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INTRODUCTION 

I, the Chairman of the Public Accounts Committee as authorised 
by the Committee, do present on their behalf this 37th Report on the 
action taken by Government on the recommendations of the Public 
Accounts Committee in their 65th Report (Third Lok Sabha) relat- 
ing to the Ministry of Works, Housing and Supply (Department of 
Works and Housing) regarding undue benefit to a firm of hoteliers. 

2. On 12th June, 1968, an "Action Taken" Sub-Committee was ap- 
pointed to scrutinise the replies received from Government in pur- 
suance of the recommendations made by the Committee in their ear- 
lier Reports. The Sub-committee was constituted with the follow- 
h g  Members: 

1. Shri D. K. Kunte-Convener 

2. Shri C. K. Bhattacharyya 
3. Shri K. K. Nayar 
4. Shri Narendra Kumar Salve Members. 1 5. Shrimati Tarkeshwari Sinha 
6. Shri N. R. M. Swamy 

3. The draft Report was considered and adopted by the Sub-Com- 
mittee at their sitting held on 7th November, 1968 and finally adopt- 
ed by the Public Accounts Committee on 25th November, 1968. 

4. For facility of ~eference the main conclusions~recornrnendations 
ef the Committee have been printed in thick type in the body of the 
Report. A statem!ent showing the summary of the main conclwionsl 
recommendations of the Committee is appended to the Report (Ap- 
pendix) . 

5. The Committee place on record their appreciation of the assist- 
ance rendered to them in this matter by the Comptroller and Auditor 
General of India. 

NEW DZLHI; 
November 26, 1968. 
Agrahayana 5, 1890 (s), 

M. R. MASANT, 
Chairman, 

Public Accounts Committee. , 



This Report deals with Action Taken by Government on the r 6  
cormrdendations contained in the 65th Report of the Public Accounb 
Committee (Third Lok Sabha) on paragraph 76 of Audit Report 
(Civil), 1966 relating to the Ministry of Works, Housing and Urban 
Development regarding undue benefit of a firm of hoteliers which 
was presented to the House on 2nd December, 1966. 

1.2. The Action Taken noteslstatements on the recommendations 
of the Committee contained in' this Report have been categorized 
under the following heads:- 

(i) Recommendations/observations that have been accepted 
by Government : 

S. Nos. 4, 6, 8 82.9. 

(ii) RecommndationsJobservations which the Committee do 
not desire to pursue in view of the replies of Government: 
S. Nos. 1, 5 & 7. 

( i i i )  Recommendationsjobservations in respect of which Gov- 
ernment have furnished interim replies: 
S. No. 10. 

(iv) Recommendations~observations replies to which have not 
been accepted by the Cormnittee and which require reite- 
ration: 
S. Nos. 2 & 3. 

The Committee will now deal with the recommendtitions at S. 
Nos. 2. 3 & 6 .  

Concession in Price-Paragraphs 1.13 & 1.15 S. Nos. 2 & 3, 

1.3 In December 1955, Government allotted land to a private firm 
of hoteliers at a concessional rate for construction of a hotel with a 
view to providing residential accommodation for the delegates of 
UNESCO Conference held in November, 1966. The firm were requir- 
ed to deposit a security of Rs. 25,000 as a guarantee for completing 



the construction of at  least 100 rooms by 31st October, 19.56 and this 
was liable to be forfeited in the event of breach of this condition, 
The firm had failed to complete the work in time a d  make the ac- 
commodation available for the purpose in view. Commenting on 
this aspect of the case the Public Accounts Committee in paragraphs 
1.8, 1.13 & 1.15 of the 65th Report (Third Lok Sabha) had made the 
following observations: 

, "1.8: It  is not clear to the Committee how the price of Rs. 2: 
lakhs per acre charged from the firm was arrived at by 
the Wnistry. From the facts placed before them, the 
Committee find that at the time of negotiations with the 
firm the Ministry were not aware about the market rates 
of land for commercial use in the particular area. The 
rates given by the Land and Development Ofticer related 
only to the land for residential purposes. During evidence 
before the Committee two conflicting views about calculat- 
ing the rates of land for commlercial use (setting up of a 
hotel is a commercial activity) were expressed by the Min- 
istry and the Land and Developnient Officer. In the opi- 
nion of the Committee,-if the intention was to lease the 
land at market rates it would have been a better course 
to ascertain it through a tender inquiry." 

"1.13: From the above facts the Committee have no doubt that 
in consideration of the firm's undertaking to make avail- 
able 100 rooms in time, the premium of Rs. 2 lakhs per 
acre charged for the land involved certain concession. The 
Ministry of Finance were all along of the view that the 
rate of premium was too low. The Committee note that 
in October, 1955 the Joint Secretary (Finance) confirmed 
that the terms embodied in the draft sanction as already 
discussed with the Secretary, Ministry of Works, Housing 
and Supply and the President of the company were quite 
reasonable. In the opinion of the Committee, "re~sonable" 
terms as agreed to with the firm are to be judged in the 
context of the essential condition imposed on the A r m  to 
make available 100 rooms by 31st October, 1956 for the use 
of the delegates of the UNESCO Conference. This is also 
clear from the minutes of the first meeting held with the  
firm on the 27th July, 1955. I t  is also significant to note 
in  this connection that the Ministry of Works, Housing and 
Supply did not dispute the views that "the lessee in this 
case were given substantial concessions" expressed by the 
Finance Ministry even as late as 24th September, 1997. 
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Even whem the reply to the draft para was sent by t h e  
Ministry to  Audit in October, 196, they did not dispute 
the fact that the land was allotted at a concessional rate; 
though during the evidence before the Committee, the 
witness pleaded that it was an oversight." 

"1.15: It  is not clear to the Committee as to what were the 
reasons for fixing the security deposit at  such a low figure 
of Rs. 25,000. The Committee note that originally it had 
been suggested that an additional premium of Rs. 50,000 
per acre might be charged from the firm in the event of 
their failure to provide the required number of rooms in 
time. This worked out to Rs. 2,73,000 for 5 46 acres. The 
Comrdittee consider that the security deposit of Rs. 25,000 
finally agreed to was too low as compared with the original 
proposal to realise Rs. 50,000 per acre. As the completion 
of rooms by the 31st October, 1956 was an essential con- 
dition, the security deposit should have been adequate to. 
make the firm fulfil this condition seriously." 

1.4. In their reply to paragraph 1.13, the Ministry of Works, 
Howing and Supply (Department of Works and Housing) have stat- 
ed: 

"In this Ministry's d.0. letter dated the 12th May, 1955 to the 
Secretary General, Ministry of External M a i r s  for seek- 
ing approval of the then P r i m  Minister, the reasons for 
negotiating the contract with the company were fully ex- 
plained and it was also stated that there was no intention 
to give the Company any concession. In view of this and 
the position explained against para 1.8, the premium of 
Rs. 2 lakhs per acre charged from the Company in 1955 
did not involve any subsidization and cannot be consider- 
ed as a concessional rate. 

The decision to charge Rs. 2 lakhs per acre was taken with the 
approval of the Joint Secretary in the Ministry of Finance 
and no significance can be attached to the views expressed 
subsequently by some officers in that Ministry who w e .  
junior to him in rank; nor their views can he deemed to 
over-ride the decision already taken at a higher level. It 
will, thus, not be c o m t  to say that the Ministry of Fin- 
ance were all along d the view that the premium charged 
was too low or that it involved any concession. 



It is common practice to specify conditions in the contracts 
entered into by the Government and inclusion of such con- 
ditions cannot be interpreted to mean that the prices spe- 
cified in the contracts involved any concession. In the 
same Manner, the candition prescribed in the agreement 
with the Company that they would make available 100 
rooms by the 31st August, 1956 for the use of delegates of 
UNESCO Conference cannot be interpreted to mean that 
the price charged for land involved any concession." 

1.5. In their reply to paragraph 1.15, the Ministry of Works, Hous- 
ing and Supply (Department of Works and Housing) have stated: 

"In the note recorded on the 17th August, 1955, it was stated as 
under- 

'Shri-greed to making available, fit for occupa- 
tion, about 120 r o o m  in time for the next session of the 
UNESCO Conference scheduled to be held in New Delhi 
in 1956. It was also made clear to Shri- 
that this would be an essential condition of allotment of 
land to him for the construction of a Hotel and that in 
case the required number of rooms were not made avail- 
able by the scheduled time he would be required to pay 
an additional prem5um to the extent of Rs. 50,000 per acre 
for the land. As an alternative to this penalty clausc J.S. 
(F) suggested that a security deposit should be taken from 
Shri which, in the event of failure on the 
part of Shri to complete the required 
number of rooms in time, should be forfeited by the Gov- 
ernment. Shri did not commit himself 
finally to either of these 2 alternatives and the matter was 
left over for discussion with Shri later.' 

Tn his letter dated the 26th August, 1955, Shri -- , Dir- 
ector of the Company recorded the decisions taken at a subsequent 
meeting held in the room of Secretary of the Ministry on thp 23rd 
August, 1955. In this letter the relevant paragraph relating to the 
security deposit reads as under:- 

'Unless delayed by 'force majeure' or circumstances beyond 
our control, we guarantee to make ready for occupation 
a minimum of 108 rooms by 31st October, 1956 and h proof 



of our good faith, we are prepared to deposit with the 
Governrment a sum of Rs. 25,000 in bQndq, to be forfaited 
in the event of failure on our part in this guarantee.' 

The then Under Secretary in the Ministry dealing with this case 
stated in his marginal note dated the 6th September, 1985 that t i e  
recard of discussions put down by Shri was correct. 
In view of this, certain expressions used in this Ministry's note dated 
the 8th September, 1955 and referred to in para 1.14 of the Report 
were rather unfortunate because, this note was not further consider- 
ed at  a higher level and the decision recorded by Shri 
to pay the security deposit of Rs. 25,000 was flnally accepted by Gov- 
ernment and included in the sanction issued by the Ministry in con- 
sultation with the Ministry of Finance without any further conside- 
ration.'" 

1.6. While the Cormnittee do not wish to pursue the question 
why the land in this case was allotted to the firm at a concessional 
rate, they would like to qmphasize that in cases where land is allotted 
to a private party for a specific purpose, Goverament shodd keep a 
careful watch to ensure that the party fulfills its obligation in time, 
failing which the question of invoking the penalty clause including 
resumption of the land should be seriously considered. The Com- 
mittee need hardly add that the security required to be deposited by 
the party in such cases should be adequate to serve ~s a deterrent 
against non-fulfilment of obligation. 

Execution of the agreement-paragraph 1.24 ( S .  No. 6) 

1.7. After the firm failed to construct 100 rooms by the stipulated 
date, the Land and Development Officer issued orders on the 13th 
December, 1957 forfeiting the security deposit of Hs. 25,COO. The 
matter was considered in consultation with the Ministry of Law who 
opined that the letter allotting the land issued by the Land and 
Development Officer was neither expressed in the name of the Presi- 
dent nor signed on his behalf. It, thus failed to comply with the re- 
quirement of Article 229 of the constitution and the transaction evi- 
denced by the allotment letter was, therefore, not a binding and 
enforceable contract and no right or action could be based on non- 
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ebervation of its terms. In para 1.24 of the 65th Report, the Com- 
Wttee had made the following recommendations: 

"The Committee consider its unfortunate that the letter of 
allotment issued by the Land and Development Oficer in 
December, 1955 was neither expressed in the name of the 
President not signed on his behalf. They were informed 
during evidence that at that time a certain practice was 
followed in the Land and Development Office. Allotment 
letters are since being issued by the Land and Develop- 
ment Officer on behalf of the President." 

1.8. In their reply the Ministry of Works, Housing and Supply 
(Department of Works and Housing) have stated that "the observa- 
tion of the Committee have been noted". 

1.9. The Comanittee would like Government to make sure that all 
letters allotting Govemmmt land to parties are drawn up in the 
proper form and are worded appropriately by the Land and Develop- 
ment Officer so that Government's interests are fully safeguarded. 
The Committee feel that before handing over Government land, 
Agreement in the proper legal form should be got executed so that, in 
tBe event of failure of the party to fulfil any of the prescribed condi- 

the penalty provided for in the Agreement could be enforeel 
farthwitlr. 



RECOMMENDATIONS/OBSERVATIONS THAT HAVE BEEN 
ACCEPI'ED BY GOWRN'MENT 

MINISTRY OF WORKS, HOUSING & SUPPLY 
' 

(DEPARTMENT OF WORKS & H O U S ~ G )  ' 

The Committee are sorry to note another &quieting feature that 
re record was maintained in the Ministry of the diseusshs hall 
WW the President of the Company on the 23rd A w t ,  1955 whom 
important decisions were said to have been taken which superseded 
some of the earlier decisions. 
[S. No. 4 para 1.16 of Sixty-fifth Report of the P.A.C. (3rd Lok 

Sabha) ] 
Action taken 

The Observations made by the P.A.C. have been noted. Ins-- 
tions are however being issued to ensure that a record note of impor: 
tant discussions should be kept in future. 

The Committee consider it unfortunate that the letter of all& 
lnent issued by the Land and Development Officer in December, 19% 
was neither expressed in the name of the President nor signed oa bt, 
behalf. They were informed during evidenee that at that time a cer- 
tain practice was followed in the Land snd Development Office. Al- 
lotment letters are since b e i i  issued by the Land and L)ev&ponat 
Onticar on behalf of the President. 

[S. No. 6, para 1.24 of Sixty-fifth Report of the P.A.C. (3rd Lolc 
Sabha) ] 

Action taken 
The Observations of the Cornit tee have been noted. 

The Committee c d d e r  that the delay in the matter was uncor- 
dmable  and hope that such delaya wiU not nmr. 

[S No. 8, para 1.27 of Sixty-fifth Report of the P.A.C. (3rd IaL 
SebW I 



Action taken 

,:oted. L&DO is being asked to avoid such delays. 

The Committee are perturbed to note that i6spite ob coarcessions 
given to the firm bg GevsirameJ, they todr an illegal action and en- 
uoached upon the Government land twice i.e. in 1960 and 1964. The 
Committee are not satisfied with the in-action on the part of Govern- 
ment in allowing enmauhment fer two years in the first case even 
after the agreement was e n t e d  into with the fimh in Jaly, IS% 
The Cemmitke feel that a specific rumtian should have been made 
about the enmmchment by the party at the time of setLlement and 
tZle lease documents should not have been executed unless the en- 
mcbment  was vacated by the party. 

[S. No. 9, para 1.31 of Sixty-fifth Feport of P.A.C. (Third Lok 
Sabha) ] 

Action taken 

The Observations of the Committee have been noted. 



RECOMMENDATIONS/OBSERVATIONS WHICH THE COM- 
MITTEE DO NOT DESIRE TO PURSUE IN VIEW OF THE 

REPLIES OF GWERNMENT 

Recommendation 

I t  is not clear to the Cowi t t ee  how the price of Rs. 2 lakhs 
per acre charged from the firm was arrived at by the Ministry. 
From the facts placed before them, the Committee find that at tae 
h q e  of negotiations with the finm the Ministry were not awere 
about the market rates of land for commercial use in the partidal' 
m a .  The rates given by the Laad and Development Officer re- * to the land for residential purposes. During evidence before 
(be Committee, two conflictiag views abut  calculating the rates of 
b d  for commercial use (setting up of a hotel is commercial aetl- 
vity) were expressed by the Ministry and the Land a d  Develop- 
ment Officer. In the opinion of the Canpittee, if the intedhm waa 
to lease the land at market rates, it would have been a hater eomse 
bo ascertain it through a tender inquiry. 

[S. No. 1, para 1.8 of Sixty-fifth Report of the P.A.C. (Third Lok 
Sabha) ] 

Action talcen 

In the year 1948 or so, quotations were invited from leading 
&m interested in hotel business fox' the lease of a plot ~f land 
measuring about 5 acres in Jorbagh on Lodi Road for the construc- 
tiw of a first class hotel. A amber of offers were received afid 
the higest offer was of Rs. 70,000 per acre plus 5 per cent ground- 
rent thereon. The market rate of land for residential/commercial 
purposes was not then fixed-by 00.vernment. In the year 1955 i.e. a t  
the time of allotment of land to M/s.. . . .the market values of land 

2 *pW by Govelmrment for' residential purposes were Rs. 90,000 
kr.&. Z lakh per acre in Jorbagh Nurseeky and IZs. ' 1-,20,006: to 
Rc. l;S,W pal' ame in Golf New Delki. The price 'of: Ftk. -T 
l e h s  per acre, charged from the company was  fixed-.^^ the basis 
'@'The above dah'then availpble to the O o v e q e n t .  1955, Gov- 
&tkd had not fixed.prices of land for p q ~ ~ & ~ s e s .  As. 



.alr&dy stated befo~e the Committee, experience shows that the 
price of land for a hotel site which is comparatively larger in area 
and on which cost of construction, furnishing and equipment wm 
high, was generally not higher than that of land for residential 
plots. While making the statement in his evidence before t 4  
Qmmittee that the 'price of a conmdercial plot would be, by .and 
large, almost double of that of a residential plot' L. & D. 9. wap, 
prhaps, referring to the present practice adopted by the Govern- 
ment for fixing rates for commercial purposes. 

Recommendation 

The Committee note that when the Mihistry considered the 
questim of relaxation of height line of the building in August, 
September, 1956 it was realised that the firm would not be able Ce 
'fulfil the essential condition of the agreement viz. making ~va i i -  
able 100 rooms for the delegates of the UNESCO Conference by 3fst 
October, 1956. In the opinion of the Committee before trgreehg 6 
the relaxation in the height, the Ministry should have re-examined 
the whole matter and not allowed any relaxation beyond the per- 
*ble limit without an extra charge. The Committee also note 
that according to the Ministry of Works, Housing and Supply note 
recorded in August, 1956 there was no great justification for charg- 
ing the additional ground rent as the income capacity of the Hotel 
waa not going te be increased. The Ministry of Finance at that 
time were not impressed by this argument although they agrcd 
to no additional charges being levied in view of the earlier am- 
mitment. Secondly, in this case, the delay was mainly due to a long 
tima taken by the firm in submitting their plans to the N.D.M.C., 
and in approaching Govwnsnent aft- the plans were rejected by 
the N.D.M.C. The Committee feel that there was no j u s t i f l a t h  
'for giving the coneesgion. : 

.IS. No. 5, para 1.20 of Sixty-fifth Report of the P..%C. (3rd LO$ 
Sabha) 1. 

In this Ministry's letter dated the 10th December, 1955 to the 
Chief Commissioner, Delhi, conveying the sanction for 'allotment 
d l a n d t o M / s .  . it was inter aZia stated ~,II under: 

"As regards the height of the building, this was to be conriq 
dered separately if any relaxatian of the ordinary 'bye 
laws involved." 



The normal maximum height permissible under tbe existing: bye  
laws was 70'. W e .  above mentioned condition for allotment of lgqd 
indicated that a relaxation in this regard could be p-itted by the 
Government. The Company submitted their building plan to the 
N.D.M.C. on the 10th April, 1956 showing the height of the building 
up to the roof of the 7th floor as 10Y. The Company's request for 
relaxation in the height of the building was considered by Govern- 
ment and was allowed without any additional charge of premium/ 
ground-rent with the approval of the Joint Secretary, Ministry of 
Finance due to the following considerations:- 

(i)  according to the Company's understanding cf the terms 
settled at the me,eting held on the 27th July, 1955, 
which was found to be correct by the then U S  
(Lands), the height of the building was not to exceed 
120'. 

(ii) the total covered area according to the plars submitted 
by the company was within the permissible limit, that 
is, 5.46 acres if the comipany had covered the entire 
ll3rd area permissible under the Municipal bye-laws, 
then the  floor area which they would have obtained 
by going upto a height of 70 feet would not have been 
less than what thvY got by covering a lesser area and 
going upto ri height of 109 feet. Thus, no extra cove- 
rage was involved in  relaxing the height-line in this 
case. 

In view of the position c,splaincd nho\.c and the commitment 
already made by the Goverlin~ent with the approval of the Joint 
Secretary in the Ministry of Finance and referred to at  (i) above, 
the views expressed subsequently by the Officers in that Ministry 
who were Junior to him in rank have no relevance. 

The Committee do not agree with the Ministry that the deby 
in sanctioning the plans was due to the time taken by the Govern- 
ment. As already stated in para 1.19 above. the firm took 3 months 
to submit the plans to the New Delhi Municipal Conunitteo and 
another 4 months to approach Government for sanctioning the 
height line after the plans were rejected by the N.D.M.C. The Corn- 
mittee therefore feel that these circumstances were not beyond the 
control of .the firm and the original decision taken by Government 
in December, 1957 to forfeit tile security deposit was justified. A$ 



rear& the question that the forefeiture of the Security deposit 
wns illegal, the Committee feel that in view tvf the fact that the 
whole ag-nt was void and the &Rn could be treated as a tras- 
passer on the land, there was no catse for giving effect to the ille- 
gality of the agreement only to the forfeiture af the security de- 
posit. The Committee, therefore, see no justification for the refund 
of the security deposit after negotiations with the firm either on 
the ground that the circumstaaces leading to delay were beyond 
the control of the firm or on the growld that the agreement was 
void. 

[S. No. 10, para 1.32 of Sixty-fifth Report of the P.A.C. (3rd Lok 
Sabha) 1. 

Action taken 

As advised by the Ministry of Law,.the terms of settlement 
were discussed with the Company and the refund of security de- 
positt was one of the terms of the settlement reached with the 
Company. 



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

Recommendation 

'The Committee desire that the Government should recover the 
full damages from the party for the two encroachments.' 
[S. No. 2, para 1.13 of Sixty-fifth Report of the P.AC. (3rd Lok 

Sabha) 1. 
Action taken 

The proceedings under the Public Premises (Eviction of Unau- 
thorised Occupants) Act, 1958, for recovery of damages are going 
on in the court of the Estate Officer. 



CHAPTER V 

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

WHICH REQUIRE REITERATION 

Recommendation 

From the above facts the Committee have no doubt that in consi- 
&&ion of the firm's undertaking to make available 100 rooms in 
time, the premium of Rs. 2 lakhs per acre charged for the land in- 
volved certain concession. The Ministry of Finance were all along 
of the view that the rate of premium was too low. The Committee 
note that in October, 1955 the Joint Secretary (Finance) confirmed 
h t  the terms embodied in the draft sanction as alr~arly discussed 
with the Secretary, Ministry of W.H. & S. and the Presitlent of the 
company were quite reasonable. In the opinion of the Committee, 
"reasonable" terms as agreed to with the firm are to be judged in the 
context of the essential condition imposed on the firm to make avail- 
able 100 rooms by 31st October, 1956 for the use of the delegates of 
the UNESCO Conference. This is a1.w clear from the minutes of 
the first meeting held with the firm on the 27th July, 1955. I t  is also 
significant to note in this connection that the Ministry of Works, 
Housing and Supply did not dispute the views that "the lessees in 
this case were given substantial concession", expressed by the 
Finance Ministry even as late as 24th September, 1957. Even when 
the reply to draft para was sent by the Ministry to Audit in Octo- 
ber, 1965, they did not dispute the fact that the land was allotted a t  
a ~ ~ ~ ~ ( r e ~ s i o n a l  rate; though during the evidence before the Commit- 
tee, the witness pleaded that it was an oversight. 

[S. No. 2, para 1.13 of Sixty-fifth Report of the PAC (3rd Lok 
Sabha)] 

Action taken 

In this Ministry's d.0. letter dated the 12th May, 1955 to the 
Secretary General, Ministry of External Affairs for seeking appro- 
val of the then Prime Minister, the reasons for negotiating the con- 
tract with the company were fully explained and it was also stated, 
that there was no intention to give the Company any concession. 



In view of this and the position explained against para 1.8, the pre- 
mium of Ra. 2 lakhs per acre charged from the Company in 1955 did 
not involve any subsidization and cannot be considered as a conces- 
sional rate. - 

The decision to charge Rs. 2 lakhs per acre was taken with the 
approval of the Joint Secretary in the Ministry of Finance and no 
significance can be attached to the views expressed subsequently 
by some officers in that Ministry who were junior to him in rank; 
nor their views can be deemed to over-ride the decision already 
taken at a higher level. I t  will, thus, not be correct to say that the 
Ministry of Finance were all along of the view that the premium 
charged was too low or that it involved any concession. 

It  is common practice to specify conditions in the contracts en- 
tered into by the Government and inclusion of such conditions can- 
not be interpreted to mean that the prices specified in the contracts 
involved any concession. In the same manner, the condition pres- 
cribed in the agreement with the Com.pany that they would make 
available 100 rooms by the.3lst August, 1956 for the use of delegates 
bf UNESCO Conference cannot be interpreted to mean that the  
price charged for land involved any concession. 

It is not clear to the Committee as to what were the r e a m  fa 
fixing the security doposit at such a low'figure of Rs. 25,W. The 
Committee note that originally, it had been suggested that an ad&- 
tional premium of Rs. 50,000 per acre might be charged from the 
firm in the event of their failure to provide the required number of 
rooms in time. .This worked out to Rs. 2,73,000 for 5.46 acres. The 
Committee consider that the security deposit of R6. 25,000 finally 
agreed to was too low as compared with the original proposal to 
realise Rs. 50,000 per acre. As the completion of rooms by the 31st 
Ochber, 1956 was an essential condition, the Security deposit should 
have been adequate to make the firm fulfil this condition seriously. 

[S. No. 3, para 1.15 of Sixty-fifth ~ e ~ o d  of P.A.C. (Third b k  Sabha)] 

Action taken 

In the note recorded on the 17th August, 1955, it was stated RS 
under:- 

Shri ---------------agreed to mking available, flt for occu- 
pation, about 120 rooms in time for the next session af 



the UNESCO Conference scheduled to be held in New 
Delhi in 1956. It was also made clear to Shri 
that this would be an essential condition of allotment of 
land to him for the construction of a Hotel and that in 
case the required number of rooms were not made avail- 
able by the scheduled time he would be required to pay 
an additional premium to the extent of Rs. 50,000 per acre 
for the land. As an alternative to this penalty clause, 
J.S. (F) suggested that a security deposit should be taken 
from Shri which, in the event of failure 
on the part of Shri to complete the re- 
quired number of rooms in time, should be forfeited by 
the Government. Shri A i d  not commit 
himself finally to either of these 2 alternatives and the 
matter was left over for discussion with Shri 

later. 

In his letter dated the 26th August, 1955, Shri - Dir- 
ector of the Company recorded the decisions taken at a subsequent 
meeting held in the room of Secretary of the Ministry on the 23rd 
August, 1955. In this letter the relevant para relating to the secu- 
rity deposit reads as under:- 

'Unless delayed by 'force majeure' or circumstances beyond 
our control, we guarantee to m k e  ready for occupation 
a minimum of 100 rooms by 31st October, 1956 and in 
proof of our good faith, we are prepared to deposit with 
the Government a sunh of Rs. 25,000 in bonds, to be for- 
feited in the event .of failure on our part in this guaran- 
tee'. 

The then Under Secretary in the Ministry dealing with this case 
stated in his marginal note dated the 6th September, 1955 that the 
record of discussions put down by Shri - was cor- 
recb. In view of this, certain expressions used in this Ministry% 



note dated the 6th September, 1955 and referred to fn para 1.14 of 
the Report were rather unfortunate because, this note was not fur- 
ther considered at a higher level and the decision recorded by Shri 

to pay the security deposit of Rs. 25,000 was 
finally accepted by Government and included in the sanction issued 
by the Ministry in consultation with the Ministry of Finance with- 
out any further consideration. (O.M. No. Sl40166-Bt. dated May 16, 
68). 

NEW DELH1; 

November 26, 1968. 
jl$rahayana 5, 1890 (8). 

Choirman, 
Public Accounts Committee. 



APPENDIX 
Summary of Main Concbsions/Recommeltdations 

- -- p- - -- - - a - -- - - 
S1. No. Para NO. Ministry/Deptt- Con~lu~ions/Re~ornrnendations 

concerned. --- -- ---. -- - - 
I 2 - 3 

__L__------  

I 1.6 Ministry of Works 
Housing & Suyply 
(Deptt. of Works 
& Housing) 

p-p - - - -- - 4 
- - 

While the Corrimittee do not wish to pursue the question why the 
land in this case was allotted to the firm at a concessional rate, they 
would like to emphasize that in cases where land is allotted to a pri- 
vate party for a specific purpose, Government should keep a careful 
watch to ensure that the party fulfills its obligation in time, failing 
which the question of invoking the penalty clause including resump- 
tion of the land should be seriously considered. The Committee need '& 
hardly add that the security required to be deposited by the party 
in such cases should be adequate to serve as a deterrent against non- 
fulfilment of obligation. 

The Committee would like Governnlent to make sure that all 
letters aliotting Government land to parties are drawn up in the pro- 
per form and are worded appropriately by the land and Development 
Officer so that Government's interests are fully safeguarded. The 
Committee 'feel that before handing over Government land. Agree- 
ment in the proper legal f o m  should be got executed so that, in the- 
event of failure of the party to fulfil any of the prescribed conditions, 
the penalty provided for in the Agreement could be enforced 
forthwith. 



S1. Name of Agcnt Sl. %? NO. 
NaneofAgent 

No. w 

I. M. J.aim& Brathen. 
Mon Gate, Delhi. . 

The Central News A*- 
cY,23l , Q ~ u e h t  
plpce, GCW  elh hi 

The BDOtiah Book Store, 
7-L, Corm t 
C i i ,  New &. 

L.nkahmi Book Store, qt 
Mudp.l  M u t c t ,  
Janpath, New Ddhi 

Ja s Llodr %pot, 
gpparwala Kupll. 
Kvol Bsgh, New 
Delhi. . 






