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INTRODUCTION 

I, the Chairman of the Public Accounts Committee as authorised 
by the Committee, do present on their behalf this Two Hundred 'and 
Fifth Report on the action taken by Government on the recommw- 
dations of the Public Alccounts Committee contained in the ~un&;d 
and Fifty-Second Report (5th Lok Sabha) on 'Sub standard P&- 
cides. [Paragraph 33 of the Report of the Comptroller and Auditor 
General of India for the year 1972-73, Union Government (Civil)-- 
Department of Health] . 

2. On the 3rd June, 1975 a n  'Action Taken Sub-Committee', con- 
sisting of the following Members, was appointed to scrutinise t h e  
replies from Government in pursuance of the recommendations 
made by the Committee in their earlier Reports: 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee-Chairman 

Shri V. B. Raju--Convener 

Shri Priya Ranjan Das Munshi 1 
Shri Darbara Singh I 
Shri N. K. Sanghi 

I 

Shri Rabi Ray \ Mem bort 
Shri Raja Kulkarni 1 

Dr. K. Mathew Kurian i 
3. The Action Taken Sub-Committee of the Public Accounts 

Committee (197576) considered and adopted the Report at their 
sitting held on the 23rd March, 1976. The Report was finally adopt- 
ed by the Public Accounts Committee on the 31st March, 1976. 

4. For facility of reference the conclusions/recommendations of 
the Committee have been printed in thick type in the body of the 
Report. For the sake of convenience, the conclusions/recommenda- 
tions of the Committee have also been appended to the Report in a 
consolidated form, 



5. The Committea place on record their appreciation of the assis- 
tance rendered to them in this matter by the Comptroller and Audi- 
tor General of India. 

NEW DELHI; 
April 7, 1976. -- - 
Chaitra 18, 1898 (S). 

H. N. MUKERJEE, 
Chairman, 

Public Accounts Committee. 



CHAPTER I 

REPORT 

1.1. This Report of the Committee deals with the action taken 
by Government on the Committee's recommendations/observations 
,contained in their 152nd Report (Fifth Lok Sabha) on the Purchase 
,of sub-standard pesticides for the National Malaria Eradication 
Programme, commented upon in paragraph 33 of the Report of the 
Comptroller & Auditor General of India for the year 1972-73, Union 
Government (Civil). The 152nd Report was presented to the Lok 
Sabha on 11th April, 1975. 

1.2. Action Taken Notes have been received from Government 
in  respect of all the 18 recommendations/observations contained in 
the Report and these have been categorised as follows: 

(i) Recommendations(0bservations that have been accepted 
b y  Government: 

S1. Nos. 2, 4, 15, 17 and 18. 

(ii) ~ecommend~tio~s!~bservations ~oliich the Committee do  
not desire to pursue in view o j  the replies of Govern- 
ment: 

S1. Nos. 1, 8, 11 and 14. 

(iii) Recommendations 1 Observatiors replies to which have not 
been accepted by the Committee and which require re- 
iteration: 

S1. Nos. 3, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10 and 12. 

(iv) Recommendations~Obsel.vations in respect of which Gov- 
ernment have furnished interim replies: 

Sl. Nos. 13 and 16.' 

1.3. The Committee wish that in view of the long e h x  of time 
h a 1  -lies to those recommendations/observations to which only 

--- --- 
*Not vetted in Audit. 



hterim replies have so far been furnished will be furnished tm 
them, duly vetted by Audit, without further delay. 

1.4. The Committee will now deal with the action taken by- 
Government on some of their recommendations/observations. 

Utilisatian of pesticide pending IS1 Test Report. 
(Paragraph 3.3-SI. No. 3) 

1.5. Dealing with the punchase by the NMEP Directorate of 
4,500 tonnes of BHC 50 per cent wdp from Hindustm Insecticicies 
Ltd., of which 1355 tonnes had been found to be not conforming to 
the stipulated IS1 specifications in regard to alkalinity and suspensi- 
bility, the Committee, in paragraph 3.3 of the Report, had observed: 

"The purchase order was placed on Hindustar, Insecticides 
Ltd., who in turn procured some quantity of technical 
BHC from v a r i ? ~ ~  sources and arranged to get it forrnu- 
lated by four different formulators [Pesticides India, 
Udaipur-1730 tonnes, Devidayal (Sales) Pivatecl Limit- 
ed, Bombay-1561 tonnes, Krishichemin Products, Banga- 
lore--970 tonnes and Venkateswara Agrochemicals and 
Minerals, Madras-240 tonnes] into equivalent quantity 
of BHC 50 per cent wdp for supply to the National 
Malaria Eradication Programme. The purchase order 
initially stipulated that Hindustan Insecticides Lta. would 
furnish certificates from the Indian Standards Institution 
for the entire formulated material and rectify, at its 
expense, any defect found on testing the material by the 
Directorate in the field or in the factory. Significantly 
enough, before the sampling and testing by Indian Stan- 
dards Institution could begin, Hindustan Insecticides Ltd, 
had desired that there should be no delay in inspection 
of the pestihde as the supplies were to be completed 
within a short period. The NMEP Directorate had, there- 
fore, agreed, in January 1972, to accept supply of the 
pestioides after field spray test by the Directorate or i ts 
representatives a t  different stations pending receipt of test 
results (an lot samples) from the Indian Standards Institu- 
t ion me a m i n g  to this deviation, the NMEP Direc- 
torate apparently assumed that as the pesticide was to be. 
mpp]ied under the 1s marks scheme, the material ordered 
would conform to the requisite standards. This decision, 
in the opinion of the Committee, shaped the subsequent 



course of events making the original contractual stipula- 
tion for the replacement !of the sub-standard material in- 
effective and inoperative." 

1.6. In their Action Taken Note dated 31 December, 1975, t h e  
Department of Health have stated: 

"In accordance with the IS1 Mark Scheme as applicable t o  
testing and inspections for certification of BHC 50 per 
cent wdp the material is required to be tested by the 
laboratory of the licencee in accordance with the relevant 
prescribed spe~cificati~ons and the licencees concerned is 
to maintain the record of tests. Directorate of National 
Malaria Eradication Programme is basically a field orga- 
nisation. On matters of standards, i t  is guided by techni- 
cal and research organisation, namely ISI. Tne Directo- 
rate of National Malaria Eradication Programme does not 
conduct specification testing of the insecticides procured. 
As mentioned above, laboratory tests had been carried 
out on the BHC supplied by the licencee. As an addi- 
tional precaution, the Directorate of National Malaria 
Eradication Programme conducted field spray tests on 
the BHC. Normally, the Directorate of National Malaria 
Eradication Programme would have awaited for IS1 test 
results but as already indicated the BHC was required for 
early spray latest by April 1972. Hence as the results of 
the field spray tests were found to be satisfactory and the  
material was required to be used urgently, it was releas- 
ed to units. 

The information furnished by the Ministry of Petroleum Sr 
Chemicals is reproduced below: 

"The recommendation/observation has been brought to the  
notice of M/s. Hindustan Insecticides Limited for ne- 

cessary action'." 

1.7. The reply furnished in this connection by the Department 
of industrial Development on 21 November, 1975 is reproduced 
below: - 

'mere is an indirect reference to IS1 in the  following sen- 
tences: 

'While agreeing to this deviation, the NMEP Directorate 
apparently assumed that as the pesticide was to be 
supplied under the IS1 mark scheme, the material 
ordered would conform to the requisite standard$. 



The scheme of quality control agreed upon between NMEP, 
HIL and IS1 clearly envisaged the possibility that some 
material may be found defective, and thus require recti- 
ficatiion. NMEP had full knowledge of it and therefore 
there was no basis for making any other assumption. The 
scheme broke down because NMEP permitted the use of 
the material pending IS1 test reports, apparently on ac- 
count of urgency but without even consulting the IS1 to 
explore whether testing could be expedited." 

1.8. The Committee regret that the reply now furnished by the 
Deparbent  of Health appears pointless. I t  was clear during the 
Committee's examination of the case, and this has also been accept- 
ed by the Department of Health, that the NMEP Directorate, being 
basically a field organisation, was not equipped to conduct specifa- 
cation test8 of pesticides procured:. So far as the chemical content of 
the pesticide was concerned, it had to depend upon the effective super- 
visien and testing of Hindustan Insecticides Ltd., and the Indian 
Standards Institution. It is also evident from the stipulations in 
the purchase order relating to the furnishing of a certificate from 
the Indian Standards Institution for the entire formulated material 
and for the rectification of defects, if any. that the possibility of 
some material being found defective had, in fact, been envisaged 
by the NMEP Directorate. In the circumstances, as pointed out 
by the Ministry of Industrial Development itself, the assumption 
made by the Directorate that as the supplies were required under 
the IS1 mark scheme, the material ordered would ipso facto con- 
form to the requisite standard was premature. 

1.9. What is also disturbing is the fact now revealed by the 
Ministry of Industrial Development that the NMEP Directorate had 
decided to permit the use of the pesticide, pending the IS1 test re- 
ports, on the basis of the results of the field spray test conductd 
by it, without even consulting the Indian Standards Institution and 
exploring the possibility of expediting the tests by the Institution. 
The Committee cannot, therefore, accept the contention of the De- 
partnrsllt of Health. They would reiterate their earlier observation 
that the decision of the NMEP Directorate to accept supplies of the 
pesticide, pending receipt of the test results from the Indian Stan- 
dards Institutioaq after the field spray test by tbe Directorate, shaped 
the subsequent course of events making the original contractual 
rripdation tor the replacement of the.sub-stnndard material inefEcc- 
~ V C  ~b hoptrath'd. 



Utilisation of excess-alkaline pesticide 
(Paragraphs 3.5 to 3.7-S1. Nos. 5 to 7). 

1.10. With reference to the decision taken to utilise 550 tonnes 
.of the pesticide whose alkalinity content was found to be at variance 
with the prescribed IS1 specification of 1 per cent, the Committee, 
in  paragraph 3.5 to 3.7 to the Report, had observed: 

"3.5. In respect of alkalinity of the pesticide, the expert 
qpinions of the Director, Central Forensic Laboratory 
(Dr. H. L. Bami) and the Plant Protection Adviser to the 
Government of India (Shri S. N. Banerjee) had been 
sought on the efficacy of using higher-alkaline pesticide 
in public health programme, Dr. Bami had opined that 
slight excess of alkalinity would neither affect the sus- 
pensibility nor its ultimate use in the field. He had, 
however, also stressed the need to conform to the specifi- 
cations in manufacture and to exercise due care and 
caution to ensure that the batches which were manufac- 
tured did not exceed the upper limit of 1 per cent of 
alkalinity as specified by Indian Standards Institution as 
the specifications were essentially drawn to ensure ade- 
quate standards of manufacture as well as safety and 
efficacy in final use. Shri S. X. Banerjee had also suggest- 
ed that the Pesticides Sub-committee of the Indian 
Standards Institution should examine all standards of 
these pesticjdes, while expressing his apinion that slighf- 
ly alkaline BHC wdp should not make any difference as 
far as its use in the public health field is concerned. The 
Committee find with surprise that though the experts 
had expressed views that slight excess of alkalinity would 
not effect the use of the pesticide in the public health field, 
they had not specified the limits upto which the excess 
alkaline-pesticide could be considered efficacious in the 
field. 

"3.6. The Committee find from the Audit paragraph that on 
the basis of the opinion of these two experts, the Indian 
Standards Institution informed the Directorate, National 
Malaria Eradication Programme, that slight increase in 
alkalinity upto 1.5 per cent would not materially affect 
adversely the use of the pesticides in the field. It is 
further seen from the letter dated 14th August, 1972, from 
the Indian Standards Institution to the Director, NMEP 



that this decision had been taken on the basis of t h e  
advice tendered by the two experts and considering the  
h c t  that till then no adverse report had been received 
from the field units. I t  is not a t  all clear to the Commit- 
tee how the Indian Standards Institution arrived at t he  
limit of 1.5 per cent particularly when the two experts had 
not specified any upper limits for alkalinity and adequate 
scientific data was also lacking. It  is also of interest to 
note that the Pesticides Sub-Committee also had held, in 
their 42nd meeting, that i t  was not correct to increase the 
alkalinity limit in the absence of data, since theoretically 
i t  was known that the extra alkaline, nledlum would b e  
an ideal situation for the quicker deterioration of the 
active ingredient of the pesticide, I . ,  gamma isomer. 
They had also suggested detaikd tests. The Committee 
have been informed that the specification limit for alkalinity 
has not been revised so far. The declslon to utillsc 530 
tonnes of pesticide with alkalinity of 1.1 per w r i t  to 1.4 
per cent was apparently not justified. The Committee 
would, therefore, like the Ministry to investigate whether 
the decision to utilise 550 tonnes cf the pesticide was 
justifiable. 

"3.7. The Committee a re  unable to understand how the N M E P  
Directorate satisfied itself that the gamma isomer content 
was actually intact in the excess-alkaline pesticide. I t  i s  
seen from the statement of sampling and testing of BHC 
wdp, furnished to  the Committee by Indian Standards 
Institution, that the first report of failure in alkalinity 
had been made available only on 3rd May, 1972, by  
which time more than 60 per cent of the supplies had been 
distributed to various consignees for spray in the field. 
The Committee have also been informed that since mark- 
ing of batch numbers on the packings were not decipher- 
able, it had not been possible to segregate the sub-stan- 
dard pesticide. Further, the opinion of the two experts 
had been furnished only in August, 1973, and the Pesti- 
cides Sub-Committee had considered this question only irr 
September, 1972, by which time even the third round of 
spraying in the field would have been in full swing. 
Though i t  has been stated by the Secretary Ministry of 
Health and Family Planning that the excess of alkalinity 
in the pesticide did not affect adversely the public health 



programme of NMEP he has also admitted during evi- 
dence, that the NbWP Directorate was only concerned 
with the field spray test and so far as the chemical com- 
position and content of the pesticide was concerned, the 
Directorate depended upon the control and supervisiop of 
the Indian Standards Institution and Hindustan Insecti- 
cides Ltd. Apparently, therefore, no detailed scientific 
investigations whatsoever had been carried out by the 
Directorate to determine whether the spraying of pesti- 
cide having excess alkalinity produced the desired results. 
Under these circumstances, the Committee are inclined 
to think that the active ingredient was not intact in the 
pesticide found substandard in respect of alkalinity." 

1.11. In reply, the Department of Health in their Action Taken 
Notes dated 31st December, 1975, have stated: 

Paragraphs 3.5 and 3.6 

"As the observations made in these paragraphs primarily con- 
cern the Ministry of Industrial Development and Civil 
Supplies, they were consulted. Their reply is as follows: 

'In the above paragraphs, the specific observation relating 
to Indian Standards Institution is as below: 

It  is not at all clear to the Committee how the Indian Stan- 
dards Institution arrived at the limit of 1.5 per cent 
particularly when the two experts had not specified any 
upper limit for alkalinity and adequate scientific data 
was also lacking. 

As noted by PAC, Indian Standards Institution was guided 
by the opinion of two experts, namely, Dr. H. 0. Bami, 
Director, Central Forensic Science Laboratory and Dr. 
S. N. Banerjee, Plant Protection Adviser, Ministry of 
Agriculture, Government of India, who is also the Chair- 
man of the Pest Control Sectional Committee, AFCDC 6 
of the ISI. When Indian Standards Institution sought 
their opinion, they presented the observed values of 

I alkalinity, which ranged from 1.1 per cent to 1.4 per 
cent. Both gave the opinion that slight increase in 
alkalinity was not material for the purpose in dew. 
Though they did not state a quantitative Rgtvto for an 

I upper acceptable iimft, nevertheless 4bcg had the values 



before them. Thsefore, it is natural to presume that 
the values presented could be considered as slight in- 
crease in alkalinity. Since the observed values werit 
up to 1.4 per cent they were merely rounded to 1.5 per 
cent in the reply to National Malaria Eradication Fko- 
gramme'. 

In addition, 'it may be mentioned that the Indian Standards 
Institution were consulted in the matter by the Directo- 
rate, National Malaria Eradication Programme. In their 
letter dated 23rd August, 1972, the Indian Standards In- 
stitution had clearly expressed the view that as far as 
the use of BHC in Public Health Projects was concerned, 
slight increase in alkalinity upto a limit of 1.5 per cent 
would not materially affect the suspensibility ,or, gamma 
content or the efficacy of BHC wdp. They accordingly re- 
commended that all batches which were reported to have 
failed in alkalinity could be considered as having satisfi- 
ed the requirement of the specifications s3 far as the re- 
quirements of National Malaria Eradication Programme 
were concerned." 

"The Directorate of NMEP is basically a field organisation, 
On matter of standards, it is guided by technical and 
research organisations like ISI. In their letter No. CMD/ 
38 : 1 (NMEP) dated 27th November, 1973, the IS1 have 
clearly opined that the gamma isomer content of RHC 
wdp was more than the minimum prescribed under the 
relevant IS1 specdications. It was, therefore, not neces- 
sary for the Directorate of NMEP to conduct any further 
ocieqtifk investigations." 



ohould have sought a more specific eZariflorction in Ws regard from 
the two experts, particularly d e n  adequate scientfic data was 
lacking. The Committee fear that the entire question had been 
handled desultorily and would urge the Indian Standards Institu- 
tion to exercise greater care in such matters. 

1.13. In paragraph 3.6 of the 152nd Report, the Committee had, 
inter alia, de~ired that the Department of Health should investigate 
whether the decision to utilise 550 tonnes of the pesticide found to 
be excess in alkalinity was justifiable. The reply furnished by the 
Department is just silent on this issue. From the chronological se- 
quence of events set out in paragraph 3.7 of the 152nd Report, it will 
be seen that by the time the A r s t  report of failure in alkalinity had 
been made available by the Indian Standards Institution, more than 
60 per cent of the supplies had been distributed to various consig- 
nees for spray in the field and that by the time the opinions of the 
two experts were available, the third round of spraying of the pesti- 
cide in the fidd would have also commenced. To make matters worse, 
the sub-standard material could also not be segregated since the  
marking of batch numbers on the packings was not decipherable. 
Besides, ft was only in November, 1973, that the Indian Standards 
Institution had opined that the Gamma Isomer conknt ef the pesti- 
cide was more than the minimum prescribed undw the relevant IS1 
specification. In these circumstances and in the absenoe ef any con- 
trary statement from the Department of Heslth, other thaa what bad 
already been stated earlier during evidence before the Committee, 
to justify the decision to utilise the pesticide excess & alkalinity, 
the Committee can only reiterate their earlier concloslon that this 
decision was apparently not justified. It would also appear that 
having decided, in January, 1972, to accept supplies on the basis of 
&Id spray tests, there was Httk that 4he NMEP DirectorPte could 
do to extricate itself from an embarrassing sitaatian d h k h  hall %e- 
come irmtrievable by the time the first report of failure of the pesti- 
cide in tests (on lot samples) was recdved from the Indian Standards 
f nstbtion. 

Levy of penalty for sub-standard supplies and F;ration of responsi- 
bility for vanioars lapses (Paragraps 3.9 to 3.12-Sd. Nos. 9 to 
12). 

1.14. Dealing with the manner in which the question of levying 
a pendty for the sub-standard supphes had been hanaed by the 
NMEP Directorate and the Ministry of Health, the Committee, im 
.paragraphs 8.9 and 3.10 of the aport,  had observed: 

" 2 9 .  Yet anothcsr unwrtldactary feature of this -case is the 
" - -  wa'f in which %he question of penalty far tht sub-standard 



pesticide was handled by the Ministry and the NMEP 
Directorate. The Committee find that a penalty of ' 

Rs. 0,300 has been imposed on Hindustan Insecticides Ltd. 
only in respect of 275 tonnes of the pesticide with suspen- 
sibility below 45 per cent and partly deficient in alkalinity 
as  well, on the basis of the recommendation made by the 
Indian Standards Institution. In respect of the remaining 
1080 tonnes which were also sub-standard, according to 
the original specifications, the Indian Standards Institution 
had advised that no penalty need be levied on this quanti- 
ty as the material was usable and most of it had actually 
been used The Committee are unable to appreciate the 
logic of this argument. The fact remains that this quanti- 
ty was also below the specifications stipulated in the 
purchase order. " 

"3.10. Since the material accepted was not according to the 
original specifications, the Committee are surprised that 
the NMEP Directorate, as the purchaser of the pesticide, 
took no action to explore the possibility of a reduction or 
refixation of price for the quantity found sub-standard 
With the suppliers but merely remained content with 
accepting the advice of the Indian Standards Institution, 
thereby abdicating their rights and responsibility as 
buyers- The Committee desire that responsibility should 
be fixed for this costly lapse on the part of the Directo- 
rate. The possibility of obtaining a price reduction for 
this quantity of 1080 tonnes or recovering an adequate 
penalty should also be explored." 

1.15. In paragraphs 3.11 and 3.12 of the Report, the Committee 
had further observed: 

"3.11. The part played by the Indian Standards Institution in 
this case is unsatisfactory. The Committee feel that the 
proper role of Indian Standards Institution is to enforce 
strict quality control. I t  should not have expressed a 
definite view in regard to the acceptability of a sub- 
standard supply, without adequate laboratory and field 
trials and tests. It  is true that in this case the Indian 
Standards Institution proceeded on the basis of opinions 
expressed by two experts, one of whom specifically advis- 
ed reference to its relevant Sub-Committee. Such an 
approach, in the Committee's opinion, is hardly becoming 
an organisation entrusted with certif'ying the quality and 



11 
ct8c?rcy 02 p r a c t s .  The Imtitutian hoj, *, functioned 
k y a  tte luri.fadicc%oa tiy aclvhing bat nono' penalty war 
I@viable id &ct of bulk of t& material found eub- 
stsui~du 

"3.12. To sum up, the Committee are of the cq&hn that (a), 
the decision to utilise 550 tomes of pesticide, with alkal- 
inity, 1.1 per cent to l.4 per cent was not justified; (b) 
the introduction of a 'keeping quality' clause in the speci- 
fication qn an ad hoc basis retrospectively by the Indian 
Standards Institution to apply to the supply of 530 tomes 
of pesticide found sub-standard in suspensibility is un- 
convincing; (c) there has been a costly lapse on the part of 
the NMEP Directorate in remaining merely content with 
accepting the advice of the Indian Standards Institution 
on the question of penalty, thereby abdicating their re* 
ponsibilities as the purchasers of the pesticide; (d) the 
Indian Standards Institution has clearly functioned beyond 
its jurisdiction in advising that no penalty was leviable in 
respect of bulk of the material found sub-standard; and 
(e) there has been an avoidable delay of nearly four 
months in issuing necessary sanction for the purchase in 
this case which in turn led to deviations in the procedure 
for inspection and testing. These errors of omission and 
commission, besides cesulting in monetary loss to the 
Government, have also caused a setback to the Malaria 
Eradication Programme in the States in which the sub- 
standard pesticide has been used. The lapses summaris- 
ed above are serious and call for fixation of individual 
responsibility in each case. The Committee desire that 
this should be benone inmediately and appropriab action 
taken against the officials concerned under advice to thd 
Committee." 

1.U. The Action Taken Notes dated 31 December, 1975 furnished 
b' the Department of HeaMh with reference to the Committee's 
m@mmiendations contained in paragraphs 3.9, 310 .nd 312 are IT- 
pEadwed below : 

"& mentioned in reply to para 3.7, the Diractorate of NMEP 
sre: guided in the technical matters of sp$iications 04 

by We. sdvice of the ISI. In thqir letter No. CMD/ 
38: 1 MI?) dated 19th October, 197% the I S ,  have very 
clearly advised that all batches of BHC wdp found to 

2911 LS-4. 



have suspensibility of 45 per cent ,and above may be 
b&d&&U to have met thq r e g u i r v t  d IS562 as 
amenddl with retrospwtiv; dkect. , Since , according to 
that advice, the material was within ,, the prescribed 
standards, there was no question 0% imposing any penalty. 
It may be added that the TSI advised penalty of Rs. 9,300 
Sn respect of 275 tonne5 of insecticides with suspensibility 
beLow 45 per cent.) That advice was accepted and the 
amount recovered. " 

Paragraph 3.10 

"The purchase order for the BHC wdp indicated that the 
material should conform to IS-562 with amendments then 
in force. 

As mentioned under para 3.9, the technical advice of IS1 was 
that 1080 tons of BHC wdp conformed to the relevant 
specifications as retrospectively amended by them. As 
such the question of reduction or refixation of price for 
1080 tons of BHC did not arise. In the circumstances no 
responsibility can be fixed." 

Paragraph 3.12 

"In this connection attentiofi is invited to replies given 
against paragraphs 3.1 and 3.10. In view of the position 
explained, the of fixation of individual respon- 
sibilitfr does not arise." 

1.17. With refence to the reply furnished by the Department 
of Health to the Committee's observations contained in paragraph 
3.0, the* Department bf Industrial Development, however, stated as 
follows in their letter dated 21 November, 1975: + 

'Tbe Ministrg of Health and Family Planning (Department 
'of Health) in their Action Taken Note under para 3.9, 
farwarded to the Lak Sabha Secretariat vide their O.M. 
No. 25015/4/75&C&CD dated 28-8-1975, and copy endom 
ed to this Ministry, had not brought out the factual, pod- 
tion of the issue relating to the penalty imposed in so far 
it relates to the 1st Our views on the Action T a k a  
Note'under para 3.9 of the Ministry of Health were eon- 
y c d  to them ' oldc our O.M. No. 3 ( I )  SD&P / 75, dated 
15-10-1975, asking them to mend thdr reply accordingly 

i 'I ! <  I .  . 



and a copy thereof was also endorsed to $he AGCR, New 
Delhi for necessary action. The oficb of the AWR, New 
Delhi, however, could not make any comments as they 
had vetted our Action Taken Note, befwe the receipt of 
our O.M. dated 15-10-1975." 

The Office Memorandum No. 3 (40) SD&P/75 dated 15 October, 1973 
from the Department of Industrial Development to the Departmen$ 
of Health, a copy of which was also iwmished to the Committee by 
the former, is reproduced below: 

"The undersigned is directed to refer to the Ministry of 
Health and Family Planning (Department of Health) 
O.M. No. G-23015[4/75-C&CD dated the 28th August, 
1975 on the subject mentioned above and to say that in 
reply to paragraph 3.9 of the Report of the Public Ac- 
counts Committee that Ministry has stated, inter alia, 
that 'the IS1 has advised penalty of Rs. 9,300 in respect of 
275 tonnes of insecticides with suspensibility below 45 
per cent. That advice was accepted and the amount 
recovered'. This para of the reply of the Ministry of 
Health gives an erroneous impression and needs modi- 
fication, because the factual position has not been brought 
out in its correct chronological order. In the letter dated 
the 19th October, 1972 of the IS1 it has been clearly stated 
that the question of recommending a suitable penalty in 
the form of. deduction from payment does not arise. The 
Institution is concerned with the assessment of the qua- 
lity under certification marking scheme and the com- 
mercial aspects of supply like imposing a penalty are 
outside the purview of the Institution. It was only at a 
meeting held in March 1973, under the Chairmanship of 
Shrj A. B Malik, the then Joint Secretary in the Minis- 
try of Health and Family Planning that it was decided 
that 275 tonnes of material which was found to have a 
suspensibility below 45 per cent should be subjected lo 
penalty. This committee also unanimously agreed that 
the question of quantum of penalty be referred to DG, 
IS1 and that his recommendation should be Anal.' I t  was 
only in pursuance of this decision of the Committee that 
the IS1 advised in the matter. It will thus be seen tbat 
the decision for levying a penalty rested with the Minis- 
try of Health and only on the decision of the Ministry of 

' Realth, IS1 was asked to advise in the matter. 
. '*  . 



' & *lew of drbat has ken stated .boue, it ia requested that 
the r,q@y of the M&ktry oP Heal& to paragraph 3.9 of 
the PAC Report rnw please bs amnded and the position 
of IS1 clarified. " 

4.18. The Department of Industrial Development also furnished 
4q the Comanitbe an Action Taken Note, on 29 September, 1975, on 
the o k k t i o a s ,  cot~tahed in pmagrapho 3.9, 3.11 and 3.12, which 
is' reprcduced below: 

"The cause of PAC's observations is related to two quantities 
whjch formed the 'W of the material found sub- 
stahdard' namely, 550 tonnes with excess alkalinity and 
5b tonnes with suspenaibility ranging from 43 per cent 
to below 50 per cent. PAC noted, without any com- 
ments, the penalty e. &NO on 2% tonnes of the mate- 
rial with suspensibility below 45 per cent. (para 3.9). 

' In regard to the first two quantities, the position is explained 
in the preceding comments against para Nos. 3.4-3.6 
and 3.8 respectively. 

=I letter No. CMD/38: 1 (NMEP) dated 20 October. 1972 on 
the question of penalty ?or material with excess alkalinity 
(which has not been included in the PAC Report) is re- 
produced below. It clearly states that commercial as- 
pects are outside the purview of ISI. This statement 
brings out the perspective against which the latter part 
of the IS1 letter should he interpreted 

Zetter No. CMD/B:l (NMEP) dated 20 October, 1972 trom 
Shri M. V. Patankar, DDG, ISI. New Delhi to Dr. V. 
Somsundara Rao, Director, NMEP Delhi. 

Klndty refer to your letter No. 9-17/NMEP(II) dated 12 
Odobex, if472 regarding the supplies of BHC wdp made 
by M l s  Htndustan Insecticides Ltd. 

We appreciate your desise tbat the ISE should niake a re- 
wmnmdrtioa for h ? ~  of gedb for the supplies which 

, q7- f d  mitiaily to 8~caQd tbe limit of alkalinity. 
1 aqn &aid that the IS1 beiag aa Mtitution concerned 

. qjt.b layiag Qpon d qscifbtioa, iin materials and 
of c&ity I.&N the OntiR(.tioll Marking 

Sclleme, the commercial aspects of the supply are out- 



~ i d e  its purview. We are, therefore, POS iq, 1~ mUkJ 
"to r e W m m d ' a n y  penalty in terms ~t rdrction dB 
prg-t which you would like to' impom on Iie 

However, in this Wnnectioh, 1 would draw your kind attep 
tioa to our ietkr of even numbex- dated a August, l$W 
in which we hctd indicated that in our opinion BliG w9g 
with a U i n i t y  upto 1.5 per cent should be considaqi 
te satisfy the requirements of the relevant h d i a  
Standards so far as your requirements are c o n m e &  
Laoking at the problem from this technical poiat ob 
view, we are of the opinion that the question of levy- 
of penalty far those batches of BHC wdp having alka- 
linity of 1.5 per cent maximum may not arise'. 

- 

The concluding paragraphs of the above letter and letter No. 
CMD/38.1(NMEP) of 19 October have been interpreted 
by all including IS1 as advice from IS1 that no penalty 
was leviable on the two quantities under question. lb&- 
theless a closer analysis of the letter reveals certaih 
extenuating features which have largely gone unnoticed. 
Considering that the dealing officer in the IS1 is dead anb 
his clarifications of the letters are unavailable the 1 f i  lias 
drawn attention to these features even at this late stage. 

(i) The IS1 letter dated 19 October, 1972 s a y  the question 
of recommending a penalty does not arise. It does not 
say that the question of penalty does not arise. There 
is a substantial difference between these two positions. 
Also the next sentence is extremely important, where i~  
it  is stated 'commercial aspects of supply like imposieg 
penalty are outside our purview'. The two sentences 
together can only mean that recommending a penalty 
does not arise as commercial aspects are outside ISI 
purview. 

(ii) In ISI's letter dated 20 October, 1972, the principal 
question of basic importance adequately stdmed is 
again the same, that is, 'Commercial aspects of t%e 
supply are outside our purview'. Ma@, il & cab- 
eluding sentence the wofd may infndicates 6- 
OF to WMEP. S i @ l A ~ e  this O * O ~  i8 @%% %dk- 
irg at the p b l e m  from this techdleal pbt dl: *' 
end mt frum my commercial paint gl w." 



*i6 

%he* Carmaittee are unable to ac&t tL rather teauous W .i fLa .Department of Health for not levy- a q  penalty or 
ww a ~fice Pduction in respect of 1080 tonnes of the pesticide 
found sub-standard accord* to the original specifications stipulated 
ia the priicfiase order. Though the supply had been regularlsed 
*bseq~ently'by a retrospective amendment of the specifications by 
tkc  hrdian Standards Institution, the fact remains that, from the 
honnaS commercial point of view, the supplies actually made had 
not confofmed to the specifications originally prescribed and there 
bad thus 'been a variation between the pesticide ordered by the 
kMEP Directorate and that supplied. The Committee are of the 
lriew that the NMEP Directorate, as the purchaser of the pesticide, 
Jhanld have taken steps to safeguard the financial interests of 
Government instead of merely giving in to an unsatisfactory situa- 
t i .  It is significant that though the Indian Standards Institution 
.hail kecommended a penalty of Rs. 9300 in respect of only 275 tonnes 
of the pesticide, which did not conform either to the original or 

' I  

amended specifications, it was apparently from a purely technical 
consideration of the question, and an option seems to have been open 
to the Directorate to take all necessary action in so far as the com- 
,mercial aspects of the transaction were concernea. The Directorate 
a-r, in the Committee's view to have pounced upon the finding 
of the Indian Standards Institution as a way out of a bad job, instead 
of asserting their rights and responsibilities as the purchaser of the 
pesticide with public funds. 

1.20. The Committee would, therefore, reiterate their earlier 
observations in this regard and desire that responsibility for this 
&tly*lapse on the part of the Directorate should be fixed. GOV- 
ernment should also, as asked for earlier, explore the possibility of 
'obtaining a price reduction for the quantity of 1080 tonnes of the 
sub-standard pesticide or recovering an adequate penalty. 

1.21. The Committee find that the advice given in this regard by 
the Indian Standards Institution had influenced. to a great extent. 
%he subsequent course ~f~even ts .  Having taken the stand that 
" e o ~ i a l  aspects of supply like imposing penalty" were outside 
tbeir purview, the Indian Standards Institution ought to have dis- 
sociatqi themetlves from offerinp any advice on the question. It 
w d d ,  however, appear that in recommending a penalty in respect 
SI$ 2'55 @ a ~ e s  of $he pesticide, tbe Institution had functioned beyond 
j&Jprlsdiatiop. The Commitkt note from the reply furnished by 
the Department ai Iadwtriol Devdopnrent to an- recommenda- 
tfan of theirs, contained in paragraph 3.16 of the 152nd Report, that 
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the h@bn Standards Inotltution have EOIP isead whin pracrk- 
tionary instructions to avoid involvement in eaprmercial questions. 
%be Committee tFost that Wese as well as W f d s h  Y h s t ) o l a  
which may Ira b u b d  in this regard 'after the pro&m& f u a e r  %View 
tot-the matter wmld be scmpulwdy adhered. ta. , 

., 1.22. The Cemmittee had drawn pointed atteptlolf, im par- 
3.12, to the avoidable delay of nearly four months in issuing hcrees- 
sary sanction for the purchase in this case, which in turn led to 
deviations in the procedure for inspection and testing. The 
Committee had also desired fixation of responsibility for the delay. 
The reply furnished by the Department of Health is silent on this 
issue. The Committee would like to know what action, U any, hasl 
been taken in pursuance of this recommendation. 

Action to be taken against the private formulators of the pesticide. 
(Paragraph 3.13-S1. No. 13). 

1.23. In paragraph 3.13 of the Report, the Committee had re- 
commehded : 

"The Committee are of the view that appropliate action 
should also be taken against the four private formulators 
[Pesticides Indla, Udaipur, Devidayal (Sales) Private Ltd., 
Bombay, Krishimhemin Products, Bangalore and Venka- 
teshwara Agro Chemicals and Minerals, Madras] after 
proper investigation " 

1.24 In their Action Taken Note dated 31 December, i975 fur- 
nished to the Committee in this regard, the Department of Health 
stated : 

"The1 order was placed on the Hindustan Insecticides Limited 
and there was no dlrect dealing between the NMEP and 
the foul formulators. The Hindustan Insecticides Limited 
were directly responsible for the execution of the con- 
tract to the NhlEP. Hence, the NMEP Directorate has 
no jurisdiction to initiate investigation and action as re- 
commended by the Committee. The matter concerns 
M.inistry of Petroleum and Chemicals." 

1.25. The Action Taken Note dated 29 September, 1975 received 
in this connection from the Ministry of Pdtroleum Rt Chemicals is 
reproduced below : 

"The recommendation has been brought to the notice of 
Hindustan Insecticides Limited to consider what further 



action could be taken against the' parties concerned, .m 
U t k  r60 dLe penrlties 41- f i p c d d  on tMd!' 

wqtp&CqpyDittaeP.tatkt IS1# e ~ d  rrrh.t- 
rdhp c+# k tik. y.ist few &vats k.m&W. .t ib 
pestreide, in additiqp k pdh W y  lssQlrssd en h m ,  b Sa 
be eensidertd by Hindustan Insecticides Ltd. Some six months have 
~ s L c e l t k r u d t b t ~ I r r o w ) d ~ ~ ~ l j r o k ~ l i w t ' L a s  
P4mm-d 



RECOMMENDATIONS/OBSERVA!ITONS TFIAT HAVE 
ACCEPTED BY GO'VE~~NMENT 

Ilecommendution 
The Committee are distressed to find that 13.55 tonnes of BHC 

60 per cent wdp pesticide, worth Rs. 24.55 l a b ,  which represents 
about 30 per cent of the total quantity of 4500 tonnes of the pesticide 
procured by the N.M.E.P. Directorate were found ta bd of substan- 
tially substandard quality as it did not conform to the stipulated 
specifications relating to either its alkalinity content or suspensi- 
bility or both. The pesticide was meant for spraying during the 
197273 spray season in those areas of Madhya Pradesh, Maha- 
rashtra, Gujarat, Orissa, Uttar Pradesh, Rajasthan and Punjab where 
mssquitoes had developed resistance to DDT. The penalty imposed 
for the sub-standard supply was only Rs. 9,300. After an examina- 
tion of the information made available to them, the Committee find 
a number of unsatisfactory aspects in the handling of the case which 
are discussed in the succeeding Paragraphs. 

[Serial No. 2 (Para 3.2) of Appendix VII to 152nd Report 
(Fifth Ldr Sabha)] 

Action Taken 
Replies to each observation of the Co-ittee are given in the 

subsequent notes. 
The note has been seen and vetted by Audit. 

[Department of Health O.M. No. G 25015/4/75-C&CD dated 
31- 1Z-19753 

iLeeanmendation 
Accordmg to specification No. IS: 562 of' the Indian Standards 

Institution, which was in operation when 0rdeS.s for the pesticide 
were placed in December, 1071, the alkaline content of ]3HC 50 per 
cent wdp &quld not exceed 1 per cent and its minimum suspcensi- 
bility should be 50 per cent. The test r<ports of Indian Stanqbrds 
Institution, however, revealed that the alkalinity content ~f 
550 tonnes of the pesticide varied between 1.1 per cent to 1.4 per cent, 
while 530 tonnes had suspensibility below 50 per cent but above 45 
pB: cent and 275 tonnes had a suspensibility below 4!5 per cent and 
were olso deficient in alkalinity as well. 

[Serial No. 4 (Para 3.4) of Appendix VU to 152nd q e p t  
(F'ifth LQk Ssbba)? 



Department of Health 
As the obser 

the ,#pQ of 
were &nsulted. 

v a  tions made! fa i th&m .pplragraplhs primarily concern 
Industrial Development and Civil Supplies, they 
'Their reply is as follows : - 

"In the above paragrap&, the specific observation relating to 
Indian Standards Institution is as below : - 

"It is not a t  all clear to the Committee how the Indian 
Standards Institution arrived at the limit of 1.5 per cent. 
particularly when the two experts had not specified any 
upper limit for alkalinity and adequate scientific data 
was also lacking". 

As noted by PAC, Indian Standards Institution was guided by 
the opinion of two experts, namely, Dr. H. 0. Bami, Direc- , 
tor, Central Forensic Science Laboratory and Dr. S. N. 
Banerjee, Plant protection Adviser, Ministry of Agricul- 
ture, Government of India, who is also the Chairman of 
the pest control Sectional Committee, AFCDC 6 of ISI. 
When Indian Standards Institution sought their opinion, 
they presented the observed values of alkalinity, which 
ranged from 1.1 per cent to 1.4 per cent. 

Both gave the opinion that slight increase in alkalinity was 
not mater~al for the purpose in mew. Though they did 
not state a quantitative figure for an upper acceptable 
limit, nevertheless they had the values before them. There- 
fore, it is natural to presume that the values presented 
could be considered as "slight increase in alkalinity". 
Since the observed values went up to 1.4 per cent they 
were merely rounded to 1.5 per cent in the reply to Na- 
tional Malaria Eradication Programme. 

In addition, it may be mentioned that the Indian Standards 
Institution w e e  consulted in the matter by the Directorate National 
Malaria Eradication Programme. In their letter dated 23rd August, 
1972 the Ihd4an Standards Institution had clearly expressed the 
view that as far as the use of BHC In Public Health projects 
was concerned, slight increase in alkalinity up to a limit of 
1.5 per cent would, not meterially affect the suspensibility or, 

' gamma content or the efficacy of BHC wdp. They accordingly, 
recommenaed that all batches which were re'ported to have failed 
in alkalinity could be considered as having satisfied the requirement 
of the specifications so far  as  the requirenlents of National Malaria 
Ekadication 'programme were concerned. 

The Note has been seen and, vetted by Audit. 
[Department of Health O.M. No G 25015/4/75--C&CD dated 

31-12-1975.] 



In the above paragxaphs, the specific observation relating to IS1 
ik' as follows: 

I 

"It is not at  all clear to the Committee how the Indian Institution 
arrived at the limit of 1.5 per cent particularly when the two experts 
had not specified any upper limits for alkalinity and adequate scienti- 
fic ,dab  was also lacking". 

As noted by P.A.C., IS1 was guided by the opinion of two ex- 
b r t s ,  namely , Dr. H. L. Bami, Director, Central Forensic Science 
Laboratory and Dr. S. N. Banerjee, Plant Protection Adviser, Minis- 
tw of . ~ ~ r i c u l t u r e ,  Government of India, who is also the Chairman 
of the Pest Control Sectional Committee, AFCDC 6 of ISI. When IS1 
kou&t their opinion, they presented the observed values of alkalinity, 
which ranged from 1.1 per cent to 1.4 per cent. 

Both gave the opinion that slight increase in alkalinity was not 
material for the purpose in view. Though they did not state a quan- 
titative figure for an upper acceptable limit, nevertheless they had 
the values before them. Therefore, it is natural to presume that the 
values presented could be considered as "slight increase in alkalinity." 
Since the observed values went upto 1.4 per cent, they were merely 
rounded to 1.5 per cent in the reply to NMEP. 

[Department of Industrial Development D.O. No. 3(40) SD&P/ 
- 75 dated 21-11-75] 

Recommendation 

The, Committee are also concerned to find that a public sector 
undertaking prefering to trade in sub-standard pesticide rather than 
to gearing up its own production to meet the requirements of the 
Government Health and Agricultural programmes. 

. "  [Sl. No. 15 (Para 3.15) of Appendix VII to 152nd Report (Fifth 
I ,  I Lok Sabha).] 

Action Taken 
I " 

The purchase of B.H.C. from outside sources was in vogue only for 
one year and this practioe was discontinued thereafter, every precau- 
!tion is being taken by Hindustan Insecticides Ltd., to see that' the 
pesticides of the requisite quality are produced and marketed. g hey 
.are also embarking on a large-scale programme of diversification to 
meet the requirements of Health and Plant protectiotl. 
W , ~ J  

J [Mihistry of ~e t ro l ehm and Chemicals D.O. No. L-51012/1/76 
A&I dated 29-9-1975]. 



T)te Committee feel Wat the sorry state of &airs reflected in thjs 
transaction was not entirely unavoidable. This could have been pre- 
vented had adequate advance action for the procurement of the pesti- 
cfdes been taken. The delays in procuriqg pesticides for the Mnhrfa 
Eradication Programme have also been examined by the Commit& 
in the past and they had then been infonned by the Milristm of 
Health and Family Planning that a programme for the advance PO- 
cwement of insecticides, one year in advance, had been drawn up 
and the delay factor had once and for all been eliminated. The 
Committee note that despite this assurance having been given to thep  
rrl*r,  the proposals for the procurement of BHC wdp for && 
during the 1972-73 spray season (first round of spraying to cornTence 
ip Ahrch, 1972) had been sent to the Director General of Health $er- 
vices only by the end of July, 1971 and necessary sanction was re- 
ceived by the middle of November, 1971. The Secretary of the Minis- 
try admitted during evidence that i t  had not been possible so far % 
reach the ideal pattern of finalising all the details one year in ad- 
vance. The Ministry have subsequently informed the Committee 
that because of various formalities involved, viz., screening of ttre 
proposals by the DGHS, the Ministry and its Associate Finance and 
clearance by the Department of Economic Mairs and the DCTD 
in the case of imports, the issue of formal sanction for advance pro- 
curement of insecticides is liable to delay. Since the Department of 
Economic Aftairs and the DGTD are concerned only with imports 
from abroad, the delay of nearly four months for issuing sanction 
in this case of indigenous procurement needs to be explained. The 
Cornmitt- are also of the opinion that the various dimcultles ex- 
pressed by the Ministry me not insurmountable. 

€Serial No. 17 (Para 3.17) of Appendir VII to 152nd, Report 
(Fifth Lok Sabha)] 

The picture that emerges from the statement furnished to the 
C o d t t e e  by the Mhistry, containing the detoPr of proposals for 
procurement of difFerent insecticides, issue of mnctions and delivery 
schedule i s  depressing. For instance, in respect d procuremt af 
W t M o  for the 197475 spray season, the Cammittee find that 
wbi)e the pmpooaf had been sent an the Ogth April, 1873, tbt smcWh 
bad been rcod;rtd only on the Uth rYIardh, 1953 asad even thaugh * 
supplies were t~ be completed by the 3lat May, 1974 (@ which time 



the first round of graying should have ken completed) the orders 
had been placed only in July and August, 1974. Similarly, sanctions 
in respect of DDT 75 per cent, pmpoeals for which had been sent on 
30th April, 1fk73, had been issued as late as luecrrch snd &4. 
'Tke Committee can only deplore wch glaring instames of delays and 
d e s h  that the existing procedures for the issue of sanctions and pro- 
curement should be thoroughly reviewed* and strearnilhe so as to 
obviate emergency and distress purchases. The Committee would 
like to be kept iMomed of the changes effected in this regard. 

[Serial No. 18 (Para 3.18) of Appendix VII to 152nd Report 
(Fifth Lok sabha)]. 

Action Taken 
The Ministry is conscious of the delay in the processing of finan- 

cial sanctions for advance procurement of materials leading to a- 
culties in timely procurement. A drill for advance procurement of 
insecticides etc., is being worked out in consultation with the Ministry 
of lhance, keeping in view the chemical characteristics includng 
keeping quality of the materials and the position of Anancial re- 
swces. 

The note has been seen and vetted by Audit. 

[Department of Health 0.W No. G. 25015/4/75-CBECD dated 
~l-lZ-l975]. 



CHAPTER m 
RECO&DATIONS/~BSERVATIONS WHICH THE COMMIT-' 
TEE DO NOIT DESIRE TO PURSUE IN VIEW OF THE REPLIES 

OF GOVERNMENT 

Apart from the financial aspect of this transaction what tau- 
great concern to the Committee is the fact that sub-stan- 
dard pesticide has been used in the field. The Committee find 
from the information furnished in the Annual Reports of the Ministry 
of Health and Family Planning for the years 1972-73 and 1973-74, that 
the incidence of malaria in the country during 1971, 1972 and 1973 
was respectively 13,23,104 cases, 13,62,806 cases and 14,98,961 cases. 
While the number of cases of malaria reported during the period 
from January to October, 1972 was only 8,86,937; the incidence report- 
ed during the remaining two months, i.e. after the completion of the 
spraying operations, was as high as 4,75,869 cases. The Committee 
are also concerned to note that in the four States of Orissa, Uttar 
Pradesh, Rajasthan and Punjab, where the BHC procured in this 
case had been sprayed, there has been an alarming increase in the 
incidence of malaria during 1972 and 1973. The Committee, there- 
fore, consider i t  essential to investigate immediately whether the 
spraying of the sub-standard pesticide in these States has ccntributed 
k, the increase in the incidence of malaria. 

[Serial No. 1 (Para 3.1) of Appendix VII to 152nd Report 
(Fifth Lok Sabha)]. 

A statement showing the incidence of malaria in the units where 
B.H.C. 50 per cent w.d.p. was sprayed during the years 1971, 1972 and 
1973 is attached (Annexure). I t  will be seen that in the States of 
Gujarat, Rajasthan and Madhya Pradesh, there was reduction in the 
incidence in 1972 as compared to 1971. In Punjab to which the so- 
called sub-standard B.H.C. was not supplied the incidence rose from 
2,201 cases to 27,652 cases in 1972 and to 31,363 cases in 1973. More  
over, the incidence went up considerably in 1973 in all States, al- 
though standard quality B.H.C. was sprayed in 1972 and 1973 spray- 

The increase of malaria during 1971, 1972 end 1973 is due to 
vrrJous factors like, vector resistance to insecticides, parasite resis- 



tance to drugs and increase of cases in maintenance phase areas where 
only focal spray was required to be done. The incidence of malaria 
is always higher in the months following the monsoon. Only 1355 
tons of B.H.C. out of 4500 tons ardereq from the Hindustan Insectici- 
des Limited was found to be sub-standard. The increase in the inci- 
dence cannot; thkrefore, wh&lly be itthbut'ed to t h  spray of this 
B.H.C. 

It is submitted, therefore, that the rise in the incidence of malaria 
in 1972 and 1973 cannot be attributed only to the spraying of the so- 
called sub-standard B.H.C. procured in 1971 and 1972 but it has to be 
related to other factors as well. 

The note has been seen and vetted by audit. 

[Department of Health O.M. No. G. 25015/4/75-C&CD dated 
31-12-1975]. 



A & N B ~ R B  
d c E  0 ~ Y A i A l W m B l i c s ~ ' I I ' ~  

- 
Sl. State SI. Name oft he 
M h .  No. Unlr Incidence far 

1971 197% 1973 -- 
1 2  3 4 5 6 7 

Baroda . 
Rajpipla . 
Nadisd . 
Panchmahal . 
Raikot . 
Swat . 
Bulsar . 
Anand . 
C h .  Udaipur . 

Total . 

2. K.10, , ,  1 . K o t a  . 
2. Chittorgarh . 
3. Jodhpur . 
4. Udaipur . 
5 .  i b t m p r h  . 
6 .  Kardi . 



4. Uttar Ptadesh 
~ . J h n * s i  . . . . 4677 5346 8955 

2. Rudr: pur . . . 478 210 37 I 

. - -  

Tots  I . . 5x55 5556 9326 

j. h!ai.ara arra 

I .  N'gpur . . . . 
2. Buldar a . . . .  
3. B1:ar dara . , . 
4. I'trn' a . . . . 
5 .  Snt: ra . . . . 
6 .  Cha1 dn-1 . . 
7. Charda-I1 . . 
8. Ycotml . . . 
9. Worora (Char&- Ill)  . 

10. Ahm.dl-agar . . . 
. . . 11. S p r ~  

12. Plrdh~pur . . 
1 3 . J - o n .  . . . 



I. Sangrur . . . . 1a25 13334 455691 

2 .  Ptrozcpur . . . 976 14318 7556 

7. Orissa 
I. Bhawaripatara. . . 600 691 6684 

2. Bcrhampur . . . 855 945 6274 

3. Rcyg-da . . . . 4510 3813 roo13 

4. Phulhari . . . 46 I 1725 8541 

5. BharTjragar . . . 82 414 5137' 

5. Balasore . . .  826 587 610 
------- 

Total . . 7343 8175 36259 

-- -- 

As regards the specification for suspensibility, the Committee are 
surprised that the Indian Standards Institution had introduced the 
'Keeping quality' clause for suspensibility in the specification on. an  
ad-hoc basis and also made it applicable retrospectively to the con- 
signments of BHC wdp found substandard according to the original 
specification, even while necessary data in this regard were being 
collected. The Committee note that this clause and consequent am- 
endment to specification 183562 had also been approved initially for 
six months effective only from 1st November, 1972, on the analogy 
of a similar specification for DDT introduced on the basis of a study, 
previously made. The issue of a regular amendment incorporating 
the 'Ker ping quality' clause had been finally approved by the PestL 



ddes Subcommittee, AFCDC! 6 only a t  their 33rd meeting held on 
19th and 20th August, 1974. In this context, the Committee And it 
difficult to accept the argument put forth by the Indian Standards 
Institution, in  their letter dated 19th October, 1972, that since the 
issue of the amendment was brought about a t  the instance of Hindu- 
otan Insecticides Ltd., the amendment was also to take care of the 
problem faced by them which, to say the least, is unconvincing. 

[S. No. 8 (Fara 3.8) of Appendix VII to 152nd Report (Fifth 
Lok Sabha)]. 

Action Taken 

In the above paragraph, the specific observation about IS1 is as 
below : 

"In this context, the Committee find it difficult to accept the argu- 
ment put forth by the Indian Standards Institution, in their letter 
dated 19th October 1972, that since the i ~ s u e  of the amendment was 
brought abcut at  the instance of Hindustan In-ecticides Ltd., the 
amendment was also to take care of problem faced by them which, 
to say the least, is unconvincing". 

The proposal for amending an established Indian Staqdard arises 
frequently when the producer or the consumer is faced with a pro- 
blem in implementing the standard. A consequent amendment, 
therefore, has a direct relation with the particular prob!em. 

IS1 letter No. CMD/38: l(NMEP) dated 20th October 1972 to 
NMEP, [Appendix VI (6) of the Report], way written alter the con- 
cerned IS1 Sub-committee had accepted a tentative amendment to 
introduce a Keeping Quality clause in the Standard for BHC wdp. 
As explained in the letter, a view was taken that by the above ameni- 
ment "the Committee has given effect formally to a principle which 
had been agreed to earlier". Following from this view, the I.S.I. 
drew the conclusion. 

"Taking into consideration the normal time lapsed between 
drawal of the samples bv our inspecting officers and the 
testing, and also the fact that the ~uspensibility test results 
conveyed to you were after acceleratkd storaae of the sam- 
ples, all the batches of BHC wdp found to have suspepibi- 
lity of 45 per cent and above may considered to have met 
the requirements of IS: 562 read with the present amend- 
ment". 



It  is necessary to explain the technical ground for the abave && 
point. The original standard merely stipulated that suspendibi~lty 
shall not be below 50 per cent. I t  has earlier been observed for B 
comparable specification (for DDT wdp formulations) that suspensibi- 
lity decreases with time. Thus the question arises at  what point of 
time the limit of 50 per cent applies? To resolve this difficulty, a 
'Keeping quality' clauye had been introduced for DDT wdp formu- 
lations specifying an allowable drop in six months. The same clause 
was made applicable to BHC wdp formulations subsequently. This 
amendment removed a defect in the original specification, without 
which i t  is not possible to interpret the stipulated requirement. The 
constitutes the technical groun3 for suggesting that the original speci- 
fication should be read with the amendment. 

[Department of Industrial Development D.O. No. 3(40) S.D.&P./ 
75 dated 21-11-1975]. 

Recommendation 

Yet another unsatisfactory feature of this case is the way in 
which the question of penalty for the sub-standard pest~clde was 
h a d l e d  by the Ministry and the NMEP Direct~.;ate. The Committee 
find that a penalty of Rs. 9,300 has been imposed on Hindustan In- 
secticides Ltd. only in respect of 275 tonnes sf the pesticide with 
suspensibility beiow 45 per cent and partly deficient in alkalinity 
as well, on the basis of the recommendation made by the Indian 
Standards Institution. In respect of the remaining 1080 tonnes 
which were also substandard, according to the original specifications, 
the Indian Standards Institution had advised that n3  penalty need 
be levied on this quantity as the material was usable and most of it 
had actually been used. The committee are unable to  appreciate 
the logic of this argument, The fact remains that this quantity was 
also below the specifications stipulated in the purchase order. 

[Para 3.9-152nd PAC Report (5th Lok Sabha)J- 

The part pIayed by the IS1 in this case is unsatisfactory. The 
Committee feel that the proper r ~ l e  of IS1 is to enforce strict 
quality control. I t  should not have expressed a definite view in 
regard to the acceptability of a substandard supply, without ade- 
quate laboratory and field trials and tests. I t  is true that in this case 
the IS1 proceeded on the basis of opinions expressed by two experts, 
one of whom specifically advised references to its relwant sub- 



qxqmittee. Such an approach, in the Committee's opinion is hardly 
becoming an ~rganisafion entrusted with certifying the qualily and 
qhicacy of products. The Institution has also functioned bt ynnd 
its jurisdiction by advising that no penalty was leviable in respect 
of bulk of the material found substandard. 

[S. NO. 11 (Para 3.11) of Appe-idix VII t~ 152nd Report 
(5th Lok Sabha)!. 

Action Taken 

The cause of PAC's observations is related to two quantities 
which form the "bulk of the material found sub:tandartl" camely, 
550 tomes with exce.s alkalin'ly and 550 to.lncr; with suspecsibility 
ranging fr2m 45 per cent to b4o:v 50 per cent. PAC noted, wi thmt  
any comments, thi. penalty of Rs. 9300 on 275 tomes of th: mate:?al 
with susptmsibilitjr below 45 percent (para 3.9). 

In reg:trd to the first two quantities, thz pxition is explained in 
the p r c d l n g  c~mrncnt ;    gain st para N ~ J .  3.4-3.6 a 3.8 re+ 
pectivel y. 

IS1 letter No. CMD'38: 1 (NMEP) dated 20 October, 1972 on the  
qucqt~sn cf p s a l t y  for material with esccss alkalinity (which has 
not hcen includc.1 i l l  the PAC R q o r t )  IS reproduceJ belcw. I t  
clearly st: tes that commercial aspects are outside thc purview of 
IS1 This statement brings n u t  thp pcrspectlve against which the  
latter part of th: IS1 letter should be ~ n t x p r e t e d .  

"Lelter No. CMD/38:1 (NMEP) dated 20 October, 1972 from 
Shr i  M. . Patankar. DDG IS1 New Delhi to Dr. V. Somas- 
undara Rao, Director, NMEP Delhi. 

Kindly refer to your letter No. 9-17/NMEP(II) dated 12 OcL, 
1972 regarding the  supplies of BHC wdp made by M/s- 
Hindustan Insecticides Ltd. 

We appreciate your des:re that the IS1 should make a recom- 
mendation for levy of penalty for the supplies which 
were found initially to exceed the limit of alkalinity. 
I a m  afraid that the IS1 being an Institution concerned 
with laying down of specifications far materials and as- 
sessment of quality under the Certification Marking 
Scheme, the commercial aypects of the supply are outside 
its purview. We are, therefore, not in a position to recom- 
mend any penalty in terms of reduction in payment which 
you would like t o  impose on  M/s. HIL. 



However, in this connection, I would draw your kind attention 
to our letter of even number dated 23 August, 1972 in 
which we had indicated that in our opinion BHC wdp 
with alkalinity upto 1.5 per cent should be considered to 
satisfy the requirements of the relevant Indian Standards 
so f a  as your requirements are  concerned. Looking a t  
the problem from this technical point of view, we are of 
the opinion that the question of levying of penalty for 
those batches of BHC wdp having alkalinity of 1.5 per 
cent maximum may not arise." 

The concluding paragraphs of the above letter and letter No. 
CMD/SB:l(NMEP) of 19 October [Appendix VI (6) of the PAC 
Report] have been interpreted by all including IS1 as advice from 
IS1 that no penalty was leviable on the two quantities under 
question. Nevertheless a closer analysis of the letter reveals certain 
extenuating features which have largely gone unnoti-ed. Consider- 
ing that the dealing officer in the IS1 is dead and his clarifications 
of the letter are unavailable, the IS1 has drawn attention to these 
features even a t  this late stage. 

(i) The IS1 letter dated 19 October, 1972 says the question of 
recommending a penalty does not arise. I t  does not say 
that the question of penalty does not arise. There is a 
substantial difference between these two 'positions. Also 
the next sentence is extremely important, wherein it is 
stated "commercial aswects of supply like imposing 
penalty are outside our purview". The two sentences 
toqether can onlv mean that recommending a penalty 
does not arise as commercial a s ~ e c t s  are outside IS1 
purview. 

(ii) In ISI's lettei- dated 20 October. 1972, the ~r inc ipa l  
question of basic importance adequately stressed is again 
the same, that is "Commercial a s ~ e c t s  of the supply are 
outside our plmriew". Further. in the concludinr? sentence 
the word may indicates an option open to NMFP. Si@- 
ficantlg this option is open "looking at the problem from 
this technical point of view" and not from any commercial 
point of view. 

IDepartment of Industrial Development D. 0. No. 3(40) SD/P/ 
75 dated 21-11-751. 

Recommendation 

The Commitfne have also been informed that the order for the 
supply of the pesticfde had been placed on Hindustan Insecticides 



Ltd. on a special approach made by the undertaking to the Health 
Ministry that if the Ministry had any need for BHC, they should 
preferably buy it from the undertaking. The background for this 
request was that in the year Hindustan Insecticides Ltd. commenced 
production of BHC from their plant, there was a terrific glut' in the 
BHC market and i t  was extremely difficult to sell the BIiC in the 
prevailing competition.' The Committee, however, find that in  
actual practice, Hindustan Insecticides Ltd. had procured 450 metric 
tonnes of Technical BHC from MIS. Tata Chemicals and 963 metric 
tonnes from MIS Kanwia Chemicals. The Committee are unable to 
understand how the procurement of Technical BHC by Hbdustan 
Insecticides Ltd. from other private producers was agreed to by the 
Ministry of Health when the Hindustan Insecticides were claiming 
a glut in production and difficulty in disposing of t h e i ~  stock. The 
Committee, therefore, desire that the circumstances leading to the 
procurement of Technical BHC from private producers by Hindustan 
Insecticides Ltd. should be thoroughly investigated and responsibility 
therefor fixed and the Committee informed. 

[Serial No. 14 (Para 3.14) of Appendix VII to 152nd Report 
(Fifth Lok Sabha) ] 

Action Taken 

The proposal for the purchase of 4500 tonnes of BHC 50 per cent 
w.d.p. was considered in a meeting held in the room of Joint Secre- 
tary in the Department of Health. It  was known that the Hindustan 
Insecticides Limited would not be able to supply all the 4500 tonnes 
of the formulate3 material from out of their cwn production in 
1972-73 due to operational reasons. They would, however, meet 
their commitment and for this some quantities may have to be pur- 
chased by them from the market. This was noted but it was felt 
that it would be more convenient to place the entire order on 
Hindustan Insecticides Limited when thev have planned to expand 
their capacity etc. Accordingly. the Hindustan Insecticides Limited 
purchased s3me quantities of Technical BHC from private producers 
t o  complete the present contract. 

The Ministry of Petroleum and Chemicals have stated as follows: 

"It has been ascertained from Hindustan Insecticides Limited 
that s e ~ l e d  tendors wcre invited by General Manager, 
Hindustan Inscrtic;?cs Limited, (Alwave) for the required 
quantities of BHC from all the manufacturers and that a 
'Three-man Committee consisting of the Financial Adviser 



and Chief Accounts Officer, the General Manager, Alwaye 
and the Chief Technical Superintendent, was set up to 
evaluate the tenders and decide on the purchase. It has 
also been explained by the Hindustan Insecticides Lim~ted 
that the decision to purchase BHC Technical from 
Hindustan Organic Chemicals, Tata Chemicals and 
Kanoria Chemicals was taken on the recommendatim of 
the Committee taking inter-alia into account the cod of 
formulated 50 per cent BHC to Hindustan Insecticides 
Limited, capacity of the various formulators, etc- 
Hindustan Insecticides Limited has also explained that 
there was no procedural or other mistake in making the 
assessments in regard t3  the selection of the parties in- 
volved. 

In the circurnstanccs, an investigation, as sugg~sted in this 
paragraph, with a view to fixing the responsibiiity is not 
consi dcrcd necessary." 

The note has been seen and vetted by Audit. 

[Department of Health O.M. No. G.25015/4/75-C&Cn Anted 
31-12-1975?. 



CHAPTER IV 

RECOMMENDATIOXSIOBSERVATIONS REPLIES TO WHICH. 
HAVE NOT BEEN ACCEPTED BY THE COMMI'YI'EE AND 

WHICH REQUIRE HEITERATION 

The purchase order was placed on Hindustan Insecticides Ltd.,. 
who in turn procured some quantity of technical BHC i'rcim various 
sourccs and arranged to get it fxmulatcd by four dift'erent formula- 
tors (pesticides India. Udaipur-1730 tonnes, Devidayal (Sales) 
Private Limitzd, Barnbay-1561 tmnes, Krishichemin Products, 
Bangnlore-Y7il tonnns and Venkatcswara Agrochemicals and Miner- 
als, Madras 240 tonne;) into equivalent quantity of BHC 50 per cent 
wdp for supply to the National Malaria Eradicaticn Programme. 
The purchase order initially stipulated that Hindustan Insecticides 
Ltd. w m l d  f x n i s h  certificates from the Indian Standards Institution 
for th.2 entire formulated material and rectify, a t  its expense, and 
dzfect found on tzsting the material by the Directorate in the field 
or in the factory. Significantly enough, before the sampling and 
t x t i n g  by Indian Standards Institution could begin, Hindustan In- 
secticides Lt3. had desired that there should be no delay in inspec- 
tion of the pesticide as the supplies were to be completed within a 
short period. The NMEP Directxate had, therefore, agreed, in 
January 1972, to  accept supply of the pezticide aft= field spray test 
by the  Direotorate or its representatives a t  different stations pend- 
ing receipt of test results (on lot samples) from the Indian Standards 
Institution. While agreeing to  this deviation, the NMEP Directorate 
apparently assumed that as the pesticide was t o  be supplied under 
the IS1 mark scheme. the  material ordered would conf.mn to the  
requisite standards. This decision, in the  opinion of the Committee, 
shamd the subsequent course of events making the  original con- 
tractual stipulation fo r  the  replacement of the substandard material 
~neffective and inoperative. 

[Serial No. 3 (Para 3.3) of Appendix VII 152nd Report 
(Fifth Lok Sabhg)] 



Action T b  

Department of Health 

In  accordance with the I.S.I. Mark Scheme as  applicable to t e s t  
ing and lnspections for certification of B.H.C. 50 per cent w.d.p. 
the material is required to be tested by the laboratory of the licencee 
in accordance with the relevant prescribed specifications and the 
licencees concerned is to maintain the record of tests. Directorate 
of National Malaria Eradication Programme is basically a field orga- 
nisation. On matters of standards, it is guided by technical and 
research organisation, namely ISI. The Directorate of National 
Malaria Eradication Programme does not conduct specification test- 
ing of the insecticides procured. As mentioned above, laboratory 
tests had been carried out on the BHC supplied by the licencee. As 
an additional precaution, the Directorate of National Malaria Eradi- 
cation programme conducted field spray tests on the BHC. Normally, 
the Directorate of National Malaria Eradication Programme would 
have awaited for IS1 test r ~ u l t s  but as already indicated the BHC 
was required for early spray latest by ~ ~ 2 1 ,  1972. Hence as  the 
results of. the field spray tests were found to be satisfactory and the 
material was required to  be used urgently, it was released to units. 

The information furnished by the Ministry of Petroleum and 
Chemicals is ~eproduced below:- 

"The recommen3ation/obscrvation has been brought to the 
notice cf M/s Hindustan Insecticides Limited for neces- 
sary action." 

The n3te has been seen and vetted by Audit. 

[Department of Health O.M. No. G.25015/4/75-C&CD 
dated 31-12-1975] 

Department of industrial Developent  

There is a n  indirect reference to IS1 in the following sentences: 

"While agreeing to this deviation, the NMEP Directorate a p  
parently assumed that as the pesticide was to be supplied 
under the IS1 mark schrme, the material ordered would 
conform to the rcquisitu standards". 

The schnme o l  quality control agreed upon between NMEP, HIL 
and TST clearly envisaged the possibility that some material mav 
be found defective, and thus require rectification. NMEP had full 



lknowledge of it and therefore there was no basis for making any 
other assumption. The scheme broke down because NMEP permitted 
the use of the material pending IS1 test reports, apparently on ac- 

.oount of urgency but without even consulting the IS1 to explore 
vrhether testing could be expedited. 

[Department of Industrial Development D.O. No. 3 (40) SD&P/ 
75 dated 21-11-1975] 

Recommendation 
In respect of alkalinity of the pesticide, the expert opinions of 

the Director, Central Forensic Laboratory (Dr. H. L. Barni) and the 
Plant Protection Adviser to the Government of India (Shri S. N. 
Banerjee) had been sought on the efficacy of using high&-alkaline 
pesticide in pubhc health programme. Dr. Banli had opined that 
slight excess of alkalinity would ndther affect the suspensibility 
nor its ultimatej use in the field. He had. however. also stressed 
the need to conform to the specification in manufacture and t o  
exercise due care and caution to ensure that the batches which 
were manufactured did not excded the upper limit of 1 per cent of 
alkalinity as specified by Indian Standards Institution as the 
specifications were essentially drawn to ensure adequate standards 
of manufacture as well as safety and dfficacy in final use. Shri S. N. 
Banerjee had also suggested that the Pesticides Sub-Committee of 
the Indian Standards Institution should examine all standards of 
these pesticide, while expressing his opinion that slightlv alkaline 
PJHC wdp should not make any difference as far as its use in the 
public health field is concerned. The Committee find with surprise 
that thouph the expe'rts had expressed views that slight excess of 
alkalinitv would not affect the use of the pesticide in the public 
health field, they had not specified the limits upto which the excess 
alkaline-pekticide could be considered efficacious in the field. 

[Serial No. 5 (Para 3.5) of Appendix VIT to 1 5 3 ~ d  Report 
(Fifth Lok Sabha)]. 

Recommendation 

The Committee find from the Audit paraqaph that on the basis 
of the opinion of these two experts, the Indian Standards Tnstitution 
informed the Direc?oratc, Natimal Malaria Eradication Praeramme, 
that slight increase in alkalinity upto 1.5 per cent wonld not 
materially affect adversely the use of the pesticides in the field. I t  is 
furthe'r scen from the lcttm- dated 14th Auspst, 1972. from the 
Indian Standards Tnstitution to the Director, National Malaria 
Eradication Propramme that this decisian had h e n  taken on the 
basis of the advicc tendered by the two experts and considering the 



fact that till then no .adverse report had been received from the - 
fidd units. It 1s not at all clear to the Committee how the Indian 
Standards Institution arrive ai the iimit of 1.5 per cent particularly 
when the two experts had not specified any upper lunits tor 
alkalinity and adequate scientific data was also lacking. I1 i i  also 
of interest to note that the Pesticides Sub-committee also had held, 
in their 42nd meeting, that it was not correct td ilmeasu the 
alkalinity limit in the abscnctt of data, s;nce theoretically it was 
known that the extra alkaline mcdium would be an ideal situation 
for the quicker deterioration of the active ingredient of the pesticide, 
viz., gam-na-isoiner-. They had also suggested detai l~d tests. The 
Committee have becn informed that the specification limit for 
alkalinity has not been revised so far. The decision to utilise 553 
tonnes cf pesticide with alkalinity of 1.1 per ccint to 1.4 per cent was 
apparently not justiiied. The Committee would, therefore, like the 
Ministry to investigate whether the decision to utilise 550 tonnes of 
the pesticide was justifiable. 

[Serial No. 6 (Para 3.6) of Appendix VLI to 152nd Report 
Fifth Lnk SaLha)]. 

Action Taken 
Deparrment of Health 

As the observa:ions made in these paragraphs primaFly concern 
the  ministry of Industrial Development and Civil Supplies, they 
were consulted. Their reply is as follows : - 

"In the a!,ove paragraphs, the specific obsc'rvation relating to 
Indian Standards 1nstitut:on is as below: - 

'It is not a t  all clear to the Committee how the Indian 
Standards Institution arrived at the limit of 1.5 per cent 
particularly when the two experts had not spwified any 
upper limit for alkalinity and adequate scientific data 
was also lacking'. 

As noted bj PAC, Indian Standards Institution was guided 
by the opinion of two experts, namely, Dr. H. L. Bami, 
Director, Central Forensic Science Laboratory and Dr. 
S. N. Banerjep, Plant Prote'ction Advker, Ministry of 
Agriculture, Government of India, who is also the Chair- 
man of the Pest Control Sectianal Committee, AFCDC 6 
of ISI. When Indian Standards Institution sought their 
opinion, they presented the observed values of alkalinity, 
which nanged from 1.1 per cent to 1.4 per cent. 



39 

Both gave the apl'.n& that slight in- i n ' a lkdh i ty  was 
not material for thd purpose in View. Though they did 
not state a quantitative figure for an upper axeptabk 
limit, nevertheless they had the values before them. 
Therefore; i t  is natural to presume that the values 
presented could be considered as "slight increase ih 
alkalinity". Since the observed values went up to 1.4 
per cent they weYe merely rounded to 1.5 -per cent in the 
reply to National Malaria Eradication Programme. 

In addition, it may be mentioned that the Indian Standards 
Institution were consulted in the matter by the Directorate National 
Malaria Eradication Programme. In their letter dated 23rd August, 
1972 (Annexure) the Indian Standards Institution had clearly 
expressed the view that as far as the use of BHC m Public Health 
Projects was cunccmed, slight increase in alkalinity up t~ a limit 
of 1.5 per cent would not m3terially affect the suspensibility or, 
gamma content or the efficacy of BHC w.d.p. They accordingly, 
recommended that all batches which were reported to have failed 
in alkalinity could be considered as having satisfied the requirement 
of the specifications so far as the requirements of National Malaria 
Eradication Programme were concerned. 

The note has been seen and vetted by Audit. 

[Department of Health O.M. No. G.25015/4/75-C & CD, 
dated 31-12-1975]. 

In the above paragraphs, the s~ecific observation relating to I.S.I. 
is as below: 

"It is not at all clear to the Committee how the rndian 
Institution arrived at the limit of 1.5 per cent particular& 
when the two experts had not specified any uppet 
limits for alkalinity cmd adequate scientific data was also 
lacltillg". 



As noted by P.A.C., I.S.I. was guided by the opinion of two, 
experts, namely, Dr. H. L. Bami, Director, Central Forensic Science 
Laboratory and Dr. S. N. Banerjee, Plant Protection Adviser, 
Ministry of Agriculture, Government of India, who is also the. 
Chainnan of the Pest Control Sectional Committee, AFCDC 6 of ISI. 
When IST sought their opinion, they presented the observed values 
of alkalinity, which ranged from 1.1 per cent to 1.4 per cent. 

Both gave' the opinion that slight increase in alkalinity was not 
material for the purpcse in view. Though they did not state a 
quantitative figure for an upper acceptable limit, nevertheless they 
had the values before: them. Therefore, it is natural to presume 
that the values presented could be considered as  "slight increase in 
alkalinity". Since the observed values went upto 1.4 p& cent, they 
were merely rounded to 1.5 per cent in the reply to NMEP. 

[Department ot Industrial Developmt'nt D.O. No. 3(40)SD&P/75, 
dated 21-11-1975]. 

ANNEXURE 

INDIAN STANDARDS INSTITUTION 

M. V. PAT-WKAR 
Dy. DIRECTOR GENERAL 

MANAK BHAVAN 
9, BAHADUR SHAH ZAFAH MARG, 
NEW DELHI-1. 
23rd August, 1972 

CMD/38 : 1 (Pest) NMEP 

Dear Dr. Ibo,  

With reference to my D.O. Letter No. CMD138: 1 (pest) (NMEP) 
dated 14th August, 1972 and the telephonic discussion which I had 
with you on date, I write to  clarify the position as under: - 

We .took the opportunity of discussing the e,flect of increased' 
alkalinity urith a few experts in the field and their con- 



sidered view b, ar far  tw the use in public health projects. 
b concerned, that the slight incrkase in alkalinity, upto 
a timi& of 1.5, will not materiallw effect the suspgnsibility 
or gamma content or the elgicacg of BHC w.d.p. 

Taking this fact into consideration. we feel that all t h e  
batches, which were reported to have failed in nlkalinitll, 
can ncw be conhdered as having satisfied the require- 
ments oj  the specification so far  as your rea_uirements are  
concerned. 6 

With regards, 

Dr. V. Scmasundara Rao, 
Director, NMEP, Delhi-6. 

Recommendation 

Yours sinceely, 
(Sd.) M. V. PATANKAR. 

The Committee are unable to understand how the NMEP Direc- 
torate satisfied itself that the gammaisomer content wa: actually 
intact in the excess-alkaline pesticide. It  is seen from the state- 
ment of sampling and testing of BHC w.d.p., furnished to the Com- 
mittee by Indian Standards Institutisn, that the first report of fail- 
ure in alkalinity had been made available only on 3rd May, 1972, by 
which time more than 60 per cent of the supplies had been distribut- 
ed to various consignees for spray in the field. The Committee 
have also been informed that since marking of batch numbers on 
the packing were not decipherable, it had not been possible to segre- 
gate the sub-standard pesticide. Further, the opinion 3f the two 
experts had been furnished only in August, 1572, and the pesticide 
sub-committee had considered this questicn only in Septemb~r,  
1972, by which time even the third round of spraying in the field 
would have been in full swing. Though it has been stated by the 
Secretary. Ministry of Health and Family Planning that the excess 
of alkalinity in the pesticide did not affect adversdv the public 
health programme of NMEP, he has also admitted during evidence, 
that the NMEP Directorate was only cmcerned with the field spray 
test and so far as the chemical composition and content of the pesti- 
cide was concerned, the Directoratr depended upon the control and 
supervision of the Indian Standards Institution and Hindustan In- 
secticides Ltd. Awparentlv, therefore, no detailed scientific investi- 
gations whats3evrr had been carried out bv the Directorate to de- 
termine whether the spraying of _pesticide having excess alkalinity- 



p?dduced the desired resultk Onder thPe circumstances, the'~orn- 
rnittee are inclined to think that the active ingredient was not intact 
ia the pesticide found substandard in respect of alkalinity. 

[Serial No. 7 (Para 3.7) of Appendix VII to 152nd Report 
{Fifth Loli Sabha) J 

Action Taken 

The Directorate of NMEP is basically a Aeld organisation. On 
matters of stands-ds, it is guided by technical and research organisa- 
tions like ISI. In their letter No. CMD138:l (NMEP) dated 27th 
November, 1973, (Annexure) the IS1 have cleady opined that the 
Gamma Isomer content of BHC w.d.p. was more than the minimum 
prescribed under the relevant IS1 specifications. It was, therefore, 
not necessary for the Directorate of NMEP to conduct any further 
scientific investigations. 

The note has been seen and vetted by Audit. 

[Department of Health O.M. ND. G. 25015/4/75 C & CD, 
dated 31st De-ember, 1975.1 



ANNEXURE 
c o p y  of letter No. CMD/38.1 (NMEP), dated 27th November, 
1973 &om the Indian Standards Institution addresed to the Director, 

N.M.E.P., Delhi-6. 
Further to  my letter of even number dated 8 October, 1973, i t  is  

.stated for your information that the pest Control Section Commit- 
tee, AFCDC 6 of this Institution which met on 30th and 31st October, 
1973, has considered the problem of effect of high alkalinity in BHC 
WDP in the light of the data available and decided to review this 
problem after collectim of more data. The general opinion of. the 
.Committee, was that a slight increase in alkalinity as Na2 to Co3 
would not materially affect the efficacy of BHC WDP in public health 
programme so long gamma isomer of BHC was found within specified 
limits. In  this connection it may be added that when AFCDC 6 had 
prepared Indian Standard IS 562 specification for BHC WDP, the 
Committee had in its view mly agricultural use and limit of alkalini- 
t y  was accordingly fixed, to present adverse effect on plants where 
such limit are critical. Recent use o f  BHC WDP conforming to the 
provisions of IS: 562 for public health programme has been found 
satisfactory, and it is BHC content which is considered critical. 

I t  may be further added that literature survey had shown that 
dehydrochlxination of BHC in presence of alkali like Na2Co3 take 
place under high temperature and humid conditions not found in 
normal storage condition. Hence, even on assumption that dehydro- 
chlorination did take place in the supplies under reference, the 
slight increase in alkalinity (average value 0.17 per cent above maxi- 
mum limit of 1.0 per cent as Na2Co3 will dehalogenate 0.4 per cent 
gamma-isomer only. Since the average garnma BHC content of 
the concerned material was found 7 per cent the calculated content 
of 6.96 per cent is found to be higher than the required content of 6.5 
per cent. After giving full consideration to all these points and ob- 
taining opinion from other experts in the Aeld the IS1 had advised 
NMEP vide the letter of even number dated 14th and 23rd A U W ~  
1972, to consider the supply under reference as having met the re- 
quirements of the standard the material was used for public health 
programme. 

It  is hoped that the above information will be useful and the 
matter may be considered as closed. 

Yours faithfully, 
Sd.1- S. K. KARMAKER. 

Deputy Director (Central Marks). 



Recornmenda tion 
Yet another unsatisfactory feature of this case is the k a y  i n  

which the question of penalty for the sub-standard pesticide was 
handled by the Ministry and the NMEP Directorate. The Commit- 
tee find that a penalty of Rs. 9,300 has been imposed on Hindustan 
Insecticides Ltd. only in respect of 275 tonnes of the pesticides with 
suspensibility below 45 per cent and partly deficient in alkalinity 
as well, on the basis of the recommendation made by the Indian 
Standards Institution. In respect of the remaining lOBO tonnes 
which were also sub-standard, according to the original specifications, 
the Indian Standards Institution had advised that no penalty need 
be levied on this quantity as the material was usable and most of 
it has actually been used. The Committee are unable to appreciate 
the logic of this argument. The fact remains that this quantity 
was also below the specifications stipulated in the purchase order. 

[Serial No. 9 (Para 3.9) of Appendix VII to 152nd -Report 
(Fifth Lok Sabha)]. 

Actlon Taken 

Depcl~tfnent of Health 

As mentioned In reply to para 3.7, the Dte. of NMEP are guided' 
in the technical matters of specificat~ms of BHC by the advlce of 
the ISI- In their letter No. CMD/38:l(NMEP) dated 19th October, 
1972 (copy a t  Annexure) the IS1 have very clearlv advised that 
all batches of BHC w.d.p. found to have suspe~s ib i l i t~  of 45 J-er 
cent and above, may be considered to have met the requirement of 
IS-562 as amended w ~ t h  retrospective effect Since according to 
that advice, the material was within the prescribed standards. there 
was no question of imposing any penalty. It  may be added that the 
IS1 advised penalty of Rs 9,3001- in respect of 275 tonnes of insecti- 
cides with aspensibility below 45 per cent. That advice was accept- 
ed and the amount recovered. 

The note has been seen and vetted by Audit. 

[Department of Health O.M. No. G. 2501514'75-C Xr CD dated 
31-12-1975 J- 



Depar$ment of Zndwtrial Development 

The cause of PAC's observations is related to two quantities 
which form the "bulk of the material found substandard" namely, 
550 tonnes with excess alkalinity and 530 tonnes with suspensibility 
ranging from 45 per cent to below 50 per cent. PAC noted, without 
any comments, the penalty of Rs. 93800 on 275 tonnes of the material 
with suspensibility below 45 per cent @ara 3.9). 

In  regard to the first two quantities, the position is explained in 
the preceding comments against para Nos. 3.4-3.6 and 3.8 respec- 
tively. 

IS1 letter No. CMDl38.1 (NMEP) dated 20 October, 1972 on the 
question of penalty for material with excess alkalinity (which has 
not been included in the PAC Report) is reproduced below. It 
clearly states that commercial aspects are outside the purview of 
ISI. This statement brings out the perspective against which the 
latter part of the IS1 letter should be interpreted. 

"Letter No. CMD/38 1 (NMEP). dated 20 October, 1972 from 
Shri M. V. Patankar, DDG IS1 New Delhi to Dr. V. Soma- 
sundara Rao, Director. NMEP Delhi. 

Kindly refer to your letter No. 9-l'i/NMEP(II) dated 12 
October, 1972 regarding the supplies of BHC wdp made by 
MIS. Hindustan Insecticides Ltd. 

We appreciate your desire that the IS1 should make a re- 
commendation fur levy of penalty for the supplies which 
were found initially to exceed the limit of alkalinity. 
I am afraid that the IS1 being a n  Institution concerned 
with laying down of specifications for materials and 
assessment of quality under the Certification Marking 
Scheme, the commercial aspects of the supply are outside 
its purvic~v. We are, therefore. not in a position to re- 
commend any penalty in terms of reduction in payment 
which you would like to impose on MIS. HIL. 

However. in this connection, I would draw your kind attention 
to our letter of even number dated 23 August. 1972 in 
which we had indicated that in our opinion BHC a d p  
with alkalinity upto 1.5 per cent should be considered to 
satisfy the requirements of the relevant Indian Standards 
SO far as your requirements are concerned. Looking a t  t h e  



problem from this technical point of view, we are of the 
opinion that the question of levying of penalty for those 
batches of BWC wdp having alkalinity of 1.5 per cent 
maximum may not arise. " 

The concluding paragraphs of the above letter and letter No. 
CMD/38: 1 (NMEP) of 19 October, [Appendix VI(6) of the PAC 
Report] have been interpreted by all including IS1 as advice from 
aSI that no penalty was leviable on the two quantities under question 
Nevertheless a closer analysis of the letter reveals certain extenuat- 
ing features which have largely gone unnoticed. Considering that 
the dealing officer in the IS1 is dead and his clarifications of the 
letters are unavailable, the IS1 has drawn attention to these features 
even a t  this late stage: 

( i l  The IS1 letter dated 19 October, 1972 says the question of 
recommending a penalty does not arise, it does not say 
that the question of penalty does not arise. There is a 
substantial difference between these two positions. Also 
the next sentence is extremely important, wherein it is 
stated "commercia! aspects of supply like ~mposing 
penalty are outside our purview". The Two sentences to- 
gether can only mean that recommending penalty does 
not arise as commercial aspects are outside IS1 purview. 

(ii) In ISI's letter dated 20 October, 1972, the principal ques- 
tion of basic importance adequately stressed is again the 
same, that is "Commercial aspects of the supply are 
outside our purview". Further, in the concluding 
sentence the word may indicates an option open to NMEP. 
Significantly this option is open "looking at the problem 
from this technical point of view" and not from any com- 
mercial point of view. 

[Department of Industrial Development D. 0. No. 3(40) SD & P/ 
75 dated 21-11-1975]. 

S. No. $--Extract from the Department of Industrial Development 
O.M. No. 3(40) SD&P/75 dated the 15th October, 1975 addressed 
to the Department of Health: 

The undersigned is directed to refer to the Mmistry of Health 
and Family Planning (Department of  health)'^ O.M. No. G-250151 
4175-C&CD, dated the 28th August, 1975 on the subject mentioned 
above, and to say that in reply to paragraph 3.9 of the Report of the 
Public Accounts Committee, that Ministry has stated intw-crlb 



that ''the IS1 has advised penalty of Rs. 9,300 in respect of 275 
tomes  of insecticides with suspensibility below 45 per cent. That 
advice was accepted and the amaunt recovered." This para of the 
reply of the Ministry of Health gives an erroneous impression and 
needs modification, because the factual position has not been brought 
out in its correct chronological order. In the letter dated the 19th 
October, 1972 of the :IS1 it has been clearly stated that the question 
of recommending a suitable penalty in the form of deduction from 
payment does not arise. The Institution is c~ncerned  with the 
assessment of the quality under certification marking scheme and 
the commercial aspects of supply like imposing a penalty are out- 
side the purview of the Institution. I t  was only a t  a meeting held in 
March, 1973, under the Chairmanship of Shri A. B. Malik, the then 
Joint Secretary in the Ministry of  Health and Family Planning, that 
i t  was decided that 275 tonneb cll ~ n a t e ~ i a i  which was found to have 
a suspensibility below 45 per cint  should be subjected to penalty. 
This Comrnittce also unanimously agreed that the question of 
quantum of penalty be referred to DG, IS1 and that his recommenda- 
tion should be final, It was only in pursuance of this decision of 
the Committee that the IS1 advisvd in the matter. It will. thus, be 
seen that thi. decision for levying a penalty rested ~v i th  the Ministry 
of Health and only on the decision of tht. Ministry of Health. IS1 
was asked to advise in the matter. 

In vltw of what has b w n  stated abo\.e. ~t 1s requested that the 
reply of the Mln~stry o f  Nrhalth tc) paragraph 3 9  of the PAC Rtport 
may pleast. bv arnvnded dnd thc p.)sttlon of IS1 clarlficd 

The M~nls t~ .y  o f  11~~11th & Yra~li~ly F'lanning (Dcpal tmrnt of 
IItuIth) in thelr Action Taktlri Note uncic~l para 3.9, foriwrdcbd to the  
Lok Sabha k t t .  V l d r  thclr 0 M. N o  35015/4/75 C K I I .  dated 
28-8-1973, anti cvpp c n d o ~  s t d  to t h ~ h  Mlnlstry, had no! blought out 
the factual pusition of the ~ssw relating to tht. penalty imposed in 
so far ~t 1~1a tcs  to the ISI. Our view on the Actiolr Taken Note 
under piire 3.9 of thv Ministry of Health were conveyed to them ?.id4 
out O.M. No. 3 (40) SL)&P/75. dated 15-10-1975. askmg them to amend 
their reply acwmjingly arid rt copy thcl.cof was also endorsed to the 
AGCR, New Dclhi for nccessarv act~nn. The Office of the ACXIR. 
NLW Delhi I~owcver. could not' make any comments as thev had 
vetted our Action Taken Notc*, before the receipt of our O.M. dated 
15-10-1975. 



ANNEXURE 

COPY of letter No. CMD/38:1(NMEP) dated 19th October, 1972 from 
Shri M. V. Patankar, ISI. New Delhi, addressed to Dr. V, Soma- 
sundara Rao, Director, NMEP, Deihi-6. 
Dear Dr. Somasundara Rao, 

Kindly refer to your letter Na. 9-17/71-NMEP (11) dated 12-10-72 
in respect of the supplies of BHC wdp made by MIS. HIL, which 
were found to fail In suspensibility requirements as specified in 
IS:568 About the "Keeping Quality" of BHC wdp and the amend- 
ment now made on the recommendation of the Pesticides Sub- 
committee AFCDC 6.1 to IS.562 under the powers vested in the 
Director General of this Institution, it may be recalled that this 
amendment is practically the same as that made for DDT wdp quite 
sometime ago. You may be aware that keeping quality clause was 
introduced in case of DDT wdp in 1964 (see IS565) because of the 
storage problem faced by NMEP in respect of the supplies of DDT 
wdp made to it by HIL. At that time, BHC wdp not being used for 
public health purposes like Malaria Eradication and hence cor- 
responding amendment to, IS : 562 was not made I would 
venture to state that our. Pest Control Sectional Committee, 
AFCDC:6 overlooked this point at  that time. Now that the use of 
BHC wdp in Malaria Eradication Programme has come to stay, the 
Committee has given effect formally to a principle which had been 
agreed to earlier. Since the issue of the amendment (communlcakd 
to you vide our letter of even number dated 14-9-72) was brought 
about at the instance of HIL with reference to the supplies of BHC 
wdp made by them during the last few months, I feel that the 
amendment was to take care of the present problem. Taking into 
consideration the normal time lapsed betwcaen drawal of the samples 
by our inspecting officers and the testing, and also the fact that the 
suspensibility test results conveyed to you were after accelerated 
storage of samples, all the batches of BHC WDP FOUND to have 
suspensibillty of 45 per cent and above may be considered to have 
met the requirements of IS562 read WlTH the pment amendment. 

In view d the cbrification given in thc fareg* para. I re1 
that the qneaioP of reeommendiag a suitable penalty in the form of 
dcdwtion pgyment does not arise. I must hasten to add that 
this Institution is concerned only with the assessment of the quality 
u n k  certification marking scheme and the commercial aspect9 of 
supply like imposing a penalty are outside our purview. 



&ecommendation 
* 

$ince the material accepted was not according to the original 
.specifications, the Committee are surprised that the NMEP Directo- 
rate, as the purchaser of the pesticide, took no action to explore the  
possibility of a reduction or refixation of price for the quantity found 
sub-standard with the suppliers but merely remained content with 
accepting the advice of the Indian Standards Institution, thereby 
abdicating their rights and responsibilities as buyers. The Com- 
mittee desire that responsibility should be fixed for this costly lapse 
on the part of the Directorate. The possibility of obtaining a price 
reductim for this quantity of 1080 tonnes or recovering an  adequate 
penalty should also be explored. 

[Serial No. 10 (Para 3.10) of Appendix VII to 152nd Report 
(Fifth Lok Sabha]. 

Action Taken 
The purchase order for the BHC wdp indicated that material 

should conform to IS-562 wlth amendments then in force. 
As mentioned under para 3.9, the technical advice of IS1 was that 

1080 tonnes of BHC wdp conformed to the relevant specifications 
as retrospectively amended by them. As such the question of reduc- 
tion or refixatlon of price for 1030 tons of BHC did not arise. In 
the circumstances no rt~sponsibility can be fixed. 

The note has been seen and vetted by Audit 

[Department of Health 0. M. No. G 25015!4/75-C&CD dated 
31-12-1975]. 

Recommendation 

To s u m  up, the Committee are of the opinion that (a)  the deci- 
sion to utllisc 550 tonnes of pesticide, with alkalinity, 1.1 per cent to 
1 4 per cent was not justified; (b )  the lntroduction of a keeping 
quality clause in the specification on an ad hoc basis retrospectively 
by the Indian Standard Institution to apply to the supply of 530 
tonnes of pesticide found sub-standard in suspensibility is uncon- 
vincing (c) there has been a costly lapse on the part of the NMEP 
Directorate in remaining merely content with accepting the advice 
of the Indian Standards Institution on the question of penalty, there- 
by abdicating their responsibilities as the purchasers of the pesticide; 
(d )  the I n d ~ a n  Standards Institution has clearly functioned beyond 
its jurisdiction in advising that no penalty was leviable in respect 
of bulk of the material found substandard; and (e) there has been 



an avoidable delay of nearly four months in issuing necessary s a n e  
tion for the purchase in this case which in turn led to deviation ia 
the procedure for inspection and testing. These errors of  mission 
and commission, besides resulting in monetary loss to the Govern- 
ment, have also caused a set-back to the Malaria Eradication Pro- 
gramme in the States in which the sub-standard pesticide has been 
used. The lapses summarised above are serious and call for fixation 
of individual responsibility in each casc. The Committee desire that  
this should be done immediately and approprjate action taken against 
the  officials concerned under advice to the Committee. 

[Serial No. 12 (Para 3.12) of Appendix WI to 152nd Report 
(Fifth Lok Sabha) 1. 

Action Taken 

Depmtmenr of Heal th  

In thls connection a t t en t~c~n  1s 1nv1tt.d to rcpllcs p v c n  agamst  
Paragraphs 3 1 and 3.10 In \.icw of thc position expleined. t h e  
qurstlon of fisa t ~ o n  o f  ~ndlvld tial r~sponsiblllty doe3 not anst>. 

The note has been stvn and \.ctted by Audit. 

[Dtpr t rncn t  of Ilcalth 0 . M  No. G 25015/4/';5--C & D 
da1t.d 31st  Dcctwber. 1975) 

The cause of PAC's obser\.atlons 1s lclated t o  two yuatltlties w h ~ h  
f o ~ m  the bulk of thcu n~atthrlal found substirndard niltnc21y. 55& 
tonnc3> H ~ t h  exct ss alkal ln~ty  and 530 tonncss u lth s i ~ ~ p c n s ~ b ~ l l t y  
ranging from 45 y c ~  cent tn below 50 pcr cent I'AC noted, without 
any  comments, the penalty of Rs. 9.300 on 215 tonnea of the makrial  
wrth suspenslbllrty b~.low 45 per cent (para 3 9 )  

In regard to the  first t n o  quantltws. tht* ;,osit~on 1s c s p l s ~ n ~ d  in 
the preceding conrlncnts against para Nos 3 4- 3 6 and 3 8 respec- 
t lwly  

IS1 Ic.ttc~ No. CMD/SX 1 (NMEP) dated 20 Octobc*~, 1972 on the 
qucbstion of pcnalty fur niaterlal with cxcess a l k a l ~ t ~ i t y  ( w h ~ v h  has 
not been inc1udi.d In the PAC Report) IS reproduced below. I t  
clearly states that rornrncrcial aspects are outside the put vim of 
IS1 This statement bring out the perspectiiVe against which the  
latter part of the IS1 l f ~ t t e r  should be ~ n t ~ r p r e t e d ' .  



'Letter No. CMD/38:1 (NMEP) dated 20 October, 1972, from 
Shri M'. V. Patankar, DDG IS1 New Delhi to Dr. V. Somas 
undara ~ a o ,  Director, NMEP Delhi. 

Kindly refer to your letter No. 9-17/NMEP(LIj dated 12th 
October, 1972, regarding the supplies of BHC wdp made 
by M/s. Hindustan Insecticides Ltd. 

We appreciate your desire that the IS1 should make a recorn- 
mendation for levy of penalty for the supplies which were 
found initially to cxcecd the limit of alkalinity. I am 
afraid that the IS1 being an Institution concerned with 
laying down of specifications for materials and assessment 
of quality under the Certification Marking Scheme, the  
commercial aspects of the supply arc outside its purview. 
We are, therefore, no: i l l  a pcsitiun tc, reconm~rnd any 
penalty in terms of reduction in payment which you 
would like to impose on MIS.  HIL. 

However, In t h ~ s  conntbctl )n. 1 uould d ~ d ~  your kind atten- 
tion to our lcttcr of caven number dated 23 August, 1972, 
in whlch we had rndicated that In our oylnron BHC udp. 
with alkallnrts up to  1 5  p c ~  cent .should bc. cons~dcred to 
sa t~sfy  thc I c.clu~r erncnt\ of the rclcvant Indun Standards 
so far  a h  your I rcjulr txments are concern~d Look~ng a t  
the prablern from thls twhn~ca l  pomt of \]en.. we are 
of the oplnron that tht. qut'<tron of l e v y ~ n g  of pcnalty for 
those batches of RIIC wdp hav~ng alkalm~ty of 1.5 per cent 
maxlmum ma?; r l r ~ t  drlsc 



penalty are outside our purview". The two sentences 
together can only mean that rec~rnrnendin'~ a penalty does 
not arise as commercial aspects are outside IS1 purview. 

( i i )  In ISI's letter dated 20th October, 1972, the principal 
question of basic importance adequately stressed is again 
the same, that is "Commercial aspects of the supply are 
outside our purview". Further, in the concluding sen- 
tence the word may indicates an option open to NMEP. 
Significantly this option is open "looking at the problem 
from this technical point of view'' and not from any com- 
mercial point of view. 

[Department of Industrial Development D.O. No. 3 (40) SD & 
P/75 dated 21st November, 1975. ] 



CHAPTER V 

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

Recommendation 

The Committee are of the view that appropriate action should 
also be taken against the four private formulators [Pesticides 
Indla, Udaipur, Devidayal (Sales) Private Ltd., Bombay, Krishi- 
chemin Produc ts, Bangalore and Venkateshwara Agro Chemicals, 
and  Minerals, Madras], after proper investigation. 

[Serial No. 13 (Para 3.13) of Appendix VII to 152nd Report 
(Fifth Lok Sabha) ] 

Action Taken 

Department of Health 

The order was placed on the Hindustan Insecticides Limited and 
there was no dlrcct dealing between the N.M.E.P. and the four for- 
mulators The Hindustan Insecticidcs Limited were directly res- 
jxmsible for the execution of the contract to the NM.E.P. Hence, 
the N M.E.P. Directorate has no jurisdiction to initiate investigation 
dnd artron as recommended by the Committee. The matter con- 
cerns Ministry of Petroleum and Chemicals 

The note has been seen and vetted by Audit. 

[Department of Health O.M. No. G. 25015/4/75--C&CD 
dated 31st December. 1975.1 

Ministry of Petroleum and Chemicals 

The recommendation has been brought to the notice of Hindus- 
tan Insecticidcs Limited to consider what further action could be 
taken against the parties concerned, in addition to the penalties 
already imposed on them. 

[Ministry of Petroleum and Chemicals D.O. No. C-51012/ 
1/75-A & I. dated 29th September, 1975.1 



The committee would also like to be informed of the  final deci- 
sion taken by the Indian Standards Institution about the  safe alka- 
linity limit for BHC wdp. Since the existing limit of 1 per cent is 
already high compared to  the WHO limit of 0.2 per cent, the  Com- 
mittee see no justification for deviating from that limit. 

[S. No. 16 (Para 3.16) of Appendix VII to 152nd Report 
(5th Lok Sabha)]. 

Acflon Taken 

The question of alkalinity (prescribed in IS: 562 BHC Water Dis- 
persible Power Concentrates) in the context of indigenous condi- 
tions was under the consideratwn of thc Pcst Control Sectional 
Committee, AFCDC 6 of the Indian Standards Institution. A study 
made by the Committee indicated the possibility of a thc~retical  
assessment of the effect of slightly high alkalinity or gamma isomer 
of BHC. The Committee in its meeting held on 28th and 30th June, 
1975, discuss~d the question of alkalinity prescribed in IS: 562-1971 
HHC WDFC in the contcbst of its ustl in public health programmes, 
l ike  malaria eradlcatmn. The rclevant estracts from the Agenda 
and the Minutes of that Meeting are enclosed (See Anncxure). It 
will be obsemed from the Minutes that  the Comrnittec. noted that 
the available evidence and experience indicated that alkalinity upto 
2 p a  cent (as Na2 C03) as aga~nst  1 per cent no\v prescribed. could 
not produce any deterioration in respect of acti1.e ingredient (gamma 
isomer). Howtxver, the Committee dccidcd that be lo~c  finally taking 
a dec~sion for amending the Standa 1.d furtht~r.  laboratory studies. 
one for chemical dfect and the  other f o r  bictt4ticicncy. should bt. 
completed. Thc studies art1 In progress and will be considtrred 
I~ l - th t~r .  In due courso a report on Sectional C n m r n ~ t t ~ r ' s  discus- 
slctns and dccisirtn u.111 be conwyed to PAC. 

T h ~ s  case i ~ a h  focussed attention 011 the  ole of Ind iw~ Stan- 
dar dc Institution com~nt-I c ~ a l  matttlJ a Qutmes are rwt.ivc*d 111 

IS1 for clarification and interpretation on Standards some o f  wh~ch 
have c~rnmt:rcial and other ~mpllcations To avoid any such ron- 
troversles In futurt*, the IS1 have ~ssucd the. folltr\vlng precaut~onory 
mstr uctiunc t o  i ts  staff to avu~d  involverncmt in commercial queii- 
tlons 

( i )  No advise should be given knowingly trn commercial as- 
pects like rates, penalitics ctc for supplies not cdnform- 
inq to specifications; 



(ii) To the extent possible technical opinion should be based 
on the Sectional Committee's recommendation or on 
opinion expressed by the Chairman or other knowledge- 
able members; 

( i i i)  On doubtful cases, the matter should be brought to the  
notice of the concerned DDG, if necessary even DG; 

(iv) The query should be assessed to discover the purpose be- 
hind it and a t  the end of the letter, the following may be 
added : 

"Commercial or financial issues are outside the purview of 
ISI. The ISI's views/advice are purely on technical 
consideration of the specification or functional utiliza- 
tion of the material. Anv commercial implications 
should be examined by your own organization aceord- 
ing to applicable rules and procedures". 

The matter is being further reviewed at the highest level to con- 
sider whether- any fresh instructions are called for in this regard. 

[Department of Industrial Development D.O. No. 3 (40) 
S.D. & P/75 dated 21st November, 1975-1 



Extract from the Agenda of 35th Meeting of Pest Control Sectionat 
Committee AFCDC 6 held on 28 and 30 June, 1975 

8.2. IS: 562-lW2-At the thirty-third meeting of AFCDC 6 the 
requirement of the characteristic of alkalinity in BHC, water dis- 
persible concentrate formulations was reviewed, when the National 
Institute of Communicable Diseases (NICD) was requested to con- 
duct certain field trials using formulation with varying alkalinity 
levels. In pursuance of the reammendation made by AFCDC 6, 
NICD when approached could not undertake the field investigations. 
The Institute, instead agreed to carrying out laboratory investiga- 
tions, if samples for test were made available to them. 

At 32nd meeting AFCDC 6 when d~scussing the subject had been 
informed that i t  was not posslble for the IS1 Laboratory to study 
storage stabibty of BHC, WDP formulation with alkalinity (as 
Ka, Co, ) varyiny between 0.5 and 2.0. However, facilities have now 
been created in the IS1 Laboratory and In view of the inability of 
NICD to undertake proposed field trials as recommended by AFCDC 
6, certain experiments have been undertaken In the IS1 Laboratory. 
Results of these experiments will be tabled at the meetlng. In addl- 
tion details of a theoretical study on the effect of alkalinity on 
actrve ingredient content (gamma isomer) wlll also be brought to 
the notice of the committee. 

Extract from the minute of the 35th meeting of Pest Control Sectional 
Committee AFCDC 6 held on 28 and 30 June 1975 

8.2. IS: 562-1972-AFCDC 6 and AFCDC 6: 1 considered item 8 2 
of agenda. The Secretary informed the comm~ttee that the theore- 
tical study on the effect of alkalinity on the actwe ~ngredlent con- 
tent (gamma isomer) carried out in the IS1 Directorate General and 
the results of the experimental ~nvestigations for studying the effect 
of different levels of alkaliniZv ( as Na, Co,) on the gamma isomer 
content at three different tt&peratures had becn tabled before the 
members. The Committee may therefore consider. 

Shri Chatterjce wished to know the background which led to the 
issue. The Committee was then informed that as Indian Standards 
were used as the basis for supply of materials, problems concerning 



the provisions specified in the standard arose from time to time which 
were brought to the notice of the concerned technical committee for 
a technical view on the questions raised and guiding the IS1 Directo- 
rate to deal with the same. Sometimes amendments come up from 
such references. In this particular case, in the course of procure- 
ment of BHC WDP according to 18:562-1972, the question came as 
to whether the material having a slightly excess alkalinity as Na, Co, 
over the specified limit, could be accepted for public health use. 
Expert opinions sought by the IS1 Directorate General indicated 
that slightly excess alkalinity was not likely to affect the use of 
BHC WDP for public health purposes. Similar opinions had also 
been expressed at the preceding meetings but without any definite 
conclusion. It  was therefore, proposed that a more definitive view 
should be reached on the two specific issues, namely: 

(a) Whether the use of BHC WDP formulation for public 
health purposes would be materially affected if it con- 
tained more than 1 per cent alkalinity as Kaa co, ; and 

(b) Whether from the technological point of view the limit 
for the requirement of alkalinity (as xa, Co,j is required 
to be modifled. 

There was considerable discussion on the question of efficacy of 
using slightly CXCCSS alkaline material in public health. ~t was 
opined by members present that in their experience they did not 
envisage any adverse effect due to excess alkalinity, upto 2.0 per 
cent. On the contrary, manufacturers' experience showed that 
slight excess of alkalinity would held in maintaining suspensibility 
during storage through more than 2 per cent could affect phpsico- 
chemical properties. In any case, no deterioration of the active 
ingredient (gamma isomer) content was expected. This was evi- 
dent from the data (tabled a t  the meeting) which indicated that 
alkalinity (as N ~ ,  c , ,  ) even upto 2 per cent did not alter the 
gamma isomer significantly at  temperatures ranpng from ambient 
to 60'C Thc Committee was further informed of the experimental 
investigations which had been conducted In the laboratory of M/s. 
Hindustm lnsect~cldcs Limited where material containing varying 
levels of alkalinity of upto 2 per cent, had been stored for periods 
ranging between 3 and 6 months. The results of this investigation 
showed that the physico-chemical characteristics of the material 
was unaffected. No deterioration in the active ingredient content 
had been observed. Another view wh~ch emerged was that the 
material was required to be dllutea considerably for application as 
spray under field conditions. As such, alkalinity at  the time of 
a ~ l i m t i o n  would be at extremely low concentrations resul-g in 
no adverse effects on the active ingredient content of the material. 



Dr. Wattal stressed the need to conduot laboratory trigla to 
study the effect of varying levels of alkalinity visa-vis the bica- 
&cacy of the material. He agreed to have the bio-efficacy trials 
conducted in his laboratory. 

The Committee finally concluded that though available evidence 
.and experience suggested that alkalinity ( , N,, c,, ) upto 2 per 
.cent would not produce any deterioration in active ingredient 
(gamma isomer) but still to clinch the issue the two laboratory 

studies (i) for chemical effect, and (ii) bio-efficacy effect for public 
health uses, should be completed. It was recommended that che- 
mical tests should be conducted in IS1 Laboratory as well as in the 
Indian Agricultural Research Institute and the bio-efficacy test in 
the National Institute of Communicable Diseases. Representatives 
of M/s Hindustan Insecticides Limited, Mls Rallis India Limited 
and M!s Bharat Pulverising Mills agreed to provide nemssarY 
samples for test. 

(Tabled at the meeting) 

A NOTE ON THE EFFECT OF ALKALI ON BHC WDP FORMULA- 
TIONS (THEORETICAL) 

BHC is susceptible to dehydrochlorinat~on by alki at room tem- 
perature, except the beta-~somer (Pcsticldes Mannual. Britmh Crop 
Protection Council). In the presence of alcohol~c alkali. the alpha, 
gamma, delta and epsilon isomers readily dehydrochlorinatc3, liberat- 
ing 3 moles of HCI per mole to form 65 to 86 per cent 1,2,4,-trichloro- 
benzene, with 5 to 15 pw cent of I,?,, 3,-and 6 to 15 per cent 1,3,5- 
trichlorobenzenes. The beta-isomer, although reactmg very slowly 
under these conditions at  room temperature, dehvdrochlorinate at  re- 
Aux temperature to produce almost exclusively 1, 2, 4-trichlomben- 
zene (Organic I n d c i d e s  by Metcalf). The chemical reaction is as 
follows. 

The re fore 

lzco of &OH 1 2911: of BHC 



o .ag Nas COI P) o 4669 of BHC P. o .04769 of BHC a n y  13% p BHC 
in B Cteduucrl 

o .% Ne, CO, = o .5499 of BHC o .0714g of BHC Do 

o .& Nq CO, = 0.7321 of BHC -. o .ogpg of BHC 130 

o .5g No, C08 - o .91sg of BHC = o . I  1 9 g  of BHC Do 

r .og No, CO, = I .83g of BHC = o .238g of BHC Do 

Since HC technical contains between 12 to 16 per cent gamma 
BHC (see IS: 560 ~~ecif icat ion for BHC, Technical), as BHC WDPC 
50 per cent formulations should contain 6 to 8 per cent gamma BHC. 
Therefore a formulations with nominal gamma BHC 6.5 per cent+ 
10 per cent made out of BHC, technical conforming to IS: 560 could 
under extreme conditions tolerate upto 1.5 per cent Sodium Carbon- 
ate and still have a gamma isomer above 6 per cent (with 1 per cent 
alkali as Na, 0,) as evident from the statement above. 



RESULT OF A STUDY IN IS1 LABORATORY ON THE EFFECT OF 
ALKALINITY ON GAMMA ISOMER OF BHC A T  DIFFERENT TEMPERATURES 

(Tabled at  the mccti-g) 
PLY ccr t Alkali- ity * .  

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

2.0 6-08 6 - 0 4  6-04 6 - 1 2  6.14 5 - 9  6-10 6.18 6.17 6-18  6 . 1 5  6 .06  6.13 6-10 6-11 6 - 1 5  6-0 6-07 6:14 6-12 6 - 0 4  -- ---- - ----- - -- 
NEW D ~ a n ;  H. N. EJZUKEfUEE, 

Public Accounts Committee. 



APPENDFX 
Consolidated Statement of Conclusions/Recon~mendation - ----- --- - 

S1.No. Para No. of Ministry Conclusions, Recommendations 
concerned - the Report 

- ----- -- - --- - - - 
I 2 3 4 

- _______  _ _ _ _  _ ---- 
I 1 ' 3  Ministry of Pet- The Committee wish that in view of the long efflux of -@ final 

roleum and replies to those ~~eeommendations/observations to which only inte 
Chemicals -- rim replies have so far been furnished will be furnished to then\, 

Dcpanment of dulv vetted by Audit, without further delay. 
OI 

Industrial Develop- rn 

ment 
2 1 . 8  Department of The Committee reg& that the reply now furnished by the 

Health Department of Health appears pointless. It  was clear duriag the ---- Committee's examination of the case, and this has also been accept- Department of industrial Developed by the Department of Health, that the NMEP Directorate, being 
ment basically a field organisation, was not equipped to conduct specifica- 

tion tests of pesticides procurdd. So far as the chemical content of 
the pesticide was conwrned, it had to depend upon the effective 
supervision and testing of Hindustan Insecticides Ltd. and the Indian 
Standards Institution. It  is also evident from the stipulatiohs in 
the purchase order relating to the furnishing of a certificate from 
the Indian Standards Institution for the entire formulated material 



and for the rectification of defects, if any, that the psibiliity of 
some niatel=ial being found defective had, in fact, been envisaged by 
the NMEP Directorate. In the circumstances, as pointed out by the 
Ministry of Industrial Development itself, the assumption made by 
the Directorate that as the supplies were required under the I S  
mark scheme, the nmterial ordered would ips0 facto conform to the 
requisite standard was premature. 

1 . 9  Department of What is also disturbing is the fact now revealed by the Minis- 
Health ------ try of Industrial Development that the NMEP Directorate had de- 
Department of cided to permit the use of the pesticide, pending the IS1 test reports, 
1ndunri.l Dc\+elop- on the basis of the results of the field spray test conducted by it. 8 
m a t  without even consulting the Indian Standards Institution and ex- 

ploring the possibility of expediting the tests by the Institution. 
The Committee cannot, therefore, accept the contention of the De- 
partmen t of Health. They would reiterate their earlier observation 
that the decision of the NMEP Directorate to accept supplies of the 
pesticide, pending receipt of the test results from the Indian Stand- 
ards Institution after the field spray test by the Directorate, shaped 
the subsequent course of events making the original contractual 
stipulation for the rep1 acemen t of the sub-standard material in- 
effective and inoperative. 

Do. The Committee are surprised that the Indian Standards Institu- 
tion should have proceeded on what appears to be a hypothetical 



Do. 

presun~ption that since the observed values of alkalinity presented 
to the two expekts went upto 1.4 per cent, the 'slight increase in al- 
kalinity' and 'slightly alkaline BHC wdp' referred to by the two 
experts, could be taken to represent alkalinity upto 1.4 per cent and 
had accordingly informed the NMEP Directorate in August l!I?Z, 
that a slight increase in alkalinity upto 1.5 per cent would not 
materially affect adversely the use of the pesticide in the field. 
The Committee ar? of the view that the Indian Standad5 Institu- 
tion should have sought a more specific clarification in this regard 
from the two experts, particularly when adequate scientific data 
was lacking. The Committee fear that the entire question had 
been handled desultorily and would urge the Indian Standards In- 
sti tution to exercise greater care in such matters. 

Ch W 
In paragraph 3.6 of the 152nd Report, the Committee had, inter 

a h ,  desired that the Department of Health should investigated 
whether the decision to utilise 550 tonnes of the pesticide found to 
be excess in alkalinity was justifiable. The reply furnished by the 
Department is just silent on this issue. From the chronological 
sequence of events set out in paragraph 3.7 of the 152nd Report. i t  
will be seen that by the time the first report of failure in alkalinity 
had been made available by the Indian Standards Institution. more 
than 80 per cent of the supplies had been distributed to various con- 
signees for spray in the field and that by the time the opinions of 
the two experts were available, the third round of spraying of the 
pesticide in the Aeld would have also commenced. To make mat- 





quently by a retrospective amendment of the specifications by the 
Indian Standards Institution, the fact remains that, from the normal 
commercial point of view, the supplies actually made had not con- 
formed to the specifications originally prescribed and them had thus 
been a variation between the pesticide ordered by the NMEP 
Directorate and that supplied. The Committee are of the view that 
the NMEP Directorate, as the purchaser of the -pesticide, should 
have taken steps to safeguard the financial interests of Government 
instead of merely giving in to an unsatisfactory situation. I t  is sig- 
nificant that though the Indian Standards Institution had recom- 
mended a penalty of Rs. 9,300 in respect of only 275 tonne  of the 
pesticide, which did not conform either to the original or arndnded 
specifications, it was apparently from a purely technical considera- 
tion of the question, and an option seems to have been open to the 2 
Directorate to take all necessary action in so far as the commercial 
aspects of the transaction were concerned. The Directorate appear, 
in the Conlmittee's view to have pounced upon the Andring of the 
Indian Standards Institution as a way out of a bad job, instead of 
asserting their rights and responsibilities as the purchaser of the 
pesticide with public funds. 

- 
7 1.20 DO. The Committee would, therefore, reiterate their earlier observa- 

tions in this regard and desire that responsibility for this costly 
lapse on the part of the Directorate should be fixed. Government 
should also, as asked for earlier, explore the possibility of obtain- 

- --- -- - _ __ - _ _  _ ----- *------ 
- 







...s-, ", . - --i__" -*_ ---*----1- --T 

Sl. No. Name of Agent S1. No. Name of Agent 
.- - -- ----- --- 

WEST BENGAL 32. Lakshrni Book Store, 
42, Municipal Market, 

21. Orantholbka, ' Janpath, New Delhi. 
511, Ambica Mookherjee Road. 
Belgharia, 24-Parganas. 33. Bahree Brothera, 

188, Lajpat Rai Market, 
22. W . New Man & Company, Ltd ., ~ ~ l h i - 6 ,  

3. Old Court House Street, 
Calcutta. 34. Jayna Book Depot, * 

Chhaparwala Kuan, 
23. Firma K. L. Mukhopadhyay, Karol Bagh, New Delhi. 

6/1-A, BancNharam Akrur Lane. 
Calcutta-12. 35. Oxford Book & Statlmery Co, 

Scindia House, conxiaught Plaea 
24. Mrs. Manirnale, Buys & Sells New Delhi. 

128, Bow Bazar Street, 
Calcutta-12. 38. People's Publishing H o r n  

Rani Jhansi Road, 
25. M/s  Mukerji Book House, New Delhi. 

Book Seller, 8B, Duff Lane, 
Calcutta. 37. The United Book Agency, 

48, Amrit Kaur Market, 
DELHI Pahar Gmj, 

26. Jein Book Agency, 
Connaught Plaoe, New Delht 

27. Sat Narain & Sons, 
3141, Mohd. Ali Bazar, 
Mori Gate, Delhi. 

!&I. Atma Ram dr Sons. 
Knshmcrc Gate, Delhi-6. 

29. J. M. Jaina & Brothera, 
Mori Gate. Delhi. 

30. The Central News Agency, 
23/90. Connaught Place, 
New Delhi. 

31. The English Book Store, 
7-I,, Cannaught Circw, 
New DaW 

New Delhi. 

38 Hind Book House, 
82, Janpaih, New Delhi. 

39 Book Well, 
4. Sant Nirankari Colony, 
Kingsw ay  Camp, 
Delhi-9. 

40 M/4. Saini L a w  Publkhbg CO. 
1899. Chandni Chowk, 

Delhi. 

41. Shri N. Chaob Singh, 
News Agent, 
Ram La1 Paul High S c h ~ l  
Annexe. 1 r n p h a I . - M k A m  






