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INTRODUCTION 

I. the Chairman of the Public Aecounts Committee, 38 authorbed 
by the Committee do present on their behalf the Fifty-Mth Repart 
on the Statement made on 18th May, 1966 in the Lok Sabha by the 
Minister of Fwd, Agriculture, Community Development and Co- 
operation relating to para 4.128 of the 50th Report of the P A C  
(Third Lok Sabha). 

2. The Public Accounts Committee at their sitting held on the 
13th July, 1966 decided to appoint er Sub-Committee to consider the 
matter. 

3. The Sub-committee and the main Committee considered and 
approved the Report (now Chapter I )  at their sittings held on the 
26th July. 1966. 

4. As mentioned in Chapter I1 of this Report, the Committee were 
subsequently requested by Shri C. Subramaniam, Minister of Food, 
Agriculture, Community Development and Co-operation to give him 
an opportunity to meet the Chairman and the members of the Pub- 
lic Accounts Committee. His evidence was recorded at their sitting 
held on 1st August, 1966, by which time, the Committee had already 
finalised their Report (now Chapter I ) .  This late request from the 
Minister has causcd some avoidable inconvenience to the Committee. 
They hope that such a situation would not arise in future and this 
case will not be treated as a precedent. 

5. The Committee considered and approved Chapter I1 of this 
Repo~ t  at their sitting held on 2nd August, 1966. 

6. A record of the proceedings of the sittings of the Sub-commit- 
tee and the main Committee has been maintained and forms part 
of this Report (Part ' 11). 

7. The Committee place on record their appreciation of the assis- 
tance rendered to them in thcir examination by the Comptroller and 
Auditor General of India. 

'Not pnnted. (OnecycloJtyb?3 copy laid on the Tabk of the House md 0 ~ c  
copies p k d  in the Pubmicut L~brary). 



R. k MORAIUCh, 
ehsmm, 

Public Accountr Committee. 



CHAPTER 1 

On the 18th May. 1986, shri C, Subaaraoniun, the M b i ~ b a t r  of 
Food, Agriculture. Community Development and Cooperation, who 
wen during the tclevant period (November, 1lM2 to July, 1865), the 
NUnlsttt ef Stnl and Heavy Industries (herclnalkr referred to .g 
'the Mlnistcr') mado a stetement in the Lok a b h a  wlth regard to 
the sttpple~errtaries asked on the 17th May, 19436 arising out of the 
s b n r d  qucstfcrn No. 1688 dated 19th May. 1988 After the statement 
of the Minister, a number of supplenlentarics werc raised. Accord- 
mg to Lhe Minister, certain material facts were not placed before 
the Public Accounts Committee when they conaidered the matter. 
In this context the hon. Speaker observed as under: 

** . . . . . . .The Minister has said that all them facts were not 
before the Public Accounts Committee. We will scMf 
it on to the Public Accounts Committee. rf they fed 
that they have considered all these questions, they can 
say that.. . and If they want to look into that and 
modify their opinion they can do that also. . . ." 

1.2. The statement of the Minfster as well as the suppltmeritaries 
r a i d  on that are at Appendix I. 

1.3. At their sitting held on 13th July, 1968 the Public Accounts 
Commfttee decided to appoint a sub-Committee considing of the 
follewing Members to cansidsr this matter: 

Shri R. R. Morark.--6hairman 

Members 

2. Shri 6.blvaji Rao S. Deehmukh 
3. Shri Charlrn J. Kappcnr 
4. &hri M. R. Krhhnrm 
5. Shri B. P. Maurya 
6. Shri Rakash Vir Shustri 

. , 7. Shri U. M. Trivedi 
. 8. Shri M. C. Shah 



1 4  Zhe SUM:&- took evidence of the SQcrc(uy, Minlsbp 
of Iron urd Stcd in this connection at t k i r  sitting held on 21st 
July, 1966. 

1.5. The Public Amounts Committee (1965-66) in para 4128 of 
their FiWeth Rcpon had observed u under: 

"The Sub-Commltke are: unable to understand the crircum- 
stamas under which the NIniokr changed his pmious 
orderr ro m n  that the businerr ouspclrdcm with Mfs. 
Amln Chand Pyuelal group of Arms should not be 
communkated to other Govt. departments." 

1.6. The Committee had made this observation on the basis of 
the cvldmce tendered before them by the Secretary, Ministry of 
Iron and Steel as sumrnarilsed in paras 4.128 and 4.ln of their 
Flftieth Report (1965-66) and in particular, the Committee would 
like to refer to the reply given by the Secretary on 103-1966 to a 
6pectfk question put to him: 

"Q. Why Minister changed his mind that it should not be 
communicated to other departments. 

A. I cannot answer what made the Minister to do so." 

1.7. In the opinion of the Committee, the fallowing points out of 
the Minister's statement need examination by them: 

1. that the order suspending transaction for the first time 
between this Arm (Amin Chand Pyarelal group of firms) 
and H.S.L. ,was passed by the Minister in December, 1962; 

2. that it is rather surprising to him that an observation should 
have been made suggesting that he had reconsidered 
certain orders without adequate mason; 

3. that his first order dated 28th June, 1963 was sent to the 
Iron and Steel Controller in a draft form; 

4. that nn 20th July, 1963, one of the -epresentatives of this 
Arm-Mr. Jit Paul sought and had an interview with him, 
when the representative apologized for what might have 
been mistakes on their part and made a request that the 
Iron and Steel Controller might be permitted to deal with 
them in the usual manner as before; 

(On 22nd July, 1963 the representative of the Plrm wrote a 
letter to the Minister about his interview with him.) 



5. that on full consideration he decided that there was no ca* 
for acceding to the -st of the Rrm to be permittad to 
bave dealings with the- Iron and Steel Control and that 
the order of the punisbent should stand tn regurd to 
dealing with the Iron and Steel Controller; 

6. that in view of the eaessment of the Transport MMsty, 
however, he decided to reconsider the decision in reg& 
to application of the suspension order to dealings with the 
other Ministries. 

1.8. The above points raised in the Minister's statement were 
considered by the committee and an dealt with In subsequent paras. 

1.9. It was stated by the Ministry of Iron and Steel that they 
issued an order on 16th November, 1962 that all business dedinga 
with Mjs. Amin Chand Pyarelal group of firms should be suspended 
by H S L .  and Iron and Steel Controller until the dispute leading to 
accumulation of semis at the pons wes finally settled. As the dig- 
p u t  between these parties and the Government has not yet (July, 
1966) been settled the suspension order is still in force. 

1.10. The Committee obbclve that tbare b an inaccurrcy in the 
month mmtdoned by the Minister. The first order of ruspsnrk,n 
was passed by tbe Minister in November, 1962 (on 16th November, 
1962) and no( in December, 1962 as mentioned in the statement. 
The r e h a n t  portion of this order of the Minister & reproduced 
below: 

"Till this matter with MIS. Amin Chand Pyarelal group i s  
finally settled, no contract of any sort should be cnterard 
into with them either by H.S.L. or by Iron and S h l  . 

. Controller . . . . . . . .  99 

1.11. Instructions were accordingly issued by the Minietry on 
16th November, 1962 to the H.S.L. as well as to the Iron and Steel 
Controller for immediate action. 

1.12. In the second case, in connection with irregular disposal of 
nearly 700 tons of imported rounds by Mls. Surrendra Overseas, the 
Secretary made the following suggestion on 28th June, 1963: 

"Suspension of business dealings with the firm (and its allied 
an# assodated concern) by the Iron and Steel Controller ' for a period of two years will, 1 think, meet the require- 
ments of the case!' 



1.H. me Yiniibar did md 8gme rtOI t;bt sem-y md powsd 
the Wbwing andct ar ebb mae b y :  

"It shoukl be a general ordet so that other Qavcrnmcat 
bqwttments and frenttutjans a b  do not derl with these 
Rnna." 

1.15. The Minister in his statement had stated that his orders 
dated 28th June, 1963 that the suspension should affect all the Gov- 
ernment Deptts. w e n  sent to the Iron and Steel Cantrolhr in a b i t  
forfn. It  was stated in written replies furnished by the Ministry of 
Irma and Steel that the orders of the Minister dated 28th June, 1963 
were not conveyed to the Iron and Steel Controller in a draft form. 
DuFing evidence when the Committee aaked the Secretary how he 
na#oiled t b ia  with the rtatement made by the lvlrnistet that hi:, 
miam ware ~ n t  in 8 draft form, the ~ecte ta ry ,  Ministry of lrtm and 
M rfrtsd: 

"r2ltrm was a alight or mlnar caror in the Mindrt&r statement. 
I had not men it before I t  was iwucd; athamtire I would 
have pointed it out." 

He fwtber added that the oFders of the Mlnwtm wwe cumyed to 
tbb &WI and S-1 Controller on 39th June, 1W in tha! following 
wwb: 

'The matter has been examlaed and rt has been decided that 
businem dealinm should be suspended with MIS. Surrendra 
Overmas and its associated conamxu for I peciOd of two 
yeam with immadi.k efttct. A general or& may plarre 
be issued immcdiakly under the bW-lnting cod&, so that 
other Government Deptts. and Government Institutions 
may also not deal with t h w  Arms for o period specified 
above. A copy of the order m y  please be sent Co me as 
wan M it i s  issued." 

1.16. Asked further if, according to his understanding. the above 
q w a r r d ~ r v r s I n a h f t f o r a r o r ~ i t a A n a I a n l t r . h e I r t a ~ :  

"At that time thy undembndhg was that it waro a complete 
&r." 



1 ~ ~ . I t f . 9 . j k r n t t i . m t e ~ j S k C ~ ~ t k ~ t m d a W  
m b 4 r # ~ H g u a m . p e t l a , ~ 9 # 1 1 B h . 1 a C ~ - - *  
~ t + t b * I n r d S a a d C r r f U t ( r l h r r r & o ~ 1 ~ J l g t , l m .  EBL 
r S m d < k . k n ~ & r s ~ t w ! w ~ C . c c q ~ 1 b u t t k w r ,  
o r b r r r s r ~ r Y ~ 8 d d t P o r r a ' .  

1.18. Tht o d m  at t k  Mlnitttrr d8td 28th June, 1- werc com- 
mmi~lrted to the lm and Steel Cmtdler an 29th June. lW8. It b 
pertinent to m ~ , € k m  here that it is an record that these orders tRare 
isoied after the Deputy Secttti~ry, Ministry of Iron and Steel had 
d b m r d  this case with the Dy. Iran and Steel C m b l l c r .  who dm 
felt that the decision should be in lr~pect of nut only M/s. Surrendre 
&mas but rlwl all their allied concerns. It is strong@ to ncvk that 
the same Dy. Iron and Steel Controller changed his mind end on 6th 
July, 1963, he foxwarded a draft of an order in which he proposed 
suspending businnne &dingo with thia group of firms but mq-g 
lf tbc p r a p t d  ordm should Covhr two rorolling mi* and a ddpp 
ing concern. The matter was nconsklend in the M i d m  mid fi 
was decided an 12th July. 1988 that the cluopansiom should apply to 
thore concerns which dealt primarily in trade and ccmmstm. The 
two rt~rofiing milk were ~ccarriingiy excluded iram the soaps d 
the suspension order. The revised imtmctiona we* ) r s d  oh latk 
Jdy, lM3 to the Iron and S t 4  Contmilar and he was aleo rwpe#tad 
that the orders (regarding suspension of buaineas dealin@) might be 
issued imtnedfately and a copy sent ta the Ministry. 

1.19. Instead of acting immediately on the instruotipna issued by 
the Ministry on 12th July. 1963 the Iron rrad Steel Controller made 
a second back reference on 17th July, 1063 (copy at Appendix 111) 
enquiring if suspension order was to be applied to Apeejay L h s ,  
which was a shipping concern. He also added that before surpenuion 
order is passed in regard to international Shipping line, pgrhsrp the 
Minlstry of Trampart should alao be consulted. He f W k  -#ht 
~natructiona clarifying as to whether the order was propod k, be 
issued under para 5 of the Standardized Code of black-1Wag. This 
letter of the Iron and Steel Contrailer should normally have been 
rcccived in the mini st^ in about two days i.e. on 18th or I'Gth July, 
1965. I t  was, however, dealt with by the Deputy Secretary on 22nd 
July, 1963. Meanwhile, Mr. Jit Paul-+ repreaentatlve of $he ffnn 
sought and had an interview with the Minister on 20th July, 1963. 

1.20. The Committee pointed out that the Iron and Steel Cnntroller 
in his letter dated 6th July, 1963 had made a refeeme to a n  the 
three firms-two re-roUing milk awl a ahippfng cowem llbd tht 
Deputy Secretary who processed this case WPIL~Q~ to exdwta fwo 
re-ru1Ung mills arad to this the Secretary and the Miniaer agreed om 



9th July, 1968 oad 12th July, 1963 rcspccfjvdy, The Commtttet m- 
qulnxl when the Mintrtry gave a rewid  older am 12th July, 1963 
akkr amridering Iron uxi Steul Controller's let- dated 6th July, 
lPga what w u  the n d t y  hor the Ihm and S-1 Controller to make 
a second reference on 17th July, 1963. In view of the principle en- 
unciated by the Ministry in tbeir letter doted 12tb Jdy, 1963 that the 
Annr whlch primarily dealt in trrrdo end commerce were to be cov- 
ered by their order there was no scope for the Iron and Steel Coa- 
troller to maJse a m n d  bock reference. A shipping line was cer- 
tainly covered by trade and commerce. It was not an industrial con- 
cern. To this the Secretary. Hin~stry of Iron & Steel replied--- 

"I would only say that our own letter of the 12th (July. 1W) 
was not very specific an this point." 

1.U. Tbe Committee feel that djcr the cluificatian given by the 
adlaifby d iron and Mnl on 12th July. 1983 that the wspcnaion 
droocld appIy te t b  JIM .ad rsrrariatcd caaccrna which primarily 
d a l t  in -6 am! caarnmt. there was no point in the Iron amd Steel 
*Coatro&r mWng a m d  back reference an 17th July, 1983 since a 
B i m  Mne i s  mmully to bo included in t d e  and mmmcrte. The 
Ministry bad applied its mind to this CMC cm 12th July. 11)65 when 
tbey excluded indudrial units only tram the scope of this order. The 

CqmfmitCec raqn( to net@ that this d a n c e  of the iron and Stccl 
Coaboller dated 17th July, 1863 IrrcLcd judification and delayed the 
implammtatiioa d the order of the Minihler dated 28th .tune. 1963 
( a k h  m a  t8 be carried out imnrr#liately as per the instructions 
issued on OOtb June and 12th July, 1963) by more than a month The 
final orden were imred only on 3101 July, 1963. 

1.22. The Committee enquired as to why some of the 21 firms men- 
tioned in the 'list of associated Arms of Messrs Amin Chand Pyarelal 

"i.rnfahed to the P.A.C. ( 1 W )  and included in Appendix XXXIX 
,of their 50th &port, as also the one referred to in the Iron and Steel 
Controller's letter dated 23rd December, 1957, had not been included 
in the suspension order issued on 31st July, 1963. The Secretary pro- 
mised to check up why other Arms were nct included in the order. 

123. The C o m m l t t ~ ~  would like to be informed about this in due 
~~ 

1.24. The Minister in his statement further stated that on 20th 
July, 1963, Mr. Jit Wul---a representative of the firm sough! and had 
an interview with him. 



I& In written nplies to q W o m  as to (i) haw the mprwnta- 
tive of the ARn came to know that mme~ action was being taken 
against his firm between 28th June, 1969 and 20th July, 1963 (li) whe- 
ther any communication was sent to the Arm by the Ministry Or the 
Iron and Steel Controller, and (iii) whether action for sugpending 
business dealings was not canfldential, the Ministry of Iron and Steel 
stated as under: 

"No communication was sent to the firrrr by the Ministry of Iron 
and Steel. It is confirmed that this was a confidential order. 
It has been verified from the Iron and Steel Controller 
that he did not send any communication to the firm. It 
is not known how Shri Jit Paul came to know about the 
order." 

1.26. During evidence the Committee etrquircd if the orders re- 
garding suspension of business black-listing were confldc.ntla1, haw 
the representative of the firm came to know about it. The Secretary 
stated "We do nut know as to haw he came to know tibout that. 

. . .Unfortunately certain things always are leaked out and we do 
not know as to how they are leaked out." 

1.27. The Committee enquired if any inquiry had been m ~ d e  about 
this leakage o f  confidential information the Secretary replied in the 
negative. 

128. In this cam the lrun and Steel Cwttrdlcr made cr wcund back 
refemca to the Ministry of Iron urd Stcel on 17th July, 1963. It 
w a l d  have been received on or about 19th July, 1963 in the Mtnirtry 
in Nenv Delhi. It is a strange caincidence that tba rwprtwentativs of 
the Arm saw the Minister on 2Oth July, 1W3 i.e. about the namc time 
tbe second reference from the Iron and S t 4  Controller wan rtcolvad 
in the Ministry. It appears to the Committee tho1 tho information 
r e g d i n g  suspension of buahess dealings bad already leaked out Co 
the 'puty concerned. Tbey regret to note that lnrpite of tbe f.ct 
that web orders are caddentid, a len-e took place and that no 
inquiry hur so far beem conducted by tbe Minintry into the enrucr of 
tbe same. 

1.29. The Committee asked the Secretary why, in his evidence be- 
fore the PA.C. (196566) from 9th to 12th March, 1986, he did not 
mention to the Committee that a representative of the flrm Mr. Jit 
Paul had seen the Minister on 20th July, 1963 particularly as the 
Minister had discussed this with him and the letter dated 22nd July, 
1963 from the firm was on the Ale. The Secretary, Ministry of Iron 
and Steel stated: . 

"On Qle note portion I found no reference to the letter. I read 
note portion. Unfortunately the note made no reference 



130. Thereupon the Cornmittae brought to the notice of the wit- 
ness the fact that there was a noting on the Ale dated 23th July, = 
(immcuiistely after the noting of the Secretary dated 23rd July, 1963 
on the m e  pege), mentioning abwt the letter received from At/$. 
Surrendm Overseas. 

1.32. In written rqlies furnished by the Ministry of Iron and 
Steel It wos stated that there was no record on their Ale to ahow 
what dfmsston took place between Mr. Jll Paul and the Minlstsr 
except what had been stated in Shrf Jit Paul's letter dated !2Wl 
July, 1969 (Appendix IV) as no record of this interview dated 20th 
July, 1963 was separately avaifable on the &cia1 Ales of the 
MMrtry . 

1.33, The Cammlttcc pointed out that they did not And m y  re- 
fe~enrrs to the reasons which ma& the Minister change an = 
July, 19(19 hir pccvlour order dated m h  June, 1963 either in the 
avid- or in the fllc. The Secretary in reply stated that the Minis- 
ter had given nrwns  in his rtatement The Ministry obtained the 
vtewa of the aPnilport Mlnbtry. There was hls (Minister's) dfwnta- 
don with the rcpmmntative of the flnn. All these were the reasons. 
Thereupon the Committae poinbd out that the views of the Trans- 
port Minirtry were that Appeejay Lines should not be included. - As 
to Why the MinWer revised hlr ordtrs so sash from one of general 
-tion ta that of suspension appliceble to Iron and Steel Cont- 
roller only was still not clear as no reasons for this change haa been 
xeumded. 

144. Adced how the Minister passed his arders on 23rd July, 
1968 that the suspeNkrn order ahodd only be restricted to the Imn 
aad Steel Controller and need not be circJated to all the depart- 
meat, the Secretary stated "He (Minister) mbequently churged 
his mind." In view of his (Secretary's) noting dated 23td Jufy, 1963 
to the effect that be had dkusaed the case with the Minister, the 
Committee enquired whether he (ZSccretary) contributed to the 



1.35. Th, Commlttec w d d  ULLO to pohrt aut that they hnd not 
m y ~ r l i . e t d P d o l r  afwsl:b a r t b i n - I  
- ~ ~ . ~ a i t l . a i c t r m u ~ l t ~ a t  m a w  ~k C I Y ~  
d k a , b a s r m w , ~ M m u s ~ t o ~ ~ ~  
~ . r 4 u w M b t b M ; l i . b t ~ h k O e d l l t a f # I t h J 1 1 # c l ~  
h P a b l ~ ) o f ~ r r l . ~ t , U l d : & # u r ( w u k a r ) ( r b k ! r h 9 * b t b  
lrwn ud Steel Controller onlg and not to otbm dtprrtmeata d 
Qrrrrrrmurt. The Crmmiffee fael th*t psrhrp~ tbc vidt of tbe re- 
prWgbtlps d tb4 bm en rO(b Jdy,  1OIS migbt have m e t h e  to 
& r r l Q t l r e m v b k r o t ~ ~ o t t b o M i i n t s b c r m 2 & d S u l y , l ~  
&.rr...r O h  reclsans fer this revision oven &er tha datJldl ex- 
rmiluth by the Canmittee dl11 remain somewhat obmam, srpclcl- 
Jly in dew d the tact that a s tmhr lrurpmnniou wdh dated lltb 
Novaabca, was still in opantion. 

1.36. In this connection the Committee would also like to mention 
here that the Arst order of the Minister dated 16th November, 1962 
suspending business dealings between the Iron and Steel Controller 
and H.S.L. on the one side and these parties on the other was still in 
force on 28th June, ID83 when the second order of a general t y p  
applicable to all the Departmmts of Government was pcuuKtd by the 
Minister. In the ofnce noting dated 27th June, 1963 it  was clearly 
brought out that suspension of business dealings with MIS. Surrendra 
Overseas and a l l id  concerns is already operative. The orckr of 28th 
June. 1963 varied only to the extent that it was a general order appli- 
cable to ail the departments of the Government and its duration was 
restricted to two years. The Committee enquired whether anybody 
brought to the notice of the Minister on 23rd July, 1963 
that there was almady a suspension order in force or whether this 
fact was within his knowledge when he revised his order on 25rd 
July, I!-. The witness stated that in the Arst oface note of 27th 
June, 1963, on which orders were passed by the Minister on 28th 
June, 1963, there was a mention of this. Asked whether it was spe- 
ciAcally brought to his notice at the time of revision of orders on 
23rd July, 1963, the witness stated "I cannot say. Noting does not 
say, it was specifically brought to his notice." The Committee fur- 
ther asked if the revised order restricting suspension of bursinem to 
the Iron and Steel Controller only, meant nothing in view of the 
fact that an earlier suspension order of 16th Nwember, 1062 was still 
in operation, the witness stated "Yes that would be correct Sir." He, 
however, added that this order was a speciAc order for 2 years. The 
pdod of th; first order was indeterminate, it could be mode. It could 



1.38. Tbe Committee bave examhed in detail th! stakmebt m d o  
by the Minister OD 18tb May, 1968. In v i ~  of wh.1 bas kwa r.a- 
tiaped in forq(tolng purr tbc Committea fad that tbe views .h#dy 
cxprewd by them ia purr 4.128 d tbtir 50th ELeport do not q u i r e  
ray  nrodiscatbn. 

1.39. In his statement thc Minister made the following o h r v a -  
t ion: 

"It i s  rather surprising to me that an observation should have 
been made suggesting that I had recosiderd certain 
orders without adequate reason." 

In viuw of tbe a b v e  facts, the Committee feel thmt the above obser- 
ration of the Minister was rmther unfortunate. 



The preceding paragraphs represent the tlndings and conclusions 
of the Committee which they arrived at after hearing the represen- 
tatives of the Ministry and would have been embodied as a Anal 
report of the Committee to the House. In fact the report to this 
effect was drafted and approv-d by the Committee on the 26th July, 
1966. But cn the afternoon of the 27th July. 1966, s letter was rece- 
ived by t h ~  Chairman. Public Accounts Committee from the Minister 
of Food. Agriculture. Cornrnuntty Dcvolopment and Co-operation 
requesting that he should be given an opportunity to meet the 
Chairman and Members, of the Public Aecounts Cummittce before 
they finalisc their report in this regard. 

2.2. As there was no precedent for a Minister apearing before the 
Public Accounts Committee, the dlrcctiun of  the Speaker was sought. 
The Speaker directed that the Chairman, P.A.C. should have a talk 
with the Minister of Food, Agriculturc, Community Development and 
Cosperation in the first instance and thereafter if the Chairman 
considered it desirable that the Minister should appear before the 
Committee, the Minister might be permitted to do so, in which case 
his evidence should be recorded. The Committee were apprised of 
this by the Chairman on 28th July, 1966. 

2.3. In accordance with the above direction of the Speaker, the 
Chairman met the Minister of Food, Agriculture, Community Deve- 
lopment and Co-operation in the afternoon of 29th July, 1966. At 
this meeting, the Minister formulated the following three points: 

(1) That the change made on 23rd July, 1963 in his order8 of 
28th June, 1%3 was be-ause of the apology given by the 
firm's representative followcd by a letter written to him 
(Minister) on the 22nd July, 1963 The Minieter thought 
that in view of that apology this group of flrrns might be 
given one more chance and, therefop, he decided to take 
a lenient view. 

(2) That the Minister's final orders dated 23rd July, 1963 were 
more comprehensive in smpc than his order of 16th 
November, 1962 inasmuch as the order of 16th Novem- 
ber, 1962 limited only entering into contracts; buf subse- 
quent order of the 23rd July, 1963 also included other 
things and it included other steel plants apart f r m  
H.S.L. 



(3) That even orfgiDally on 211th June, 1- hit oinfrr was not 
intend4 to be a bW-thrtfng orQt but only it gcncnl one 
whicb would enable the other &epcrtments of Govemme~t 
to mspmd business with this group of firms. 

2.4. After d W o n  It wos agreed between the Chainnan ond tht 
Minister that the Committee should hear the Minister on these three 
points. 

2.5. The Committee, therefore, held a further sitting on the 1st 
August, 1966 at 17.30 hours to take the evidence of the Minister on 
th? above three points. 

(1) Recuona for the revision of mder: 

2.6. In March, 1968, the Secretary, Mlnistry of Iron and Steel did 
not indicate the reasons which led the Minister to revise his orders. 
Even in the statement made by the Ministtr on 18th May, 1986 in Lok 
Sabha t b  reasons were not clearly $pelt out. In that statement, 
the Minister had &served in to  a h  "In view of the assessment of 
the Tranaprt Ministry, however, I decided tn reconsider the ded- 
don in regard to application of the suspension order to dealings with 
other Ministries. Accordingly the order was issued prbhibiting 
the dealings of this firm and allied concerns only with Iron and Steel 
Contrpller." 

2.7, This seems to i n d i d c  that tbc WBesMlcnt of the Transport 
Minlstry was mainly raspMIYible for the revision of the order. Tbt 
Mlnkiu in his cvldenu, however cmphosistd that in view of tho 
apology and msunncc of good ccwrdnet given by the nprassrd.tivc 
of the firm, be dceidad to give another chance to thip group of finns. 

Thus, tho Minbtar h u  givsn two rc.sons for the change of his 
d m .  

TSIa Minister, however, agreed tbat on the facts placed Mom the 
Ccunmittee they were fully jtd.&d In d i n g  the obesrvatiea in 
para 4.128 of SBtb aeport 

(2, scopc of the two orders: 

28. Du+ the c o u m  of his evidence, the Minister explained that 
the scope of his earlier order dated 16th November, 1962 was a limit- 
ed one. In that he had indicated that no m t r a c t  of any sort should 
be entered into with this group of Arms by H.S.L. or by the Iron and 
Skl  Controller, till thdr dispute with H.S.L. was settled. He stated 



t h l  his mbseptlent onfar of S r d  July, 1963 In addition to c~ntrtcb 
dm applied to grant of handling agencies and barter derb. f t  W@% 
therefore, d n g  to him of wider application. 

L). It a m  to the Canznittes that the fimt order dated 16tb 
N ~ l b l ~ k r .  1962 waa aU slang regarded by the Minidry as an order d 

In this connection it is pertinent to mcntian that the rwid  
order (dated 23rd July, 1963) was recorded by the Secretary aft- 
his discussion with the Minister. The Secretary. in his evidence 
had admitted that the revised arder restricting suspension of busin- 
to I. & S. Controller only meant nothing in view of the fact that 
an earlier, suspension order of 16th November. 1962 was still in ope- 
ration except that the period of the first order (dated 16th November, 
1962) was indeterminate and it could be more, it could be less. 

2.10. In view of this the Committee are unable to appreciate the 
distinction which the Minister has drawn In any case, it waa 
aeitber sptlt  out not so understood by the Department. 

(3 )  Nature of the order oj 28th June, 1983. 

2.11. Referring to the nature of the order passed by him as to 
whether it amounted to black-listing or banning the Minister stated 
that this was now of an academic inttwst as his final order of 23rd 
July, 1963 did intend to reduce the rigour cf the original order of 
28th June. 1963. As far as he was concerned it wu? meant to be a 
general order which would enable the other departments of Covern- 
ment to suspend business with this group of firms, if they so desired. 
The  Committee would, however, like to draw attention to the specific 
wording of the order which read a. under: 

"It should be a general order so that other government de- 
partments and institutions also do not deal with these 
firms." 

212. In the opinion of the Committee, the phraseology of the 
erder could be interpreted to mean a black-Unting order. The Com- 
mittee feel that onlets of this nature should be spolt out in  clearer 
terms within the provisions of tbe standardised code of black-ltting. 

2,13. While. on the subject, the Minister made a suggestion that 
when in order passed by a particular authority was materially 



changed by him, it would be d y  proper that the mwbd otdcr was 
put up to him for hla confinnetion. 

B R MORARRA 
Choifil~ln, 

Public Accounts C o m m i t t ~ .  



A P P E N D I C E S  



(Ref. Para 1.2) 

Staaamant mods hy Shri C. Swbramaniam, Minister oj Food a d  
Agriculture in Lo& Sabha on the 18th May 1966 cla+QfMng Ms 
pasition with regard to supplemmaqj Questions mised on 17th 
May. 1968 arhng out of starred Qut$ttion No. 1669, 

Mr. Speaker. Sir. 

I rise to make a statement of personal explanation with regard 
to a reference yesterday regarding certain orders p a w d  in the 
matter of Aminchand Pnyarelal. I had stated yesterday that I was 
not the Minister concerned as 1 had bctn under thc fmpremsion that 
the question under d~zicussion in the House rclntcd to the issue of 
import licences to this A r m  before I took over as Steel Minister. 

I had not been aware that the Public Accounts Committee had 
commented on certain orderp I had passed during my tenure as 
Minister in charge of Iron and Steel. I may at the outset paint out 
that these orders related to penal ~ct iona initiated by me against 
Aminchand Payarclal and allied concerns far irregularities committ- 
ed by them in the period 195&-57 to 1960. An order suspendinq for 
the first time transactions between this A r m  and tho Hindustan Steel 
Ltd.. was passed by mc in December, 1962. Subsequently, a cam 
was brought to my notice in which Surendra Oversees, an a l l i d  
concern had imported neasly 700 tons of rounds in 1956-57 and had 
not accounted for them adequately. Althaugh, the advice tendered 
to  me by the Legal Department was that under the then existing re- 
gulations no legal action could lie against the party, in order to 
discipline the trade I took the further step of suspending transsc- 
tions between this Company and also its allied concerns and Govern- 
men t. 

It  is rather surprising to me that an observation rhould-~av(r,*been 
made s u g p t l n g  that 1 had ~ m s i d e r e d - c S r ~ n & d ~ ~ w i ~ u t u t a ~  
quakre*s. Actually when my first order dated98th June, 1988 - that the suspension rhould affect all Departments of Government was 
sent to the Iran and Steel Controller in a draft form the question waa 
whether the order should be a blanket one covering both trading 
concerns and production and other non-trading units. It was brought 
to my notice that one of the concerns was a steel rolling mill engag- . 



ed In production. I decided, therefore, that this need not be covered 
by the order of suspension. 1 was dm adttipCd that we had to con- 
sult Transport Ministry with regard to taking action against APJ 
Ifncr, one 'of the concerns in the group engaged in shipping. 

Mconwhile, on the 20th July, 1963, one of the reptedlentatiws of 
this firm Mr. J i t  Paul sought and had an intervtew with me. I took 
rtrong objection to the activities of hts cancerns and advised him 
that it wauld be better that his firm concentrated activity on pro- 
ductive industrial cnterpr~scs rather than on trade. It was brought 
b my notice that the concern had started a number of lndustrfal 

I units. The representative apologised for what might been mistakes 
on their part and made a request that the Iron and Steel Controller 
might be permitted to deal with them in the usual manner as before. 
I quote from a letter from that Arm dated 22nd July, 1963. 

"I also beg to submit. Sir, that I appreciate your remark that 
some of my transactions in the Trade in the past have not 
been to your satisfaction. I admit that there have been 
certain mistaken on my part but they were moatly due to 
the circumstances then prevailing and in view of the dry 
to day negotiations which took place during thorn days. 
If any such caw came up to your notice, I request that 1 
may be given a chance to explain my position, so that you 
may have a fuller picture of such cases. Nevertheless, 
I express my deep regret at whatever mistakes 
might have occured in my transactions in the past and for 
any annoyance I may have given you. I again give this 
assurance to you. Sir, that ell my future transactions shall 
strictly conform to the high standards you have Axed and 
I shall not give any cause for complaint." 

On full considl~ration, I decided that there was no case for con- 
ceding the request of the A r m  to be permitted to have dealings with 
Iron and Steel Controller and that the orders of punishment should 
stand in regard to the dealings with the I ro l  and Steel Controller. 
This meant in effect that the companies could not get licences from 
Iron and Steel Controller for trading purposes. 

In view of the assessment of the Transport Ministry, however, I 
decided to reconsider the decision in regard to application of the 
suspendon order to  dealings with other Ministries. Accordingly 
the order was issued prohibiting the dealings of this firm and allied 
concerns only with Iron and Steel Controller. 



I regret that due to a mlsundersknding af what was being dirc 
ctmd in the Housc I had denied that I was the Minister canct?rned. 

I would like to reiterate that it should be membered that it was 
I who initiated pFoceedtngs against the concern and suspended all 
transactions between my M~nistry and the concern. 

I hope I have clarified the p i t i a n  to the full satisfaction of the 
House. 

Shrimali Renu Chrrlravartty: What Mr. Prakash Vir Shastsi said 
was basicelly correct. He had said something different. The point 
was that the entire question need not have been placed again before 
the House. The question was whether he had said it or not. The 
whole explanation has already been given to the Public Accounts 
Committee and the Public Accounts Committee has made a recam- 
mendation or a ~tatement and it is not necessary. 

Mr. Speaker: In view o f  the present statement, I thought I would 
ask the Chairman of the Public Accounts Committee to make a state- 
ment. 

Shri Jbnga: What is there wrong in the statement? 

Shrhati Rcnu Chakravartty: He is trying to white wash what he 
has done. 

Mr. Speaker: I had thought that I might ask the Chairman of 
the Public Accounts Committee to see this statement that has been 
made today and then to tell the House whether they ought to revise 
their remarks or to say something in respect of what has happened. 

Shrimali Renu Chakravertty: He has said the correct thing. The 
basit uncierstanding of the PAC is correct, and therefare, this long 
statement should not have been allowed. 

Shri ILanga: I am sorry I have not read the report of the Public 
Accounts Committee, but I made myself responsible the other day, 
you will remember, for making the suggestion that there should be 
a blanket order once they were discovered to have indulged In 
blackmarketing in that manner and we were given the impressfon 
that there was no such blanket order. Later on we gathered thc 
impression that on the intervention of some Minister this blanket 
order was not passed, and also some permission was given for those 
people to get these supplies for some of their concerns. It was in 
tllat connedtion I made the suggestion that there should be a 
thorough enquiry into the whole matter. Therefore, I do not see 



a m y ~ ~ ~ 1 1 \ w b y w e ~ M t a k e l ~ ~ l ~ t b C I I 1 t o f l M l t r k r w a t ~  
bythc1Sin;frtsr, On UlcaUrerbMd,I fmi~~sjQetk,oosrslEtkn, 
subject to what the PAC would my later an. that if the f*cb u te- 
~ m M t o w b p U l a M i n f . t ~ r m c l o r r e c t . t h a t h c h a r ~  these 
blanket ordm preventing them from obtaining t h a e  pnmib fmn  
~ n n r  h e r  dqrrtments, ;from some other ministries, the Wlrter 
her acted correctly. 

SlsrC f h m m h m t b  Ihaiwdy: Matters are. I think, more confused 
than before in the sense that the Public Accounts Conunittee is 8 
responsible mody which has come to certain findings after knowing 
the Minlrtry's viewa on these matters. 

Shri C. Sabmnuaf.m: No, no. 

Sbri Suremdrurrth Dwivdg: They had the full statement before 
them. They would not give a finding that the Minister is in any 
way mpns ib le  before getting a statemqnt about this, and therefore 
they have mentioned. 

Mr. Speaker: Members should appnwote my point I arn also 
supporting him. 

%ri Surmdranath Dwivedy: I h o w  not finished. What I am 
polntlng out is that he has agreed that he was the Minister concerned 
at that time. What particular matter the PAC took into account and 
what particular matter he is referring to arc not very clear. 

Mr. Speaker: That is what I wanted to make clear. I have also 
seen the statement jurt now. He had passed orders prohibiting all 
transactions with other ministries as well. Later on when it was 
urged on him and the firm expressed regret and also promised to 
behave better, he advised them not to indulge in trade but to confine 
themselves to productive activities. They wanted that tfiey might 
be allowed to have these relations or transactions with other mini- 
rtriea so that they might just continue their business in that produc- 
tion. Afterwards he allowed the ban to remain so far as his ministry 
wm concerned and removed the restrictions so far as the other mini- 
stries were concerned. That is what I have understood to be the 
correct position. In that context, Mrs. Renu Chakravartty L also 
iNltsting that so far as the PAC is concerned, it has made the remark 
that Minister bad relaxed this prahibition and the Minister him- 
& has said that it was correct. 

Shrimd Bsau C h h v u t t y :  Upto this point, Mr. Subramaniam's 
statement and the PAC. statement corroborate each other. The 



point at  which they create different irnpsrsdam b thfr me PAC 
k surpttetd that this was done. Mr. Subrhurtam says that t h e  
k nothing to be surprised about it, for these remamu. My p i n t  b 
that the whole matter should be placed before the PACdat b s f e  
tbig HOUM. We are not in a position to study these things now. 

Sbri C. Subrunmiam: Thesc materials were not placed before 
PAC. Let them go before the PAC. 

Shri S. M. Bancrjee: Sir, here is a statement made by the hon. 
Minister clarifying his position. All the facts which he hm brought 
here now, I am told, were brought before the PAC. I am not a 
member of the PAC but I know that before writing their report or 
before malting any reference or imputing any mutive to any mem- 
ber of this House or any Minister, they verify all matters. You 
have correctly said that this should be referred to the PAC. May I 
invite your attention to another similar case. I am not imputing any - motive.. There was a similar question which engaged the attenti- 

- of the House, that was the famous Sleepers case. 



Mr. &parrlrsr; 1 know that. He nsed not repeat it. 

S M  S. M. bract)ss: I am not referring to thrrt. I only want 
to point out that the then Speaker, Shri Ananthamyanam Ayyangar, 
referred the e n t h  question again to the Public Accounts Cammit- 
tee, lo the late Feroze Gandhi, who was its Chairman. Then an 
enquiry was made. 
Mr. S-r: I have already said that one need not comment 

upon thore matters. 
Sbrl S. M. &mer)#: Just one second more. Sir. What I want 

Is, now that it ia under dmpute between the Public Accounts Com- 
mittee's obmrvations and the Mmister's statement, let there be a 
Committee of this House appomted to ga into the entlre question. 

Sbd Bade: The Public Accounts Committee is a most important 
*Camrnittee of Parliament. I was a Member of that Committee for 
two years. I know that wheneyer there is such a point of criticism 
made against a Minister, a special letter is sent to them and an ex- 
planation is called from them, and then oniy a meeting of the Com- 
mittee is called and strictures are passed against the department or 
the Minister concerned. I want to know whether this particular 
instance was not referred to the Minister. I do not know why Shri 
Range has taken the wrong side in defending him. (AterrCLpttmr) . 



Mr. S-r: Order, order. 

S M  B.de: As r matter of fact, you have given the right decision 
and you have given a right direction, namely, that it should be re- 
ferred to the Public Accounts Committee, but I submit that there 
should be an enquiry into the rnattcr. 

Mr. Speaker: Order. order. Different suggestions haw been 
mndc but the bcst course, I think, would be . . . . .. 

Mr. SPeJrer: I have already said that, and I stick to that deci- 
sion of mine. 1 will ask. . . . . . . . . . . . 

Shri Yallomanda Reddg: Sir, on a point of order. 

Mr. Sparker: Order, order. Not whik I am standing. I have 
already made my observations and I am of the same opinion even 
now. The Minister has said that all these facts were not before the 

.Public Accounts Committee. We will send it on to the Public Ac- 
cointar Committee. If they feel that they have considered a 1  these 



guatloa., tb*r an n y  th.t (Inkmrgtion). -(I aQ. I'm 
eur my like t h t *  ud if they w m t  lo look into that'and mod* 
tb%iToplnbn,thsyamdothrt*)ro. A f l l a r r b s n g o t t b . t e  
Ehcnit wsuad be for theHcnuc~~osxl ldrr  whtthsr.ng f'rsthinndic 
grUonordlrvPdonisnecar~inthatnrparL ThlrCaortopior 
h t .  

&hri V. l trrauJ1 W d y  (Markspur): On o point of anksr, Sir, 
after fuily eonridering the matter, the Public Accounts Committee 
has given a report. Your dectr on to refer the matter brck to the 
PAC implies that the PAC h u  not considered the matter fully. I 
submit that once the PAC has given a report, there is no meanrng m 
Jcndiag it back to the PAC. It  is only for the House to consider it 
end take a decision. 

Shri D. C. Sk.nru (Gurdaapur): It woo Bald here ges:erday that 
the mmhtry changed hands thrice. We want to know at whose ins- 
tance this grant of llcencr was ~nitfated. how ~t was processed and 
what happened afterwards. It is not that the case of one minister 
only is going to be reviewed, but the cescs of all those three min~sters 
who were in charge, of this m~nistry at different times should be 
reviewad. 

8bri Bk+lrvrt Jha A d  (Bhagalpur): I humbly submit that 
your dstdaim in referring back the matter to the PAC opens up a 
new convention. Reports are submitted by the Estrmateb Comtrrittw, 
the Publ~c  Accounts Comm~ttee and the Pubbc Undertakrngr Com- 
mittee. The ministers do not appear before the Commlttcca, but 
their representatives. 1.4. the Secretaries of the Departments appear 
before t h m .  The PAC has submitted a report. By your decision to 
refer the matter brrck to the Committee, you are putting a very 
mwm test an the Minister as well as on the Committee. Never itl 
the part hm such a thing bmm done. 1 remember one instance. 
Under the Chairmanship of Shri B. G. Mchta, the Estimates Com- 
mittee submitted a report on oil with which Mr. Malariya was con- 
cerned. The then Prime Minister, Shri Jawaharlal Nehm, mid that 
all thrt  could be done was, the Minister might mahe a statement in 
the Harsc and clarrfy the position; let the report of the Committee 
and the statement of the Minister be placed before the House and let 
"House take any declsion it likes. It was not r e f e d  back to tbc 
Committee. I submit on the merits of the am, it is r new chapter 
b b g  opened. It is a very thrfour and important matter. Ixt US not 
t.kc it lightly. Let all these thin* be ptrnd betkc tha H o w  
ud kt tbe Houta discuss It, if i t  ro darirts, .ad WUE a 



Shri C. Subnmurirm: I was never given an opportunity to 
appear before the PAC as far as t h ~ s  matter is concerned. It was said 
that if Ministers want to make certain ohrvationil ,  the option is 
given to the Minister to appear himself or through the Secretary. J_ 
was not a w g n  that t h u  p i n t  was king considered the YAC at C 

zy time. Otherwise, I would hei;;? ccrtain~$-~laced all these things 
66rorc the Comml ttw. 

Shri Bhqpvat Jha Azad: Sir, when a report of any Committee 
either the Estimates Committee or the Public Accounts Committee or 
the Public Undertakings Committee, is prepared-I am giving you 
factual information-the draft report is sent to the Ministry eon- 
cerneci f o r  correction and only after it has come back from the 
Ministry it is publ~shed. Therefore, this plea cannot be taken. 



T ' k  HiniPkr of Iron and Sitrssl (SM F. 31. Sbgb): Sir, 1 would 
like to make a submirrion f n regard to onc p i n t ,  and that is .bout 
the precedent in ouch matt-. So far ;us the Pubaic Arcount Cora- 
mittee M concerned, l remember, thcre was an occasion when a ccue 
rdatinU lo the Defence Ministry Accounts was referred back to tbe 
Public Accounts Committee. I was a member of the Public Accounts 
Commlttcc and elso Chairman, and we considered that matter again. 
So the prmrdcnt la t h ~ r e  when such a matter has been referred back 
to the Puhl c Arrounts Comm~ttee. 

Mr. Speaker: I do not find any difYiculty. There is nothing 
unusual in what I hnvc done ( I n t e r r u p t ~ o t ~ ) .  

Mr. Spaskw: In the normal cnursc, when the M-nister says he 
had no chance, iet the Public Accounts Committee look into it, We 
are sc~ndlng ~t on k, the same Comm~ttec. We are not doing any- 
thing unusual (laterruption) . 

Shri Raw: Str. 1 only wish to remind you of th request that 
we made the other day. and which you were good enough to endorse, 
that, apart from this matter. the whole matter of the way in which 
these licences had been given should be taken up seriously by all the 
Ministries concerned, and it should be enquired into very carefully. 

Mr. Speaker: That I have already said 

S M  Yallunanda W d y :  Sir, I rise to a point of order.. . . . . -. 
Mr. Spabsr: Order, order. There is no point d order. I have 

ofneedy given my decision on that. 



Copy of D.O. t ~ t t e r  SL,. I'11(t. 1 (12) 57. dr 29th J I I W .  1963 from Shti 
M.C !Vista, D!,. Sct.rc:cir!/, Utsp:. ts! trott  ntrd S:ecbl. Nett, Dethi, 
addressed to Shri S C.  A f t ~ k h ~ r j r a .  Dp. Iron and Steel Con- 
troller, Cakut t e l .  

Please refer to r o r r t ~ . ~ r , ~ r ~ d ~ ~ t ~ c ~  rcs:trzg with your letter No. C/ 
23(15)-2. dated 17th Junv.  1963 rcgnrihnp, further action to be taken 
in r-\spect of the ruunris ~n~pcwtcbtl by M/s. Survndrn Cherscns The 
matter hits been es:~nr~titd and i t  hil:i bcun dccidcd that business 
dealings should hc sus~wndccl ivl th h l l a .  S u r ~ t d r a  OVC~SCELS and all 
~ t s  al l~cd m d  assr~c:,itcJ ctrrrkttrns for 'I ptwoct o f  two years with 



(Ref. Para 1.19) 

Copy oj D.0 letter No. C 23(15)-2 (2) , dl. 17th July, 1983, fwm Shri 
A. N. B a m j i ,  fmn and Steel Cmtro l l~r .  Calcutta, a & i d  to 
Shri M. C. M h ,  Uy. Sccy. Veptt. of lrcrn and Steel. 

I t  appears that you proytntr that suspwsrun should also apply to 
M/w. Apeejay Llflc!~. 'This ~h r t o f  i 4  trading conetarn but a tran5port 
concern and, 8s such. rn vlew o i  t r w  princ~plcs c+nunciated In your 
letter under reft*renm*. prh:lps. suspcansmn d c r  should not apply 
20 t h ~ t  concern Morrovcr. rdcire any suspnsron order is passed 
In regard to an rntrmmt~cma! sh~pylrrg l ~ n r ,  perhnps, the Mlnistry 
d Trensport should 1x1 c~mdtcbtt I wcruld lrkc to have Mrnistry's 
ordenr in this regard. 

On receipt of your reply I slr;ill take further action in this matter. 



APPENDIX 1V 

(Ref, Para 1.32) 

Cam of lrnlrr dt 3 n d  Jul!, lW from M/s. Suwemira Oversoas 
Ltd.. N a n  DeEhl. addmssed to S h t i  C Subramaniam. Minister for 
Steel and Near? Iudtistries, New Dclhi. 

I am extremely gratcbful to you for the kind hearing you gave me 
on the 20th instant. 

I am glad and grateful foreyour kind assurance of support *to US. 

in - ;̂ ;;r -.-. -- future -" inhstrinl  un&-t i lk ings  - -  - 7 - -- 
While we fullv apprccintc thc ndvicc you very kindly gave UII 

that we should conmntmte our nctivities more on industry than an 
trade. we wish to  inlnrm you that we hnw? alrmdv taken some 
stew towards the game and wc would be further nddlng to it as 
zwqmtrd by vou For exnmrle. the following industries have bwn  
cnrnpletd bv us within t h r  Inqt 1/2 years. besides what have been 
in existence: t 

1 Knqhmir Ccrnmics 1,td , n project in collabnratinn with 
Kashmir G n v ~ r n m c n t ,  will b r a  in the full production with- 
in two months. 

2 Anneinv Strur f i~r :~ l~ ;  at Rajhnndfi i s  illready in production. 

3 Thc  Elwtric F u n n c c s ,  In Calc~tttn and .lullundrrr a re  a b  
ready working and a t  Rnmhay will he working withfn 
approximatclv t hwt. months 

4. Re-rolling mill a t  Kumhari .  

5. The new Re-rolling Mill at Calcutta instead of the old 
one. 

6. The New Re-rolling Mill a t  .Jullundur inrrtead of the old 
one. 

7. Othcr steel Fabricating and Stcel Industries a t  Jullundur. 

The following Industries arc in the process of working: 

1. Oriental Spun Pipe Co. Ltd., 
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2, Electric Signalling Equipment at Medru in Ca1Irbattloa 

with M/s. L. M Erie?r,mnr of Sweden 

1 also beg to submit, ST. that I appreciate your remark that some 
rrf my transactianr in the Trade in the past have not been to yaut 
satinfactfnn I admit that thcrc have been certain mistakes an my 
part but they were mostlv due to the circumstances then prevailing 
m d  in view of the dav t i  pap negotiations which tnak place during 
those days. If any such cuac came up to your notice. I ques t  that 
I may kw givcn a chance to explain my pit im. M, that you may 
h a w  a fuller ptcturc of such caw7 Nrvrrthelcss, 1 expres~g my deep 
mpret at Wh:ttf.vvr m ~ t i l t , ~  rn~vhr  h:tw wcrirrr4 i~ mv transactions 
111 tho ~ w t  :ir> I f r l :  - I l l \  ; - - I * ~ , ~ - Q C I ~  1 mat' hnvc givcn you. I eqain 
r7rvr t h ~ a  nsqurnnrr. to 3:rru. SIT, that a11 rnv future tran.mctions s h ~ l l  
ptrt~tly ~ n f o r r n  to fhc hlb:h ~;t:lrirfnrdr ynu have fixed and I shalt 
tltjt @V(* &hnv C i i U g b  for rrrrnplrrtnt 

I a k i n  mukr! this r q u w t  t o  you, 

1 .  that the Iron nnd Stwl Controllrr may be permitted to 
cical with try in thr u w o l  mttnner as before 

and 
2, that ordcra mnv hr issued ! o  wttle our claim with the 

Iiindu*tnn ~ t c r . 1  I l t d  . against thc c l a m  filed on US by the 
S t e l  Compr~ny of Wales Ltd 



APPENDIX V 

Sunimary of the main Csincltl.qCans/Recrmntedat ions 
-.--- - . - - - - - - .- - ---,.-..--.- -- - - .. - -- - -- . .- 

S. No. Para No.  of .\histry De;m . ( I s  ) ~ l ~ s , o m  Recornmencia tlons 
Re-or; wnccrncd 

---------- - . - . -- --. . - - - . . . - . . - -------- - ----- ". -. -- 
I 2 3 4 

..-__ - - - - ..-.--- ---- --.- -.-,-- -- -.-. 
CHAPTER I 

I ' .'Iinistr!. of 1rl.n 'icd 17;e Committee observe that there is an inaccuracy rn the month 
1nent:onrui by ti\e Minister. The first order of suspension was passed 
by the Minister In Novemjer. 1962 (!in lFth  November, 1942) and 
not in December, 1962 as mentioned in thp statement. 

As the order of suspension uf 16th Nowrnher, 1962 was ctill in 
force, the suggestion of the Swrctary  urouM have meant in effect 
no action against thpse firms. Therefore it  is just as well that the 
Minister did not accept the suggestion of the Secretary. 

It  is s i ~ 4 j f i c a n t  tcj :ha! the wdc~ri af the 31inis:e: dated 28th 
Jme, 1963 were specific, complete md final and t h q  ware conveyed 
to !he Iron and S t e l  Controller as such on 29th June, 1963. In view 
of !he above facts the Cornmi!tee are unable to accept that thew 
orders were 'in a draft form'. 
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4 I zr .Ministry of Irnn & Stcrl The Committee feel that a f tw tho clmfkatiot~ given by the Min- 
l&ry crf Imn a.ld Steel on 12th Juf., 1963 that the suspension should 
apply to those allied and assmated c.wcms whlch primarily dealt 
In trade and commerce, tbre  was na p n t  UI the Imn and Steel 
Controller nlakjng a second back rr fert'n~c on 17th July. 1983 dnce 
a shtpp~ng Ilnc rs i:um~aIly to be :twiu ted In trade and commcrw. 
The M~ni.-try had appllcci i t s  rn nd ti., this case on 12th July, 1963 
when they rx:lud& ;nJust:ral unlb from the scope of this order. 
The Cornmittc? regret tu note that thls reference of the Iron and 
Steel Controiler drt& 17th July,  1963 lacked justtflcation and delay- 
ed the ~mpicn~c  n t a t ~ o t l  ol the order uf the Minister dated 28th June. 
1963 w h ~ h  was t r he carr~cd :-,ut .mmcd.atr.ly as per the inrtructiow % 
lssued on 29th J u n v  and 12th July. 1963 by mtwe than a month. 
The final c~rders wcre mued only on 31st July, 1963 

The Comm~t:w, wtsuld ltke t o  be informrd in due course why 
o:hcr firms werc not included In the suspension order issued on 31st 
Ju iy .  1963. 

In this case the Iron and Stee l  Controller made r second back 
reference !o the  M t n i s t ~  of I n n  and S t 4  on 17th July, 1963. It 
would have been r e c v ~ v ~ d  on or afxwt 19th July. 1963 in the M i n k  
t ry  in New Dclhl. I t  is a strange coincidence that the repmsenta- 
tivr of the firm 5 3 w  t he  Ministrr on 20th July. 1863, Le.. about the 
same time the second reference from the Iron and Steel Controller 
was received in the Ministry. It appears to the Committee that the 



information regarding suspension of businem deaifngr hwl dream 
leaked out t o  the party coricc+rtied Thcy regret to note that i@t@. 
af the fnc! :hat such orders are confidential, a leakage took p b  uad 
rhnt nu !t,quiry has so far been conducted by the Ministry into thc 
causes o: the same. 

The Committee regret to note that in his evidence before them 
In March. 1966, the Secretary did not mmtion either about the inter- 
view of the rfprescnta:~ve v r  ahout the letter fmm the reyrctlsclnta- 
tive of the firm. Thls, according to the Comm:tte.*, was m unfor- 
tunate omission. 

The Committee would llke to prmt out that they had not com- 
menred upon the exc1us;un of shipping line or the industrial con- w, 
cerns in para 4.127 and 4 128 of their 50th Report. The Committee, 
however. even now are  unab!e to understand the circumstances 
under which the Minlstar changed his order of 28th June, 1963 from 
one of general application to that of suspension applicable to the 
iron and Steel C8~q!r911er on:!: and not to other departments of GW- 
ernment. The Committee feel that perhaps the visit of the reprawn- 
tativc of :he firm on 20th July. 1963 might have something to do with 
the revishn of the order of the Minister on 23rd July, 1963. However, 
the reasons for this revis:on even after the detailed examination by 
the Committee still remain somewhat obscure, especially in view oi 
the fact that a similar suspens~on order d a t ~ d  16th November, 1982 
was still in operation. 



9 1 37 hf;n;s?ry of Iron and Steel I t  is c15v i :~u  that the revisicn of the onir rs  made on 23rd July 
1963. mean* 12 c?Rwt. ?hat no action whatsoever. was taken againrt 
t h : ~  group of firms :n this case as the e;lr13er ardar of suspewism wor 
st111 in opcrrrtmn Thts indwates that "f.rll ems!deration" was not 
gwen a t  the ttmc of rrvising t h r  orders 

Thc Committee have t .xamind rn deta:l the statement made by 
the Min~ster on 18th May. 1966. I n  v1t.w of what has been mention- 
ed In foregwng paras the Cnmmittee fie1 that the views already 
exprcsscd by them tn para 4 128 of thr 50th Repvtt do not tegulm 
any mndiflcatron 

In  his statcmcn! the Minister madc the foilowing observation: 

"It is rat!wr surpris.ng to me that an obwation should have 
been made suqgesting that I had reconsidend certatn 
orders without adequate reason." 

In view of the above facb. thr Committee feel that the rboo, 
observation of the Minister was rather unfortunate. 



2 .7 Ministry of Iron & .stc~-1 T h ~ s  seems to indicate that the assessment 
M~nistry was mainly responsible for the revision 

1 1 0  Do. 

1 n Do. 

Minister in his evidence however emphasis& that in view oi tht 
apology and assurance of good eonduct given by the roprs#atmti~! 
o f  the Arm, he decided to give another chance to thb group oi tlrrus. 

Thus, the Minister has given twu reasons for the change of his 
I cder 

The Minister, however, agreed that on the facts plursd before 
the Committee they were fully justified in making the obwvatfnn 
tn  para 1.128 of Fiftieth Report. 

It appars to the Committee that the first order &W 10th 
November, 1962 was all along regarded by the Ministry ru an otdtr w 

of suspension of dealings. 
In view of thig the Committee are unable la appreciate the db- 

tmc!ion which the Minister has drawn In any case, it was neither 
>pel! out nor so understood by the Department. 

In the opinion of the Committee. :he phraseotogy of the order 
could be inmret.& to mean a black-luting order The Committee 
feel that orders of this nature should be spelt nut In cler~er trrnns 
within tbe provisions of the standardid & of black-Wing. 

7'he Commit& regret to note that this was not dont in this 
case. The Committee suggest that suitable instructions s h d d  be 
issued to this &ect. 
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