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INTRODUCTION 

I, the Chairman of the Public Accounts Cminittee, as authxiszd by the 
Committez, do present on t h i r  b:hdf this Flfty Nmth R q x r t  on t h ~  
action taken by Government on the reio,nmzndations of th:: Public Accounts 
Committee contained in their Two Huillred a n i  Thirty S x o a l  R e p m  
(Fifth Lok Sabhs) on paragraphs 5 ,  10, 16, 17, 13 a n l  21 of 
the Report of the Comptroller and Auditor G x e r a l  of Inila for thz year 
1972-73, Union Government (Dcfence Serviczsj rdating to th: Ministry 
of Defence. 

2. On 10 August, 1977 an 'Action Takeil SU'J-C~~nnixe: '  c31iis;in: o r  
the  following members, was a p p ~ i n t d  to s:rutinis:: th: r:,Jli?; ::::!,,:I ?.-.)n 
Government in pursuance of the resomn:i l l~t iox mil: by th: Cr~mait tez  
in their earlier Reports : 

I.  Shri C. M. Stephen . . Chairman 
2.  Shri Asoke Krishna Dutt . . Convener 
3.  Shri Gnuri Shankar Rai . . 1 
4. Shri Tulsidas Dasappa . I 
5 .  Shri Kanwar La1 Gupta . . > A.lt.mb:rs 
6. Shri Zawar Huwain . I 
7. Shri Vaunt S x h e  . J 
3.  The Action Taken Sub-committee of the Public Accounts Commit- 

tee (1977-7s) considered and adopted the Report at th:ir sitting held on 
9 Decemhcs, r 977. T h e  Report was finally adopted by th: PuSlic Accounts 
Committee (1977-78) on 19 December, I 977. 

4. For fxility of reference, the conclus~ms r t c o n n :  l l ~ t i o n s  of the 
Committee have been printed in thick type in the b i i y  of th: R e p r t .  For 
the sake of convenience, the conclusions recwnmendatidnj of the Cornmit- 
tee have also been appended to the Report in a con~~11Jxed  form. 

5. The  Con~nlittee place on record their appre:i~:idn of th: assistance 
rendered to them in this matter by the Cvmptroller and Auditor General 
of India. 

NEW Drrr.w; C. hl .  STEPHEN, 
Clrainnan, 

Public .4ccounts Committee. 

Aplrayatza, 28, 1899 (S) 



CHAPTER I 

REPORT 

1.1. This Report of the Committee deals with the action taken by 
Government on the recommendations/observations contained in their 
232nd Report (Fifth Lok Sabha) on some of the paragraphs iucluded in the 
Report of the Comptroller & Auditor General of India for the year 1972-73, 
Union Government (Defence Services) relating to the Ministry of Defence, 
which was presented to the Lok Sabha on 5 November, 1976. 

1.2. Action taken Notes have been received from Government in res- 
pect of all the 39 recornmendationslobsentations contained in the Report 
and these have been categorised as follows : 

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

(ii) Recornmendations!observations which the Committee do not 
desire to pursue in the light of the replies received from Govern- 
ment : 

(iii) Recornmendations/Observations replies to which have not been 
accepted by the Committee and which require reiteration : 

(iv) Recommendations observations in respect of which Govem- 
ment have furnished interim replies : 

S1. Nos. 15, 37. 

1.3. The Committee expect that final replies in respect of 
recommendations to which only interim replies have so far been 
furnished would be submitted expeditiously after getting them 
vetted by Audit. 

1.4. The Committee will now deal with the action taken by Govern- 
ment on some of their recommendationsi'obse~ations. 

fiemature abandonn~ent of a project for the development and manufacture 
of an ammunilion 

(Sl. Nos. I and 2-Paragraphs 1.27 and I .28\ 

1.5, Expressing concern over the premature abandonment of a projwt 
for the development and manufacture of an ammunition required urgently 



for a weapon in use, the Committee had, in paragraphs I .27 and I .28 of 
their Report, observed : 

'The Committee are concerned that on account of alleged difficulties/ 
delay in the finalisation of the design of vital components of 
an ammunition required urgently for a major weapon in use, 
an expenditure of Rs. 8.78 lakhs* out of the total expenditure 
of Rs. 18.12 lakhst incurred on its indigenous development 
and manufacture proved to be infructuous. the Committee note 
that the project for the development and manufacture of 
the ammunition was launched as an emergency measure after 
the Kutch Operation in 1965 and as time was of the essence of 
the progamme, it could not wait for the detailed and meti- 
culous planning that one would expect in projects of this nature. 
Orders for the manufacture of the ammunition had therefore, 
been placed on the Director General Ordnance Factories, in 
November, 1965 after the ballistic parameters of the ammunition 
had been cleared by the Research Br Development Organisation, 
in spite of the fact that the design of the vital components like 
cartridge cases and propellant had not been completed in all 
its aspects, in the expectation of a reasonable prospect of the 
designs being developed by the Armament Research and Dcvelop- 
ment Establishment. Unfortunately, however, this expectation 
did not materialise and even before the correct design of the 
propellant could be made available to the Director General, 
Ordnance Factories, the requirement for the ammunition 
was said to have disappeared necessitating the cancellation of 
the orders for the arnrnuniticn in November 1968 and the 
premature abandonment of the Project*. 

"The Committee are conscious that as this was a vital weapon for 
the Army, a certain amount of risk had to be taken in this case 

*Indudes expenditure on development of the ammun~ticm (Rs. 3.44 lakhs) and financidl 
repercussions after recycling of thc components manufactured (Its. 5.34 lakh) .  

t Value of components manufactured (Rs. r.+.(iB lakhs) and expenditure on d-vcloprnat 
(Rs. 3.44 lakhs). 



on strategic considerations. It  would, however, amear from 
the facts Gated below that there had been a certain lackyf planning 
and forethought in the indigenous manufacture of the ammunition 
and that adequate watch and control over the project at Govern- 
ment level was lacking : 

(i) Though the shelf life of 15 years of the available stock of impor- 
ted ammunition for the gun, which were of 1g43,'45 vintage, 
had expired much earlier, and therefore, could not be relied 
upon, the decision to manufacture the ammunition indigenously 
had been taken only in 1965 some five to seven years after the 
ammunition had outlived its usefulness. Since it was pointless 
having the guns without the necessary ammunition, and the 
indigenous supplies of an alternative weapon under production 
were also not coming up fast enough, the committee are unable 
to understand why the indigenous manufacture of the ammunition 
had not been thought of earlier than in 1965 or recourse had 
not been taken to essential imports without waiting for some 
sort of a crisis to develop. 

(ii) Since initial difficulties in the development of an obsolete 
ammunition were only to be expected Government ought to 
have (after having decided belatedly to undertake its indigenous 
manufdcture) contemporaneousl~ and continuously monitored 
the progress of the project and ensured that it was complete 
with the requisite vigour and all possible speed. Unfortunately, 
hcwever, this does not appear to have been done, as a result 
01' which a vital project could not produce results when they 
were needed most. 

(iii) Prompt and adequate action had also not been taken to curtail the 
manufacturing programme when it was known that the design 
of the ammunition had run into dficulties and that the gun 
for which the ammunitim was intended was also in the process 
of being phased out of service. Since the orders for the primer 
(cost Rs. 4 24 lakhs) had been placed only in August, 1967 and 
the pilot batch of cartridge case5 produced to the latest design 
were also only under proving trials at that time, action should 
have been taken after the .4ugust, 1967 meeting of the hrma- 
ment Committee either to cancel the orders or to ask the Director 
General Ordnance Factories to go slow with the manufacture 
of the ammunition and its components. Perhaps, in that case, 
much infiuctuous espenditure, particularly on the cartridge 
cases and the primer, could have been largely avoided." 

1.6. As regards S1. Xo. I of the recommendation, the Ministry of 
Defence have stated in their Action Taken Note dated g August, 1977 
that "the redsonsas to how the necessity arose in 1965 for laun- 
ching of the project for indigenous development and manufacture of this 
ammunition on emergency basis have been explained in the subsequent 
Action Taken Note under serial No. 2 para I .28". In reply to S1. No. 2 
of the Committee's recommendation, the Ministry have inter dia stated 
as under: 

n ID * 
As has been mentioned earlier, defects in the design were being 

experienced in the establishment of Cartg. Case and Propellant. 



I t  was planned that the production of other items were to be continued 
on priority so that as soon as designs of the bslance items were 
cleared manufacture could proceed expeditiously. 

I t  was only in 12\67 that General Staff reviewed th:ir requirements, 
when they re3uced the order from r,go,om N )s. to 1,3o,ozo 
Nos. and subsequeatly in October, 19-53 w h z ~  t 1: requiremmt 
came t l  nil the orde: was ultimsely c3ncdle1 by D 3 S  on 10th 
November, I 968. 

As such it was not knawn at the tim: of Armlrn:?t Committee 
Meeting held in August 1967 that the Services rquiremmts 
were to be reduced/cancelled, and consequently, no decision 
would be given tc go slow or cancel the order with the manu- 
facture of the ammunition and its components." 

I .  7. T h e  C o m m i t t e e  a r e  unable  t o  apprec i a t e  why product ion  
of ce r t a in  componen t s  o f  t h e  equ ipmen t  was  under taken  a n d  
"continued o n  priori ty" when t h e  design f o r  t he  propellant ,  which 
was  a n  indispensable p a r t  o f  t h e  equ ipmen t ,  was s t i l l  u n d e r  
development.  T h e  C o m m i t t e e  would like Governmen t  t o  e n q u i r e  
i n t o  t h e  c i r cums tances  i n  which p r e - m a t u r e  product ion  o f  
indiv idual  components  o f  t h e  equ ipmen t  was unde r t aken  so  a s  t o  
sa t i s fy  themselves  t h a t  t h e  r e su l t an t  i n f ruc tuous  expend i tu re  
was  no t  o n  account  of  b a d  p lanning  o r  lack of  coordina t ion  
between d i f ferent  agencies o f  t h e  Governmen t  a n d  t o  l e a r n  a 
lesson f o r  t h e  fu tu re .  

Delay in taking action again.ct erring offcial (SI. Nos. 9, 108: 14-Para- 
graphs 2.45,2.46 & 2.68). 

I - 8. Commenting on the delay in finalising arbitration proceedings of 
the case and fixing responsibility for the lapse by taking suitable action 

against the officers found responsible, the Committee had, in paragraphs 
2 .45 ,2-46  and 2 -68  of their Report, observed : 

2'45 These technical aspects apart, the Committee are distressed 
that there was considerable delay in informing the Contractor 
(Cementation Co. Ltd.),  who had constructed the foundation 
for the building, that the piles had failed to carry the guasan- 
teed load and that he should undertake necessary remedial 
measures. Though defects in the building had started developing 
from November, 1970 onwards, the contractor was informed 
of the defects only in Dec. 71 for the first time and it was some 
six months later in June 72, that the contractor was told that 
remedial measures to relieve the extra stress on the piles to 
avoid further failure had beenlwere being taken by the 
department at his risk and expense. As a result of this long 
delay, the contractor had put for-lrth the plea that as the 
maintenance period of twelve calander months from the date of 
completion of the work was over, there was no obligation on his 
part to carry out any remedial. measures. This delay has 
been attributed to the uncertamty then prevailing about 
the cause of the defects and the extentof liability, of the 
comractor for the defects noticed. In any case, the Committee 
feel that adequate steps ought to have been taken, as soon as the 



defects came to notice. Responsibility should, therefore, be 
fixed for the lapse and appropriate action taken". 

"2.46 The  Committee have learnt that the case was referred to  
arbitration, on the advice of the Law Ministry, and that the 
contractor had obtained an injunction in a courtagainst the 
arbitration proceedings. This seems to be a familiar story which 
is rather irritating. Where matters stand at  present in this regard 
should be intimated to the Committee." 

"2.68 The Additional Secretary of the Ministry has been good enough 
to admit that the design and execution have both been defective 
and has informed the Committee that the Director General 
of the Naval Project had been asked to obtain the explanation 
of the officers concerned. Considerable time having elapsed 
since then, the Committee trust that the process would have been 
completed by now and would like to be apprised of the outcome 
and the action, if any, taken against the Officers found responsible 
for the defective design as well as laxity in supervising the con- 
tractor's work." 

1.9. I n  their Action Taken Note dated 4 June, I 977, the Ministry of 
Defence have stated : 

"2.45 The  maintenance period of 12 months in respect of piling 
contract expired in December, 1970. The  defects noticed in the 
building in November, 1970 were of a minor nature and could 
not have been attributed to failure of piles. Therefore, the 
question of issuing a notice to the piling contractor in respect 
of these defects did not arise at that time. Major defects came to 
notice in May, 1971 and they were attributed to the failure o f  
certain piles by the Technical Committee which submitted its 
report in December, 1971. In  May 1971, the maintenance 
period of  12 months in respect of piling contract was already 
over. Therefore, the issue of the notice to the contractor in 
Demecber 1971 did not make any material difference in so far 
as the csntractual liability of the contractor is concerned. 

2. We, however, invoked the arbitration clause when the contractor 
did not accept our claims. T h e  Arbitrator was appointed on 
31st January, 1974 and our claims were filed before the 
Arbitrator. The  contractor has, however, challenged 
the appointment of the Arbitrator in the Court of  Subordinate 
Judge, in April, 1974. Due to the stay order of the court the 
matter has not been progressed further. Our view is that in 
the light of condition 67 of the General Conditions of  Con- 
tracts IAFW 2249, our claim is not jeopardised merely because 
the maintenance period of 12 months had expired. I t  was the 
responsibility of the contractor to design and construct the piles 
for specific loads after taking into consideration soil conditions 
and the contractor is to be held responsible because the piles 
have failed. 

3. The  explanation of officers responsible for clearing the design and 
supervising the work have been received. I n  view of the court 



case, the finalisation o'f disciplinary action has been held over. 
The  action taken will be intimated to the Public Accounts Com- 
mittee as soon as a decision is taken on the explanation received." 

((2.46. The  main petition is yet to come up for hearing. The  hearing 
is being adjournedfrom time to time, and is last posted for 
22-6-77." 

~ ~ 2 . 6 8  Explanations of three officers responsible for defective 
design and laxity in supervising the contractor's work had 
been called for in Feb./April' 75 which included one retired 
officer who delayed giving his explanation which was received in 
Nov. December 1976 only. On going through the explanation 
of the retired officer, it has been decided in Feb. 1977 to call for 
the explanation oftwo more officers which are awaited. 

Finalisation of disciplinary action has been held over on 
account of the fact that the case is pending in the Court of 
Subordinate Judge. As soon as action is completed the same 
would be intimated to Public Accounts Committee," 

I .  13. The Committee see no reason why action against officers 
responsible for defective designing and supervision of work should 
be held over until after the Court case is decided. The arbitration 
proceedings and the Court case is between the contractor and the 
Government and its outcome should not have any impact on the 
performance and conduct of the officers concerned. The 
Committee wouldlike Government to finalise action against the 
officers without any further delay.1 

Regulauisarion of the losses fo?' excess pajlmcnt o f  e lec t r ic iy  chargcs 
(SI. A7p. 20  par^ 3 . 3 8 ) .  

1. I I. Desiring to know the latest position in regard to regularisation 
of the losses for excess pavment of electricity charges arising from the 
transactions with the State Electricity Board, the Committee, in paragraph 
3.38 of their Report had stated : 

"As regards regularisation of the losses arising from these transac- 
tions, the Committee have learnt that in respect of the first case, 
the State Electricity Roard has been approached for refund of 

the excess charges and that if these efforts failed the case would 
be referred to arbitration. As for the second case, the Chief 
Engineer concerned has been asked to regularise the excess pay- 
ment in view of the fact that no individual had been held to be 
responsible for the lapse. The  Committee would like to know the 
latest position in this regard." 

1.12. In their Action Taken Note dated 24 May, 1977- the Ministry of 
Defence have stated : 

"As regards the first case, the same has been referred to Chairman, 
Maharashtra State Electricity Board, Bombay, for refund of 

excess payment. A preliminary meeting was held in June,.1976. 
A further meetingwas also held in October, 1976. The  Chairman 



Maharashtra State Electricity Board was again contacted on 
29th November, 1976 to discuss matter further. A subsequent 
meeting was held with the Technical Member of Maha- 
rashtra State Electricity Board at Poona on 24th February, 1977 
wherein the need to settle the matter at the earliest was empha- 
sised. The  matter is beingpursuedvigorously with the Chairman, 
Maharashtra State Electricity Board and effortsare being made to 
finalise the issue at the earliest in consultation with him. I n  
case the issue is not resolved through negotiation, the case will be 
referred to arbitration. 

As regards the second case, the question of regularisation of 
excess payment has been examined by administrative authority 
and a loss statement for Ks. 2,53,312j- recommending write-off 
by thecompetent authority has now been prepared and the action 
is in  hand to finalise this case. 

A further note indicating further development relating to 
finalisation of negotiation with the Maharashtra State Electricity 
Board in the first case and regularisation of the amount of Rs. 
2,53,312/- in the second case will be submitted to PAC in due 
xurse." 

I .  13. The  Committee need hardly emphasise t h e  need for  ea r ly  
conclusive action in  regard  to both the cases of excess payments. 

Planting of trees for camouflage purposes in an A i r  Force Station 
(Sl. No. 26, Pa? a 5.28) 

I .14. Pointing out the need to have an investigation by an indepen- 
dent agency into the execution of an arboriculture scheme at an Air Force 
station, the Committee had, in para 5.28 of their Report, observed : 

"The facts brought out in the preceding paragraphs in regard to 
the execution, for camouflage purposes of an arboriculture 
scheme at an Air Force Station give rise to serious misgivings 
in the mind of the Committee. Judging from the findings 
of the diffelent Courts of Inquiry and the conflicting views 
expressed on this case by the Military Engineer Services and 
the Air Force authorities, and in the absence of adequate re- 
corded evidence for the purchase of seeds and saplings, comple- 
tion of various jobs, handing and taking over of the trees claimed 
to have been planted as well as for the alleged destruction 
of a large number of trees by accidental outbreaks of fire, the 
Committee cannot accept the plea that out c?f the total number 
of 51,657 trees claimed to have been planted at a cost of Rs. 
I .31 lakhs, as many as 30,212 trees (587;) had been destroyed 
by fire a?-d other 18,345 trees (35%) had failed to take 
root. On the basis of the evidence made available to them, 
the Committee are inclined to agree with the Commander of 
the Air Force Station who felt that the fact whether such a 
large number of trees had actually been planted needed investi- 
gation by an independent agency." 

I .  15. In their Action Taken Note furnished by thej Ministry of De- 
fence on 31 October, 1977, they have stated : 

"The Inquiry Report by DS (Vig.) submitted on 1-6-77 indicates 
that 75,162 t m  were planted against the three sanctions. Out 



of these, 31255 (42%) trees got destroyed by fire and 22965 
(31%) did not take root. The details given by the Inquiry 
Officer are at appendix 'A' (not printed). The record of the 
GE under whose supervision the plantation was done, dis- 
closed a set of figure that was different from what had been 
reported earlier. During the inquiry conducted during the 
period 10th May, 1977 to 16th May, 1977 it was not possible to 
examine the veracity of the information available on GE's 
record due to the distance of time. It  was , however, found that 
the said statistical particulars had been incorporated by the 
GE in the quarterly progress reports submitted to the local 
Air Force authorities. An attempt to reconcile the discrepancy 
could not be made as the feed-back on the basis of which GE 
had compiled the Report was not available on the record. 

No evidence other than the information on the record of 
the GE and the Air Force authorities was available to conclu- 
sively take a view on the actual number of trees planted. A 
physical counting of the trees planted under the Arboriculture 
Scheme during the inquiry was also not possible as such trees 
could not be distinguished from the trees that have been the 
result of natural growth over the years." 

1.16. The Committee are unhappy to note that the Inquiry 
Report by the Deputy Secretary (Vigilance) in the Defence Mimstry 
revealed a discrepancy in the figures furnished earlier in regard 
to the trees planted and those destroyed, and that during the inquiry 
the veracity of the statistical particulars furnished earlier by the 
Garrison Engineer could not be examined due to "distance of time" 
and non-availability on records of the feedback on the basis of 
which the Garrison Engineer has compiled the Report. The 
Committee cannot but regard this position as extremely unfortunate. 

Enquiry by the Court of Inquiry (SZ. No. 29-para 1 . 3 1 )  
I .  17. Expressing dissatisfaction on the manner in which information 

was made available to the Court of Inquiry set up to inquire into the lapses, 
the Committee had, in para 5 31 of their Report, stated : 

"Incidentally the Court of Inquiry assembled in November 
1971 is bound to have observed, inter alia, that the projects 
being old, all persons concerned and the relevmt information 
were not available. Apparently, there were a number of mis- 
sing links which had not been satisfactorily explained. The  
Committee fail to understand why the officers concerned had 
not been summoned from other stations and the position 
clarified before the Court. The Engineering authorities, 
however, contended that the non-production of the relevant 
witnesses and documents before the Court of Inquiry had not 
been brought to their notice earlier. The  Committee take a 
serious view of this lapse and would like to be informed of the 
correct factual position in this regard which was also to be gone 
irto by the Inquiry Officer." 

I .  18. In their Action Taken Note dated 31 October, 1977, the 
Ministry of Defence stated as follows : 

"DS (Vi) Repc rt findings i r  this respect are reproduced below : 
At this distance of time, it would not be feasible to detect 
lapses of individual officers either on the MES side or the 



Air Force side and fix responsibility for thz same. However, 
with a view to avoiding recurrence of lapses Government have 
issued suitable instructions vide Appendix 'E7. (Not printed). 

The Court of Inquiry which assembled in Nov., 1971 had 
nvo members in addition to the Presiding Officer, one of whom 
had already functioned as the Presiding Officer of the Board of 
Officers. The AEE and Senior Administrative Officer who 
gave statements on behalf of the MES and the H Qrs. Five 
Wing respectively, had been questioned by the Court of Inquiry 
on issues which were crucial to the investigation. It  was 
stated by the AEE that the trees planted under the arboriculture 
scheme were not brought on charge in any register as no ins- 
truction was laid down in this regard. Expenditure incurred 
in respect of all the three jobs executed for planting the trees 
was supported by documentary evidence i.e. monthly expendi- 
ture returns and Construction Accounts duly verified by the 
Audit. 

I t  would thus appear from the above that representative of 
the A4ES did appear before the Inquiry Committee." 

I .xg. Notwithstanding the findings of the Court of Enquiry 
the Committee consider the position held by the A.E.E. "that the 
trees planted under the arboriculture scheme were not brought 
on charge in any register as no instruction was laid down in this 
regard" as highly unsatisfactory and contemptable. 

Invesrigation into rhe theft of srores f r m  tlz? Jetty (SI. No. 34- 
Para 6.26) 

I .to. Expressing their desire to be inform-J about the outcome of 
the investigations done in the case of a th-7 f r 3 n  t113 jerty, the Csmmittee 
had, in para 6.26 of their Report, observed : 

"According to the findings of the Court of enquiry, assembled in 
April, 1973 to investigate into the loss, the subject stores had 
been stolen from the jetty, while they were in the custody of 
the Port authorities, by unidentified professional thieves, in 
collusion with cne or more persons of the Port Trust and one 
or more persons of the then Port Police. The Committee have 
also been informed that immediately after the theft came to 
light, the Port Commissioners had ordered a departmental 
enquiry and registered a case with the Police and the C.I.D. 
The Committee would like to be informed of the outcome of 
these investigations." 

I .21. In their Action Taken Note dated 23 May, 1977, the Ministry 
o f  Defence have informed the Committee : 

ccA joint investigation was made by the Port Commissioners, 
Calcutta and the Port Police authorities. According to the 
Police Report, some persons were arrested by them and certain 
quantity of Ferromolybdenum was seized. Chemical analysis 
carried out on the seized material revealed that it did not con- 
form to the Ferromolybdenum stolen from Por Cutody. 



Persons arrested were subsequently released by the Police. 
No clue to the actual thieves could be found by the Police." 

1.22. The Committee are unaware whether the investigation 
by police and security personnel also covered the aspect of collu- 
sion on the part of the staff of Port Trust in the theft by outsiders. 
If it has not already been done, the Committee would like it to be 
inquired into with a view to take action against the delinquent 
officers. 

None-provision of escorts during transit of stores from the docks 
(SL. N L ~ .  36-pare . .28)  

I .23. About the non-provision of escorts during transit of stores 
from the docks, the Committee had observed in para 6.28 of their report 
as ,follows : 

"The evidence in this case also reveals a certain neglect and in- 
difference on the part of the Defence authorities. Long before 
the arrival of the stores, the Embarkation Headquarters had, 
as an extra precaution called for by the situation obtaining at 
that time in and around Calcutta, requested the consignee 
factory, on 18th August 1970, to arrange an escort for the stores 
from the docks to the factory. A copy of this letter had also 
been endorsed to the Director General, Ordnance Factories 
who, while unwilling to accept any responsibility for the secu- 
rity of the stores, had pointed out, on 27th August, 1970, that 
under the instructions in vogue, the responsibility for arranging 
an escort rested with the Embarkation authorities at the ports 
and had, therefore, advised the Embarkation Headquarters 
to take necessary action in this regard. The consignee had 
alsc becn instructed simultaneously to intimate, 'by return of 
post', uhether the stores were required to be despatched to 
the factory under escort, and a copy of this letter had been 
endorsed to the Director of Movements, Army Headquarters. 
While the Director of Movements took no action on the copy 
of the letter received by him, since action to arrange for the escort 
was required to be taken by the Embarkation Headquarters, in 
consultation with the local Military Commander, and not by the 
Army Headquarters, the consignee factory hail not replied 
either to the letter dated 18th August, 1970 from the Embar- 
kation Headquarters or to that dated 27th August, I970 from 
the Director General, Ordnance Factories till a telegram was 
again issued on 8th September, 1970. It is also not clear to 
the Committee why the Embarkation Headquarters, having 
considered it necessary to take extra precautions during transit, 
despite the fact that the consignment was not one of the items 
required, under regulations, to be despatched under escort, 
had not pursued this question to its logical conclusion in con- 
sultation with the local commander." 

I .24. In the Action Taken Note dated 26th May, 1977 furnished by 
the Ministry of Defence. they have stated : 

''The situation arose because according to the instructions then 
prevailing vide Army Headquarters, General Staff Branch's 
letter No. 0308/1/M02, dated 14th June, 1955, the responsi-. 



bility regarding provision of escorts for various consignees wag 
not clearly defined. Instructions for provision of escorts for 
these stores in transit in India have since been revised vide Arm J 
Headquarters, General Staff Branch's letter No.62742/GS/MOz, 
dated 29th May, 1972. According to these instructions Em- 
barkation Headquarters' Area Commanders are not responsiblc 
for provision of escorts for stores intended for or emanating from 
Director General, Ordnance Factories or any other department 
of the Government of India. The ambiguity which existed in 
the previous instructions and on the basis of which consignee/ 
Director General 0rdnan;e Factories did not provide the escort 
has been removed. So far as provision of escorts for storer 
intended or emanating from Director General, Ordnana 
Factories, is concerned, the General Managers of Ordnance 
Factories are now emp.)wered to detail such escorts anywhere 
in India for collection of stores." 

I .25.  The Committee regret that according to Government's 
own admission, the non-provision of escorts for the stores during 
their transit from dock to the factory was due to the fact that 
under the existing instructions, "the responsibility regarding 
provision of escorts for various consignees was not clearly defined." 
The Committee hope that with the issue of clarificatory instructions 
in 1972 pinpointing responsibility for provision of escorts during 
rcransit, the danger of mischief or theft of valuable defence store- 
during transit would be minimised. 



CHAPTER I1 
1~ECOMMENDATIONSi'ORSERVATIONS T H A T  HAVE B EEN 

ACCEPTED BY GOVERNMENT 
Recommendation 

The Conlnlittee consider that the omission to take certain elcmen- 
t i n y  measures in this case has been regsettahle. They would urge Govern- 
ment to benefit from the experience 01' this case and evolve ;] suitable 
machinery for keeping a close and careful watch over the progress of such 
vital proiects. Better coordination should alsu be maintained between 
the users and the production units so that \wiations in demand on account 
of' changes in requirements are communicated at thc cnrliest. Similarly, 
where difficulties, crop up in the develop~nenr :~nd n.~anufacturc d' an iten1 
a closer liaison should be maintained by the Director (~cncral Ordn nnce 
Factories, with the indentors with a \.iew to nlakillg sure that the users 
demand had not, in the meantime. changed radically or ceased to exist 
m d  that expenditure on a developmentd effort is not continued unneces- 
sarily. 

(Sr. No. 3, para I .31) of Appendi~--\~ 
232nd Report-5th I,ok Sabha) 

Action Taken 
DGOF was constantly in touch wirh DGI, CIA and DOS ask in~  lor 

the information about sealing of Drawings and earl!. decision abcut 
clearance of design from K&D. 'l'hc ps i r ion was also being reviewed 
periolcally with all concerned in !he Armament (hmmittee iVlcctings 
where representatives of' DOS \vhere also present and w c r ~  1'u11y L I W ~ ~ ~ C  01' 
the progres!: and development of the :urnmunition. 'I'hcre was, as such, 
no delay in communication (-)I MGO DOS decisions abotir reduction of' 
the order in the first instance in December 1967 and ultin~atcly, li)r the 
cancellation of the same in November 1968 to the 1:actorics. 

I t  has, however, been viewed that the progress of a project ot' this 
nature would be entrusted to Steering Committee which ~ w u l d  coordinate 
rill round efforts of the agencies ot' Lscrs, lksibmers, Inspectors and 
Manufacturers. Sirnultaneousiy, the production agency vix. IlGC7F' 
will not be asked to progerss with the manutacture ol' the store till the 
design is cleared ir, all respects. 

(Minrsrry of Defence O.,If. F.Xo. I (36, 76 l) ( l ' rod)  dared 9-8- I 977 

The reasons for the Research and I)evclopment Organisation taking 
over three years to design the propellant have also not beed satisfrlctoril!. 
explained. The delay in the present case under scores the need for gearing 
up the R&D effort which must be able to meet the challenges and changing 
needs of the Armed Forces. There is no deardl of talent in the country, 
and truely earnest research in indigenous design ot' weapons and other 
equipment with a view to self-reliance in this vital sphere is called for. 

(S1. No. 4, Para 1.30 of Appendix V 
232nd Report, 5th Lok Sabha) 



Action Taken 

g! 1 7 ke rlc,jcct fcr crclertzkirg 1k.e c'evelcyrr.ent of indigenous ammuni- ' 
; tion uz s  crdertrlien t y  APEE on 3rst August 1965. The project was 

successfully corrpleted and  he stores introduced into Service in March 
1967.5 7 

.,. -. ..JlDl- 

As regards the propellant, the original propellant i.e. No. 018 for :1 
Charges I and 2 and No's  090-038 for Charge 3 was cleared with imported 
Class 'A' Picrite. However, in November 1966, Cordite Fy. Aruvankadu 
informed ARDIJ that as no further stocks of Clnss 'A' picrite were available, 
they should be allowed to manufacture the propellant with indigenously manu- 
factured Class 'H' picrite. LTse of C:lass 'R' picrite, however, changed the Ralli- 
stics and the gun recorded high pressures. Thcrctbrc, the de\dopmcnt of pro- 
pellant had to be started all over again and this new problem was cleared in 
September 68 b y  AKL31:. As production of' indigenous ammunition took con- 
siderable time? Army HQ carsicd out a reappraisal of the whole situation 
and cancelled their requirement fbr this ammunition in November 1968, 
when the Propellant was under development. 

T o  avoid such sccurrcric~e in future, for major'i~n~ot-tant projects, 
Steering Cin~mittees under thc Chairmanship of' Secy(Dl'), Senior Service 
Officers with members 01' all connected agencies are being constituted for 
all major projects to sort nut any bottlenecks and monitering the progress 
of' all projects. 

Recommendation 

The Committee are pcrmirtecl that on account of soil subsidence arising 
out of variations in the sub soil condition, certain major defects, such as 
cracking of floors and walls, tilting of columns, difl'erential settlements. 
etc. had developed in a workshop building, constructed as part of Naval 
Project at a cost of' Ks. 19.04 lakhs (cost of pile foundations Iis. I .77 lMs 
arid cost 01' supcr structure Ks. 17 .27 lakhs;. Though it has been claimed 
that the variation in the condition of the subsoil strata could not he 
anticipated and that 'whatever care could possible have been t k e n  was 
indeed taken at the time of construction', the Committee find that the 
Director General of works, to whom a copy of the report regarding the 
defect noticed in the building had been sent in because of the lack of 
certain precautions that should have been taken during execution. 
Besides, the findings and recommendations of a Technical Committee 
appointed subsequently to conduct an enquiry into the causes of thc det'ccts, 
also seem to suggest that the normal c x e  m d  precautions which could an3 
should have been taken had been lacking. This has led inevitably to delay 
in the full utilisation of' a building urgently required, and also avoidable 
additional expenditure which in this case amounted to as much . ts  74 
percent of the original cost of' the building. 

[Sl. KO. 6 (Para 2 .42  j of Appendix 
V to rhe 2 p n d  Report of the 

Public Accounts Committee 
(1976-77: (Fifth Lok Sabha)) 



Action Taken 

2. The observations of the Director General Works in June 1971 
referred to in the recommendations were based on a preliminary report 
received from Headquarters Eastern Naval Command. A copy of the 
preliminary report dated 11th May 1971 is attached (Annexure). Later, 
Technical Committee was appointed by the Defence Ministry on which a 
specialist from Central Building Research Institute was also nominated. 
The Technical Committee submitted its report in December 1971 after 
ming into all the aspects of planning, designing and execution. 

3. The Technical Committee, having gone into all aspects, has takea 
rhe view that lcby and large all reasonable precautions were taken during 
the site investigation, design and execution stages as per normal Engineer 
practice. There have, however, been minor points as brought out earlier 
which are not considered serious." 

(Lii. 

4. The flow of soil from underneath building was not visudised and 
as such the construction of building was nqt p3stpon:d until after the 
completion of diaphragm wall. . 

5 .  Driven type of piles were adopted for the building because same 
piles had proved successful in certain other buildings nearby constructed 
b y  the Naval Project. As a result of experience gained bored cast-insitm 
type of piles have bz:n adopted for future construction for the buildings 
in dockyard area which are suitable for this type of soil and anchoring of 
piles in tho, rock b-low C J ~  bz ensured. No defezts hwe been noticed 
so far in the buildings founded on bored cast insitu piles. 

6. The Public Accounts Committee is right that on account of un- 
foreseen and unprecedented engineering difficulties, there was delay of 
approxim,ztely two years in thz utilisation of thz building. (Tht  building 
was completed in April 1971 and is in use since July 1973). One of the 
wings has betn under observation and after necessary alterations would be 
put to us: in the near future. However, the machinery meant for the 
entire building hnd been fullp installed in the remaining portion of the 
building by October, 1973. 

7. As flow of soil from underneath the building had not been anti- 
~ipated, the question of designing bored piles which would have made for 
additional cost of more than Rs. 4 Lakhs did not arise in the background of 
the experience in respect of other buildings for which driven type of pilor 
had been successful . 

( M .  of Defence U.O. No.  24(r)'76/2.42'Df,ll-IV) dr. Sepr. 1977) 



Headquarters 
Eastern Naval Command 
Naval Base, 
Visakhapaulam-I 4 

No. ELI3482 11 May '71 
The Director General 
Naval Project, Visakhapamam-14 

ARMAMENT REPAIR SHOP BUILDING NO. 25 
The defects observed in bldg. 25 which has been built in reclaimed 

area have been brought to my notice. I have personally visited the 
building in order to assess the nature of defects and the following are my 
observations :- 

(a) The flooring in almost all ground floor rooms is smkmg leaving 
gaps between the walls and the floor. 

(b) The level of the flooring in some rooms appears to be uneven, 
as the rate of sinking does not seem to be uniform at all places. - - 

(c) A number of cracks have appeared on the walls presumably be- 
cause of uneven settling of the reclaimed soil. The cracks 
on the wall of the main hall appear to be of a serious nature 
because they have occurred in spite of the fact that the columns 
are built in on pile foundations. 

(d) The two rooms built at the end of the building and the Ramp 
have got practically detached from the main building. 

IL. 

2.  It is felt that any patch work done at this stage to rectlfy the above 
defects will not be of any use, as more defects may occur because of con- 
tinued settling of the reclaimed soil. The building in its present condition 
is considered to be unfit for use, because further uneven sinking of the 
floor after the installation of machinery will adversely affect the perfor- 
mance. It is therefore considered very essential that detailed investi- 
gations are carried out with a view to find permanent remedial measures 
and avoid infructuous expenditure. 

3. The problem in respect of Dockyard Complex Workshop Buildings 
which are going to be built in reclaimed area, is likely to be more serious. 
It is therefore recommended that all aspects of the problems be examined 
in detail before embarking on the construction of these buildmgs. 

Sd/- N. KRISHNAN 
Vice Admiral 

Flag OfEcer Commanding-in-Chief 



Recommendation 
According to the Technical Committee, one of the factors which might 

have contributed to the settlement and displacement of the piles was the 
flow of sub-soil material caused by the presence, in the vicinity, of a dredged 
channel and its flooding in November, 1970. The  Technical Committee 
had gone on to observe that the flow of sub-soil material could have been 
prevented by a diaphragm wall, which, if constructed earlier, would have 
added to the stability of the building. Admittedly, the need for a dia- 
phragm wall had not been appreciated in the initial stages of the project 
and when this factor was considered subsequently, a view appears to have 
been taken that the construction of a diaphragm wall would be time- 
consuming and would also involve the outlay of several crores. I t  had 
therefore, been decided to take a valculated risk' and to proceed first with 
the construction of the building and to construct the diaphragm wall 
later on. While it is a moot point whether the building under construction 
could not have been protected, as the work progressed, by confining the 
construction of the diaphragm wall with reference to the particular area 
occupied by that building alone, the Committee feel that, even in the 
absence of the diaphragm wall (the cost of construction of which would 
have been dispropotionate to the cost of the building), the possibility of 
soil subsidence in an area whlch was known to be 'treacherous' could have 
been foreseen adgua rded  against by driving the piles into the rock 
(which was available at depths of' 20 to 35 metres) instead of allowing 
them to merely rest on the rock bed. It  w ~ u l d ,  therefore, appear thst 
adequate thought had not been given initially to the proper designing of the 
foundation, which is regrettable. 

[SI. NO. 8 (Pdr3 2.33) of Appendix V to the 232nd lieport of the 
Public Accounts Committee ;I 976-77) (Fifth 1,ok S ~ b h  11. 

Action taken 

Thc recommendstio 1s q? th? C:~innitte: hiv: b:: 1 n,)cei. Th:;: 
have also been brought to th: n?tice of expxts to ensure t h t  all necessary 
precautions and measures are take11 so thst incidents of this type do not 
occur. It  is confirmed that where ever piles are n%cL.;?ary subsequent 
constructions are on bored-cast-insitu pile tounlxions snchnred in the 
rock. 

2. It may, however, be m8;ntioncl that driven piles in case of som:: 
other buildings constru:tcd earlier by th: Dlrc:tor Gmeral Naval Pro- 
ject did not p x e  any problem:. The flow 01' soil from u?Aern:~th th:: 
building was not visualised and as such bored-cast-insitu pile founlations 
which are much costlier as compared to driven typs of piles in term1; of 
money as well as time, were not adopted. 

Recommendation 

Though the Tech~ical C~rnni t tee  have cupress:d th? opinion t h ~ t ,  
by and largz, th-re h i d  b-s;l nq rnlj,>r dz'icielcv in site i~v; ; t ig~t ioa  or 
execution, the Comnittec wou1.i seck sDm: furthx reasixance in this 



regard, in view especially of the fact that the contractor (Cementation 
Co. Ltd.) has come to their notice some-what adversely in connection with 
its performance in the Naval Dockyard another station [vide the Com- 
mittee's 210th Report (Fifth Lok Sabha)] and in the Mormugao Port [ex- 
amined in the Committee's 230th Report (Fifth Lok Sabha)]. 

[Sl. No. 11 (Para 2.47) of Appendix V to the 232nd Report of 
the Public Accounts Committee (1976-77)--(Fifth Lok Sabha)]. 

Action taken 
So far as the Project Orgmisation is concerned, it can be said that there 

have been no major deficiencies in soil investigation or execution. Since, 
however, it was the responsibility of the contractor, i.e. M:s Cementation 
Co. Ltd., who are specialists in the line, to design and provide the piles, 
which have failed, no tenders are being now issued to the contractor by 
Director General Naval Project. The question of suspension/banning 
of the firm is being examined separately and the result of examination will 
bc intimated to the P A C .  in due course. 

[Min. of Defence u.0. No. 24(1) 76 2,47,'D(N-IV) dated 30th 
November 19771. 

Recommendation 

In paragraphs 2 .64  and 2 .  rog of their 19th Report (Fourth Lok Sabha), 
the Committee had commented upon instance of lapses in working out 
the technical requirements of works and had recommended, inter alia, that 
the relevent authorities should take step to ensure that technical sanctions 
were accorded only after an examination of all aspects of a project. The  
present case under examination is one more instance of defective cons- 
truction of storage aciommodation, w h i ~ h  has been attributed by a Tech- 
nical Board to the structural design of' the building not being strong enough 
to take the wind-loads and also to poor nrorkmnnship by the contractor 
<.Ws B. Iiangil Rao cY: Partnersj. 

[SI. No 12 P x , l  2.66) of Appendix 1' to the 2 p n d  Report ot the Public 
4ccountr Committee i I 976-77 )-(Fifth Lok S:ibha)]. 

Action taken 

The  conclusion of P.4C is noted. 
All tcchnicd sanctions are being issued after xrutinv of all aspects to 

ensure proper design. Besides. d e q u x e  care is being tltken to ensure 
that the wvrkmdnsh~p by contractors is duly supervised. 

[.\lin. of I k f .  No. 34 ( I )  76 2-66 D(N-I\.) d m j .  4 June 19771. 

As regirds the inadequacy of the structural design pointed out by the 
Technical Board, it was contended by a spokesman of the project that there 
was no defect in the design and that the Technical Board presumably had 
the future in mind while making its observations. The Committee, are, 
however unable to accept this contectinn. In  vien of the fact that the are1 



was known to be cyclonic and the wind-force, during a storm could bc 
admittedly very high, the Committee are of the view that this factor should 
have been taken into account while finalising the design of the building and 
the masonry made strong enough to withstand the anticipated wind speeds. 
in the area. Besides, from a perusal of the proceedings of the Technical 
Board, the Committee find that there is no anlbiguity in the Board's find- 
ings, which has clearly stated that the tensile stresses were such that the 
masonry could not have withstood them and that the designer had taken a 
risk by providing pillars in masonry which were weak in tension. I t  is, 
therefore, evident that the design of the building was defective. 

[Sl. No. 13 (Para 2.67) of Appendix V to the 232nd Report of the Public 
Accounts Committee (1976-77) (Fifth Lok Sabha)]. 

Action taken 
The storage shed in question was meant for storage of equipment being 

installed in the Dockyard. It was considered that after completion of the 
Project, all the sheds would no longer be required. Accordingly to meet 
the requirements, temporary specifications designed normally to last for 
a period of at least 5 years were adopted keeping in view the cost aspect. 
The designer had adopted the design from the existing tenlporary structures 
in Naval Armament Depot Area where this storage shed was required to 
be codstructed. Certain other temporary buildings were also constructed 
by Director General Naval Project to the specifications which have with- 
otood the storm. However, the recommendations of the Public Accounts 
Committee have been noted for the future. 

[Min. of Defence U.O. No. 24 (I) 76'2. 67D (N-IV) dated 30th Novem- 
ber, 19771. 

Recommendation 
In paragraphs 3.181 to 3.189 of their 69th Report (Fourth Lok Sabha), 

the Committee had dealt with a case of excess payment of electricity charges 
at a station as a result of unrealistic assessment of power requirements. 
After this case had come to notice, instructions were issued by the Army 
Headquarters, in December 1967, stressing the need for correctly assessing 
the peak load requirements in future and for revieaing the demands already 
contracted for on the basis of actual requirements. However, two more 
such cases of excess payment amounting to Rs. 4.36 lalrhs, have again been 
highlighted in the Audit Paragraph under examination. That such avoid- 
able expenditure should continue to recur is a matter of serious con- 
cern. 

[Sl. No. 16 (Para 3.34) of AppmJix V to 232n.i Report of 
PAC (5th Lok Sabha) 1976-77)]. 

Action taken 

The observations made by the P.A.C. have been noted. 

2. Instructions were issued by E-in-C's Branch vide their No. 29066/DP/ 
Eq, dated 7-11-74 to the lower formations stressing the imperative need 
to ensure that the contracted demand for electricity is related to the actual 
requirements only and that it is reviewed from time to time with a view to 
taking immediate remedial measures to avoid infructuous expenditure. 
In view of the fact that in spite of these instructions a few cases have come 



m the notice of Government where deviations have taken place, fresh in- 
structions have been issued by E-in-C's Branch vide their letter No. 290661 
DPlE4, dated 13-5-77 reinforcing the instructions which were issued 
earlier and also mentioning the fact that disciplinary action will be taken 
against the individual concerned who is found responsible for not complying 
with instructions strictly, 

[Min. of Defence U.O. No. 15(2)/76/D(W-11) dated the 2nd May, 19771. 

Recommendation 

The Committee note that in the first case relating to an Armed Forces 
Medical College, the contract demand had been increased by the MES 
authorities from 312.5 KVA to 625 KVA, keeping in view the works in 
progress and a proposed hospital complex even prior to the assembling of 
the recce-cum-siting board, and before the necessity of the project had been 
accepted by Government while the reasons for this unusual keenness are 
not very clear in the absence of the relevant records, the Committee have been 
informed that while the maximum demand for all the loads in the Armed 
Forces Medical College, on the basis of projected forecasts, worked out 
to about 310 KW, the Garrison Engineer had erroneously indicated, in the 
application made to the electriciv companv, that a further load of 350 KW 
would be required in addition to the existing load of about 150 KW, and 
sanction was given accordingly by the Government of Maharashtra. Though 
a Court of Inquiry assembled in November, 1973 to probe in to the matter 
had found no justification for applying for the additional demand of 350 
KW, it was not possible to fix respcnsibility for the lapse, since the re- 
cords justifying the increase of the demand were stated to be not available 
and many of the officers involved had either retired or expired. In the 
circumstances, the Committee have to remain content with expressing their 
dissatisfaction over the manner in which this case had been handled. 

[Sl. No. 17 (Para 3.35) of Appendix V to 232nd Report of PAC 
6th Lok Sabha) 1976-771. 

Action Taken 
The observations made by P.A.C. have been noted. I t  is regretted 

that the demand was erroneously estimated. Action to ensure that this 
does not happen in future has been taken by the issue of instructions by 
B-in-C's Branch vide their letter No. zgo66,'DPiEq dated 13 .5 .77. 

[Min. of Defence U.O. No. 15(2)/76,'D(W-I1) dated the 24th May, 19771' 

Recommendation 

The Committee regret that while a peculiar sense of urgency had been 
displayed in this case in increasing the demand, the same sense of urgency 
was lacking in concluding the necessary agreement to give effect to the 
increased contract demand, which appears to have been executed only as 
late as in August 1971, some eight years after applying for the increase. 
Since the State Electricity Board approached in December 1967 for a re- 
duction in the contract demand to 400 KVA, had insisted on the execution 
of the agreement in respect of the contract demand of 625 KVA as a p r e  
condition for reducing the demand, it was certainly imperative to finalise 



this long-pending issue and avoid unnecessary excess expenditure. As 
pointed out by the Court of Inquiry, the procedural dificulties involved 
in signing the agreement could have been resolved earlier by obtaining legal 
opinion. In case difficulties still persisted, eforts ought to have been made 
to iron out these difference at (;o\.eri~mental level. Regrettably, these 
steps do not appear to have been taken to safeguard Government financial 
interests. 

[S. No. 18 (Para 3.36) of Appendix V to 2 p n d  Report 
of PAC (5th Lok Sabha) 1976-773. 

Action Taken 

'She suggestions made by the P A C .  as mentioned above have been 
noted and instructions have been issued by E-in-C's Branch vide their 
letter No. 29066 DP:E4, dated 13-5-77 making a specific mention of the 
fact that there should be no delay in finalisation of agreement and in cases 
where agreement is likely to take some time, legal opinion from the Legal 
Adviser should be obtained in the matter. 

[iMin. of Defence u. o, hTo. 15(2) 76/D(W-11) d a d  the 24th .%y. 19771- 

Recommendation 

In the light of the explanation furnished by the Ministry about the 
second case relating to the supply of elcctricitv for Defence Laboratories 
and the findings of the Court of' Inquiry, the Committee will confine 
themselves to only one aspect of the matter. ' h e  Cummittee find that the 
Court of Inquiry, 11sccmble3 in .\lLirih 1971, to go into the lapses in this 
case, fix responsibility and suggest rcmcdial me.lsurcs, had he13 the view 
that as there was no permanent agreement enturcci into with the -4qdhra. 
I'radesh State Electriciry Board by the Military Engineer Services, there 
was no need as such to rc.\Gew thc ~qui remcnts  by  the irlspecting o:ficers. 
The Committee are ~lnable to accept this contention. In order to s:ifeguard 
the financial interests of Government and in view 01' the uncertainy over 
the actual requirements of' powel- by the laboratories, the Alilitnry Engineer 
Services authorities ought to have kept the position continuouslv under 
review, in consultation with the users, and taken time!y action to reduce the 
contract demand when the ac:ual revised requiremenrs of the 1:15~ittories 
became known. 

[S. No. 19 (Para ; 37,  of Appendix V to 2 p n d  Report of 
P.X.C. (5th L d i  Sabhd) 1976-77; 

Action Taken 

Necessary instructions in thi regard were issued by E-in-C's Branch 
7xdc their letter No. 29066'DP Eq, dated 7-11-74 (copy enclosel as 
Anncxure I V )  s t r e shg  the imperative need to ensure that the contracted 
demands are reviewed from t ~ m e  to time and immediate rn%surm 
t'?ken to  void infructuous expenditure. It was also stressed in these in- 
strualons that the inspecting officers shnuld ensure that lapses do not occur 
again. 



2. Further instructions to all concerned emphasising that the users 
should work out their power requirements on more realistic basis in con- 
sultation with MES to avoid overpayment on account of variations in con- 
sumption will be issued shortly and a further note in this regard will be 
submitted to P.A.C. in due course. 

[Min. of Defence u. o. No. 15 (2)'76 D(W-11) dated the 24th May, 19771. 

Recommendation 

Apart from the formality of regularising the losses, the Committee feel 
that the Ministry should also analyse the reasons for the lapses that occurred 
in  these two cases and prescribed effective remedial measures for the future. 
In  this connection the Committee note that the Courts of Inquiry which 
examined these cases have also suggested certain remedial measures. The  
Committee would urge Government to go ahead with the task of evolv- 
ing uniform guidelineq in this regard rather than leaving the initiative 
entirely to the individual units concerned. 

IS.  No. 21 (Para 3.39) of Appendix V to 232nd 
Hepsrc of P.4C (5th Lok Sabha) 1976-773. 

Action Taken 
Necewwy instructions on the subject have been issued by the ,41my 

H e ~ d q u m e r s  E-in-C's Branch from timr to time in their various 
letters mentioned below : 

(a) 29366,'68:E4 dated 23-12-67 
(b) 45108,E dated 26-6-73 
(c) 29~6$UP/E4 dated 7-1 1-73 

2 F~:- ih : l  f i ~ ~ h  instructions in the form of uniform guidelines in- 
mrp3rltin;. rc~11;Ji.d mesure  wq;ested by the Court of. Inquirv have 
hxn  i 4 , ~ 3 J  3 id E-ill-C's Branch letter Xo. 2g056/DP,'E4 dated 13-5-77 
(copy enclosed as Annexure V). 
[$ti7 \>f Ij:t'2 1:: U. \). N ). I 5 ~2)/76/13'\v-II' dltcd the 24th hhy,  19771. 

Recommendation 
'Thouk:!~ m instmze of this n iture h ~ s  been detected at only one sta- 

tion, it codd  wdl bz that the irregul,~rities &szloscd in the present 
u s e  xic only svmp:onltic of th; position obtaining in other Militarv 
En$n:er S2rvices divisions. The Committee ~vould, therefore, like 
th: .Waistry of Defence to carefully review the position in regard to the 
issue .in 1 I : :?u~~J! of furniture ~t other Aiilit~ry En~ineer  Services Divi- 
~ i o i l ~  ~ l s . )  with ;I \icw LO ensuring t h ~ t  siinilar instances of irregularities 
and nliscnnduct do not pievail. 

[S. No. 2~ (Pdra 4.23) of Appendix V to 2 3 m d  
Report of PAC (5th Lok Sabha)] 



Action Taken 
Suitable steps have been taken to avoid recurrence of similar irregu- 

larities. In  addition to the remedial steps indicated against Recommenda- 
tion No. 22 suitable instructions have also been issued by Chief Engineer 
Central Command, Lucknow and Chief Engineer West Uttar Pradesh 
Zone Bareilly. Confirmation from all Military Engineer Services 
formations has been also obtained in March 1977 that no deficiency on 
account of irregular issues of furniture exist in their jurisdiction. Suitable 
instructions have also been issued by Engineer-in-Chief's Branch to 
their lower formations vide their letter No. 4017o/E2(WPC), dated 18-4-77 
to avoid any similar irregularities in future. 

[Min. of Defence u. o. No. 15(3)/76/D(W-11) dated the 24th 
May, 19771. 

Recommendation 
"Though the Defence Secretary also conceded during evidence that 

'there are many tragedies in this case' and that he hardly had any justi- 
fication to offer for the figures indicated in the Audit Paragraph, he in- 
formed the Committee that some of the documents which were reported 
to be untraceable earlier had been traced subsequently and records had 
also been found to exist in respect of some of the fires. After the Com- 
mittee had taken up examination of this case, the Deputy Secretary 
(Vigilance) in the Defence Ministry had also been appointed as an Inquiry 
Officer to investigate various aspects of the case. Much time has 
elapsed since then and the Committee expect that these enquiries have 
been completed. The findings of the Inquiry Officer and the subsequent 
action, if any taken in this regard should, in some detail, be intimated 
to the Committee." 

[S. No. 27 (Para 5.29) of Appendix to 2 p n d  Report of the 
PAC (5th Lok Sabha)] 

Action Taken 

Findings of Vigilance Report are :- 
(i) Records clearly indicate that 75,162 trees were planted against 

three sanctions. Funds available against the first and third sanctions 
were not fully utilised as per details below :- 

Sanction h u e d  in Amounts sanctioned Expenditure incumd 

(i) Dec. 1964 . . . . . Rs. 35,3001- Rs. gr,oog.16 

( i i )May,1g66 . . . . . Rs. 7,6691- Rs. 9,501 -70 

(iii) October, 1967 . . . . Rs. 2.03 Lakhs Ilr. 99,868-29 

(including Rs. 0.75 Lakh for maintenance over five years) - 
Year-wise expenditure on stores, seeds, digging of pits is given in 

Appendix (Not printed). 



(ii) Apart from provision of tree guards for the trees plarlted and re- 
plantation of those which did not take roots under the first sanction, and 
watering of the saplings with the available resources which were acknow- 
ledged as insd~quate,  no plan wss drawn up for maintaining the trees nor 
any special m h t e n m c e  operation was carried out. The  scheme was 
irnplem-.nted on acceptance of the expert advice that once the trees took 
roots, they would survive the dry weather and no special maintenance 
would be necessary. The  expert advice for planting the trees during the 

,onset of mmsoon, however, does not appear to have been followed while 
planting trees under the third sanction. 

(iii) 'There is reason to believe that all fire incidents both wild fire 
and 'controlled fire' set by the Air Force officials were not brought on 
record. 

The  records do not disclose that trees destroyed by fire were 
replanted though 4500 trees affected by fire were reported to have sub- 
sequently sprung up. 

fiv) As per records, 31,255 trees were destroyed by fire. T h e  dates of  
occurence of fire and the number of tress destroyed on each occasion arc 
given in Appendix (Not Printed). 

(v) (a) The  wind growth of grass (elvhant grass) does pose a fire 
hazard for the Air Force Station. The  only preventive measure adopted 
by the Station authoritv is to cut the grass by employing manual labour 
and clearing the grass along side the tax-waylrunwav by using a mechanical 
device known as Jungle Jim. Cutting the grass by manual labour has very 
limited application in view of the vastness of the area and unwillingness 
of the contractor to undertake such work. T h e  Jungle Jim also serves 

. limited purpose as it cannot operate on uneven surface. Mechanised g r a s ~  
cutting seems to be the only solution and for this, use of suitable device 
capable of operating on uneven surface should be considered. 

(v) (b) The  trees existing at present should be marked and numbered 
and brought on record. They should, thereafter, be finally handed over 
to the Headquarters 5 wing. 

Application of the above recommendations to the other Air Forces 
Stations where arboriculture scheme has been implemented should be 
considered. 

(vi) At this distance of time it would not be feasible to detect lapses 
of individunl officers either on the MES side or the Air Force side, and fir 
responsibility for the same. 

(vii) Esch time the local MES authority reported fire incidents t o  the 
Headquarters 5 Wing, they asked for a Court of Inquiry for investigation. 
T h e  Court of Inquirv assembled in March, 1970, therefore, cannot be 
attributed only to the initiative taken by the Air Force authority for investi- 
gation. T h e  MES officials, however, declined to give their statements 
before this Court of Inquiry as the MES representative who was a member 
of the Court was asked to appear as a witness before the Court. The Air 
Force authority however, soon appointed a Board of Officers and thereafter 
another Court of Inquiry which received the full cooperation of the MES 
officials and completed the investigation. There does not seem to be any 

- subs t ane  in the allegation that the refusal of MES officials t o  cooperate 



with the Court of Inquiry assembled in March, 1970 prevented the Air 
Force authority to  uncover the truth regarding the plantation of trees 
and substantial destruction due to outbreak of fire on a number of occa- 
sions. 

Subsequent Action tak hi I RIL"C-- 
Instructions based on the recommendations of Vig. Report have 

been issued vide Air H. Q. letter Ko. Air HQ/S. 37960121 W(CAM), 
dated 20 Junc, 197';. 

Recommendation 

L'12erl~ays thc picture would ha1.e I l tm cfifircnt it' this work haJ hcen 
initially entrusted not to hlilitary Engineer ro Services, but to the i;orcst 
Department, which has the requisite competence and expertise. Apart 
from the expenditure incurred on the arboriculture scheme proving to be 
infrucnious. the carnouflagc necds of' the Air 1:orcc station have ;ilso not 
been adequatelv met. The Ministry, wiser after the event, Ila\-i. now 
decided to entrust the arboriculture work to the State Forest 1)epartmerit. 
'I'he Committee trust that the results will perhaps be happier." 

[Sl. Nos. 2s (Para 5 ._:o,) 01- :\ppcndis to z p n d  Report 01' PAC 
(5th Lok Sabha).] 

Action taken 

The atforestation work at Air 1;cvce units at various locations is being 
carried out by respccti1.e State 1;orcst 11cpartments fin- the last two years 
only. The  real eflect could only be known afer  some time. 'I'he work 
executed so far is quite satisfktory. .As the work is being managed by 
Specialist Department meant for arboriculture work. the result, no doubt 
will be better. 

[Minist? of Defence O.L\I. No. I ;.ill 76 7749 '11 (Air-lIi dated 
31 October. I 977.1 

Recommendation 

The  theft of 3,358 kilograms (value Iis. I .  15  lakhs) of' an important 
and costly raw material, required for the production of a special type of' 
strengthened steel, in the premises of the Port 'l'rust, causes grave concern 
to the Committee. As ha\ been rightlg. pointcJ out b!. the (;cncral Ofliicr 
C~mmsnding, Bengal Are:], apart liom the immediately ascertainable 
monetary loss arising out of' this case, the invisible loss in terms of' time, 
effort and foreign exchange and the profits accruing to the unscrupulous 
purchasers of the rare; imported materials, would be many times more than 
the physical loss. 

[S. Ko. 31 (para 6.23j of' Appendix V to q 2 n d  Report of PAC: (5th 
ELok Sahha).] 

Action taken 

The observations of the Committee have been noted. 
[Ministry of Defence u.o. No. 12 (12)'76iD(Mov), dated 23-5-1 977.1 



Recommendat ion 

The  Committee observe that the Port authorities had not been informed 
that the imported consignment was an important raw material and that 
the Port Trust had stated, after the occurrence of the theft, that, if this 
fact had been known, "strong precautionary measures could have been 
arranged." This, unfortunately, had not been considered necessary 
because it was assumed that the l'ort Trust was already in possession of 
relevant documents and, thercforc, had full knowledge of' the valuable 
nature of the consignment. The  Committee are, howcvcr, of' the opinion 
that the nlcre fact that the Port authorities were in possession of the docu- 
ments did not mean that they really appreciated the value and importance 
of the consignment from thc consignee's point of view. Indeed, whenever 
scarce :md strategic stoses are imported from abroad, the Port authorities 
should invariably be informed precisel!. and suitably ot' the importance 
of adequate precautionary measures bcmg taken t c ,  safeguard such stores 
by keeping them in 'Lock-list' or other security areas. T h c  Committee 
stress that there should be close ccwrdination bctween the consignee:;, the 
Embarkation Headquarters and the Port authorities in this regard. The  
Committee \vould also suggest that the Ministry shocld undcl-take a 
comprchensi~e rericw of' the existing ar;xngcment.: for the handing 
of vital and sensitiw detcnce cquiplnent and raw ma~e r i a l~  at the ports 
50 as to ensure their sal2 iieli\xr.y 2nd rhc prevention of pilt'crages. 

Action taken 

All departments concerned with import of' Defence stores have been 
asked by Army Headquarters, QAIG's Branch on 20-12-1976 to keep 
I'mbarkation Headquarters duly informed regarding thc impc>rt of scarce 
;~nd strategic lkfcnce stores. I'ri!l~n~-l;atio~~. Hr~dqual.:c.;.; hnvc also been 
instructed by Army H Q r h  Q'CIG'a 13raric~h on ?3-12-11)76 to evolve suitable 
system for indexing such information and invariably informing I'ort 
authorities specificalll~ and precisely o i  the in~portanse of adequate pre- 
cautionary mcasurcs being taken to sal'egaurd such stores by keeping them 
in 'Lock-fast' or othcr security :ireas. 

Recommendat ion 

The theft in this particular case could, perhaps, have hcen prevented 
if adequate action had been taken by the Embarkation Headquarters, in 
close coordination with the Railway authorities, to ensure that w,tgons 
which were in sound and railworthy condition were made available for 
movement of'the consignment immediately on arrival at the Port. The  
Committee would, theref'cre, urge the .\tinistry also to  review the present 
arrangements for the despatch of sensitive stores and other items tiom the 
ports to the consignees and ensure that such sensitive items are not aliowed 
to remain in the ports longer than is absolutely unavoidable. 

[S. No. 33 (Para 6,25) of Appendix V to 2 y n d  Report of' PAC 
(5th Lok Sabha).] 



Action taken 

Instructions haver been issued by ArmylHQ, QMG's Branch on 23rd Dec. 
1976 to Commandants Embarkation Headquarters to maintain close 
liaison with the Railway authorities and ensure that fit rolling stock ia 
provided by them immediately on arrival of important defence consign- 
ments so that such consignments are not allowed to remain in the ports 
longer than is absolutely unavoidable. They have been further directed 
that in case of any difficulty the matter should be reported over phone 
and signal immediately to Army Headquarters [Q Mov Rails(S)] for action 
at appropriate level with the Railway (Board) . 

[hlinistry of Defence U.O. No. 12(12)/76/D(Mov), dated 23-5-1977.1 

Recommendation 

The Committee note that the Port Trust had agreed to make an a- 
gratia payment of Rs. so,ooo to compensate the loss and would like to 
know whether this amount has since been paid. Now that the security 
arrangements have been tightened with the replacement of the Port Police 
by the Central Industrial Security Force, the Committee expect that such 
&efts would be prevented. 

[S. No. 35 (6.27) of Appendix \: to 232nd Report of PAC (5th Lok 
Sabha.] 

Action taken 

Amount of Ks. so,ooo has been paid by the Port authorities and credited 
to CDA Pama vide T K  No. 152j1, dated 9th March, 1974. The observa- 
tions of the PAC have been noted. 

[Ministr?.  of Defence u.o. No. 12(1a)~76/D(Mov), dated 23-5-1977.1 



RECOMMENDATIONSIOBSERVATIONS WHICH T H E  COM- 
MITTEE DO NOT DESIRE T O  PURSUE INb VIEW OF THE 

REPLIES FROM GOVERNMENT 

Recommendation 

The Committee have been informed that while the boxes (cost Rs. 5.92 
lakhs) manufactured for packing the ammunition had been fully utilised, 
after suitable modifications, for packing grenades, it was proposed to re- 
cycle and utilise the cartridge cases, primer and the propellant with a 
total utilisation scrap value of Rs. 3.06 lakhs as against their original book 
value of Rs. 7.77 lakhs. They would like to know whether t&s process 
has since been completed and the components utilised. 

[Sl. No. 5 (para I 31) of Appendix V-q2nd Report (5th Lok Sabha)] 

Action Taken 

The recycling and u 5 1 i s ~ i o ~  of t h ~  compqnents'store; lying surplus 
has been completed and the net financial repxcussion has bzen worked 
out to Rs. 4,71,63,154 There is a proposal to issue components worth 
40 to 45 thousand to foreign Government, if it rnaterialises, this would 

.further reduce the financial repercussion. 
[Ministry of Defence OM. F.No. 1(36)/76iD(Prod) dated 9-8-1977] 

While the Committee are not unwilling to concede that civil exgincciing 
.construction in a 'deserted' c03ital area could conceivable have its own 
built-in hszard$'and,that it might not, pxhaps, h ~ v z  bzcn practicable to 
determine, by soil investigation th: characteristics and s d  conditions 
of every inch of suzh an area, th2y fin1 it diffinult to ax-7:  th? Ministry's 
contention t h ~  there was no com?~rilble co;lstruction in the are3 at that 
time (1968) from which information in regard to the s d  conditions and 
foundations could be gathxei .  Tn: are1 se l e~ te j  for th: location of the 
Naval Project can hardly b~ considered 'deserted' in th: context of thz 

considerable marine activity alrexiy uqdzr w ~ y  thxe .  It  a p p x s ,  on the 
evidence and from th: observatisns of th.: Te:h~ical C ~ . n n i t t e e  that 
there had been some indecision in regard to th? d2sign p~ramxers  of th:: 
biiilding, b x a u x  of whzt has b::~ d?;zribsl as 'p~actical diffixltis '  in 
reconciling the divergent views of th-: sp:ualists who had prepxed the 
project repDrt, the users and th- ci)ltrdctors, and also thz tendency on the 
part of the specialists a n j  th;. uszrs to chmg: th? d-siga d-tails. Cmse- 
quently, the pile foundations h ~ d  b:-n com$etel bzfore th: d s i g ~  of 
the building was finalisei T h s ~  alle$:i diffixltie; notwithstanding, 

: the Committee fe.1 that it w ~ u l d  hlv: b::~ p>ssible, c25-i~jti0, to h3v2 
drawn upon the expertise and services of a pmel of e<?:xs in th? field 
'and the przclutio?nry s tep ,  safez~11, e x .  to b: t a k : ~  l::::.nil:l bzf>it 



embarking on the execution of costly civil engineering works, which needed 
also to be completed expeditiously. The Committee regret that even such,? 
obviously basic pre-requisites as a soil laboratory and a soil foundation* 
engineer had not been provided sufficiently h advance, despite the magni- 
tude and strategic importance of thep raject. 

[Sl. No. 7 (para 2.43) of Appendix V to the 232nd Report of the Public. 
Accounts Committee (19?&77)--(Fifih Lok Sabh a)], 

Actmn Taken 

Noted. 

2. While it is true that the area as such is not a deserted area and even. 
at the site of the project a number of buildings have been successfully 
constructed without encountering any serious problems, there are certain 
portions of the site where the soil conditions have presented unanticipated- 
problems. In fact, the soil conditions differ widely from site to site within 
the site of the project itself. All the structures ~snstructed by the Director 
General Naval Project upto the time of construction of this building in 
the area were successfully completed with driven type of piles. 

3. The Public Accounts Committee is right that the design of the driven 
piles had been finalised before the final detailed designs of the building. 
It  is also true that the pile foundation was completed earlier. The piles. 
were required to be designed by the contractor (who are specialists in 
foundation engineering and soil investigations) for certain loads and the 
final design of the super-structure did not impose heavier loads on the 
piles than those for which the piles had been asked to be designed. T h e  
load of' the building had been worked out before the design of the piles. 
In actual fact, however, the piles failed to take the load for which the con- 
tractor was required to design them. The contractor was exrected to 
design the piles after taking all aspects into consideration including the 
soil conditions. As we had not faced such soil conditions earlier, we 
could not anticipate them. As such, no r-ecessity for consultation with 
a panel of experts was felt at that time. E~wever,  Officers qualified in 
soil engineering h a ~ e  been prcvided frcm early 1972 onwards and a soil 
laboratory has also been established. 

(h4inistry of Defence u.o. No. 24(1)/2.43 'D(N-IV) dated 4-6-77] 

Recommendation 

The Committee take a very sericus view of the lapses disclosed by the  
Court of Inquiry in this case over the issue and accountal of furniture in 
a Military Engineer Services divisicn. It  is distressing that large scale 
deficiencies in stock cf furniture (Rs. 40,655 .co) and irregular issues of 
furniture, valued at Rs. 80,484.00, on loan to unauthorised persons (Defence 
and Civilian personnel as well as private individuals) had continued, al- 
most unabated, over a period of five years. The deficiencies and irregular 
issues have been attributed, inter-alia, by the Court of Inquiry, to lack of 
proper supervision and control by the Superior Officers, non-functional 
nature of the security arrangements at the Furniture Yard, (on account o f .  
mhich a large quantity of ccniporents cf items of furniture was misappro-. 



priated over a period of time), inefficiency and gross negligence on the pan  
of a Supervisor, Barrack Stores, Grade I entrusted with the responsibility 
of store-keeping and also perfunctory stock verifiction. 

- - 

[Sl. No. 22 (para 41,)- of ~ ~ ~ e n d i x  V to 23md Report of PAC (5th 
Lok Sabha)] 

Action Taken 

The circumstances leading to the loss/irregularities have been properly 
analysed by the Staff Court of Inquiry. The punishments awarded to the 
individuals responsible for the losses are indicated against recommendation 
No. 23. 

2. Necessary provisions already exist in the regulations for lMilitary 
Engineer Services in regard to the duties of officers connected with stores, 
procedural guidelines for issue of furniture including loan issues as well 
as accounting of annual stock verification procedure and security aspects 
of the stores. Besides, amendment to para 670 of MES regulations (1968) 
has been initiated whereby the verification of actual accounting of furniture 
issued to the Units formations and installations as well as balance furniture 
in stores, will be done by stock taking team consisting of 2 Military Engineer 
Services officers (instead of one officer from the Military Engineer Services 
and one from the unit concerned provided heretofore) selected by the 
Commander R'orks Engineer from the two different Garrison Engineer 
formations (other than stock holding Garrison Engineer) and one represen- 
tative from the Station Headquarters. Xecessary directives in this regard 
have already been issued by Quartermaster General's Branch vide their 
letter No. B,'4+32 Q3W(Poliq) dated 14-10-76. It  is regretted that 
despite clear instructions there had been irregularities in the supply of fur- 
niture due to procedural lapses. 

3. In order to stress the need to follow scrupulously the procedural guide- 
lines already laid down and to ensure strict compliance so that such lapses 
do not occur in future, necessary instructions have been issued by Engineer- 
in-Chief's Branch to all concerned w d e  their letter KO. 0-1170 E2 (VI'PC) 
dated 18-4-77. 

[hlin. of Defence an. No. 15[3) 76 D(W-11) dated the 24 hlay, 19771 

Recommendation 

The Committee have heen informed that on the basis of findings of 
the Court of Inquiry and the opinions expressed hy the General Officer 
Commanding-in-Chief, Central Command, on the recommendations of 
the Court and the Senior Army Officers, the Chief Engineer, Central 
Command, was instructed to initiate necessary disciplinary action against 
the individuals concerned and to get the losses regularised. In view of the 
gravity of the lapses, and such examples of irresponsibility as the Super- 
visor Barrack Stores being found drunk while on duty several times, the 
Committee wish that action has been decided upon and exemplary punish- 
ment meted out to the officials who have been found remiss in the dis- 
charge of their responsibilities. While the Committee would like to know 
the action taken in this regard, they, however, note that according to the 
recommendations of the General Officer Commanding-in-Chief, Central 
Command, the entire loss, on the account of deficiencies and irregular 



issues of furniture, less the amount which might be recovered from the 
supervisor Barrack Store in accordance with the orders of the Competent 
diSciplinary authority and the cost of such furniture as may be subsequetltly 
recovered from individuals to whom it had been issued on loan, is to be 
written off and bomed by the State. The Committee are, however, of the 
view that the question of the State bearing any loss on this account should 
be examined afresh and concerted attempts made, instead, to recover the 
losses from the individuals found guilty of such grave dereliction of duty. 

[S. No. 23 (para 4.18) of Appendix V to 23md Report of PAC (5th 
Lok Sabha)] 

Action Taken 

On the basis of the findings of the Court of Inquiry, disciplinary action 
has been taken against the defaulters. The disciplinary action already 
taken against the individuals concerned with reference to the opinion of the 
General Officer Commanding-in-Chief, Central Command, has been 
reviewed by the Army Headquarters (Engineer-in-Chief) and they are 
satisfied that the penalties awarded to them as mentioned below are 
adequate and no enhancement or otherwise for the penalties already awarded 
is called for :- 

Indizidual Details of P~michmr'tit 

r .  MES 12920 Shri G. S. Sharma, Supervisor 'i) "CENSUIIE" 
B/S Grade I iii) Penal recovery of Rs. 4030 79 

2 .  MES 15948 Shri C.S. Bhattachargee, "CENSURE" 
Supervisor E/R Grade I 

3 .  MES 400004 Shri N.M. Siddiqui, Superin- Warning by Chief Engineer. 
tendent E:R. Grade I 

+. IC 14349 Major SF3 Bavare then GE Displeasure of General Oficer Command- 
hfathura ing i o j  area. 

5 .  Shri R.L. Gulati, Supervisor HIS Gr.  I . No disciplinary action could be initiat-d 
against him since he had alreadv been al- 
lowed anticipator) pcnai~in and gract~ity. 
He w.1~ granted anticipatory ppnsion 
on rj1-7-rq7; and final pcnsion on 
26-1 1-1976. 

-.- - - - - -- - . -. . -- ----- 
2. Total value of furniture issued irregularly against loan was Rs. 80,484'- 

out of which, furniture costing Rs 64,569 35 has been recovered from 
the loanees till end of November, 1976, leaving a balance of Rs. 15,914.65. 
This amount has been notified to Controller of Defence Accounts, Central 
Command, for effecting recovery of cost of furniture from the pay bill 
of the concerned loanees. 

3. Since the cost of furniture issued on loan is still to be recovered from 
some individuals, the correct balance of irrecoverable furniture could only 
be known when the final figures are intimated by audit authorities. 

4. As regards the deficient furniture amounting to Rs. 40,6551- furniture to 
the tune of Rs. 1,2131- has been traced out, leaving a net deficiency of 
Rs. 39,442/-. As per the recommendations of General Officer Commanding- 
in-Chief, Central Command, endorsed on the Court of Inquiry proceedings, 
a sum of Rs. 4,030.79, being the penalty imposed on the Supervisor Barrack, 



is being recovered from him. Thus the net amount of Rs. 35411.21 has 
to be written off and borne by the State in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the aforesaid inquiry. 

The loss statement of Rs. 3541 I .21 (deficient furniture) plus hrecovered 
cost of loaned furniture would shortly be initiated by Garrison Engineer 
for regularisation. However, the Army authorities concerned have been 
asked to take expeditious action in the matter. 

[Min. of Defence u.0. No. 15(3)/76/D(W-11) dated the 24th May, 19771. 

Recommendation 

The Committee note that out of the furniture, valued at Rs. 80,484 .oo, 
irregularly issued on loan as in December 1971, furniture worth Rs. 
55,856 35 had been recovered from the loanees till January 1975 and that 
the concerned Garrison Engineer had been asked to make all-out efforts 
to recover the remaining items for of furniture. The Committee would 
like to know the progress in this regard so far. 

[S. No. 24 (Para 4.19) Appendix V to 232nd Report of PAC (5th 
Lok Sabha)]. 

Action taken 

Irregular issue of furniture valued at Rs. 80484.00 was intimated 
to Controller of Defence Accounts, Central Command, on 21-9-1975 
Furniture worth Rs. 64,569.35 has since been recovered from the loanees 
till November, 76, leaving a balance of Rs. 15914.65. The Controller 
of Defence Accounts was reminded on 2-9-1976 for effecting recovery 
of cost of furniture from the pay bills of the concerned loanees. Further 
progress in the recovery of the balance amount will be intimated to the 
Committee in due course. 

[Ministry of Defence U.O. No. 15(3)176 D(W-11) dated the 24th May, 
19771. 

Recommendation 

"The Committee consider it strange that while ordering, earlier, in 
March 1970, and on his own initiative, the assembly of a Court of 
Inquiry to check and ascertain the tree plantation casualties under the 
arboriculture scheme, the Commander of the Air Force Station had appoint- 
ed one of the witnesses as a Merdber of the Court. It also appears that 
some ot the MES personnel concerned had declined to tender evidence 
before the Court, in the absence of suitable orders from the engineer channels. 
Thus, the Court could not complete its proceedings and by the time the 
necessary permission was accorded, in July, 1970 by the Commander 
Works Engineer, the inquiry itself had been abandoned. The Committee 
are dissatisfied with the manner in which this issue has been handled. 
As pointed out elsewhere in this report, Government must ensure that 
necessary inquiries, whenever considered appropriate are held soon after 
the event so that prompt remedial measures can be taken. It would also 
be ensured that such inquiries are conducted, as far as possible, with the 
utmost objectivity and by persons who are entirely unbiased and uncon- 
nected with the cases under scrutiny." 

[S. No. 30 (Para 5.32) of ~ & n d i x  to q 2 n d  Report of PAC (5th 
Lok Sabha)]. 



Action Taken 

The actual finding of the inquiry with regard to the alleged non-co- 
operation of MES officials in the investigation conducted by the Air Force 
authorities indicates the /inference that the MES officials had basic difference 
of opinion with the Air Force authorities as their contention was that the 
fire register maintained by the Air Force authorities did not contain complete 
information with regard to the fire incidents in the Air Force station. The 
Air Force authorites, however, wished to solely rely upon the fire register 
to test veracity of the MES reports. The MES officials, however, had 
been finally asked by their higher departmental authorities to tender evidence 
before the Court of Inquiry but the Air Force authorities, in the meanwhile, 
discontinue the Court of Inquiry and appcinted a Board of Officers which 
accepted the particulars furnished to it by the MES officials. 

2. Government have noted the advice of the Committee. Despite 
comprehensive instructions for holding Courts of Inquiry already existing 
in the regulations for the Air Force and the Air Force Act as well as AFO 
303 7 5 ,  Government have again impressed upon the concerned authorities 
regarding the need to conduct timely enquiries in the laid down manner 
with utmost objectivity and by persons entirely unbiased and unconnected 
with the cases under scrutiny and for timely submission of reports. 
[,Uinistry of Defence O.M. No. I?( I )  '76 '7739 D(Air-11) dated 3 I October, 

11977 & No. 17i1) 76 9540 D(-4ir-11) dated 6 December,77]. 

Recommendation 

There has also been considerable delay in arranging for a Court of 
Inquiry to investigate the case. The Committee find that though intima- 
tion in regard to the theft had been sent to the Director General, Ordnance 
Factories, in November, 1970 itself, the question of appointing a Court 
of Inquiry was taken up with the Army Headquarters by the Director 
General, Ordnance Factories some ten months later, in September 1971. 
While the reasons for this long delay have not been satisfdctorily explained 
the actual appointment of the Court took another fourteen months (Dec., 
1972) and the Court assembled only in April 1973, no less than thirty 
months after the event. The Committee have learnt in this connection 
that since an Army Court of Inquiry is confined to the Conduct of the 
people immediately concerned and in view of the fact that the theft had 
occurred when the stores were not. within the jurisdiction ofthe Defence 
authorities, the question, of an inquiry by the Army authorities did not 
arise. The Embarkation Headquarters, had, therefore, opined that no 
useful purpose would be served by instituting a Court of Inquiry as this 
was not likely to bring out any tangible evidence. The  Committee consider 
it unfortunate that such a restricted and purely legalistic view should have 
initially been taken. Since the inquiry had been suggested by the Director 
General, Ordnance Factories, with the objective of prescribing suitable 
remedial measures for the future, and the theft of a vital raw material had 
taken place in suspicious circumstances, the Committee are of the view 
that a comprehensive inquiry ought to have been promptly initiated. 

[S. No. 38 (Para 6.30) of Appendix V to 232nd Report of PAC 
(5th Lok Sabha)]. 



Action Taken 

The theft occurred on 2'3 Oct., 70 while the stores were in the custody 
mf Port Commis ;j oner, Calcutta. Embarkation Headquarters, Calcutta 
Ammediately requested them for dzpartm~ntal inquiry and also informed 
the Police Aurhorities including CID. Port Commissioner Calcutta 
registered a case with the police on 3rd O x .  1973. The Police Authorites 
apprehended some persons who were later on released by th-m because 
the specifications of the Ferro-Molybdenum recovered from them wzre 
found to be different from those of the Ferro-Molybdenum stolen from 
the premises of the Port Commissioner, Calcutta. No further clue to the 
.theft could be found by the pdic:. Since the stores were stolen while in 
custody of the Port Commissioner Calcutta, the question of holding a 
Court of Inquiry by Army Authorities did not arise. A Court of 
Inquiry was, however, ordered on 20 Doc., 71 to establish that t h e  was 
no neglect or fraud on the part of Embarkation Hzadquwters, Calcutta 
before initiating action for regularisation of the loss consequent upon 
the rejection of the claims preferred by them on the Port Commissioner 
Calcutta and subsequently on Eastern Railway as per the legal advice. 
Headquarters Eastern Command reported to Army Headquarters on 12 Feb. 
1973 that the Court of Inquiry was not in a position to achieve any results 
as it entirely concerned the Port Commissioner over whom they had no ju- 

xisdiction. This led to the delay in tinnlisation of th: proceedings of the 
Court of Inquiry. Hzslqunrters Eastern C3rnnlnd wzre asked on 02 
June 73 to complete the proceedings with whatever evidence was available. 

2. The recommendations of the Public Accounts Committee in this 
regard have been noted. Embarkation Headquarters have been directed 
by Army Headquarters, QMG's Branch on 23 Dec. 76 to inform Port 
to Authorities precisely and specifically regarding arrival of strategic 
scarce and important Defence stores for enforcing special security measures. 
They have further been directed that in case of any theft of such stores the 
matter should be reported immediately by phone and signal to the consigneel 
its Controlling Headquarters and Army Headquarters (Q Mov Shipping) 
for a decision to hold Court of Inquiry promptly, 

[Ministry of Defence u.0. NO. 12(12)/76lD (Mov), dated 23-j-19771. 

Recommendation 

Time and again, the Committee have been stressing the need for avoid- 
ing delay in the constitution of Courts of Inquiry. The  inordinate delay 
.in the present case ernphasises its urgency. Government should ensure 
that such inquiries are held soon after the event, so that remedial 
mzasures can be taken and recurrence of such unfortunate cases prevented 
:to the extent possible. 

(IS. ND. 39 (Para 6-31) of Appendix V to 2 p n d  Report of PAC (5th Lok 
Sabha)]. 

Action Taken 

EnSarkation Headquarters have been directed by Army HQ/QMG's 
Branch on 23 Dec. 76 to inform p x t  authorities precisely and specifically 



regarding arrival of strategic, scarce and important defence stores for en- 
forcing special security measures. They have further been directed that 
in case of any theft of such stores the matter should be reported immediately- 
by phone and signal to the consignce/its Controlling Headquarters an& 
Army Headquarters (Q Mov Shipping) for decision to hold Court of Inquiry: 
promptly. 

[Min. of Defence y.o. No. 12(12)/76/D (Mov), dated 



CHAPTER IV 

RECOMMENDATIONS/OBSERVATIONS REPLIES T O  WHICH 
HAVE NOT BEEN ACCEPTED BY T H E  COMMITTEE 

AND WHICH REQUIRE REITERATION 

Recommendation 

The Committee are concerned that on account of alleged difficulties/ 
delay in the finalisation of the design of vital components of an 
ammunition required urgently for a major weapon in use, an 
expenditure of Rs. 8.78 lakhs* out of the total expenditure of 
Rs. 18.12 lakhs** incurred on its indigenous development and 
manufacture proved to be infructuous. The  Committee note that the 
project for the develpment and manufacture of the ammunition was launched 
as an emergency measures after the Kutch Operation in 1965 and as time 
was of the essence of the programme, it could not wait for the detailed and 
m:ticulous planning that one would expect in projects ofthis nature. Orders 
for the manufacture of the ammunition had therefore, been placed on the 
Director General Ordnance Factories. In Novermber 1965, after the 
ballistic parameters of the ammunition, had been cleared by the Research 
& Development Organisation, inspite of the fact that the design of the vita1 
comDonents like cartridge cases and propellant had not been completed 
in all its asnects, in the expectation of a reasonable prospect of the designs 
being developed by the Armament Research and Development Establish- 
ment. Urifortunately, however, this expection did not materialise and even 
before the correct design of the propellant could be made available to the 
Director General Ordnance Factories, the requirement for the ammunition 
was said to have disappeared necessitating the cancellation of the orders for 
the ammunition in November 1968 and the premature abandonment 
of the project. 

[S. No. I, Para 1.27 of Appenlix V, Report 232nd, (5th Lok Sabh a)] 

Action Taken 

The reasons as to how the necessity arose in 1965 for launching of the 
Project for indigenous deuelopnent and manufacture of this ammunition 
on emergency basis hwe been evplained in the subsequent. Action Taken 
Note under Serial No. 2 Para 1.28. 

[1Mi?istry of Dzfence 0. A. (F. No. 1/36/76/D(Prod.) dated 9-8-1977]. 

*Includes expenditure on developmrnt of the ammunition (Rs. 3 44 lakhs) and financial 
repercussions after. rtcvcling of thc componmts manufacturrd (Rs. 5.34 lakhs). 

**Value of components mmufactured (Rs. 1 ~ $ . ~ 8  l a k h )  and cxpendituri on develop- 
ment (Rs. 3.44 lakhs). 



Recmmmendation 
The  Committee are conscious that as this was a vital weapon for the 

Army, a certain amount of risk had to be taken in this case on strategic 
.:considerations. It would however, appear from the facts stated below that 
-there had been a certain lack of planning and forethought in the indigenous 
manufacture of the ammunition and that adequate watch and control over 

\the project at Government level was lacking : 

(i) Though the shelf'life of 15 years of the available stock of im- 
ported ammunition for the gun, which were of 1943145 vintage, 
had expired much earlier, and therefore, could not be relied 
upon, the decision to manut'dcture the ammunition indigenously 
had been taken only in 1965, some Sve to seven years after the 
ammunition had oudived its usefulness. Since it was pointless 
having the guns without the necessary ammunition, and the 
indigenous supplies of an alternative weapon under production 
were also not coming up h s t  enough, the committee are unable 
to understand why the indigenous manufacture of the ammuni- 
tion had not been thought of earlier than in 1965 or recourse 
had not been taken to essential imports without waiting for some 
sort of a crisis t o  develop. 

(ii) Since initial difficulties in the development of an obsolete 
ammunition were only to be expected Government ought to 
have (after having decided belated to undertake its indigenous 
manufacture) contemporaneously and continuously monitored 
the progress of the project and ensured that it was complete with 
the requisite vigour and all possible speed. Unfortunately, 
however, this does not appear to have been donk, as a results 
of which a vital project could not produce results when they were 
needed most. 

(iii) Prompt and adequate action had also not been taken to curtail 
the manufacturing programme when i t  was known that the design 
of the ammunition had run into difficulties and that the gun for 
which the ammunition was intended was also in the process 
of being phased out of service. Since the order for the primer 
(cost Rs. 4.24 Iakhs) had been placed only in August 1967 
and the pilot batch of cartridge cases produced to the latest 
design were also only under proving trials at that time, action 
should have been taken after the August 1967 meeting of the 
Armament Committee either to cancel the orders or to ask the 
Director General Ordnance Factories to go slow with the 
manufacture of the ammunition and its components. Perhaps, 
in that case, much infructuous expenditure, particularly on the 
cartridge cases and the primer, could have been largely avoided. 

(Sr. No. 2, Para 1*28 of Appendix V 232nd Report, 5th Lok Sabha] 

Action taken 
Y * a 

As has been mantioned earlier, defects in the design were being ex- 
.~?erienced in the establishment of Carte. Case and Propellant. 



I t  was planned that the production of other items were to be continued 
..on priority so that as soon as designs of the balance items were cleared 
.manufacture could proceed expeditiously. 

I t  was only in 12/67 that General Staff reviewed their requirements 
when they reduced the order from ~ , ~ o , o o o  Nos. to 1,3o,ooo Nos. and 
subsequently in October, 1968 when the requirement came to nil the order 
was ultimately cancelled by DOS on 10th November, 1968. 

As such it was not known at the time of Armament Committee Meeting 
held in August 1967 that the Services requirements were to be reduced/ 
cancelled, and consequently, no decision would be given to go slow or 
cancel the order with the manufacture of the ammunition and its 
components. - 

[Ministry of Defence O.M. No. I (36)/76'D(Prod.) dated 9-8-1977]. 

Recommendation 
These technical aspects apart, the Committee are distressed that 

there was considerable delay in informing the Contractor (Cementation Co. 
Ltd.), who had constructed the foundation for the building, that the 
piles had failed to carry the guaranteed load and that he should undertake 
necessary remedial measures. Though defects in the building bad started 
developing from November 1970 onwards, the contractor was informed 
of the defects only in Dec. 71 for the first time and it was some six months 
later in June 72, that the contractor was told that remedial measures to 
relieve the extra stress on the piles to avoid further failure had been'were 
being taken by the department at his risk and expense. As a result of this 
long delay, the contractor had put forth tbe plea that as the maintenance 
period of twelve calendar months from the date of completion of the work 
was over, there was no obligation on his part to carry out any remedial 
measures. This delay has been attributed to the uncertainty then prevail- 
ing about the cause of the defects and the extent of liability of the con- 
tractor for the defects noticed. In any case, the Committee feel that 
adequate steps ought to have been taken, as soon as the defects came to 
notice. Responsibility should, therefore, be fixed for the lapse and a p  

pr opriate action taken. 
[Sl. No. 9 (Para 2 45) Appendix V to the 232nd Report of the Public 

Accounts Committee (1976-7.i)-(Fifth Lok Sabha)] 

Action taken 
The maintenance ?period of 12 months in respect of piling contract 

expired in December 1970. The defects noticed in the building in November 
1970 were of a minor nature and could not have been attributed to failure 
of piles. Therefore, the question of issuing a notice to the piling contractor 
in respect of these defects did not arise at that time. Major defects came 
to notice in May 1971 and they were attributed to the failure of certain 
piles by the Technical Committee which submitted its report in December 
197:. In May, 1971, the maintenance period of 12 months in respect 
of p~ling contract was already over. Therefore, the issue of the notice to 
the contractor in December 1971 did not make any material difference in 
so far as the contractual liability of the contractor is concerned. 

We however, invoked the farbitration clause whtn the contractor 
did not accept our claims. The Arbitrator vids q p i n t e d  on 3 1 s  January, 



1074 and out claims were filed before the Arbitrator. The contractor 
has, however, challanged the appointment of the Arbitrator in the Court 
af Subordinate Judge, in April, 1974. Due to the stay order of the court 
the matter has not been progressed further. Our view is that in the light 
of conditiona67 of the General Conditions of Contracts IAFW 2249, our 
claim is not jeopardised merely because the maintenance period of 12 months 
had expired. It was the responsibility of the contractor to design and 
construct the piles for specific loads after taking into consideration soil 
conditions and the contractor is to be held responsible because the piles 
have failed. 

The explanation of officers responsible for clearing the design and 
supervising the work have been received. In view of the court case, the 
finalisation of disciplinary action has been held over. The action taken 
will be intimated to the Public Accounts Committee as soon as a decision 
is taken on the explanation received. 

[Ministry of Defence U.O. No. 24(1)/76/2. &D(N-IV) dated 4-6-1977]. 

Recommendation 

The Committee have learnt that the case was referred to arbitration, 
on the advice of the Law Ministry, and that the contractor had obtained 
an injunction in a court against the arbitration proceedings. This seems 
to be a familiar story which is rather irritating. Where matters stand at 
present in this regard should be intimated to the Committee. 

[SI. No. 10 (Para 2.46) of Appendix V to the 232nd Report of the 
Public Accounts Committee (1976-77)-(Fifth Lok Sabha)) 

Action taken 

The main petition is yet to come up for hearing. The hearing is 
being adjourned from time to time, and is last posted for 22-6-77. 

[Ministry of Defence U.O. No. 24(1)/76/2 .46,'D(N-IV) dated 4-6-1 9771. 

Recommendation 

The Additional Secretary of the Ministry has been good enought to 
admit that the design and execution have both been defective and has 
informed the Committee that the Director General of the Naval Project 
had been asked to obtain the explanation of the officers concerned. Con- 
siderable time having lapsed since then, the Committee trust that the process 
would have been completed by now and would like to be apprised of the 
outcome and the action, if any, taken against the Officers found responsible 
for the defective design as well as laxity in supervising the contractor's 
work. 

[Sl. No. 14 (Para 2.68) of Appendix V to the 232nd Report of the 
Public Accounts Committee (1g76-77)--(Fifth Lok Sabha)] 

Action taken 

Explanations of three officers responsible for defective design and laxity 
in supervising the contractor's work had been called for in Feb. /April, 
1975 which included one retired officer who delayed giving his explanation 
which was received in Nov.,'December 1976 only. On going through 

La- - -- - 



the explanation of the retired officer, it has been decided in Feb.,1g77 
to call for the explanation of two more officers which are awaited. 

Finalisation of disciplinary action has been held over on account of 
the fact that the case is pending in the Court of Subordinate judge. As 
soon as action is completed the  same would be intimated to Public 
Accounts Committee. 

[Miristry of Defence U.O. No. 24(1)/76/2 .68/D(N-IV) dated 4-6-1977]. 

Recommendation 
As regards regularisation of the losses arising from these transactions, 

the Committee have learnt that in respect of the first case, the State Elec- 
tricity Board has been approached for refund of the excess charges and 
that if these efforts failed the case would be referred to arbitration. As 
for the second case, the Chief, Engineer concerned has been asked to 
regularise the excess payment in view of the fact that no individual had been 
held to be responsible for the lapse. The Committee would like to know 
the latest position in this regard. 

[S. No. 20 (Para 3.38) of Appendix V to 232nd Report of PAC 
(5th Lok Sabhaj 1976-771. 

Action taken 

As regards the first case, the same has been referred to Chairman 
Alaharashtra State Electricity Board, Bombay for refund of excess payment. 
A preliminary meeting was held in June, 1976. A further meeting was 
also held in October, 1976. The Chairman Maharashtra State Electricity 
Board was again contracted on 29th November, 1976 to discuss matter 
further. A subsequent meeting was held with the Technical Member 
of Maharashtra State Electricity Board at Poona on 24th February, 1977 
where in the need to settle the matter at the earliest was emphasised. The 
matter is being pursued vigorously with the Chairman Maharashtra State 
Electricity Board and efforts are being made to finalise the issue at the 
earliest in consultation with him. In case the issue is not resolved through 
negotiation, the case will be referred to arbitration. 

As regards the second case, the question of regularisation of excess 
payment has been examined by administrative authority and a loss state- 
mert fcr Ks. 2,52,312 - recommending write-off by the competent 
authority has now been prepared and the action is in hand to finalise this 
case. 

A further note indicating further development relating to finalisation 
of negotiation with the Maharashtra State Electricity Board in the first 
case and regularisation of the amount of Rs. 2,53,312 - in the seccnd case 
will be submitted to PAC in due course. 

[Ministry of Defence U.O. No. 15(2) 76'D(W-11) dated the 24th May, 771. 

Recommendation 

c'The facts brought out in the preceding paragraphs in regard to the 
.execution, for camouflage purposes of an arboricdture scheme at an Air 
Force station give rise to serious misgivings in the mind of the Committee. 



Judging from the findings of the different Courts of Inquiry and the con- 
flicting views expressed on this case by the Military Engineer Services. 
and the Air Force authorities, and in the absence of adequate recorded 
evidence for the purchase of seeds and saplings, completion of various 
jobs, handing and taking over of the trees claimed to have been planted as 
well as for the alleged destruction of a large number of trees by accidental 
outbreaks of fire, the Committee cannot accept the plea that out of the total 
number of 51,657 trees claimed to have been planted at a cost of Rs. I .31 
lakhs, as many as 30,212 trees (58 per cent) had been destroyed by fire and 
another 18,345 trees (35 per cent) had failed to take root. On the basis 
of the evidence made available to them, the Committee are inclined to agree 
with the Commander of the Air Force Station who felt that the fact whether 
such a large number of trees had actually been planted needed investigation 
by an independent agency." 

[S. 26 (Paras 5.28) of Appendix V to q 2 n d  Report of PAC (5th Lok Saha)] 

Action Taken 

The Inquiry Report by DS(Vig) submitted on 1-6-77 indicates that 
75,162 trees were planted against the three sanctions. Out of these, 31,255 
(42 per cent) trees got destroyed by fire and 22,965 (31 per cent) did not take 
root. The details given by the Inquiry Oficer are at appendix (not printed). 
The record of the GE under whose supervision the plantation was done, 
disclosed a set of figure that was different from what had been reported 
earlier. During the inquiry conducted during the period 10th May, 1977 
to 16th May, 1977 it was not possible to examine the veracity of the infor- 
mation available on GE's record due to the distance of time. It  was, 
however, found that the said statistical particulars had been incorporated 
by the GE in the quarterly progress reports submitted to the . local Air 
Force authorities. An attempt to reconcile the discrepancy could not be 
made as the feed-back on the basis of which GE had compiled the Report 
was not available on the record. 

No evidence other than the information on the record of the GE and 
the Air Force authorities was available to conclusively take a view on the 
actual number of trees planted. -4 physical counting of the trees planted 
under the Arboriculture Scheme during the inquiry was also not possible 
as such trees could not be distinguished from the trees that have been the 
result of natural growth over the years. 

[Min. of Defence O.M. h'o. 17(1), 76 7749 D(Air-11) dated 31 October, 
19771 

Recommendation 

'cIncidently, the Court of Inquiry assembled in Nov. 1971 is found to 
have observed, incer alia, that the projects being old, all persons concerned 
and the relevant information were not available. Apparently, there were 
a number of missing links which had not been satisfactorily explained. 
The Committee fail to understand why the officers concerned had not been 
summoned from other stations and the position clarified before the Court. 
The Engineering authorities, however, conte~ded that the non-production 
of the relevant witnesses and documents bef'ore the Court of Inquiry had 
not been brought to their notice earlier. The Committee take a serious 
view of this lapse and would like to be informed of the correct factual 



position in this regard which was also to be gone into by the Inquiry- 
Officer." 

[S. No. 29 (Para 5.31) of Appendix V to q 2 n d  Reporvof PAC (5th Lok. 
Sabha)] : 

Action Taken 

DS(Vig) ~ e ~ o r t  findings in this respect are reproduced below :- 

"At this distance of time, it would not be feasible to detect lapses or 
individual officers either on the MES side or the Air Force 
side and fix responsibility for the same. However, with a view 
to avoiding recurrence of such lapses Government have issued 
suitable instructions vide Appendix (Not printed). 

The Court of Inquiry which assembled in Nov., 1971 had two mem- 
bers in addition to the Presiding Officer, one of whom had 
already functioned as the Presiding Officer of the Board of Officers. 
The AEE and Senior Administrative Officer who gave statements 
on behalf of the MES and the Hqrs. 5 Wing respectively, had 
been questioned by the Court of Inquiry on issues which were 
crucial to the investigation. It  was stated by the AEE that the 
trees planted under the aboriculture scheme were not brought 
on chnrgz in any register as no instruction was laid down in this 
regard. Expenditure incurred in respect of all the three jobs 
executed for planting the trees was supported by documentary 
evidence i .e .  montly expenditure returns and Construction 
Accounts duly verified by the Audit." 

It would thus appear from the above that representative of the MESS 
did appear before the Inquiry Committee. 

[hlin. of Defence O..I.l. No. 17(r) 76 7749 D(Air-11) dated 3 I October, 
1977)l 

Recommendation 
According to the findings of the Court of Inquiry, assembled in April, 

f973 to investigate into the loss, the subject stores had been stolen from 
the jetty, while they were in the custody of the Port authorities, by unidenti- 
fied professional thieves, in collusion with one or more persons of the Port 
Trust and one or more persons of thr then Port Police. The Cornmiittee 
have also been informed that immediately after the theft came to leght, 
the Port Commissioners had ordered a departmental enquiry and r gis- 
tered a case with the Police and C.I.D. The Committee would like to be 
informed of the outcome of these investigations. 

[S. No. 33 (Para 6-26) of Appendix \' to 232nd Report of PAC (5th 
Lck Sabha)] 

Action Taken 
A joint investigation was made by the Port Cornmissionrs, Calcutta 

and the Port Police authorities. According to the Police Report, some 
persons were arrested by them and certain quantity of Ferromolybdenum 
was seized. Chemical analysis carried out on the seized material revealed 
that it did not conform t3 the Ferromolybdenum stolen from port Custody. 



Persons arrested were subsequently released by the Police. No clue tcrL the 
.actual thieves could be found by the Police. 

[Min. of Defence u.o No. 12 (12)/76/D(Mov), dated 23-5-1977] 

Recommendation 
The evidence in this case also reveals a certain neglect and indifference 

on the part of the Defence authorities. Long before the arrival of the stores, 
the Embarkation Headquarters had, as an extra precaution called for by 
the situation obtaining at that time in and around Calcutta, requested the 
consignee factory, on 18th August, 1970, to arrange qn escort for the stores 
from the docks to the factory. A copy of this letter had also been endorsed 
to the Director General, Ordnance Factories who, while unwilling to accept 
any responsibility for the security of the stores, had pointed out, on 27th 
August, 1970, that under the instructions in vogue, the responsibility for 
arranging an escort rested with the Embarkation authorities at the ports 
and had, therefore, advised the Embarkation Headquarters to take neces- 
sary action in this regard. The  consignee had also been instructed simul- 
taneously to intimate, 'by return of post', whether the stores were required 
to be despatched to the factory under escort, and a copy of this letter had 
been endorsed to the Director of Movements, Army Headquarters. While 
the Director of Movements took no action on the copy of the letter received 
by him, since action to arrange for the escort was required to be taken by 
the Embarkation Headquarters, in consultation with the local Military 
Commander, and not by the Army Headquarters, the consignee factory 
had not replied either to the letter dated 18th August, 1970 from the Em- 
barkation Headquarters or to that dated 27th Augilst, 1970 from the Director 
General, Ordnance Factories till a telegram was again issued on 8th Sept- 
ember, 1970. It is also not clear to the Committee why the Embarkation 
Headquarters, having considered it necessary to take extra precautions 
during transit, despite the fact that the consignment was not one of the items 
required, under regulations, to be despatched under escort, had not pursued 
this question to its logical conclusion in consultation with the local com- 
mander. 

[S. No. 36(Para 6.28) of Appendix V to 232nd Report of PAC (5th 
Lok Sabha)] 

Action Taken 
The situation arose becaue according to the instructions then prevailing 

vide Army Headquarters, General Staff Branch's letter Xo. 0308 I 'MOz, 
dated 14th June, 1955 the responsibility regarding provision of escorts for 
various consignees was not clearly defined. Instructions for provision of 
escorts for these stores in transit in India have s i x e  bee- revised azde Army 
Headquarters, General Staff Branch's letter No. 62742 GS'M02, dated 
29th May, 1972. According to these instructions Embarkation Headquar- 
terslArea Commanders are not responsible for provision of escorts for 
stores intended for or emanating from Director General, Ordnance Factorrs 
or any other department of the Government of India. The ambiguity 
which existed in the previous instructions and on the basis of which con- 
signee Director General, Ordnance Factories did not provide the escort 
has been removed. So far as provision of escorts for stores intended for 
or emanating from Direcror General, Ordnance Factories, is concerned, 
the General Managers of Ordnance Factories are now empowered to detail 

-such escorts anywhere in India for collection of stores. 
[Min. of Defence uo. No. 12(12)/76/D(Mov), dated 26-5-1977]. 



CHAPTER V 

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

Recommendation 

The Committee note that the defects in the damaged building had 
been rectified, at a cost of Rs. 86,063, at the contractor's risk and expense, 
and that the case had been referred to arbitration at the contractor's instance. 
Though the arbitrator had awarded a sum of Rs. 19,833 only in favour of 
Government, the award has been challenged by the contractor in a court. 
The Committee would like to be informed of the present position of this 
case and if it is still pending in a court of law, they would urge Government 
to ensure its expeditious disposal. 

[S. No. 15 (Para 2.69) of Appendix V to the 232nd Report of the Public 
Accounts Committee (1976-77)-(Fifth Lok Sabha)] 

Action Taken 

In June 76 the case was dismissed by the Subordinate Court for no n- 
appearance of the petitioner. Accordingly, decree was passed by Court 
in terms of arbitration award. After receipt of the Court decision, Rs. 
10,740~'- were recovered from the Security Deposits of the contractor with 
Director General, Naval Project. Before the balance decretal amount 
could be realised from the contractor, the contractor again filed an applicat- 
tion in the Subordinate Court for setting aside the earlier Court decision.- 
The following are the dates of hearing,iadjournments so far :- 

(a) First hearing. . 24-9-76 
(b) Hearing adjourned . 21-1-77 
(c) Hearing adjourned. . I 8-2-77 
(d) Hearing adjourned . 20-3-77 
(e) Next date of hearing . 9-6-77 

Director General Naval Project has been instructed to ensure quickest 
possible disposal. A further note will be submitted to the Public Accounts 
Committee as soon as the case is finalised. 

[Min. of Defence U.O. No. 24(1)/76/2.69'D (N-IV) Dated 04 June 19771 

Recommendation 

l t  is true that, as has been contended by the Ministry, smce the theft 
in the present case had occurred when the stores were in the custody of the 
Port Commissioner, the provision of an escort would not have prevented 
the loss that took place prior to their despatch to the consignee. Com- 
mittee cannot however, lose sight of the fact that adequate attention had 



apl uently not been paid to important communications relating to a sensi- 
tive item of stores. It is regrettable that even in an area where the concerned 
authorities themselves considered some special security arrangements to 
be necessary much time was taken up in conculsive correspondence. 
The Committee would, therefore, like the Ministry to examine the reasons 
for the neglect particularly on the part of the consignee factory, with a view 
:o taking appropriate remedial measures. 

IS. No. 77 (Para 6-29) of Appendix V to 232nd Report of PAC (5th 
Lok Sabha)] 

Action Taken 

Reply to this recommendation will be furnished by the Deparnnent or 
Defence Production. 

rMin. of Defenr- u. o. No. 12(12)/76/D(Mov), dated 23-5-1977.] 

NEW DELHI, 
December 19, 1977. -- 
Apahayana 28, 1899 ( S ) .  

C .  M. STEPHEN, 
Chairman, 

Public Accounts Committee. 



APPENDIX 

- - -- Cmsolidated statement of Conclusions/Recommmdations 
. - - -- - - -- 

S1. Para MinisuyIDepartment concerned Coclusion/Recommendation 
No. No. - 
I 2 3 4 

I 1.7  Deptt. of Defence Production The Committee are unable to appreciate why 
production of certain components of the equipment 
was undertaken and "continued on priority" when the design 
for the propellant, which was an indispensable part of the 
equipment, was still under development. The Committee 
would like Government to enquire into the circumstances 
in which pre-mature production of individual components 
of the equipment was undertaken so as to satisfy themselves 
that the resultant infructuous expenditure was not on account 
of bad planning or lack of coordination between different 
agencies of the Government and to learn a lesson for the 
future. 

2 I .  10 Ministry of Defence The Committee see no reason why action against officers 
responsible for defective designing and supervision of the 
work should be held over until after the Court case is decided. 
The arbitration proceedings and the Court case is between 
the contractor and the Government and its outcome should 



I . 1 3  hlinistry of Defence 

I .16 Ministry of Defence 

5 I .19 hlinistry of Defence 

not have any impact on the performance and conduct of the 
officers concerned. The Committee would like Government 
to finalise action against the officers without any further dely. 

The Committee need hardly emphasise the need for early 
conclusive action in regard to both the cases of excess payments. 

The Committee are unhappy to note that the 1 1 1 . 7  iy 
Report by the Deputy Secretary (Vigilance) in the Detence 
Ministry revealed a discrepancy in the figures furnished ~arlier 
in regard to the trees planted and those destroyed, an l  that 
during the inquiry the veracity of the statistical parnc-ulars 
furnished earlier by the Garrison Engineer could not be 
examined due to ''distance of time" and non-availability 
on records of the feedback on the basis of which the Garrison 
Engineer had compiled the Report. The Committee cannot 
but regard this position as extremely unfortunate. 

Notwithstanding the findings of the Court of Enquiry, 
the Committee consider the position held by the A.E.E. 
"that the trees planted under the arboriculture scheme were 
not brought on charge in any register as no instruction was 
laid down in this regard" as highly unsatisfactory and 
contemptable. 

I .2a Ministry of DefenceiDeptt. of Defence The Committee are unaware whether the investigation 
Production by police and security personnel also covered the aspect of 

collusion on the part of the stafFof Port Trust in the theft 



by outsiders. If it has not already been done, the Committee 
would like it to be inquired into with a view to take action 
against the delinquent officers. 

I .25 hiinistry of Defence,'Deptt. of Defence The Committee regret that according to Government's 
Production. own admission, the non-provision of escorts for the stores 

during their transit from dock to the factory was due to the 
fact that under the existing instructions, "the responsibility 
regarding provision of escorts for various consignees was 
not clearly defined." The Committee hope that with the 
issue of clarificatory instructions in 1972 pinpointing re- 
sponsibility for provision of escorts during transit the danger 
of mischief or theft of valuable defence stores during transit 
would be minimised. 
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