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INTRODUCTION 

I, the Chairman of the Public Accounts Committee as authorised by the 
Committee, do present on their behalf this Two Hundred and Fifteenth Report 
on Paragraph 6 of the Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General of 
India for the year 1% I· 82, Union Government (Defence Services) on Import 
or a trainer aircraft. 

2. The Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India for 
the year 1981-82, Union Government (Defence Services) was laid on the Table 
of the House on 15th April, 1983. 

3. In this Report, the Committee have expressrd surprise that orders 
for the import of aircraft 'L' and associated ground equipment at a total 
cost of Rs. 14.61 crores were placed without fully exploring the possibility 
of meeting the increased requirements of trainer aircraft by augmenting the 
production of aircraft 'K' which was being indigenously manufactured by 
Hindustan Aeronautics Ltd., a public sector undertaking. 

4. In the opinion of the Committee if the order for additional require· 
mcnt of trainer aircraft was placed on the HAL in 1974, it could have started 
meeting the entire requirements of the Air Force from the year 1977 onwards. 
The Committee have expressed deep concern at the manner in which the 
Ministry of Defence took a decision to import trainer aircraft at a cost of 
more than Rs. 14 crores involving scarce foreign exchange without fully 
utilising the indigenous capacity available. The Committee are convinced 
that had the training programme been drawn up realistically and ind1genous 
capacity for manufacture of tramer <lircraft been fully utilised, the need for 
import of trainer aircraft wou1d not have arisen. This view is further 
reinforced by the fact that even later on when the utilisation rate of imported 
aircraft came down to 44.2% because of engine bearing difficulties, the tratnin& 
programme was carried on by better utilisation of mdigenous aircraft 'K'. 

S. The Committee have concluded that the whole expenditure of 
Ra. 14.61 crores in foreign exchange apart from the other expenditure incurred 
thereon was unnecessary and could have been avoided. According to the 
Committee, there appears to be a &rowing tendency on the part of Defence 
authorities to go in for imports even when the demand can be met from 
inciiaenous sources. 1 his, to say the least, is very disturbing. The fact that 
Parliament is so generous in granting funds for defence needs casts an 
additional respoosibility on the Defence authorities to act with caution parti· 
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cularly when a proposal ~involves outgo of scarce ~foreign exchange. The 
Committee have recommended that the whole matter should be examined in 
detail with a view to identifying the drawbacks in the system which allowed a 
variety of lapses to occur and to take necessary steps for obviating such lapses 
in future. 

6. The Committee (1983-84) examined paragraph 6 at their sitting held 
on 3rd February. 1984 (AN). The Committee considered and finalised the 
Report at their sitting held on 26th April, 1984. Minutes of the sittings form 
Part n• of the Report. 

7. For facility of reference and convenience. the observations and 
recommendations of the Committee have been printed in thick type in the body 
of the Report and have also been reproduced in a consolidated form in the 
Appendix to the Report. 

I. The Committee would like to express their thanks to the Officen 
of the Ministry of Defence for the cooperation extended and giving information 
to the Committee. 

9. The Committee place on record their appreciation of the assistance 
rendered to them in the matter by the Office of the Comptroller & Auditor 
General of India. 

NBW DELHI; 
April 27. 1984 
Yaisakha 1, 1906 (S) 

SUNIL MAITRA. 
Chairman, 

Public Accounts Committee. 

-------------------------------------•Not printed. (One cyclostyled copy laid on the Table or tho House ancS flYI c:opio1 
placed in Parliament Library). 



REPORT 

Import of a traintr aircraft 

Audit Paragraph 

1.1 In paragraph 6 of the Audit Report (Defence Services) for 1975·76 
mention was inttr alia made of approval accorded (September 1974) by the 
Ministry of Defence to the import of an aircraft 'L' for delivery during 
September 1975-March 1976 as the public sector undertaking could not fulfil 
the requirement of trainer aircraft within the time-frame prescribed by the Air 
Headquarters (Air HQ). Some of the features noticed in the purchase of 
aircraft 'L' and their performance are given in subsequent paragraphs. 

1.2 Advance training to fighter pilots was being imparted on aircraft 
'G', 'H' and 'K'. Aircraft 'G' was being phased out by December 1974 and 
aircn1ft 'H' was not expected to be maintained beyond June 1975. On the 
hasis of a long term training plan f'repared (March 1 974) for the year 
1977-86 with reference to aircraft 'Ki', the Air HQ bad assessed that, with the 
available assets of aircraft 'K' and further deliveries anticipated from the under-
taking, there would be progressive deficiency of trainer aircraft making up to 
40 ptr cent of the totl!l.l requirement by 1977. 

1.3 For the interim period 1975 to 1977, the Air HQ had formulated 
(March 1974) l!l.n extended contingency training plan for the courses commen· 
cing during the period as the trainees for these courses were already in the 
pipeline. It was felt (July 1974) that to implement thi:; training plan the exist-
ing a~sets or aircraft 'K', together with the deliveries anticipated at 20 aircraft 
per )'e!r and with a maximum utilisation rate of 30 hours per aircraft 
per month. would be deficient of the progressive total requirement by 41 per 
cent in 1975, 39 per cent in 1976 and 40 per 'cent in 1977, thereby necessitating 
import of trainer aircraft. 

1.4 Pending a decision on the import of the tra:ner aircraft, an Air 
Force team evaJuated (May·June 1974) aircraft 'L' and 'M' manufactured by 
countries 'X' and 'Y' respectively. The team in its report stated that while 
aircraft 'M' excelled in certain areas of performance and was priced at Rs. 41.29 
lakbs, aircraft 'L' on the other hand, was priced at Rs. 26.2 lakhs, was techno· 
logically outdated by 10 years and was neither design:'d nor had experienced 
intensive operations under tropical conditions for which suitable assurances 
would have to be built in the agreement. Operating and maintenance costs or 
aircraft 'L' were stated to be less because of its fewer and less complicated 



systems. Its major overhaul. costs were also stated to be s1gnitlcantly Ie ss. A 
sustantial number of aircraft 'L' could be delivered in January 1975 and the 
balance by December 197S, which adequ::ttely met the time-frame of training 
requirements. Delivery of aircraft 'M' was, however, not expected to com-
mence before the lst quarter of 1976. 

1.5 As aircraft 'L' met the technical requirements of a basic trainer to 
a considerable extent and al~o in view of its cheaper cost of acquisition and 
maintenance as well as the over-riding consideration of its delivery schedule 
meeting the time-frame req,Jirement of the trilining plan, the Air HQ proposed 
(July 1974) the imPort of aircraft 'J' to make U!" 61 per cent of the total defi-
ciency by mid-1975 and the balance bv mid-1977. The Ministry ofD,fence 
con~idrrrd the orono~al in detail. Since the imf'Ort propo~~;al was made on the 
assumption that no rerluction was rossihle in the intake of trainees and the 
uti1i~ation rate of aircraft ('K') could f'lot he imnroved further nor could the 
trainin!! wasta!!eC! he reducrd. imoost of aircraft 'L' to the extent of 61 per cent 
or the total dt-ficiencv (t"stim~trr't ce>c:t · Rs. 1~ crore~) was af'proved by 
Govt"rnment in f'rincinle in C:::f'Nemher 1974. The e11:tended contingency train-
ing plan wa~ al~o ~anctionf'ci in s~ptember 1974. 

1 .I; While the 1"'Urch:1~e of 3ircraft 'T: wa~ heinrr negotiated with the dele-
f!'ation fr0m countrv 'X'. the Min istrv of D('fence reviewed (Fr hrua ry 1975) 
whether the im!'"lort could not he avoided. The Ministry observed that with 
the exic;ting a'i~et~ of aircraft 'K' (inclurlinl! thf' ant;ciprtted deliveries), it would 
not be po011sihle to i'Tlt'art !'ldv.,nce tr:-~in;ng to more than 67 per c-ent of the 
traineec; ftgllinst the outrmt from the Flement:uy .PJving- School. Thus, the 
extended continreoncy traininr. f'lan could not he · f'Ut into operation with the 
existing assets, inevitably leadinf' to the su11pension or advance training of the 
trainees meant for suhsequent courses and the trainees remaining idle as a 
con!lequence. 

1.7 An agreement was entered into (Af'ril 197.5) with the Government 
of country 'X' for the f'Urd1Rse of a certain numher of aircraft 'L' and asso-
ciated ground equipment at a total cmt of R~. 14.61 rrores. Three ·separate 
C'ontracts were conduC!ed at the same time laying down the technical specifica· 
tions of aircraft 'L'. etc. for the trainin!! of Air Force f'ersonnel (Rs. 32 Jakhs) 
as well as for the purchase of spares, test equipment and training aids (Rs. 1.74 
crores'. The contract for purchase of spares. etc. included an optional clause 
for the purchase of certain armaments and ammunition l"(Rs. 42.40 Iakbs) and 
test equipment (Rs. 7.43 Jakbs), to be exercised not later than 15th August. 
1975. 

Under the agreement of April 1975, the supplier guaranteed that the air-
craft supplied would be fit for operation under tropical conditions and in 
respect of possible defect occurinF due to the utilisation of the aircraft under 
tropical conditions in Jndia, necessary remedial measures would be taken by 

the sup,plier to rectify such defects/replacement of necessary components at his 



own cost including transportation to and from country '}C. Aircraft 'L' were 
to be dilivered f.o.b. foreign rort between September 1975 and March 1976 
But under a supplementary contract concluded in September 1975, these air-
craft (including some spare engines) and grour equipment were to be despat· 
ched by air and delivered at station 'Z' in Tnd1a, for which an additional pay-
ment of Rs. 68 lakhs was to be made. These aircraft were delivered in India 
during October 1975--June 1976 and were inducted for training from November 
1975 onwards. 

1.8 Against the sanctioned stren~th of train~ :s for each of the 4 courses 
under the extended contingency training plan commencing during the period 
July 1975 -January 1977, on the basis of which import of aircraft 'L' was made 
the average number of traine('s inducted/trained in each of these courses fell 
short of the sanctioned strength (average peak) b) 47 per cent, 20 per cent, 3'1 
per cent and 28 per cent respectively. Owing to sufficient number of tramees 
not being available. aircraft 'L' were utilised much bel 1W their planned Iate of 
utilisation, the shortfall in utilisation being 47 per cent in 1976, 42 per cent in 
1977 and 3Z per cent ip t 978, 

1.9 The engines of aircraft 'L' develored engine bearing failures prema· 
turely bringing down the suvireability of the aircraft to 33 per cent of the flec:t 
in the year 1978. The defects noticed in these engines were investtgoitcd 
(Novem..,er 1977) by the supplier and the issues arising out of the defects were 
discussed with the representatives of the supplier. It ~as claimed by the sup-
plier that the only came of the bearing failures of the engine-s under operation 
in India was the me of lubricant 'N' of a particular batch of production wb1ch 
contained some unidentified additives and which did nut meet the operational 
requirements of these engines. The representatives of the supplier, whtle dis-
claiming responsibility for the defects, stated that though they bad carried out 
defect investigation and repaired/exchanged the defective engines at their cost, 
the prublem could be solved only on the basis of a compromise in sharing the 
costs already incurred by both sides. The Indian side, on the other band, claim 
ed that the en~ine bearing failures were mainly caused by the incompatibility 
of lubricant 'N' with these engines as well as inadequacy of the bearing speci· 
fications to with~ta 11d the requirements of engines specblly in tropical condi 
tions. The lndhn ~ide added that the onus of clearing the lubricant for use in 
these enghes rested with the 5upplier and it was obligatory for him to meet the 
contractual requirements of ensurmg a trouble-free and satisfactory operation 
of these engines in the tropical climate of India and therefore the entire cost 
involved in the ch<tnge of bearing in all the affected engines including their 
transportation to and from between India and country 'X' ahould be borne by 
the supplier. 

1.10 The issues involvrd were negotiated (March 1980) which the repre· 
sentative of the suppli~r nnd it was a! reed to pay a !!Urn of Rs. 8 lakhs to the 
supplier in order to arrive at a fair and equitable settlement with regard to the 
~xpenses incllrr~d b:y Hte s~pplier on b~aring replacements, qualification test of 
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substitute oil etc. and by the Government of India on transport and other ex-
pen!l:es (Rs. 57.23 lakhs). It was also noticed that after the middle of 1978 
lubricant '0' (which has a short life) from country 'X' was brought into use 
and there were no bearing failures of these engines. Huwever, to eliminate the 
lo~ical difficulties caused by the short life of lubricant '0', the supplier was 
carrving out ~tudies to extend its life by a year and this was yet (October 1 982) 
to be completed. The Air HQ stated (January 1980) that due to shortage in 
the availability of the aircraft during 1978 training effort was made up partly 
by u~ing aircraft 'K' and partly hy extending the duration of training. The 
Air HQ also stated (February 1982) that as a cnnsequene of the setback in the 
performance of aircraft 'L', due to inadequate product surrort and restricted 
supply of lubricant •o•, the numb~r of aircraft that could he sustained opera· 
tionaJly (since 1979) at the training establishment was only about 50 per cent 

ofthe assets hel:J and the autbori~ed holding of the aircraft had been 
reduced. 

1.11 The sy11abus of flying training included handling and operational 
nse of cf'Ortsin armaments and firing practice. The suprly of these armaments 
alon!!with ammunition was included as an option under the contract (of Ap!'il 
1975) for the purchase of c;pares, etc. to he exercised before 15th August, 1975. 
According to the Air HQ, the ortion c0uld not h::- excr.·i~("d before the specified 
date due to non-avilability or funds. A sepaeate contract was, h,)wever, con-
cluded later (May J 977) with the supplier for the Procurement of these arma-
ments and ammunition, thereby involvin!! an extra expenditure of Rs. 1.64 
lakhs. These stores were received in TnJia durin•! October--Decemt>er 1979 
and were thus not available for imparting training during 1975-1979, 

• 
1.12 While considering import of aircraft 'L' the Air HQ had stated 

(July 1974) that the costs of major overhaul of airframes and engines of air-
craft 'L' were significantly Jess as compared to those of aircraft 'M'. The 
agreement of April 1975 for purchase of aircraft 'L' also envisaged that full 
assistance would be provided by the supplier to establish overhaul facilities in 
Tndia. For thi!ll nurpoc;e, a project te t m wac; c;anctioned (November J 975) by 
the Ministry of Defence. A joint study conduct·ed for examining the feasibi· 
Jity of setting up of overhaul facilities for engines had revealed that the cost of 
overhaul in Tndia would be higher (by about Rs. 0.011akh) than that in country 
·x•. A contract w:~s concluded (Augnst 1976) with tHe supplier for the over-. 
haul of engines during 1977-78 at the rate of Rs 2.08 Iakhs (representing 43 
per cent of the purchase cost of this engine). ·Though a similar study was to 
be conducted for overhaul of airframes, the study was withheld by the Air HQ 
pending reconsideration of the long term utilisation aircraft 'L'. In view of the 
small fleet strength of aircraft 'L' and uncertain in produrt support from the 
supplier it wa~ finally decided to arrange for the overhaul of the airframes also 
from abroad. For this purpose, a contract was concluded with the supplier in 
March 1980 for overhaul of airframes at the rate of Rs. 12.80 Jakhs. 

1.13 The Ministry of Defence stated (October 1982) that: 



while the requirement of aircraft was worked out for the sanctioned 
strength of courses, the short-fall in the intake of trainees as well as 
abnormally high rate of wastage resulted in under-utilislltion of air-
craft 'L'; 

the exact cause of bearing failures of the engines (of aircraft 'L') could 
not be established (there was difference of opinion between the manufac-
turers and the Air HQ) ; and 

only 50 per cent of aircraft 'L' could be sustained operationally since 
1979 due to poor product support and logistic constraints for procure-
ment of lubricant '0'. 

1.14 Summing up: The foJiowing are the salient points that emerge 
from the above : 

The import of airc1 aft 'L' was resorted to on the consideration that with 
the existing ac;sets it would not be possible to train more than 67 per 
cent of the trainees (in the pipeline). However, the actual number of 
trainees inducted; trained in the courses commenl;ing during the period 
July 1975-January 1977 fell short of the sancli(1ned stienilh by 20 to 
47 per cent. 

As a consequence of the shortfall in the intake of trainees and on account 
of abnormally high rate of wastage, utilisation of aircraft 'L' fell short of 
the planned rate of utilisation during the period 1976-78 by 32 to 47 per 
cent. 

Though it was claimed that the engine bearing failures were attributable 
to the sup!"'lier, the onus of responsibility of the supplier for the engine 
bearing failures could not be established and as a compromise, a sum of 
Rs. 8 lakhs had to be paid to the supplier in addition to incurrin& an 
expenditure of Rs. 57.23 lakhs on transportation and other expenses to 
and f1 om between India and country 'X'. 

As a comequencc of set ·back in performance of aircraft 'L' due to poor 
product suppc rt and inadequate supply of lubricant '0', the number of 
aircraft that muld he sustained operationally since 1979 was about 50 per 
cent of the assets held. 

As the option clause in the contract of April 1975 for the supply of arma-
ments and ammunition was not exercised befor~ the specified date and 
these stores were received 4 years later under a separate contract con-
cluded in May 1977 for this purpose, the same were not available for this 
imparting training during the period 1975-1979. 

[Paragraph 6 of the Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General of 
India for the year 1981·82-Union Government (Defence Services)] 
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Long term training Plan 

1.15 According to the Audit Paragraph the training plan for the period 
1977-86 was first prepared in March, 1974. The Committee desired to know 
whether any long-term training plan was drawn up prior to this and if not, 
the reasons for the same. In reply, Defence Secretary stated before the 
Committee as follows : 

"The necessity for a perspective plan really came to us only after the 
1971 war when our resources had to be replenished as far as flying 
officers were concerned. Therefore, it was felt that the time bad come 
when we should draw a perspective training programme because if we 
have to induct a pilot into the fighters squadron, it requires stages of 
training before he can, in fact, function as a fighter pilot. Apart from 
that, there are requirements of fly mg helicopters, transport planes. We 
have also to cater for requirements of our instructors tor the Institute, 
take into account induction which will be from the NDA, NCC and the 
airmen who are directly recruited as also certain traming facJliues which 
we have to ofrer to foreign pilots. Therefore, it was felt that our 
training resources bad to be mobilised in order to train our p1lots so 
that at no t1me we were found deficient m that. After the 1971 war 
it was considered very necessary that a long term progtamme should be 
drawn up." 

1.16 The Committee enquired whether any necessity of manufacturing 
and acquisition of trainer aircraft for the purpose of imparting training 
was also felt after the 1971 war. In reply, the witness stated: 

''The entire exercise is based on that our basic training was done in 
HT 2 which was a local aircraft, while the advance training and the 
applied training was being done in Harward and Vampire which were 
imported aircrafts. As the) were phased out and indigenous production 
scheme also taken up, the entire idea was that by the time the Vampire 
and Harward got phased out, our production of trainer planes should be 
adequate to me~t our needs. But it so happened that during that period 
in view of the proj('ctions that were done and the contingency programme 
which was operated and the extended contingency programme which was 
operated from 1975 a certain degree of shortfall in our training resources 
was felt and that is how the entire projection was made." 

1.11 Asked whether by 1986, the objectives of 10 years training pro-
gramme would be fulfilled, Defence Secretary replied : 

''The objectives of the training programme are being fully met. As a 
matter of fact the Air Force is now engaged to draw a new LTTP taking 
into account the total need a of induction of fighter pilots as well as piJota 
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who will pilot helicopters and also the transport aircraft. So far as ot~ 
sources of induction are concerned, we feel that our resource planning 
as far as the trainer aircraft is concerned as also the needs for training 
are so adjusted that we will have no shortfalls in resources for trainer 
aircraft in the near future.'' 

1.18 The witness further added : 

"About the details of different long-term programmes, I would like 
to submit that after the revision in I 97 7, there has been another interim 
L TTP in 1982 which will be in operation upto J9g6 and we are planning 
for another 10-year programme from J9g6 onwards. This LT1P iS 
proposed to be stretched upto the end of the century." 

Order on HAL 

1.19 According to the Audit Paragraph, in September, 1974, approval 
was accorded by the Ministry of Defence to the import of an aircraft ('L') 
for delivery during September 1975- March 1976 as the public sector under· 
taking could not fulfil the requirement of trainer aircraft within the time-frame 
prescribed by the Air Headquarters (Air HQ). 

I .20 The Committee desired to know the reasons for the slippages in the 
production and del1very of aircraft 'K' by th1s uodertakin!$ to the Air Force. 
In reply, the Ministry of Defence have stated in a note as follows : 

"The design and development ol 'K' aircraft commenced in 1960 and the 
first aircraft flew in September, 1964. Development work continued 
till 1970. 

The design and development of an aircraft involves preliminary design 
studies, wind tunnel testing, conslruction of mock up, ev.tlualwn of the 
mock up, trade off in performance, cost and J ulfilment of user require-
ments etc. this is followed by the selection of system to be used on the 
aircraft in consultation with various customers (in this case the Air Force) 
as well as the other Government organtsauons hkc: 0. Aero, DTO & P 
(Air), AS II::, CSDO, etc. Thereafter, detailed design of a large number 
of components (which in ca!le of Atrcraft "K' was abuut 95UOJ is taken 
up. After der.ign each and every component had tJ be fabricated to make 
the first prototypt: airt;raft. Fo1 all the components sp~cial tooling bad 
to be designed and maJe before fabricating. In many cases, each com-
ponent required several tools. (The toolmg u~ed for making prototypes 
is termeJ "soft tooling") A total of about 4 years is required for com-
pleting aU the above stated actiVIties including fabrication of components 
for the first prototype aircraft and its assembly. etc. 

The Flight Development Programme started after the completion of 
the first prototype. The Fliaht Development Programme int" alia 
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includes proving the aircraft in regard to its performance, stability, 
safety, reliability. It may be mentioned here that a minimum of 500 flights 
are required to dear an aircraft of this type before production can com-
mence. Even after production starts, the flight test programme is con-
tinued, and this results in a number of modifications during the production 
phase. 

The order for the first batch of the aircraft was issued in 1963 even 
before the first flight of the first prototype aircraft had taken place. Even 
though the order was received, no production activity could be 
commenced until certain minimum performance characteristics were 
established for the aircraft under consideratioo. The cycle time for the 
manufacture of the first production aircraft is about three years. Hence 
the delivery of all the 24 aircraft in the first batch by 65-66 was not 
feasible and the deli very of the aircraft against the First Order could be 
commenced only in 1967-68 and had to be spread over the next 5 years. 

For launching the production of 'K' aircraft, a total of about 11,300 
production tools, (hard tooling) had to be completed. Only about 65% 
of the hard tooling required for the project, i.e. about 7000 out of 11,000 
were fabricated upto March, 1969. In the absence of tooling, many of 
the jobs had to be done using manual methods which are not only time 
consumin& but also involve longer lead time. 

In addition to the fabrication of tooling, a large number of materials 
had to be procured. These materials include sheets and bar stocks of 
different specifications, standard parts, consumables and proprietary itema 
for various systems. Most of the material required for the project had 
to be imported. The lead time for the import ~of most of the items 
is about two years. 

In the case of forgings and castings, the raw materials for making 
the castings and forgings were also imported. For the manufacture of 
castings and forgings necessary dies and moulds had to be made, 
and the process proved. It may be mentioned that the material 
needed for the dies for making the forgings were also imported. 
The lead time for the import of materials, fabrication of dies and 
subsequently developing and proving the castings and forgin&s. was 
more than 3 years. Fabrication of aircraft components could start 
only after these activities were completed. 

Due to teething problems mentioned above as well as the com· 
plexity and magnitude of this project, the production level was low 
duriD& the earlier period.'' 
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1.21 The Ministry of Defence have further stated : 

"The third order was placed in September, 1970 and these aircraft were 
required to be delivered during I 973-76. 

It is stated that an average production rate of* A number of aircraft 
was maintained during this period and there was slippage of only" 
5 aircraft by one year. 

The order for the 4th batch of aircraft was placed in September, 
1974. Except for 4 aircraft, these were delivered on schedule. Adequate 
lead time (3 years) was not available for duplicating jigs, procuring 
materials, fabrication of detailed parts, assy and tests." 

1.22 The Committee desired to know as to when the additional require-
ment of aircraft 'K' based on the long term plan were projected to the 
undertaking. The Minic;try of Defence have stated as follows : 

"The n~ed for additional requirements of aircraft similar to aircraft 'K' 
ba'!ed on long term plan of Air Force, were first made known to HAL in 
April, 1974." 

1.23 The Committee desir~d lo know the reasons assigned by the under-
takin~ for not taking up production to meet additional requirements of aircraft 
•K' within the time frame indicated by the Air HQ. The Ministry of Defence 
have stated as follows : 

"(i) Bulk orders were not placed m the beginning of the production 
programme. 

(ii) The order did not take into account the lead time required for pro-
duction of the aircraft. 

(iii) While HAL d~cide j to and was gearing for stepping up the produc-
tion rate of aircraft 'K' from A number of aircraft per year to 2A 
number of aircraft pl!r year, the original delivery schedule was consi· 
derably reduced on the bac;i~ of the requirement of aircraft on '"Jon& 
term Training Plan". 

1.24 The Committee enquired if the order for production of A number 
of wcraft by HAL was placed under the feeling that the ~alance would be 
imported. In reply, Defence Secretary stated before the Comrn1ttee :-

"The first order for K aircraft was placed in August 1963 and th \deli-
very period was l'Jf5-6fl but actually the delivery was completed in 1971-
72. In April 1965 we plac .. ·d another orJ er for K aircrafts, the delivery 
period was 1971-74 and it was completed in 1973-74. In September 1973 

• A devotes a certain number of aircraft. 
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we placed an order for K aircrans and the delivery period was 1977-81. 
Therefore, when I place orders for the K aircrf!ft, I also have to give 
th~m a lead time, I al'lo have to consider their production performance in 
the earlier years and the lead time they need to gear up to a production 
of 2 A number of aircrafr. When I gave an order for A number of air-
crafts, at that time they were geared to produce A number of aircrafts. 
Suppose I placed an order for 2 I\ number of aircrafts in 1967, they would 
be delivering me 2A.. number aircrafts only in 1981-82," 

1.25 During th~ir vi~.it to the HAL \!Omp]ex in June, 1983 Study Group· 
I of P·\C were informed by the Chairman, HAL that before placing the order 
for the supply of Trainer Aircraft on the foreign supplier, the Air Headquar-
ters had asked the HAL if it was in a position to meet the Trainer Aircraft 
requirement of the Air Force. The production capacity of HAL at that time 
(1974) was a number of Trainer Aircraft. To meet the requirement of Air 
Force, production capacity of HAL had to be increased from A to 2 A number 
of aircraft a year which would have taken a period of three years. In other 
words, the HAL could have ~tarted meeting the entire requirement of the Air 
Force from the year 1977 onwards. The Study Group were also informed that 
HAL could increase production by 20 per cent a year within a relatively short 
time without any substantial addition to rlant and machinery. When asked 
ahout their reactions to the statement, Defence Secretary stated before the 
Committee as follows :-

"f am merely saying that this expectation that if you had placed the 
order in 1974, you would have got delivery at the rate of 2A number of 
aircraft in 1977-7'13 appears to be a little to 0ptimistic than warranted by 
actual performance." 

1.26 The representative of the Department of Defence Production stated 
as follows:-

"The capacity bad to be augmented from the stabilised strength from A 
to 2A per annum. For this the jigs and facilities would require to be 
duplicated. 3 to 4 years time span \\ould be required to reach the figure 
of 2A per annum." 

1.27 1 he Committee desired to know the cost of expanding the capacity 
of HAL to increase pro,!uction from A Trainer aircraft to 2A aircraft a year. 
In a note, the Ministry of Defence have stated as follows :- • 

''The need for additional requirement of aircraft similar to aircraft 'K • 
based on long term plan of Air Force was first made known to HAL in 
April 1974. However, for not taking up production to meet additional 
requirements of aircraft 'K' within the time frame indicated by the Air 
Force, HAL has stated that it had already decided and wa!> gearing for 
stepping up the production rate of aircraft 'K' from A aircraft per year 
to 2A aircraft per year. J-IAL was prepared to take up the productigq . ' . . . ' 
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but the order was not placed on it. The order for the 4th batch of air-
craft was placed in September. 1974 i.e.lafter lapse of 4 years. These air-
craft were delivered on schedule except 4 aircraft. In this regard it has 
been stated that tt would have been possible to step up the rate of pro-
duction for the 4th batch had adequate lead time (3 years) been given 
for duplicating jigs, procuring material fabricating detailed parts. etc. 
Had such not been given to HAL, the additional product1on could have 
been increased to 2A aircraft from 1974-75. 

The C1Ht of expanding the capacity of HAL to increase production 
from A trainer aircraft to 2A lr<dnrr aircraft a year would have been 
approx. Rs. 50 lakhs for duplicating jigs <H1d fixtmes and aLgmenting 
other facilities marginally." 

1.2X The Committee desired to know the reasons for importing trainer 
aircraft when a public sector undertaking was already engaged in the manufac-
ture of trainer aircraft. In reply, Defence Secretary stated : 

"We are not dependent any more. I placed an order for aircrafts in 1965 
whichcouldbrdrliveredir !971-72,in J972-73and in 1973-74. Ifthisis 
the situation in I Y73- }·~ w'f1{"n ! am ph nning my requ 1rements for jet 
trainer aircraft for the period from 1974 to llJ77, on "hat basis c~n 1 
place order for supplying more than A '! Cc;midering their capacities, 
consider their preparation, considering capabilit;es and pnformance as 
evidenced in delivery from yl"ar to y:.-ar, it\\ as felt that ll1ey could not 
ddiver more than A aircrafts at that point of time. If you ask me that in 
1977 they would have been prep:ued to deliver 2A aircrafts, I will say 
yes. but these 2A aircraft would have been delivered only from 1981·8 2 
onwards." 

1 29-1.30 The Commiltee de~ired to kn0w as to why it was not deemed 
necessary initially to evaluate in consultation with HAL as to bow and in what 
manner HAL•s capacity fhould he raised from A to 2A. The Defence Secretary 
explained as follows : 

''As a matter of fact, I would like to submit to )OU that this is the state-
ment of HAL itself that in 1974 their production capacity of a trainer 
aircraft was fully taken into account while pl:lnning for jet aircraft in the 
period from 1975 to 1977." 

1.31 He further addeJ :-

"As a matter of fad, in ot.:r planning of jet aircraft we took int0 account 
2A Jet aircr<~ft from J977·7J, to 1979-80. But what happened is, as I 
explained to you. we ha~.-! imp0rted certain number and meanwhi.e our 
training requircmt>nts fell :tnd the numb~r, as revised was brought down 
and therefore, we had to take nn accou:1t of stock of the trainer aircraft 
we have on ground and in the skies at that particular moment aod there-
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(ore, we have to tell the HAL that instead of delivering to us 2A aircraft, 
they should deliver at the rate A only." 

1.32-1.33 Asked whether HAL was now in a position to meet the require-
ments for training aircraft, the Defence Secretary stated as follows :-

"As a matter of fact, we have done a complete survey of our trainer sour-
ces and you will be pleased to know that for our basic training we have 
asked HAL to develop an aircraft called HT-32 which they have deve-
loped and which will phase out HT-2. We have also asked HAL to 
develop K Mark· II. They have already developed K Mark-I for which 
we have alr~ady placed order. Our entire planning is that K Mark·ll 
shall take the place K Mark· I once we get adequate number of K Mark-
11." 

1.34 The Defence Secretary confirmed that their present demand for 
trainer aircraft was being fully met by HAL. 

1.35 In reply to a question, the Ministry of Defence have stated that 
aircraft Division, HAL Bangalore Complex, started working in 2 shifts from 
1974 onwards. 

1.36 The Committee desired to know the average increase in manufacture 
of aircraft as a result of introduction of second shift. The Ministry of Defence 
have stated as follows :-

'"There were 3 different types of aircraft viz : M, K and G/A being 
manufactured by the Aircraft Division in the years 1 ~71-77. The manu-
facturing programme is drawn up depending upon Lhe orders placed by 
IAF and the capacities established for each type of aircraft especially in 
the sub-assembly and final assembly phases of production. The A aircraft 
was productionised and deliveries commenced in 1976·77. In view of this, 
it is difikult to quantify the increase in the manufacture of aircraft due to 
the introduction of second shift because of the variation in tasks for 
different types of aircraft and the difficulty in immediately increasing the 
capacity in the assembly phase of product ion for aircraft for which orders 
existed." 

1.37 Asked whether the installed capacity of the undertaking for produc· 
tion of aircraft 'K' was being f1,1ly utilised, the Ministry of Defence have stated 
as follows: 

"Due to revised delivery schedule for aircraft 'K', the installed capacity 
of aircraft 'K' could not be fully utilised." 

1.38 The Committee desired to know whether this spare capacity 
was utilised for some other purpose or it wa~> not utilised at all. The Commit-
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:·tee also enquired as to how the manpow~r earmarked for the aforesaid purpose 
was utilised during this period. In a note, the Ministry of Defence have stated 
as follows:-

"The spare capacity of about 10 lakhs manhours per year could not be 
utilised towards other projects due to the phasing; out of M aircraft and hold 
up in the proJuction in the A Trainer aircraft due to defective Hobson Units 
(imported). 

The surplus manpower had to be booked idle for want of work dur-
ing the period 1977-78 to 1979-80." 

· 1.39 As aircraft 'V could not be fully utilised, the Committee deiired to 
know whether the Ministry was not feeling in retrospect that it would have 
been better to expand the capacity of HAL and meet the entire or part of the 
demand indigenously. In reply, the Ministry of Defence have stated in a note: 

"Looking back in retrospect, the actual requirement of trainer aizcraft for 
the number of trainees actually inducted during 1975· 77, can be calcula-
ted. It is found that there would still have been a shortage of about cer-
tain number of trainer aircraft for different courses of the Extended 
Contingency Training Plan. HAL was not in a position to me t the full 
requirements in time." 

1.40 The Study Group I of the Public Accounts Committee which visited 
HAL in June, 1983 were informed that at present, HAL had been ladt-n with 
excess idle capacity though the precise extent thereof could not be indicated. 
The Committee, therefore, desired to know as to how the Government and 
HAL proposed to make fuller utilisation of the installed capacity of HAL. The 
Ministry of Defence have stated as follows :-

"HAL's steps to utili~e surplus capacity include, inter alia, production 
of D aircraft in Kanpur to utilise the surplus capacity there and diversi-
fication, where possible also To the extent feasible, action has been 
initiated for work sharing. The facilities at Barrackpore Branch Factory 
are also proposed to be used for manufacturing Ground Handling Equip-
ment to meet the needs of all t hl' Divisions." 

1.41 In reply to a question, the Ministry of Defence have stated that at 
present trainer aircraft were not being imported in the country. 

Utilisarion of aircraji for training purpose 

1.42 The Committee desired to know the capacity utilisation in terms of 
hours per day or per month for the trainer aircraft. The Defence Secretary 
stated:-
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"I have got the figures with me. There are two things, the serviceability 
and the utilisation. So far as Kiran is concerned, in 1975, it was 44 per 
cent and the utilisation was 20 hours per month, per aircraft.'' 

When asked if this was the maximum capacity, the witness replied that 
the maximum capacity was 30 hours per month. 

1.43 Asked as to why it could not be used for more than 30 hours per 
month, the Defence Secretary explained :-

"There are three factors. One is the training plan and the training needs; 
the se..:ond is the maintenance requiremeuts and the third is the spares 
which are available for keeping the aircraft flying. Taking all that into 
consideration, what has been prescribed is 30 hours a month. That is 
the average for every trainer aircraft". 

1.44 Asked further if there was any technical barrier to utilise it for a 
longer period, the representative of Air-Headquarters stated as follows :-

"During the peak period of training, the utilisation comes to 5 to 7 
hours per aircraft per day. A course is of a 5-month duration. In the 
beginning, they do not fly, they get ground traming. Towards the end 
of the cour~e. there is tl1e final test. The flying is done for 3-1/2 to 4 
month-.. But the tobl flying hours arc worked out over a 5-month 
period. That is why it cvrues to 30 hours per aircraft per month. If you 
take the peak month~. sometimes, the-y fly for 50 hours or 60 houn or 
even 70 hours. 30 hours is an average for the course." 

1.45 In a subsequent note furnished to the Committee, the Ministry of 
Defence have stated as follows :-

• 

"The pilot training conforms to the following pattern : 

(a) Basic Stage 
Break period 
Advanced stage 
Break period 

-22 weeks duration 
-4 weeks ,, 
-22 weeks , 
-4 weeks ,. 

Commencement and termination dates are usually around I 0 January flO 
July ar:d 10 June and 10 De<:embcr, respectively. The break periods are then 
from 10 June to 10 July and 10 December to lU January. 

(b) The above durations cannot be changed as these are based on taking 
the following factors into ac.::ount :-

(i) The flying training syllabus. 

(ii) The flying days actually likely to be available. 
(iii) The output from NDA which consLitutes the bulk of trainee., in each 

course which is once in six months. 
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(c) Very little flying can be carried out during the monsoon period mid) 
June to mid August) and hence this period in the main has to be devoted to 
a break and ground train in g. This period cannot be considered for inclusion 
as one of regular training for it will have many non-flying days and doing this 
would only mean extension in periods of training with its consequent snowb· 
alling effect on subsequent courses. 

(d) At the Basic Stage, about 3 weeks in the beginning is not utilised for 
flying as the trainees are on academics, etc., concerning their commer;cement 
of flying, and about 2 weeks at the end of the course is not utilised for flying 
due to the tests, passing-out parades. In the Advanced Stage, it is 1 week 
and 2 weeks respectively. 

(e) Once flying commences, peak flying is carried out from dawn to 
dusk, fully utilising the maximum number of aircraft, the airspace and 
maximum runway loading. All plans, and Govt. sanction, are based on this. 
There is, therefore, no possibility of flyirg any more sorties per day as there 
is no cushion in terms of airspace or runway loadings even additional aircraft 
will not help due to this. 

(f) If another course was to be scheduled during the Jean periods, it 
would have to commence (say) by, end-May to make use of the 2 week lean 
period nt the end of course and 3 •1·eek period from the beginning of the next 
course. During this period the monsoon would not permit unitereupted flying 
tratnmg. 1 herefore, su~.:h a cour1o~: would inevitably run into the period of 
the next "course with its attendant problems of disturbance. ~hereaftrr, such 
a course would again have to do a 22 week trainir.g (to complete its next stage) 
and th~ same problem would again occur. Such a process wuuld keep training 
in a continuous state of flux instead of it being a regular and stable activity 
which is absolutely essential". 

1.46 The Committee pointed out that in the early 2-3 months, the 
aircraft were not utiltsed at all and there was bunching or utilisation in the 
remaining 2-3 months. The Comrnittet: Jesired to know 1f the training pro-
gramme could not he planned in such a manner so as to ti1sure uniform 
utilisation of the aircraft. In reply, the representative of the A1r Headquarters 
stated as follows : 

"It cannot be planned otherwise. 1L is a 5-month course. There arc 
monsoons coming in between. During that peiiod, "e cannot allow 
them to fly. He has to do dual sorty. He goes solo in the months of 
June, July and August. If he does dual, he cannot do solo. So, that 
is wasted. Our training programme is for 5 months. there is a break 
for a month and there is another training programme for 5 months. In 
between the two traiumg programmes of 5 months each, there is a month's 
break". 
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1.47 The Deputy Chief oAir Staff further elaborated as follows : 

"The training itself is in phases. There is one phase which lasts for five 
months. There is another phase which lasts for five months. It is in 
two phases." 

1.48 The Committee further enquired if it was possible to so plan the 
training programme that it would result in increasing rate of utilisation of the 
aircraft. In reply, the representative of the Air-Headquarters stated as 
follows: 

"We have tried to do this. But our main intake is dovetailed with the 
NDA and that is dovetailed with University examinations. They come 
out every June and December, every six months. Our dates of com-
mencement of training are always in June and December." 

1.49 The witness further added : 

"We have two major entrance into the flying. One is the NDA and the 
other is the NCC. They have to pass out in June and the NDA in 
December. They get a break of three to four weeks. And then they 
start in January. So, for the NDA they start in July and in January. 
That is obvious. What you are talking of is this. Second stream ia the 
direct entry. There, we have the N.C. C. In the N.C.C. they are all 
graduates. The courses are dovetailed with the University Examination. 
They are available to us only in June. If we start in June or July, the 
course, that is, after five to six months, again, we will start it in 
Ja"mlry."· 

1.50 Elaborating further, the Defence ~ecretary stated aa follows : 

.. The point is this. There were two courses actually. The training, as 
you would have seen is in three stages-stage 1 is basic ; stage 2 ia 
advanced ; stage 3 is what we call Applied. After that, of course, they 
go to a further training for the fighter squadron or the converted course. 
As far as the NDA anJ NCC are concerned, these are the principal 
sources of intake. Apart from that, we have ex-airmen who arc available 
in certain numbers We project a certain number of intake from the 
foreign source-it may materialise or may not materialise. It all depend• 
on how many are actually available. When we are planning a course 
from one to the other, il is not as if one course finishes, the other com-
mences. Some courses are also continuous. For example before Stage 
2 is over Stage 3 of the earlier batch comes. What I am saying is this. 
Actually what we are doing is what you have suggested, There is a 
continuous over-lapping. It is not that the same batch of trainees at 
any point of time will be going to different courses. There are different 
terminal timings that these courses are running. Therefore, these courses 
are so structured that our training resources is in terms of aircraft and 
in terms of ground facilities. They go at a point of time for training. 
9aly soae men are pllt ia. If we 4o anything more thaa tkia, it _, 
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lead to not only a certain degree of confusion but also under utilisation 
of the training facilities". 

Shortfall of trainer aircraft 

1. 51 lt was stated by the \linistry of Defence in February 197 5 that 
with the existing assets of aircraft 'K' (including the anticipated deliveries) it 
would not be possible to impart training to more than 67 per cent of the out-
put from the Elementary Flying School. When asked about the basis of this 
conclulion, the Ministry of Defence have stated in a note : 

''The anticipated jet trainer aircraft requirement was worked out for 
training certain number of pupils per course who were expected to 
complex to their training on piston trainer aircraft during 1975 and 1976 
(116 PC to 119 PC). The total yearly jet trainer requirement of the Air 
Force (including all units using the!e aircraft and allowing for the 
Maintenance Reserve and anticipated Strike Off Wa5ta~e) v.as worked 
out. Against this expected requirement, the K s~sHs were expected to 
build up to the extent ofonly 61~. 67% ard (18% of the actual require· 
ment. It was, therefore, observed by the Ministry of Defence in 
February 75 1hat, with the existing a<,sets of aircraft (including anticipated 
deliveries from HAL), it would not hf rnssiblt> t0 impart training to 
more than 6 I% of the tra;nees output frcm tl-e fle~rentary Flying 
School 

Air HQ had formulatrd a long term training plan for pilots (1977·86) 
in 1973-74. This long term tnliuing p!<m fDViSSEed an incnased intake 
per year from 1977 onwards. Howevrr, in the interim period i.e. during 
1974-76 it was planned to gradually incrta~e tte intake to finally reach 
the long term training rlan figme. Tl·e contingency training plan and 
the extended contingency training rlan \\ere the ir.tnim training plans 
and the aircraft for this ~hawed a deficiency of jet trainers during 1975 
and 1976. The review of this requirement by Ministry of Defence in 
Feb 75 for the extended contingency training plan period was based on 
the number of trainees who were already in the pipeline". 

1.5:! It was stated in August 1974 by the Air HQ that the trainees under 
the extended contingency training plJn for 4 courses commencing during the 
period July 1975-January 1977 were already in the pipeline. But, actually the 
number of trainees inducted/trained in these courses fell short of the sanctioned 
strength by 20 to 47 per cent. When asked about the reasons for not taking 
into account this fact at the time of review conducted in Feb. 1975 by the 
Ministry of Defence on the basis of which import of aircraft 'L' was allowed, 
the Ministry of Defence have stated in a note as follow.:; : 

"The trainee intake figures forecast for the pcrioJ Jul. 75 to Jan. 77 
were based on the actual wastage rates of the immediate past as noted 
in August 74. The actual wastage rates Jor the courses in 1976 and 



1977 happened to be more than planned. This could not be foreseen in 
1975 when the decision for import was taken". 

1. 53 The Committee enquired as to whether an analysis has been made 
as to why the actual wastage rates for the Courses in 1976-77 were more than 
planned. The Mi'1ic;try of D;:fence hwe stated as follows : 

"Analy5'is of wastage rates in fl) ing training is a continuing process. 
The ability of a trainee to become a service grade pilot cannot be ascer· 
tained in advance. Pilot optitude tests. covering physical co-ordination 
and p~ychological suitability, are an integral part of the selection process 
but these are only a gen~ral guide. For plani'Jing purposes, there is n > 
option but to allow for an anticipated wastage which is emperically 
derived from the averages of previous years. The unexpectedly higher 
-actual wastage rate for these courses in J 976-77 could not he attributed 
to any specific cause. Therefore, necessity for a detailed analytical 
Study in this matter was not felt". 

1.54-1.55 The Committee desired to know the reasons for the intake 
in the above cac;es being much less than planned. In a note, the Mini~try of 
Defence stated as follows : 

"The actual intake from Airmen and NCC sources were less than planned 
as a much lower number of candidates came up to the requisite standards 
against the figures that was anticipated". 

Procurement of aircraft 'L' 

1.56 An agreement was entered into in April 1975 with the Gtlvernment 
of country 'X' for the purchase of a certain fllJmher of aircraft 'L' and asso· 
ciatl"d ground equipm~nt :1t :1 t"tal cost of Rs. 14.61 crores. Three separate 
contracts were concluded at the same timt> laving down the technical specifica-
tions of aircraft 'L' etc. for the training of Air Force personnd (Rs. 32 lakhs) 
as well as for the purchase of spares, test equipment and training aids (Rs. I. 74 
crores), The contract for purchase of spares etc. included an option clause for 
the purchase ofcert,dn armaments and ammunition (Rs. 4240 Jakhs) and test 
epuipmcnt (Rs. 7.43 lakhs), to be exercised not later than 15th August, 1975. 

I 57 Under the agreement of April 1975. the iUppJier guaranteed that 
the aircraft suppLed would be fit for operation under tropical conditions and 
in respect of possible defects occurring due to the utilisation of the aircraft 
under tropical conditions in India, necessary remedial measures would be taken 
by the supplier to rectify defects/replacement of necessary components at his 
own cost including transpo1tation to and from coun~ry 'X'. 

It has been pointed out in the Audit Para that an Air Force Team had 
evaluated in May-Jun<!, 1974, aircra!t 'L' and · M' m·Inufactured by countries 
'X' and 'Y' and the Team Jn its Report had !.tated that while aircraft. 'L' was 
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priced at Rs. 26.2 lakhs against a price of R!. 41.29 Jakhs of aircraft 'M', air-
craft 'L' was technologically outdated by JO years nd w·1s neither designed nor 
had experienced intensive operatiom under tropical condition!. 

1.58 The Committee desired to know the reasons for selecting aircraft 
'L' (manufactured by countrv 'X') which wac; technologically outdated hy JO 
years and was neilher dtsigned nor had experienced intensive operations under 
tropical conditions. The Ministry of Defence have stated as follows : 

"Although 'L' aircraft, manufactured in 'X' was technologicaJty JO years 
old and was not desi~ned to operate under trorical conditions it wa'l 
selected for the following reasons : 

(a) The oth~r aircraft 'M' was not available in adequate numbers in the 
required time-frame 

(b) 'L' aircraft was a prov~n trainer nnd met the Air Force requirement. 

(c) 'L' aircraft wa.; cheaper by Rs. I 5.09 Jakhs per piece as compared to 
the other aircraft. 

(d) The manufacturers of 'L' h1d given the following assurance for tropi· 
calisation and maintenance sup;Jort in India : 

The supplier shall ensure that aircraft, aero-engines and aggregates 
to be supplied to purchaser are manufactured in accordance with techni-
cal specification of the supplier. The sunplier hereby guarantees that the 
aircraft snrnlied will he fit LH opcrati,,n under tropa;nl condilions and 
meet the performance indicated in Annexure 2 to this Agreement. In 
respect of possible defects occurring due to utilisation of the aircraft 
under tropical conditions in India, necessary remedial measures will be 
taken by the supplier to rectify such defectsfreplace the ilecessary compo-
nents at his own cost, including transportation costs to and from Country 
'X' if necessary. For this purpose, the supplier may depute adequate 
specialist staff at his expense. In add1tion. modification kits in respect of 
safety modification will be supplied free of cost by the supplier". 

1.59 The Committee enquired why 
the same was technologically outdated. 
before the Committee during evidence : 

aircraft 'L was purchased when 
ln reply, Defence Secretary stated 

"We have comparatively evaluated it hy our team of Air Force officers 
headed hy Air Marshal. T have got the comparative data in terms of 
design and technology. It is said here that 'M' design is a basically 
advanced jet trainer on the specification given in 1967. But. the produc-
tion commenced in 1973. It is not that aircraft of Country 'X' were 
defective. 'L' was designed in 1955. Its producti0n was from 1964. The 
.aircraft is a basic trainer aircraft whereas here the system it of an older 



20 

type. It is a fact that M was an aircraft of the later design. But, what 
we were looking for was one which was capable of being supplied at a 
given point of time to fill our shOitfalls in trainer 'esources. It is the 
expert's opinion that the basic performance of 'L' met the quality require-
ments under which the purchases were made. At no stage it has been 
questioned by anybody that the basic design features or the basic sys-
tems of 'L' did not conform to the specification; or the assessment which 
was made by us. Secondly. the rna intenanc~ of aircraft was much cheaper 
and even the price of this aircrafl was half. The most important tbmg 
was that this aircraft was av3ilabk in April, 1975 while M was not avail-
able till the middle of 1976. As it was a rurchase to meet a shortfall 
which was foreseen in the period from 1975 to 1977, the basic rational of 
the purchase would have possibly not been met if this aircraft was not 
chosen. 

Again, I would like to submit to the Committee that tht' impression 
that this aircraft is not a gllOd aircraft is n(lt borne out by facts. As a 
matter of fact, this aircraft on every point has b,·..:n f,lund to be satisfac-
tory and this aircraft is to be kept for training uplo 1995. 

I would also like to submit cert:1in facts which will possibly remove 
the impre-:sion that this aircraft is not a gonJ aircraft. As a matter of 
fact, my Air Force officers will tell you that thi:; aircraft is not only a 
good aircraft but it has functioned very adequately fur the purpose for 
which it was purchased. 

You, tak~, for example, 'L' Aircraft. The serviceability in 1976 was 
75.4 per cent; in 1977, it was 70.6 per cent and it dropped in 1970 
because of bearing failures to 4-t2 per ce:1t; but in 1979, ;t picked upto 
69 per cent; in 1980, it was 63 3%, in 19~ 1 it was 76.2 per cent and in 
1982, it was 64.57 per cent". 

1.60 The Committee desired to know which out of the aircraft 'L' or 
'M' would have been preferred, if the prices of both the aircraft were the same. 
The Defence Secretary stated as follows : 

"If the prices were the same, same maintenance schedule, same delivery 
period, I would have gone for the other aircr ·ft. I have gone for the air-
craft because of four factors--it conforms to mrr basic requirements ; it 
was half the price compared to the other one; maintenance was I/5th 
cheaper and delivery was in April, 1975 ... 

1.61 The Committee enquired whether the Indian Air Force accept the 
assurances given by foreign suppliers in such matters without themselves test-
ing the plane intensively. In a note, the Ministry of Defence have stated as 
follows : 

"Any aircraft which is considered for acquisition by the IAF is flight 
evaluated to ascertain that the aircraft performance meets the operational-
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requirement (QRs). However, if the aircraft is offered for evaluation in 
the country of manufacture only, the assurances given by the Manufac-
turers are accepted and to cater for any deviations later or any unfore-
seen problems that may arise at a later date, the associated contract is 
provided with suitable provision to safeguard the interests of the Govern-
ment ... 

1.62 An expert team was sent to the foreign country to have the evalua-
tion of the particular aircraft. The Committee enquired whether this aircraft 
was then exposed to the trnpical conditions of the country. Jn reply, Defence 
Secretary stated baforc the Committee : 

"There was an undertaking or a ):!uarantce taken that it will be tropi-
calised. Ou that ~uarantec we did it. I can tell you that tropicalisation 
has been no problem ·with this aircraft at all". 

1.63 Asked wh·:ther the tropical conditions were re:o.ponsible for the 
bearing failure, the Defence Secretary explained as follows: 

"The oil intake pipe which was there in the orginal de~ign allowed in-
take of very little oil. So when they charged the bearings; they have 
modified the design and the base through which the oil passes through 
has bee:~ slightly enlarged". 

Failure of Engines 

1.64 According to the Audit Paragraph, the engines of aircraft 'L' deve-
loped engine bearing failures premature] y bringing down the ~rrvice ability of 
the aircraft to 33 per cent of the fl~et in th~ year 1978. The defects noticed in 
these engines were investigated in N{,vernbtr 19'17 by the supplier and the 
issues arising out of the defects wc:re discu~sed with the representatives of the 
supplier. It was claimed by the suppl:er that the only cause of the bearing 
failures of the engine:; under operation in India was the use of lubricant 'N' of 
a pa1ticular ha1ch of prcjuction which contained some unidentified additives 
and wh:ch did not meet th·~ operational requirements of the engines. 

1 65 The Commi!tee dcsireJ to know whether lubricant 'N' was got 
cleared from the manufacturer before 'JSe. The l\1inistry of Defence have stated 
as follows : 

"The lubricant oil (Aero~ he I! 307) was not got cleared from the manu-
facturer of engine, as this is not the normal practice followed lor clearing 
ofthe lubricant oil b rore usc. The normal procedure is to check the 
specification of t !1:: o!l and tf t~1e~c conform to the recommended oil in 
use, then the od ·s ck.trld. Thi~ fJct was confirmed from the oil manu· 
fal~turers before use. Alter the l~ngitK nwnuiacturers stated that some 
unidentified additives in the lubricant oil (Aeroshell 30i) caused the 
engine bearing failurl!'i, the ~arne oil was repeatedly tested, both in India 
and in Country 'X', and it was found to be fully conforming to the 
recommended specification". 



1.66 It has been stated in the Audit para that it was agreed to pay a sum 
of Rs. 8 lakhs to the supplier lD order to arnve at a fair and equitable settle-
ment WJth regard to the expenses of Rs. 57.23 lakhs mcurred by the supplier. 

1.67 The Committee desired to know the specific grounds on which the 
compromised amount of Ra. 8 la.k:hs was paid to the supplier of aircraft ·v 
when it was claimed by .the Indian side that the engine beanng failures and its 
rectifications were the responsibility of the supplier. In reply, the Ministry of 
Defence have stated in a note : 

"'The problem posed by a large number of bearing failure was first dis-
cussed with the engine manufacturer in June 1979. The Indian delegation 
brl ught out that the responsibility for establishing compatibility of Aero-
shell 307 oil with S0·3 engme rested with the manufacturers. The manu-
facturer should have visualised changes in maintenance procedures requir-
ed for operating these engines with th1s oil, specially m tropical condi-
tions. The statistics to prove, taat the cause of engine failure, was not 
due to the use of a parucuJar batch of oil 0976 bau:h) as claimed by the 
delegation of country 'X' were brought out by the Indiun s1de. In fact, 
a number of engines run on th1s oil, had behaved normally, for their full 
life duriug tim<.: between overhaul, while at the same time only a few 
cngh1e1 had experienced be~rmg failure. 

The suppliers based their argument on various tests carried out by 
them and blamed some unnamed coutaminant in the 1976 batch of oil. 
Since the a~_;tual came of bearing fadu· es ct,uld not be conclu:.Ively estab-
lished borh Sides, s1ood by their 1 espt>c: ive view point. The delegation of 
country 'X' pointc:d out the large financial effect to them m suppl}ing 6 
new engmes, repair of 2u engmes, extens1ve laboratory tests on Aeroshell 
307 011, etc., while the Indian side brought out the h1gh cost of transpor-
tation of engines as well as the recurring cost of importing the sllbstilute 
oil A W 30 which has a short shelf llfe. During fresh discussions held at 
New Delhi on 22 Man.:h 80, it was decided between the two delegations 
that, to arrive at a fa1r and ~quitable settlement in regard to expenses 
incurre-1 by b1>lh sides, lnd1a would agree to pay US $ IOU,OOO only while 
the balance was to be borne by country 'X'. This latter amount was 
estimated by suppliers as US$ 7,84,000 while the Indian estimates for the 
same were US, $ 5_98,000". 

1.68 It is seen from the Audit Paragraph that to eliminate the logistical 
difficulries caused by the short life of lubricant '0' the supplier was carrying 
out stud1es to extend its life by a year. The Committee, enquired whether this 
study has been completed and with what outcome. The Ministry of Defence 
have stated as follows : 

"As a result of the study the suppliers have been able to extend the life 
of Lubricant '0' from aix months to one )'ear". 
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1.69 After the middle of 1978 lubricant '0' (which has a short life) from 
country 'X' was brought into use and there were no bearing failures. of these 
engines. The Committee desired to know the recurring extra expenditure 
incurred in transporting lubricant '0' by air from country 'X' and also whether 
this lubricant was still being used. The Ministry of Defence have stated as 
folJows : 

"The replacement lubricant AW-30 (Lubricant '0') is still being used and 
the recurring expenditure for transporting the lubricant is Rs. 22.73 per 
litre. The year-wise total recurring expenditure for transporting lubricallt 
is as follows : 

Year Costin US$ in Rs Rate per US$ 

1978 13756.34 Rs. 1, 17, 272, 79 Rs. 8.S25 
1979 38556.04 Rs. 3, 16, 159, 52 Rs. 8.20 
1980 43880.40 Rs. 3, 51, 043, 20 Rs. 8.00 
1981 7140.00 Rs. 59, 119. 20 Rs. 8.28 
1982 14280.00 Rs. 1, 34, 803. 20 Rs. 9.44 
1983 19634.50 Rs. 1, 91, 436. 37 Rs. 9.75 

(tiiJ May) 

1.70 It is seen from the Audit Paragraph that as a consequence of the 
set back in the performance of aircraft 'L' due to inadequate product support 
and restricted supply of lubricant '0', the number of aircraft that could be sus-
tained operationally (since 1979) at the training establishment was only about 
50 per cent of the asset;; held and the authorised boldmg of the aircraft had 
been reduced. The Committee, therefore, enquired about the extent to which 
the training programme at the traming establishment was adversely affected. 
In reply, the Mini11try of Defence have stated in a note: 

" 'L' aircraft were utilised as a supplement to K jet trainers. The reduced 
availability of A1rcraft 'L' wai compematcJ by K aircraft and the training 
programme wa11 not adversely affected". 

1.71 Asked as to why timely corrective measures were not taken in th~ 
matter, the Ministry of Defence have stated as follows: 

"The inadequate product support mainly related to the supply of engine 
oil ex-country X. The problem arose because of the short shelf life of the 
oil (6 months). Due to normal delivery time of 2-3 months the effective 
life left for utilisation of oil in India was further reduced. To overcome 
this problem oil AeroshelJ-307 of different fore1gn origin to the same 
specification as of country •x• origin oil was substituted with the manu-
facturers concurren~. However, followini introduction of this A oil1omo 
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engines experienced bearing failure which was attributed by the manufac-
turers as due to the presence of some unidentified additives in the 1976 
batch of A oil. Although this was contested by the Indian side, as a 
precautionery measure, the use of A oil was discontinued and reverted to 
the use of country 'X' origin oil (Lubricant '0'). Simultaneously the 
manufacturers were asked to carry out extensive tests with a view to 
increase the shelf life of lubricant '0'. As a result the shelf life of lubri-
cant •o• has now been increased from six months to one year. 

The supply of another essential item i.e. PC-750 converters, AG=D+ I 
transmitter and J2V 28 SAM batteries was also not very regular. Coun-
try 'X' side could not maintain steady supply of these items and did not 
adhere to the time schedule since they had come difficulties in the produc-
tion line dl'e to internal problems. Now we have established supply of 
the item 12 SAM battery) through indigenous production. The availabi-
lity of convertors and AG Transmitters bas also become satisfactory". 

Extra Expenditure due to not exercising the option in time 

1.72 According to thr Audit Paragraph, as the option clause in the con-
tractor of April 1~75 for the supply of arm::1ments and ammunition was not 
exercised before the specified date and these stores were received 4 years later 
under a separate contract concluded in May 1977 for this purpose, the same 
were not available for imparting training during the period 1975-76. The 
Committee, tlJ~~refure, de~;ired t(' know as to why the aforesaid option was not 
e:xercised before I 5th A up us t 1975, as provided in the contract and bow far the 
non-availability of the aforesaid armaments had atrected the training. In 
reply, the Ministry of Defence have stattd in a nute as follows : 

"The delay in ex.ercising the option for armaments stores bad become 
inescapable due to the following reasons : 

(a) The main contract for the purchase of aircraft 'L' was finalised on 
10 April /5 and the armament stores could not be paid for under 
the mo.in contract due to pauc·ity of funds. 

(b) Before exerci~ing the option it was necessary to tinatise the arma-
ment training scale to avoid any excess provisioning of armaments. 
As the procedure for tinalising the scales is involved, it was not 
possible to exrecise the option within the stipulated period. 

(c) Aircraft 'L' were to be utilised as :.:~ supplement to the K Trainer 
which was also not an armed version. Although armament training 
could not be carried out till 1979, the trdinmg was uniform for aU 
courses, and the trainees carried out this phase in subsequent fighter 
training stages. ln any case even if the option of armament stores 
had been exercised before 15 Aug 75, the stores would not have been 
delivered before the second half of 1978." 
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Overhauling of engines and airfra1'1tel 

1. 73 While considering import of aircraft 'L' the Air HQ had started in 
July 1974 that the costs of major overh~ul of airframe5 and engines of aircraft 
'L' were significantly less as compared to those of aircraft 'M'. The agreement 
of April 1975 for purchase of aircraft 'L' a I so envisaged that full assistance 
would be provided by the supplier to est a hlish overhaul facilities in India. For 
this purpose, a project team was san:tioned in November 1975 by the Ministry 
of Defence. A joint study conducted for examining the feasibility of setting up 
overhaul facilitie5 for engines had revealed that the cost of overhaul in India 
would be higher (by about Rs. 0.03 lakh) than that in country 'X'. A contract 
was concluded in August 1976 with the supplier for the overhaul of engines 
during 1977-78 at the rate of Rs. 2.0R lakhs (representing 43 per cent of the 
purcha5e cost of this engine). Though a similar study was to be conducted for 
overhaul of airframes, the study wac; withheld by the Air HQ pending reconsi-
deration of the long term utilisation of air-craft 'l. '. In view of the small fleet 
strength of aircraft 'L' and uncertain product support from the supplier it was 
finally decided to arrange for the overhaul of the airframes also from abroad. 
For this purpose, a contract was concluded with the supplier in March 1980 for 
overhaul of airframes :1t the rate of Rs. 12.80 lakhs. 

174 The Committee de'lired to know whether the engines and air frames 
of aircraft 'L' were still being <•Verbauled abroad and if so, the total expendi-
ture incurred on overhaul of these engines and airfr~mes abroad. The Ministry 
of Defence have stated as follows : 

"The engines and airframes 0f 'L' aircraft are still being overhauled 
abroad The total expenditure incurred till June 1983 was US S 38 • 31800.00 or (in Rs. 3,73,60,050) The contract-wise break-up of expendi-
ture incurred since 1976 is given below : 

AERO ENGINE 

Contract No. Qty. Overhauled Total amount 
in US$ and Date 

I ------- ·-------------2-----·--·---3-------

12655 
31.8.76 
12920 
27.7.79 
Supp!emen t 1 to 
Contract No. 
12920 
41212 
09.06.82 

44 

40 

2 

42 

1144000.00 

1316600.00") 
j Total 

39100.00 I 1.355. 70000 
J 

1784720.00 Confirmation 
has been received Qty, 4 
ready after overhaul. 
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AIRFRAME 

2 3 

1~21 
28.3.80 

39* 7134700.00 

*Note: Out of 39 Air frame Qty. 20 was overhauled upto Dec. 83. 

(ii) The feasibility of establishment of overhauling facilities for both the 
aeroengine and the airframe of aircraft 'L' in India is under consi-
deration in consultation with country 'X' specialists. The final deci-
sion will be taken after considering the economic viability of the 
project." 

1.75 The Committee further enquired as to why efforts were not so far 
made in creating indigenous over-hauling facilities for these aircraft and how 
much financial saving~ would have been effected had these facilities been set up 
in India. Tn reply. the Ministry of Defence have stated in a note as follows : 

.. (i) The overhaul facilities were not created in this country because of 
the following : 

(a) Uncertainty re~arding long term utiliution of these aircraft. 

(b) Bearing failures experienced in the year 1977-78. It was not 
definite whether aircraft operation would stablise. 

(c) Looking to the long them use envisaged for these aircraft now 
the feasibility of e!ltablishing these facilities is under examination 
both in respect of air frame and aeroengines. The firi,al decision 
will be taken after considering the economic viability of the 
project. 

(ii) There was no saving possible so far as the overhaul of engines was 
concerned. As no complete financial study was undertaken for the 
airrrame overhaul earlier, it is not possible to indicate whether any 
saving would have acaued and, if so, to what extent". 

1.76 The Committee further enquired whether there was any change in 
the training programme since the authorised holding of aircraft 'L' were redu-
ced due to poor serviceability of the aircraft. The Ministry of Defence have 
stated as follows : 

''There was no change in the training programme in the ftying training 
establishments. The number of trainees were accordingly adjusted and K. 
aircraft were used for the training of the balance of the trainees in the 
Applied Stage". 

1.77 The Committee desired to know whether in view of a number of 
accident• of training aircraft, it was felt that the present training aircraft 
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available in the country were technologically satisfactory. The Ministry of 
Defence have stated as follows : 

''There was three types of trainer aircraft currently is use (the HT-2, 'K' 
and 'L'). A few HT-2 h .ve been re-engined and the majority or the 
old HT-2 aircraft will soon be replaced by the indigenously-developed 
HPT-32 piston trainer aircraft. Along with the K. and aircraft 'L', 
these will be suitable for training purposes till 1990. K and 'L' were 
considered technologically satisfactory". 

1.78 Till 1974. advance training to fighter pilots wao;; being imparted on 
aircr.tft 'G', 'H' and 'K'. Aircraft 'G' was proposed to be phased out by 
December 1974 and aircraft cH' was not expected to be maintained beyond June 
1975. In March l 974, a long term pilot trai1ring plan was prepared for the 
years 1977-86, with reference to indi2enously manufactured aircraft 'K' Simul-
taneously, for the interim period 197S to 1977, the -\ir Headquarters had 
formulated an extended contigency training nlan for the courses commencing 
daring this period. This training programme was drawn up as after the 1971 
war it was considered neceso;ary that there should be a lonl! term programme 
for mobilising tbe pilot training resources of the country so that at no time the 
t>ountry was found deficient in this field. 

1.79 In July 1974, it was felt that to imp1cment this trainin~ plan the 
existing assets of aircraft 'K', t"getber with the deliveries antic:p~tted at *A 
number of aircraft per year and with a maximum utilisation rate of 30 hours 
per aircraft per month. would be deficient of the requirement by 41 per cent In 
1975, 39 per cent in 1976 and 40 per cent i!l, 1977. Accordingly, an agreement 
wa!ll entered into in April 1975 with the G9vernment of country 'X' for tbe 
purchase of a certain number of aircraft 'V and associated ground equipment 
at a total cost of Rs. 14.61 crores. 

1.80 The Committee are surprised that orders for the import of aircraft 'L' 
werc> placed without fully e-xploring the possibility of me('tint: the increased 
rcquircm£>nts of trainer aircraft by augmcntin£ the production of airc,raft 'K' 
which wa.., being indigenou'ily m:1nufactured by Hiod11stan Aeronautics Ltd., a 
publk sector underluking. The design and development work of aircraft 'K• 
was undertaken by HAL in 1950 and th~ first aircraft flew in September 1964 
Though the produclion level was low during the earlier years from 1967-68 to. 
1912-73 dae to teeth:ng trouble and complexity and ma:.:nitude of the project, 
the avt.•rage annual product inn ratl' of A number of aircraft was maintained 
durin~ the p('riod from 19'3-74 to llJ76-77. According to tht> Chairman of the 
HAL, the underca' ing would have taken a period of three years for increasing 
its production capacity from A number to 2 x A numb~r of ain·raft a year with 
an additional in~estment of only about 50 lakhs. 

Further. the HAL, according to its Chairman. was in a position to increas6 
production by 20 per cent a year within s relatively short-time without any 

•A devotes certain number.-
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substantial addition to rJs11t sr.d tr ac hillfTY. frr m a notr furni~hed by the 
Ministry of Dtfcnce, fbe C crr.mifh e fi 1 d tla"lt "B ft I" "as JlTCJlBrfd to take up 
the production, but tile order "as n(lt placed on it" and further "Had such notice 
(lead time of 3 years) been ~h·en to HAl", the addition:! I rrocuction could have 
been increased to 2 X A number of airnaft from 1974-75". 

1.81 The Committee ~He of the OJl;nion that if the Hdcr for additional 
requirement of traiuer aircraft \Hs plan·d on •1 t· HAl. in 1974, it could have 
started meeting tbc entire requin•me:1t.;; of tht· Air Force from the year 1977 
onwards. Had the HAL been conten.prr~l;;tousJ.'· apprised of the enhanced 
requirements, necfssit~· for wh;ch wa" felt aft~r 1 Cl?J, it would have in fact 
been in a position to meet the enhanced requirement~ rigH from the year 1974-75. 
The Committee cannot but exprrss thl'ir deep concern nt i h'-' nwnner in which the 
Ministry of Defence took a decision to impmt trainer n ;reran at ~ cost of more 
than Rs. 14 crores invohing scarce fnreign e'dmnge without ftllly utilising the 
indigenous capacity available The \ommittf't.' arr cotwinced 1hat had the training 
programme drawn up realis•kally :'11d indigenNlS c:'padty for m~tnufacture of 
trainer aircraft been fully utiliq·d. the need for import of trainer aircraft would 
not have arisen. Thir; ,·icw is ft1dhcr reinforced b~· the fact that eYen later on 
when the utilisation rate of importetl !lir~·raf! cZil'C down to 44.2% because of 
engine bearing difficuJ!ies, the trainin1! programrm· "!ts c:nried on by better 
utilisation of indigenous aircraft 'K'. 

1.82 While HAL was cngagc:l in st;•pi)irtg up t 1w orad11ction rate of 
aircraft from A number or aircraft p~r y(';lr to ::! :< •\ ml•nh~r of aircraft per year, 
the original delivery schedule for the years 197i-7S t,• 198'l~I was: revised and 
reduced to almost half. Due to this revi~o;ron in ddher~· scllcdulc, fhe capacity 
of HAL for abont 10 lakh manhonrs per Y<'~r coulri r1ot be a:tiliHd. Thr Com-
mittee view it with ~ra\'C concern as d .e to lacl: rf rr('Jl{'r pJ?.nninJ! on the part 
of the Ministry of Oefence. the sm·plus cap cit~' h:l(1 f•1 rerr?.in h~Jr for ""ant of 
work during the period 1977-78 to 1979-SO In !hl· nn"nier of the Committee it 
needs to be enquired as to why the order was not {llacrd on H.\ L and instead, 
an order of over Rs. 14 cro:es was placed for import of a foreh:n aircraft which 
did not match the indi~enous ~irc•:nft in performance. ~hen the HAL were all 
set to meet the requirements of the Air Head-quarter" for trainer aircraft. The 
explanation gh·en by fhe Defence Secretary in this regard that HAL could not 
have to met the increasf'd demand is far from convindng. 

1.83 The Committee haYc also ht>en informed that evNI at present HAL 
are laden with exce-sh'e idle ca~1acity. The Committee strongly recommend 
that capacity or the HAL, which has been developed over the years with huge 
public investments for meeting the requirements of Air Force for different aircraft 
sbould be utilised optimally. 

1.84 The Committee note that before a decision on the import of the 
trainer aircraft was taken, fhe Air Force team had t>valuated in May-June 1974, 
aircraft 'V and 'M' manufactured by countries ·x· and 'Y' respecllvelr~ Tbls 
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team in its Report bad stated that while aircraft 'M' excelled in certaitt.areas 
of performance, aircraft 'L' was technologically outdated by 10 years aacl wa1 
neither designed for nor bad experienced intensive operations in tropical con-
ditions. The Committee are surprised that in spite of such an adverse repor \. 
about aircraft 'L', the authorities decided to go in for it. According to the 
Defenc.e Secretary, their decision to import aircraft 'L' was based on the facts 
that "it was half the price compared to the other one ; maintenance was,lj5th 
cheaper and delinry was in April, 1975''. The Committee are not convinced 
with this argument particularly in view of the fact tbat the utilisation of.· these 
aircraft had been far from satisfactory and its suitability for the tropical·coodi-
tions of this country bas not been established. 

L85 The CommiHec nute th:~t thl' proposal for import of trainer aircraft 
was made on the 3ssumptiou tha: no reduction was possible in the intake of 
trainees In =the ~~Vil'\\ Cl,nductcrl in February, 1975, it wa"> observed by the 
Ministry of Deft"nrc that the e·.:tcnC:.d contigt:ncy training plan could not be put 
into operation with tht· cxist;~g assets. Against the sanctioned strength of 
trainees for <.•adt or lhe .t C'l:'TS<'S m1<!cr the extt:ndcd contigency training plan 
commencing during the per:o~l J.:Iy 1975 - J:..:nu~ry 1977, on the basis of which 
import of aircrait 'U \\a~. mgdc. the an·ragc number of trainees inductcdjtraiocd 
in each of these coursl'S f~·ll ~!wrt of the sanctioned strength by 47 per cent, 20 
per cent, 39 per cent and ; 8 pl'r cent rcsp(·cthely. Uwing to shortfall in the 
intake of trainees and Gn acco:mt of abnormally high rare of wastage, utilisation 
of aircraft • L' fl'll "hort Gf the p!auoLd rat<.• of utilisation during the period 
1976-78 by 32 to 47 prr cer~t. 

l.~b H bas been stated IJy the l\liuistry of Defence that t~e trainer intake 
figures forc<.:ast fur •lit: t;criod July 1975 to January 1977 were based on the 
actual l'astage r::tcs of the immctii .. ctc pa•;t as noted in August 1974. However, 
the actual wastage r:tll~s f<~r the nmrses in 1976 and 1977 happened to be more 
than planm d, a fad \daich could IHit be fores<:en in 1975 \\ben the decision for 
import was taken. T~.c Committee arc not convinced "ith this argument for, 
as they ou.~.,·r;..:, l<l'll (:uring the ~·car 197.) when the wastage rate of trainees was 
much less tbau tha! if.l 1Y74, ihcrl' was conshlaable shortfall in utilisation of 
aircraft 'L' . Tile C1.11muilke "·:.mid lili.e to exprc~s their concern at the lack of 
realistic estimation p tramdcr~ in worldng out the requisite details which had first 
Jed to the import oi' ain:raft · L' and later on to its gros§ under· utilisation. The 
Committee recommend th:lt the ~ l i1."-..uy of Ul'fence should revise their estimation 
norms and paramctas so thac iu iulun• ~ucb details can be worked out more 
realistically. 

l.S7 The Comm:t.c~ note thut tic eng;ncs of aircraft 'L' developed en&ine 
bearing failures pn.·ma' urc!~ n h;ch resulted in bringing down the stniceability 
of the aircraft just to 4~. 2 per cent of th\.' ticct in the year 1978. Durin& the 
~auccecding years also the scrvh:caLiHty of these aircrafl was unsatisfactory due 
to poor product support and inadequate supply of lubricant '0'. Accordin& to 
Audit para, the number of airCJ·aft that could be sustained operationall)' siace 
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1975 was about SO per cent of the assets held. But according to the Defence 
Secretary, the serviceability of these aircraft was 69 per cent in 1979, 63.3 per 
cent in 1980, 76.2 per cent in 1981 and 64.57 per cent in 1982. 

1.88 According to the suppliers, the only cause of the bearing failures of 
the engines was the use of lubricant 'N' of a particular batch of production which 
contained some unidentified additives. But it was claimed by the Ministry of 
Defence that the en~:ine bearing failures were attributable to the suppliers, as 
the same oil was repealedly tested both in India and country '},.' and it .-~as found 
to be fully conforming to the recommended specifications. For tropicalisatio·n 
ud maintenance support of aircraft 'L' in India, the suppliers had, inter alia, 
guaranteed that "Jn respect of possible defects occurring due to utilisation of 
the aircnft under tropical conditions in India, necessary remedial measures 
would be taken by the suppliers to rectify such defects/replace the necessary 
compone11ts at their own cost including transportation costs to and from country 
•x•, if necessary". It is surprising tbat in spite of the aforesaid cate&orical 
guarantee. the 1\-linistry of Oef, nee agreed to pay a ~urn of Rs 8 lakhs to the 
supplier for remo,al of bearint:: defects in the t.·ngincs in addition to iucurrin& an 
extra expenditure of Rs 57 23 lakhs on transportt.ttion and other expenses to and 
fro between India country 'X'. In the opinion of the Commtttee, it was wron& 
on the part of the Ministry of Defence to bave incurred the aforesaid expenditure 
of Rs. 65.23 lak.bs, as according ro the guuantee &iveo by the suppliers, it was 
obvionusly their respousibil.ty to meet this expe-::diture. The Committee 
deprecate this lack of concern for public funds on the part of the Ministry of 
Defence. 

1.89 The Committee note that alongwith the main agreement of April, 
1975, entered into with the Government of country 'X' for the purchase of 
aircraft 'L', another contract for purchase of spares, test equipment and trainging 
aids (Rs 1.74 crores) was concluded with them. This incl11ded an option clause 
for the purchase of cer1aio armaments and ammunition custing X.s, 42.40 lakhs 
and test equip .11ent costing Rs. 7 .H lakhs which was to be exercised not later 
than 15th Au&ust, 1975. The Committee are deeply coocerned to note that the 
Air-Headquartel s failed to exerci!>e the requisite option before ihe stipulated 
date aud a separate contract was concluded with the suppliers in May 1977 for 
the procurement of these armaments and ammunition, which had resulted ia extra 
expenditure of H.s. 1.64 lakhs. Due to this failure on the part of the Air 
Headquarters the receipt of these store& was delayed upto October-December 
1979. The Committee do not agree with the plea of non-·alailability of funds for 
n•t exercisiog the option in time. According to the Committee, as the cost of 
the stores, viz., Rs. 50 lakbs wus juat a small part of the main contract for 
R1 14.61 crores, there should not have been any difficulty for arrao~:iag the 
oeceutry funds for these imports Owing to this lapse on the part of Defence 
authorities, the trainees of the earlier batches could not be impartt!d traioi•& ia 
the 'ital field of armarueots and the trainin& had to be imparted to tllem in 
aubaequent yeara. Ia the view of the Committee, this is yd anotber iaatance of 
IKk. ef proper p.lanaiD& oa the part of tile Defeace au.tborldee. 
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1.90 Anotlrer disquietin& feature of tbe contract is failure on tbe part of 

the Defence authorities to establish indigenous facilities for overhauling of engiaes 
and airfram es of the imported trainer aircraft although it waa envisaged in tbe 
Agreement that full assistance would be provided by the suppliers to establish 
overhaul facilities in India. In tht: absence of indigenous overhauling facilities, 
the engines and airframes of these aircraft are still being got overhauled from 
abroad involving huge cxpenditu~·e in foreign exchange, apart from the fact that 
these engines and the airframes remain o 1t of use for considerable periods. 
Upto Jtine, 1983 an expeaditure of U.S. $3831800 or (in Rupees 3,73,60,050) ha1 
been incurred on the overhauling of engines and aiiframes of aircraft 'L' h"m 
abroad which the Committee feel is an aYoidable drain on the scarce foreign 
exchange resources of the. country. 

i .91 According to the Minililtry of Defence, the indigenous Olerbaul facitities 
could not be created due to uncertainty re~:ardinJ:: long term utilisation of these 
aircraft and the uncertainty whether the operation of these aircraft would stabilise 
due to the bearing failures experienced in the year 1977-78. The Committee do 
not ~ee force in this argument as the Ocfence a·1tborities baYe now themselvt;.a 
realised, altbOUKh belatedly, the need for establishins= these facilities indigenously 
and the maltcr is stated to be under examination. The Committee recommend 
that the examination of the matter should be cxpediteu so that at leaat now on tile 
outs=o of foreign exchange could be avoided. 

1. 92 The facts narrated above abundantly proYe that the "hole expenditure 
of Rs. 14.61 crores in foreign '-·xcbaoge apan from the other expenditure iacurred 
thereon was u11necessary ar1d could haYe been avoided. There appears to be a 
growing tendency on the part of Defence authorities to go in fgr imports evea 
when the demand can b-.! met from h1digeuous sources. Tbia, to say the least, is 
yery dhturbing. The fact that Parliament is so generous in granting funds for 
dt:fcnce needs <.asts an addi tiona I responsibility on the V tfence a •thorities to act 
with caution particularly when a proposal inYoh·es outgo of scarce foreign 
exchuns:e. The Committee recommend that the whole matter !i>hould be examined 
in detail "'ith a \'icw to identifying the drawbacks in the SJ!'>Cem which aJlowed a 
\'ariety of lapses to occur and to ta~e neLes~ary steps for obviating such lapses 
ic future 1 he Commj ltee would li.lc to be apprised of t.be action taken ill this 
rc~ard wihtio si.A months. 

New DI:LHI; 

April 27, lfJ84 
V uisakha 7, 19~Q (S) 

SUNIL MAITRA 
Chairi'IUUf, 

Pub/i' Accounts C.mmi.lte ~ 



APPENDIX 

Conclusions and RecommC'ndations 

S.No. Para Ministry Conclusions/Recommendations 
No. concerned 

1 2 3 

1 1. 78 Defence 

2 1.79 Do 

4 
~k------·--~-----~ 

Till 1974, advance training to fighter pilots 
was being imparted on aircraft 'G', 'H' and 'K'. 
Aircraft 'G' was proposed to be phased out by 
I:'ecember 1974 and airc-raft 'H' was not expected 
to be maintained beyond June 1975. In March 1974, 
a long term pilot training plan was prepared for 
the years 1977-86, with reference to indigenously 
manufactured aircraft 'K'. Simultaneously, for the 
interim period 1975 to 1977, the Air Headquarters 
bad formulated an extended contigency training 
plan for the courses commencing during this period. 
This training programme was drawn up as after the 
1971 war it was considered necessary that there 
should be a long term programme for mobilising 
the pilot training resources of the country so that 
at no time the country was found deficient in 
this field. 

In July 1974, it was felt that to implement this 
training plan the eXI!.ting assets of aircraft 'K', 
together With the delivenes anticipated at • A number 
of aircraft per year and with a maximum utilisation 
rate of 30 hours per aircraft per month, would be 
deficient of the requuement by 41 per cent in 1975 • 39 per cent ID 1976 and 40 per cent in 1977. Accord-
ingly, an agreement was entered into in. April 1975 
with the Government of country 'X' for the purchase 

------:------::------- -·--·-
.A dcootes certain number. 

32 



2 3 

3 l.SO Defence 

1.81 Do 

33 

4 

of a certain number of aircraft 'L' and associated 
ground equipment at a total cost of Rs. 14.61 crores. 

The Committee are surprised that orders for 
the import of aircraft 'L' were placed without fully 
exploring the possibility of meeting the increased 
requirements of trainer aircraft by augmenting the 
production of aircraft 'K' which was being indi-
g~'"nously manufactured by Hindustan Aeronautics 
Ltd., a public sector undertaking. The design and 
development work of aircraft 'K' was undertaken 
by HAL in 1960 and the first aircraft flew in 
September 1964. Though the production level was 
low during the earlier years from 1967-68 to 1972-73 
due to teething trouble and complexity and 
magnitude of the project, the average annual pro-
duction rate of A number of aircraft was maintained 
during the period from 1973-74 to 1976-77. Accord-
ing to the Chairman of the HAL, the undertaking 
would have taken a period of three years for 
increasing its production capacity from A number 
to 2 xA number of aircraft a year with an additional 
investment of only about 50 lakb.s. 

Further, the HAL, according to its Chairman, 
''as in a position to increase production by 
20 per cent a year within a relatively short-time 
without any substantial addition to plant and 
machinery. Fr~~m a note furnished by the MinistrY 
of D~fenc:e, the Committee find that "HAL was 
prepared to take up the production, but the order 
was not placed on it" and further "Had such notice 
(lead time of 3 years) been given to HAL, the 
additional production could have been increased to 
2XA number of aircraft from 1974-75". 

The Committee are of the opinion that if the 
order for additional requirement of trainer aircraft 
was placed on the HAL in 1974, it could have 
started meeting the entire requirements of the Air 
Force from the year 1977 onwards. Had the HAL 
been contemporaneously apprised of the enhanced 
requirements, necessity for which was felt after 
1971, it would have in fact been in a position to 



2 3 

1.82 D~fence 

un Do 

34 

4 

meet the enhanced requirements right from the year 
1974-75. The Committee cannot but expre~s their 
deep concr-rn at the manner in which the Ministry 
of Defence took a decision to import trainer aircraft 
at a cost of more than R c;. 14 crore~ involving scarce 
foreign exch:m.re withnut. fullv utilic;irg the indigenous 
cap~city av'lilnble. The Committee ar!." convinced 
that had the trainin<! programme drawn up 
realistically ar:d indigen0us capacifv for manufacture 
of trainer aircraft been fullv Ptili!!~d. the need for 
import of trainer a:rcraft would not have arisen. 
This view is fnnher reinforcecl hv the filet that even 
later on when the utilis11tion rate of imported 
aircraft came clown ~to 44.2°{. hl"cauc;e of engme 
bearing difficultiPs, the training- programme was 
carried on ;by better utilisation of ind!~enous air-
craft 'K'. 

While HAL was engaged m sterping up the 
production rate of ~ircraft from A numher of aircraft 
per year to 2 x A number of aircraft per year, the 
original delivery !!chedule- for t!le years 1 977-7R to 
1980·81 was revi~ed and reduced to almost half. 
Due to this revision in delivery schedule. the capacitv 
of HAL for about 10 lakh manhours per year could 
not be utili,ed. The Committ{"~ view it with grave 
concern :-~s due to bel< of proper plannin1• on the 
part of the Min;~try of nert"n:'e, the wrplus capacitv 
had to remain idle for want of work durin,!! the 
period 1977-78 to 1979-RO. In the :'rinion of the 
Corrmittee it needs t() be enquired as to why the 
order was not placed on HAL and instead, an order 
of over Rs. 14 crores was rl·1r-e~ for import of a 
foreign aircraft which did not match the indigenous 
aircraft in performance. when the HAL were all set 
to meet the req\tirements of t'le Air Head-quartrrs 
for trainer aircraft. The explaPation given by the 
Defence Secretary in this regard that HAL could not 
have met the increased demand i> far from con-
vincing. 

The Committee have also been informed that 
even at present HAL are laden with excessive idle 
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capacity. The Committee strongly recommend that 
capacity of the H ~L. which hac been develooed over 
the years with huge public investment! for meeting 
the requirements of Air Force for different aircraft 
should be utilised optimally. 

7 1.84 Defence The Committee note that before a decision on 
the import of the trainer aircraft was taken. the 
Air Force team had evaluated in Mav-June 1974, 
aircraft 'L' and 'M' manufactured hy countries 'X' 
and •y• respectively This team in its Report had 
stated that while aircraft 'M' excelled in certain 
areas of performance. aircraft 'L' was technolog-ically 
outdated bv lO vears and was neither designt"d for 
nor bad exf)erienced intensive operations in tropical 
conditions. The Committee are surorised that in 
spite of such an adverse reoort about aircraft 'L', 
the authorities d~citfed to J!O in for it. According 
to the Defence Sl"cretary. thrir decision to import 
aircraft 'L' was ha~ed on the facts that "it was half 
the f)rice comnared to the other one : maintenance 
was 1 15th cheaoer and delivery was in ApriL 1975". 
The Committee are not convinced with this arf!U· 
ment particularlv in view of the fact that the utilisa-
tion of these aircraft had been far from satisfactory 
and its suitahility for the trooical conditions of this 
country has not been established. 

R 1.85 Do The Committee rote that the proposal for 
import or trainer aircraft was made on the assump-
tion that no reduction was oossible in the intake of 
trainees. Tn the review conducted in February, 1975, 
it was ob~rrved hy the Ministry of Defence that the 
extended conti~ency training plan could not be put 
into operation with the existing assets. Against the 
sanctioned stren~th of trainees for each of the 4 
courses under the extended conti~ency training plan 
commencinJt during the period July l075-January 
1977, on the basis of which import of aircraft 'L' 
was m&de, the average number of trainees inducted/ 
trained in each of these cour11es feB short of the 
1anctioned strength by 47 per cent, 20 per cent, 39 
per cent and 28 per cent respectively. Owing to 

--------------~----------~--
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Defence 

'hortfall in tbe intake of trainees and on account of 
~bl]ormalty high rate of wastage, utilisation o~ 
aircraft 'L' fell short of the planned rate of utilisation 
during the period 1976-78 by 32 to 47 per cent. 

It bas been stated by the Ministry of Defence 
tbat the trainer intake fif!ures forecast for the period , 
Jul)" 1975 t<> January 1977 were based on the actual 
wastag~ rates of the immediate past as noted in 
Al!gust 197,4. However, the actual wastage rates 
for. the courses in 1976 and t 977 happened to be 
more than planned, a fact which could not be 
foreseen in 1975 when the decision for import was 
tak~n. The Committee are not convinced with this 
argument for, as they observe, even during the year 
1918 when the wa~taee rate of trainees was much 
Jess than that in 1974 .. there wa!; considerable short-
fall in utilisation of aircraft 'L'. The Committee 
would like to express their concern at the lack of 
realistic estimation parameters in working out the 
requisite details which had first led to the import of 
aircraft 'L' and later on to its gros<; under-utilisation. 
The Committee recommend that the Ministry of 
Detence should revi~e their estimation norms and 
parameters so that in future such details can be 
worked out more realistically. 

10 1.87 Defence The Cammittee note that the engines of aircraft 
'V developed engine bearing failures prematurely 
whicJa reaulted in brin{ling down the serviceability of 
the aircraft just to 44.2 per cent of the fleet in the 
year 1978. During the succeeding years also the 
serviceability of these aircraft was unsatisfactory due 
to poor product support and inadequate suppl.Y of 
lubricant '0'. According to Audit para, the number 
of aircraft that could be sustained operationally since 
197' was about 50 per cent of the assets held. But 
according to the Defence Secretary, the serviceability 
oftheae aircraft was 69 per cent in 1979, 63.3 per 
cent in 1980, 76.2 per cent in 1981 and 64.57 per 
cent in 1982. 

11 1.88 D.efonce According to the suppliers, the only cause of 
tlie bearing failures of the engines was the use of 

. lubricant 'N' of a particular batch of production 
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which contained some unidentified additives. But 
it was c1aimed by the Ministry of Defence that the 
engine bearing failures were attributable to the 
suppliers, as the same oil was repeatedly tested both 
in India and country 'X' and it wa11 found to be fully 
conforming to the recommended !!peciflcations. For 
tropicalisation nnd m!int~n~nce 5unnort of aircraft 
•L' in fndia, the supolier~ had, ;nttr alfa. Jruaranteed 
that 11ln re~ped of po!l~ible defect!! occurring due to 
utilisation of the aircraft under tropical conditiom 
in India, necessRry remedial mea!'!ure~ would he 
taken by the suppliers to rectifv ~uch defects/reol::tce 
the necessary componenh at their own cot~t inclndine 
transportstion emu to anti from country •x•. if 
necessary". Tt is !lnrpri~ine that in !l:t"ite of the 
aforesaid catel!orical ~1\rantee. the Mini~try of 
nefence a~reed to mtv n ~urn nf Rs. R laklls to the 
supplier for removal of heariT1{! c1efect~ in the enl!'ine!l 
in addition to incurriM an e-xtra e-xJ')enditure of 

· Rs. 57.23 lakhs on tranBnortation ~nd other e-xpen~es 
to and fro between India anfi countrv 'X'. Tn the 
opinion or the Committt>e. it was wron~ on the part 
of the Minic;trv of nrf("nce to have incurred the 
aforesaid expenditure of Rs. 65.2~ lakh~. 1n accord-
ing to the guarantee !liven by the suppliers. it was 
obviouslv their re~ponsibilitv to meet thi~ expendi-
ture. The Committee deprecate this lack of concern 
for public fund! on the part of the Ministry of 
Defence. 

The Committee note that alon~witb the main 
agreement of ApriL 197~. entered into with the 
Government of country 'X' for the purchase of 
aircraft •L', another controct for purchase of spares. 
test equipment and trainin2 a ids (R s. 1 74 crores) 
was concluded with them. Thi!l included an option 
clause for the purchase of certain armaments and 
ammunition costing Rs. 42.40 lakhs and test equio-
ment costing Rs. 7.43 lakhs wbicb wa~ to he 
exercised not Jater than 15th August, 1975. The 
Committee are deeply concerned to note that th.;.,.. 
Air-Headquarters failed to exercise the rtquisite 
option before the stipulated date and a separate con-
tract was concluded with the suppliers in May 1977 
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for the procurement of these armaments and 
ammunition, which had resulted in e'ltra expenditure 
of Rs. 1.64 Jakhs. Due to this failure on the part 
or the Air Headquarters the receipt of these stores 
was delayed upto October-December 1979. The 
Committee do not agree with the plea of non-availa-
bility or funds for not exercisir. g the option in time. 
According to the Committee, as the cost of the 
stores, viz., Rs. 50 Jakh!! was just a !!mall part of the 
main contract for Rs. 14.61 crores, there should not 
have been any difficulty for arranging the necessary 
funds for these imports. Owing to this lapse on the 
part of Defence authoriti~s. the trainees of the earlier 
batches could not be imparted training in the vital 
field of Armaments and the training had to be 
imparted to them in subsequent years. Tn the view 
or the Committee, 'this is yet another instance of 
Jack of proper planning on the part of the Defence 
authorities. 

Another di~quieting feature of the contract is 
failure on the part of the Defence authorities to 
establish indigenous facilities for overhauling of 
engines and 11irframes of thl' imrorted trainer aircraft 
although it was envisaged in the A~reement that full 
assistance would be provided by the suppliers to 
establish overhaul facilities in India. Tn the ab!llence 
of indigenous overhau1ing faci1ities, the engines and 
airframes of these aircraft are still being got over-
hauled from abroad involving huge expenditure in 
foreign exchange, apart from the fact that these 
engines and the airframes remain out of use for con· 
siderable periods. Upto June, 1983 an expenditure 
of U.S. S 3831800 or (in Rupees 3,73.60,050) bas 
been incurred on the overhauling of engines and 
airframes of aircraft 'L' from abroad which the 
Committee feel is an avoidable drain on the scarce 
foreign exchange resources of the country. 

According to the Ministry of Defence, the indige-
nous overhaul facilities could not be crea-ted due to 
uncertainty regarding long term utilisation of these 
aircraft and the uncertainty whether the operation of 
these aircraft would stabilise due to the bearing 
failures experienced in the year 1977-78. The Com-
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mittee do not see force in this argument a1 the 
Defence authorities have now themselves realised, 
although belatedly, the need for establishing these 
facilities indigenously and the matter is stated to be 
under examination. The Committee recommend 
that the examination of the matter should be 
expedited so that at least now on the outgo ol foreign 
exchange could be avoided. 

The facts narrated above abundantly prove that . 
the whole expenditure of Rs. 14.61 crores in foreign 
exchange apart from the other expenditure incurred 
thereon was unnecessary and could have been 
avoided. There appears to be a growing tendency 
on the part of Defence authorities to go in for 
imports even when the demand can be met from 
indigenous sources. This, to say the least, is very 
disturbing. The fact that Parliament is so generous 
in granting funds for defence needs casts an addi-
tional responsibility on the Defence authorities to 
act with caution particularly when a proposal 
involves outgo of scarce foreign exchange. The 
Committee recommend that the whole matter should 
be examined in detail with a view to identifying the 
drawbacks in the system which allowed a variety of 
lapses to occur and to take necessary steps for 
obviating such lapses in future. The Committee 
would like to be apprised of the action taken in tbis 
regard within six months. 

·--·--·-·---------·-···-------· ---------
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