses (Paragraphs 1.16, 1.17, 1.33, 
1.34, 1.48, 1.49 & 1.51-44. N ~ J ,  2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 11). 

1.6. Commenting on various lapses and acts of omission and wmrnis- 
sion in the procurement and utilisation of machines and equipment in 
difSerent Defence i~st4ations,  ,the Gapnittee hqd, inter alia, recom- 
mkdit$ f&Qioi of q3ponqibility for the lapses. For instance, dealing with 
a cak'of procorebent af in extrusion press, ihe Committee, in paragraphs 
1 .I G- 6 .. $1.117 . . .  of the 3 e p o h ,  .had observed: , 

I. - L . .  

.- , t 
, "1.~'.  As most of the orders were suitable for 190 mrn container, 

the press was confronted-as pointed out by Audit-with 
a large accumulation of forgings of the value of Rs. 5.13 
l a b  whioh codd not be utilised. The Committee' cannot but 
.deplore t h ~  haphazard planning by the Department of Defence. 
~roduction before the extrusion press was ordered and installed." 
. . 

"1.17. The Committee desire that responsibility for this lapse 
should be fixed and the action taken intimated to them. The 
statemeht given by the Department to the Audit that "the 
factory did not have any previous experience of extrusion of 

.; alipinium d a y  .and the assessment oi requirements of 
forgings could not, therefore, be made on the basis of any 
actual experience' is not at nU acceptable. Government 
should have conducted . a  survey of the anticipated load of 
the extrusion press $ 9  using the containers of all the three 
sizes before placing orders for the forgings on two diflerent 

\ factories.  rid in any caqt Government should not hale 
. aqy. difficulty .in procuring competent technical and cxpert 

?dvics before. committing themselves to the large monetary 
expenditure." 

1.7. In their Action Taken Note'dated 11th July, 1975 on the above 
recommendations, the Department pf Defcnce Production have stated: 

"The comments of the PAC have been noted. A Board of Enquiry 
has been appointed by DGOF to iavestigatc the ~ircurn~tances 
leading to the accumulation of forpnp; the basis on which 
the forpnps wire ordered and fixing of responsibility for 

' th i  lapse in brderhg, &iew and disposal of forgings are 
' a m o h ~ t  the ?chq ~i ' r e fe rence .~  



1.8. In another instance of purchase of shot blasting plants, the 
Committee had the following observations to malce in paragraphs 1.33 and 
1.34: 

I 

"1.33. The Ministry of Defence had with them four sand blasting 
machines, two of which were ppchased in 1921 and two in 
1942. These were conventional types of sand blasting 
machines. It has been admitted by the Ministry of Defence 
that factory 'A' did not have m y  experience of using fully 
automatic type, with electronic control like the shot blasting 
plants which were procured against indent placed w the 
DGS&D in January, 1964. The Committee have noted that 
against the indent for four sand blastin? machines placed 
by factory 'A' in January, 1964, the DGS&D on the recom- 
mendation of the indentors had $aced an order on a firm in 
April, 1965 for supply of two shot Masting plants. It was 
stated by the indentor that tbcy preferred shot blasting 
machines to sand blasting ones as the latter involved health 
hazard to the men working on the machines.' . The Committee 
note with some surprise that although they had no experience 
of using fully automatic type shot blasting machines, factory 
'A' approved the procurement of two such plants against 
their original indent of four sand blasting machines. Some 
parts wexe missing from the plants which were recerved in 
the factory during July-August, 1966 and it took another 
two years to provide the missing parts. The reasons -for 
this particular delay have not been explained. The 
Committee desire that responsibility for all these lapses' 
should be fixed. Thc  quantitv 2nd value of the missing 
parts should be intimated to the Committee." 

"1.34. Another unsatisfactory feature is that on account of the 
v,iriation in the air pressure, the plants became inoperative 
and also the workload in the mean time had registered n fall. 
Whcn the difficulty about the iluctuating air pressure arose, 
Factory 'A' after some make-shift arrangements took action 
in 1969 i.e. after about a year of its commissioning to 
connect the machine directly with onc of the compressors, 
The second machine ifor which there was no adequate wotk- 
load was transferred to another factory in May, 1970 and 
thcrc  SO it could be installed only in September. 1972. i.e. 
after a lapse of two years. The explanation of the Ministry 
that the installation of the plant codd not be completed due 
to other priority works is unconvincing. The Committee note 
that out of 9 compressors procured far-this factory, only two 



campressors could be instdied for supply of compressed air 
to the second shot blasting plant. They deplore the lack 

of advance planning in the matter of procurement of machines 
and their utilisation by providing air compressors. They 
would like that the reasons for the delay in providing com- 
pressed air supply to the shot blasting plants should bc fully 
probed and responsibility fixed." 

1.9. The Action Taken Notes dated 9th July, 1975 furnished in this 
regard by the Department of Defene Production are reproduced below: 

"'r'he observations of the PAC have heen noted. A Board of 
Enquiry has been constituted by the DGOF to invesigate 
the circumstances leading to the purchase of plants and the 
delay in obtaining replacement of the missing part. The 
B a u d  will also assess the quantity and value of the missing 
parts. The result of the enquiry would be intimated to the 
PACn 

"A Board of Enquiry has been constituted by the DGOF to 
investigate the reasons for tbe delay in providing compressed 
air supply to the plants. The result of the enquiry would 
be reported to the PAC." 

1.10. Similarly, in regard to the purchase of two single spindle 
circular groove and slot milling machines, the Committee, in paragraphs 
1.48, 1.49 and 1.51, had observed: 

"1.48. From the material made available before them, the 
Committee think that the concerned officers in the Directorate 
General of Ordnance Factories are answerable far the pur- 
chase of two machines (single spindle circular groovc and 
slot milling) costing Rs. 2.62 lakhs for Factory 'B' when 
the latter had demanded two HMT M3V Verticle Milling 
Machines. Not only was the purchase effected in h ~ s t e  for 
which no satisfactory explanation ha. been advanced but it 
was thrust upon Factory 'B' who could not put it to any 
effective use. The result has been that there was a frantic 
search for a possible user of an unwanted machine among 
the various Ordnance Factories until it found a berth in 
Factory 'F in 1973 i.e. about six years after its purchase. 
The Committee recommend that responsibility for varlous 

of omission and commission should be fixed and a 
rqmt of the adion taken Intimated to them." 

* 



"1.49. The Committee are not at all convinced by the argument 
advanced by the Ministry that single spindle circular groove 
and slot milling machines 'were modern and capable of 
executing the type of intricate jobs encountered by Factory 
'B" . . . . . .The scrutiny and comments on the machines 
offered against the tender opened in April 1964, could be 
finalised by Factory 'A' only by 21st December, 1964. As 
the DGS&D was expediting for comments, DGOF sent the 
comments on the tenders to DGS&D on 6-1-65, without 
refetence to Factory 'B'. There should have been proper 
assessment of the requirements followed by consultations 
with the user as to the possible utilisation of the machines 
indented for. This was not done. There was no justification 
whatsoever for not consulting Factory ' B  about the suitability 
or otherwise by DGOF, when the comments of Factory 'A', 
one of the indentors had specifically been sought. This gives 
rise to serious suspicion of corruption. The explanation of 
the Ministry that the fact that Factary 'B' sent several 
reminders for the procurement of single spindle circular 
groove machine indented apparently confirmed that the 
factory was not averse to the procurement of these machines' 
is plausible but not convincing. The Ministry themselves 
have confirmed that Factory 'B' wanted general purpose 
machine and not special purpose one. The Committee WOBM 
like to express their displeasure at the manner in which the 
deal was rushed through and desire that resgonsihility for 
the lapses should be fixed." 

"1.51. The Committee consider that the DGOF had failed to 
ensure the full utilisation of the two machines which had been 
purchased at considerable cost. Apart from this, the DGOF 
was totally ignorant of the actual requirements of thc various 
Ordnance Factories and this is evident from the fact that 
circular letters had been issued to various Ordnance Factories 
enquiring whether they would Pccept one of the machine 
declared surplus by Factory 'B'. The Committee desire that 
individual responsibility for indenting the unwanted machines 
should be fixed and the action taken in this regard intimated 
to them. A report about the utilisation of the machines by 
Factory 'C and Factory 'F should a!w be furnished to the 
Committee tor their information." 

1.1 1. In their Action Taken Notes dated 1 lth July. 1975. the 
Department of Defence Production have replied: 

"A Board of Enquiry has been ordered to investigate the circum- 
stanc'es leading to the purchase of Milling Machines. 



Report of the Enquiry is awaited. Further action will be 
taken on receipt of the Report.%' 

"Comments of the PAC have been noted. The points raised by 
the PAC are under investigation by a Board of Enquiry 
ordered by DGOF." 

"Circumstances leading to the purchase of Milling Machines are 
already under examination by a Board of Enquiry. Further. 
action will be taken on receipt of the Report of the Enquiry. 
Both the machines are active in the factories to which these 
were transferred." 

1.12. In paragraphs 1.16, 1.17. 1.33, 1.34, 1.48, 1.49 and 1.51 of their 
146th Report (Fifth Lok Sabha) the Committee had, inter aha, examined 
various lapses m the procurement and utilisation of machines and equip- 
meat in differeat Defence installations and had recommended fixation of 
responsibility fot them. The only response to these recommendations b 
Ulet wiooa 'Boards of Enquiry' have been constituted to investigate these 
cases. In m y a d  of the purchases d shot btast)ng plants and milling 
rmrcbises, it is not cknr from the replies of the Department wbether fixation 
ot- . . *  hes been included as one of the terms of reference of the 
hank of Enqniry. GoveraaenYs replies to the recommendations of the 
Coamittea repuire to be e x p W  and self-contained. In th is  connection, 

Catunittee stress an mlkr recommendation contained in paragraph 
1.15 af tkei 5th Report (Fourth Lok Sabha), which is reproduced below: 

respect of a number of recommendations which have been 
included in Appendix IV, the Committee & e w e  that the 
Ministries have replied as 'nded'. It is not clear from such 
replies as to what specific action Government have taken or 
intend to take to give effect to the Committee's recommenda- 
tions i;. letter and spirit. The Committee desire that Govern- 
ment's replies should be explicit and self-contained. In parti- 
cular, where remedial measures are called for, the details of 
action taken should be specifically spelt out." 

. 1.13. The Committee also desire that the investigations by the Roards 
of Enquiry of these eases should be coonpleted soon and a report on the 
action taken an their finding submitted to the Committee wichout delay. 

Pnr~hase of SBoes (Paragraph 1.93431. No. 22) 

1.14. Dealing with a case of purchase of sub-standard &oes for the 



In@ Nwy, .&e Cdmmfttee, in paragraph 1.93, had, inter alia, observql 
as fodlows: 

"The Committee are surprised to note that two more orders for 
shoes of the same type were placed on the same firm, namely 

, . M/$. Pioneer Leather Works, Bombay, during March and Sep 
tember, 1971 and the supplies were accepted after inspection 

- by 'tl;e Surveyor of Stores of the Navy. When a ship which 
had received 100 pairs of shoes in March, 1972 reported that 
the shoes were not non-slip and oil resistant, were heavy and 
inconvenient to wear, the leather was stiff and rough and the 
rubber sole opened out at joints after some use" the Naval 
Headquarters asked the local authorities to investigate in the 
.matter and the conclusions of the local aulhorities were the 
same as before, viz. "there were no malafides on the part of 
any individual connected with the placement of tbe local Fur- 
chase orders or .the inspection of the shoes. This is a matter 
which should be further probed." . 

1.15. In their Actim Taken Note dated 16th August; 1975, the De- 
partment of Wence, while informing the Committee that a Board of En- 
qm, convened an 6th June, 1975, to investigate the circumstances leading ' 
to tile purchase d the shoes in question and their acceptance m inspection, 
bad submitted its Report on 21st June, 1975 (a copy of the findings of the' 
Bbsrd of Enquiry furnished to the Committee by the Department is reqrol 
&@cd in Appendax q, stBted ar fdbws, with reference to rhe abservations 
of the Committee cantained in paragraph 1.93: 

"The d k m & n c e s  in which orders were placed on the same firm 
even qftu the findings of the Board of Oflicers were made 
known in Febnrary, 1971 are further clarified below: 

The function6 d Purchase of Stom, Inspection of Stores and Re- 
ceipts of Stores arc carried out by three agencies independently 
of each other but under the overall control of the Admiral 
Superbteadent, Dockyard, Bombay. These three agencies a r e -  
(a) the Depot headed by a Senior Naval Stores Officer at Ghat- 

kopar located at a distance of about 20 km. from the 
Naval Dockyard; t 4  

(b) the Purchase Officer located at Naval Dockyard, Bombay; 
and 

(c) the Ipsptcting Of6cer viz., the Surveyor of Stores. 

T 4  stores on receipt after acctptmce by the Surveyor of Stores are 
~Gccived by the Depot and issued to dependent units. Normally, the units 
make complaints, if any, to the supjdying agency viz., the Depot. In the 



present case also, the letter dated 23rd February, 1971 from the POC-he,. 
Eastern Command, conveying the findings of the Board of OACcars was 
endorsed only to the Depot and not to the other two agencies. The latter 
were thus unaware of the supply of the defective shoes in question. In this 
mmecf.ion paras 20 and 21 of Annexure (viz, the Report of the Board of 
Enquiry) are also relevant. Naval Headquarters have, however, asked the 
ASD, Naval Dockyard in their letter No. CG/3306, dated 5th Augw, 1974 
enclosed as Annexure 111 that in case of receipt of a complaint from any 
user by the Depot or the other two agencies, the same must be passed on 
to the other agencies dealing with local purchaser also so that before fur- 
ther supplies are obtained greater caution could be exercised. The Board 
of Enquiry have also made certain recommendations in this regard (vide 
para 23(b) of the Report reproduced in Appendix I). These recommenda- 
tions are under examination with a view to implementing them." 

1.16. WBCk tbe ComariYee do tld wish to p~ftne their recom~be(lda- 
fiq. rekdng to a further probe into the placement d the local purcbuac 
ordm for shoes and the& iu9pectioa, in view of the fhidfings of tbe Istad 
enquiry, the Cornittee note tbat the Boolrd of Eaeuhy have mPde ce&h 
mornmendations in regard to fiw p r o d m e  for teportins subdmbd mpp 
l i c s , w B i c h p r e s l a t e d t o b e P l r d a r ~ .  ~ C ~ ~ e t Y  
LLrse shoukl be processed ~ o u s l y  aad instnrtioPs iserPrsd auwdiq#y 
bo tfw lower fwmotions. 

1.17. In paragraph 1.95 the Committee had recommended: 

"The Committee would like the Ministry of Defence to thoroughly 
examine the existing procedures for local puehases and also 
lay down a dofinite pnmdure for the inspaction of ittms to be. 
purchased localiy. Every care should be taken to see that the 
items purchased locally conform as closely ar possible to the 
commodities which are inclwfd in the SdKdolt d items." 

1.18. In their Action Taken Note dated 16th August, 1975, the Depart- 
ment of Defence have replied: 

"This point has been examined by the Board of Enquiry constituted 
by NHQ and their findings and recommendations may be scm 
in paras 23 (a),  (b) and (c) (of the Rtpat  reproduced in A p  
pndix I ) .  As already stated, these .recommendations are 
under examination in detail wiih .p view to their implementation 

. as necessw~." .. 



1.19, The Committee note thd tbe abqarcy of tbe existing procedues 
tor local pwrhmes hes been gone mto by the B o d  of Etquiry COggfifDbd 
fw iavedigating the c m  b h g  to the puacbase of sllbsCandsnl 
dms for the Indian Navy. Cedab reccwmendations m this regard by lb 
Board are stated to be lwier emubath. Tbe Committee urge early 
adon ia this matter under Wm&oa to tbem. 



d l .  ",, 
CHAPTER 11 

RECOMMENDATIONS JOBSERVATIONS THAT RAVE BEEN 
ACCEPTED BY GOVERNMENT 

It has been stated by the Department of Defence Production that there 
was adequate workload for the press for sizes relating to 190 mm contain- 
ers against Defence orders and the requirements for other sizes were small. 
Despite this fact, strangely enough a factory 'A' had placed three orders on 
two Merent factories at three difIerent points of time (1953, 1959 and 
1963) for supply of various types of forgings based on annual anticipated 
load of the extrusion press by using the containers of all the three sizes of 
130 mm, 190 mm and 230 mm. The Committee are surprised that the 
working papen relating to the placement of inter-factory demands on other 
factories for the forgings were not traceable. The Committee are also sur- 
prised that no record is available about the result of the survey said to have 
been made of the overall requirements of the extruded non-ferrous 
jactioas to meet the requirements of ordnance factories, Railways and 
Hindustan Aircraft Ltd. before ordering a 3500 ton press. 

[St. No. 1, para 1.15 of Appx. IV of 146th Report of PAC/Sth Lok 
Sa &a] 

A Board of Enquiry has been constituted to investigate the circumstan- 
ces leading to the placement of orders for forgings. 

[M.O. Defence (Defence Production) O.M. No. F. 26(2),175/IXPA), 
Dt. 14-7-75] 

The Committee note that a Technical Team was appointed by the 
General Manager of the Factory 'A' in 1972 which recommended that 
forgings worth Rs. 2,71,8OO.78 could be utilised in the Ordnance Factory 
itself within next 4 to 5 years and that out of the forgings so recommended, 
tbose worth Rs. 42,865.23 have already been utilised. Forgings wottb 
Rs. 0.87 lakb have been sent to otber factories. Tbe Committee would 



cwge that expeditious action be taken to utilise the balance forgings worth 
..'Rs. 1.54 lakhs which are now available with the ordnance factories. 

[Sr. No. 4, Para 1.18 of Appx. IV of 146th Report of PAC/Sth Lok 
Sabha]. 

Action taken 

Directions of the PAC have been noted. All out effort is being made 
r to utilise the forgings. 

IM.0 .  Defence (Defence Production) O.M. KO. F. 26(2)/75/D(PA), 
Dt. 14-7-75] 

Recommendation 

Thc Committee have been informcd that the press was capable of pro- 
ducing 40 tonnes per month of assorted sizcs of rods/sections working 
two 10 hours' shift and this is likely to improve after the commissioning 

o f  the two homogenising furnaces. The Committee regret to observe that 
the two homogenising furnaces ~ h i c h  were sanctioned in August, 1970 
arc still undcr trial run and that the capacity of the plant was not fully 

, utiliscd due to lack of balancing facilities. In  fact, out of 10 balancing 
cquipmcnts sanctioned in March, 1967, one was commissioned in 1968, 
one in 1969, one in 1970, 4 in 1972 and one in 1973. The Committee 
would urge that the Ministry should investigate the delays in the provision- 
ing of the balancing facilities and also in the commissioning of the homo- 
genising furnaces. 

iSr. No. 5, Para 1.19 of Appx. IV of 146th Report of PACiSth Lok 
Sabha] 

Actioa taken 

A Board of Enquiry has becn ordered by the Director General, Ord- 
nance Factories to probe into the circumstances causing delays in the pro  

-visioning of the balancing facilities and also in the commissioning of the 
homogenising furnaces. 

[M.O. Defence TDefence Production) O.M. No. F. 26(2)/75/D(PAL 
Dt. 14-7-75] 

The Ministry of Defence had with them four sand blasting machines, 
'two of which were purchased in 1921 and two in 1942. These were con- 
'1518 -2. 



ventional types of sand blasting machines. It has been admitted by, the! 
Ministry of Defence that factory 'A' did not have any experience of usingr 
fully automatic type, with electronic control like the shot blasting plants 
which were procured against indent placed on the DGS&D in January, 
1964. The Committee have noted that against the indent for four sand 
blasting machines placed by factory 'A' in January, 1964, the DGSBD on 
the recommendation of the indentors had placed an order on a firm in 
April, 1965 for supply of two shot blasting plants. It was stated by the 
indentor that they preferred shot blasting machines to sand blasting ones 
as the latter involved health hazard to the men working on the machines. 
The Committee note with some surprise that although thcy had no experi- 
ence of using fully automatic type shot blasting machines, factory 'A' 
approved the procurement of two such plants apainst their original indent 
of four sand blasting machines. Some parts were missing from the plants. 
which were received in the factory during July-August, 1966 and it took 
another two years to provide the missing parts. The reasons for this parti- 
cular delay have not been explained. The Committee desire that responsi- 
bility for all these lapses should be fixed. The quantity and value of the 
missing parts should be intimated to the Committee. 

[Sr. No. &Para 1.33-Appendix IV 146th Report of the PAC,'Sth Lok 
Sabha]. . 

Action taken 

The observations of the PAC have been noted. A Board of Enquiry 
has .been constituted by the DGOF to investigate the circumstances leading 
to the purchase of plants and the delay in obtaining replacement of the 
missing part. The Board will also assess the quantity and value of the rniss- 
ing parts. The result of the enquiry would be intimated to the PAC. 

[M.O. Defence (Defence Production) O.M. No. F. 26(2)/75/D(PA), 
Dt. 14-7-75] 

Recommendation 

Another unsatisfactory feature is that on account of the variation in 
the air pressure, the plants became inoperative and also thc workload in 
the meantime had registered a fall. When the difficuity about the fluctuat- 
ing air pressure arose, Factory 'A' after some make-shift arrangements took 
action in 1969 i.e. after about a year of its commissioning to connect the 
matter directly with one of the ~ e s s m .  The second machine for 
which there was no adequate workload was transferred to another factory 
h May, 1970 and there also it could be installed only in ~ e p t m ' b e r .  1972. 
i.e. aftn: a lapse of two years. I h e  explanatim of the W~hidry that 



installation of the plant could not be completed due to other priority works 
is unconvincing. The Committee note that out of 9 compressors procured 
for this factory', only two compressors could be installed for supply of com- 
pressed air to the second shot blasting plant. They deplore the lack of 
advance planning in the matter of procurement of machines and their utili- 
sation by providing air compressors. They would like that the reasons for 
the delay in providing compressed air supply to the shot blasting plants 
should be fully probed and responsibility fixed. 

[Sl. No. 7, Para 1.33-Appendix IV-146th Report of the PAC/5th Lok 
Sabha]. 

Action taken 

A Board of Enquiry has been constituted by the DGOF to investigate 
the reasons for the delay in providing compressed air supply to the plants. 
The result of the enquiry would be reported to the PAC. 

[M.O. Dcfencc (Defence Production) O.M. No. F. 26(2)/75/D(PA), 
Dt. 14-7-75] 

Recommendation 

The Conlmittee are not at all convinced by the argument advanced by 
the Ministry that single spindle circular groove and slot milling machines 
"were modern and capable of executing the type of intricate jobs encoun- 
tered by Factory 'B' " .  . . . . . . . . . . . The scrutiny and comments on the 
machines offered against the tender opened in April. 1964, could be fina- 
lised by Factory 'A' only by 31 st December, 1961. As the DGWD was 
expediting for comments. DGOF sent the comments on the tenders to 
D G W D  on 6th January. 1965 without rcfcrcncc to Factory 'B'. There 
should have heen proper assessment of the rcquiremcnts followed by con- 
sultations with thc user as to the pozsiblc utilisation of thc machines in- 
dcntcd for. This was not done. There was no justification whatsoever for 
not consulting Factory 'B' about the suitability or otherwise by DGOF, 
when the comments of Factory 'A'. onc of the indentors had specifically 
been sought. This gives rise to serious suspicion of corruption. The expla- 
nation of the Ministry that thc fact that Factory 'R' sent several reminders 
for the procurement of single spindlc circular groove machine indented 
apparently confirmed that thc factory was not averst. to thc procurement 
of these machines" is plausible hut not convicing. The Ministry themselves 
have confirmed that Factory 'B' wanted general purpose machine and not 
special purpose one. The Committee would like to express their displeasure 
at the manner in which the deal was rushed through and desire that respon- 
sibility for the lspses should be fixed. I 

[Sl. No. 9. Para 1.49-146th Repott-5th Lok SabhaJ. 



Action taken 
Comments of the PAC have been noted. The points raised by the PAC 

are under investigation by a Board of Enquiry ordered by DGOF. 

IM/o Defence (Defence Production) O.M. No. 26(2)/75/D(PA) 
Dt. 14-7-75] 

The Committee fail to understand why the concerned officials of the 
DGOF took no action to reduce the number of n~achines on order when 
they became aware in February, 1965 that Factory 'B' required a general 
type machine. They also fail to understand why no action uas taken to 
reduce the number of machines when the delivery date was extended. The 
assertions of the Ministry that the machines were required have not been 
proved by the total evidence produced. One machine worked in one ~h i f t  
only since installation and the other machine worked sporadicilll~ in one 
or  two shifts from December, 1966 to Dcccmbcr, 1967 and thercafter was 
declared surplus on account of lack of load. It was transferred to another 
ordnance factory in February, 1973, and put to use there. The other 
machine was in use till April, 1972. Thcrcafter i t  was ofTercd to F~ctory  
'E' who had earlier declined to accept the machine on the ground that it 
would not meet their requirements. After the General Manager (71 the 
Ordnance Factory had confirmed that the machine could not be uwd by 
Factory 'E' i t  was again circulated to all the ordnance factories in Scptern- 
ber, 1973. Finally in November, 1973, thc machinc was ordered to bc 
transferred to Factory 'F' for use by them against the requiremcnt of one 
Kopp Rotary Milling Machine. 

[Sr. No. 10, Para 1.50-146th Report, 5th Lok Sabha]. 

Action taken 

The points raised by the PAC are under investigation by a Board of 
Enquiry ordered by DGOF. Report of the enquiry is awaited. 

[M/o Defence (Defence Production) O.M. No. F. 26(2 ) /75/D( PA3, 
Dt. 14-7-75] 

The average annual requirement of studs for the Defence Department 
is of the order of 50,000 Us. Till May, 1963 Stud Protectors were im- 
ported from U.K. and thereafter the DGS&D obtained supplies from indi- 
genous stockists of imported studs. The traders imported the stud protec- 
tors against their commercial quota in ungalvanised condition and then 



supplied after galvanising against DGS&D contracts. According to the in- 
formation furnished to the Committee, none of the suppliers can yet be 
called an established source, as the supplies so far have mostly been made 
from imported stocks only giving rust preventive treatment in the country. 
The supplies made by a firm in Rajkot did not strictly conform to Defence 
specifications and the studs supplicd by them had to be accepted under 
deviation with price reduction. 

[Sr. No. 12 (Para 1.68) of Appcndix IV-146th Report (5th Lok 
Sabha)]. 

Action Taken 

The position stated by the PAC is factually correct. 

[M/o Dcfcnce (Defence Production ) O.M. No, F. 2 6 ( 2 )  /75/D(P.4), 
Dt. 15-7-75]  

Recommendation 

[Sr. Kc. 13 ( P ~ r a  1.69 J oi Apperldis I \ ' - i l h th  Rcport (5 th  Lok 
Sabha)]. 

Action Taken 

Dircctii~ns of the PAC have hcen notcd. ElTorts to loca:i' dependable 
mnnutacturcrs of "stud protcctos r ~ s t l t s ~ ' '  haw been intensified. Technical 
Committee (Ccncrnl Stows) which is an import silhstitutian body for indi- 
genisation of Gcncrnl Stores haw already finnliscd preliminary formalities 
and a trial order is being pl;iccd on a ncwly located firm. 

[M/o Dufence (Dcfcncc Production) O.M. No. F.?6(1) 75/D(PA), 
Dt. 15-7-75] 

Reccrnmendation 

The Committee have been informed that the question of representatiw 
of the firm against large rejection of stores, on account of following a 



different mode of testing than the specified in the acceptance tender, was 
taken up with the Ministry of Law, who had suggested that a meeting 
should be convened with the firm to sort out the differences. At the meet- 
ing held on 28th May, 1970 the firm's representative did not agree to supply 
the balance quantity of stores against the running contract due to tha 
alleged inordinate delay in inspection and the increase in the raw material 
prices. The Committee have also noted in this connection that the Minis- 
try of Law to whom the matter was referred had observed that "there had 
been inordinate delay in testing. Consequently, straightaway cancellation 
of the outstanding quantities would not be advisable. . . .Government case 
did not appear to be on sound footing and the cancellation of the contract 
a t  the risk and expenses of the firm, therefore, would not appear to be 
legally tenable." As stated in the Audit Para the DGS&D had to cancel 
the balance 70,049 kgs. outstanding against the contract with th:. con- 
currence of the firm without financial repercussion on eithcr side. 

[Sr. No. 15 (Para 1.71 ) of Appendix IV-146th Report (5th Lok 
Sabha) 1. 

Action Taken 

The observations of the PAC havc been noted. The position is factu- 
ally correct. 

[M/o Defcncc (Defence Production) 0 . M .  No. 26(2)/7S/D(P14), 
Dt. 15-7-75] 

Reccmmendation 

Action Taken 

Undcr ~nstructions of S d v a l  Hcadquartcrs n 13oard of Iinyu~ry was 
convened on 6th June, 1975 at Bombay to investigate the circum~tances 
leading to thc local purchase of the shocs non-slip in question and their 



acceptance in inspection. The Board was also directed to recommend 
improvements necessary in the existing procedures for:- 

(i) Local Purchase of Stores. 

(ii) Inspection of Locally purchased stores. 

After examining ten witnesses, and based on their evidence, the Board 
:submitted its report on 21st June, 1975. 

The tindings of the Board of Enquiry which have been accepted by 
Government are given in Annexure. 

The recommendations made by the Board vide para 23 of A~exure  
are under the active consideration of Naval Headquarters and necessary 

.instructions will be issued by them shortly to their lower formations. The 
(progress in this regard may be permitted to be watched by the M i s t r y .  

[M/o Defence O.M. No. F. 10(2)/75/D(N-111), Dt. 16-8-75] 



FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BOARD OF 
INQUIRY CONSTlTUTED IIY NHQ 

The Board has carefully examined the circumstances leading to t h e ,  
local purchase of shoes non-slip, oil resistant from M/s. Poineer Leather 
Works, Bombay between January 1970 to September 1971 and the two 
complaints received on the substandard quality of thcsc shoes, and its 
findings are detailed below :- 

Requisitions for Local Purchase 

2. The procedure which was fc1lo1vc.d h!. th: then Assistant Naval 
Stores Officer-in-Charge of Clothint: and  hlcss Traps Sgction at Naval 
Store Depot, Ghatkopar for rcquisition!ng (1:;-{lo: locnl pur-chase of shocs 
non-slip on Kavnl Storc Officcr (Purchase I Nn,,jai I)ock);lrd. Bombay was 
fully in accordance uith thc rules c,n thc subj:ct and the needs for the 
itcrn at that time. The Central suppl! had  not nlatcri:~list.d and a Inrgc 
number of dues outs  from ships and cc~a!>lishrncnts w r e  pcnding ncccssita- 
tin: resort to Inc;~l pu:chav. The :iunnti!ii.c reouisitioncd for locnl Cur- 
ch3 . i~  urcrc based on actual pending dcm:inci~ tr,m ships and establishments 
and Mean Stock Lcvel ( M S L ) .  

3. Thc Assist;tnt h'avnl Stores Ofkcr  rcsponsiblc for making local 
purchase of items of clothing and mess tr:lps in thc 0ffic.c of the Naval 
Stores Ofiiccr (Purchase ) .  Naval Dockyard. Bornbay cxpcricnccd con- 
siderabl:. difticulty in procuring shocs non-slip as this was an uncommon 
item for which there was no dcmmd i n  thc market outside. On the first 
two occasion that the tender cnquirics wcre floatcd no positivc response 
was received from the firms. On thc third occasion, only thrcc firms, viz .  
M/s. Pioneer Leather Works. Bombay. M/s. Bonlbay Foot Wcar and 
M/s. Usha Leather Industries. Bombay out o f  1 1  to whoni tender enquiries 
were sent, responded. Tho tradc s;~mplcs callcd for from M/s. Pioneer 
Leather Works, Bombay and M!s. Bombay Foot Wear. whose quarations 
were lower, were both rejected by th2 Surveyor of Storcs as thcy did n o t  
conform to the stock sample against which they wcrc inspected. The 
firms were informed of the reasons for rejection and asked to rcctify the 



defects. Subsequently M/s. Pioneer Leather Works improved on its. 
quality whereas MIS.  Bombay Foot Wear did not as on later occasions 
the trade sample of MJs. Pioneer Leather Works was approved by the.  
Surveyor of Stores and that of MIS.  Bombay Foot Wear was not. 

4. Although tender enquiries were ccntinucd to be sent to a number 
of firms on each of the subsequent occasions of making local purchase 
only two more firms M/s. Maula Buksh Sons 8 Co. Kanpur (in August 
1970, March 1971 and August 1971) and M/s. Karim Boy Dohadwala 
(in August 1971) sent samplcs. However, their trade samplcs also did not 
conform to the stock sample and were rejected by the Survejtor of Stores. 

5. From the sum total of action :aken by the Assistant Naval Oficer 
responsible for the purchase, the Boarti is. theretore, of thc opinion that 
all rcasonabie efforts were made bv him to interest as many firms as 
possible and to encourage those which rcspondctl. All the rules on the 
issuc. opening and acceptance of tenders were alsil fully observed. 

6. M!s. Pioneer Leather 1iTorks ~ ~ i i i z h  tcok inrercs: to devclop this 
uncommon itcm, in ths cvent. rcc i i~ci !  t h e  p r c h : w  orders. It was a 
reputed firm and was rc$str.rtd frr >upply cf  stems to  Xaval Dockyard. I t  
had bccn a rcgular st i~plicr  ct 1:lryi: nu:ilb:r c i  c ~ h c r  types of foctaear 
a1w to t h C  N;1vy. 

7. IVarranty clnusc w a s  not included in ibc  purchnsc. order against 
dcfi .ct i~c supply of material. workmmsl~ip a n d  f i n i ~ h  and pi.rformancs as 
this nils not the procedure thcn for 0.i-II!-J:. locnl purchase items. In fact 
this proccdurc h a s  hccn prescribed cnly i n  M a y  1975 by n':va1 Hcad- 
quarters. 

S. In view of thc above, thc B~'li.d is of  [he cpinion that no rnalafide 
ciln be ;ittributcd in this  case or1 the ;:?rt cf c1fiic:n in thc p u r c h m  depan- 
mcnt of thc Vavai Stores Oficer (Purch:l~: i f o r  thc placement of purchase 
orderv on M/s.  Plor~ccr Lci~thcr LVnthrs for shoes RW-dip. 

9 .  Tender enquiries and subsqucnt inspccli~n uas correctly bused on  
stock sample. None of the concerned nrpaniutions at Bombay vit. 
h'nvnl Storc Otficcr (Purchase),  Navdl Dockynd and the Surveyor of 
Stores, Naval Dockyard. were aware that a specification for this item 
existed. In fact it was clcnrly stated in Navy Order (Special) 8,'70 
that local purchasc of this item was to be based on stock sample 
and this fact has been verified by the Bonrd. Neither the Assistant Naval 
Store Officer responsible for the purchnsc nor the Surveyor of Stores can 
therefore, be held guilty of pxocuring shoes non-slip through stock sample 
as against specifisation. As only those items for which specifications exist 
can be sent Ifor test to the Chief Inspector of Textiles and Clothing,. 



.Surveyor of Stores was justified in inspecling and accepting the trade 
sample and bulk supplies by visual inspection and user guidance. Although 
specification for the item has since been promulgated, it highlights the 
need for expeditious action on laying down specifications for all items 
commonly used in the Navy, wherever this has not been done so far. 

.Inspection o f  Trade Samples and Bulk Stock 

10. The Surveyor of Stores during the period September 1969 to Sep 
.tember 197 1, when the trade samples of shoes non-slip received from 
various firms were inspected and the supplies from M/s. Pioneer Leather 
Works were a c c e p d ,  was Shri A. J. Fernandes, Civilian Technical Assis- 
tant who has since retired. The actual inspections of trade samples and bulk 
supplies, over a period extending to two years, however, was carried out 
.by a number of officers and inspectors and not by one individual only. 

11. The equipment and laboratory facilities and technical st& avail- 
-able to the Surveyor of Stores for carrying out the function of inspection of 
stores are most inadequate. His inspection, therefore, is perforce limited 
to  visual inspection and, where appropriate, user guidance. In cases 
where no specifications are available, it is not even possible for him to 
send the samples to the concerned Inspectorate of the Directorate General 
,of Inspection, Ministry of Defence. 

12. In this particular case, as it happened. the trade samples, af the 
'two firms M,'s. Pioneer Leather Works and Mi's. Bombay Foot Wear, 
who responded positively initially, were not only inspected by the Surveyor 
of Stores but even thc Admiral Superintendent, Naval Dockyard personally 
saw them in February 1970 hefore the purchase order in favour of M/s. 
Pioneer Leathcr Works was approved and thc trade smiple of M/s. 
Bombay Foot Wear was rcjectcd. Hc had callcd for the two tradc' samples 
as there was apprcciablc diffcrcnci. bccwccn the pricc offcrs of M/s. Pioneer 
Leather Works and M/s.  Bornbay Foot \4!car was (Rs .  29.40- 10 pcr cent 
ST and Rs. 32.65+- 10 pcr cent ST respectively) and hc thought i t  fit to 
personally 5:e them before ;~ccordin;; his ;~pprov:ll to thc propoaal for 
purchase of 535 pair.; from M/s .  I'ionccr Lwthcr Workq. The Scnior 
Administrn~ive Oficcr through when? this i\ction was taken has verified this 
stat.cmcnt. 771~. Board alro vii;unlly inspcctetl s:~mplcs of shoes non-slip 

by M/s. Pic~nccr Ixather Wnr!.;~, 104 pairs of which arc held with 
!jNSO(B) as frozen stock, and came to thc conclusion that visually the 
shoes appeared to be satisfactory. 

1 3 .  In view of the above, the Board is of the opinion that the 
Surveyor of Stores and his staff carried out the inspection of trade samples. 
and thc maio supplies subsequently to the best of their abilities. The fault, 



.if any, lay in not the individual who performed the inspection but in the 

.system which required an organisation ill equipped both in terms of staff 
and facilities to undertake this task. o his measure al expediency for 
ud-hoc local purchase till such time proper inspection organisations, such 
.as the Chief Inspectorate of Naval Stores (CINS) had been established. 
Even though such organisations have now been set up, Surveyor of Stores 
.continues to be responsible for inspecting items of clothing and mess traps 
and likelihood of similar cases of inadequate inspection continues to exist. 
T h i s  needs immediate remedial measurcs. 

14. Therefore, the Board is of the opinion that there is no evidence 
of any malafide on the part of the personnel who inspected the trade 
samples and bulk supplies received from M/'s. Pioneer Leather Works 
in this particular case. 

Complaints on the Quality of Shoes Non-Slip 

15. A total of 4431 pairs of shoes non-slip in 15 lots over a period 
of about a year and half (January 1970 to September 1971) were pur- 
chased from M/s. Pioneer Leather Works and issued to 30 ships and 
establishments. Of them complaints were received from only two sources, 
the IN Submarine KALVARI and INS MYSORE. INS MYSORE, 
however, used the shoes in the normal manner and was subsequently 
unable to produce either the used or thc new ones when called upon to 
d o  so. The serious complaint, therefore. was only in respect of the sub- 
marine KALVARI for 50 pairs of shoes. 

16. Whilst there is no doubt that the shoos non-slip supplied by M/s. 
Pioneer Leather Works were not upto the standard prescribed in the 
specifications Ifor this type of footwear, the Board is convinced that. taking 
into account the difficulty experiencccl in procuring this ver!. uncommon 
item. they nevertheless were the best available at that time and. with the 
exception of INS KALVARI's consignmmt served thc purpose fairly 
adequately. The alternative would have h e n  to do without them which 
would have affected the operational cfficicncv of the Enfine Room Branch 
sailors during the crucial period of 1971. 

17. I t  is also sign~licant to note [hat thc cost of the prcqent central 
supply from Tannery Footwe:ir Corporation. Kanpu~.  conforming to the 
laid down specification, is apprnuim:~tclp Rs. 1'- aq a;.~~nqt thc maximum 
r;rtc of Rs. 32.60 (including Sales Tnur p i d  to M 4 Pioneer Lc.:l:hcr 
Works. Even so there bas been on: comp1:iint on lints similar to INS 
MYSORE on the shoes non-slip supplied by Tannery Footwear Corpor8- 
tion. 

18. There is, however, no doubt oa the fact that the stock received 
by INS KALVARI was very sub-starrdard and, in the absence of any 



complaint from other 28 ships/establishments this can be attributed only 
to  manufacturing defects during production in a certain isolated batch. 
W e  total loss to the State, therefore, amounts to the following only:- 

(a) INS KALVARI's sub-standard stock . . 50 prs. 

(6) Used by ClTS FOR TEST . . 2 prs. 

(c) Number which may be found to be ~ le fcc t ive  ufttr the 
?u:sting fr(1z.n v o c k  i~ r r1taa~c+ for issuc . . rr.axjn?~!m of rc5 

19. At the rate of Rs. 34.43 (includin: 10 per cent Salcs Tax) paid 
for them the maxinlum loss which the State may have to incur works 
out to Rs. 5405.51. P;~yment for :I bill of Ks. 5055.60 i'or supply of normal 
shoe5 black Icathcr in 1971 by M !s. Picll~ccr I-cottiel. \I'orks, cln the other 
hand, has  been withheld pendin? finulisation ot rc-inibursernent to the 
Government for the sub-standard shwc non-rlio. 

20. The system fcx yrocessinp cr:mpln;nt\ lnndc hy the uscrs on 
discovery of sub-stnndard suypiic, \\;I! f ; ; ~ ~ l t !  t o  !hi. <..xtibnt !!)at thc purch:ise 
and inspecting agencies wcrc no! rcquird r c l  be informed 01' such iompl;~ints 
at the earl~cst stage, either by thc cnm~!,~innnt or. thc supplicr of the items. 
viz., Senior Nsval Storc. Officer. Bombay, so that remcdial mcas~lrcs 
could be tnkcn by them. I n  the cvcnt thc Xssis ta~l t  N ; ~ v a l  Storc Ofliccr 
(Purchase) 2nd Sunxyor of Siorc{ continued to mahe pur;lu\c> clbvloua 
of the serious complaint lodged by the: !.id; Ofticer Comniandinc-in-Chief. 
Eastern Naval Con~mand on the suppi; ~n;icic to INS KALVAKI.  Evrn 
a copy of the test report of thc Chief Inspect:)r3tc of Tcstilcs and Clothing 
dated 23rd September 1971 was not endor>cd to either of the oflicers. 
In fact it was in as late as 1973 [hat  the Asi5tant C'aval Stores ORiccr 
(Purchase) and Surveyor of Stores came to know of thc complaint and 
the ClTC report and that too through the t ~ s t  ;;uJit report. Hrid they been 
aware of the complaint lodged by HQ.  Eastcrn Naval Command, they 
undoubtedly would have been more vigilant in placing orders and inspectins 
the supplies. 

21. That the purchase were continued to be made from the same source 
even after HQ, Eastern Naval Comniand had lodged a serious complaint 
on their quality is, in the opinion of the Board, solely due t o  a lacuna in 
the procedures and no individual or individuals can be blamed for it. 
This lacuna in the system persists even todate and a similar mistake could 
well be repeated unless immediate remedial measures are taken. 



Local Purchase Procedure 

22. Other than the lacunae pointed out above, there are no deficiencies 
in the procedure for the local purchase of stores and the current practices 
and orders of the Admiral Superintendent, Naval Dockyard on the subject 
are adequate. 

Recommendations 

23. The Board recommends that: - 
(a)  Thc responsibility for inspection nf i!ems of clothing and mess 

traps purchascd locally bi: trans!errcd from the Surveyor of 
Stores to the Chief inspector of Naval Stores, Bombay who has 
the technical staff, facilities and thc organisation to undertake 
this task. 

t b )  Comprehensive orders on the prbcedure to be followed for 
processing complaints 1odg:ti by users on sub-standard items 
issued to them bc promulgntcd in rht. form of a Navy Order. 
The following in particut:rr shou ld  be incorporated in the 
proccdure :- 

( i )  Unlchs it is definitely known that the items were obtained 
through central supply (Director General af Supplies and 
Disposal) copics of all correspondcnc.: and signals, right 
from the initial stage. must bc crldorsed to the Controller 
of Procurement, Bo1nb.1): a d  the Inspecting Authority 
(Surveyor of Stores or the Chief Inspector of Naval Stores 
when the responsibility for inspection is transferred to 
him). 

(ii) The Controller of Procurcnxnt should be required to 
obtain Naval Headquartus approval if, for some reason, 
he wishes to continue to make purchases from the same 
source, until final decision on the complaint has h e n  
given by Naval Headquarters. 

(c )  Wherever no specifications are laid down and only stock 
samples are required to be used to guide purchase, action on a 
priority basis be taken to prepare and promulgate them to all 
concerned. 

(d)  The balance of 104 pairs of sl~ocs non-slip received from M/s. 
Pioneer Leather Works and hcld in stock in the Naval Store 
Depot, Ghatkopar be released for issue to ships and establisb- 
ments, 



(e) M/s. Pioneer Leather Works be required to re-imburse loss. 
incurred/accept liability on account of the following:- 

(i) Re-imburse Rs. 1790.36 bcjng cost of 50 pairs of shoes 
issued and used by INS KALVARl and 2 pairs used by 
Chief Inspector of Textiles and Clothing during tests 
@ Rs. 34.43 per pair. 

(ii)  Accept liability for any other shoes out of the 104 pairs now 
in stock which may bc fomd to be sub-standard by users, 
when issued to them. 

24. The Board observes that instructiox on inclusion of warranty 
clause in tender enquiries, acceptance of tc.ndm and local purchase orders 
in respect of clothing and mess traps items have already been issued vide 
Naval Headquarters letter SQ313130 dated 27 th  May. 1975 and na further 
action is needed on this lacuna in the rules which then existed. 

Recommendation 

The Committee consider that the agreement? concluded on 3rd October, 
1968 and 15th March, 1969 by the Station Commander of the concerned 
Wing of the IAF with a private contractor for setting up a cinema in the 
Air Force premises, despite the unambiguous instructions of the Govern- 
ment that 'no cinema was to be given to a privatc contractor under any 
circumstances' were wholly irregular. It is surprising that the Air Force 
Commander should have ignored the clear instructions issued by the Air 
Headquarters in June 1966 that "units might rur; their own open-air cinema 
provided it did not involve construction on Government land and that 
prior permission 'sanction of Government would have to be obtained in any 
case if construction was required on Gcvcrnmcnf land." 

[Sl. No. 25 (para 1.117) of Appendix IV rn 146th Report of PAC 
(5!h Lok Sabha) (1974-75)J. 

Action taken 

The Unit Administration had initially taken up a case for the construc- 
tion of a Cinema from public funds. However, this request was turned' 
down due to financial stringency. Thereafter, the Unit Administration 
entered into an agreement with a private contractor for providing thiq 
amenity in the larger interest of welfare of service personnel and the 
families on the base. The Air Force Station *was a newly formed b ~ s c  
situated far from the town and with no transport facilities and no welfare/ 
recreational amenities in its vicinity. In the zest to provide the much, 
needed amenity, the local Air Force Authorities overlooked the necessity 



of obtaining formal permission to build a cinema on Government land: 
This also occurred because the Unit Administration was not aware of the 
rule position in this regard. 

DADS has seen. 

[M/o Defence O.M. No. 11 (7) /75-(D) (Budget) dated 27-8-75]. 

Recommendation 

Within a period of three months a third ccintract for a period of 10  
years was concluded in July 1969 with thc same contractor by the 
President of the Service Institute of the Air Fnrce Station, permitting him 
to construct a pucca cinema-hall on G o v e r m ~ n t  Iznd. The Ministn, of 
Defence have admitted that the action of the unit to permit construction 
of a semi-permanent structure on Government lnnS without prior approval 
of the Government as required under Air Headquarters instructions issued 
in June 1966 was irregular and that "thl: disciplinary aspect of the case 
IS being lookcd into". It has bcen stated that in all  the Station Commander 
acted on his own, without obtaining any financial or legal advice. 

[SI. No. 28 (para 1.120) of Appendix IV to 136th Report of the PAC' 
(5!h Lok Sabha) (1974-7511. 

Action taken 

The contract was further revised in July 1969 after a clearer picture 
of the economics of the ms t  of construction of the cinema and of its 
running becamc available. Even after conceding these concessions, the 
Air Force Station was in no way a loser as is rvident from the reply to 
S1. No. 32. 

2. As to the disciplinary aspect of the caw. ~drninistrative action has 
been taken against the then Station Commander and the then 0 i / c  
Administration and they have been formnlly ccnsured by the Chief of the 
Air Staff for their lapse in not being aware cf the existing orders on the 
subject and thereby permitting construction cf a semi-permanent structure 
on Government land without prior approval of the Government. 

3. DADS has seen. 

[M/o Defence O.M. No. F. 1 1  (7) /75- (D)  (Budget) dated 27-8-75]. 

Recommendation 

T o  make matters worse, the third contract ci July 1969 did not provide 
for wcovory of any rent for land, water and conservancy e D  I t  is oob 
after Audit had pointed out the lapse that thc U ~ i t  (and not the contractot)~ 



started crediting the amounts to Government from the rebates collected 
fiom the contractor. The Ministry of Defense are of the view that 
S t  provision for rePovery of charges for water and conservancy could have 
,been made in the contract as the cinema in this case was run not entirely 
by the President, Service Institute but by a private contractor in a structure 
h i l t  by him." 

[Sl. No. 29 (para 1.121 ) of Appendix I\.' to 146th Report of th:: PAC 
(5th Lok Sabha) (1974-75)]. 

Action taken 

Provision for recovery of charges for land. water and conservancy were 
not made when finalising the contract in Jdy,  1969, because the Station 
Administration had viewed this activity 3s sokly a PSI activity. However, 
once Audit had pointed out the lapse to the Ucil. xtion was taken by the 
. H I  to credit the payment to the Public funds. 

2. DADS has seen 

[M/o Defence (Dcfencr Production) O.M. No. F. 1 1  (7)/75-(D) 
(Budget) dared 27-8-75]. 

Recommendation 

The Committes desir: that the Ministry should investigate this case in 
detail with a c.~:w to ensuring that no n~nl~fides are involved. The Gov- 
.ernmen! should also examine whether any action can be t a b  against the 
contractor for non-payment of clectricity dues beyond 1-8-1972. 

ISI .  No. 3 1 ( Para 1.123 ) of Appendix IV to 146th Report of the PAC 
(5th Lok Sabh.1) (1974-75)]. 

The matter was investigated by a Service Court of Inquiry (vide com- 
plete copy of the proceedings and findings of the Court of Inquiry enclosed 
alongwith copies of all Exhibits and Appendices). The Court of Inquiry 
has wme to the conclusion that the construction of the cinema on Gov- 
ernment land was solely motivated by the desire of the station Adminis- 
tration to provide a minimum welfare amenity, demanded by the Station 
personnel and their families, who had no other source of recreation nearby. 
No malafide could be attributed to any Service personnel. The contractor 
%as paid in April 1973 the outstanding electricity dues amounting to 
Rs. 3.196 pertaining to the period from 1-8-1972 to 31-12-1974. 

2. DADS has wen. 

IMinistry of Defence O.M. No. 11 (7)/75 (D) (Budget) dated 27-8-1975]. 
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Enquiry on a flying accident). 

NOTES FOR 
COURT 01: 
ENQUIRY 

PKOCEEDIVGS OF A * *Th>: f < v m  being applicable by 
COURT OF ENQUIRY a . 1 ~  FhariI of  Officers or Com- 

mlrtee o r  Ccurt of  Enquiry 
this blank to be filled in ac- 
cordingly. 

Assembled at No. 28 'XING, 
AF 

on the 6th Scp. 71 and subse- 
quent days 
hy ordcr of AOC-in-C K'AC. 
IAF cride 
letter No. WACC 265.4 'rSIORG 
dated 30 hug. 71  for the purpose 
c.f investigating the ciriurr.ct.m- 
ces under which a contract was 
s i g n d  h r t w e n  Shri Gupta 2nd 
PSI. AI:. Hindcm for cinema. 

PRESTDISG OFFICER 
Arr C k c  I)N hl.WIKT.AL.4. A\'S!CI 

343.4) hlED 

W g  G l r  KN D0GR.A i 'r.  (4-2.5' FR :P) 
Sqn LL!~  SN Chaturved~ (5030'm Accts 

The COURT having assembled pursuant to order, proceed to record 
evidence of the witnesses as per the terms of reference, mentioned over- 
leaf (below) examine the relevant documents. 



TERMS OF REFERENCE 

(a) To enquire idto the circumstances leading to the unau tho r id  
construction of cinema building By the contractor on the Gov- 
ernment land alongwith the usual anciliaries. 

(b) To enquire into the circumstances in which the contract ha& 
been entered into for ten years in violation of the existing 
instructions in this regard. 

(c) The non-collection of rents and allicd charges from the contrac- 
tor on account of the cinema. 

(d )  To enquire into any other incidental matters (Lea audit ob- 
jections etc.) 

(e)  To apportion blamc, i f  any, and to make recommendation. 

Witnesses 
- 

Rank Namc Number 13ranchKradc Page 

I. Wg Cjr R Paul . . 2585 .4&SL3 I &  2 

4. Wg Cdr T T vrsuvasam . , 2497 h&SD (Kc!) 7 

5. Sqn Wr \' S Paul. . . 6325 A&SD N 

6. Flt Lt B K Atri . . . 7496 FRh? 9 

7. Wg C4r N V Krishnaswamp . . 3677 Adm 1 0 -  13 

8. Flt Lt G. Joseph 

g. Air Cdre K M Ram 

ro. Sqn Ldr S Kayak . , 5525 Accts 

Sdi-x x x 
(D N .MANIKTAI.A) Air Cdrc 
Prcsidmg Officcr 

!R N DOGRA) Wg Cdrc 
Sd/---x x x 1 M:mbnr. 
(S N CIIATURVEDI) Sqa Wr J 



RECOMMENDATION OF COURT 

T h e  court recommends that the running of the scmi-permanent cinema at No. 28 
Wing au r PSI venture in terms of the agteemcnt of 16 Jul 69 (Exh 'M') dlawn between 
the PSI and Shri P P Gupta may be regularised as a special case. 

Sdl-x x x 
(DN MANIKTALA) Air Cdre 
Presiding Officcr 1 

I 
Sd/-x x x 
(KN DOGRA) Wg Cdr 

i 
) Member 
I 

Date 8 Frh  72. 

DIARY O F  ACTION 

1 3  Sep. 71 

7 Drc. :I 

4 Feb. 72 

5 I+b. 72 

7 Feb. 72 

Exhihit 

"A" 

"H" 

" C" 

I. The C u r t  assembled at ogm hrs 
2. 1st and 2nd \I;'itnessrs cxdmined 
3.  The Gw! ad j ,vncd  at 1 7 ~ 0  hrs. 

4. The O u r r  re-assembled at ogoc firs 
5 .  3rd witness examined 
6. The cmrt  adjsurned at IIm hrs as no other witness madr available. 

7 T h c  Court re-asscmbkd at 3800 hr:. 
8 .  4th & 5th witnrsses examined 
g .  T h c  court adiourned at I joo hrs as no other witncss 'made available. 

lo.  Thc C ur re-awmhlcd at r2oo hrs 
1 I .  b1!1 \V'lin.ss examined 
12. 'I'hc Cxm adjourned ;t 1400 hrs as no (\!her tvirncss made available. 

13. The G7urt rc-aswmhltd at o83c hrs 
14. 7th and 8th u.irlir.ss cxamintd 
I 5 .  'The C u r t  adjourned at I 750 hrs 

16. The C , w t  re-assembled at 0830 hrs 
I:. 9th and 10th \ritnrss exmined 
IS. The C u n  adkurned ~t 1430 tin 

19. The G u t  re-assemhlrci at 0830 hrs 
2r. Th: Cwt dclibrratecl over the e ~ ~ i d e r c e  c ~ f  rhr witnessc 5 
21. Findings and reccmmenciatior,~ fmalised by the G~w 
22. T!i< C burr adiourned at 1700 hrs 

, Air HQ Iettcr Air I-IQ;zo7:7'S1Org ~~atec! 1 5  Jun. 66 regarding 
Taking aver by CSD (I) of Cinemas Run by Contradors. 

, . HQ Western Air Cumrnml'. IAF  letter W h C ' z 6 ~ 4 l 1 j ~  ~!ated 
24th  June, 66 regan!ing Taking over hy CSD (I) o Cmema8- 
Run hy Contractors. 

. No. z 8  Wing, Air Force letter ~ K W ~ Z O O ~ ~ Z ~ ~ V O ~ ~ S  dated 12th July, 
1966 rcgur.!ing Provision of Cinema at Air Form Station. 



"N" 

"0" 

"P" 

"Q" 

"R" 

"S" 
"T" 

"U" 

"V" 

"W" 

" X  

"Y" 

"D" 

"E" 

#'F" 
"G" 

"H" . 
"J" 

"K" 

"L" 

"hl"' 

H. Q. Western Air Comrnanr' letter U'Jt'ACi26~4/1/Org dateC 2nc! 
August, 1966 regarding Provision of Cinema at Air Force Station. 

, Copy of Note I regarc!ing discussion on "Grow More Food and 
Camp Cillcma Contract" during SOA's visit to No. 28 Wing. 

, R.tmarks on Note 4-Grow More Foot! and Cinema Contract. 

. Note 5-Note of .4ction regarding Discilssio~l with Gp. Capt. Ram 
and Flt. Lt. Joseph. 

. Mcmoranc!urn of Agreement made on 3r~! Oct., 1968. 

D.O. No. >S\V,S.r36r'4 Org (?atcd 2 5  Alarch. 1969 from Gp. Capt. 
K. M. Ram to A]-hl C. L. Mchta. 

, Rrcori! of Discussicm with S. 0 .  A .  HQ WAC ilurir; his visit to  
zY Wing 28N7/r36~i~/Org.  

. D. 0 .  letter WAC 2705 2SK'fis (!ate<! 10 April. 1969. 

Extract from Bricf on p ~ i n t s   raise^! h y  2 8  Wmg 

. D. 0. lettcr 2 8 ' X  S. 1361 4 Org t!ated 25~11  hiarch. 1969 fro111 Stn. 
Cdr 28 Wi g to SOA, W. A C. 

Fxtract-R-cxi! of Discussiol' t\.i:h S. 0. A.  ~!uri:?g his vrait  to 28  
Wing (.In 2 1st ,Il:irch, 1969. 

Notc 3 on file \T':\C C.2654  18 Org. 
Note 1 011 Flle 2liUI',2102,13~h'PF 

. P. 0. L. No. 6< i!atecl 23-5-69 un a c of C~ncrnd a t c  of No. 2 8  Wing 
f l v  pcriod 1-3/69. 

. L:tter No. 2 8  W/2 102i13i'NPF i'.atcc! 12 Jur~e. 1969 regorc!i~lg POL 
No. 65. 

COURT OF INQUIRY ASSEMBLED AT AIR FORCE STATION, ON 
6 SEPTEMBER 1971, NARRATIVE OF EI'ENTS 

Air Force Station, was formed on 1st April 1965. By 1968, it had 
attained large proportions with a population of about 4000 including fami- 
lies. There was then an acute dearth of recreational facilities at the Sta- 
tion. m e  nearest town where facilities like cinema were available, was 
Gaziabad, about 5 miles away from the Station, The bus services from 



sfation to Gaziabad were infrequent and overcrowded, Jn these buses, ser., 
vice personnel started 10siing Identity Cards at a rapid rate, which alarmed 
the Station authorities as i t  was apprehended that foreign a g a t s  might be 
at work. This prompted the Station administration to arrange a cinema, 
at the Station, as an urgent mcasure. As this was not permissible through 
public funds, they explored the possibilities of having it under the auspices 
of the P.S.I. with the help of an individual who could finance it and run 
it for and on behalf of the P.S.I. They found their helper in Shri P. P. 
Gupta, who was already running a similar venture for an Army Unit at 
Meerut. M.E.O. was verbally consulted, who had no objection to this 
proposal and the L.A.O. agreed to these arrangements when it  was ex- 
plained to him that the cinema was bcing run by the P S I .  for the welfare 
of the service personnel. Furthcrmorc. when the point was discussed 
with the S.O.A. and his staff on their visit to the Station, no serious objec- 
tion :ippears to hnvc becn raiscd. Having been satisfied that no gross 
infrinfcment of the regulations on the subject was involved, the \tation 
finalised thc arrangements on behalf of the P.S.T. for a semi-permanent 
cinema along with thc usual ancilliaries with Shri P. P. Gupta, by drawing 
an agreement on 16th July, 1969 which authoriscd Shri Gupta to construct 
and run the cinema in thc camp for a period of 10 years, while giving a 
rebatc of Rs, 500 per month to thc P S I .  While the economies of this 
P.S.I. venture were prudent and reasonable. it later came to light that this 
project was in violation of the provisions of Air HQ letter No. Air ITQJ 
20727,'KIOrg dated 15th June, 1966 which some how had escaped notice 
at i111 levels. The reason for this oversight appears to he that this letter 
was issucd soon nftcr 1965 Pakisfan hostilities and was not repeated there- 
after. If this lctter was then not in force. the action taken by the Station 
would bc tiecmcd as correct and in ordcr. .4nother letter on the subject 
now hccn issued by Air HQ Air HQ/10727 8/0rg  dated 23rd Nov- 
ember, which is more comprehensive and states in the opening paragraph 
that the policy on this subject is not clcar to many stations. These are 
justifiable, mitigating factors which led to the omission of not taking due 
cognizencc of Air H.Q. letter under reference. 

1ST WITNESS:-Wg. Cdr. R .  Paul ( 2 5 8 5 )  A.&S.D. of Headquar- 
ters W.A.C. I.A.F. states:-1 am employed as C. Ore. 
0,H.Q. W.A.C. with effect from 24th June, 1971. 
m e  subject of cinema contracts is dealt with by 
~ f .  Org, Section. With regards to Camp cinema contract 
dated 16th July, 1969 betwcen P.S.1. Air FotCe and Mr. 
p. p. ~ u p t a ,  1 have checked my office r e m d s  and have follow- 
iq factual information to  dve. The as rWrds running 
of the cinemm at units/Stations is laid d d ~  in Ah Headwattem 
tener NO, ~i~ ~/20727'8/0rg. dated 15th June. 1966. I 
hewby produe a copy of this letter. COPY marked as Exhibit 

and is to the proceedings. This letter was sent to 



No. 28 Wing Vide H.Q. W.A.C. letter No. WAC/2654/1/OIg. 
dated 24th June, 1966. I hereby produce a copy of this letter, 
The letter is marked as Exhibit 'B' and attached to the proced-  

In Para 1 (a)  of Air Headquarters letter Exhibit 'A' it is 
stated that no cinema is to be given to a private contractor under 
any ci~c~mstances and vide para 3 of this letter no RegimentaV 
P-S.1. Property can be constructed on Government land without 
Government sanction. While acknowledging the receipt of Air 
Headquarters letter/fonvarded by HQ Exhibit 'A' w.A.c./ 
Exh. 'B'. No. 28 Wing vidc letter No. 28W/2003/25/Wks. 
dated 12th July, 1966. ij COPY of which I 
llereby produce. copy is marked as Exhibit'C' 
and attached to the proceedings. asked for confirmation 
if a private contractor could be permitted to run the cinema 
purely on temporary bask. In rcply H.U. W.A.C. vidt. letter 
No. WAC/2654/ 1 /Org. dated 2nd Aups t .  1966 copy of which 
1 hereby produce. copy niarkcd as exhibit 'D' and attached to 
the proceedings. rcitcrntcd thc decision given in Air Hcadqusr- 
ters letter (Exhibit 'A ' )  and turned down this proposal of No. 
28 Wing. The records show that the subject of camp cinema 
contract was discussed during thc visit of A.V.M. C. L. Mehta, 
AVSM, the thcn S.O.A, of H.Q. W..4.C.. at No. 28 Wing, on 
21st March. 1969. and ;is a rcsult of this discussion. the Wing 
was asked to m d  :I copy of thc contract to Command H.Q. 
for scrutiny. This fact \\.:I. brought nut i n  Note No. 1 on file 
Nu. WAC 'C. ?654!1 S/Org a copy of which I hcreby produce. 
the copy i q  m:\rkcd a$ Exhibit 'E' and attxhcd to thc procecd- 
ings. This note is sicncd by Flt. Lt. B. K .  ATRI. ORG. IV on 
23rd April. 1969. A \  entering into a cincmn contract with a 
private corltractor was contrary to the above mcntioned instruc- 
tion<. the cincmn contract p:~pcrs which had bccn forwarded by 
No. 28 Wing to Command Hcadqu:~rtcrs wcrc rcturned to nt. Lt. 
G. Joseph. S. Ad. 0,  of No. 28 Wing, prc.sumnhly by hnnd, as 
borne out \vide noting by Flt. Lt. Atri datcd 3rd June. 1969, bc- 
I O ~ V  note 4 on file No. WACiC, 2624, lX/Org. 1 hereby product 
a of this ~ o t e .  Copy i \  marked as Exhibit 'F' and is attached 
to the proceedings. However, there is no letter in thc file under 
which the contract documents were reccivcd and also there is no 
forwarding letter addressed to No. 28 Wing. under d-~ ich  they 
were tcturncd to them. Note 5 on the same file dated 3rd June, 
1969, a copy of which I hereby produce, copy is m r k e d  as 
Exhibit 'G9 and attached to the proceedings, shows that the sub- 
jwt was also discussed between the thcn S.O.A., A*V.M- C. L. 
MEHTA, AVSM, and Gp. Capt. K. M. Ram, Station C h ~ m a n -  
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.der No. 28 Wing and Flt. Lt. Joseph, Asst. 0 i/c Admin., No. 28 
Wing. At this discussion, S.O.A. gave the ruling that no unit 
under W.A.C, will enter into contract with any private party for 
cinema, and that, the P.S.I. can, however, run a cinema without 
any contract. There is na letter or communication in the file 
addressed to No. 28 Wing by which the Wing was specifically 
instructed not to enter into contract with a private party or not 
to put up any structure on the Government land without Govern- 
ment sanction, other than Air Headquarters letter (Exhibit 'A') 
and Command Headquarters letter (Exhibit 'B'). 

Sd/- R. PAUL, 
Wg. Cdr. 

2nd WITNESS.-Wg. Cdr. R. R. Hingorani (3693) 
A.&S.D. of No. 28 'H'ing of Air Force states:-I am 
employed as 0 i ic  Admin. at No. 28 Wing, A.F. since 
June, 1970. With regards to cinema contract b e t w e p  
the P.S.1. No. 28 Wing and Shri P. P. GUPTA of 16th 
July, 1969. I have checked my office records and I give the fol- 
luwing information. My records show that Air Headquarters 
letter No. Air HQ/20727,'S/Org. dated 15th June, 1966 (EX& 
bit 'A') forwarded under cover H.Q. W.A.C. letter No. WAC/ 
2654/0rg,  dated 24th June, 1966 (Exhibit 'B') was duly receiv- 
ed. While acknowledging the Command lcttcr No. 28 Wing, 
19iric letter No. ?8W/2W3 '251Works dated 12th July, 1966 
(Exhibit 'C') requested for permission to approve on tem- 
porary basis thc running of a camp Cinc~n:~ by a private contrac- 
tor. H.O. W.A.C. ~ i d c  letter No. WAC,3653 i/Org. dated 
2nd August, 1966 (Exhibit 'D') rejected this request. On 3rd 
October. 1968. P.S.I. No. 2R Winp cntcred into n contract with 
Shri P. P. GUPTA to run a camp cincmn for three years. I 
hereby produce a copy of this contract. Copy is marked as 
exhibit 'R' and attachcd to thc proceedings. Thc records show 
that the minutes of the discuscion hcld at No. 3S %kg between 
thc Station Cmnmandcr and the S.O.A. were fmwrded  to the 
S.O.A. hy hand vitir D.O. letter No. 28M':S. 1361 '4/Org, dated 
25th M m h .  1969 from Gp. Capt. K. M. Rnm, addressed to 
A.V.M. C. L, Mehta. AVSM. I hereby produce n copy of this 
D.O. letter. Copy is ninrkcd ns Exhibit 'J' and attached to the 

I also produce a copy of the relevant extract from 
the minutes of discussion concerninp the camp cinema. The 
copy is marked exhibit 'K' and attached to the proceedings. 
The minutes of the discussion under reference were approved by 
the s . 0 .~ .  as nlcntioned in the D.O. letter NO. WAC/3705/28/  
Works dated 10th , ~ p r i I ,  1969, from Wg. Cdr, T. T. Visuvlsam, 



C*O. W . 0 .  to GP. Capt. K.M.E. Station Commandor, NO; 2g- 
Wing. I hereby produce a Copy of letter, Copy is marked as 
Exhibit 2' and attached to the proceedings. In accordance with 
the terms of para 22 of the contract between P.S.1. and Shri 
P. P. GUPTA, dated 3rd October, 1968 (Exhibit x'), a fresh 
contract was drawn Out on 15th March, 1969 to become pens- 
rive with effect fronl 1st April, 1969 for a period of five years, 
As required in the Minutes of discussion dated 21st March, 1969 
(Exhibit 'K'), a copy of the fresh contract was forwarded to  
Command Headquarters vide 2XW S. 1361 /4/Orp. dated 8th 
April, 1969. Enclosure 77 of the file which appears to be the 
original Copy of this letter has a noting in pencil "bought back 
from W.A.C.". In May 1969 a preliminary observation was 
received from the L.A.O. A.F. regarding functioning of a private 
cinema on Defence land without payment of the Government 
ground rent. L.A.O. was informed that the cinema was bcing 
run by the P.S.I. for thc welfare of the Station personnel. This 
objection has still not been settled by the L.A.O. Statcmcnt of 
case for this has since been forwarded to HQ. WAC. In July, 
1969 another contract was drawn up with effect from 16th July, 
1969 for a period of ten years for running of a camp cinema bet- 
ween Shri P. P. Gupta and the Station P.S.I. I hereby produce 
a copy of the contract. Copy is marked as Exhibit 'M' and 
attached to the proceedings. According to this contract Shri P. 
P. Gupta was required to convert at his own cost semi-permanent 
structure into a permanent building by August, 1969 and to 
provide for all machinery, furniture, fittings and equipment 
etc. in the cinema, the terms of thc contract do not 
make the contractor responsible for payment of land rent. There 
is no records to show how thc previous contract of 15th March, 
1969 (Exhibit 'L') was cancelled and a fresh contract dated 16th 
~ u l y ,  1969 entered into, nor the circumstances leading to it, 
Command Headquarters was not informed about this contract. 
However, a copy of the same was forwarded to them on 3rd June, 
1970 which was later returned unactioned by Ccmmand Head- 
quarters drawing attention to the pr~visions of 
Air Headquarters letter Air HQ/20727/g/Org. dated 
1st June, 1966 (Exhibit A .  The c i w m  hall has 
hen ;functioning reasonably satisfactorily except that ac- 
complish of the hall are pwr, t~ remedy which a 

of modifications involving a substantial financial outlay 
be -fsary. In addition, toilets for patrons have still to 

&&d. cinema buildmg was completed by WF 
besin* fim M . ~ ,  IMP md w s  f i d y  completed in Fcb- 
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ruaryIMarc3, 1970, though the contractual requirement was for 
the completion of the building by August 1969. No penalty has 
so far been imposed on the contractor as no clause for this exists 
in the contract. No allied charges have been recovered so far, 
instructions were given to the C.P.W.D. to raise the necessary 
Bills as far back as 1 November, 1968 vide 2 8 W / 2 1 0 2 / ] 3 p p ~  
dated 7th December, 1968. The cinema hall can accommodate 
5 0 0  Persons; 450 push back seats have already been fixed. The 
cinema runs two shows daily in the evening. 

3rd WITNESS.--Sqn. L T  S. C. Pandey(6172) 
A & s. D. of H.Q. W.A.C. I.A.F. states:-I am employ- 
ed as Command Works 111, since 16th August, 1971. 
With regard to cinema contract between the P.S.I. 
No. 28 Wing and Shri P. P. Gupta on 16th July, 1969, 
I have checked my ofice records and I give the following infor- 
mation. At end:  24 of File No. W A C S .  2705 28/Wks, 
there ir a brief on points for discussion with S.O.A. on 21st 
March. 1969. Item 14 of this Enclowre refers to construction 
of semi-permanent cinema house. Against this item it has been 
m t e d  undcr colun~n "BRIEF" a camp cinema has been orga- 
nised through a civillian contractor who has agreed to put up 
temporary structurs for the benefit of the service personnel. 
Ncccssq  contract has been drawn up. The contractor will pay 
ground rent, i f  required, as well as electricity charges. A copy 
of this extract I hereby produce. Copy is marked as Exhibit 'N' 
and attached to thc proceedings. At enclosure 25 of the same 
file, remarks by the then "Works 111" as given Item 14, a copy 
of the remarks I hereby produce. copy is marked as Exhibit '0' 
and attached to the proceedings arc "No. 28 Wing has been ad- 
vised by the S.O.A. to submit the contract deed to H.Q. W.A.C. 
for scrutiny by legal experts and clearance." This Enclosure has 
been s i ~ d  by nt. Lt. V. S. Paul Works 111 and dated 21st 
March, 1969. Enclosure 24 is neither signed nor dated. How- 
ever, note 3 on the same file. a copy of which I hereby produce, 
copy is marked as Exhibit 'P' and attached to the proceedings, 
shows that both the enclosures No. 24 and 25 were submitted 
for the perusal of the then S.O.A. On Note 4 the with me at an 

date." At Encl. 2fj-A is n D.0. letter No. 28W/S. 1361/ 
4/org. dated 25th March, 1969 from Group Captain K. M. R*. 
AVSM, Station Commander, No. 28 Wing, addressed to A.V.M. 
C. L. ~ & t &  AVSM, SOA. H.Q.W.A.C., a C O Y  of *.*. 
kaa 1 he&y produce, COPY is n~arked as 'Q* 
w. co tb p'OQOd$g. Under this D.O. letter Was fom'ar& 
ed a r- J of dh-ioa with the S.0.A. d w i a  to No. 
28 Wing, A.F. on Zlst. March. 1969, w1 



of discussion relates to construction of semi-permanent 
hall in Camp area by the contractor, a copy of fhis item VU, I 
hereby produce, this is marked as Exhjbjt 'R' and attached to 
the proceedings* On the D.0. (Exhibit 'Q') jt js noted by the 
S.0.A. "PleiW2 exanline this and if thisis alright 
then send "back to 0.C. Hindan". This noting js dated 28th 
March, 1969 and addressed to C.0,  & W . 0 .  on the same En- 
closure (Exhibit 'Q' )  3 note to Fit. Lt, Paul reads "Please dis- 
cuss before I send this back to No. 28 Wing. This note appears to 
be the injtials of Cdr. T. T. Visuvnsam and is dated 28th 
March, 1969. 27, is a D.0. Letter WAC/2705/28/ 
Wks. dated 10th April, 1969 from N'g. Cdr. T, T. Vjsuvasam, 
C.O.&W.O. adressed to Gp. Capt. K. M. Ram, AVSM. Station 
Commander, No. 28 Wing, A.F. Hindan (Exhibit 'L'). In this 
D.O. letler i t  is stated that the recorded discussion received by 
vide 28WlS. 1361 /4/Org dated 25th March, 1969 (Exhibit 
'J') have becn approved by the S.O.A. and a copy of the approv- 
ed draft were enclosed with the letter. 

4th WITNESS.-  -Wg. Cdr. T. T. C'isuvasnm (2497) . 
A & SD (Retired) states:-1 am now rc-cmployed at NCC 
Directorate Madras. I served as Command Org. and Command 
Works Officer at this Headquarters (110. WAC) from November, 
1967 to h'overnbcr. 1969. As regurds the camp cincnin at No. 
28 Winp, Air Forcc 1 have following information to give. Aftcr 
having wen the file No. W.4CIS. 2705;2S;"A'l;s. (Shown by the 
Court) I find that the subject tirst cnmc t o  my notice through 
Encl. 25 on the file prepnrcd by Flt. Lt. P:mI (Works-111) which 
was a bricf on the points for discuwion (~-i(k Encl. 24 concern- 
ing C. Org. and W.O. scction. with the thcn S.O.A. on his visit 
to N3. 28 Winp, Air Force on 2 1 st M m h .  1969. Items 14 I Exh. 
'N') of this Encl. rclatcs to this subject. At End .  26A (Exh. 
.Q') js a D.O. lctter dated 25th March. 1969 from Gp. Capt, K. 
M. Ram, AVSM, thc then station Cdr. No. 28 Wins. Air h r c e  

to .4.V.M. C. L. Mchta. AVSM. the then S.O.A., en- 
closing a of discussions with the S.O.A. during his visit 
to 28 Wing, Air Force on 21st March. 1969. Item VII (Exh. 
*R-) of thjb r c c ~ r d  of discussion relates to this subject. On the 
D,O. letter, as noted on this, the thcn S.O.A. directed me to  
examine the record of discussions and return it back to No. 28 
Wing, ~i~ ~~~c~ if they were idright. After discusion of the 
pointa with ~ t .  ~ t .  paul (w-111) and after having satisfied my- 
self, 1 rEturncd the record of discursiom under my D.0. letter 

1~ April, 1969. (Exh. 't') addressed to GP Cap*. K* M. 
T ( ~ ~ ,  AVSM, station Cdr. No. 28 Wing, Air ForW duly aPPrw- 



ed on behalf of the S.O.A. Item VII (Exh. 'R') relates to this 
subject. While giving the general approval to the record of dis- 
cussions. I agreed to the item as a proposal and as 
indicated, I awaited the copy of terms of cont ram 
since the entire thing was on a proposalstage. 
On receipt of the detailed contracts we were to 
examine it from what its worth, subject to rules and regulations 

, in force. Hence, my approval in this particular case is to pro- 
posal that was put forward to Command through the discussion 
and not for the actual construction and running of a cinema, 
since as it is indicated in the discussion also, i t  was at a proposal 
stage. As I was satisfied on the points, I did not refer the sub- 
jcct back to the S.O.A. t o  ceck his specific approval, specially 
as in this case we wanted 11ic dritft contract to be sent to us for 
further scrutiny. I do not renwmhcr to have accompanied the 
thcn S.O.A. on his visit to Yo. 2 3  \\'ins, Air Force on 2 1 st March, 
1969. Most likely. Flt. 1.1 P:lrl! ( W-111) \vho \vas incharge of 
statiot~ works ;it H.Q. W.4( - .  : !cmrlpnicd thc then S.O.A. on his 
visit. 

4 

sill it'fTh'f.JSS.-Sqn. k i t .  V. S. Paul (6028) A & SD 
states:--1 am at prrscnt postcd at Air Hc:tdquartcrs as Asst. 
Director of Works. I \\:lL. ci.r\ii~g 3s Works 111 ;it HQs Western 
Air Command. I.A.F. tl.iji11 June. 1966 to Jul!.. 1970 and my 
job included \i'ork.; service.< of No. 211 Winp. A.F. As regards 
a camp cinema n r  No. 2S  \\:ing. A.F. I have following informa-. 
tion to give after hat.inp examined thC tilc No.  \VAC./G. 2705/ 
58fWkc. I nccnn~p:~nied the thcn S.O.A. A.V.31. C.L. Mehta 
A.\'.S.AI, on hi5 \,i<it to NO. 28 \iving. A.F. on 7lst March, 2969, 
On arrival ;I h i , - f  on points for discussion wns handed over to  
the S.O.A. by thc Station Commander. This brief is placed at 
Encl. 24 of thc fili.. At the discussion on item 14 (exhibit 'N') 
of this brief. as i t  occurred in my prcscncc. between the Station 
Cornm:\n&r and the S.O.A.. the S.0,A. n d v i d  thc stntinn corn- 
mandcr to the contract dccd to HQ. b'eslcrn Air Corn- 
n~iind. 1.A.F. for scrutiny by Legal experts and clearance and 
this I included in the brief on points raised by No. 28 Wing, 
A.F., prepared hy nw and submitted to the S.O.A. ride N o t e 4  
of the file (cshibit 'P') 11s item 14 in End. 25 (E~hibi t  '0'). AS 
noted on the D.0. letter dntcd 25th March, 1969 which is placed 
as EW]. 26A, in the file (Exhibit 'Q'). the record of discussions 
foomarded by NO. 28 Wing A.F. under their D.0. letter was dh- 
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cussed by me with Wg. Cdr. Visuvasam, the then C.0. & w.0. 
Item 7 (Exhibit 'R') relates to this subject. In this discussion 
1 suggested to the C.0.  and W.O. that the contract deed should 
be Sent to Command Headquarters for scrutiny as the subject 
was at a proposal stage. Whilc i was at No. 28 Wing, A.F. with 
the S.O.A. on 21st March, 1969 no building or  structure or the 
location of the proposed cinema, was shown to us. 

Sd/- * * * * * 
61h WITNESS.-Flt. Lt. R. K. Atri (7496) F B ( N )  of No. 48 

Squadron, Air Force states:-l was enlploycd as Org. IV at 
HQ WAC IAF from 31 Jul. 68 to 7 Jul. 71. With refcrcncc r 
to Note 1 on file No. WAC/C,2654/18/klrg. (Exhibit 'I?) 
1 recollect that Encl. I in the file, which i, now abwnt from 
the file. was thc copy of thc pow-rnorc-food :.nd cinema Lon- 
tract paper\ which w r c  later re turn4  to Flt, Lt. Joscph, then 
officiating S.Ad. 0. of No. 28 Wing, as indicated in my notc 
dated 3 Jun. 69 belo% note 4 of the filc (Exhibit 'F'). AI 
regards cinema contract the regulations on the subject werc 

Exh 'S' explalncd by m.: in Notc 3'0. 3 o f  the fik. I hereby producr, 
an extract of Note 3 (seen by the Court and taken a\ (Ex- 
hibit 's'). I discussed Note 3 with A.V.M. C.I.. Mchtn. 
A\S.M. the then S.O.A. and on his instructions, a nlccting was 
held in the SOA's ofice on 3 Jun. 69 at which Gp. Capt. 
(NOW Air Cdre) K. M. Ram, AVSM. the then Stn Cdr. 
No. 22 Wing and Flt. Lt. Joseph Asst. 0. I /C Admin. No. 28 
Wing were present besides myself. At this meeting the SOA 
gave a ruling that no Unit under this Command w;is to enter 
into a contract with any private party for running a cinen'a and 
that the P.S.I.  can however, run a citxrna without any con- 
tract. This fact was recollected by me as note of action vi& 
Note 5 (Exhibit 'G') soon after the meeting. I have got no 
further details to give on this subject, beyond whet I hiive stated 
about. 

Sd/- * * * * * 
7-12-1971. 

7th WITNESS.-Wg. Cdr. N. V. Krishnaswamy (3677) Adm. 
of Air Force Academy states:-"1 was employed as 0. i/c 
Admin. at No. 28 Wing, A.F. from Feb. 68 to Mar. 70. Prior 
to this, T was employed as S.hd.O at No. 5 R.RD. A.F. from 
Jul. 65 to  Jan, 68. I was not posted as S.Ad.0 at any other 
plsccs, prior to my posting to No. 5 B.R.D. A.P. At the 
time d posting to No. 28 Wng. Gp. Capt. (Now Air Cdre) 
K. M. Ram. A.V.S.M, a d  Bar 'was Stn. Cdr. Due to in- 
adequate amenities at the camp. necessity for organising camp 



cinfma was very keenly felt by all personnel on the station. 
bpeo Air cinema wan nor suited to the place since. major pan 
of the year is cold or raining. During thc lztter half of 1968, 
one civilian, Shri P. P. Gupta, who was running a cinema 
contract at  Meerut approached No. 28 Wing to give him per. 
mission to start a similar cinema venture. He also showed 
a copy of Cantract agrxmcnt which he had entered into with 
the Army authorities at Meerut. Immediately, I discussed it 
with Air Cdre K. M. Ram, the then Stn. Cdr. and it was de- 
cided to give him permission to run a cinema in the camp. 
Accardinglu, ;I draft contract agreement waq drawn to run a 
cinen~:~ in n temporary structure, to be erected by the con- 
tractor. It was stipulated vide para 22 of the contract that 
the contractor was to ind~cate after six months, as to  when 
and on what terms. he will take ur, the construction of pcca 
cinem.3 hall. This contract was duI\ signed by the Stn. Cdr. 
(Air Cdre K .  M. Ram) and Shri P: P. Gupta. ( A  copy of 
the contract is available as Exh. 'H' of the proceedings). I 
had put up the contract to the Stn. Cdr, for his siynaturs vi$c 
Note 1 in file No. 28W/2102/13/NPF (Pt. I ) .  A copy of 

Exh, this Note, I hereby produce. The copy is marked as E T ~ .  'TI 
and attached to the procecdings. In accordnnce with psra 22 
of the contract, a revised contract for .:rection of a semi- 
permanent cinema hall was d r w n  out on 15 Mar. 69; a C.T.C. 
of this contract is available as Enclosure No. 77B in file No. 
28U'/S.I 361 /4/0rg.  1 do not find the original copy ~f thc 
contract in the file. This contract was alw signed b\- Air 
Cdre K .  M. Ram as Srn. Cdr. and Shri P. P. Gupta as the 
contractor. I hereby ~ roduce  a cop '  of the C.T.C. of this 

Exh. ,U, contract. The copy is marked ss Exh. 'U' and attached to 
the proceedings. On 21 st Mar. 69. S.O.A. .A.\'.M. C . L.  Mehta 
A.\I.S.M, visited No. 28. Wing and the subject matter was 
discussed with him by the Stn. Cdr and %a$ featured in the 
record of discussions 'submitted to the S.3.A.  (This is avail- 
able as Exh. 'J' of the proceedinp). As per th.: discussion, 
n copy of the terms of contrclct was to be forwrdcd to H.Q. 
W.A.C. for their scrutiny and any further discuqsions. While 
1 was on lcave and sick in hospital during Apr. Mav and part 
of June, undt&and that a couple of discussions took place 
between the Stn. Cdr. and the S.O.A. during which Fit. 
~ o s e p h  who was officiating my absence as 0, i/c Admin. was 
also present. I also see from the rccords that the COPY of the 
contract was forwarded to Command. and was b*Wht back 
pcnmoliy as is s e n  from pencil n o t q  on E-77A of file 
%. 2 8 ~ / ~ . 1 3 6 1 , / 4 ' 0 t g . / ~ t .  I. I was told by Rt. Lt- 



Joseph that H.Q. W.A.C. advised No. 28 Wing to redraw this 
contract to make Shri Y. P. Gu'pta run the cinema for and on  
behalf of the P.S.I. Accordingly, 8 contract was drawn bet- 
ween the P.S.I. and the contractor in Jul. 69. This was signed 
by me as President of thc Service Institut.:, and the contractor, 
Shri P. P. Gupta. It was countersigned by the Stn. Cdr. Air 
Cdre Ram. Since the contractor had to invest a hugc sum to 
the tune of Rs. 1,00,000 approximately, he insisted that that 
contract be drawn for a minimum period of 10 years, ag he 
had to rccover this investment. In addition to putting up a 
permanent structuk, the contractor was obliged to pay Rs. 500 
pcr month ;is rebate to P S I .  The contractor was under thc 
impression that for welfarz purposes. there will not be any 
charges for the electricity consumcd. Rut, however, i t  was 
stipulated in the contract that if and when the bills are produc- 
ed, the same had to be paid by him. 

Questions hp the Cow . 
Q. 1 P'lra 1 I of the contract dated 15 Mar. 69 makcs the 

contractor responsible for the 'payment of elcctric charges at 
thc. rates fixed by the Electric Supply Company, like the 
C.P.W.D. or M.E:S., whereas, para 17 of the contract datcd 
16 Jul. 69 makes him so responsible i f  any claim is made by 
C.P.W.D./M.E.S. How would you like to cxplnin this? 

A. I As I have already explained, the contractor wa5 under thc 
impression that for welfare purposes, no electricity bills would 
be charged. He was, however, informed that if hills for 
electricity consumption were raised, he had to dcfrav tllc 
charges. As there was a doubt whether for wclf'~rc activities, 
el.xtric charges are leviable, in order to protect the interest of 
the P.S.I.. it was stipulated that, if any claim ic made in this 
regard. the contractor would be liable to 'pay. 

Q. 2 Whereas para 1 of the contract dated 15 Mar. 69 mikes 
the cwtractot responsible for the payment of ground rent, if 
required by the Governmcnt. no such clause has becn includcd 
in the contract dated 16 Jul. 69. Would you like to explain 
this omission? 

A. 2 Ac, regards the ground rent, the matter was discussed with 
the then M.E.O. of Meerut Circle (Shri Mathur) about the 
formalities to he followed in connection with the construction 
of 2 cam? cinema. I also simultaneouslv followed it up with 
a M e r  No. 28W/2102/13/Wel dated 15 Nov. 68 (placed in 
file 3s E.36). 1 herebv produpe a copy of this letter. 
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Exh. "V' The copy is marked as Exh, "V", and attached to the pro- 

ceedings. Although the M.E.O. gave me to undmtand that 
the Stn. Cdr is empowered to allot the land for welfare pur- 
poses free of rent, he, has not confirmed so in writing in res- 
ponse to my letter referred t o  xbove. However, if the ground 
rent was so leviable, it would have been paid from the Rs. 500 
Per month rebate that the contractor was making to P.S.I. in 
case the contractor himself declined to pay. 

Clause of the contract dated 16 Jul. 69 authorises the 
contractor to convert the cinema hall into a permanent struc- 
ture with necessary anciliaties at his own cost and clause 7 
authoriws him to operate cycle stand, resturant, cold drinks, 
coffee and refreshment centre and any other $tall required at 
the cinema. Do the ancilliarieq mentioned in clause I. cover 
the facilities stated in clause 7? Whcthcr the contractor wa5 
also required to put up constructions for the said facilities? 

Ycs, the contractor was permitted to also construct strus- 
turcs for the facilities mentioned in clause 7, as part of the 
cincma. 

Air HQrs, lettcr No. Air HQ/20727/8/0rg. dated 15 Jan. 
66 (Exh. "A") duly recci\..:d at No. 28 Wing prohibts giving 
of a cinema contract to private individual and also forbids any 
construction on Government land without Government sanc- 
lion. I t  is further scen that No. 28 Win: represented to 
Command H.Q. with reference to the said Air HQrs. lctter for 
permission to run a cinema vide letter No. 28%'/2003/25/Wks 
datcd 12 Jul. 66 (Exh. "C") which request was turned down 
by Command H.Q. vide letter No. W.4C/2654/1/0r_c. dated 
2 Aug, 66 (Exh. "DM). How would gou explain entering 
into a contract dated 15 Mar 69 and 16 Jul 69 inspite of these. 
clear instructions? 

,I was not aware of the existmce of these letters, since thcy 
were received much before I reported to No. 2R Wing on 
posting. 

a 
It is apparent that Air H.Q. letter quoted* in question 4 

abovr., was circulated to all units through various Command 
Headquarters. During your previous appointment as S.Ad.0. 
of No. 5 B.R.D. did you not come across this lettcr? 

I do not remember to have seen this lettcr during my prc- 
viclus tenure as S.Ad.0. of No. 5 R.R.D. Perhaps this 
letter Has received when I was away from the Unit on leave 
or on S.Ad.O's course. 



I n  view of the, L A O ' S  observation raised vide P:O.L. 
No. 65, date,d 23 May, 69 regarding functioning of a private 
cinema on defence land without payment of ground rent, how 
is that you entered into a fresh contract regarding the cinema 
on 16 Jul. 69 

The P.O.L. was received during the period when Flt. Lt. 
Jose@was officiating in m y  absence on leave as 0. i/c Admin. 
and he had replied the P.O.L. vide 28W/2102/13/NPF dated 
12 Jun. 69 stating that the cinema was being run by the P.S.I. 
Hence scttlement was requested. Since no reply was receiwd, 
it was presarncd that the objection was settled. 

Before taking up  the running of the camp cinema as a 
P.S.I. venture, did you explore the possibilities of having a 
cinema constructcd at public cost? 

Yes, we explored. but this was not possible in view of Air 
H.O. letter No. Air HQ/37528/205/W (Coord) dated 27 
h'ov. 67 which placed a ban on such welfrire facilities at Gov- 
ernment expensc duc to financial stringencies. 

For welfare purposes, is i t  in order for the P.S.I. to entcr 
into agreements with private individual<. If so, do you 
consider that the agreements entered into with Mr. Gupta are 
of the same nature? 6 

Y 

Ycs, P.S.I. i s  permitted to entcr into contracts with privatc 
parties for running of welfare ventures for the benefit of station 
personnel. I regard the agrcementr with Mr. P. P. Gupta one 
such venture, which was run for and on behalf of thc P.S.T. 

Flt. Lt. G. Joseph (6952) Adm. of No. 43 W.E.U. st.~tcs: 
"I was on the posted strength of No. 28 Wing. A.F. from May 
66 to Dec. 69. Till May. 67 when I took over as Stn. Adj. 
I was doing Code and Cypher duties. From Apr. to Jun. 60 
I officiated as 0.1 /c Admin. when Wg. Cdr. Krishnaswamy 
was away on leave. During this period. somctime in the first 
week of Jun. 69, exact date I do not remember, I accompanied 
the Stn. Cdr. Air Cdtc Ram (then Gp. Capt.) A.V.S.M. and 
Bar to  Command H.Q. for discussion with the S.O.A, in con- 
nection with running of a cinema at No. 28 Wing. During 
the discussion with S.O.A., Flt. Lt. Atri of Command H.0, was 
present, besides Air Cdre Ram and myself, Air Cdre Ram 
had gone into the S.O.Ats office ahead of me and after about 
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5 minutes or so, I was called in the office. As far as I can 
recollect in mu presence, the S.O.A. A.Y.M. C.L. Mchta, 
A.V.S.M. told Air Cdre Ram in the interest of the welf~re of 
airmen of your station, you may enter into an agreement with 
"this chap" keeping in view that this chap is your P.S.I. em- 
ployee or words to that effect. Then I left the office. We 
went back to the Unit when Air Cdre Ram told me to keep 
this matter pending till Wg. Cdr. Krishnaswamp returned from 
leave. Grow-more-food and C.T.C. of Cinem:, contract 
'papers, forwarded to iH.0. W.A.C. vidr letler No. 28W/S. 
1361 /4/0rg, dated 8 Apr. 69. a cop'v of uhich I hereby 

~ x h  "W" produce, copy marked as Exh. "W" and attached to the pro- 

E&, "r;" 

Exh. W' 

Q. 9 

A. 9 

Q. 10 

A. I0 

ccedings, was brought back in original and placed as ~ . 7 7  in 
file No.  28W/S.l361/4/0rg. P.O.L. No. 65, dated 23 May, 
69 was received in my section on 30 May 69. I hereby pro- 
duce a copy of it. Copy is marked as Exh. "X" and attached 
to the proceedings. Tt pertained to functioning of a private 
cinema on defence land without payment of the ground lent .  
This P.O.L. was discussed between the Stn. Cdr.. L.A.O. and 
0. i/e Admin. and myself and the rc.ply was given to L.A.O. 
by mc vide letter No. 28W/2102/13/NPF. dated 12 Jan. 69. 
1 hcrebv produce a cd* of this letter. Copy is marked as 
Exh. "Y" and attached to the procecdinp. 

An return of W p .  Cdr. Krishnaswamv from leave. what 
briefing did you give Iiir-1 o n  the subject of cinema contract? 

I told the Wg. Cdr. anout the d~scussion that the Stn. Cdr. 
and I had had with the S.O.A. at Command H.Q. in the first 
week of Jun. 69 and that at this discussion S.O.A. had advised 
that P.S.I. may enter into an agreement with Shri Gupta keeping 
in view that he is a P.S.I. employee. 

Do you considcr if there is any discrcp:lncy between the 
abovc briefing you gave to Wg. Cdr. Krishnasw3my and the 
letter you wrote to L.A.O. (Exh. "Y") u?v:cin you stated 
"that the camp cinema is run by P.S.I. for th: benefit d a11 
pcrsonncl of this Wing and Lodger Units"? 7 

Thcre is no discrep:incy in the two as 1 r : y d e d  the run- 
ning of the camp cincma as a. P.S.1, venture. 

9th witrcls Air Cdre K. M. Ram ( 1  301 ) F.(P),  AYSM and Bar of 
H.Q. E.A.C., I . A . F .  states: "I was Stn. Cdrs of NO. 28 W~ng, 

1618 L S - 4  



A.F. from Feb. 67 to 13 Aug. 69. By 1968 the Station 
population had increased to about 4000 including families. 
There was no recreational facilities at the, station at that time. 
The neerest cinema hail was over 5 miles at Gaziabad. Thcrc 
was no regular service transport between the Air Force Station 
and Gaziabad. Personnel and their families had to  treck up 
to Mohan Nagar which is about half a mile away and f r o ~ n  
there take a chance in a bus (which wcre usually overcrowded) 
plying bctween Delhi and Gsziabad. There was persistent 
denland from all sections of the population of Air Force Station 
that a cinema be constructed on the s t d o n  itself. Whenever 
A.F. personnel travelled by buses either to  Gaziabad or  
towards Delhi for the purpose of recreation, they invariably 
found that their identity cards were stolen by a very organised 
g:lng of pickpockets most likely under the pay of forelgn 
agenls. Every lass of identity card waq normally inve+tigntr:i 
through the local civil police but the mznace continued uw 
abated. This aspect was of gent  worry and anxiety to me 
as Stn. Cdr. and it w ~ s  brought to my notice that if the rccrca- 
tional fa~llities on the station, like a cinema, arc con\tructed, 
this menace would be effectivclv checked. 1, thcrcforc, 
asked my 0. i ic .  Admin., Wg. Cdr. N. V. Krishnaswamy to 
investigate the possibility of running a cinema at thc Station. 
It was brought to my notice by him that Air H.Q. had stated 
that due to financial stringency, a clnema hall cculd not he 
sanctioned for the Station. I then askcd him to explorc 
other possibilities. Aft:r some trrnc, I was informcd that one 
Shri P. P. Guptn who was already running a Cinemii for somc 
Army Units at Meerut was the only reliable pcrson prcmarcd 
to undertake the running of a 35 m m .  cinema in the c:lSnp. 
I asked the 0. i/c. Admin. to ascertain from !he M.E.O.. 
Meerut Circle, under whose jurisdiction our SLtion fell. the 
rules reeardin; the use of dcfencc land for running a cinema 
as a welfare activity for servicc rtcrsonncl. Later, 1 also had 
a talk with Shri Mathur in mv nfficc on thc sanic i s w  and he 
had verbally assured me that their departrncnt had no objcc- 
tion to the use of anv defence land, within the camp area, 
for recreational purposes such as running a cincma for the 
service per~onnel. Therefore, we earmarked an m a  in the 
camp for open air cinema and asked Mr. Gupta to mabe ncccs- 
wry arrangements. While these arranpernents wcre p i n f i  on, 
on 21 Mar, 69, S.O.A., Air Vice Marshal C. L. Mehta 
A.V.S.M. along with a team of Staff Oficers inspected my 
station when this aspect of construction of the cinema was 
discussed. This record of d i scu~ion  was forwarded to H.01 



W,*,C. by me vide D.0. letter No. 28W/S.l361/4/0rg. 
dated 25 Mar. 69 (Exh. "J") and I was advised to take action 
vide letter No. WAC/2705/28/Wks, dated l&h Apr. 69 
(Exh. "L"), i.e. to forward the copy of the terms of contract 
to be entered with the individual to H.Q. W.A.C. for scrutiny. 
This had already been done vide letter No, 28W/S.l361/4/0rg. 
dated 8 A'Qr. 69 (Exh. "W"). Under this l e t t ~ . ~ ,  the contract 
for grow-more-food campaign was also included. During the 
visit of the S.O.A. no specific instructions wcre given to abondon 
the project. The Statics1 authorities gathered the impression 
that their project had the blessing of Command H.Q. and went 
ahead with the proposed arrangements. On 3 Jun. 69, as 
advised by the S.O.A., I along with my officiating 0. i/c. Admin. 
Flt. Lt. Jo'seph met the S.O.A. in his office to discuss the 
subject. During this meeting the S.O.A. advised m e  
that instead of entering into direct contract with the 
individual, we should make arrangements in such a way 
that they are shown as employees of the P.S.I. and P.S.I. c o u u  
enter into sc,parate agreement with the individuals as 'particu- 
larly in the case of cinema, P.S.I. was not capable of investing 
the larpe sum required for the p u p e .  He then handed over 
thc contract agreement along with the cov'ering letter in origi- 
nal for revision. O n  return of  Wg. Cdr. Krishnaswamy, 
0. i/c. Admin. from leavc, I app'raised him of the advice given 
by the S.O.A. and advised him to draft out fresh agreement 
for running the cincnia as well as thc grow-more-food campaign. 
Towards the middle of Jun. 69, Wg. Cdr. Krishnaswamy put 
LIP thc rcviscd agreement duly signed by him as P.S.I. and 
hy Shri Gupta. I ~ s k c d  him as to why the agreement was for 
s ~ c h  a long period of 10 ycars and he stated thct the P.S.I. 
was not in a position to invest so much money in the venture 
and Shri Gupta's investment ma!. k in the regon of a lakh 
of rupees. Since this venture was meant for the welfare of 
thc Stn. personnel. as well as provide stcad? income nf Rs. 5 0 0  
per n~onth to the P.S.I., T agreed to countersign the document. 
Soon after. I handed command of the station on posting to 
Air Cdrc H. Chitnis and briefed him on this subjzct. 
During May, 69, a preliminary observation was raised by the 
L.A.O. the functioning of the cinema on Govt. 
( ~ ~ h .  "x"). mis observation was discussed with me by the 
L.A.O. in presence of Flt. Lt. Joseph, officiating 0. i/c- *dmin- 
when it was cxplnincd to the L.A.0.  that cinema was running 
for the welfare of airmen as a P.S.1. venture. He agreed t o  
drop the obse,rvafion. A letter was also written to  L.A.0- 
1 ~ ~ h .  "yW) To the best of my knowledge, tho 



arrangements under which the P.S.I. was running the cinema 
were not pubject t o  scrutiny of Audit authorities smce it was 
a matter purely concerning N.P.Fs. During my tenure as a 
Stn. Cdr. of No. 28 Wing or even earlier, I had not been made 
aware of the existence of Air H.Q. letter No, Air H.Q./20727/ 
8/0rg. dated 15 June 66 (Exh. "A"). Alongwith No. 28 
Wing was established on 1 Apr. 65, it had very little time to 
settle down as Pakistan hostilities of 1965 soon intervened and 
my impression on  taking ovcr the station was that it was still 
in the process of settling down with very few wclfare activities 
available on the station. 1 regarded the running of the cinema 
purely as a P.S.I. venture and accordingly. the asreement was 
signed by the 0, i/c. Admin. as President Scrvicc Institute.. 
This agreement was of internal naturc between the P.S.I. and 
an individual not, subject to Government audit, safeguarding 
the interest of both the parties. 

20th Witness Squadron Leader Satchidananda Nayak ( 5 5 2 5 )  Accts. of 
No. 28 Wing. A. F. states:- 

I am posted as the Senior Accounts Officer of No. 28  
Wing A.F. w.e.f. 1 Apr . 71 . From records of Audit 
objections for the pcriod 1 Jan. to 31 Mar. 69, I find that no 
objection has been raised by the L.A.O. on Cinema Account 
in his final audit report. It would mean that P.O.L. No. 65 
dated 23 May, 69 (Exh. "X") has been settled/droppcd by the 
L.A.O. However, from the files I find that there is an obscrva- 
tion on the Station Cinema during the audit of quarter 
10-1 2/69. I reproduce the observati* bc1ow:- 

"Ohs. XV PI.  XI!.-It has been observed from various 
S.R.Os that a cinema is functioning in the Wing 

- area. It is requested that the following information 
may kindly bc furnished. 

1. Date from which the cinema is functioning. 

2. Authority for the opening of the cinema. 

3. Whether the cinema is running by the Wing Authorities 
o r  by a Contractor. 

4. If running by a contractor, a copy of the agreement exe- 
cuted may be furnished". 



2. A statement of case for this observation has been for- 
warded to H.Q. W.A.C. vide 28th Wing A.F. letter No. 28W/ 

1108/1/EAS/Pt. V dated 10th December, 1970. This objec- 
tion is still outstanding. 

FINDINGS OF THE COURT OF INQUIRY 

Air Force Station, Hindon was formed on 1 April, 1965. By 1968, 
its population had increased to approximately 4,000 personnel of all cate- 

. p r i e s  including families. The Station then had grossly inadequate 
welfare facilities especially as it was a new Station. The Station is 
situated rather out of the way, approximately 5 miles from Gaziabad, 
the nearest town where recreational facilities like cinema are available. 
The nearest bus point is about half a mile away from the domestic camp 
and the buses were usually ovcrcrowded and irregular in service. A great 
and urgent need for welfare facilities like a cinema was then felt. 
especially, as the incidence of loss of identity cards while going in the 
civil buses for this purpose to Gaziabad had attained alarming pro- 
portions in which the hand of foreign agents was suspected. Finding 
that this facility cannot be made available through public funds, the 
station authorities decided to run a cinema nr: a P.S.I. venture for t)?e 
bona fide use of service personnel and their families. Being a freshly 
raised station, the P.S.I. could not afford to run it all from their resources. 
They. hence explorcd the possibility of takine the help of an experienced 
individual who could set up this venture from his own resources and nm 
it for and on behalf of the P S I .  In order to suitably compcnsatc the 
individual for his investment, an agreement on behalf of the P.S.I. was 
entered into with Shri P. P. Gupta on 16 July. 1969 which at the same 
time protected the interest of P.S.I. By this ageement. Shri P. P. Gupta 
was authorised to run this venture for 10 y:arc under the control of P.9.T. 
and to givc a rebate of Rs. 5 0 0  per month t o  the P.S.I. This venture 
was initially stated in 1968 as an Open Air Cintma with temporary 
$tructures. but as that area is subject to s c w e  winter and heavy rains, :,It 
was agreed by Shri P. P. Gupta t o  convcit i t  into a semi-permanent 
structure along with the usual anciliiaries at his cost. 

Before this S.P.I. agreement with Shri Guyt:) wils finallv drawn on I6 
July. 1969. the Station verballv consulted the then M E O if thtir proposal 
was in order and followed it  up with n Ietkr tc him (Exh. 'V'). In 
verbal discussion the M . E . 0 ,  seemed to bc sntisfied with the arrangements 
and raised no objection. Howcver. as no r,-ply to Exh. 'V' is available 
in the files, confirmation by the M.E.0,  to this proposal cannot be firmly 
established. Incidentally, as Shri P. P. Gupta n7ns already runnine a 
cinema at one of the Army l h i t s  and wsl; reputed tc  be a reliable pemov. 
i t  convinced the Station authorities th3! th? pronosed ageement would 
be in order. Latcr, on 21 March, 1969 this point appears to have been 



discussed with the then S.O.A. and his staff on their visit to the Station. 
According a record of discussion was sent to Command H.Q. (Exh. 'J'). 
Later, a discussion was held again on the subject in the S.O.A's. office at 
H.Q. W.A.C. at which as recarded in Note of Action (Exh. 'C'), the 
Station Commander and the omciating 0. i!c Admjn. were advised 
that it was in order for the P.S.I. to run a cinema on their own. In 
March, 1969, L.A.O. had raised an observation (Exh. 'X') with regard 
to payment of ground rent, thinking that a private cinema was being nln 
by a private person on Government land. In rcply (Exh. 'Y') the Station 
stated that the cinema was being run by thc P S I .  for the benefit of service 
personnel. The L.AO. was satisfied with this rcply as the observation 
was not included in the final objection statement. 

3. In view of the foregoing it appears quite reasonable that the Stn. 
authorities felt that their action to allow : I  scmi permanent structure for 
running of a ~ i n e m a  as a P.S.T. venture with the help of a private indivi- 
dual was in order and they went ahcad ~ i t h  an ;i_rrecrrient with Sliri 
P. P. Gupta in the belief that thcy were not contravening the regulations 
on the subject. In drawing this agrcencnt thcy nc rc  firmly of the imprcs- 
sion that the agreement was of ijn internal nature in line with agree- 
ments that are made between P.S.I. and its c ~ n p l o ! ~ c ~  for running of a 
similar venture like grow-more-food and dairy f a rm  etc. and that they 
were adequately protecting the interests of the P.S.I. by stipulating a rebate 
of Rs. 500 p.m. to the P.S.I. 

4. However. it is noted that Air H.Q. Idtt'r KO. Air I-IQ/20727/S/ 
Org. (Exh. 'A') which prohibits such ;I wnturc ,ecnn tv have csc3p:d 
notice at all levels. The reason for thiq ~wrs i$ t  was perhaps thnt this 
Air H.Q. letier was issued soon after tb: ~ii:'cts (if 1965 Pakista~l hosti- 
lities had had time to settle down to nolm :I ;:drn:i1ktr3tivc routine. T h i q  
letter. it may be mentioned was not repcnt,d sincc then. This conclusion 
is perhaps borne out by the fact that Air H.Q. issued another letter, more 
detailed and comprehensive, on 23 No\,.. 1970 t Air H0/20727/8/0rg.  
dated 23 Nov., 1970) stating in the opening p;tragraph that stations 
in general did not appear to be clear on t6: whject. Though the adminis- 
tration c,annot completely absorve themcelvcs of their responsibility of 
knowing policy letters, they over-looked this letter under the circurnstanccs 
mentioned above. Except this oversight they explored all othcr avenues 
mi l ab l e  to them to satisfy themselves of the correctness of their proposed 
action. U this omission is accepted as,rcasonable, the subsequent action 
taken by the Station would be dezmed as prudent and in order. It 
would rather speak highly of the initiative, imagination and drive of the 
Station authorities concerned to have bee,n able ta arrange such a major 
welfare facity in so short a time. 



5. In order to provide reasonable safety to Shri P. P. Gupta for his 
financial investment of this magnitude to help a wclfare venture, the 10 
year period of agreement seems quite reasonable. It may be repeated 
th,at the Station authorities regarded their agreement as internal mat?er 
between Shri P. P. Gupta and thc.P.S.1. It was concluded only to om!ect 
the justified interest of both the partiex The economics of the scheme 
as it appear@ to the Station authorities, was that in 10  years the P.S.T. 
would have gained a sum chf Rs. 60.000 with which they wouId be ah!e 
to buy of the total assets of the cinema at the end of that period. T h e  
Court has not been able to find out any orders or instructions which 
prohibit P.S.I. agreement to spread over a numbcr of years. 

6. Payment of ground rent and allied charges for P.S.I. ventures for 
b o n ~  fib usc of service personnel is in doubt. especially in view of L.A.O's 
apparent acceptance of unit's reply vide Exh. 'Y' in reply to his P.O.L. 
Exh. 'X'. However. if these charges bccome leviable, clause 17 of the 
agrxmcnt makes Shri P. P. Gupta responslbl-. for payment of electricity 
charges. Ground rent, if demanded may bc paid out from the P.S.I. 
rcbatc of Rs. 500 per month. 

7. Whilc the obscr\ation raiscd b) the L.A.O. in May. 1969 on fhe 
cllbjc,-t h:t: been settlcd/dropp:d. the objxtion rai5t.d for the qwrter 
10-12 0 3  i\ still oubtanding and i f  k i q g  a t  yrcsent progressed at Com- 
mand t1.Q. 

8. 12 \ k x  of thc circumstancci stat,-3 in di.?:~ij in para 1 to 6 the 
Court i.: unabk to nttxh specific hian; .  t :? an!. inili.bid:la!. T k  circ~~m- 
stance. iind;.r ~{h i ch  Air H.Q. letter (Ex11. ' .A')  esmnci l  notice have b-en 
(-.i:l;!iilcd ::hove in detail. Ths: :??.i.;u. tp hi. rc.~son:;bl:, iuctifying a 
Icnic::: v i w  of this omission. 711.- C ~ u r t  ;$ s.1tis5cd that th.: Station 
;:~th:~ri;i:s urulcrtnok this P.S.I. vcntcri. i n  th:ir ansicty and deep concern 
for the 1:lck of wclfn:~ fxilities at the '3tatiirn. Tt was done in p o d  faith 
I i thc ol~l!. rt?oti\-:. to h t l p  lili. \vclf~rt nnJ w)r:~lc of scrvire 
r l  If there Ius been any short-comin~, it has been entirely dye 
10  their enthusiasm to meet an urgent nsed of the Station. The Court i s  
fs~rth:r satisfled that this P.S.I. venture is cci>nn~nically sound and is 
~c.rviny R great need at the Station. 

Sd/- D. N. M.ANTKTALA Air Cdre. 
Presiding Officer. 

Sd/- R. N. DOGRA Wg. Cdr. 
Member 

Sd/- S. N. CHATURVEDI Sqn. Mr. 
Member. 



APPENDIX 'A' TO AIR HEADQUARTERS LETTER NO. AIR HQ/ 
20727/8/ORC; DATED IS JUNE, 1966 

QUESTIONNAIRE--AIR FORCE CINEMAS 

1. By which name is your cinema known? 

2. Is the Cinema running at present? 

3. If it is closed, state for what 'period? 

4. When was this cinema constructed and by whom? Is it on govern- 
ment leased land and if so, the period of lease may be indicated? 

5 .  Is the cinema building a temporary construction or a permanent one? 

6. Is the cincma built as a cinema or has a barrack/lecture hall been 
converted into a cinema? 

7. Is the cinema licensed by the civil authorities? 

8. Is the cinema building has b:en inspected by civil authoritics, have 
any defects been pointed out? If  so, kindly give full details together with 
the date of last inspection. 

9. What type of flooring is the auditorium-woodcn, or cement concrete 
ztc.? 

10. Is the auditorium flooring flat or sloped or with steps? Give 
details of actual slope or the exact dimensions of each step. 

11. Is your cinema the only cinema or are there any other cinemas in 
the station? If so, how many and at what distance arc these from the 
cinema? Are the other cinemas in bounds to service personnel? 

12. What is the strength of the station both civil and Air Force per- 
sonnel, state number of officers and other ranks and how many married 
families in the station? 

13. Is the cinema within e:isy reach of civilians and arc civilians being 
admitted to the cinema at prcsent? 



14. Are there any adpining village within easy reach of the Cinema 
if so, please give d e t a i l d i s t a n c e  from cinema and population of each 
village? 

15. Is the cinema run by a contractor, or under unit arrangement? If 
run under unit arrangement, do  you wish to hand it over to  CSD(1) to run 
it? 

16. If the cinema is run by a contractor, w k n  does his lease expire. 

17. What is the rent paid by the contractor for cinema building? 

18. What is the assased rent of the cinema building? 

19. What are the charges for supply electricity to cinema for general 
lighting and power? What is the average monthly bill for electricity paid 
by the contractor? Is the supply AC or DO 

20. What is the seating capacity of the cinema classwise and what are 
the admission rates charged for each class? 

21. How many shows are hcld daily and at what time? 

22. What type of films are shown generally-Hindi, English or provin- 
cial language? 

23. How many charges of 'programme do you have in a week? 

24. What type of seats are in use in the cinema and what is their condi- 
tion at present'? 

25. T o  whom do these seats belong--contractor or MES? 

26. What type of cinema equipment is being used by the contractor? 
If possible, kindly givc th.2 make of the projectors, sound system, arc lamps, 
rectifie.rs or motor generators and the present condition of the equipment. 
Is there one or two projectors in use? 

27. Does the State Government or local municipality or the cantonment 
board charge show tax for the cinema? If so, what is the exact amount 
charged pcr show? 

28. Is the Octroi Duty chnrged on import of films to the Station and 
what are the current rates? 

29. The following charts should also accompany the replies to this 
Questionnaire:- 

( a )  A detailcd line plan of the cincmn building with full details of 
dimensions of the hall, stage.. projectim room, rewinding and 
Motor room and also position of latrines, number of doors 
and their din~ensions (Width and height within the frame). 



(b) A sketch of the cantonment indicating locations of the cinema 
and other cinemas, if any, and the residential quarters of troops? 

EXHIBIT 'A' 
From:-Air Headquarters, New Delhi-1.1 

To:-As per standard List 'A' 

Date:-15th June, 1966. 

Ref. :-Air HQ/20727/8/0rg. 

TAKING OVER BY CSD (I) OF CINEMAS RUN BY CONTRACTORS 

The Governmnt have laid down the following policy regarding runn- 
ing of Air Force Cinemas:- 

( a )  No cinema is to be given to a private contractor under any 
circumstances. 

(b) On coniplctim/vac~tion of an Air Forcc cincmu buildin:. it 
will be offcred to CSD(1) for running thc same. 

(c)  In case for somc reasons the CSD(1) is unable to trtkc over 
the cinema, it  may he ri:n by the unit only after Cflvcrnmcnt 
sanction for the same has been obtained by this Hqrs. 

2. In view of the above, i t  is advixd thnt this He:tdquartcr< (DDOLE ) 
be inform.:d about tLle con~tru~tion,~v3c~ticln of a cincma buildin!: ahout 
6 months in advancc. On rcccipt of this information CSD( 1) nil: be 
approached to ninhc arranfcmmts for takinc over tlic cinema. Such 
intimation will h= nccnmpnnicd by a dctailcd strttemcnt a? per att:~ched 
performa. in triplic~tc. 

3.  The units may please note thnt no Regilncntal /PST propcrtp cnn he 
constructed on Ciovcrnmcnt land without Gn~wnment  sans iw. I f  ;!n\, 
unauthorised corctr!~ctionq have been put up. tRc n k c c s s n ~  action for 
fegularisation wi!l h a w  to hc taken. If the knsc is grantxi bv Govern- 
ment, one of the evential conditions would be th:~t n.:) Icak:.. liccnccs, con- 
tract, etc., shall bc by the lcnwc in fxvour of privatc party. 

4. The units. may, however, run their own open-air-cincma provided it 
doe5 not involve construction on Govemmcnt land. In  nnv case i f  any' 
constructim is required on the Government Imd prior ~ c r m i c ~ i o n / G o w n -  
ment sanction will have to be obtained as mentioned in the preceding para. 

Sdf -  (R. K .  CHART) CSO 11 
Air Vice Marshal, 

Air Officer i/c. Administration. 
Capy to:- 
Dte. of Air Force Works. 



EXHIBIT 'B' 
From:-H.Q. Western Air Command, IAF. 

To:-All Units undcr W.A.C., I.A.F. 

Copy to:-Air Headquarters, New Delhi (Dte, of org). 

Date:-24th June, 1966. 

Ref. :-WAC/2654/1 IORG. 

TAKING OVER BY CSD(1) OF CINEMAS RUN BY CONTRACTORS 

Enclosed please find a copy of Air Headquarters letter No. Air HQ/ 
20727/8/ORG., dated 15th June, 1966 for your information and necessary 
action. 

2. Six month$ prior to the cxpectcd date of construction of a new 
Cincma Building or vacation of a Cinema Building by the Contractor run- 
ning of a cinema at your Wiog/Unit, the proforma given at Appendix 'A' 
to Air Headquarter, letter undcr rcferencc be completed and submitted to 
this Headquarters to enable Air Headquarters to make arrangements for 
the CSD(1) to take over the cincni:~ or obtain Govcmment sanction for 
unit run cincma as applicable. In the case of unit run cinemss the pm- 
forma mny hc completed and submitted immediately if it is proposed by 
your \Ving/llnit to hand oIrcr to CSD( I ) to run it. 

3. All U'ings,/L'nits hovinr contr.icr:ir run cinern~s arc to enwrs that 
no fresh contract i. cntercd isto C:I ctvnplction of thc presmt tenurc of 
contract. 

4.  Thc following infnrn~ntion with rcprd  to cin:rn:i run at U'inp/L:i\its 
be Suhmitt~d to thi5 I-Icndq:i:~rti.rs l.~tc.;t by 15th July. 1966. 

( a )  1s the cinema run hy CSD( I I ?  

(h) I z  thc cinema run by private contractor. i f  so. what is the date 
of espiry of thc prcscnt contract? 

(c) Is the cincma run under unit arrangement? If so. the authority 
for thc snme? 

Sd.1 

(S. G. BORKAR) Flt. Lt. 
Wing Commander 

Senior Ofticer Administration, 

H.Q. Western Air Command. I N .  



EXHIBIT 'C 
From:-No. 28 Wing, Air Force 

To:-Headquarters Western Air Command, I.A.F. 

. Date:-12th July, 1966 

PROVlSION OF CINEMA AT HINDAN 

Reference is made to your letter No. WAC/2654/1/0rg., dated 24th 
h n e ,  1966. 

2. There is no Cinema building at present on this Station. In this 
~cmnection your attention is invited to this Wing's letter of even number 
.dated 17th March, 1966 and your Headquarters letter No. WAC/S.2778/ 
'Wks. dated 25th April, 1966, 

3. Further please confirm if a private contractor can be permitted to run 
the Cinema over here purely on temporary basis. The condition of the 
contract will be such that his services can be terminated at any time 
without assigning any rcason. If this is not acceptable, it is requested 
that 16  M.M. p'rojector along with the scrcen may please bc made avail- 
able to this Station. 

4. Please expedite action. 

Sd.1- 
(P. P. D U l T A )  Sqn. Ldr. 
Group Captain, Commanding 

,No. 28 Wing, Air Force. 
EXHIBIT 'D' 

From:-Headquarters Western Air Command, IAF. 

To:-No. 28 Wing, Air Forcc. 

Date:-2nd August, 1966. 

Ref. :-WAC/2654/1/ORG. 

PROVJSlON OF ClNEMA AT HINDAN 

Reference your letter No. 28W/2003/26/Wks, datcd 12th July, 1966. 

2. Please refer to Air Hcadquartcrs letter No. Air H0/20727/8/OHG 
dated 15th June, 1966 para l ( a )  wherein the Government's dccision not 
tn give cinemas to private Contractors under any circumstances has hcm 
communicated. ~ e & c  your request to nln a cinema by a private Con- 
tractor on purclr temporary basis cannot bc egrecd to. 



3. You may submit an application for a grantlloan .from I.A.F. 
Central Welfare Fund for the purpose of purchasing the projector and-  
screen. This appliuation may be sent to  this Headquarters (P.4). 

Mu/- 
( S .  G. BORKAR), Flt. Lt. 
Group Captain, 
Senior Officer Administration 
H.Q. Western Air Command, I.A. 

Copy to: P.4 

INTERNAL. 
COPY to: P. 4 

EXHIBIT 'E" 

COPY 

NOTE-1 
Reference Encl. I. I 

2. During the S.O.A's visit to No. 28 Wing A.F. on 21st March, 1969. 
He had discussed "Grow more food and cam'p cinema contract" with the 
Station Commander. The Wing was asked to submit a copy of the agree- 
ment undertaken with the cantractor to this H.O. to ensure that there are- 
no legal complications involved at a later stage. 

3. C.J.A. is requested to kindly go through the contract and give 
expen opinion on the subject &fore it is submitted to the S.O.A. 

Sd./- 
Flt. Lt. 
Org. 1V 
23 Apr. 69. 
(B. K. ATRI), 
EXTN. 498. 

. . C.J.A. 

... 
EXHIBIT 'F 

REMARKS ON N O T E 4  

Grow more food and cinema contract p:ipers returned to Flt Lt. G. 
Joseph S. Ad. 0. No. 28 Wing. A.F. 

Sd./- 

I Flt. Lt. 
(B, K.  ATRI). 

3 Jun. 1969 



EXHIBIT '0' 

NOTE OF ACTION 

During the discussion with Group Captain K. H. Nam, (Stn. Comman- 
der No. 25 Wing) and Fit. Lt. Joseph Asstt. 0 i/c Amin., No. 28 Wing S. 
O . A .  a ruling that no unit under this Command will entcr into a contract 
with any private party for cinema. However, the P.S.I. can run a cinema 
without any contract. 

Flt. Lt. 
O r g  1V 
3 Jun. 69. 
(H. K. ATRI),  
EXTN: 498 

EXHIBIT 'H' 
APPENDIX 'D' T O  WAC~2654( IX~ORG,  DATED 4 Aug. 7 3  

Mcmorandurn of Agrccment made on 3rd day of OCTOBER, 1968 
between the STATION COMMAKDER, INDIAN AIR FORCE STA- 
TION, hereinafter called the 'SAID OFFICER' of the one part and Shri 
PREM PRAKASH CiLPTA. 107/C CARIAPPA STREET, MEEKUT 
CANTT, hcreinatter called thc 'CONTRACTOR' \\hich e x p r c s h  shall 
include his hcirs of the other part. U'hereas the Contractor has agreed to 
run the CINEMA at AIR FORCE STATION, for a period of thrcc ycan  
commencing from 15th OCTOBER, 1968 on the tcrms and conditions 
specified in the following clauses:- 

1. Contractor undertakes to give onc cincma show daily cxccpt on 
Friday and special morning and matincc shows on Sundays and gazctted 
holidays with the prior approval of the Said Officer nlay cancel film show 
.on any day if there is any othcr function to be held at thc Station. 

2. The contractor will show the films as per the following programme: 



3. The Contractor agrees to screen all such regional language films for 
which tht:re is demand from morc than 75 service personnel. The 
monthly screening programme is to be arranged in ~ u c h  a manner that all 
regional films are covered evenly. 

4. The contractor agrees to submit cincma progr;rmme at least one in 
advancc to the Said Officer. The Said Officer may not permit any parti- 
cular picture to be screened at the Cinema. 

5. Thc Contractor agrees to show one ncwsreel/documentary in each 
show and change the samc every week. 

6. The projector, cinema screen and any othcr equipment that may be 
required to show the films will bc provided and installed by the Contractor. 

7. The Contractor agrees to show such Military training films as may 
be provided to the Contrrlctor by the Said Officer free of charge on the 
days and timings fixed by the Said Olficcr. 

Sd/- C'onrractor 

Sd/- 
(K. M. RAM), 

Group Captain Commanding Officer, 
No. 18 \\'ing, Air Force. 

.<) .L.irm:n iiiid I ~ , i n ~ i l i c >  Iii. o 5s per h a r : .  
C;iiiijl.:., u i i t : s r  t ycar l:r?: he sratcd on 
C!l~l.!rc~~, 6-IJ ycct., q , ,  > . - r, - '. . . 4 . t .  <:urric:. 

10. The Contrator is to issue scriolly numbcrcd tickets to persons 
attcntilng the cinenu shows and arrange for all such tickets to he torn into 
half as the ticket holder cntcrs in cinema lo prevent tickets being used 



again. One half ticket is to be given to the purchaser and the other half 
retained by the gate keeper. The Contractor undertakes not to permit any 
malpractice in the sale of tickets. The Contractor will not give any com- 
plimentary passes except with the prior permission of the Said Officer. 

11. The Said Officer reserves the right to give contract in respect of 
Cycle staad/tea shop or restaurant etc. at the cinema. 

12. The contractor agrees to abide by the provision of India Cinernato- 
graph Act of 1918 as amended from time to time and civil rules pertain- 
ing to screening of the films. He is also to satisfy all the cond;tions imposed 
by the Government for screening the films under the aforesaid Act. In 
case the Contractor is found guilty of violating any of the Civil rulcs relat- 
ing to the screening of films or operation of cinema, hc undertahcs the 
responsibility of settling th: dispute with the concerned authorities at his 
own expense. No responsibility will dcvolvc on thc Said Oflicer for failurc 
to comply any of these rules, for screening of films. 

13. The contractor agrees to undertake reasonable fire fighting prccau- 
tions in the projcctor room. Hc is also to ensure that a man traincd in 
the use of fire fighting cquipmcnt is on duty on thc projector room during 
the projcction of the films. 

14. The Contractor agrees to pay all electric chargcs for thc electric 
energy used for showing the films, light on the dates and ratcs fixed by the 
Electric Supply Co. 

15. Thc contractor and his employees will bc at all times in possession 
of valid Security Passcs to bc issued by the Said Officer. Initial applica- 
tion for such passes will bc submitted by thc Contractor immediately a 
new man is employed by him and submit all passc for subsequent rcncwals 
five days before such renewak arc due. 

16. In the event of loss/damage to thc Contractor's machincry and 
equipment on account of fire or bad weather or any othcr account, the 
Said Officer shall have no liabilily whatever to compensate the Contractor 
for the loss sustained. 

17. The Contractor will pay a rebate of Rs. HOO/- (Rupees eight 
hundrcd) per month to Air Force Station. This payment shaU be mado 
by 5th of every month. This rebate can be revised (incrcased/decreased) 
during the currency of the contract by mutual agreement of both the panics. 

Ih. The Cmtractor will deposit a sum of Rs. 10001- CRupecs one 
tboulrad) in cash which amount will be liable for forfrf:iturc in part or ia 



full if in the opinion of the Said Officer, the Contractor infringes any of 
the conditions laid in this agreement. 

19. On termination of the contract for any reason other than the breach 
of this agreement, the amount of security deposit shall be refunded by the 
Said Officer provided there is no claim due from the Contractor. 

20. All money or compensation payable by the Contractor to the Said 
Officer under the terms of the contract may be recovered from or realised 
by the sale of sufficient part of Contractor's Security Deposit. 

21. The Contractor will ensure that Cinema susroundings are kept neat 
and clean. The contractor will also make arrangements for temporary 
urinals at the cinema. 

22. The contractor will after six months from the commencement of 
contract. indicate to  the Said Officer as to when and on what terms he will 
take up the construction of pucca cinema hall. 

23. Either party may terminate this contract by giving 90 days notice 
in writing to the other party. 

24. The Said Officer may terminate the contract by notice to the Con- 
tractor as per clause 23 above. without getting himself bound legally, if: 

(a) The contractor assigns or sublets the contract without the 
written approval of the Said Officer. 

(b) The Services of the Contractor are not found satisfactory. 

25. The Said Officer may terminate this contract without any notice 
and getting himself bound legally if the Contractor is found guilty of fraud 
in respc t  of the contract, or  the Contractor directly or indirectly gives 
promisc or bribe, gift or loan to any officer or subordinate. 

26. In case it is required. the Contractor agrees to pay rent for the 
land piovided to him by the Said Officer for running the Cinema. 

27. In the evcnt of termination of the Contract for any reasons, the 
Contractor will be entitled to remove all his belongings alongwith any 
structures raise o r  made by him for running the Cinema. 

t t 

28. The Said Officer may a u t h o r h  such officer as he may ukhl to 
operate the contract on his behalf and the Contractor will accept to aperate 
the contract as if they were issued by the Said Officet. 
1518 I S - 5  

- v ,  



29. In case of any dispute or difference arising out of this Contract 
t settlement of which is not herein before provided for, the dccision of the 

Said Officer shall be final and binding. 

Signature of the Contractor. 

w - 
(K, M. RAM), 

Gp. Capt. 
Station Commander. 

STATION: AIR FORCE 
DATE: 3rd October, 1968. 

1. Omprakash, 
107/C, Cariappa Str. 
M e a t  Cantt. 

2. S. K. Agarwda, 
15-Dl, Ghaziabad, 
Dayanand Nagar. 

Witness:-1 . Sd/- (K. U. KRISHNASWAMY) 
Sqn. Ldr. 

2. Sd/- (G. JOSEPH), . 
Flt. Lt. 

Exh. HI. 

Memorandum of Agreement made on fifteenth day of March, 1969 
between the STATION COMMANDER, INDIAN AIR FORCE 
STATION, (hereinafter called the 'SAID OFFICER' of the one part and 
Shri PREM PRAKASH GUPTA resident of 107K Cariappa Street, Meerut 
Caatt hereinafter called the "CONTRACTOR" which expression Shall 
include his heirs, of the other part. Whereas the contractor has agreed 
to run a Cinema in Air Force Station on terms and conditions specified 
in  the following clauses. 

I .  The contractor may erect a temporary semi-permanent cinema 
building with necessary ancilliaries at his own cost at the place approved 
by t b ~  Said OBicer. The contractor agrees to pay, if required by the 
Government, rent for the land provided for erecting the cinema as lw 
dawn under the rules. 

2. The contractor will install his own 35 MM Cinema projectors. and 
dI dher equipment required for running the cinema. 

3. The contractor may show two cinema shows daily on working days 
and three shows on Sundays and other holidays. 



4. 'Ibe contractor agrees to screen Hindi, English and all regional 
language films for which there is demand from more than 75 service 
personnel. The monthly screening programme is to be arranged in such 
a manner that all regional films are covered evenly. 

5. The contractor agree to submit cinema programme atleast one week 
in advance to the Said Otficer. The Said Officer may cancel film shows 
on any day if there is any other function in the station on that day and 
the said officer may not permit any particular picture to be screened in 
the Cinema. 

6. The contractor agrees to show one newsreel/documentary film in 
each show and change the same every week. 

7. The contractor agrees to show such Military training films as may 
be provided to the Contractor by the Said Officer free of charge on the 
dates and timings fixed by the Said Oflicer, and make available the hall for 
any function in the station. 

8. The rates of admission 

(a) C1-ss I 
I 

Ihl  Class I1 

will be as follows: 

R\ 110 P:r S: r 

Rs - '75 per S u r  

Rs -150 p5r S 3 x  

The Contractor will issue serially numbered tickets to persons attending 
the cinema shows and arrange for all such tickets to be torn into half as 
the ticket holder enters in cinema to prevent tick,:ts being used again. 
One half ticket is to  be given to purchaser and the other half retained by 
the gate keeper. The Contractor undertakes not to permit any malpractice 
in the sale of tickets. The Contractor will not give any complimentary pass 
exccpt with the prior permission of the Said Officer. 

9. Thc Contractor agrccs to abide by provisions of Indian Cinema- 
tograph Act of 1918 as amended ifrom time to time and civil rules pertain- 
ing to the screening of films. He is also to satisfy all the conditiom 
imposed by the Government for screening films under the aforesaid Act. 
I n  case the Cantractor is found guilty of violating any of the Civil rules 
relating to screening of films ar operation of cinema, he undertakes the 
responsibility of settling the dispute with the concerned authorities a t  his 
own expense. No responsibilty will devolve on the Said Officer for failure 
t o  comply any of these rules for screening of films. 

10. The contractor agrees to undertake reasonable fire-fi@tinp precau- 
t ims in CK projector rmm. He is also to ensure that a man trained in 



the use of fire fighting equipment is .on duty in the Projector room during 
the projection of the films. 

11. Contractor agrees to pay all electric charges for electricity 
used for light and showing the fdms on the dates and rates fixed by the 
Electricity supply Company (Either CPWD or MES). 

12. The contractor may operate a cycle stand, restaurant and any 
other stall required at the cinema. 

13. The contractor and his employees will be at all times in possession 
of valid sec&ity passes to be issued by thc Said Office Initial application 
for such passes will be submitted by the Contractor immediately a new 
man is employed by him and submit all passes for subsequent renewal five 
days before such renewals are due. 

14. In the event af loss/damage to the Contractor's property on a/c 
of fire or bad weather, the Said Officer shall have no liability whatever to 
compensate the Contractor for the loss sustained. 

15. The Contractor will pay a rebate of Rs. 500 (Rupees five 
hundred only) per month to Air Forcc Station. This rebate shali be paid 
by 5th of every month. 

16. The Contractor will deposit a sum of Rs. 1000 (.Rupees on.: 
thousand only) in cash with the Said Officer as Security Deposit. This 
amount will be liable for forfeiture in part or in full if in the opinion of 
the Said Officer, the Contractor infringes any of the conditions laid down 
in this agreement. 

17. On termination of the contract the amount of security deposit shall 
be refunded to the Contractor by thc Said OfEcer provided there is no 
claim due from the Contractor. 

18. Any money or compensation payable by the Contractor to the 
Said Officer undu the terms of this contract may bc rccovercd or rcalised 
from the Contractor's Security Deposit. 

19. The Contractor will erect the cincma as mentioned in clause 1 of 
this agrement by the end of May 1969. 'Thc Contractor will ensure that 
cinema surroundings are kept neat and clean. The contractor will also 
make arrangements for urinals at the cinema. 

20. This coatract will be for a period of FIVE years commencing from 
First day of APRIL 1969 and will be extendable for further periods by 
mutual agreement of both the parties. 



21. The agreement made on the third day of October 1968 between 
the Said Officer and the Contractor will remain in force upto 31st March 
1969 and will become inoperative w.e.f. 1st April 1969 and treated as 
cancelled from 1-4-69. This agreement will thereafter become in force 
from 1st April 1969 as mentioned in clause 20 above. 

22. After the expiry of the contract, the Contractor will be entitled 
to remove all his belongings alongwith structures/buildings erected by 
him, cinema machinery and all other equipment, furniture, electric and al l  
other fittings. 

23. The Said Officer may authorise such officers 'as he may wish t o  
operate the contract on his behalf and the Contractor will accept to 
operate the contract as if they were issued by the Said Officer. 

24. In case of any dispute or differe~ce arising out of this contract 
settlement of which is nwt hereinbefore providl:d for, the decision of the 
Said Officer shall be final and binding. 

25. PROVIDED ALWAYS and it is hereby agreed that wherever such 
an intcrprctation would be requisite to give the fullest possible scope a d  
effect to any contract or convenant herein contained, the expressions. the 
'SAID OFFICER' and the 'CONTRACTOR' herein M o r e  used include 
their respective heirs and successors. 

26. In witness whereof the parties hereto have signed this deed on 
this 15th March 1969 in the presence of the witness whose signatures are 
also taken below. 

&I./- 

(PR.EM PRAKASH GUPTA) 

STATION-Air FORCE 

DATE: 15th March 1969 

Witness 

Gp. Capt. 
STATION CObfhfAmLR 



From: Croup Caplain K. M. Ram, A.V.S.M. Station Commander 
' , 

28 WIS. l361/4/Org 
25 March, 1969 

1 am forwarding herewith a draft copy of the record of discussions we 
had duriig your visit to this Wing on Zlst March, 1969. 
; If you approve these could be distributed to all action addressees fa 
the necesgary f o h w  Up action. 

I will be gratdul for any early reply to this 1ette.r. * '. Sd./ * 
Air Vice Marshal C. L. Mehta, A.V.S.M. 
Senior Officer i/c Administration, 
H.Q. Western Air Command, IAF. 

New Delhi-I0 I 

Encl: As stated. 

Exh 'K' . - 8  

Ref: 28Wjl361/4/ORG 
RECORD OF DISCUSSIONS WITH THE S.O.A. HEADQUARTERS 
WESTERN AIR COMMAND DURING HIS VISIT TO THE WING ON 

21ST MARCH, 1969 - -- -- - 
SI. No. Subject Action by 

I .  The ifoilowing points were discussed with the S.O.A. Headquarters 
Western Air Command, IAF during his visit to this Wing on 21st March, 
1969:- 

* * * 1 

VI I .  Construcfion of Semi-Permunenf Cinema holm in C m p  atea by ihc 
Confractor 

12. Since a cinema house has not been sanctioned for this Statioa a 
contract has been entered with an individual to run a 35 mm. Cinema in 
a semi-permanent building which he will c o ~ ~ ~ t r u c l  at his cost. A copy of 
the terms and of the contract will be fofwarded to Headquarters Westm 
Air Command for scrutiny. . . 

I * $ * k 



From: Wg. Cdr. T. T. Visuvasam 
WAC/2705/28/WICS 
HQ Western Air Command 
I.A.F. Subroto Park, 
NEW DELHI-10 
loth April 1969. 

My dear Group Captain, 

Please refer to your D.O. letter No. 28W/S.l361/4/ORG dated 25th 
March, 1969 to Air Vice Marshal C. L. Mehta, Senior Officer Adminis- 
tration of this Headquarters. 

2. Draft copy of the record of discussion held during S.O.AYs visit to 
your Wing on 21st March, 1969 is approved by him. The points covered 
in the discussion may be sent to the action addressees conamed. I am 
enclosing a copy of the approved draft. 

With best wishes. 
Sincerely yours, 

Sd./-• * 
Group Captain K. M. Ram, A.V.S.M., 
Station Commander 
No. 28 Wing, A u  Force. 
Excract of record of discussions with the S.O.A. Headquarters Western 

Air Command during his visit to this Wing on 21st March, 1969. 

VII. Constructi~rt of semi-permanent cinema house in camp mea by the 
contractor. 

12. Since a cinema house has not be sanctioned for this Station, a 
contract has been entered with an individual to run a 35 mrn. cinema in a 
semi-permanent building which he will construct at hk cost. A of the 
terms of the contract will be forwarded to Headquarters Western ASn 
Command for scrutiny. 

- Memorandum of Agreement made on the 16th day of Jdy :I969 
-Hem tbc PRESIDW SERVICE INSTITUTE, AIR FORCE 

mATlON, berein-after called the 'FIRST PARTY' which expression &all 



include his successors in ofiice and assigns of the one part and Shri PREM 
PRAKASH GUPTA resident of 107/C Carriappa Street, Meerut Cantt. 
bereinafter called the 'SECOND PARTY' which expression shall include 
his successors, heirs and assigns of the e r  part. WHEREAS-the FIRST 
PARTY HAS 4GREED to employ the SECOND PARTY to run the AIR 
FORCE CINEMk in AIR FORCE STATION for a period of ten years 
commencing from the date of this agreement on the terms and conditions 
laid down in the following clauses:- 

1. The SECOND PARTY shall convert the present semi permanent 
cinema erected by him into a permanent cinema hall with necessary 
ancillaries at his own cost. This will be competed by the end of August, 
1969. 

2. The SECOND PARTY shall instal his own cinema machine~y and 
otber equipment and provide his own furniture and other fittings in the 
cinema 

1. The SECOND PARTY shall be entitled to screen films in any 
languages, Hindi, English, Tamil, Malayalarn, Telegu, Punjabi, Bengali or 
any other language as desired by him. 

4. The SECOND PARTY shall be entitied to give two cinema 
shms daily on all working days and three or more shows on all Sundays 
and other holidays. 

5 .  The SECOND PARTY shall be entitled to charge th; following 
admission rates : 

SPECIAL CLASS Rs 2 . 0 0  per scat 

RESERVE CLASS R s l . 0 0  " 

FIRST CL4SS 
SECOND CLASS 

6. The SECOND PARTY shall issue serially numbered tickets to 
persons attending the cinema showe and arrange for all such tickets to be 
tarn into half as the ticket bolder eaters the cinema, one half ticket to be 

to purchaser and the other half retaiacd by the gatekeeper. The 
SECX)ND PARTY will not be liable to give any complimentary pasm. 

7. The SECOND PARTY shall be entitled to operate a cycle stand, 
restaurant, cold drinks, coffee awl refreshment centre and any other stan 
raqaired at thc cinema. 



with the regular shows or at other timings which may not effect the daily 
rehlar shows. 

9. Tbe SECOND PARTY shall deposit a sum of Rs. 1000/- (Rupees 
one thousand) with the FIRST PARTY as Security Deposit which shaH 
be refunded by the FIRST PARTY on expiry of the agreement. 

10. The FIRST PARTY shall issue security passes to the SECOND 
PARTY and all other persons working under him to enable him and his 
staff to edter the Air Force Station area as and when required by him and 
will also ensure that admission is allowed to the SECOND PARTY and 
his staff at al l  times inside the Air Force, Station to run the cinema and 
to reside in the cinema building. 

11. The FIRST PARTY shall ensure that no other cinema shows in 
70, 35 or 16 mm are given by any body inside or outside the Air Force 
Station commercially or non-commercially. The FIR= PARTY may 
Fowevw show only English films in 16 mm for Commissioned Officers 
only iniide the Officers Mess occassionally if desired. The SECOND 
PARTY only shall have the monopoly to screen films. 

12. The FIRST PARTY shall be responsible to settle all matters with 
the Air Force Authorities regarding cinema and ensure that the Air Force 
Cinema i s  run smoothly by the SECOND PARTY throughout the period 
of this agreement and his cinema building is looked after by him at all 
times. In the event of any dispute with the Air Force authorities resulting 
in termination of this agreement at any time before the expiry of the 
period of 10 years, for any reasons, the FIRST PARTY shall compensate 
the SECOND PARTY to the extent of the value of cinema building, 
machinery, furniture and all other fittings as prevailing at that time in tbe 
market and for other losses suffered. 

13. The SECOND PARTY can transfer the cinema building to the 
FIRST PARTY after the expiry of the period of this agreement on payment 
of due compensation to him by the F R S T  PARTY on account of the 
value of the building machinery, furniture and other effects as prevailing 
in the market at that time to the satisfaction of the SECOND PARTY 
and including the goodwill. In the event of no settlement of this amorrlt 
of compensation to be paid by the FIRST PARTY to the SECOND 
PARTY, the SECOND PARTY shaU be entitled to dispose off, sd, 
transfer or remove all the building, machinery, furniture and other effects 
belonging to h i  and the FIRST PARTY shall have no objaction to it. 

14. The SECOND PARTY can transfer the cinema U d h g  and 
&er dB& md dso the rights granted under this agreement at my ti- 



#uriog the currency of this agreement with the permission of the FIRST 
PARTY who will have no objection to such transfer. 

15. After the expjl of the period of 10 years of this agreement, the 
same may be extended for further period as mutually agreed. 

16. In consideration of the rights herein contained, the SECOND 
PARTY shall pay to the FIRST PARTY a sum of Rs. 500 (Rupees 
five hundred) per month. This amount will be paid by 5th of every 
month. The SECOND PARTY shall not pay any other charge. 

17. The SECOND PARTY agrees to defray any bill pertaining to 
consumption of electricity in the cinema if any claim is made by CPWD/ 
MES against the FIRST PARTY, otherwise the SECOND PARTY is not 
liable for payment of any electric charges. 

18. The SECOND PARTY will conform to the security regulations 
enforced in the Air Force Station from time to time. 

19. The Air Force Cinema will be for service personnel and their 
families. 

20. In case of any dispute between the aforesaid parties, the decision 
of the Officer Commanding, Air Force Station, will bc final. 

In witness whereof the parties hereto have signed this deed on this 
16th day of July 1969 in the presence of the witnesses whose signatu~a 
are also taken below. 

Sd./- ' V t r 7  r Sd./- ... . 
(PREM PRAKASH GUPTA) PRESIDENT SERVICE INSTITUTE 
Witnesses : - AIR FORCE STATION 
&I./- Witnesses: 
(Prahlad Batipa ) Sd./- 
Meemt City. (V.  K. SINGH) FG. OFFR. 
Sd.1- Asstt. O.I/C Admin 
(A. K. Goel) Air Force Station 
107, C Carriappa Street a,/- 
Mecnrt Cantt. (B. S. SINGHAL) FLT. LT, 

Station Adjutant -- No, 28 Wing Air Force. 

COUNTERSIGNED 
Sd./- 
(K. M. RAM) 
oralp Captain, Commrcadi~ 

Air Force Station, 



EXTRACT--BRIEF ON POINTS FOR DISCUSSIONS WITH S.O.A. 21-3-69 

Subject File Rfercnce Brief 
4. C )  lstruction of a 28W/2012/1lWk% t\ camp cinema has been o m i d  

semi p:.rnan%t through a civilian contractor who hu 
ci ?ems house agreed to put up  temporary suucture 

for the benefit c ~ f  the service paron- 
nel. Necessary contract has bcgn 
drawn up. The c ~ a r a n o r  will 
pay ground rent if required as well 
as electricity charged. 

Exh. '0' 

EXTRACT FROM BRIEF ON POINTS RAISED BY NO. 28 WING 
A.F. ON S.O.A's VISIT ON 21st March, 1969 

Remarks on the points pertaining to work services raised by No. 
28 W i g  are submitted itemwise in the following paragraphs. The points 
are placed at Encl. 24. 

Items N o .  Kernrlrks 

Nc 28 Wing hrs been advised by SOA 
to submit the wntract deed to HQrs. 
Westerr Air Command fa scrutiny by 
legal exp-ns and clearar ce. 

Sd 1-  
Fit. Lt 

(V. S. PAUL) W'-111 

Reference S.0.A.s visit to No. 28 Wing on 21st March, 1969. 

2. The points raised by No. 28 Wing are placed at Encl. 24 and 
rcmarks of Command Works Section at End. 25 itemwise. 

3. Sul~mitted for perusal. 
Sd/- 

Flt. Lt. 
W-UI 

22 March, 1969 
(V S Paul) 



EXTN. 421 
Flt. Lt. Wks. I11 to Discuss 
with me at an early date 
Initials of SOA 22/3/69 
m o '  

C. 0, Initials of CO. WO. 

Exh 'Q' 
From: Group Captain K. M. Ram, AVSM 

Station Commander 

28WjS. 1361/4/0rg. 
No. 28 Wing, Air Force 

Hindan 
Ghaziabad (UP) 
25th March, 1969. 

My dear Air Marshal, 

I am forwarding herewith a draft copy of the record of discussions we 
had during your visit to this wing on 21st March, 1969. 

If you approve these could be distributed to all action addressees for 
the necessary follow up action. 

I will be grateful for an early reply to this letter. 

a/- 
K. M. Ram. 

Air Viw Marshal C. L. Mehta, AVSM 
S. 0. A. 
HQ. Western Air Command, IAF 
New Delhi-10. 

C O W 0  
Please examine this and if 
this is alright then  end 
it back to OC Hindan. , 

Initials SOA 
2813 

Flt. Lt. Paul 
Please discuss before I 
send this back to No. 28 Wing. 



EXHIBIT 'R' 

EXTRACT-RECORD OF DISCUSSIONS WITH THE 
S. 0 A. HQ. W.A.C. DURING HIS VISIT TO THIS WING 

ON 21st MARCH, 1969. 

S1. No. Subject Action by . 
VII Construction of semi-permanent cinema house in Curnp area by  the 

contrcrctor. 

12. Since a cinema house has not been sanctioned for this station, a 
'contract has been entered with an individual to run a 35 m.m. cinema in 
a semi-permanent building which he will construct at his cost. A copy of 
the terms of the contract will be forwarded to HQ. W.A.C. for scrutiny. 

0 i /c  Admin. 

C.O.W.O. 

EXHIBIT '9 

NOTE. .  . . . . 3  

Reference Encl. 1 & 3. 

2. During the visit of SOA to No. 28 Wing on 21st March 1969, the 
wing was asked to submit a copy of the contracts of cinema an "Grow 
more food". The copies of the contracts are placed at Encl. 1. 

3. In accordance with Air HQ letter No. Air/20727/8/0rg dated 
15 Jun. 66, the Govt. had laid down certain policy regarding running of 
Air Force Cinemas. As per this letter no cinema is to be given to a private 
con~tructor under any circumstances. This letter has been circulated to all 
Units under this command vide our letter No. WAC/2654/ 1 / 0 rg  dated 
24 Jun. 66 (Encl. 182 linked file). 

4. While acknowledging our above quoted letter No. 28 Wing vi& 
their letter No. 28W/2003/26/Wks dated 12 July 66 (Encl. 195 linked 
ffle) requested permission to run the cinema by a contractor on temporary 
basis.' This was not agreed to in view of the ban imposed by Air HO 
and the Wing was informed accordingly (Encl. 200 in the linked file). 

5. In view of the clear cut instructions given by Air HQ as well as 
this HQ that no cinema is to be given by private contractors. It is not 
understocstl how No. 28 Wing has entered into a contract with a private 



party, without our knowledge. The contract agreement was also not sent 
to this HQ for approval. 

6. In view of the above, it is recommended that No. 28 Wing be in- 
formed to terminate the cinema contract given to a private company with 
immediate effect and arrangement should be made to hand over the, same 
to CSD. 

7. Forwarded for your perusal and orders, please. 

Sd/- 
Flt. Lt. 

ORG. IV 

S. 0. A. Please discuss 

24 May, 1969. 
(1B. K. ATRI) 

Sd./- C. L. MEHTA, A.V.M. Extn 498. 

Thro' 27/5/69. 

CO. & WO. Sd/- 27 May, 1969. 

EXHIBIT 'T' 

Note 1 on File No. 28W/2102/13/NPF 
Ref. E. 29 

2. The contract agreement form duly signed by the Contractor Shri 
P. P. Gupta is submitted for your perusal and signature. Necessary amend- 
ments in certain clauses have been incorporated as desired by you. The 
agreement forms may please be signed on each page and intialled at 
portions crossed out. The contractor hopes to commence screening of the 
films from 15 Oct., 1968. 

Sd/- N. V. Krishnaswamy 
Sqn. Ldr. 

0. i/c Admin. 

3 Oct., 1968. 

Stn. Cdr. 



EXHIBIT 'U' 

DRAFT CONTRACT AGREEMENT--CAMP CINEMA 

Memorandum of Agreement made on fifteenth day of March, 1969 bet- 
ween the !STATION COMMANDER, INDIAN AIR FORCE STATION 
(Gaziabad), hereinafter called the 'SAID OFFICER' of the one part and 
Shri PREM PRAKASH GUPTA resident of 107/C Cariappa Street, 
Meerut Cimtt. hereinafter called the 'CONTRACTOR' which expression 
shall include his heirs, of the other part. Whereas the Contractor has agreed 
to run a cinema in Air Force Station, (Ghaziabad) on the terms and condi- 
tions specified in the following clauses:- 

1. The Contractor may erect a temporary semi-permanent cinema 
building with necessary ancilliaries at his own cost at the place approved 
by the Said Ollicer. The Contractor agrees to pay, if required by the Gov- 
ernment, lent for the land provided for erecting the cinema as laid down 
under the rules. 

2. The Contractor will instal his own 35 mm cinema projectors and 
all other equipment required for running the cinema. 

3. The Contractor may show two cinema shows daily on working days 
and threc shows on Sundays and other holidays. 

4. The Contractor agrees to screen Hindi, English and all regional 
language films for which there is demand from more than 75 service per- 
sonnel. I h e  monthly screening programme is to be arranged in such a 
manner that all regional films are, covered evenly. 

5. The Contractor agrees to submit cinema programme at least one 
week in advance to the Said Officer. The Said Officer may cancel film 
show on any day if there is any other function in the station on that day and 
the Said Officer may not permit any particular picture to be screened in 
the cine mi^ 

6. The Contractor agrees to show one newsreel/documentary film in 
each show and change the same every week. 

7. The Contractor agrees to show such Military training films that may 
be provide 1 to the Contractor by the Said Officer free of charge on the 
days and timings fixed by the Said M c e r ,  and make available the haU for 
my function in the station. 

8. The rates of admission will be as follows:- 
(a) Clrss I . Rs. reoo per Seat 

(c) Clas~ 111 . Rs. 0.50 per Seat 



The Contractor will issue serially numbered tickets to persons attending 
the cinema shows and arrange for all such tickets to be torn into half as 
the ticket holder enters in cinema to prevent tickets being used again. One 
half ticket is to be given to the purchaser and the other half retainad by 
the gate keeper. The Contractor undertakes not to permit any malprae 
tice in the sale of tickets. The Contractor will not give any complimentary 
passes except with the prior permission of the Said Officer. 

9. The Contractor agrees to abide by provisions of Indian cinemato- 
graph Act of 1918 as amended from time to time and civil rules pertainigg 
to the screening of films. He is also to satisfy all the conditions imposed 
by the Government for screening filn~s under the aforesaid act. In case 
the Contractor is found guilty of violating any of the Civil rules relating 
to screening of films corporation of cinema, he undertakes the responsibility 
of settling the dispute with the concerned authorities at his own expense. 
No responsibility will devolve on the Said Officer for failure to comply 
any of these rules for screening of films. 

' 10. The Contractor agrees to undertake reasonable fire fighting precau- 
tions in the projector room. Ha is also to ensure that a man trained in fhe 
use of fire fighting equipment is on duty in the projector room during the 
projection of the films. 

11. The Contractor agrees to pay all electric charges for electricity used 
for light and showing the films on the dates and rates fixed by the Elec- 
tricity Supply Company. (Either CPWD or MES). 

12. The Contractor may operate a cycle stand, restaurant and any 
other stall required at the cinema, 

13. The Contractor and his employees will be at all times in possession 
of valid security passes to be issued by the Said Officer. lnitial applica- 
tion for such passes will be submitted by the Contractor immediately 
a new man is employed by him and submit all passes for subsequent rene- 
wal five days before such renewals are due. 

14. In the event of lossldamage to the Contractor's property on ac- 
count of fire or bad weather, the said Ofiicer shall have no liability what- 
ever to compensate the Contractor for the loss sustained. 

15. The Contractor will pay a rebate of Rs. 500.00 (Rupees five hun- 
dred only) per month to Air Force %tion. This rebate shall be paid by 
5th of every month. 

16. The Contractor will deposit a sum of Rs. 1000.00 (Rums one 
thousand only) in cash with the Said O(ficer as security deposit. This 



mlfmnt will be liable for forefeiture in part or in full if in the opinion of 
thk Said Officer, the Contractor infringes any of the conditions laid down 
in this agreement. 

17. On termination of the contract the amount of security deposit shall 
be refunded to the Contractor by the Said Otficer provided there is no 
claim due from the contractor. 

, 
18. Any money or compensation payable by the Contractor to the Said 

CHEcer under the terms of this contract may be recovered or realised 
from the Contractor's Security Deposit. 

19. The Contractor will erect the cinema as mentioned in clause 1 of 
this agreement by the end of May 1969. The Contractor will ensure that 
cinema surroundings are kept neat and clean. The Contractor will also 
make arrangements for urinals at the cinema. 

20. This contract will be for a period of FIVE years commencing from 
First Day of APRIL, 1969 and will be extendable for further periods by 
mutual agreement of both the parties. 

21. The agreement made on the third day of October. 1968 between 
the Said Officer and the Contractor will remain in force upto 3 1st March, 
1969 and will become inoperative w.e.f. 1st April, 1969 and treated as 
cancelled from 1-4-1969. This agreement will thereafter become in force 
from 1st April. 1969 as mentioned in Clause 20 above. 

22. After the expiry of the contract, the Contractor will be entitled to 
remove all this belongings alon? with structures/buildings erected by him, 
cinema machinery and all other equipment, furniture, electric and all other 
fittings. 

23. The Said Officer may authorise such officers as he may wish to 
aperate the contractor oo his behalf and the Contractor will acEept to opc- 
raie the contract as if they were issued by the Said Officer. 

, 24. In case of any dispute or difference arising out of this contract, 
settlemerit of which is not herein before provided for, the decision of the 
Said Officer shall be final and binding. 

25. PROVIDED ALWAYS and it is hereby agreed that wherever 
such an interpretation would be requisite to give the fullest possible scope 
and effect to any contract or convenant herein contained, the expressions, 
#a "SAID OFFICER" and the "CONTRACTOR" herein before used in 
ctode their res'pective heirs. and successors. 
1518 LS-0  



In witness whereof the parties hereto have signed this deed on this day 
15th March, 1969 in the presence of .the witnesses whose signatures arc 
also taken below. 

a,/- Sd. 1- 
(PREM PRAKASH GUPTA) (K. M. RAM) Gp. Capt., 

STATION COMMANDER. 
Station: (Ghaziabad) 
Date: 15th March, 1969. 

Witness Witness 

1. Ratan Prakash Sd.1- 

12 1, Shah Khaki 1. (N. V. KRISHNASWAMY) Sqn. Ldr., 
Meerut City. 0. i/c Admin. 

2. M./- 2. Sd./- 
824 Meerut City. (G. Joseph) Flt. Lt. 

Station Adjutant. 

EXHIBIT 'V' 

From: No. 28 Wing, Air Force. 

To: Military Estates Office, 

Meerut Circle, Meerut Cantt. 
Date: 15th November, 1968. . . ,. 

Ref: 28W/2102/13/Wel. 

CON!3TRUCIlON OF A TEMPORARY SEMI PERMANENT CINEMA 
HALL ON MILITARY LAND BY THE CONTRACTOR 

The contract for running a camp cinema has been awarded to one Shri 
P. P. Gupta of Meerut. 

2. To provide more amenities to the personnel making use of thc 
cinema, the Contractor has proposed for putting a semi permanent cinema 
hall in the Air Force land within our camp premises at a suitable place: ' 

I 

3. Kindly intimate if you have any objection for the contractor puttSllg 
a semi permanent construction on a defence land and also if any atkc 

' t 



formalities have lo be complied with before according permission to the 
contractor. 

N. V. Krishnaswamy, Sqn. Ldr., 
for Group Capt. Commanding, 

No. 28 Wing, Air Force. 

APPENDIX 'W' 

No. 28 Wing, Air Force Station, 

28W/S. 1361 /4 /0rg .  8th April, 1969. 

Headquarters Western Air Command, I.A.F. (For Wg. Cdr. 
T. T. Viswasam). 

RECORD O F  DISCUSSION WITH THE S.O.A. HQ WESTERN AIR 
COMMAND DURING HIS VISIT TO THE WING ON 21ST MARCH, 

1969 

Enclosed please find the C.T.C. of contract papers in respect o f ' ~ r o w  
More Food and Camp cinema of this wing for your Headquarters perusal 
and advice. While entering in the contract all legal aspeds have been 
taken into consideration with a view to ensure that this Wing is not put 
to any loss or any legal problems at later date. 

Sd/ -G. Joseph, 

Flt. Lt., 

Officer i/c Admin., 

Station Commander. 

Encl. As stated. 
. -  - 
APPENDIX 'X' 

P.O.L. No. 65 Dared 23-5-69 on a/c of cinema ales of No. 28 Wing for 
the Period 1-3-69. 

It  bas been observed that Private cinema is functioning in this Wing on 
the Government land for which payment has been made by the Defence 
Services. Please intimate whether the contribution have been made by 



the Private Contractor for the land occupied by him, if so, the particdam 
of a h  accounts in which the hire charges of land has been credited t o  
Government may please be intimated. 

1. Station Education Officer. 

2. S.A.O. True , ~ p y .  

M./- 
L.A.O. (A.F,),  

I 

Tele: 213351 / 3  

28W/2102/13/NPP 

L.A.O. (A.F.) New Delhi. 

APPENDIX 'Y' 

No. 28 Wing, Air Force, 

Mohannagar P.O. 

12th June, 1969. 

P.O.L. NO. 65 ON A/C OF CINEMA A 'CS OF NO. 28 WING FOR 
THE PERIOD 1-3-68 

It is intimated that Camp cinema is run by P.S.I. for the benefit of all 
personnel of this Wing and Lodgr  Units. Hence you are requested to 
settle the above-said objection. 

Sd/-G. Joseph, Flt. Lt. 

for Officer-in-charge Admin: 

Copy to:--& Ed. Oar. 
S. Accts. Offr. 

REMARKS BY AIR OFFICER COMMANDING-IN-CHIEF 

I concur. 

2. Though technically the unit should not have authorised the contrac- 
tor to build a cinema building on the Government land and thereafter run 
it, yet in view of the pressing need for provision of such an amenity to the 
large population in the camp from the morale. welfare and security point 
of view, the technical irregularity committed may be condoned. There has 
been m malafidt on anybody's part and as such nobody is hdd to  be 
blamed. The dues accruing to the State like the rmt for iand, e b t d c i ~ .  



,water and conservancy charges are being deposited into the public fund 
from time to time. There has been no loss as such to the State. 

3. It is hence recommended that ex-post-facto sanction of the Govern- 
ment may be obtained at an early date for the following:- 

(a )  Construction of a cinema on Government land. 

(b)  Running of the cincrna by a private contractor 
Prakash Gupta. 

Sd/ . . . . . . . 

Shri Prem 

,....... 

REMARKS BY C.A.S. 

I concur. 

2. The prcscnt unwholesome arrangement of running the cinema 
through a contractor is to be ceased at the earliest. The contractor may 
be  duly compensated towards cost of the building and other assets in  
accordance with Government decision as soon as finalised. 

3.  Ex-pascfacto sanction of the Government would be required for 
the following irregularities:- 

( a )  Construction of the cinema on Government land. 

( b )  Running of the cinema by a private contractor. 

4. On termination of thc cinema contract with the present contractor, 
the  cinema may be run undcr unit arrangcmcnts subjcct to the Govern- 
ment sanction beins accorded. 

5 .  Disciplinary aspect of the cnsc is to be closed after Government 
decision is finaliscd on the Audit Para. 

Sd/- J .  S. Sodhi, 
Gp. Capt. 

D. Org. 

Chief of the Air Staff. 

Dated 4-7-1 974. 



1.  The Committee have noted that under Clause 12 of the presea 
agreement, termination of the contract before 1979 would involve a 
payment of compensation amounting to Rs. 3,75,000 (valid upto 
31-7-1973) as demanded by the contractor and that the question of take- 
over of the cinema building is under consideration of the Government. The: 
Committee would like that decision in this regard should be taken at an 
early date. 

[SI. No. 32(para 1.124) of Appendix IV to 146th Report of the PAC 
(5th Lok Sabha) ( 1974-75)]. 

Action taken 

The contractor had asked for a compensation of Rs. 3,75,000 for the 
cinema building including furniture projectors, B&R and E&M fittings. 
The cost of the Projectors included in the total figure was approximately 
Rs. 60,000. The CPWD estimated the cost of the said property excluding 
projectors as Rs. 4,23,720. However, as a result of negotiations, the 
entire property including the projectors was taken over at a cost of 
Rs. 2.90 lakhs, of which only Rs. 1.70 lakhs was paid out of Public Funds. 
The balance amount was found by the Unit/Cormnand out of their nonb 
public funds. The Government decision to take over the cinema assets 
and of its r u ~ i n g  by the Unit PSI was taken on 25th November, 1974, 
and came into effect from 7th January, 1975. Since then the cinema is 
functioning under Unit PSI (local welfare arrangement). 

2. DADS has seen. 
w / O  Defence O.M. No. F.1 l ( 7 )  /75 (Dl (Budget) dl. 27-8-75E.. 



CHAPTER 111 

RECOMMENDATIONS/OBSERVATIONS WHICH THE COMMITTEE 
DO NOT DESIRE TO PURSUE IN THE LIGHT OF THE REPLIES 

OF GOVERNMENT 

Recommendation 

The Committee have noted with great concern that M/s. Kohli Indus- 
trial Corporation (Pvt.) Ltd., Kanpur were required to supply 84510 kgs. 
of rustless stud protectors after inspection by the Defence Inspectorate but 
only 65,561 kgs. could be offered for inspection and out of this quantity 
only 14,461 kgs. could be accepted by the Defence Inspectorate. The time 
taken for the inspection of studs varied from 19 days for one lot. 25 to 27 
days for 13 lots; 113 days for one lot and 278-283 days for two lots, 
although the normal inspection time for such stores is stated to be 4 to 6 
weeks for a lot. The Committee are surprised to be told that "IVhen the 
delivery was about to be cleared, the inspector learnt that the consignee, 
had rejected, the entire acceptance against all the previous deliveries on 
block and only a quantity of some 13,000 kgs. had been accepted out of 
some 45,000 kgs. offered. With this development an impasse had been 
created in the face of which the inspection could not proceed further". The 
Committee \\.auld like the Defence Ministry to investigate and ascertain 
how the Defence Inspectors had, in the first instance, cleared the consign- 
ments which were, at a later stage, rejected by the consignee. The Com- 
mittee apprehend that there may well have been collusion between the 
supplier and the Defence Inspectors, as otherwise large quantities of doubt- 
ful quality could not have been accepted in the first instance. It is regrett- 
able that it took 20 weeks in resolving this issue, leading ultimately to 
re-inspection of the goods which also took another 12 weeks. The Defence 
Inspectorate is answerable not only for the acceptance of goods of doubtful 
quality in the first instance but also for the delays at all stages in accepting 
the consignmenb offered by the firm, thereby putting the indentor to con- 
siderable disadvantage. 

[Sl. No. 14, Para 1.70 Appendix IV, 146th Report, (5th Lok 
Sabha] . 

Action taken 

The case has been examined. It is not that COD had rejected 13,000 
kgs. out of a quantity of 45,000 kgs. accepted after inspection. The inspee 



tars had accepted only a quantity of 13,000 kgs. out of 45,000 kgs. offered 
by the firm. But this quantity of 13,000 kgs. was rejected by the COD. 
This quantity was subsequently accepted by the COD. There is, therefore, 
no possibility of collusion between the impection-staff and the supplier. 

As regards delays in inspection, instructions has been issued to lower 
formations to avoid delays in various stages of inspection. 

[M./O. Drfence (Defence Production) O.M. No. F. 26(2)/75-D(PA), 
Dt. 15-7-75]. 

It is all the more surprising that, when the firm had defaulted in the 
matter of supplies against the first contract, it was otfered a new contract 
on the same terms of inspection as laid down in the first contract. The firm 
did not come out any better in the matter of supplies against second new 
contract 3752 kgs. had to be accepted with 3 per cent price reduction and 
15835 kgs. were accepted with 5 per cent price reduction. Apart from 
compromising the quality of the studs required by the Defence Department, 
the DGS&D had shown undue leniency to the firm who did not tcnder 
supplies strictly according to specifications laid down, and the studs had 
becn accepted because "the MGO had expressed urgency for the supply 
of this store in November, 1972 and had himself suggested acceptnncc of 
even slightly below specifications stores under price reduction". The Com- 
mittee are surprised that no action has so far been taken against thc supplier 
or the officials for these lapses. 

[Sl. No. 16, Para 1.72, of Appendix IV, 146th Rcport. (5th Lok 
Sabha)] 

Action taken 

Comments of the DGS&D on the recommendations made by the PAC 
are reproduced below:- 

''It is not correct to say that any leniency has becn shown against 
M/s. Kohli Industrial Corporation in the placement of risk 
purchase orders. Six firms had quoted against tenders cnquiry. 
The lower offers were either not to specification or thcir capa- 
city was adversely reported upon, and hcnce thcy could not be 
considered. The offer of the defaulting firm was technically 
acceptable. DGS&D have nothing! further to conmcnt upon 
in it." 

[M./O. Defence (Defence Production) O.M. No. F. 26(2)/75-D(PA), 
Dt. lS-7-ISl .  



The Committee desire that the D G W D  before placing a contract should 
ensure that the terms and conditions are not so framed as to suit the supplier 
and that the firm on which the A/T is going to be placed has got the 
necessary expertise and capability for the production of the item in ques- 
lion. The Defence Inspectorate should issue instructions to the field staff 
in the matter of inspection of stores strictly according to specifications laid 
down and within the time-schedules fixed for the purpose. 

[SI. No. 17, Para 1.73, of Appendix IV, 146th Report, (5th Lok 
Sabha)]. 

Action Taken 

Comments of the DGS&D on this rccomrnendation are repmduced 
Below :- 

"invariably, the orders are placed by the DGS&D as per terms and 
conditions, specification, ctc. stipulated in the indent and the 
tcnder enquiry and no relaxations are allowcd unless there is 
no alternative. Further. the technical capacity/capability as 
well as, financial standing of the firm are verified before place- 
ment of the orders by calling for their capacity report from the 
Impcctorate and lTCC as well as, bankers report on the finan- 
cial standing. 

In the present case, the firm MIS. Kohli Industrial Corporation 
were not allowcd any prc-A T relaxations and the contract 
was placed as per thc terms nnd conditions of the tendc: en- 
quiry, and the offcr of the firm received in response thmto .  
It was found only at a latcr stage that the stores offered for 
inqpection were not according to the specification and had to 
bc inspected undcr dcviationc; on the recommendation of the 
inspection". 

A copy sf the instructions issued by Directorate General of Inspection 
reparding elimination of inspection delays and inspection as per sptxifica- 
rions is encloqed. 

[M./O. Drfence (Defence Production) O.M. No. F. 26(2)/75-D(PA), 
Dt. 15-7-75].  



Telephone : 37 1422 

No. 035 1 1 /324/DGI(Stores-2) 

ANNEXURE 

BHARAT SARKAR, 
RAKSHA MANTRALAYA, 

RAKSHA UTPADAN VIBHAG,. 
DHQ DAKGHAR, NEW DELHI-11 

11 June, 1975 

All Establishments as per Standard List 'C' of HQ DI(GS). 

ELIMINATION OF INSPECTION DELAYS AND FAITHFUL INSPEC-. 
TION AS PER SPECIFICATION 

In a case of inspection of 'Studs Protector Rustless' that came before 
the Public Accounts Committee last year, the Committee have had occasion 
to adversely comment upon:- 

(a) Delay in various stapes of inspection; and 

(b) Inspection by the field inspection staff not conforming strictly 
to the specifications laid down in the contract. 

2. As all establishments are aware, inspection procedures are laid down 
in the DGI Standing Orders. In addition to these, instructions have been 
issued from time to time, regarding the elimination of delay at various stages 
of inspection. 

3. Even so, all our Inspectorates are reminded once again that it will 
be necessary for them to impress on their inspection staff every now and 
then the need to remain constantly alert in this regard, i.e. to errsure that 
inspection proceeds strictly in accordance with contracted specifications. 
and the time schedules fixed for the same and that any deviations that may 
to be granted in certain cases, are strictly in accordance with the Standing 
Orders and specific instructions issued in this connection from time t o  
time. 

M/- 
(HARBANS LAL), 

BRIG. 
Director of Inspection (GV. 

Copy to: 
As per Standard List 'D' of DIGS HQ. 



1.90. The Committee are surprised that, although the requirement of 
Navy was known, no firm arrangement had been made either by the Defence 
Department or the DGS&D for locating indigenous sources of supply of 
this item strictly according to laiddown standards. 

1.91. The Committee are unable to understand why no specifications for 
the shoes meant for the Navy were laid down till August, 1971. Orders plac- 
ed on M/s. Pioneer Leather Works, Bombay during January, 1970 to Octo- 
ber, 1970 were according to stock sample selected by the stock holders 
from the earlier supply received from the BATAS. It was surprising that the 
Surveyor of Stores, Naval Dockyard, Bombay accepted the shoes supplied 
by M/s. Pioneer Leather Works, Bombay, on visual inspection only and 
no samples were sent to the Chief Inspector, Textiles and Clothing, Kan- 
pur, because "no control samples are required to be sent to the Chief Ins- 
pector, Textiles and Clothing, Kanpur" in the case of local purchases. 

1.92. Keeping in view the special nature of the shoes which were intended 
for use of Naval crews working in the engine rooms and also on board 
the ships. the Navy should have taken precautions to see that the shoes 
locally 'purchased conformed in all respects to the approved sampleu Con- 
trol samples, should have been sent to the Chief Inspector of Textiles and 
Clothing, Kanpur to obviate rejections. The Committee are unable to 
accept the views expressed by the Ministry that "no responsibility has been 
fixed, as there is no case for any malalides against any individual" although 
the Chief Inspector of Textiles 2nd Clothing, Kanpur, had observed that 
the "the shoes were substandard and far inferior to prescribed specifica- 
tion". The Committee stress that responsibility for accepting sub-standards 
shoes should be fixed for taking appropriate action. 

1.93. The Committee are surprised to note that two more orders for 
shoes of the same type were placed on the same firm, namely M/s. Pioneer 
Leather Works, Bombay, during March and September, 1971 and the 
supplies were accepted after inspection by the Surveyor of Stores of the 
Navy. When a ship which had received 100 pairs of shoes in March, 1972 
reported that "the shoes were not nonslip and oil resistant, were heavy 
and inconvenient to wear, the leather was stiff and rough and the rubber 
sole opened out at joints after some use, "the Naval Headquarters asked 
the local authorities to investigate in the matter and the conclusions of the 
local authorities were the same as before, viz.; "there w6re no malafides 
on the part of any individual connected with the placement of the local' 
purchase orders or the inspection of the shoes". This is a matter which* 
should be further probed. 



1.94. The Committee are llot caavinced with the argument advanced that 
&ere was only one source of supply and hence there was no option but 
to obtain the supplies from the source available. 

[SI. Nos. 10 to 23, Para Nos. 1.90 to 1.94 of Appendix IV of the 146th 
Report of the PAC (1974.75) (Fifth Lok Sabha)]. 

Action Taken 

The following para-wise comments are offered:- 

Para 1.90.-ln order to help appreciate the case, a chronological se- 
quence from the time of introduction of these shoes and subsequent action 
.for procurement, is given below:- 

(a) Originally shoes canvas brown with leather sole and heel were 
used as non-slip footwear in the Navy. These werc not found 
very effective and therefore, five pairs of shoes with rubber 
sole and heel w.rc obtained from MIS. Bata Shoe Co.. through 
the Chief Inspector of Textiles Rr Clothing, Kanpur in February 
1963 for trial purposes. The shoes were found to be 
satisfactory. 

(b) A case for the authorisation of these (Bata) shoes in lieu of 
shoes canvas leathcr sole was taken up with the Govcrnlnent 
in Octobcr 1963 which was finally sanctioned in 1964. 

(c) Procurement of these shoes was then initiated as per normal 
provisioning procedure through DGS&D and supplies obtain- 
ed from M/s. Bata Shoe Co., t i l l  67/68. 

:(d) Thereafter, Messrs, Bata Shoe Co., did not respond to the 
tender enquiry made by DGWD. The niattcr was not allowed 
to rcst at that by Naval Headquarters, Personal discussions 
with the representative of Messers Bata Shoe Co., \ w e  held 
and it transpired that they were finding it difficult to obtain 
certain components which go to make the non-slip solc and 
heel, the same being an imported material from the U.S.A. 

<(e) The DGS&D continued his efforts to establish i~lternatc source 
of supply. In this connection, a copy of DGS&D letler 
TWL-4/ 1 O6/64/389/20-2-70, dated 6th January, 197 1 i s  
.placed at Annexure. 

(xi) After the return of the Indent by the M S & D  in his letter 
mentioned at (c) above, immediate requirements were met by 
.&a1 purchase for which purpose also tenders werc invited. 



(g) In July 1971, an indent was placed on Messers. TAFCO, 
Government of India Undertaking, to  manufacture these shoes. 
i t  would be of interest in this connection that one of the ships 
commented adversely even on this supply. The domplamts 
were on the same lines as were made by one of the two ships 
against the impugend supply from Messers. Pioneer Leather 

Works. Para 17 of Annexure I refers. 

(h) In January 1972, Naval Headquarters requested the Defence 
Research Laboratory (Materials) Kanpur to undertake the 
development of these shoes from indigenous material. 
Prototype samples produced by DRL(M) were tried out on 
certain ships. Even here, conflicting reports on the quality of 
these shoes were received. As a result. further samples were 
sent for trials towards the end of 1974 and the second trial 
reports are awaited. 

It is submitted that what needs to be. appreciated in this case is that an 
indigenous material and know-how is yet to be developed for the production 
of fully satisfactory shoes of this type. 

Pnra 1.91.-The question of drawing up n specification for these shoes 
wac taken up by the Navy with the Chief Inspector of Textiles and 
Clothing. Kanpur soon after the introduction of the item. A draft speci- 
ficaticn received from the Chief Inspector of Textiles & Clothing in 
h'mcmber 1965 was concurred in by Naval Headquarters in December 
1965. Thcreaf:er. the finalisation of this specification was resting with the 
Ch id  I n s p ~ t o r  of Textiles & Clothing, awaiting comments from the trade 
and subsequent approval by the Director of Research & Development 
(Ccncral). It was thus only in August 1971 that the specification was 
finalissd. 

As regards the sending of a 'control sample' to C.I.T. & C., Kanpur, it 
is submitted that control samples are required to  be sent only in such of 
the cases. where the Director General of Inspection Organisation is msigned 
the rssponsibility of inspection of stores. In the instant case, the responsi- 
bility for inspection was that of the 'Surveyor of Stores'. 

Pnra 1.92.-Regarding acccptance of the stores by the Surveyor of 
Stcres, it has been brought out by the Board of Enquiry that approval of 
the trade sample was not done by the Surveyor of Stores alone. but the 
same had becn personally approved by the Admiral Superintendent. Naval 
Dockyard, Bombay. himself, The crux of the matter is that. whereas the 
Chief Inspector has analysed the item with reference to the specification 
findised in August 1971, the Admiral Superintendent, Naval Dockyard, 



Bombay, had approved earlier in February 1970 the best available trade 
sample by visual comparison with the stock sample. The approved trade 
sample was, it is reemphasised, the best forthcoming from the trade. 
f urthu, the present Board ol Enquiry also visually inspected samples of 
shoes non-slip supplied by the firm and found them to be satisfactory. 

,(Para 12 of Annexure 1). 

The observations of tha Chief Inspector of Textiles & Clothing, Kanpur, 
given in para 1.92 refer only to the samples, taken out of the lot supplied 
to one unit. This was an odd report by an isolated unit from which alone 
i t  cannot be deducted that the inspection of the shoes by the Surveyor of 
Stores was neither adequate nor appropriate. It may be stated in this 
fonnection that the assumption that a substantial portion of the quantity 
aof 4,431 pairs of shoes ordered should have been defective is not borne out 
by subsequent events. Out of these, 4,281 pairs of shoes were issued to 
30 ships and establishments and complaints were received only from two 
ships involving only 150 pairs. Even out of these latter quantity, 100 
pairs issued to one establishment have been put to use. The outright 
rejection of only 50 pairs constituting about I .1 per cent of the total may 
not, it is submitted, be taken as a reliable basis to conclude that defective 
shoes were, by and large, procured. The Board of Enquiry constituted 
by NHQ have also found that there is no evidence of mala fide on the 
part of the personnel who inspected the trade sample and bulk supplies. 

P a r a  14 of Annexure I). 
Para 1.93.-The circumstances in which orders were placed on the 

same firm even after the findings of the Board of Oficers were made known 
in February, 1971 are further clarified below:- 

The functions of Purchase of Stores, Inspection of Stores and Receipts 
of stores are carried out by three agencies independently of each other 
but under the overall control of the Admiral Superintendent, Dockyard, 
Bombay. These three agencies are- 

(a) the Depot headed by a Senior Naval Store Officer at Ghatkopar 
located at a distance of about 20 km. from the Naval Dock- 
yard; 

(b) the Purchase Officer located at Naval Dockyard, Bombay; and 

(c) the Inspecting Oficer viz.; the Surveyor of Stores. 

The stores on receipt after acceptance by the Surveyor of Stores am 
~eceived by the Depot and issued to dependent units. Normally, the unite 



make complaints, if any, to the supplying agency viz.; the Depot. In the 
present case"also, the letter dated 23rd February, 1971 from the FOC-in-C, 
Eastern Command, conveying the findings of the Board of Officers was 
endorsed only to the Depot and not to the other two agencies. The latter 
were thus unaware of the supply of the defective shoes in question. In this 
connection paras 20 and 21 of Annexure I are also relevant. Naval Head- 
quarters have, however, asked the ASD, Naval Dockyard in their letter 
No. CG/3306, dated 5th August, 1974 enclosed as Annexure I11 that m 
case of receipt of a complaint from any user by the Depot or the other 
two agencies, the same must be passed on to the other agencies dealing 
with local purchase also so that before further supplies are obtained 
greater caution could be exercised. The Board of Enquiry have also made 
certain recomnlendations in this regard vide para 22(b) of Annexure I. 
Thcse recommendations are under examination with a view to irnplement- 
ing them. 

Para 1.94.-What had been stated in this connection was not that 
there was only one source of supply but that it was the trade sample of 
only one tenderer which came nearest to the stock sample. All rules on 
the issue of opening and acceptance of tenders were fully observed by the 
purchasing authority. Paras 3 to 5 of Annexure I are relevant. 

Para 1.95.-This point has been examined by the Board of Enquiry 
constituted by NHQ and their findings and recommendations may be seen. 
in paras 22 (a), (b) and (c) of Annexure I .  As already stated, these re- 
commendations are under examination in detail with a view to their imple- 
mentation as necessary. 

[M/o Defence O.M. No. F. 10(2)/75/D(N-1111, Dt. 16-8-751. 



ANNEXURE 

Directorate General of Supplies & Disposals, 
N. I. Bldg., Parliament Street, New Delhi-1: 
Dated 6-1-1971. 

The Chief uf the Naval Staff, 
Naval Headquarters, 
New Delhi. 

I 

SUBJECT:-Supply of shoes Non-Slip against N H Q  Indent No, SQ3f 
E10C/SD/12/69, dated 30th January, 1970 and DGS&L? 
In&nt No. P/106/64/389/20.2.70. 

Against your subject indent, tenders wers invited at the first time which 
were opened on 16th May, 1970 but the tcnder werc scrapped as no valid 
Mer  was received. 

The second tender enquiry was issued on 29th June, 1970 and tenders 
*re o p n e d  on 22nd July, 1970. The rates received against this tender 
enquiry was from Rs. 25 to 81 per pair. M,/s. Rajaraman industries, Kan- 
Pur could only submit the tender sample alongwith the testing fee by the 
stipulated date as indicated in the tmder enquiry but the srne was rejected 
by r bz  CIT&C, Kanpur vide their letter No. C/ 1573/70/TEN/TC-131286 
dated 27th August, 1970. 

As all the firms who quoted against the tender enquiry, could not submit 
the tenckr sample, it was decided to give another chance to all the firms 
who quoted against the subject enquiry and thus they were asked to submit 
the tender sample alongwith the testing fe to CIT&C. Kanpur by 25th 
Octolxr, 1970. On request of the firms, the date for submission of tender 
sample was furthx extended to 1st November, 1970 as they were not able 
to submit the tender sample by the date stipulated earlier. MJs. Malik Co. 
LcQther (P) Ltd., Kanpur and MIS. Indian Crafts and Industries. New 
Delhi could submit the tender sample but the same was rejected by the 
CITE, Kanpur. 

MIS. Rajaraman Industries, Kanpur could only submit a sample each a 
mlc and heel of shoes non-slip a g h s t  the subject tender for visual inspc- 



tion orf the design only in pike-meal and not the complete sample. The 
test report of the tender in piece-meal-cannot be issued by CIT&C, Kanpur 
as reported by them vide their letter No. IC/1573/70/TEN/TC-13 dated 
19th December, 1970. 

On the foregoing facts, it is clear that no firm could submit acceptable 
the tender sample for the supply of this store and hence it may be con* 
cluded that no firm have capacity to manufacture the store. Hence the 
above mentioned indent is returned to you. The indent is kreby treated 
as withdrawn from this ofice. However, if desired a fresh indent can be 
placed with this officer after specifying yourself that t h ~  firms have deve- 
loped their capacity to manufacture this store. 

Sd.1- (R. P. SING) 
Asstt. Director (Supplies) 

for Director General of Supplies & Disposals, 

ANNEXURE 111 

Reply should be addressed to Naval Headquarters 
the Chief of the Naval Staff New Delhi, 
quoting CG/3306. 5th August, 1974 

The Admiral Superintendent, 
Naval Dockyard, Bombay 

Supply of Shoes Nobdip 
I am directed to refer to paragraph 4 of your letter DYCP/COORI)/ 

9577 dated 12th December, 1973 and to obsen;: that the complaint receiv- 
cd £ram the Flag Officer Commanding-in-Chief, Eastern Naval Command, 
VISHAKHAPATNAM regarding the quality of 50 pairs of shoes issued to 
INS KALVARI was not endorsed either to your offio or to the Controller 
of Procurement, Naval Dockyard, Bombay. 

2. In this connection, I am to observe that the Controller of Warehousing, 
Naval Store Depot, Bombay, who was the indenting officer far local 
purchasc of this item should have psssed on the details of the cornflaints 
to the Controller of Procurement, Naval Dockyard, Bombay/the Surveyor 
of Stores so that greater caution could have been exercised in ordering1 
aocepting subseqwnt supplies. I am to request that suitable ~nsuuctions 
be issued to all concerned so that in case of receipt of a comphint from 
any user by one agency, the same must invariably be passed to the other 
authorities dealing with the local purchase of stores so that before further 
eupplies are obtained, greater caution is exercised by those entrusted with 
the responsibility of placing local purchase orders and inspecting the Stores. 

By Or&r of 
The Chief of the Naval St&. 

1818 LS-7 



On the 3rd October, 1968 the Station Commander entered into an 
agreement with a private contractor, who was "known to bc running cinema 
for Defence units at. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . "  for running a cinema at 
the Air Force Station on payment of Rs. 300 per month. Strangely enough 
t d c r s  were not invited as the Air Force Commander could find that 

.................... "Shri., was the only person who was prepared to 
'coastruct and run thc cinema for the Station." 

[Sl. No. 26 (Para 1.1 18) of Appendix IV to 146th Report of the PAC 
(5th Lok Sabha) (1974-75)l 

Action taken 
No other person except Shri . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  who was known to 

be running a cinema for defence units was prepared to come forward to 
run a cinema for the Station. In its early ycars of devclopmcnt, the Air 
Force Station was rather isolated and its location was not such as could 
attract many people to come forward lo run a cinema for the Station. In  
the circumstances, the Station Administration had no a1tern:ltivc but to 
accept the ready offax of Shri . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  to provide this much 
needed amenity. 

2. DADS has seen. 

[M/o Defence O.M. No. F.1 1 (7.)/75 (Budget) Dt. 27-8-75]. 

Another disquieting feature of the contract was that the rebate given 
by the contractor was not to be credited to the Governn~cnt but to the non- 
public fund which was operated for the welfare of service personnel by the 
Resident of the Service Institute. Before the first contract could run for 
the full period of three years, the Station Commandx cancelled the same 
and concluded a revised contract on 15th March, 1969, with the same con- 
tractor for a period of five years from 1st April, 1969, permitting him to 
construct a semi-permanent cin:ma building on Defence land at his own 
cost. The amount of rebate payable by the contractor was reduced by a 
earn as large as Rs. 300 per month. 

[a. No. 27 (Para 1 .I 19) of Appendix IV to 146th R c p r t  of the PAC 
(5th Lok Sabha) (1974-75)) 

A* taken 

I t  is a fact thh the rebate given by the contractor was credited to the 
mqn~blic funds, and not to the Government funds. This W'IS because all 



incomes from amenity ventures which are run under the aegis of Unit PSI 
are credit:d to the non-public funds which are primarily meant for the wel- 
fare of the service pxsonnel. 

2. It is a fact that the S'ation Commander cancelled rhe first contract 
even before it had run its full pxiod of three years and modified its tern 
(a) authorised construction of a semi-permanent cinema building on Defence 
land at the cost of thz contractor; (b) reduced the amount of r.:bate payable 
by the contractor from Rs. 800 to Rs. 500 per month; and (c) made the 
contractual pe rhd  a s  five years. In this connection, it may be stated that 
the contractor was investing a siz-able: amount of his money in the construc- 
tion of a cinema and naturally expected certain concessions to enable him 
to continu; to cxtcnd the facilities for which he was inducted into the 
campus. Since the initial contract did not involve any construction work at 
his own cost, the rcbate was higher, but on his agreement to undertak;: 
construction at his own cost, thc rebate was reduced and the period of con- 
tract also cxtendcd. 

3. DADS has s:en. 

[M/o Dcfcnce O.M. No. F. 1 l ( 7 )  /75(D) (Budget) Dt. 27-8-75] 

From thc facts disclosed, the Committee are of the firm view that 
the Air Force Comn1and:r and the President of th: Service Institute of the 
Air Force Station in totd disregard of the Government orders extended 
pecuniary benefits to a privat.: con:rnctor and failed in their duty to safe 
guard Covcrnnient's interest. n i e  Committee are unable to accept the 
plea advanced by the Ministry that the action of th: Station authority to  
authorise cmstruction of a senii-permanent building and ancilliarics on 
Government land was "unilateral and wac promoted by their zeal to provide 
the minimum welfar.: amenity." 

[SI. No. 30 (Para 1.122) of Appendix IV to 146th Report of the PAC 
(5th Lok Sabha) ( 1974-75)J. 

Action taken 

Ah will bc eviiicnt f rom subn~iahns  maik in response to obi;ervntions 
at S1. No. 25-28, i t  i q  our view that thC nctiim of the two oficcrs was 
motivated by t k i r  zt"d to provide rninimurn welfare amcnity. Tf this P51 
venture had not con~c  about, the welfi~re intcrcsts of thc Unit personnel 
would have been totally dcnieJ and in r.:trospect looking at the financial 
stringency, perhaps, the amcnity of the cinema would not have come ahqut 
even today. me position then is that th.: orders on the subject unfortu- 



nately had escaped the attention of the unit administration; had they known 
the exist'ance of these orders, thcy would not have acted contrary to the 
laiddown instructions. We, therefore, still submit that the tbo officers 
were promoted by their zeal to provide the minimum welfare amenity to the 
unit personnel. 

2. DADS has seen. 
[Ministry of Defence O.M. No. F . l1(7) /75(D)  (Budget) Dt. 27-8-75] 



RECY)MMENDATIONS/OBSERVATIONS REPLIES TO WHICH 
HAVE NOT BEEN ACCEPTED BY THE CMMITTEE AND 

WHICH REQUIRE RE-ITERATION 

NIL 



CHAPTER V 

REOOMMENDATIONS/OBSERVATlONS 1N RESPECT OF WHICH 
GOVERNMENT HAVE FURNISHED INTERIM REPLIES 

Recommendations 

As most of thc ordcrs wcrc suitable for 190 mrn container, thc press 
was confronted-as p in tcd  oul by Audit-with a largc accumulation of 
forgings of the va'lue of ,Rs. 5.13 lakhs which could not bc utilised. T l ~ c  
Committee cannot but* deplore the haphazard planning by the Department of 
Defence Production before the extrusion prcss was ordered and instxlled. 

[Sl. No. 2 Para 1.16 of Appendix IV of 146th K.:port of PAC/Sth 
Lok Sabha]. 

The Committee desire that responsibility for this lapse should be fixed 
and the action taken intimated to them. The statement givcn by thc De- 
partment to  the audit that "the factory did not have any previous experience 
of extrusion of aluminium alloy and th: assessrncnt of requirements of forg- 
ings wuld not, therefore, be mad: on the basis of any actual experience" 
is not at all acceptable. Government should have conducted a survey d 
tb= anticipated load of the extrusion press by using the containers of all 
the three sizes before placing ordcrs for thc forgings on two differcnt facto- 
ries. And in any case Government should not have any difficulty in 
producing competent txhnical and cxpcrt advice before committing them- 
selves to the large monetary expenditure. 

[Sl. No. 3 para 1.17 of Appx: IV of 146th Rcport of the  PAC/Sth 
Lok Sabha]. 

Action taken 

The Comments of the PAC have born noted. A Board of Enquiry has 
been appointed by DGOF to investigate !he circumstances leading to the 
accumulation of forgings; the basis on which thc forgings wcr.: ordcrcd and 
fixing of responsibility for thc lapse in ordering, rcvicw and disposal of 
forgings are amongst the terms of refcrcnce. 

[Ministry af Defence (Defence Production) O.M. No. FS26(2)/75/D(PA) 

I F  

Dt. 14-7-75] 



From the material made avi~lable before them, the Committee think that 
the concerned oacers in the Directorate General of Ordinance Factories are 
answerable for the purchase of two machines (singl.: spindle circular groove 
and shot milling) costing Rs. 2.62 lakhs for Factory 'B' when the letter 
had demanded two HMT M,V Vertical Milling Machines. Not only was 
the purchase affected in haste for which no satisfactory explanation has 
been advanced but it was thrust upon Factory 'B' who could not put it 
to any effective use. The result has been that there was a frantic search 
for a possible user of an unwanted machine among the various Ordnance 
Factories until it found a worth in Factory 'F' in 1973 i.e. about six years 
after its purchase. The Committee rccommend that responsibility for vari- 
ous acts of omission and commission should be fixed and a report of the 
action taken intimated to them. 

[SI. No. 8, Para 1.48 146th Report/Sth Lok Sabha] 

Action taken 

A Board of Enquiry has bs;n ordered to investigate the circumstances 
leading to the purchase of Milling Machines. Report of the Enquiry is 
awaited. Further action will 'be taken on receipt of thc Report. 

[Ministry of Defence (~efcnce* Production) O.M. No. F,26(2)/75/D(PA) 
Dt. ( 14-7-75] 

The Committee consider that the DGOF had failed to ensure the full 
utilisation of the two machines which had becn purchased at considerabk 
cost. Apart fmrn this, the DGOF was totally ignorant of the actual re- 
quirements of the various Ordnance Factories and this is evident from the 
fact that circular ktters had becn issued to various Ordnance Factories 
enquiring whether they would accept one of the machine declared surplus 
by Factory 'B'. The Committee desire that individual responsibility for 
indenting th: unwanted mLchlnes should be fixed and the action taken in 
this regard intimated to them. A report about the utilisation of the ma- 
chines by Factory 'C' and Factory 'F' should also be furnished to the Com- 
mittee for their information. 

[Sl. No. 1 I ,  Para 1 S1-146th Report 5th Lok Sabha] 

Action taken 

Ci~umstances leading to the purchns: of Milling Machines are already 
under exrunination by a Board of Enquiry. Further action will be taken 



on receipt of the Report of the Enquiry. Both the machines art active in 
the factories to which these were transferred. 

[Muistry of Defence (Defence Production) OM. No. F.26(2)/75/ 
D(PA), Dt. 14-7-75]. 

The Committee would like the Ministry of Defence to t b o i g h l y  
m i n e  h; existing procedures for local purchases and also lay down a 
definite procedure for the inspection of items to be purchased locally. 
Every care should be taken to see that th.: items purchased locally conform 
as closeIy as possible to the commodities which are included in the Sche 
duke of items. 
[Sl. No. 24, Para No. 1.95 of Appendix IV of the Hundred and forty 

sixth report of the Public Accounts Committee (1974-75) (Fifth Lok 
Sabha) 1. 

Action taken 

This point has been examined by the Board of Enquiry 
constituted by NHQ and their findings and recommendations may be seen 
in paras 22 (a),  (b) and (c )  of Annexure reply to Para 1.89 of the 146th 
Report (5th Lok Sabha). As already state$ these recommendations are 
under examination in detail with a view to their implementation as neces- 
sary* 

Ministry of Defence O.M. No. F. 10(2)/75/D(N-111) Dt. 16-8-75] 

December, 17, 1975. 
~ ~ r ~ ~ 6 ~ - ' 8 ~ ~ ~ ~ a ) .  

Chairman, 





replies as tp what specific action Goxemmelrf haye t+en or 
intend to take to give effect to the Conunittee's r ~ m m e o d &  
tions in letter and spirit. The Committee desire that ~ o v e k -  
ment's replies should be explicit and self-contained. In parti- 
cular where remedial measures are called for, the details of 
action taken sh~uld  be specifically spelt out? 

-do-  Thc Committee also desire that the investigations by the . k r d s  of 
Enquiry of these cases should be completed soon and a report on the actioll 
taken on their findings submitted to the Committee wlthoat delay. 

-do- While the Committee do not wish to pursue their reommendation 
relating to a further probe into the placement of the local purchase orders 
for shoes and their in;pection, in view of the finding of the latest enquiry, a 
the Committee note that the Board of Enquiry have made certain m- 0 

niendations in regard to the procedure for reporting substandard ~npplie$ 
which are stated to be under examination. The Committee desire that these 
~hould be processed expeditiously and instmctlons issued accordingly to the 
lower formations. 

-do- The Committec note that the adequacy uf the existing ptedurlres for 
local purchases has been gone into by the Board of Enquky constituted for 
inwctigating the circumstances leading to the purchase of sub-standard 
shoes for the Indian Navy. Certain recommendations in this regard by the 
Board are stated to be under examination. The Co- mge early 
action in this matter under intimation to them. 



SL No. Nune of Agoor 91. No. Name of -8 

WEST BBNGAL 

Gi.ntholoh, 

W. New Mm & Comwy,Lld., 
3, Old Court Home Street, 
CIIcutta. 

MI#. Mutnji Book Hour, 
Book Scher, 8B, Duff b e i  
Calcutta. 

DBLHI 

16. Jdn Book Agency, 
Connrwht PI=, New DelbL 

q. Srt Nuah & SonsD 
3141, M0hd. Btzor, 
Mod Gate, Delhl. 

d. Atmr Run& Sonr, 
Kuhmsre Gate, Delhl-6, 

q, J. M. Jdnr h Brothen, 
Mori *u, Delhl. 

go The Central New8 A m c y ,  
a3190, C o w w h t  Plre, ! 
New DelhL 

The Englirh Book Store) 
pi., Connr-t ~ ~ t c u r ,  
New Delhi. 

31. Lakshml Book Stas, 
4, Municipal MuL* 
Jmpub. New Ddhi. 

34. Jayna Book Depot, 
Chhrpuwda Korn, 
Kuol Bapb, New Delhi. 

3 J. Oxford Book h Sutlonerg a, 
S ~ n d i a  Honor, Coonaught PI* 
New Delhi. 

37. The United Boo& Agenuy, 
48. M t  Kaw M u d  
Pbhrr Gmj, 
Now Ddhi. 

38. Htnd Book Horse, 
82, Jmpuh, New Defbl. 

40. MIL Sdnl  IAW Publirhlng Co. 
1899, Chmdni Chowb 
Delhi. 

41. Shri N. Chmb Slam, 
Newt Agent, 
Ram Ld Paul Klgh School Ann- 
ImphrL-MANIPUEL 



RULE 382 OF THE R m  OF PROCEDURE AND CONDUCT OY 
h R m w  IN I m  S~BHA (Fmz -ON) m PRZNTB) im TIIE GENERAL 

G~V~RNMENT OF ~ I A  PRESS, Mmro ROAD, NEW DELRI. 




