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INTRODUCTION 

I, the Chairman of the Public Accounts Committee as authorised by 
the Committee, do present on their behalf this Hundred and Fifty-First 
Report on action taka by Government on the recommendations d the 
Public Accounts Committee contained in their 125th Report ( F i  Lok 
Sabha) relating to Ministry of Defence. 

2. On the 31st May, 1974, an 'Action Taken' SubCommittee was 
appointed to scrutinise the replies from Gwernment in pursuance of,fhe 
recommendations made by the Committee in their earlier Reports. Thcl 
SuKommittee was constituted with the following Members: 

Shri H. M. Patel--Convener 

2. Shri Sasankasekhar Sanyal 
3. Shri Jagannathrao Joshi 
4. Shri S. C. Besra 
5. Shri V. B. Raju Members 
6. Shri Mohammed Usman Arif 
7. Shri P. Antony Reddi 
8. Shri Nsrain Chand Parashar 
9. Shri T. N. Singh J 

3. The Action Taken Sub-Committee of the Public Accounts Committee 
(1974-75) considered and adopted this Report at their sitting held on the 
9th April, 1975. The Report was finally adopted by the Public A m @  
Committee on the 21st ~ p r i l ,  1975. 

4. For facility of reference, the main cooclusions~recommendations of 
the Committee had been printed in thick type in the body of the Report, A 
statement showing the summary of the main recomrnendatioas/hrvation) 
d the Committee is appended to the Report (Appendix). 

5. m e  Commit&, place on record their appreciation of the assistance 
rendered to them this matta by the Comptroller and A d t o r  G e d  d 
India. 

New Delhi; 
JYOTIRMOY BOW, 

Chairman, 
Public A mounts Committee. 



REPORT 

1 .l. This Report ol the Committee deals with the actioh taken by Gov- 
ernment on the recommendations contained in their 125th Report (Fdtb 
Lok Sabha) on the Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General bf 
India for the year 1971-72, Union Government (Defence Services) which 
was presented to Lok Sabha on the 22nd April, 1974. 

1.2. Action Taken Notes have been received in respect of all the 23 
recommendations in the Report. 

1.3. The Action Taken Notes on the recommendations have been cat@ 
gorised under the following heads: 

( i )  Reco~~rr~iet~dations/obserr.ations that have been accepted by 
govern me^. 

( i i  ) Reco~nrnmtl~tic~~r~ohrervaiions which the Committee do. mt 
desire to pursue in rile l i g k  oJ rhe replies of the Government. 
S. Nos 2 ,  4, 6, 9, 22. 

(iii) Rccommendations~bservations replies to which have not been 
atrepted by /he Committee and which require reiteration. S. 
Nos. 10, 12. 

(jv) Recor~tmerldatior~.s/ohserr~atioru in respect of which Government 
haw firrnished intt-rim replies. 
S .  Nos. 14, 16, 18. 20. 

1.4. At the outset, tbe Committee must express their displeasure in tbe' 
strongest pos~ible terms at the nnQIy long time thd is taken in 
and fhralising departmental pmcocdings even in established cases of mis- 
condoct or mbdemeanour. Thus, for insQace, in a case of ppc~~ment 
oi dafective teak logs for the lPIlUWfPchrre of d conmmted upon by 
the Committee in paragraph 1.53 d tbeh 125th Report (Fifth Lok Sabb), 
depmrtmedal action had been qxtmmendcd by tbe CBI against nine 
dficlols belonging to tbe Diredorote General of Supplies & Disposals, Direr- 
torote General of Inspection and tbe Navd Headquarters. Even though 
the report of the CBI bad been made adable  in Ortober, 1974, tbc Corn 
d b e  understand that action egPlinst oajcials of the Departmest of Supplv 
1s yet to be, idthted .od the delay ;a stated b be due to the tbcn-avdebnttp 



of tbe relevant Bles from the CBI. In the meantime, tbe officials are allow- 
ed to continue 4 0  work in a sensitive field of procurement of supplies. 
Similarly, in respect of a case of ddgr in freezing irsucs of sub-standard 
tinned meat, commented upon in paragraph 1.102 of the Report, while 
accepting thrt (ben was a lapse on tbe part of the depot in not withbddlng 
l s ~ ~ e s  aP the sub-sLandord meat, the Minisby have remained content with 
inforrPling the Coaarittee that actian for fixing responsibility for the delay 
ud taking suitable action agaht  the persons found responsible is undef 
amdde&i@n. In yet another case of elcesJ p a y m a  to an electri* 
company, commented upon by tbe Committee in paragraph 1.142 of the 
Report, appropriate enquiry against three officials fuund responsible by a 
Boad d Otficers, as early as February, 1973, has yet to be completed. It 
is regretted that other instances of similar delays have also comc to the 
notice of the Committee from time to time. 

1.5. Because of such delays in taking appropriate action against erring 
oikiah, even wben later p~nitive action is decided upon, it fails to have 
tb d d m d  slllotaJ or detenrat effect. The Committee wqnld, therebe, 
l ike to impress upon the Government to examine the desirebility of review- 
ing the roles relating to departmental proceediw with a view to simplbly- 
ing these rules at least in so far as they reWe to cases which have been 
esbblisLsd after M l e d  investigation eitber by the CBI or the Cenbal 
Vlgibaee Commission. Committee wwld suggest that this should be 
eumfaed by the Department of Personnel. 

1.6. l he  Cc~ndttee require that Anal replies in W r d  to these recom- 
menBYloas to whkb only interim re* have so far been furnished will 
be submitted to them expeditiously aftw getting them vetted by Audit. 

1.7. The Committee will now deal with action taken by Government 
on some of the recommendations. 

1.8. Daaling with a case of serious lapses in purchase of assault boats, 
tbc Committee in paragraph 1.26 of the Report had ob~rved as under:- 

"An assault boat was designed and developed by the Research and 
Development Organisation to replace an imported one and it 
was accepted in 1962 for introduction into service. 2587 buats 
of this type were procured durhg July 1964 to September 1969 
from four firms and a public sector undertaking at the rate 
ranging from Rs. 3800 to Rs. 4300 per boat. On receipt of a 
complaint from one A m y  Unit in July 1971 that all the boats 
held by it, which were supplied by two finns, were defective, 
the matter was investigated in October, 1971 and found that of 



811 boat costing Rs. 32.92 lakhs supplied by the two firms-608 
boats (297 with field units and 311 in stock in an Ordinance 
Depot) were defective. The seams of all joints of the boats 
disintegrated when the boats were inflated and put in water as 
the canvas at the seams had become brittle investigations dis- 

closed that this was caused by Oxidisation of the adhesive used 
by thcsc two firms to fix the scams of the boats. As the cost 
of repair involving complete replacement of canvas hull and 
bottom would be equal to thc cost of procurement of these boats 
it had been decided to declare them as obsolete. It was held by 
the Master General of Ordnance in January 1972 that the 
remaining 203 boats were also likely to be beyond economical 
repair when they developed defects. 

It is unfortunate that all this happened at a time when the Army needed 
thew boats most. The Committee are very distrehsed to note the following 
lapses which cost the exchequer very dcarly: 

(i) Detailed specificaticns for the adhesive to be used at the stitches 
were not laid down by the Research and Development Organisa- 
tion. 

(ii) the specifications l a d  down in November, 1962 provided that 
all stitches should be finished with leakproof composition af 
and approved yuallty. The two firms concerned used neoprene 
based adhesive whcre;ls the others used Bee's wax which was 
also used by thc Research :ind Development Organisation. 
Unfortunately there is sttted to be nothing on record to show 
whether approval to use neoprene based adhesive was given by 
the Establishmcnt (Technical Committee) to the two firms. 

(iii) In respect of the boats procured advancc samples were in each 
case approved by the Department inspected and accepted by 
Defence lnspcctorate and entire quantity was accepted by the 
respective consignees to their satisfaction. Tt was assumed that 
the necessary chlorine acceptor was automatically used along 
with adhesive. The Scientific Adviser admitted that it was un- 

fortunate that they did no test the adhosive whether it was 
fully neutralised and that it should have been done. 

(iv) No warranty clause was included in the contracts. The Com- 
mittee were infomed by the representative of the DGS&D that 
the warranty cla~use is included in respect of those items where 
defects can come to light only when the stores are put to use 
and that in this case neither the indentor nor thc Defence 
Inspectorate asked for a warranty clause. No action ~ o i * ~ . '  



hc taiicn against thc firm as they supplied stores to specifications. 
It is surprising that the Defence Department did not take this 
normal precaution especially because no detailed specifications 
for the adhesive were laid down by the Research and Deve- 
lopment Organisation and it was admittedly not possible to 
determine by usual inspection whether the adhesive used was 
goiny to deteriorate. 

(v)  Although all the boats were supplied by the two firms during 
February. 1966 to September 1969 it required an investigation 
in October 1971 on the basis of a complaint from a single Army 
Unit, to find out that as many as 608 boats were defective. 
The defects ought to have come to notice much earlier and in 
the normal courw of inspection in the Depots and Units. It 
is mtended that the defects were noticed only when the boats 
were floated and could not have been discovered earlier. The 
Committee is not wholly satisfied. In a matter such as this 
extra special care must be taken having regard to its bearin3 
on Defence preparednes The Committee did not get any 
explanation for its serious failure. 

The Committee desire that the above lapses should he gone into for 
fixing responsibility and taking appropriate action as also to ensure that they 
do not recur in future.". 

1.9. In their reply, dated the 7th December, 1974, the Ministry of De- 
fenm have stated:- 

"The lapses were examined by two Boards of Officers conkened by 
the Army Hqrs. and Defcnce Research and Development Or- 
ganisation. The reply to the above points mentioned in PAC's 
recommendations is given below with reference to facts now 
hrou.ght out in t h e  investigation:- 

( a )  Officers responsible for finalising the specification- knew 
about sealing c o m p n d  like Bees Wax Bitostic 'C'. Wilsden 
Green (imported adhesive). The absolute necessity for specify- 
ing detailed specihcations was. however, not considered essen- 
tial by them. This wuld be auributcd to the inexperience of 

the otkms in devlopment and inspection. Boat Assault 
Pneumatic was the first project of the Es&Mishmcnt ccmccm- 
ed. and besides inexperience tkrc wa. shortage of staR and 
tating facilities 



No approval of the Establishment (Technical Committee) was 
.required since the orders were placed by DGS&D. The a p  
proving authorities in this case were Inspector and Inspection 
and Production Division of the Establishment. The Inspec- 

tors a d  Officer-in-Charge Production Division approved the 
use of mpne adhesive because it had better water proofing 

qualities. Tbey, however, did not assess the long term c h e  
mica1 effect of the adhesivc on the canvas. 

Though there is no record to prove, it appears from the state- 
ment of the representative of one of the suppliers that &lo- 
rine acceptor was used. In retrospect, it appears that suffi- 
cient quantity of additives was not used to cater for the 
action of chlorine released by neoprene on the canvas which 
the material used for the hull of the boat. One of the rea- 

sons why specication of adhesive was not laid down 
was the combination of functions of development production 
and Inspection in a single agmcy at that time. In such 
cases, there is a tendency to go in for production without 
finalising all details as the development agency feels d d e n t  
that problems can be sorted out as and wheh they arise dur- 
ing production. However, a separate Engineers Inspection 
Establishment has come into bein2 with effect from 1968. 

(dl  In view of the fact that the cost of neoprene adhesive is mnch 
more than that of other adhesives used in ofit5 lots there is 
no reason to suspect any ntdafide either on the part of the 
firms or R&DE (Enps) or Inspecting oftlcers in using nee 
prene based adhesive. However, the lapses on the part of 
the officers who did not specify the adhesive clearly and 
those who accepted the stores without ascertaining the long 
term effect of neoprene adhesive on canvas arc being exa- 
mined and action as considered necessary will be taken. 

(e) At present, thcrc is some ambiguity a b u t  thc responsibility 
of the organisation who should propose the warranty clau* 

to be mcluded in the contract to be entered hto by DGSBrD. 
Firms do not normally accept warranty clause nf an equip 
ment manufactured by them if thc design and drawings are 
provided to them. However, the question of incorporating 
warranty clause in such contracts is being examined. 

( f )  The boats were inspected at the time of receipt in the d c p ~  
4 from manufacturers as well as prior to the issue therefrom to 

units etc. Periodic inspecticm in  the field by maintain? 



workshops was confined to visual dhccks as also receipt ins- 
pection. There i s  no evidence that the users even took these 
boats to thc fic!d woskshops for any defects m repairs, prior 
to thc imitation of defect reports in 1971. Only on receipt 
of a few defczt reports. action was taken to pet the entire 
stock of b a t s  inspected both in the holding units and the 
stocking depots. These defects ckvcloped as a result d 
chemical action on canvas resulting in the coZlrse of time. 
The defect could not have been noticed either at the time 
of receipt in thc depot or during storage or at the time of 
issue. Thereafter thew boats had becn in the hands of troops 
and no defects were brought to the notice of field workshops 
till the defect reports were raised. Once thiS happened, pr* 
mpt action was taken to have the matter thoroughly gone 
into." 

1.10. Tbe Committee note that the lapses on tbe put of the Ofiicera 
did not specify tbe adhesive clearly and those who accepted the !Stores 

withoot asarlainbg the long term effect of the adhesive on canvas sre under 
esrarlegtion by tbe Ministry. The Committee trust that th examindon 
of (host cases win be crmpleted expeditiwslp and apprspMte action taken 
a @ b t  tbe officers found responsible onder advice to the Committee. 

Purchase of limber (Parugra;)h 1 53-3. No.  7) 

1.1 I .  Commenting on the serious lapses in the procurement of detective 
teak logs required for the manufacture of b a t s ,  the Committee in para- 
graph 1.53 of the Report had observed: 

'The Committee are concerned to note serious lapses that led to the 
procurement of 303 cubic meters of defective teak logs at a 
cost of Rs. 3.5 lakhs from a firm. Of these 249.045 cubic 
meters were reccived by a Naval Stores Depot at Bombay and 
the rest at another Depot at Cochin. From the fdlowing 
narration of facts tho lapse would prima fuc.icr appear to be rnala 
fide : 

(i) Against an indent placed by Naval Headquarters in August 
1969, the DGS&D invited tenders. &lt of the tenders 
received the quotation of the firm from which the logs were 
purchased was the second lowest. The quotation of the 
lowest tenderer was not accepted as this capacity was not 
recommended by the Ddence Inspectorate. 

(ii) 7Be Naval Hcadquarter~ in a letter dated 12th August, 1969 
had requested the D C i W  that in r e g r d  to inspection 

of the logs ysocured from trade agins t  their indent, the 



Surveyor of Stores, Naval Dockyard, Bombay should be the 
Inspecting Omccr. Accordingly, the tender enquiry issued 
on 16th Auyst, 1969 by the DGS&D indicated that the 
inspection would be carried out by the Surveyor of Stores. 
Strangely, the firm is stated to have tendered on the basis 
that the inspection would be by Inspector of General Stores. 
The Defence Secretary stated during evidence that the 
suppher "perhaps has hi6 own reasons for choosing the 
hrpcctor of Gcneral Stores" and that "he perhaps expected 
a better deal". 

(iii) It is surprising that the vital discrepancy between the tcnder 
enquiry and the tender offer was not noticed by the 
DGS&D. In the Acceptance of Tender Inspection by 
Inspector of General Stores was stipulated as indicated by 
the firm. 

(iv) It was only after the Naval Headquarters took up the matter 
on 29th May, 1970 that the firm was approached for a 
change in the inspection authority and it d ~ d  not agree. 

(v) It was decided on 23rd October, 1970, at a mectmg held 
in h e  Directorate of Supplies and Disposals, attended also 
by the represcntatlve of the Naval Headquarters that In 
vlew of the attitude of the firm, the status quo should be 
maintained but the Surveyor of Stores should be assoaated 
with the Inspector while carrying out inspection. In the 
meantime, the first lot of logs meant for Cochin Depot, 
tendered by the firm were accepted by the Inspector. 
Surprisingly, ncither the WS&D nor the Naval Head- 
quarters communicated thg decision to the Inspector ot 
General Stores concerned. On the contrary the communi- 
cation was sent to an Inspector unconnected wrth h s  
purchase. The Committee could not get any explimat~on 

for this shp. The Defcnce Secretary stated: "Unfortunate- 
ly, wc have not hew :~blc. to put our finger on the real 
trouble spot.'' 

(vi) On receipt of the first consignment in January 1971, the 
Bombay Dapot noticed that the Surveyor of Stores had not 
signed the inspceticn report and took up the matter with 
their headqunrters. Before it was sorted out entire supplies 
were received at both the depots by June 1971. Signiticant- 
ly enough the Cochin Depot, which received We first con- 
signment as early as July 1970, did not raise the matter 



although a copy of the letter of 12th Augiust, 1969 of the 
Naval Headquarters regarding inspection of the logs had 
gone to them. 

(vii) The Bombay Depot arranged for an inspection by the 
Surveyor of Stores on receipt of the Erst cmignment and 
found that most of the logs had defccts and the logs wero 
rejected whereas Cochin Depot accepted the suppfies on the 
strength of the opinion of the professional authority on the 
pretext that the defects were within the toleraace limit 
allowed by the concerned lnspector of General Stores. 

(viii) During a joint inspection of the ldgs at the Bombay Depot 
in October-November, 1971, ordered by the Director d 
Inspecticm (General Stores) at the instance of the Naval 
He adquarters which brought out serious defects, there was 
reportedly a difference of opinion between the inspector of 
General Stores and the Surveyor of Naval Stores. The DGl 
o~ganisation overruled the opinica cyt the Inspector ot 
General Stores. A Board of enquiry which went into Ula 
matter subsequently, also held that the supply, by iind 
large, did not ccmform to the specification and the Insptdor 
was responsible. 

(i) The defects noticed at Bombay Depot having been brought 
to the notice of the DGS&D, they reported the rejectiun of 
supplies in respect of that depot to the firm md  asked for 
replacement. The firm did not accept the rejectioa and 

contended inter alia that loss supplied to both the Cochin 
and Bombay Depots were inspected and accepted, tho 
source of supply was the same, inspection was carried out 
by the same oficcr and that thc standard of acceptance was 
also the same. 

'The Committee learn that on receipt of certain information in 
1972, the CBI made some enquiries but did not purUuo 
further. However, after the Committee took evidence, the 
CBI has been asked to investigate the case. The Commit- 

tee desire that the CBI should inter alia go into the above 
aspects of the caw and that a 1  the basis of the f i n d w  
stringent action should be taken against all the delinquents 
to dlectively deter malpractice in the vital Defence esta- 
blishment. The Committee would await a report h this 
regard within three months. The Committee would also 
like to know the outcome of the arbitration proceedings 
initiated at rhe instance of the firm." 

I 



1.12. ln their reply, dated the 16th December, 1974, the Minlstry d 
Defence have stated:- 

"The case was investigated by the CBI and their report was forward- 
ed to the Ministry of Defence and Ministry of Rehabilitation 
and Supply on 29th October, 1974. The main recommenda- 
tions of the CBI are to initiate action as below:- 

(i) Reylar departmental action against seven officials belonging 
to DGS&D and Directorate General of Inspection and 
Naval Headquarters. Rebmlar Departmental action for 
minor penalty against one official of the Directorate 
General of Lnspection. 

(ii) Suspension of bushess dealings with the concerned firm and 
its partners permanently. Action should be taken to re- 
cover the loss caused to the Government Exchequer by 
supplying subslandard Teak Logs to the Nevy. 

(iii) Suitable acticn as the Ministry-Department might deem tit 
in respect of the facts connected with the conduct of one 
other official of the Directorate General of Inspection. 

(iv) Action should be taken against one other official o f  the Navy 
under the Navy Act, 1957. 

Action has been taken by the Department of Supply to obtain 
the files relevant to the case which were seized by the C'BI 
and on their receipt the question of action necessary agabst 
the concerned officers of that Department will be examrned 
by that Department. Necessary action has been initiated 
in respect of the other officials by the organisations concern- 
ed and each individual case is being progressed as per 
rules on the subject. 

The question of suspension of business dealings with the tfrms 
will be taken up as soon as the files are received back from 
(he CBI. Action to recover the loss caused to the Govcm- 
ment on account of supply of substandard Teak is depen- 
dent on the bl award of the Arbitrator which is awaited. 

As regards arbitration proceedings after completion of usual 
formalities the case was finally heard by the Arbitrator on 
9th December, 1974 and his award i s  awitcd." 

,. 1.13, Tbc Colllllljttee desire tbat departmental crises againsl &linqueni 
OfBctrL, h a d  @ty of mtrscoadud by CBI should be processed expedi- 
tiowly M) WI to have desired dctemnt effect. 



1.14. The Committee find thd the CBI had recommended the suspen- 
s b  of businem dealings with the concerned firm and its pgrhvrs 
=nay. This question i s  yet to be taken up. The Committee -re thlt this 
fboommendntioa of the CBI shooM be examined without further loss Of 

time and appropriate adon taken. 

Purchase of Solrrhle Coflcr ( P m l g r a p h  1.77-4.  No. 8)  

1.15. Dealing with a case of purchase of ground coffee in the guise of 
d u b l e  wffffee to meet Defence requirements, the Committee in paragraph 
1.77 of the Report had observed:- 

"The Committee are surprised that 4.514 tonnes of what can only 
be regarded as ground coffee was purchased as soluble coffee 
at a cost of Rs. 1.54 lakhs thraugh the Chief Director crf Pur- 
chase, Ministry of Food and Agriculture to meet Defence 
requirements from a firm which had no capacity for the manu- 
facture of soluble coffee. It  should be noted that the price of 
soluble coffee was about four times the price of ground coffee. 
The following interesting points emerge out of the examination 
of the case by the Committee in so far as the conduct of the 
Purchasing Organisation is concerned: 

(i)  The order for the supply was placed on the firm in July, 
1969 without verifying the capacity of the firm. I t  is 
strange that it was assumed that everyone who can produce 
ground coffee can also produce soluble cdffee and the list 
of registered suppliers of ground coffee was approved for 
inviting tenders for the supply of soluble coffee also. 

(ii) The Commiftee find that at present only three firms have 
established manufacture of s~luble coffee in the comtry. 
They are un:hle to understand how this fact was not 
known to the Purchasing Organisation. The Organlsation 
nevix consulted the Coffee Board or the Commerce Mils- 
try in the matter. Moreover, it was not for the first time 
that the soluble coffee was being procured for the Def& 
Services in 1%9. Purchases had been made since 1967 
from established manufacturers. It was for the first time 
that an order was apparently wilfully placed in 1969 on a 
firm which had no capacity whatsoever for the manufac- 
ture of soluble coffee. 

(iii) During the period 1967-1 969, ground coffee was purchased 
on orders placed on 7 occasions between February, 1967 
and November, 1968 and all the orders were placed on this 



firm alone for a total quantity of 97.85 Manes at the cost 
of Rs. 7.94 lakbs. Presumably, the purchase of m d  
cofIee for Defence was stopped after November, 1968. 
Thercatter this or&r for the supply of soluble coffee was 
placed on the same firm in July, 1969. Thus there seems 
to have been some exercise of favouritism corruption. 

(iv) The supplies received were initially reject& m the inspection 
conducted by Composite Food Laboratory of the Army 
Strvice Corps in September, 1969. The Appeal Board 
with which the Chief Director of Purchase and his officers 
were associated, held that the supplies conlormed to the 
rpccibation except that slight insoluble specks were 
noticed. Thereafter the con'gnment was acoepted by the 
Chief Director Purchase with a nominal price reduction of 
2 per cent. It will be of interest to know the part played 
by the officers of the Purahasing Organisation in arrivlng 
at this decision of the Board. 

(v) Another order was placed on this firm for 4.5 tomes 01 
solube coffee of the value of Rs. 1.53 lakhs subsequently 
and the supply did not materialise. The risk purchase 
order was also placed in November, 1969 on the same firm 
presumably to oblige them and they again failed and finally 
local purchases h i  to be made at ;a extra cost of Rs. 0.45 
l a .  

(vi) In the meantime, the firm's factory was inspected by the 
Deputy Technical Adviser of the Ministry of Food oa 16th 
September, 1969 which revealed that the finn had no 
equipment for the manufacture of soluble coffee. Instant 
coffee plant is capital intensive and complioated All that 
tihe firm had were (a) a roasting machine, (b) an automaw 
electrical balance, (c) an equipment for seaming the con- 
tainers and (d) im equipment or gas packing. In spite of 
these finding, not only were the supplies against the tirst 
order accepted by Lhe Chief Director, Purchase but also a 
risk purchase contract agliiost the second order was placed 
on the same firm. 

The Committee consider that thorough probe into the deals with 
this firm is necessary since the facts set out above suggest 
clearly that corrupt practices were adopted. Exemplary action 
shouid he taken against the officials involved under advice to 
the Committee." 
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1.16. In their reply. dated the 19th November, 1974, the Ministry of 
Defence have stated:-- 

"The explanations ol  the officers concerned in the Ministry of Agri- 
culture and Irrigation (Deptt. of Food), involved in the case, 
have been obtained by that Ministry and the matter has been 
referred by them to thc Central Vigilance Commission on the 
1 lth October, 1974 for advice, which is awaited." 

1.17. The Committee note that the explanatioos of the Officers con- 
cerned in the Depmtment of Food, involved in the case have been referred 
to the Central Vigilance Commission for advice. The Committee would 
require the Government to finaliie the case without any further loss of time 
under advice to the Committee. 

1.18. Taking serloub note of thc lapse on the part of the QMG's Branch 
in not tahin~ action on an adverse report of the Deputy Technical Atlvlsel 
on the capacity of a firm, the Committee in paragraph 1.79 ot the Repolt. 
h i ~ l  observed:- 

"Another distressing lapse is that although the adverse report of the 
Deputy Technical Adviser on the capacitp of the firm was sent 
to the QMG's Branch on 4th October. 1969, no action was 
taken thereon. This is a very serious matter since it happenctl 
evcn in QMG's Branch and action should thercforc bc taken 
under udvice to the Committee." 

1.19. In their reply, dated the 26th Drccmber. 1974, the Ministry of 
Defence have stated:- 

"The Chief Dircctor of Purchase, Army Purchase Organis:~tion 
(Deptt. of Food) is primarily responsible for placing contracts 
for various items of foodstuffs with the supplying firms on the 
basis of indents placed by the Defence Services. Before doing 
so, it is for him to ensure that the contracting firm has the 
meanq and capacity to manufacture/supply the stores in ques- 
tion according to the required specification a\  indicated by thc 
indentor in the relevant indent 

It  is true that the adverse report of the Deputy Technical Adviser 
on the capacity of the firm was received in QMG's Branch from 

the CDP in October, 1969, but it was only for information and 
no action was required to be taken by OMG's Branch as i t  wag 
assumed that the CDP who was primarily responsible for c n \ m  
ing supplies according to prescribed spccifications would have 



tahcn uote ol Lhe obscrvat~ons madc by h ~ s  Ucputj lcchn~cal 
Advrser and would tare sultaorc actloll In me ~riarter." 

1.20. l'he Ministry of Defence have explained that the Chief Director 
of Purchasles wes primarily responsible for ensuring s u m  according $0 

Ule prescrrbed speclficatioe and should have taken note of the adverse repon 
of the Deputy 'I'echnical Adviser. The Miistry of Defence do not think 
that any action is required to be taken by QMG's Branch. The Com- 
mittee are not satisfied with this explanation and consider that as the 
indentor of the material, the M i i t r y  of Defence cannot at all absolve 
themselves of all responsibility in this regard and p ~ s s  the onus on to the 
Chief Director of Purchases. 'I'be Committee would, therefore, reiterate 
their earlier r e e o m m ~ ~ o n  and require fixing of responsibility for the 
Lapse for deterrent action under advice to the Committee. The matter 
should also be reported to the House within three months from a t e .  

Composition of flw Appcd Llourd (l'urrrgruph 1.8 1 A. No. 12) 
1.21. Con~menting on the existing con~position of the Appeal Board 

for considering appcals from contractors against the decis~ons of Officers 
Commanding, Con~posite Food Laboratories, the C'omm~ttee in paragraph 
1.8 1 ol  thc Report had stated:- 

"The Committee have been informed that the Appea! Board cons~sts 
of Director of Suppliw' and Transport as the Chairman, the 
indentor and an Army Medical Corps Officer as members. 
After examining this case the Committee have come to the 
conclusion that thc functioning of the Appeal Board as it cwn- 
stituted at present is quite unsatisfactory and it needs to be 
reconstituted immcdiatelg. The Committee are of the view 
that the Purchasing Organisation should not be associated 
with the Board. Instead Government should consider the 
udvisability of having on the Bo.ud a competent food techno- 
logist and associating a representative from the Commodity 
Board concerned whcrever nccyssary. It should also be consi- 
dered whether thew is any particular advantage in procuring 
tinncd food stuffs for Defcncc Services through the Ministry 
of Food and Agriculture." 

1.22. In their reply, dated the 26th Dec~nlbcr. 1974, the Ministry of 
Defence have stated:- 
L 

"The association of the CDP as the purchaser in the deliberations 
of the Appeal Board while consideri~lg appeals from wntrac- 
tors against the decisions of the Officers Commanding, Com- 
posite Food Laboratories has been examin-d and the position - 



emerging as a result thereof is briefly as follows:- 

In accordance with the terms and conditions of the contracts, 
the DST is the final appellate authority to accept or reject 
appeals preferred by tha supplier against initid rejections by 
the r e g o d  C o n m i t e  Food Laboraticxies. A3 DST, by 
himself, cannot examine and decide each wse, as various 
aspects apart from the analysis of the sample undertaken by 
the Central Food Laboratory at Army Headquarters are 
involved, he has to be advised in these technical matters by 
the Dy. DS (as indentor), the Dy. Director (Food Inspection) 
(as Medical representative) and the CDP (as purchaser). 
The final decision, however, rests with the DST. The asso- 
ciation of CDP in the matter of taking decisions on appeals 
against rejection of samples bjr the regional loboratories is 
alsoconsidered necessary, because he s an essential link bet- 
ween the supplier and the indentor and it is he alone who can 
advise the D5T about the actual trend in the market, the 
opacity of the various firms to supply stores according to 
required specifications, the need for any relaxation in the 
prescribed specifications and acceptance of stores with some 
price reduction and any other ancillary matter. It may be 
mentioned here that the manufacturers or the~r rcpresenta- 
tives are not permitted to bc present at the timc of consi- 
deration of their appeals and the CDP has to bring out the 
point of view of the manufacturers, which may help th; DST 
in taking a final decision on the appeal. 

As regards the association of a Food Technologist with thc Appenl 
Board, the Director of Supplies and Transport has already 
accepted the necessity, in principle, of having a qualified 
senior Food Scientist (with at least 5 years' research cxpcri- 
ence in food chemistry and quality control of foodstuffs) 
in Army Headquarters Appellate and Control Food Labora- 
tory, on deputation from the only National Institute, i.e. the 
Central Food and Technological Research Institute. 
MYSORE. This requirement could not, however. bc pro- 
jected in the recent review of establishment of the Supplies 
and Transport Directorate due to the existing ban on creation 
7f poSt5. 

A Food Technologist as such cannot achieve the desired object, 
as his experience would he mainly confind to manufactur- 

ing techniques only. The Army Headquarters are, there- 
fore, considering a proposal for the crcatim of a post of 



DD(F1) (Senior Food Research Scientist with at least 5 
years' research experience in food chemistry and quality 
COU of focwlstufEs) in the rank of Colonel (if an Army 
Oacer  of the required qualification is available) or a civilian 
officer of equivalent status, possessing required qualifications, 
to be taken from the National Food Technoiogical Research 

Laboratory, that is, the Central Food Technological Researcn 
Institute, MYSORE, in addition to DD(F1) (Army Medical 
Corps), in the Army Headquarters Appellate and Control 
Food Laboratory. After such a proposal is received from 
Army Headquarters, it wili be examined carefully in con- 
sultation with the Minirtry of Finance (Defence). 

In view of the functions of the Appeal Board as explained above, 
there seems to be no need for a representative of the con- 
cerned Commodity B o d s  to be co-opted to advise on the 
appeals against rejection of thc samples by Central Food 
Laboratories. 

As regards the procurenlent of t i nnd  foodstuffs for the Defence 
Services through the Ministry of Food and Agriculture, the 
suggestion of the PAC has been noted and in view of the 
far-reaching consequences involved, a decision will be taken 
after detailed examination in consultation with Army Head- 
quarters and the Ministries of Agriculture and Finance." 

1.23. The Committee are not satisfied with the cxplnnoJion given by 
the Ministry on the reconstitution of tbe Appeal Board and would reiieeate 
tbeir earlier recommcndption on the inadvisability of a w o c d q  . . the por- 
chasing oqanisation witb the Appeal Board. Tbe Committee would strongly 
recommend that, in case it is considered necesq ,  the advisatnlitp of 
permitting the manufncturer/6upplier to appen directly before the Appeal 
Board sbould be examined 

Sub-standards finncd meat-delay in frec5n.q isslws.-( Paragraph 1.102- 
S. No. 14) 

1.24. Dealing with a c'ae of delay in issuing instructions to stop the 
issue of substandard tinned mwt. the Committet: in paragraph 1.102 of 
the Report had observed:- 

"The Comn~ittee have not got any satisfactory expianation why the 
Composite Food Laboratory did not notice the defects in thc 
supplies rcccived apinst  the first contract. They, however, 
learn that no obscwations were made with regard to body fat 



or facia by the Laboratory in this case. Further, although the 
Depot which received the bulk of the supplies received the 

post-copy of the telegram dated 22nd August, 1970 to freeze 
issues', strangely enough the Depot did not take any ac,tion till 
November, 1970 for reasons known to them. Such delays in 
stopping issue of substandard materia; for consumption could 
seriously endanger the health of troops. The Committee re- 
quire that responsibility should be fixcd for these lapses and 
action taken reported to them." 

1.25. In their reply, dated the 26th Decemhcr, 1974, thc Minislry of 
Defence have stated:- 

"Action on the part of the Army authorities to :irrange to under- 
take analysis of samples of the supplier. aptinst the first con- 
tract, after detection of the defects in the samples of the second 
contract, was taken as a prccautionarjl nieasurc with a view 
to ensuring the quality of the supplies made against the first 

contract, so that further issues of the defcctive stuff. if ;my, 
might be withheld even at that belated stage. This was con- 
sidered essential to safeguard the health of the troops against 
any health hazard. As regards non-observation of fat or facia 
by the laboratory. it may be stntcd that the stocks are manu- 

factured in small batches from different portion'; of thc animals 
and the possibility of can to can variation. cspccially in a tinned 
commodity. cannot be entirely ruled out in sarnplcs drawn 
from time to time, due to lack of proper quality control faci- 
lities with the small-scale canned suppliers in our country. 
Steps have now been taken to ensure that instructions issued 

by Army Headquarters~Composite Food Laboratories ASC 
for withholding issues of suspected stocks, are rigidly followed 
by all concerned, in future. In this connection Army Head- 
quarters letter No. 55934/Q/ST7, dntcd 1st November. 1973 
(copy at Anncxure 1) refers. The following steps have been 
taken in this regard:- 

( a )  Instructions are required to be issucd through OP IMME- 
DIATE signals. fol!owed hy OP IMMEDIATE post copies. 

(b) Communication crf intimations on kkphonc through OP 
IMMEDIATE calls. 

Therc was a lapse on the part of the dcpot in not withholding the 
issues in the instant case. However. there was no report of 
any troops having become ill  as a recult of consun~ption of the 
meat. To prcvent recurrence of such cases, steps have becn 
taken to ensure rigid compliancr hv stock-holding depots. trf 



the instructions received from Army Headquarters/Con~posile 
Food Laboratories for withholding issues of suspected stock to 
units. The then Commandant of the depot has since retired 
from service. However, action regarding fixing responsibilirj 

for the delay and taking suitable action against the person or 
persons found responsible is under consideration of Govern- 
ment." 

1.26. The Committee take a serious note of the delay in taking action 
itginst officials found responsible for the lapses which cotdd have posed a 
potential threat to the health of the troops. The Committee therefore 
required that disciplinary proceedings should be initiated expeditiously in 
all proves cases of Lapses, misconduct or misdemeanour under advice to 
the Committee. 

1.27. Deprecating the seriouh lapses in the strengthening ot an alr tield 
in a strategic area and the rcniissness on the part of the authorities con- 
ccrncd in the work relating to thc extension of ;in adr;mco landing ground. 
thc Committee, in paragraphs 1 . 1  13 and 1.132 of the Rcpcwt, had observed 
as follows:- ' 1  ,-- qr 

"1.1 13. Strengthening of an air field for operation of certain types 
of transport and fighter aircraft was taken up through a Con- 
tractor at a cost of Rs. 27.67 lakhs in @toher 1965 and the 
work was completed in April 1968. Although certain 'minor' 
defects werc pointed aut by the Garrison Engineer, he certified 
that the work l i d  k e n  completed sati.;factorily :~nd thc com- 
pletion certificate was issued. Within ;I nwnth thereafter a 
Board of Airforcc Officers pointed out ccrlain defects such a- 
depression at scvcral places, lots of cracks ctc. and the defects 
excepting the crc~cks were rectified by the contractor. In the 
meantime, it cilnie to light on tests conducted by the Central 
Road Research Institute that there were significant deviations 
from specificationg. Thc Engineer-in-Chief informed the Com- 
mittee that thcrc werc also some dcticioncies in the specifica- 
tions which partly nccountcd for the defects. The Defence 
Secretary felt that there was deficient supervisicn. The Com- 
mittee deprecate these serious lapscs in a stragic area and 
stress that responsibility should be fixed for appropriate action 
under intinlation to them." . 



"1.132. The Committee deeply regret to note that extension work 
on an advaace lan&i.ng ground completed at a cost of about 
Rs. 21 Iakhs in November 1968 proved to be infructuom. Tha 
runway was extended from 1,000 yards to 7,400 ~ards .  A 
Board of Ofikers which assessed the work in February 1969, 
noticed defects like onevenness of surface of the runways, taxi 
track etc. and depressions. By April 1971, a part of the land- 
ing ground, we were told, had been washed aiwy due to rains 
with the result that only 900 yards were available for aircraft 
operations. The Committee have been informed that the re  
maining strip could be utilised only for operation 
of aircraft with limited load by very experienced 
pilots. A Technical Board constituted to investigate the quality 
of the work done and the reasons for rapid deterioration in the 
landing ground had found inadequacies in preliminary investi- 
gation and in design of pavement, lack of technical knowledge 
at the execution stage, use of poor quality of constructian 
materials, poor construction of fills, insufficient/pcxx drainage 
etc. The Committee require that Government should investl- 
gate the matter in the light of the observaticns of the Technical 
Board and fix responsibility for remissness on the part of the 
authorities concerned. The action taken in the matter may be 
reported to the Committee." 

1.28. In their reply, dated the 25th November, 1974, the MmisS of 
Defence have stated as under:- 

"1.113. A staff Court of Inquiry has been assembled in July 1974 
to investigate into t+ matter. The terms of reference of this 
Court of Inquiry are as under:- 
(a) Whether the specifications for strenghening works were 

framed taking the site conditions into consideration while 
planning the work in Dimapur airfield prior to accordrng 
sanction in 1965. 

(b) Whether the work actually executed conformed to the speci- 
fications stipulated in the contract agreement. 

(c) Whether there was any laxity in supervision of work. 

(d) Why the airfield was not utilised for fighter aircraft for 
whim it was intended after works were completed and 
handed over to the users. 

(e) Any other facts/points relevant to the case. 

Q To apportion blame for the lapses, if any. 

(g) To make recommendations. 



The Report of the Staff Court of Inquiry is awaited." 

1.32. A Court of Inquiry has been assembled in July 1974 to inves- 
tigate into the matter. The terms of reference of the Court of 
Inquiry are as under: 

(a) To  investigate the circumstances under which go ahead 
sanction was accorded by H Qrs Eastern Air Command 
under para 10 of Emergency works procedure for construe 
tion of Air-field landing ground in 1967 at Turial. 

(b) T o  inquire as to why the extension of runway from 1000 
yds to 1400 yds could not be initially visualised. 

(c) T o  inquire whether the technical limitations were fully 
considered prior to according Administrative Approval for 
extension of Runway by 400 yds. 

(d) To  state whether the Engineers ensured that the works 
actually executed conformed to the specifications stipul- 
ated in the contract agreement. 

(e) To  shte  whether the time schedule fixed for completion ot 
the work on 1000 yds. runway and subsequent extension of 
400 yds was sufficient to complete the work on sound 
engineering principles. 

(f) To state reasons as to why the protective measures and 
drainage works required for the embankment were not 
adopted and proper consolidation of the large fills could 
not be carried out. 

(g) Any othcr facts/pints relevant to the case. 

(h) T o  pin point responsibility and apportion blame. if any, for 
lapses in planning, sanctioning, sanctioning and cxtensicn 
of the works. 

(i) To  make recommendations. 

The report of the Staff Court of Inquiry is awaited." 

1.29. Tbe Committee note that the mports of the Courts of Enquiry 
.ssembbd in July 1974 to investigate these two c a m  are awaited. The 
Committee desire that the enquiries should be completed enpedltiously and 
a report on the action taken o.n the findine of tbe C'rts of Enquiry 
sabmlMd to the Committee as soon as possible. 



Exec-ss pqment  to citt electric- sirpplv company ( Paragraph 1 . 1 4 2 S .  
No. 20'1 

1.30. Commenting on an excess payment of Rs. 11.46 lakhs to an blec- 
tric Company due to neslipence on thc part of officials. the Cornmitee in 
paragraph 1 .I42 of the Report had observed:- 

"The Coniniittce regret to, find that an excess payment of Rs. 11.4h 
lakhs has been made to an Electric Company from April 1YbH 
to March 1973 due to negligence on the part of officials who 
fnilcd to check the bill\ of thc company with rcl'erence to the 
terms and conditions of thc agreement under which the wn- 
sumer w s  entitled to ;I special cxtra discount of 50 per cent for 
the actual consumption. The Committee note that a Board of 
Officer< convened in February, 1973 to fix re~ponsibility has 
found three officers rcqwnsihlc. The Committee recommend 
that appropriate action \hould be taken against the errlng 
officer\. They would await a report in thiq regard." 

1.31. In their reply. dated the 2nd .January, 1975, the Ministry of Dct- 
ence have stated:- 

"? he observations ot the Clommimc arc ,noted. A lurthe~ r-cport i n  
regard to the disciplinary actions when finaliscd will bc sub 
mitted. as directed hy thc Comniittee." 

1.32. The Committee arc deeply concerned over tbe unasual delay in 
taking disciplinary action against the erring officials who had been found 
guilty by a Board d Oflicers a5 early as Felrmary. 1973. Since delay 
of any significant magnitude detracts from the effectiveness of whatever 
a c t i o ~  that is subsequently taken, the Committee would require the 
Government to take appropriate action against the threc officers fonnd 
responsible without any dela) under advice to the Con~mittee. 

1.33. Dealing with a case of delay in the construction of an Ordnance 
Complex, the Committee, in paragraph 1.156 of the Report, had 
observed :- 

"Admittedly the present procedures are not ,atisfac(ory. The Com- 
mittee desire that the Study Group appointed by the Ministry 
to suggest improvement in the procedures should speedily corn- 
plete their study and that steps should be taken to cut out 
avoidable delays in future. In the meantime, thc Committee 
trust that the remaining work will be complcted expeditiously." 



1.34. In their reply, dded the 7th December, 1974, the Ministry of 
Defence have stated : 

"The Committee under the Chairmanship of Shri D. S. Nakra, 
former F.A. was appointed with a view to stream-lming the 
existing works procedure. Its report was received by the Ciovt. 
in September, 73 and it\ recommendation< are \till under 
cxamination in consultation with the Army HQ." 

1.35. The Committee are concerned to note that although the report of 
the Study Gmup had been received by thp Government as early as Septem- 
ber 1973, the recommendations are stated to he stilt wuler examination. 
The Committee would require the Government to arrive at a final decisiin 
on the recommendations of the Study Croup expeditio~~sly and to take 
suitable measures to streamline the existing procedures. I l e  Government 
shoold be in a pusition at the very least to inform the Committee the date 
by which the Government is endeavouring to complete its examination and 
proceed to t a b  steps based on the re~olts of the examination. The Com- 
mittee should be informed of the target date without delay. 



RECQMMENDATIONS/OBSERVATIONS THAT HAVE BEEN 
ACCEPTED BY GOVERKMENT 

An assault boat was design.ec1 and devcloped by the Research and Deve- 
lopment Organisation to replace an imported one and it was accepted m 
1962 for introduction into service. 2587 boats of this type were procured 
during July 1961 to September 1969 from four firms and a public sector 
undertaking at the rate ranging from Rs. 3800 to Rs. 4300 per boat. On 
receipt of a complaht from one Army Unit in July 1971 that all' the boats 
held by it, which were supplied by two firms, were defective, the matter was 
investigated in October. 197 1 and found that of 8 1 1 boats costing Rs. 32.92 
lakhs supplied by the two firms 608 boats (297 with field units and 31 1 in 
stock in an Ordnance Depot) were defective. The seams of all joints Of 
the boats disintegrated when the boats were inflated and put in water as the 
canvas -at the seams had become brittle. Investigations disclosed that 
this was caused by Oxidication of thc adhesive used by those two firms to 
fix the seams of the boats. As the cost of repair involving complete re- 
placement of canvas hull and bottonl would be equal to the cost of pro- 
curement of these boats it had been decided to declare them as obsolete. 
It was held by the Master General of Ordnance in January 1972 that the 
remaining 203 boats were also likely to bc beyond economical repair when 
they developed defects. 

It is unfortunate that all this happcned at a timc when the Army needed 
these boats most. The Committee are very distressed to note the f o l l m n g  
lapses which cost the exchequer very dearly: 

( i )  Detailed specifications for thc adhc\ive to be uscd at the stitches 
were not laid down by the Research and Development Organi- 
sation. 

(ii) the specificAcn5 laid down in November, 1962 provided that 
all stitchec should be finished with leakproof composition of an 
approved quality. The t\co firms concerned used onoprene 
based adhesive whereas the others used Bee's wax which was 
also used by the Reccarch and Development Organisation. 
Unfortunately there is stated to be nothing on record to show 
whether approval to use neoprene based adhesive was given by 
the Establishment (Technical Committee) to the two firms. 



(iii) In respect of the h a t s  procured advance samples were in each 
case approved by the Development, inspected and accepted by 
Defence Inspsctorate and entire quantity was accepted by the 
respective consignees to their satisfaction. It was assumed that 
the necessnry chlorine acceptor was automatically used along 
with adhesive. The Scientific Adviser admitted that it was un- 
fortunate that they did not test the adhesive whether it was fully 
neutraliscd and that it hould have k e n  done. 

(iv) No  warranty clause was included in the contracts. The Corn- 
mittee were informed by the representative of the DGS&D that 
the warranty clause is included in respect of those items where 
defects can come to light ~ n l y  when the stores are put to use 
and that in this case neither the indcntor nor the Defence Ins- 
pectorate asked for a warranty clause. No action could be taken 
against the firm as they supplied stores to specifications. It is 
surprising that the Defence Department did not take this normal 
precaution espcciakly bemu= no detailed specifications for the 
adhesive were laid down by the Research and Development 
Orpanisation and it was admittedly not possible to determine 
by usual inspection whether the used was going to 
deteriorate. 

(v) Although all the boats were wpplied by the two firms dur~ng 
February, 1966 to Septtmber 1969 it required an invest~gat~on 
in October 197 1 on thc basis of a complaint from a single Army 
Unit, to find out that as many as 608 boats were defectwe. The 
defects ought to have come to notice much earlier and in the 
normal course of inqpcction in the Depots and Units. It is con- 
tended that rhe defects were noticed only when the boats were 
floated and could not have been discovered earlier. The Com- 
mittce is not wholly satisfied. In a matter such as this extra 
special care must be taken having reprd  to its hearing on 
Defence prep.~reQess The Committee did not get any ex- 
planation for this serious failurc. 

The Committee desire that the above lapses should be gone into for 
fixing responsibility and taking approprk~te action as also to ensure that 
they do not recur in future. 

rs. No. 1 (Parn 1.26) of Appendix 11 to 125th R c p m  of P.A.C. 
(5th Lok Sabha)] 

Action bL;1 
The lapses were ex;mined by two Boards of Oficerr convened by the 

Army Hqrs and Dcfcnce Research and Development Organisation. The 



reply to the above points mentioned in PAC's recommendations is given 
below with reference to facts now brought out in the investigation:- 

(a) Officers r e sps ib le  for finalising the specification-knew about 
sea-ling compound like Bees Wax, Bitostic 'C', Wilsden Green 
(imported adhesive). The absolute necessity for specitylng 
detailed specifications was. however, not considered essential by 
them. This could be attributed to the inexpcrimce of the 
officers in development and inspection. Boat Assault Pneuma- 
tic was the first project of the Establishment concerned, and 
besides inexperience there was shortage of staff and testlng 
facilitie\. 

(b) No approval of thc Establishment (Technical Committee) was 
required since the orders were placed by DGWD. The 
approving authorities in this case were Inspector and Inspection 
and Production Division of the Est:~blishment. The Inspectors 
and Officer-in-Chargc Production Division approved the use of 
neoprene adhesive because it  h d  better water proofing qualities. 
They, however, did not as\ess the long term chemical effect of 
the adhesivc. on the canvas. 

(c) Though there is no record to prove. it appears from the state- 
ment of the representative of one of the suppliers that chlorine 
acceptor was used. In respect, it  appcars that s,ufficicnt 
quantity of additives was not used to cater for the action of 
clorine released by neoprene on the canvas which the material 
used for the hull of the boat. One of the reasons why specitica- 
tion of adhesive was not hid down was the combination of func  
tions of dmelopment production and Inspection in a single 
agency at that time. In such c a w ,  t1ic.1-c is a tendency to go 
in for production without finalising all d e t d s  as the develop 
ment agency feels confident that problems cdn be sorted out as 
and when they arise during production. However, a separate 
Engineers inspection E~tablishment has wme into being with 
effect from 1968. 

(d) In view of the fact that the cost of neoprene adhesive is much 
more than that of other adhesives used in other lots there b no 
reason to suspect any malafide either on the part of bhe fitmsor 
R&DE (Engrs) or Inspecting officers in using neoprene based 
adhesive. Howcver, the lapses on the part of the officers who 
did not specify the adhesive clearly and those who accepted the 
stores without asccrt&ning the long term effect of neoprene 
adhesive on canvas are being examined and action as considered 
necessary will be taken. 



(e) At present, there is Rome ambiguity about the responsibility d 
the organisation who should propose the warrnty clause to be 
included m the contract to be entered into by DGS&D. Firms 
do not normally accept warranty clause of an equipment manu- 
factured by them if the design and drawings are provided to 
them. However, the question of incorporating warranty clause 
in such contracts is being examined. 

(f) The boats were inspected at the time of receipt in the depot from 
manufacturers as well as prior to the issue therefrom to untits 
ctc. Periodic inspection in the f ~ l d  by maintaining workshops 
was contined to visual checks as also receipt inspection. There 
is no evidence that the users even took these boats to the held 
workshops for any defects or repairs, prior to the initiation of 
detect reports in 197 1 .  Only on receipt of a few defect reports, 
action was taken to get the entire stock of boats inspected both 
in the holding units and the stocking depots. These defects 
developed as a result of chemical action on canvas resulting in 
the course of time. The defect could not have been notlced 
either at the time of receipt in the depot or during storage or at 
the time of issue. Thereafter those b a t s  had been in the hands 
of troops and no defects were brought to the notice of field 
workshops till the defect reports were raised. Once this happen- 
ed. pronipl action was taken to have the matter thoroughly 
gone into. 

[Ministry of Defence O.M. No. 1 1(3)/74/D (Ijudget) clt. 7-12-19741 

According to the representative of the Research and L)eveioymcnt 
Organisation even Becs Wax is not quite a good adhesive matcrial and it 
has also indicated a very slow rate of water swpge .  The Committee, 
however, are not very clear as to how many boats where this adhesive was 
used also developed defects. They learn that ;I difierent adhesive \ i r .  
Bitamaria No. 3 was uscd in the iniported nssau.1 boat and that this was 
known to the .Research and Development 0rpnis;ltion when the indigenous 
developnwnt of the boat was undertaken as early as 1949. Ho\rc.v~.r. 
there is stated to be nothing on the file to indicatc why this adhesivr \$as 
not used by thc Organisation. The Committee understand that u ncw 
design of the boat is going to be introduced. In view of thc fact t h a ~  the 
Becs Wax is regarded as not quite god and ccmpletely watcrproof and the 
neoprene based adhesive is twenty times more costly. the C'onmittec: desire 
that the Raearch and Developnlent Organischon should find out a cheaper 
but effec tivc as well as indigenously available adhesive for the newly 



designed boats. It is regrettable that they do not seem to have applied 
their mind to this so far. 

[Sl. No. 3 (Para 1.28) of Appendix 11 to 125th Report of PAC (5th Lok 
Sabhal 

Action Taken 

The new boat already developed is made of a'uminium and does not 
need any adhesive. However, one of the establishments of the Defence 
Research and Development Organisation has taken up a project for deve- 
lopment of a suitable adhesive and recommendations arc likely to be 
finalised shortly. 

[Ministry of Defence O.M. No. 1 1 (3)-74/D (Budst ) ,  dt. 7-1 2-1 9741 

What has been stated in the above paragraphs adds upto a situation in 
an important organisation of the Defence Ministry which cannot but cause 
concern. The prsent procedures for the Storage, inspection and issue of 
vital stores are such that the unusuability of a vital item may not be dis- 
covered until it is required for operational use. It does not require such 
imagination to see what a serious situation this could land the countr-j's 
armed forces in. Tbe Committee therefore, while expressing their g a v e  
concern at the somewhat mechanical, lacklaisical and unimaginative attitude 
that the Ministry's spokesman showed, would strongly urge the Ministry 
to carry out a thorough review of the procedures relating to acceptance 
of operational stores, their maintenance during storage and their inspection 
before issue to ensure that they are in the state of efficiency they should be. 

[Sl. No. 5 (Para 1.30) Appendinx IT to 125th Report of PAC 
(5th Lok Cabha)] 

Action Taken 

The Board which was asked to carry out a thorough review about the 
matter forlnd that the existing procedure for acceptance, storage and 
bpection of equipment of operational importance are adequate and do not 
require any drastic revision. Drills have been laid down regarding care 
and maintenance of such items and these drills are invariably fohwed.  

[Ministry of Deface  O.M. No. 1 l(3)-74/ (Budget), dt. 7-12-1974] 



The Committee are concerned to note serious lapses that led to the 
procurement of 303 cubic meters of defective teak logs at a cost of Rs. 3.5 
lakhs from a firm. Of these 249.045 cubic meters were received by a 
Naval Stores Depot at Bombay and the rest at another Depot at Cochin. 
From the following narration of facts the lapse would prima facie appear 
to be malafide: 

(i) Against an indent placed by Naval Headquarters in August 1969, 
the DGS&D invited tenders. Out of the tenders received the. 
quotation of the firm from which the logs were purchased was 
the second lowest. The quotation of the lowest tenderer was 
was not accepted as his capacity was not recommended by 
the Defence Inspectorare. 

(ii) The Naval Headquarters in a letter dated 12th August, 1969 
had requested the DGS&D that in regard to inspection of the 
logs procurcd from trade against their indent, the Surveyor of 
Stores, Naval Dockyard, Bombay should be the Inspecting 
Officer. Accordingly, the tender enquiry issued on 16th 
August, 1969 by the DGS&D indicated that the inspection 
would bc carricd out by the Surveyor of Stores. Strangely, 
the fmn is stated to have tendered on the basis that the inspec- 

.tion would be by Inspector of General Stores. The Defence 
Secretary statcd during cvidence that the supplier "perhaps had 
his own reasons for choosing the Inspector of General Stores" 
and that "he perhaps expected a better deal". 

(iii) It is surprising that the vital discrepancy between the tender 
enquiry and the tender offer was not noticed by the DGS&D. 
In the Acceptance of Tender inspection by Inspector of Gcneral 
Stores was stipulated as indicated by the firm. 

(iv) It was only after the Naval Headquarters took up the matter on 
29th May, 1970 that the firm was approached for a change in 
the inspection authority and it did wt agree. 

(v) It was decided on 23rd October, 1970, at a meeting held in the 
Directorate of Supplies and Disposals, attended also by the 
representative of the Naval Hc;~dquartcrs that in view of the 
attitude of the firm, the status quo shouki be maintained but 
the Surveyor of Stores should be associated with the lnspector 
while carrying out inspection. In the meantime, the first lot 
of logs meant for Cochin Depot, tendered by the firm Here 
accepted by thc lnspe'ctnr. S~rprisingly, neither the DGS&D 
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nor the Naval Headquarters communicated the decision to the 
inspector of General of Stores concerned. On the contrary 
the ~)a~unicat ion was sent b an inspector unconnected with 
this purchase. The Committee could  lot get any explanation 
for this slip. The Defence Secretary stated: "Unfodunatdy, 
wo have nat been able to put our finger on the red troarble 
a p L "  

(vi) On receipt of the first consignment in January, 197 1, the Bombay 
Depot noticad that thc Surveyor of Stores had m t  signed the 
inspection report and tnok up the matter with tbeir headquar- 
ters Before it was sorted out entire supplies were received 
at both the &depots by June 1971. Significantly enough the 
Cochin Depot, which received the first consignment us early 
as July 1970, did not raise the matter although a copy of the 
letter of 12th August, 1969 of the Naval Headquarters legard- 
ing inspection of the logs had gone to them. 

(vii) Tta Bombay D e p t  arranged for an inspection by the Surveyor 
of Stores on receipt of the first consikament and found that 
most of the logs had defects and the l o p  were rejected whereas 
Cochin Depot accepted the supplies on the strength of the 
opinion of the professional authority on the pretext that the 
defects were within the tolerance limit allowed by the concerned 
Inspector of General Stores. 

(viii) During a joint inspection of the logs at the Bombay Depot in 
October-November, 197 1, ordered by the Director of inspec- 
tion (General Stores) at the instance of the Naval Headquarters, 
which brought out serious defects, there w s  reportedly a dif- 
ference of opinion between the Inspector of General Storcs 
and the S U N ~ ~ O ~  of Naval Stores. The DGI.  organisation 
over-ruled the opinion of the Inspector of General Storcs. A 
Board of enquiry whnh went into the matter subsequently, 
also held that the supply, by and large. did not conform to the 
specification and the Inspector was responsible. 

(i) The defects noticed at Bombay Depot having been brought to 
the notice of the DGSdrD, t h q  reported the rejection of sup- 
plies in respedt of that depof to the firm and asked for replace- 
ment. & firm did not accept the rejectimr and contended 
inter alia that logs supplied to both the Cochin and Bombay 
Depots were inspected and accepted, the soume of supply was 
the same, inspection was oarried out by the same officer and 
that the standard of acceptance was also the same. 



2. The Committee learn that on receipt of certain information in 1972, 
the CBI d o  s m  enquiries but did not pnrsue further. However, *r 
the Committee! took evidence, the CBI has been aked to investigole tbc 
case. The Committee desire th-at the CBI should inter go into the 
above aspects of the case and that on the brsls of tkt fmdtngs stfirrgent 
action should be taken against all the delinquents to effectively deter n~al- 
practice in the vital Defence establishment. The Committee would await 
a report in this regard within three months. The Committoe wo& also 
like to know the outcome of the arbitration proceed* initded at tha 
instance of the firm. 

[SI. No. 7 (Para. No. 1.53) of Appendix I1 to 125th Rtport of P.AC. 
(5th LoL s&k)'l 

A* nken 
The case was investigated by the CBI and their report was forwarded 

to 'the Ministry of Difertce and Ministry of Rehabi'itation and Supply on 
29th October, 1974. The main recommendations of the CBI are to 
initiate action as below.- 

(i)  Regular departmental action against seven ofkials belonging to 
DGS&D and Directorate General of Inspeciion and Naval 
Headquarters. Regular Departmental action for minor 
penalty against one official of the Directorate General of 
Inspection. 

(ii) Suspension of business dealings with the concerned firm and 
its partners permanently. Action should be taken to recover 
the loss caused to the Government Exchequcr by supplying 
sub-standard Teak Logs to the Navy. 

(iii) Suitable action as the ministry department mi@ deem fit in 
respect of the facts conneoted with conduct of one other offi- 
cial of the Directorate General of Inspection. 

(iv) Actim should be taken against one other officia' of the Nar j  
undet the Navy Act, 1957. 

3. Action harP been taken by the Department of Supply to obtain the 
f i b  relevant to the case which were seized by the CBI and on their receipt 
the question of action necessary against the mncermd officers of that 
Department will be examined by that Department. Nxessary a d o n  has 
been initiated ha respect of the other officials by the organisations con- 
cerned and each individual case is being progressed as per rules on the 
subject. 

4. The question of suspension of business dealing with the firms will 
be taken up as soon as the files are received back from the CBI. Action 
to recover the loss oaused to the Gevernment on account of supply of 
sub-standard Teak is dependent on the final sward of the ~rbitrator 
which is awaited. 



5. As regards arbitration proceedings after completion of usual forma- 
lities the case was finally heard by the Arbitrator on 9th December, 1974 
and his award is awaited. 

LWs t ry  of Defence O.M. No. 10(2)/74/D(N-111), dated 16-12-1974] 

The Committee are surprised that 4.5 14 tonnes of what can only be 
regarded as ground coffee was purchased as soluble coffee at a cost of 
Rs. 1.54 lakhs through the Chief Director of Purchases, Ministry of Food 
and Agriculture to meet Defence requirements from a firm which had no 
capacity for the manufacture of soluble coffee. I t  should bc noted that 
the price of soluble coffee was about four times the price of ground coff'ee. 
The following interesting points emerge out of the examination of the 
case by the Committee in so far as the conduct of the Purchasing Organ- 
isation is concerned: 

( i )  The order for the supply was placed on the firm in July 1969 
without verifying the capacity of the firm. It  is strangc that 
it was assumed that everyone who can produce ground coffec 
can also produce soluble coffee and the iist of registered sup- 

pilers of gound cofiee was approved f o r  inviting tendcrs ftlr 

the supply of soluble coffee also. 

(ii) The Committee find that at present only three firms havc 
established manufacture of soluble coffee in the country. 
They are unable to understand how this fact was not known 
to the Purchasing Organisation. The Organisation never con- 
sulted the Coffee Board or the Commerce Ministry in the 
matter. Moreover, it was not for the first time that the soluble 
coffee was being procured for the Defence Services in 1969. 
Purchases had been made since 1967 from established manu- 
facturers. It was for the first time that an order was apparent- 
ly wilfully placed in 1969 on a firm which had no capacity 
whatsoever for the manufacture of soluble coffee. 

(iii) During the period of 1967-69, ground coffee was purchased 
on orders placed on 7 occasions betwecn February 1967 and 
November 1968 and all the orders were placed on this firm 
alone for a total quantity of 97.85 tonnes at the cost of 
Rs. 7.94 lakhs. Presumably, the purchaqe of ground coffec 
for Defence was stopped after November, 1968. Thereafter 
this order for the supply of soluble coffec was placcd on the 
same flrm in July 1969. Thus there seems to have been some 
exercise d favouritism/corruption. 



(iv) The supplies r u i v e d  were initia1:y rejected in the inspection 
conducted by Composite Food Laboratory of the Army Service 
Corps in Sepember, 1969. The Appeal Board with which the 
Chief Director of Purchases and his officers were associated, 
held that the supplies conformed to the specification except 
that slight insoluble specks were noticed. Thereafter the 
consignment was accepted by the Chief Director, Purchases 
with a nominal price reduction of 2 per cent. It will be of 
interest to know the part played by the Officers of the Pur- 
chasing Organisation in arriving at this decision of the Board. 

(v) Another order was placed on this firm for 4.5 tonnes of soluble 
coffee of the vduc of Rs. 1.53 lakhs subsequently and the 
supply did not matcrialise. The risk purchase order was also 
placed in November, 1969 on the same firm presumably to 
oblige them and they again failed and finally local purchases 
had to bc made at an extra cost of Rs. 0.45 Iakh. 

(vi) In the meantime. the firm's factory was inspected by the Deputy 
Technical Adviser of the Ministry of Food on 16th September, 
1969 which revealed that the firm had no equipment for the 
manufacture of solublc coffee. Instant coffee plant is capital 
intensive and complicated. All that the firm h d  were (a) a 
roasting machine, (b) an automatic c'ectrical balance, (c) an 
equipment for seaming the containers and (d) an equipment 
for gas packing. Inspite of these findings, not only were 
supplies apinst  the first order accepted by the Chief Director, 
Purchases but also a risk purchase contract aeainst the second 
order was placed on the same firm. 

The Committee considcr that a thorough probe into the deals with 
this firm is necessary since the facts set out above sugqest clearly that 
corrupt practices were adopted. Exemplan action should be taken 
against the officials involved under advice to the Committee. 

IS!. No. 8 (Para. No. 1.77) of Appendix TI to the 125th Report of P.A.C. 
(5th Lok Sabha] 

Action Taken 

The explanations of the officers Concerned in the Ministq of Agd- 
culture & Trripatim (Deptt. of Food), involved in the case, have been 
obtained by that Ministry and the matter has been referred )r: them to 
the Central Vigilance Commh~ion on the 1 lth October, 1974 for advice, 
which is awaited. 



.ak.eCtof of Audia, Defence Semkm, bas seen. 

Ministry of Defence O.M. No. 11(3)/74/D (Budget), dated 19-1 1-19741 

Thc Committee wodd like to know the arbitrator's award on the claim 
of Government against tbe firm in this case. 
[SI. No. 11 (Para. No. 1.80) of Appendix I1 to the 125th Report of the 

Public Accounts Committee (Fifth Lok Sabha)] 

Action Taken 

In rtds case the Government had claimed a sum of Rs. 69,594.50 on 
account ol 2.049.935 tonnes of Soluble coffee having gone bad during 
the warranty period. The arbitrator ha$ given his award on 30th April, 
T974 awarding the Union of India a sum of Rs. 1 1,158.00. The award, 
.which is non-speaking, has been accepted by the Government on tha 
advice of the Ministry of Law. 

Director of Audit, Defence Services has seen. 

Mnistry of Defence D.M. No. 4/16/72/D(QS), dated 28-10-19741 

Recommendation 

This is yet another case where the purchases against the Defence 
mquircments were thoroughly mismanaged. Two contracts were concld- 
ad by the Chief Director, Purchase in January and February, 1970 for 
sapldy d 15 tonne and 30 tonnes of tinned meat by a firm at the price 
of b. 13,000/- per tonne. Normally the requirement is that fhe animals 
should be slaughtered at the firm's premises and before and after slauehter 
inspection should be camed out by the Arm] Veterinary Ofhcer. On 
the basis d two representations from two firms, including the firm in 
question, the Chief Director, Purchase had suggested re'axation of this 
mmirement. This particular firm had no facilities for slaughter of anirnalfi 
within their factory. The Army Headquarters readily apreed, as a tem- 
porary measure, to dm the slaughtering of animals in the Municipal 
Slaughter Houses inspected by Municipal Veterinary authorities. Tt was 
durine this period that firm supplied the meat. The representatives of the 
Ministry of Food admitted dufhg evideace that it was not v c i b l e  to 
ensure that the carcass which was taken away from the Municioal Slauehter 
House was the carcass cooked in the factory. The po~~ibitity of substitut- 
ine a different and inferior mcat by unsmpdom s u ~ 1 b - s  cannot there- 
Core be ruled out. The Committee find that the sudieq  received in 
Febnmw and March, 1970 against the first contract were i m c t e d  hv 
the Composed Food Laboratory and the entire consipnmcnt was accented 



in April, 1970. However, the supply tiiidered against the second contract 
in Msy/June, 1970 was found by the Laboratory to be tmawqtAble. 
Tke main reasons for the rq-n were 'that the stocks were not free 
fmm excessive body fat and fascia1 that thy had objectionable flavour/ 
smdl and that the stocks had not been adequately processed in that one 
can on incubation indicated evidence of micorbial growth. Thereafter on 
analysis of samples of the suppliers against the first contract it was found 
that those stocks were also similarly affected and unfit for human cw- 
sumption. Action was taken o d y  in November, 1970 to stop furtber 
issues to troops. By then over 9.4 tonnes of this substandard and un- 
hygienic meat had already been consumed and claims amounting to 
Rs. 0.76 lakh only could be preferred against the contractor. In view of 
this the Committee regard it as extremely unwise,, it at all it had been done 
in good faith, to have placed orders on this firm without verifying the 
capacity properly and to have relaxed the requirement of the A m y  in 
regard to inspection especially when the firm had not made any swply 
of meat earlier. What is more, the risk purchase order for the failure 
of the firm against the second contract was also placed on the same firm 
and it again failed partly. The Committee stress that appropriate action 
s l ~ c ~ ~ l d  be taken in thc 1nat:cr.. inter-ulia for hvinp down s4tablc guide- 
lines for risk purchase in order to ensure timely supplies. 

[SI. No. 13 (Para 1.101 ) of Appendix I1 to 125th Repon of PAC 
(5th Lok Sabk)! 

Adion Taken 

The relaxation to allow slaughtering of animals in the Municipal 
S'aughter Houses, inspected by Municipal Veterinary authorities. was 
accepted by Army Headquarters only as a temporary measure. to edarge 
the scope of procurement. and induce the element of competition. as only 
a limited number of suppliers were readily willing to tender their supplies. 
The temporary mcasme was subsequently withdrawn. The observations 
in this regard have, however. been noted to ensure that instances of this 
nature do not recur. 

2. The normal practice in the Army Purchase Orpnisation had all 
dong been to rely on the hygiene inspection report of the Armv author- 
ities, which stated whether a particular firm supplying processed items was 
suitable or not. before registering those firms in the approved list of s u p  
pliers. The technical competence of the suppliers was assessed b~ the 
Deputy Technical Adviser with reference to the information furnished by 
them in the Factory Equipment Proforma without necessarily visitin? the 
Factory premises in all cases. However, it has recently been made a rule 
that before registration as contractors for supply of processed foodstuffs 



for the Defence Services, the technical competence of the suppliers should 
be duly verified by actual inspection in all cases. Registration is now 
being done only after the Deputy Technical Adviser in the Department 
of Food is satisfied after a visit to the factory concerned that it is t e c h -  
cally competent to manufacture the goods according to the prescribed 
specifications. 

3. In this particular case, the supplying firm had the required plant 
and equipment, but not a slaughter ho&e of their own. The contract 
was placed on them bj the Army Purchase Organisation only after the 
Army authorities had relaxed the ASC specification for canned meat pro- 
ducts on recommendation of t k i r  Medical Directorate that animals duly 
slaughtered in the Municipal Slaughter House, inspected by their veterinary 
authorities and stamped carcasses be accepted as having met the require- 
ment of ante-mortem and post-mortem examination. The risk purchase 
contract was placed with the defaulting firm as its quotation happened to  
be the lowest and also as its exclusion from the tender enquiry would 
have rendered the risk purchase action legally invalid. Tt is true that 
the risk purchase order placed on the same firm against the second con- 
tract partly failed. but even against this part failure, a fresh risk purchase 
order was placed on the same firm and it was completed by it satisfac- 
torily. 

4. However, in the light of the observations made by the Public 
Accounts Committee, suitable instructions (copy enclosed at Annexure) 
h a v ~  now been issued to all concerned to the effect that in appropriate 
circumstances, for reasons to be recorded, where the defaulting firm is not 
likely to deliver the goods of the contract description by the time as 
promised by it, its offer, even though the lowest, may be ignored. 

Director of Audit, Defence Services has seen. 

Ministry of Defence O.M. No. 4/ 16/72/D(QS), dated 26-1 2- 19741 



A NNEXURE 

J-16012/9/73-C.D.N. 

GOVERNMENT OF INDIA, 

MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE, 

DEPARTMENT OF FOOD, 

(ARMY PURCHASE ORGANISATION) 

NEW Delhi, the 7th March, 1974. 

ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER NO. 14 

SUR.TECT.-Risk Purchase Contracts. 

Some bottlenecks in the provisioning of foodstuffs for the defence 
forces have been experienced on account of repeated defaults by un- 
cooperative suppliers. In 1964, the Law Ministry advised that risk 
purchase has to be by open competition and, therefore, the defaulting 
contractor who is also one of the traders in the field cannot be excluded 
from tendering. They were of the opinion thst, if the defaultcr is exclud- 
ed, even though his quotation is the lowest, the risk purchase loss will not 
be recoverable from him (vide Routine Note No. 865 dated 10th April, 
1964). 

2. This matter has been re-considered in consultation with the Internal 
Financial Adviser and the Ministries of Law and Finance. Supplies for 
defence forces being of operational and crucial significance, it has now 
been decided that the question whether a risk repurchase contract should 
be invariably placed on a defaulting contractor, if his quotation happens 
to be the lowest. even though there is ample material on record to justify 
a conc!usion that the default would again be repeated, is a matter which 
should be considered more from the administrative view point rather than 
from the purely legalistic angle. In  such matters, the possibility of 
recovering the risk purchase loss should not be the paramount considera- 
tion. Such a consideration should be subservient to the overall necessity 
of proper and timely provisioning of foodstuffs for the defence forces. 

3. A provision already exists in the purchase Manual of the DGS&D 
that, if on examination of the offer of the defaulter, the purchase officcr 
is convinced that the defaulter will not be in a position to deliver the 
goods by the time as promised by him, the offer of th- defaulter may be 



passed over with the concurrence of the Department of Supp'y and Fin- 
an&. On a similar basis, it has been decided that, in regard to the 
contracts of the Army Purchase Organisation, in suitable cases, the Gov- 
ernment may take a calculated risk of &aring the financial loss by not 
awarding the risk repurchase contract to the defaulter. Ministry of Law 
have advised that it would not be proper to exclude the defaulter from the 
tender enquiry but his tender, even though the lowest, may be rejected 
on account of reasons which may be recorded in writing as thyr' may be 
challenged by the defaulter before the arbitrator while disputing our claim 
for risk purchase loss. 

4. It has, therefore, been decided that, while no rules can be laid 
down in this regard, each case will have to be examined on its own n~crits 
and, where it is considered necessary to ignore the defaulter's lowest 
tender in the risk ptrrchase tender enquiry, specific reasons may be record- 
ed in this respect and shown to A.L.A./D.LA. with a v i w  to making 
a good case in law for claiming the risk purchase loss. Where it is not 
possible to make an arguable case in support of the claim for risk purchase 
loss, and yet it is considered necessary to ignore on administrative a d  
operational grounds the defaulter's tender, even though the lowest, reasons 
may be recorded for doing so. The decision to ignore tbe defaulter's 
offer may be taken in each case in consultation with 1.F.A /Ministry of 
Finance (Food) and the prior approval of Jomt Secretary (S). Only those 
cases wiil be referred to Ministry of Finance where the value of the con- 
tract exceeds the delegated purchase powers of the Department of Food. 

5. It has also been decided that bank guarantee shall not bc an accept- 
able form of security deposit in ca* the risk purchase contract is placed 
on the defaulter. The following sentence may drerefore, be added act the 
and of the clause prescribed in Administrative Order No. 2 dated 26th 
A H ,  1972:- 

"Bank Guarantee shall not be an acceptable form of contract 
security in case the contrect is awarded to the defaulter at 
whose risk and cost the risk purchase action has been taken." 

The terms and conditions and tender forms of the items for which bank 
guarantee is normally an aceptable form of contract security should also 
be amended aceordingTy. 

6. These instructions will be effective immediately. 

&I/- S. N. SAMPATH. 
Joint Secretary to the Government of India. 



The 'Committee understand that an arbitrator has been appointed to  
go into the clalms &f the Chverrunent as per the Delhi High Court Order 
d that on legal advice an appeal against the decision of the High Court 
has been filed on 8th October, 1973 before the Division Bench. The 
committee rvolrld like to know the outcome. They would also like to 
know the action taken in regard to recovery of the additional expenditure 
incurred by Government in the repurchase on the failure of the firm 
against risk purchase order placed on them. 
[Sl. No. 15 (Para. No. 1.103) of Appendix I1 to the 125th Report of the 

Public Accounts Committee (Fifth Lok Sabbe)] 

Action Taken 

The arbitration proceedings are not yet over and the case is being 
heard. The Govt.'s appeal before the Division Bench of the De:hi HJ@I 
Court bas not yet come up for hearing. 

The additional expenditure incrrfied by Government in the repurchase 
on the failure of the firm against risk purchase order placed on them was 
h. 458.92. According to thc existing instructions, however, the Gov- 
crnrnent d0&d as general damages a sum of Rs. 520.03 at the rate of 
1 per cent of the value of the short-supplied quantity which was more 
than the actual risk purchase loss. This amount has already been recover- 
ed from the security deposit of the firm. 

Director of Audit, Defence Services, has seen. 
[Ministry of Defence D.O. No. F.4(16)/72/D(QS), dated 3-1-1975] 

RceoaarcluQtion 
17. The Committee note that the contractor had not agreed to the 

rtcovery of Rs. 72,658 for the variation from specifications and that the 
matter is being adjudicated by arbitrator. The Committee would like to 
bc informed of the outcome of the arbitration proceedings. 

[Sl. No. 17 (Para 1.1 14) of Appendix IT to 125th Report of P.A.C. 
(5th Lok Sabhall 

Action Taken 
Aecotd'mg to the award made by the arbitrator on 19th November. 

)Y973, the claim of the contractor for the refund of the recovery of 
Rs. 7,638 alreedy made f a  the vafiation from specifications has been 
rjectsd- 

DADS has seen. 
[Ministry of Defence O.M. No. 11(3)/74/D (Budst), dakd 25-1 1-19741 



The Committee note that the possibility of utilising the landing ground 
for civil aviation is being considered by the Director General, Civil 
Aviation. The Committee would like to be apprised of the progress 
made in this regard. 

[Sl. No. 19 (Para. 1.1 33) of Appendix I1 to 125th Report of P.A.C. 
\ (Fifth Lok Sabha) 

Action Taken 

The Ministry of Tourism & Civil Aviation have agreed to take over 
t k  landing ground. Govt. Sanction for transfer of the landing ground 
to the Director General of Civil Aviation on user right basis has been 
issued on l lth October, 1974. 

DADS has seen. 
[Ministry of Defence O.M. No. 1 1 (3)/74/D (Budget), dated 25-1 1-19741 

Recommendation 

The Conimittce would also like to know the terms of the settlement 
of the disputc between the Department and the Electric Supply Company. 

[SI. No. 21 (Para 1.143)--of Appendix I1 to 125th Report of PAC (Fifth 
Lok Sabha)] 

Action Taken 

As regards the settlement of the dispute between the Department and 
the Electric Supply Company, it has been reported by the Chief Engineer, 
Central Zone, Jabalpur that the arbitration award in this case was pub- 
lished on 29th March, 1974, according to which a sum of Rs. 4.16 lakhs 
has been awarded in favour of Government (Military Eqyeer Services) 
against the claim for a refund of Rs. 13.43 lakhs for the period upto 31st 
December. 1973. As per thc advice of the District Government Counsel. 
Jabalpur. Military Engineer Scrvices is contesting the award in the Court 
of Law. 

After the filing of the award on 25th April, 1974, in the Jabalpur Dis- 
trict Court, the Court had issued summons on 6th August, 1974. to the 
MES (Chief Engineer. Central Zone. Jabalpur) for taking nott of ttbr 
award filed and file objections if any on the same. Accordingly objections 
were filed through a lawyer on 4th September, 1974. These have been 
taken note of by the Court and the presiding Judge has ordered the next 
hcarinp on 14th Octnkr. 1074. 



hr ther  action a in hand with the Court to serve a noti- on M/s. 
Jabalpr Electric Supply Company stipulating a 30 days period for filing 
objections if any on the award and on our objections. 

DADS has seen. 
[Ministry of Defence O.M. No. F. 1 1  (3)/74/D (Budget), dated 

2nd January, 19751 

Recommendation 

Admittedly the present procedures are not satisfactory. The Com- 
mittec desire that the Study Group appointed by the Ministry to suggest 
improvement in the procedures should specially complete their study and 
that steps should be taken to cut out avoidable delays in future. In the 
meantime, the Committee trust that the remaining work will be completed 
expeditiously. 

[Sl. No. 23 of (Para No. 1.156) Appendix TI to 125th Report of the 
PAC (5th Lok Sabha)] 

Action Taken 

The Comrnittee under the Chairmanship of Shri D. S. Nakra, former 
F.A. was appointed with o view to stream-lining the existing works pro- 
cedure. Its report was received by the Government in September, 1973 
and its recommendations are still under examination in consultation with 
the Army Head Quarter. 

The latest position of the execution of the works in given below:-- 

( i )  Percentage of progress of construction of AFMSD project is 
80 and that of Ordnance Dcpot 52. 

( i i )  Likely dates of shifting of officers/workshops:- 

(a) AFMSD project:-It is expected that the project will 
be completed by December 1974 and the Depot will be 
occupied by March 1975. 

(b) Ordnance Depot and Vehicle Depot Workshops are 
likely to be completed by May 1975. Thew will bc 
occupied by August 1975. 

(i i i)  It is expected that as a result of shifting to new premises, there 
will be likely saving of Rs. 9.46 lakhs per annum in the rent 
being paid by the Army. 



The dates for shifting are tentative and will be subject to compldon 
of'& projects by ctue dates. The estimate of saving in r- ia red 
is atsD based on the estimated dates of occupation of buildqs in the llbu 
complex. 

D.A.D.S. has seen. 
witry of Defaoe O.M. No. 1 1  (3)-74/D (Budget), dated 7th Decem- 

ber, 1975.1 



RECOM~~~ENDATIONS/OBSERVATIONS WHICH THE COMMITTEE 
DQ NOT DESIRE TO PURSUE IN THE LIGHT OF THE REPLIES 

OF THE GOVERNMENT 

The Committee ware informed during evidence that out of the 2589 
boats purchased only 669 are now in serviceable condition. They have not 
been told as to how many of the unserviceable boats had been actuaity used 
and f a  how long. No log books are being maintained for these boats 
although for less costly items like motor cycles, trailers and mules they are 
maintained. The Committee consider it essential to maintain log books for 
indigenously developed equipmcnts of this kind which will help to study 
their performance and to determine the actual life in we. Such performance 
data may also be useful in deciding upon modifications in the designs 10 
improve pformanca. 

[SL. No. 2 (Pan 1.37) of Appendix ll to 125th Report of PAC 
(5th Lok Sahh)] 

A log book is a running record of utilisation of a vehicle, machine or 
such other equipment which gives at any time details of meteragdhours 
run, repairs carried out, oil changes effected, ihspection and classification 
thereafter. An assault boat pneumatic lies folded and carefully preserved 
for most part of the year and is put to use for a limited period only during. 
an exercise or during operation. This utilisation would invariably form a 
very small fraction of the period during which the boat remains in storage. 
Therefore, all that would be entered in the log book is half yearly inspec- 
tion records and such use as the boat would be put to for a limited pxiod 
of a kw hours only tvzry year. If a log book has to be thought of then 
there ie a whole range of equally important stores such im folding h t ~ ,  
stores boats, pontoons, baily bridges, tents and so on which wouM regukE 
1% books. Records of @odic inspection and repairs are already being 
maintained by field repair workshops and these should suffice for the pur- 
pose of watching the performance, durability and deterioration of such 
equipment. 

[Mmistry of Ddtncc O.M. No. ll(3)-74/D(Budget), dated 7th December, 
19741 



The Committee note that the shelf life period for these indigenous boats 
was fixed in mid-fifties, as five years taking into account the natural process 
of deterioration. It was stated that the average life of the boats in use 
would be less. No assessment in this regard has been made. However, the 
Committee find that as many as 137 old imported boats which had earlier 
been declared obsolete in April 1971, were found still in serviceable condi- 
tion and these were issued to units to meet operational requirement in 
December, 1971. If these boats which must have becn iniported long before 
1963, were good enough even after 10 years, the Committee see no reason 
why the indigenous ones should not last longer than 5 years. 

[Sl. No. 4 (Para 1.29) Appendix II to 125th Report of PAC 
(5th Lok Sabha)] 

Action Taken 

The design and operational requirement of the imported boat and boat 
assault pneumatic are not the same. The same criteria cannot therefore be 
applied in fixing their shelf life. The shelf life of boat assault before use 
was fixed as five years taking into account natural process of deterioration 
of treated canvas due to age etc. The life expired boats arc not automati- 
cally discarded. They are required to be inspected carefully and those 
found fit are retained for use after inspection. 
[Ministry of Defence O.M. No. 1 l(3)-74/D, (Budget), dated 7th December, 

19741 

Recommendation 

The Committee also consider that the Research and Development 
Organisation does not appear to be kept in the close touch that it should 
be in respect particularly of items of stores, the production of which i s  
newly established in the country, throughout their life shelf life or life in 
actual use. 

The Committee cannot but deprecate the slackness and unpreparedness 
of a vital organisation like Defence Department and its Research and 
Development Organisation. 

[SI. No. 6 (Para 1.31) of Appendix IT to 125th Report of PAC 
(5th Lok Sabha)] 

Adion Takem 

In the case of items developed by Defence Research and Development, 
its responsibility extends upto the stage of free flow of production. Once 
the production is established, the drawings arc finally sealed by AHSP 
(Authority Holding Sealed Particulars). Further inspection of stores is done 



under the guidance of AHSP. A detailed procedure for raising of defect 
reports by army units has been laid down. Defect reports are received and 
actioned by AHSP. It brings to the notice of R&D such c a m  which warrant 
suspension of provision issue and/or withdrawal of equipment from the 
users. Defects relating to a sign are also referred to Defence R&D. 

Teams of defence scientists visit operational areas after operations to 
assess the performance of indigenous and imported equipment during actual 
operations and to suggest remedial measures wherever necessary. 

Defence R&D Organisation has some scientists attached to Service HQ 
and Commands whose duty inter-ulia is to provide fee-back data on the 
performance of newly developed equipment in services and on the services 
requirements and reactions. 

DADS has seen. 
[Ministry of Defence O.M. No. 1 l(3)-74/D, (Budget), dated 7th December, 

19741 
Recommendation 

The Committee have also found serious lapses on the part of the Defence 
authorities as indicated below:- 

The supplies were despatched to 20 Supply Depots in October, 1969 
and the warranty period expired on 25th March, 1970. As per standard 
practice after the despatch instructions are issued, a random selection is 
made by Army Headquarters of 20 per cent of the consignee depots who 
are asked to send control samples for test at the Army Headquarters Food 
Laboratory. Surprisingly, instructions to the 4 selected depots to send con- 
trol samples in this case went only on 24th December, 1969. In the mean- 
while, one of the remaining depots sent a sample on its own on 19th Decem- 
ber, 1969. The analysis of this sample disclosed that the product was more 
like ground coffee in appearance, solubility and preparation. Thereafter. 
samples were called for from six more depots on 29th December, 1969 and 
they were received during January/February, 1970. These on analysis con- 
firmed the earlier finding. All this was done perhaps to delay matters suffi- 
ciently and it was only in February, 1970, i.e., about a month before the 
expiry of the warranty period that orders were issued to freeze the uncon- 
sumed stocks with the depots and a claim for Rs. 0.70 lakh only represent- 
ing the cast of 2.05 tonnes of coffee left unconsumed and other incidental 
expenses was preferred against the firm. 

The Committee cannot but deprecate such costly delays and expect that 
the officers concerned should be punished specially because the Jawans got 
a fraction of their entitlement for which the Government paid for. 

[SI. No. 9 (Para 1.78) of Appendix 11 to 125th Report of PAC 
(5th Lok SA-tha)] 



Action Taken 

The report refers to two lapses, namely delay in calling for control 
samples m 24th December, 1969 and delay in giving final verdict after 
calling for samples on 29th December, 1969 from 6 more depots. 

In so far as the first delay is concerned, it has been verified that it was 
only a procedural one. As per procedure then in vogue, sufficient number 
of despatching instructions in respect of different items of foodstuffs were 
collated and consolidated instructions issued, calling for control samples 
from 20 per cent of the depots selected at  random. 

The above procedure was followed strictly in the case of soluble cMee 
in question. Since this procedure did result in delays and consequential 
repercussions of the nature pointed out, a firm drill has since been laid down 
for the purpose of issuing instructions for calling control samples on a fort- 
nightly basis as per Office Order No. 18 dated 21st November. 1973 (ccpv 
at Annexure 1). irrespective of the number of despatching instructions 
collated during a particular fortnight, to plug the lacuna. 

As regards the delay in giving the final verdict after calling for samples 
from 6 more depots, it may be mentioned that the samples were called for 
in accordance with the provisions of Supplies & Transport Dte. Technical 
Instruction No. 7 dated 1st July, 1969 distributed to BASC Commands 
under Army Headquarters letter No. A/83675/QISTI, dated 2nd July, 
1969 (copy at Annexure IT), Para 10 of the instruction lays down that if 
any consignment is found to be unfit, the Composite Food Laboratories 
will direct depotslunits concerned to have the stock thoroughly surveyed by 
a Station Board of Officers and to submit samples of each category again 
together with the Board's proceedings. Accordingly, sufficient number of 
additional samples drawn under independent Station Board of Officers w r e  
called for on 29th December, 1969 with a view to ensure that the verdict 
thereon conformed to analytical findings on the quality of samples sent by a 
depot on its own on 9th December, 1969, so that the interest of the State 
was safeguarded and no scope was left for the supplier to challenge the 
verdict given by the Appellate Laboratory. Thus the delay involved in 
withholding issues of stocks as a result of final analytical findings given in 
January/February, 1970. i.e. until a month before the expiry of the warranty 
period, was inherent in the process itself and was not intentional. As such, 
no action against any officer is called for. However. the stocks held 7 
selected depots were condemned during January/Februarv, 1970 imme- 
diately on receipt of special control samples and c l a im were preferred 
against suppliers, as per dates shown in the attached statement (copy at 
Annexure III). This action was taken even before the issue of instructions 
(on 21st February, 1970) to the remaining 13 depots to withhold the stocks 



without awaiting the receipt and analysis of further representative samples 
required to be drawn under independent station Board of Officers as per 
existing instructions. 

In view of the position explained above, no individual can be blamed 
40r the lapse. However, the defect in the procedure has since been rectified 
to avoid a recurrences of this nature, vide copy of the instructions at 
Annexure IV. 

Director of Audit, Defence Services, has seen. 

$Ministry of Defence D.O. No. 4(16)/72/D(QS), dated 26th December, 
I9743 



Annexure I 

OFFICE ORDER NO. 18 

COI. K. N Sharma, DD(F1) QMG's Branch, A m y  HeadW*crs 

With immediate effect, the following procedure in regard to the handling 
of Despatching Instruttions and calling for of Control Samples will be 
followed:- 

(a) All despatching Instructions, on receipt, will be duly stamped, 
dated and entered in a separate register to be nla~ntained for 
this purpose by STIA. 

(b) On receipt, one copy of the Despatching Tnstructicn will' be 
collated in a separate file in ST8 and 2nd copy filed in relevant 
Acceptance Tender Contract file held by ST7A. 

(c) The file opened by ST8 will contain each Despatching Instruo 
tion. filed therein, duly numbered and minuted. 

(d) The Despatching Instruction to be filed in ST7A will be duly 
stamped, initialled and dated by the JCO Incharge, Y17A 
ACSO/ST7 and the DADS. 

(e)  The Despatching Instruction menat for ST8 will be duly stamp- 
ed initialled and dated by ACS01ST8 and DADS. The Des- 
patching Instructiorrs, received and collated by ST8 during the 
periods 1st to 15th and 16th to the end of a particular month, 
will be put up on the next working day, rcspectivcly, by the 
deallng Clerk/Assistant to ACSOST8, who, in turn, will put  
up the same to DADS. 

(f) The DADS will tick-mark, duly n~tial and endorse the date in 
red ink on 20 per cent selected consiplee depots, so as to cover 
maximum number of depots for different commodities rnention- 
ed in the relevant Despatching Instruction5. The Depots so 
selected will also be recorded by DADS in the firm of a note o n  
the noting sheet of the file put up to DADS for this purpose. 

(g) After the selected depots are tick-mark. dated and initkalled and 
recording thereof made on the noting side, the file will be routed 
back to the dealing Clerk/Assistant ahrough ACSO/STI. 

(h) The dealing ClerLlAssistant will put ;up a stencil, duly cut, for 
signature DSDS through ACSO/STS, or, in his absence to 
Offg. DADS and ensure that letters, calling for Control Samples, 



indicating Despatching Instruction number, date and cam- 
modity, are issued immediately after the date of selection of the 

depots and within a maximum period thereafter not exceeding 
7 working days. Copies of the letters, calling for the Control 
Samples from the 20 per cent selected consignee Depots will be 
endorsed to ST7A Sample Room and the Labo ra tv  

(j) JCO/NCO Incharge, Sample Room, will ensure that the cmtro.1 
samples called for have been received from all the consignee 
depots concerned. The despatching consignee depots will be 
duly tick-marked, initialled and dated by the JCOlNCO 

Incharge, Sample R m ,  as soon as the samples are received. 
Cases of non-receipt involving undue delay will be reported m 
writing by JCOINCO Incharge, Sample Room, to ACSO/ST8 
who will ensure that reminders, expediting despatch of Control 

Samples, are issued. 

(k) File containing Despatching Instructions along with the 'Calling 
letters' and the Register maintained for the purpose will be put 
up by ACSO/ST8 to DD(FI)/AD(FI) for scrutiny once a 
month. 

Sd/- K. N. SHAKMA, 
Col. DD(F1) 21-1 1-1973. 

ST-8 ST-7 etc. etc. _- 



Annexure I I  

No. A/83675/Q/ST.l. 

ARMY HEADQUARTERS, 
Quartermaster General's Brancb 
DHQ, PO NEW DELHI. 

2 July, 1969 

Bs ASC, Hqrs. 

SUPPLIES AND TRANSPORT DIRECTORATIC TECHNICAL 
INSTRUCIIONS 

1. Copies of the Supplies and Transport Dte. Technical Instruction; 
No. 7 are forwarded herewith. 

2. Sufficient copies are enclosed for distribution to DDsST Corps, 
CsASC Corps TpsIAreas, OsC ASC Bns, DADsST Sub AreasIComn Sub 
Areas/hdep Sub Areas, OsC Coys A X  (Sup) Type 'A' to 'C'/lndcp Sub 
PlsIComp Pls/Comp Food Laboratories/Food Inspection UnitsjRcservu 
Supply DepotIReserve Grain Depot. 

3. Please acknowledge. 

Sdl- R. P. UPPAL, 

Offg. ADSTIS T-1 

for Director of Supplies and Transport. 

SUPPLIES AND TRANSPORT DIRECTORATE 

Technical Instruction NO. 7 

SAMPLING OF STOCKS FOR DETERMINATION OF THEIR 
STORAGE LIFE 

1. At the time of acceptance of stocks of food stuffs and their despatcb 
% supply depots, various items are given an estimated storape life (ESL) 
by the composite food laboratories and food inspection units, by stating tha 
month upto the end of which these will remain fit for human consump 
tion, under normal conditions of storage. 

2. In order to ensure that the troops are issued with foodstuffs wheb 
these are in good condition for consumption it is highly essential that stocks 
are issued within the assigned ESL. However, in certain cases, it may be- 



come necessary to restrict the issue of certain types of foodstuffs e.g., cann- 
ed vegetables and fruits, with the result that these may have to be retained 
beyond the assigned ESL. 

3. Revised ESL which will normally be assigned to various commodities 
at the time of acceptance is as under:- 

(a) Rice . . . . . . . . .  12 months. 

(b) Wheat and wheat products . 3 months. 

(c)  Cmshed grains and dals . 6 months 

(4 Sugar . .  12 months. 

(e) Oil hydrogenated . 6 months. 

(f) Fruit tinned . 9 months. 

(g )  Vegetable tinned including potatoes,, but excluding 
cabbage and caulifiowcr . . .  12 monrhs. 

(h )  Tomatoes, cabbage and cauliaower 

( 1 )  Pum . . . . .  
(k) Milk Tinred . . .  
(1 )  Tea . . . . .  
( m )  Meat Tinned . . .  
(n) Fish Tinned . . .  
(0) Biscuits service . . .  
(pj Piddets . . . .  
(q) Whole m~lk powder 

(r) C~garettes . . .  

. 9months. 

. . .  12 months. 

. 12 months. 

. 12rnonth.s. 

. gmonths. 

. ~zmonths. 

. 6 month. 

. 12months. 

. 7 months. 

. 6 months. 

4. Separate instructions with regard to ESL in respcct of hygiene chemi- 
cals will be issued in due course. In the meantime, six months ESL will 
be taken therefor. 

5. The revised ESL cover adequately the periods for which reserves ot 
various items are to be held in all areas, except for advance stocking in 
IEN. Except for EM, therefore, it should normally be possible to turn- 
over the stocks of items of daily consumption well within the prescribed 
ESL, especially in the case of rice, wheat products, sugar, dals/crushed 
grains, oil hydrogenated and tea. Our experience, however, indicates that 
supply depots retain stocks for much too long and only issue them when 
these are given a short life. This not only results in unnecessary work £01 
the CFIs but also infmctuous expenditure to the State. 



6. In the case of items having ESL of over 3 months, every efforts will 
be made to ensure that the stocks are turned over within the stipulated 
period. Howevu, if it is anticipated that this will not be possible, the 
supply depot concerned will send further samples to the composite food 
laboratory on which dependent for revision of the ESL at least 3 months 
before the expiry of the date. Samples of rum will, however, not be sent 
for revision of the ESL unless there is evidence of deterioration therein. 

7. When the ESL is three months or less, every effort will be made to 
consume the stocks, within the ESL. If, for any reason, is it anticipated that 
this cannot be done, further samples will be sent to the dependent CFL for 
revision of the ESL two months before expiry of the previous ESL. In addi- 
tion, detailed information regarding the stocks and full reasons for inability 
to consume them within the previous ESL will be intimated to the BASC 
Command and ST3jST4 Army HQrs. 

8. When the ESL is less than three months, a firm date by which the 
stocks must be consumed will be indicated in the laboratory report. If it 
is anticipated that, it will not be possible to consume the stocks by the date 
indicated, the case with full particulars, will be reported to BASC Command 
for disposal orders. 

9. Tinned supplies, in addition. will be inspected periodically and 
samples drawn of any consignment showing signs of deterioration viz. 
bulging leaking etc. and despatched to CFLs concerned by fastest means 
for analysis. The CFL will accord high priority to their analysis and 
intimate results to the concerned supply depot as soon as possible. Similar 
action will be taken in ?he case of other items which show signs of carly 
deterioration within the period of their ESL or whenever circumstances 
warrant premature examination of the stocks. 

10. It has also come iu notice that owing to inadequate attention given 
in drawing of samples, stocks have been declared unfit by composite food 
laboratories leading to claiming compensation of the suppliers. In order to 
avoid such complications, the CFLs have already been instructed that, 
if on examining a normal Ty sample it is indicated that the consignment 
has become unfit or human consumption it  should direct the depot/units 
concerned by signal to have the stocks throughly surveyed in the light of 
the laboratory's findings by a station board of officers and samples of each 
category (if sorting is recornn~ended) be submitted again to the laboratory 
together with board proccei inp Only then, after being fully satisfied that 
stock are actually declared unfit for human consumption, an endorsement 
to this effect will be made on the Ty reports. This procedure need not be 
applied to the consignment, the value of which does not exceed Rs. 2001- 
and the laboratory is satisfied that samples submitted are sufficient to 
justify their condemnation. 



11. The underlying object of the stipulations made in paras 6 to 10 
above, is to ensure that, in the event of items being found to have gone 
bad during the period of their ESL. timely claims can be preferred. 
within the 'warranty per~od as stipulated in the acceptance tenders. 
Failure on the part of the supply depots for sending samples in time 
to the dependent CFLs will result in the claims for the stocks gone bad 
within the warranty period becoming timebarred. In such an event, the 
OC of the supply depot concerned will be held personally responsible 
for the lapse. 

12. To rcducel avoidable workload on the composite food labora- 
tories and to ensure that troops are issued with foodstuffss when these are 
in good condition for consumption, every effort will be made to consume 
the foodstuffs within the estimated storage life through intelligent 
anticipation, avoidance of overstocking and careful planning turn over. 
Any suggestion for further improvement should be forwarded to Army 
HQrsJQIST-7. 

13. Senior ASC officers will pay particular attention to the above 
aspect during their tours md visits to the various installations. 

14. ST Dte Technical Instruction No. 1 is hereby cancelled. 

Sjd- RKS BINWRA. 
Brig. 

Offg. DST. 
NO. 48775jQlST-7. 
Army HQrs. QMG's Branch. 



Statement showing the date of condemnation and claims preferred against 
supplier 

S1. Name of stock holding Quanti tv  Date of condemnation/ 
No. Depot condemned provisional dams re- 

ferred w i t h  C ~ P  

2. Sup Der BENGDUBI 572. OOo 9-2-1970 

3 Sup Dep AMBALA C ~ L N T T  . 334.600 9-2-1970 

4 Sup Deb BOMBAY . 263,295 9-2- 1970 

5. BVY COCHIN . . . 16yPoo 9-2-1970 

6.  ASSD GXUHATI . 236,613 9-2-1970 

7. Sup Dep BANGALORE 33'200 16-2-1970 



Annexure IV 

PRIORITY 

TELEPHONE 228445 
NO. 44500/Q/ST7 

ARMY HEADQUARTERS 
Quartermaster General's Brancb 

DHQ PO NEW DELHI- 1 1 
10th November. 1973 

Compusite Food Laboratory ASC BOMBAY-490005. 

Composite Food Laboratory ASC MARAS-18 

Composite Food Laboratory ASC CALCUTTA-27. 

Composite Food Laboratory ASC LUCKNOW. 
Composite Food Laboratory ASC DELHI-110006. 

Composite Food Laboratory ASC JAMMU. 

Det Composite Food Laboratory ASC (M) HYDERABAD. 

Food Inspection Unit ASC AGRA. 

Food Inspection Unit ASC (AFD) AGRA. 

Food Inspection Unit ASC GAUHAT1. 

Food Inspection Unit ASC MORADABAD. 

INSPECTION AND SAMPLING 

1. On examination of duplicate and triplicate samples in cases of 
appeals preferred by suppliers to this Headquarters against the initial 
rejection by Composite Food Laboratories, analytical deviations have 
been noticed in certain cases. Such deviations, on occasions, have 
necessitated resamplnig, thereby causing delays in procurement of 
supplies for the Defence Forces. 

2. In order to avoid delays and to have larger representative samples, 
with immediate effect, the quantum of duplicate and triplicate samples 
will be enlarged. These samples will be drawn in equal proportions to 
original samples as against these being drawn, at present, in respect of 
each commodity by the inspecting officers. 



3. In addition, CFL representatives will forward to this Headquarters 
c(ST7), 8 tins instead of two tins of control samples at the time of des- 
patch of the accepted consignments, giving detailed particulars, as per 
existing procedure. 

4. To be handed over on relief. 

5. Please acknowledge and sonfirm all clear. 

Sd/- AMAR SINGH, 
Brig. 

DDST, 
Director of Supplies and Transport. 

Recommendation 

The Committee note that in pursuance of the decision taken in 1964 
t o  shift three defence units to another location, a project for provision 
of storage, technical and administrative accommodation for only one 
unit was sanctioned in August, 1967 and another project for domestic 
accommodation of all the three units at a cost of Rs. 71.09 lakhs was 
sanctioned in October, 1967. While the project for domestic accommo- 
dation was completed in May, 1971 and the service personnel of the 
units were shifted to the new site, the construction of project for provi- 
sion of storage. technical and admimstrative accommodat~on was suspended 
in March 1969, as the question of setting the technical and administrative 
accommodation for all the units was under review. This review was 
completed and modifications to administrative approval wag given 
in November, 1971. The expenditure sanction was accorded only 
in January, 1972. The work commenced in June, 1972 and 
it was agam suspended in  August, 1973 due to financial 
stringency. In the meantime, expenditure is being mcurred on pay- 
ment of Rs. 12.77 lakhs per annum as rent for the hired land on which 
the units continue to be located besides expenditure of Rs. 13,000 per 
month from July, 1971 on transpart of officers till recently. The Com- 
mittee are not satisfied with the explanation for the lack of synchronisa- 
tion of the construction of domestic accommodation and the technical 
and administrative buildings. This should be possible to a far greater 
extent than is suggested by the Ministry's spokesman. Between 1967 
and 1969, what extra-ordinary denlopment took place which made it 
imperative to suspend action on portions of the project on which work 
had not commenced? And then it was over two and half year later, six 
months after the domestic accommodation had been completely cons- 
tructed, the approval was given to necessary modifications in the scheme. 
Al? this could have been avoided, if it were well intentioned and had 
-those taking the decision to cnsspend action had satisfied themselves 
before taking the dccision that the modifications necessary were of such 



vital significance that they would outweigh, the financia1 loss involved; 
in suspension. 

[SI. No. 22 (Para 1.155) of Appendix I1 to 125th Report of PAC: 
(5th Lok Sabha)], 

Adion Taken 

In accordance with the recommendations of the meeting held in the 
Army Headquarters under the Chairmanship of the Quarter Master 
General, on 30th March, 1964, it was decided that a Board should go 
into the question of planning of accommodation for Ordnanct' T~ansit  
Depot, AFMSD and Engineer Transit Park at KANDIVILLI. Conse- 
quently, the Board was held by HQ, Southern Command from 31st July, 
1964 to 12th August, 1964. The board recommended that separate pro- 
jects be prepared for units as under:- 

(i) Accommodation for AF'h4SD and CoId Storage at Kandivilli. 

(ii) Accommodation for Ordnance Depot including Vehicle Depot 
Workshop at Kandivilli. 

2. The case for the provision of storage, technical and administrative 
accommodation for AFMSD including Cold Storagc was initiated by 
Army HQ on 16th June, 1965 and the project was sanctioned for execu- 
tion at Kandivilli at a cost of Rs. 60.92 lakhs on 19th August, 1967. 
Another project for provision of domestic accommodation to be cons- 
tructed at Malad to cater for all the units to be located at Kandivilli and 
Malad was initiated by Army Hq. on 21st March, 1967 and the project 
at an estimated cost of Rs. 71.09 lakhs was sanctioned on 6th October, 
1967, 

3. Both the projects i.e. accommodation for AFMSD and Cold Stor- 
age, and domestic accommodation for all the units (Ordnance Depot in- 
cluding Vehicle Depot Workshop and AFMSD and Cold Storapc) ncre 
progressed simultaneously. While the project for domestic accommoda- 
tion continued to make progress unhindered, the project in respect of 
AFMSD and Cold Storage was suspended as the overall land requirr- 
ments at Kandivilli/Malad came under review. At the reviews conductcd 
under the Chairmanship of Joint Secretary (Q), Ministry of Defence 
during March, 1969, it was decided to locate Ordnance Complex and 
AFMSD (including Cold Storage) at Kandivilli. Consequent on this 
decision, a fresh Board for Ordnance Depot and Vehicle Depot Work- 
shop EME which became necessary was ordered in April, 1969. The 



processing of the Board proceedings for according administrative approv- 
.a1 from the Government took time. These proceedings were further de- 
layed due to Bangla Desh problem and war during 1971. It was only 
in January, 1972 that sccomrnodation for Ordnance Depot including 
Vehicle Depot Workhsop was sanctioned. The sequence of various 
events is given hereunder:- 

Convening of Board ordered By Army Hq. 29-1-69 

Date of completion of Board recommendations 29-7-69 to 1-8-69 

Advance copy of Board pmceedirgs submitted to 
JS (Q) for inFormation 

Date of sub miss lo^^ of the a1mi*~ct~.itive A proval 
in respect of Omnnnce C m p k x  at ~ a n 8 v i l l i  

Date of scrutiny by the E-in-C's Branch 17-7-70 

Sent to Government for acceptance in principle 4-7-70 

Financial approval accorded 

EFC memo put up on 

EFC considere,i in the meeting in the room of 
Firance Sccy. (E)  

EFC memo finally approved hy becretary (E) December 71  

Adninistratlve Approval i s m 4  on 10-1-72 

4. It would, therefore, be seen that the decision to shift these units as 
well as persoonel was taken shaultaneously. Whereas the domestic 
accommodation project did not pose any problem and got completed by 
Mag, 1971, the other projects were delayed, firstly due to review of land 
requirements and secondly due to events of 1971. This delay was due to 
circunwtances which could not be foreseen or avoided. 

4. As can be sccn from the foregoing paragraphs, the suspension of 
the  project and reassessment of the land requirements at Kandivilli and 
Malad to locate Ordnance Complex and AFMSD (including Cold Stor- 
age) were well intentioned and the suspension of the project$ was ordercd 
in the best interest of the State and the delays were due to circumstances 
beyond control. The observation of the Comm~ttee have been noted and 
it will be impressed on all concerned that in such matters all factors 
including financial considerafion should be taken into account. However, 
it has to be realised that in certain circumstances location of units elc. 
will have to be changed on administrative and logistic considerations. 

XMinistry of Defence O.M. No. 1 l(3)-14/4(Budget), dated 7th Decem- 
ber, 19741 



CHAPTER IV 

RECOMMENDATIONS/OBSERVATIONS REPLIES T O  WHICH 
HAVE NOT BEEN ACCEPTED BY THE COMMITTEE AND WHICH 

RiEQUIRE REITERATION 

Recommendation 

Another distressing lapse is that although the adverse report of the 
Deputy Technical Adviser on the capacity of the firm was sent to the 
QMG's Branch on 4th October, 1969, no action was taken thereon. This 
is a very serious matter since it happened even in QMG's Branch a ~ d  
action should, therefore, be taken under advice to the Committee. 

[Sl. No. 10 (Para. 1.79) of Appendix I1 to 125th Report of P.A.C. 
(Fifth Lok Sabha)] 

Action Taken 

The Chief Director of Purchase, Army Purchase Organisation (Dept:. 
of Food) is primarily responsible for placing contracts for various itenis 
of foodstuffs with the supplying firms on the basis of indents placed by 
thi  Uefence Services. Before doing so, it is for him to ensure that the 
contracting firm has the means and capxity to rl-~c?nuf:ic!arc/~upply the 
slores in question according to thc requircd ~pecification as indicated by 
the indentor in the relevant indent. 

It is true that the adverse report of the Deputy Technical Adviser on 
the capacity of the firm was received in QMG'q Branch from the CDP 
in October, 1969, but it was only for information and no action was 
requircd to be taken hy QMG's Branch as it was aswmecl thd  the CDP 
who was primarily responsible for ensuring supplics according to prss- 
crihed specifications would have taken notc of thc obscrv:~tions made by 
his Deputy Technical Adviser and wou!d take suitable action in the 
matter. 

Director of Audit, Defence Services. has seen 

lMinistry of Defence D.O. No. 4/16/7?/D(QS). dated 26-1 2-19741 

Recommendation 

The Committee have been informed that the Appc.11 Board consists ot 
Director of Supplies and Transport as the Chairman, the indentor and 
an Army Medical Corps Officer as members. After examining this case, 



the Committee have wme to the conclusion that the functioning of the 
Appeal Board as it constituted at present is quite unsatisfactory and it 
needs to be reconstituted immediately. The Committee are of the view 
that the Purchasing Organisation should not be associated with the Board. 
Instead, Government should consider the advisability of having on the 
Board a competent food technologist and associating a representative 
from the Commodity Board concerned wherever necessary. It should also 
be considered whether there is any particular advantage in procuring 
tinned foodstuffs for Defence Services through the Ministry of Food and 
Agriculture. 

[Sl. No. 12 (Para 1.81) of Appendix I1 to 125th Report of P.A.C. 
(Fith Lok Sabha)] 

Action Taken 

The association of the CDP as the purchaser in the deliberations of 
the Appeal Board while considering appea!s from contractors against the 
decisions of the Officers Commanding, Composite Food Laboratories has 
been examined and the position emerging as a result thereof is br~eR:: 
as follows:- 

In accordance with thc terms and conditions of the contracts, the DS-T 
is the final appellate authority to accept or reject appeals preferred by 
the supplier against initial rejections by the regional Composite Food 
Laboratories. As DST, by himself, cannot examine and decide each 
case, as various aspects apart from the analysis of the sanlplc undertaken 
by the Central Food Laboratory at Army Hcadquartcrs are involved. he 
has to be advised in these technical matters by the Dy. DS (as indentor), 
the Dy. Director (Food Inspection) (as Medical representative) and the 
CDP (as purchaser). The final decision, however, rests with the DST. 
The association of CDP in the matter of taking decisions on appeals 
against rejection of samples by the regional laboratories is also considered 
necessary, because he is an essential link between the supplier and the 
indentor and it is he alone who can advise the DST about the actual 
trend in the market, the capacity of the various firm to supply stores 
according to required specifications, the need for any relaxation in the 
prescribed specifications and acceptance of stores with some price rcduc- 
tion and any other ancillary matter. It niay he meniio~\ed here that the 
manufacturers or their representatives are not permitted to be present at 
the time of consideration of their appeals and the CDP has to bring out 
the point of view of the manufacturers, which may help the DST in taking 
a final decision on the appeal. 

2. As regards the association of a Food Technologist with the Appeal 
Board, the Director of Supplies and Transport has already accepted the 
necessity, in principle, of having a qualified senior Food Scientist (with 



at least 5 years' research experience in food chemistry and quality control 
of foodstuffs) in Army Headquarters Appellate and Control Food Labora- 
tory, on deputation from the only National Institute, i.e. the Central Food 
& Technological Research Institute, MYSORE. This requirement codd 
not. however, be projected in the recent review of establishment of the 
Supplies and Transport Directorate due to the existing ban on creation 
of posts. 

3. A Food Technologist as such cannot achieve thc &\ired object, 
as his experience would be mainly confined to manufacturing techniques 
only. The Army Headquarters arc, therefore, considering a proposal 
for the creation of a post of DDWI) (Senior Fwd Research Scientist 
with at least 5 years' research experience in food chemistry and quality 
control of foodstuffs) in the rank of Colonel (if an Army Officer of the 
required qualification is available) or a civilian officer of equivalent status, 
possessing required qualifications, to be taken from the National Food 
Techno'ogical Research Laboratory, that is, the Central Food Tschno- 
logical Research Institute, MYSORE, in addition to DD(F1) (Army 
Medical Corpq), in the Army Headquarters Appellate and Control Food 
1-aboratory. After such a proposal i~ received from Army Headquarters, 
it will be examined carefully in consultation with the Ministry of Finance 
(Defence ) . 

4. In view of the functions of the Appeal Board as explained above, 
there seems to be no need for a representative of the concerned Com- 
modity Boards to be co-opted to advise on the appeals again~t rejection 
of the samples by Central Food Laboratories. 

5. As regards the procurement of tinned foodstuffs for the Bfence 
Services tkrouch the Ministry of Food and Agriculture, the sugestion of 
the PAC has been noted and in view of the far-reaching canscquences 
involved, a decis~on will be taken after detailed examination in consult- 
ation with Army Headquarters and the Ministries of Agriculture and 
Finance. 

Director of Audit, Defence Services, has seen. 

[Ministry of Defence D.O. No. 411 6/72/D(QS). dated 26-1 2-19741 



WCOMMENDATIONS/OBSERVATIONS IN RESPECT OF WHICH 
GOVERNMENT HAVE FURNISHED INTERIM REPLIES 

Recommendation 

The Committee have not got any satisfactory explanations why the 
Composite Food Laboratory did not notice the defct; in the supplies 
received against the first contract. They, however, learn that no obser- 
vations were made with regard to body fat or fasia by the Laboratory in 
this case. Further, although the Depot which received the bulk of the 
supplies received the post-copy of the telegram dated 22nd August, 1970 
to 'freeze issues', strangely enough the depot did not take any action till 
November, 1970 for reasons known to them. Such delays in stopping 
issue of sub-standard material for cons~my,tion could seriously eqdangcr 
tke h d t h  of troops. The Committee require that respnsibility should 
be fixed for these lapses and action taken reported to them. 

[Sl. No. 14 (Para 1.102) of Appendix I1 to 125th Report of P.A.C. 
(Fifth Lok Sabha)] 

Action Taken 

Action on the part of the Army authorities to arrange to undertake 
analysis of samples of the supplies, against the first contract, after detec- 
tion of the defects in the samples of the second contract, was taken as a 
precautionary measure with a view to ensuring the quality of the supplies 
made against the first contract. so that further issues of the defective stuff. 
if any, might be withheld even at that belated stage. This was considered 
essential to safeguard the health of the troops against any health hazard. 
4s regards nonabservation of fat or fascia by the laborator-, it may be 
stated that the stocks are manufactured in small batches from different 
portions of the animals and the possibility of can to can variatiaa. 
especidly in a tinned commodity, cannot be entirely ru'ed out in samples 
drawn from time to time, due to lack of proper qua lit:^ control facilities 
with the smallxale canned suppliers in our country. Steps have now 
been taken to ensure that instructions issued bv Army Headquarters1 
Compnsite Fwd Laboratories ASC for withholding issues of suspected 
stocks, are rigidly followed by all concerned, in future In this connec- 
tion Amrry Headquarters lqt@r No. 55934/Q/ST7. dated 1st November, 



1973 (copy at Annexure) refers. The following steps have been taken 
in this regard:- 

(a) Instructions are required to be issued througt OP IMME- 
 ATE sigrids, followed by OP IMMEDIATE post copies. 

Cb) ChlzununicaCibn' of intimations on telephone through OP IM- 
MEDIATE calls. 

There was a lapse on the part of the depot in not withholding the 
issues in the instant case. However, there was no report of any t r m s  
having become ill as a result of consumption of the meat. To prevent 
recurrence of such cases, steps have been taken to ensure rigid compliance 
by stock-holding depots, of the instructions received from Head- 
quarters/Composite Food Laboratories for withholding issues of suspected 
stock to units. The then Commandant of the depot has since retired 
from service. However, action regarding fixing mpon~iMhEy for the 
delay and taking suitable action against the person or persqns found 
responsible is under consideration of Government. 

Director of Audit, Defence Services has sem. 

[Ministry of Defence D.O. No. 4/16/72/D(QS), dhtkd 26-1 2-19741 



A nnexure 

ARMY HEADQUARTERS 
Quartermaster General's Branch 

DHQ PO NEW DELHI 
1 Nov., 1973 

To 

BsASC, 
Headquarters 
Southern Command, etc. 

WITHHOLDING ISSUE OF SUSPECTED ITEMS OF TINNED 
FOODSTUFFS 

Instances have &me to the notice of this HQ where items of sub- 
standard tinned foodstuffs (particularly meat tinned) have been issued to 
the troops despite instructions issued by this HQ to freeze the stocks. 
To eliminate recurrence of instances of this nature, the following measures 
will be adopted with immediate effect, where there is cven thc slightest 
suspicion that the contents of tinned foodstuffs (meat tinned in particular) 
are un6t for human consumption and involve health hazards:- - 

(a) Issue of stocks will be withheld pending further deta~led 
analysis of fresh representative san~plcs in accordance with 
the normal procedure. Necessary instructions for withholding 
the issues to troops will be given bjl this HQ/CFLs. 

(b) Holding depotsfunits will be instructed accortlingly through 
the medium of an OP IMMEDIATE signal followed by post 
copy and telephonic intimation in confirmation thereof. In 
case the suspected stocks have been despatched to other 
depots, con~plete instructions received from this HQ/CFLs 
wilt be transmitted in clear terms to the consignee depots by 
the original recipient, under intimation to all concerned. 

(c) A written confirmation will be obtained from all concerned 
in token of receipt of signal and telephonic instructions 
ordering to withhold issues. The stock holders will take 
immediate action to implement such instnictions. 



2. Please acknowledge and issue necessary instructions to all con- 
cerned. 

Sd/- AMAR SINGH, 
Brig. 

DDST 
for Director of Supplies & Transport. 

16. Strengthening of an airfield for operation of certain types of 
transport and fighter aircraft was taken up through a contractor at a cost 
of Rs. 27.67 lakhs in October, 1965 and the work was completed in 
April, 1968. Although certain 'minor' defects were pointed out by the 
Garrison Engimr, he certified that the work had been completed satisfac- 
torily and the completion certificate was issued. Within a month 
thereafter a Board of Air Force Officers pointed out certain defects 
such as depression at several places, lots of cracks, etc. and the defects 
exrxpting the cracks were rectified by the contractor. In the meantime, 
it came to light on tests conducted by the Central Road Researh Institute 
that there were significant deviations from specifications. The Engineer- 
in-Chief informed the Committee that there were also some deficiencies 
in the specifications which partly accounted for the defects. The Defence 
Secretary felt that there was deficient supervision. The Committee 
deprecate these serious lapses in a strategic area and stress that 
responsibility should be fixed for appropriate action under intimation to 
them. , ! : - t i '  

[Sl. No. 16 (Para. 1.113) of Appendix 11 to 125th Report or P.A.C. 
(Fifth Lok Sabha)] 

Action Taken 

A staff Court of Inquiry has been assembled in July 1974 to investi- 
gate into the matter. The terms of reference of this Court of Inquiry 
are as under:- 

(a) Whether the specifications for strengthening works were fram- 
ed taking the site conditions into consideration while planning 
the work in Dimapur airfield prior to according sanction in 
1965. 

(b) Wthether the work actually executed conformed to the speci- 
fications stipulated in the contract agreement. 

(c) Whether there was any laxity in supervision of work. 
(d) Why the airfield was not utilised for fighter aircraft for which 

it was intended after the works were completed and handed 
over to the users. 



(e)' &her' fakt&/pUMtS rerevant to the' case. 

( f )  To apportion blame for the lapses, if any. 

(g)' To make recommendations. 
The Report of the Staff Court of Inquiry is awaited. 

I3ADS.haS seen. 
[Ministry of Defence O.M. No. 1 l(3) /74/D (Budget), dated 

25-1 1-19741 

18. 7%' Committee deeply regret to note that extension work on an 
a d m e  f d i g  ground completed at a cost of about Rs. 21 lakhs in 
I%W?RWr, 196T3' proved to be idructuous. The runway was extended 
h lObO yards to 1400 yards. A Board of Officers which assessed the 
w r k  in' February, 1969, noticed defects like unevenness of surface of the 
ntdmys, taxi track, etc. and depressions. By April, 1971, a part of 
the landing ground, we were told, had been washed away due to rains 
with the result that only 900 yards were available for aircraft operations. 
The Cobridittee have been informed that the remaining strip could be 
utilised only for operation of aircraft with limited load by very experienc- 
ed pilots. A Technical Board constituted to investigate the quality of 
the wdrk done and the reasons for rapid deterioration in the kindlng 
m u n d  had found inadequacies in preliminary investigation and in design 
of pcdvemtnt, lack of technical knowledge at the execution stage, use of 
poor quality of construction materials, poor construction of fills, 
insufficient/poor drainage, etc. The Committee require that Government 
should investigate the matter in the light of the observations of the 
Technical Board and fix responsibility for remissness on the part of the 
authorities concerned. The a w n  taken in the matter may be reported 
to the Committee. 

{Sl. No. 18 (PBra. 1.132) of Appendix I1 to 125th' Repdtt of P.A.C. 
(Fifth' LoK ShbhaI'J 

Action I'aken 
A-Court of Inquiry has been assembled in J Jy ,  1974 to investigate 

into the matter. The terms of reference of the Court d Inquiry ere as 
under:- 

(a) To inwtigata the dmmstances under which1 gc~ ahead sanc- 
tion was accorded by HQ's (Eastern Air Commind under 

para 10 of Emergency works procedure for construction of 
Air-Beld Ymding ground in 1976 at Turmal. 

(b) To inquire as to why the extensim'd filttw'fty hWn 1000 y h .  
to 1400 yds. could not be initially visualised. 



(c) To inquire whether the technical limitations were fully consi- 
dered prior to -according Administrative Approval for exten- 
s ioa  of Runway by 490 yds. 

(d) To state whether the Engineers ensured that the works actually 
executed conformed to the specifications stipulated in the 
caa~rect agreement. 

(e) To state whether the time schedule fixed for completion of tho 
work on 1000 yds. runway and subsequent extension of 400 
yds. was sac ien t  to complete the work on sound engineering 
princi#s. 

(f) To state reasons as to why the protective measures and drain- 
age works required for the embankment were not adoptad 
and proper consolidation of the large fills could net be C C U ~  
out. 

(g) Any other facts/points relevant to the case. 

(h)  To pin point responsibility and apportion blame, if any, for 
lapses in planning, sanctioning and execution of the works. 

(i) To make recommendations. 

2. The report of the Staff Court of Inquiry is awaited. 

DADS has seen. 

[Ministry of Defence O.M. No. 11(3)/74/D (Budget). dated 
25-11-1974] 

Recommendation 

The Committee rcgrct to find that an express payment of Rs. 11.46 
lakhs has been made to an Electric Company from April. 1968 to March. 
1973 due to negligence on tho plrt ~f officials who failed to check 
the bills of the company with reference to the terms and conditions 
of the agreement under which the consumer was entitled to a special extra 
discount of 50 per cent for the actuel consumption. The Committee note 
that a Board of officers convened in February, 1973 to fix responsibility 
has found three officers responsible. The Committee recommend that 
approprinte action should be taken against the erring oflicers. They would 
await a report in this regard. 

[Sl. No. 20 (Para. 1.142) of Appendix 11 to 125th Report of P.A.C. 
(Rfth Lok Sabha)] 



Action Taken 

The observation of the Committee are noted. A further repon in 
regard to the disciplinary actions when finalised will be submitted, as 
directed by the Committee. 

[Ministry of Defence O.M. No. 1 l(3) /74/D (Budget), dated 
2-1-1975] 

JYOTIRMOY BOSU, 
Chairman, 

Public Accounts Cornmifree. 
NEW DELHI; 

April 21, 1975. 
.-.-- 

Vaisakha 1 ,  1897 (Saka).  



APPENDIX 

S1. Page Aiinistr!. 
So .  S o .  Deptt. concerned 

.--. - - -- . - . - - - - - -. -- -. - - -- --- -- 

I. 1 . 4  Ikf'encc At the outset, the Committee must express their displeasure in the 
stmngest possible terms at the unduly long time that is taken in proces- 
sing and finalizing clcpartrncnlsl proceedings even in established cases of 
nlisconduct or  misdemeanour. Thus, for instance, in a case of procure- 
nicrit of  defective teak togs for the manufacture of boats, commented upon 
by the Committee in paragraph 1.53 of their 125th Report (Fifth Lok 
Sabha), departmental action had been recommended by the CBI against 
nine oficiats belonging to the Directorate General of Supplies and Dis- 
snsak. Directorate General of Inspection and the Naval Headquarters. 
Even though the report of the CBI had been made available in October, 
1974, the Committee understand that action against officials of the 
Ikpartment of Supply is yet to be initiated and the delay is stated to be 
titre to the non-availability of the re:evant files from the CBT. In the 
mean:ime, the oficials arc allowed to continue to work in a sensitive 
field of procurement of supplies. Similarly, in respect of a case of delay 
i n  freezing issues of substandard timed meat, commented upon in para- 
graph 1 . l o2  of the Report, while accepting that there was a lapse on the 
part of thc depot in not withholding issues of the substandard meat, the 
Ministry have remained content with informing the Committee that action 



for fixing responsibility for the delay and taking suitable action against 
the persons found responsible is under consideration. In yet anotber case 
of cxcess payment to an electricity company. commented u p n  by the 
Committee in paragraph 1.142 of the Report appropriate enquiry against 
thrclc officials found responsible by a Board of Officers, as earky as 
February, 1973, hus yet to be completed. I t  is regretted that other 
irlstances of similar delays have also come to the notice of the Committee 
from time to time. 

2. 1.5 Defence/Personrlrl Because of such delays i n  taking appropriate action against erring 
officials, evcn when later punitive action is decided upon. it fails to have g 
the desired salutary or deterrent effect. The Committee would, therefore, 
likc to impress upon the Government to examine the desirability of 
reviewing the rules relating to departmental proceedings with a view to 
simplitying these rules at least in so far as they relate to cases which have 
been established after detailed investigation either by the CBI or the 
Central Vigilance Conlmission. The Committee would suggest that this 
ghnuld bc examined by the Department of Personnel. 

3- 1.6 Defence 

4 1.10 -Do- 

The Committee require that final replies in regard to those recorn- 
mendation3 to which only interim replies have so far been furnished will 
be submitted to them expeditiously after getting them vetted by Audit. 

The Committee note that the lapses on the part of the Officers who 
did not specify the adhesive clearly and those who accepted the Stores 



8. 1 .20  Defance 

without ascertaining the long term effect of the adhesive on canvas are 
under examination by the Ministry. The Committee tmt that the 
examination of those cases will be completed expeditiously nnd appropriate 
action taken against the officers fowd  responsible under advice to the 
Committee. 

The Committee desire that departmcntd cases against delinquent 
officials found guilty of nlisconduct b-j CBI should be processed 
expeditiously so as to have desired deterrent effect. 

The Committee find that the CBI had reco~nmeded the suspension 
of business dealing with the concerned firm and its partners permanently. 
This question is yet to be taken up. The Committee desire that this 
rccommendation of the CBI should be examined without further loss of 
time and appropriate action taken. 

The Committee note that the explanations of the Officers concerned 
in the Department of Food, involved in the case have been referred to the 
Central Vigilance Commission for advice. The Committee wouM require 
the Government to finalise the case without eny further b s  of time d e r  
advice to the Committee. 

The Ministry of Defence have explained that the Chief Director Of 
Purchases was primarily responsible for ensuring supplies according to 
the prescribed specification and should have taken note of the adverse 



report of the Deputy Technical Adviser. The Ministry of Defence do not 
think that any action is required to be taken by QMG's Branch. The 
C'ommittee are not satisfied with this explanation and consider that as the 
indentor of the material. the Ministry of Defence cannot at all absolve 
themselves of all responsi6ility in this regard and pass the onus on to the 
Chief Director of Purchases. The Committee would, therefore, reiterate 
their carlier recommendation and require fixing of responsibility for the 
lapse for deterrent action under advice to the The matter 
\huulii also be reported to the House within three months from date. 

The Committee are not satisfied with the explanation given by the 
Ministry on the reconstitution of the Appeal Board and would reiterate 
thcir earlier recom~nendadon on the inadvisability of aswciating the 
purchasing orpanisation with the Appeal Board. The Committee would 
strongl) recommend that, in case it is considered necessary, the advisability 
of permitting the manufacturer/supplier to appear direct1 y before the 
.Apped Board should be eumined. 

The Committee take a serious note of the delay in taking action acainst 
otlicinls found rcsponsiblc for the lapses which could have posed a poten- 
tial threat to the health of the troops. The Committee therefore require 
that disciplinary proceedings should be initiated expeditiously in all proven 
cascs of lapses, misconduct or misderneanour under advice to the 
C'ommittee. 



The Committee note that the report of the Courts of Enquiry assem- 
bled in July, 1974 to investigate these two cases are awaited. The  Corn- 
mittee desire that the enquiries should be compieted expeditiously and a 
final report on the action taken on the findings of the Courts of Enquiry 
submitted to the Committee as soon as  possible. 

The Committee are  deeply concerned over the unusual delajr in taking 
disciplinarjl action against the erring officials who had been found guilty 
by a Board of Officers as early as February. 1973. Since delay of any 
significant magnitude detracts from the effectiveness of whatever action 
that is subsequently taken, the Committee wou!d require the Government 
to take appropriate action a p i n s t  the three officers found responsible 
without any delay under advice to  the Committee. 

The Committee are concerned to note that although the report of the 
Study Group had been, received bjr the Government as early as September. 
1973, the recommendations are stated to be still under examination. The 

Committee would require the Government to arrive at a finaf decision on 
the recommendations of the Study Group expeditiously and to take suit- 
able measures to streamline the existing procedures. The Government 
phould be in a position at the very least to inform the Committee the date 
by which the Government is endeavouring to complete its examination 
an:J proceed to take steps based on the results of the examination. The 
Committee fihould be informed of  the target date without delay. 




