
B.C.No.$90 

ESTIMATES COMMITTEE 
(1968-69) 

(FOURTH LOK SABHA) 

EIGHTY·FIFfD REPORT 

, MINISTRY OF INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT, 
INTERNAL TRADE & COMPANY AFFAIRS 

Recognidon of additional capacity in the Barrel 
Industry in spite of its being on the 

baDDed Hst. 

LOR SABHA SECRETARIAT 

NEW DELHI 

I , ~ ') S It-fpri/'19~9IChaltra, 18,1 (Saka) 

". '-- Prf&~; Re. 2' IJ 
_,6IJ 



LIST OF AUTHORISED AGENTS FOR THE SALE OF LOK SABHA 
SECRETARIAT PUBLICATIONS 

SI. -: Name of ApDt 
No. 

ANDHRA PRADBSH 

I. Andhra University Genmtl 
Cooperative Stores Ltd., 
Waltair(Viaakhapatnam). 

~. G.R.Labhmipathy Chetty 
and Sone, General Mer
chants and News Agentt, 
Newpet, Chandrqiri, 
Chinoor District. 

ASSAM 

3. Weatcm Book Depot, Pan 
Buar, Gauhati. 

BlHAR 

", Aaw Kitab Ghar, Poat 
Box 78, Diaonal Road, 
Jamahcdp·u. 

GUJARAT 

S. Vijay StOl'Ol, Station Road, 
Anand. 

6. The New Order Book 
Company, Blli. Bridae. 
Abmfdabad-6. 

HARYANA 

7. MIl. Prabhu Book Scrvicx, 
Nal SubzimlDdi, Gurpor.. 
(Haryana). 

MADHYA PRADESH 

a. Modern Book Houac, Shiv 
Vilaa Palace, Indore City. 

MAHARASHTRA. 

9. MIl Sunderdu Gianchand, 
6OI,Girpum Road, NCIl' 
PriDceIt Street, Pombay-a. 

10. Tho International Book 
Houac (Private) Limited, 
9-, Alb Lane Mahatma 
Gandhi Road, Bombay-I. 

11. 'Ibe International Book 
Scm:e. DcccID Gymkban. 
Poona-+ 

8 

SI. 
No. 

Name:-of Agent 

12. Charles Lambert & Com
,;. pany, tOI. Mahntma 

Gandhi Road. Opposite 
Clock Tower, Fort, 
Bombay. 

94 13. The Current Book House, 
Maruti Lane, Raghunath 
Dadaii Street, Bombay-I. 

I", Deccan Book "Stall, Fer
guson Collele Road, 
Poon.-4. 

7 I,. MIa. Usha Book Depot, 
s8s/A ChiTa Bazar.Khan 
House. Girgaum Road. 
Bombay-z BR. 

37 MYSORB 

16. Mil. Peoples Book House, 
Opp. Jaganmoban Palace, 
Mysore-1. 

3'. RAJASTHAN 

17. Information Centre. 
63 Government ofRailisthan, ~ 

Tripolia, Jaipur City. 

14 

13 

6 

~6 

UTTAR PRADESH 

18. Swastik Industrial Works. 
'9, Holi Street, Meerut 
City. 

19. Law Book Company, 
Sardar Patel Marl. : 
Allahabad·l. . :~ 

wasT BBNGAL 11 

30. Granthalob, "I, Ambica 
Mookhcrlee Road. Bclsba
ria, 34 Parganas. 

al. W. Newman & Company 
Ltd.,3, Old Court HOUI. 
Street, Calcutta. 

n. Firma K.L. MukhopadhyaJ, 
61IA, Banchharam AIa'Ul' 
Lane, Calcutta-l:I. 

33. MIs. MukherJi Book HoUll, 
IB, Dutr LaDe, CaJcutta-6. 

Agency 
No. 

30 

60 

16 

10 



CONTENTS 

CoMPOSITION 01' TH! COMMITTF.! 

PAG. 

(iii) 

.. CoMPOSITION OF THE SUB-CoMIIIITTI.E 

~TioDt'CTION 

(V) 

(vii) 

., .. 

I. INTRODUCTORY 

A. Reference of the Sl1bject to Estimates Committee -B. Proccdure followed by the Estimates Committee 2 

lL DRUM AND BARREL INDUSTRY 

A. Application of the Industries (Development and Regulation) 
Act, 1951 to the Industry 6 

B. Drum, and Barrel Industry on the Banned List . 7 

C. Assessment of capacity in 1963-64 9 

D. Assessment of capacity in 1965 IJ 

£. Re-assessml'nt of capacities of barrel fabricators on account 
of Defence requirements 18 

F. Expansion/creation of capacities by individual barrel 
fabricators 

G. Allocation of raw material to the barrel fabricators 

III. DRUM AND BARREL MANUfACTURING UNIT IN THE SMALL SCALI 

SECTOR AT VISAICHAPATNAM • 

IV. PROPOSAL FOR A CAPTIVE PLANT POR BARREL MANUfACTUltI BY 

I. O. C. AT MADRAS. 

V. CONCLUSION 

ApPENDICES. 

Letter dated 29.2.68 from Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P. 

21 

66 

7. 
81 

addressed to the Speaker. 83 

II D. O. Letter No. 1(I9){68-LEI (B) dated nil from the 
Ministry of Industrial Development and Company 

" Affairs. 84 

HI B"'tr~~~relcvant Sections of the Industries (Develop
m;t,~~egulati~n) Act, 19~1 & the Registration and 
L~~f IndustrIal Undertakings Rules, 1952.. 89 

IV Note of June, [964 fllr the Int~r-Min·stcrial Meeting and 
the minutes of th~ Imer-Ministerial meetina held on 

19·6. I 96<4. 



V Note dated 16-8-66 for the Licensing Committee and the 
extracts of the mi nutes of the 13th meeting of the Licensing 
Committee held on 13.9.66. • 103-

VI Unstarred Question No. 913 dated 16.n.I967. 101 

VII Starred Question No. 2S0 dated 24.1101967. 109' 

VIII Copies of letters and extracts of notes during Octot-er-
December, 1962 reprding warning to Mis. Dbarat Baml 

and Drum Mfg. Co.. . U 1 

IX ExtractS from notings in the Ministry of Industry and the 
minute recorded by the Ministry of Industry dated 8.,.64- JJ1 

X Statement showling details of the Machines installed by 
MIS. Standard Drum and Barrel Company after 1961. 120 

XI Blrtra:ts of notes during 1963-64 in the D. G. T. D. and 
the Ministry of Industrial Development and Company 
Affairs regarding the manufacture of 40/45 pilon barrels 
by MIs. HlDd Galvanising and Engineering Company. UJ 

XII D. O. Letter No. 138-CM, dat\:d 11.6.1963 fron1 the Chief 
Minister. West Bengal [0 the Minister of Industry. . 14J 

XIII Note dated 8.10.63 in LEH-U Directorate of the 
D. G. T. D.. 144 

XIV Statement showing the licensed capacity and assessed 
capacity ofthe barrel fabricators and allotment of 18 gauge 
s.eel sheets to them since 1960-61. '. 146 

XV Letter dated 28'S.68 addressed by barrel fabricators to the 
Minister for Industrial DeVelopment and COJ1\Pany 
Affairs • I SO 

XVI Summary of Recommendations/Conclusions contained in 
[he Report. 164 



(1968-69) 

CIlAlBM.Ul 

Shri P. Venkatasubbaiab 

2. Shrt B. Anjanappa 

3. Sbrt R. S. Arumugam 
4. Shri Panna Lal Barupal 

5. Shri OnDr Lal Berwa 

6. Shri Tridib Chaudhuri 
7. Shri Ganesh Ghosh 

8. Shri Hardayal Devgun 

9. Shri Y. Gadilingana Goud 

10. Shri J. M. Imam 
11. Shri Tulshidas Jatlhav 

12. Shri C. J anardhanan 

13. Shri S. Kandappan 

14. Shri Yashwant Singh KushwaJi 

15. Shri K. Lakkappa 

16. Shri J. M. Lobo Prabhu 
17. Shri Inder J. Malhotra 

18. Shri Yamuna Prasad MandaI 

19. Shri Bibhuti Mishra 

%0. Shri F. H. Mohsin 
21. Shri K&rtik Oraon 

22. Shri Chintamani Parugrahi 

23. Shri Gajraj Singh Rao 
24. Shri Erasmo de Sequeira 

25. Shrimati J ayaben Shah 

26. Shri Shantilal Shah 

27. Shri Rajdeo Singh 
(iii) 



, , 
~ Iv) 

28. Shri Arangil Sreedheran 

29. Shri K. Subravelu 

30. Shri Tula Ram 

SECRETARIAT 

SJiri B. B. Tewari-Deputy Secreta.ru. 

Shri G. D. Sharma-Under Secreta.f1/. 



SUB-COMMITTEE OF ESTIMATES COMMITTEE ON "WOOL. 

NYLON ETC. AND DRUMS & BARRELS". 

(1968-69) 

CHAIRMAN 

Shri P. Venkatasubbaiah 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri Tridib Chaudhuri 

3. Shri Hartiayal Devgun 

4. Shri C. Janardhanan 
. 5. Shri S. Kandeppan 

6. Shri J. M. Lobo Prabhu 

7. Shr! Inder J. Malhotra 

8. Shri Bibhuti Mishra 

9. Shri F. H. Mohsin 
10. Shri Chintamani Panigrahi 

11. Shri Shantilal Shah 

12. Shri Arangil Sreedharan 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri B. B. Tewari-Deputy Secreta,1"II. 

Shri G. D. Sharma-Under Secretaf1/. 



INTRODUCTION 

I, the Chairman, Estimates Committee, having been authorislcl 
by the Committee to submit the Report on their behalf, present tbtft 
Eighty-fifth Report on the Ministry 'Of Industrial Development, In
ternal Trade and Company Mairs-Recognition of additional capa
city in the barrel industry in spite of its being in the banned list; 
which was referreti. to the Committee by the Speaker, Lot Sablia, 
under Rule 310 of the Rules of Procedure " Conduct of Business in 
Lok Sabha. 

2. The Sub-Committee took evidence of the represenmtives of 
the Ministries of Industrial Development and Company Mairs (now 
Industrial Development. Internal Trade and Company Affairs), 
Petroleum & Chemicals and Defence and the Directorate General 
of Technical Development on the 26th and 27th September, 1968. 
The Committee wish to express their thanks to the omcers of these 
Ministries entl the Directorate General 'Of Technical Development 
for placing before them the material and information whicli they 
wanted in connection with the examination of this subject and for 
giving evidence before the Committee. 

3. The Committee wish to express their thanks to Shri Madhu 
Limaye, M.P .• Shri Samar Guha, M.P., Shri George Fernandes, M.P. 
and Shri S. M. Banerjee, M.P. far submitting their MemonlDda and 
making valuable suggestions to the Committee. 

4. The. Committee also wish to express their thanks to the follow
ing barrel fabricators and the Oil Companies who furnished 
memoranda on the subject anti for making valuable suggestions to 
the Committee:-

Barrel Fabricator, 

1. MIs. Bharat Barrel and Drum Manufacturing Company 
(pvt.). Ltd., Bombay-Calcutta. 

2. MIs. Standard Drum and Barrel Manufacturing Company 
(Pvt.) Ltd., Bombay. 

3. MIs. Hind Galvanising and Engineering Company (Pvt.) 
Ltd., Calcutta.' 1 

4. MIs. Steel Containers Ltd., Bomba,.. 



(viii) 

5. Mis. Industrial Containers Ltd., Calcutta. 

6. Mis. Assam Oil Company Ltd., Digboi. 

7. Mis. Hind Containers (Pvt.) Ltd., Visakbapatnam. 

Consumer Oil Compcmies 

1. Indian on Corporation Ltd. 

2. ESSO Standard Eastern Inc. 

3. Burmah Shell Oil Storage Wld Distributory Co. 

4. Caltex India Ltd. 

5. The Report was considered and adopted by the Sub-Committee 
at tHeir sitting held on the 11th April, 1969 and finally approved by 
the whole Committee at their sitting held on the 16th April, 1969. 

NEW DELHI; 

April 24, 1969· 
Vaisakha 4, 1891 (Saka). 

P. VENKATASUBBAIAH, 

Chairman, 

Estimat..es Committee 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTORY 

A. Reference of the Subject to Estimates Committee 

1.1. The question of recognition of additional capacity for the
production of oil barrels and drums by Government, in spite of the
Drums, Barrels & Containers Industry figuring in the banned (rejec
tion) list of industries since 1960, Rad been attracting the attention 
of Members of Parliament for sometime and a large number of 
questions were put and answered in Lok Sabha during the last two 
years. 

1.2. On the 29th February, 1968, Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P. 
addressed a letter (Appendix-I) to the Speaker drawing his attention 
to the following facts:-

"In spite of the ban imposed by the Government additional 
capacity was being sanctioned on the bogus ground that 
the Defence Department wanted this capacity to be 
expanded. There is no evidence on record to show that 
the Defence Ministry had made any such request. It is· 
a fact that Standard Drum and Barrel Manufacturing 
Company (P) Ltd., Bombay, Hind Galvanising and Engi
neering Company (P) Ltd., Calcutta and also Bharat 
Barrel and Drum Manufacturing Company (P) Ltd., 
Bombay were granted additional capacity as a result of 
pressure from top ranking bureaucrats. 

In spite of the matter being raised in the House several times, 
I understand that new capacity has been created in this 
industry at Visakhapatnam. This uhit belongs to Hind 
Galvanising and Engineering Company (P) Ltd., Calcutta. 
I would, therefore, like you to refer this matter either 
to the Estimates Committee or the Public Accounts Com
mittee after these Committees have been elected for the' 
coming financial year." 

1.3. With a view to ascertain the factual position in thIs regard. 
the Ministry of Industrial Development & Company Affairs (now 
called the Ministry of Industrial Development, Internal Trade & 
Company Affairs) were requested to furnish a detailed note for the 
consideration of the Speaker. 
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1.4. The_ Ministry of Industrial Development, Internal Trade and 
Company Affairs (Department of Industrial Development) furnish
ed a note (Appendix-II). In their forwarding D.O. letter No. 1/ (19) 
/68-LEI(B), dated nil, (received in Lok Sabha Secretariat on 2nd 
April, 1968), the Joint Secretary, Ministry of Industrial Deve'op
ment, Internal Trade and Company Affairs stated as follows:-

"I am enclosing a note which explains the background in which 
capacities of barrel manufacturers have been assessed and 
recognised. As jndicated in the last para of the note, one 
of the barrel manufacturers has moved the High Court of 
Delhi for redressal of their alleged grievance against the 
decisions of the Government of India. You will appre
ciate that the matter being under consideration of the 
High Court, it may not be appropriate to take it up for 
discussion or examination now in the Estimates Com
mittee/Public Accounts Committee. 

2. As regards the specific query of Shri Madhu Limaye, you 
will notice that the attached note shows that there was 
a specific request from the Petroleum and Chemicals Min
istry for reassessment of capacity. A copy of their memo 
on the subject has been enclosed (Appendix-II) while 
there was no such request from the Ministry of Defence, 
the figures quoted in the attached note show that the off 
take of Defence from the Oil industry in terms of barrels 
was increasing. You will see, therefore, that there was 
no mis-statement in any reply given in Parliament. .. *" 

1.5. The matter was considered by the Speaker who referred it 
for examination to the Estimates Committee under Rule 310 of the 
Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha. 

B.Procedure followed by the Estimates Committee/Sub-Committee 

1.6. The Estimates Committee referred this matter for detailed 
-examination to the Sub-Committee which had already been appoint

·ed to go into the subject of 'Import of Wool, Nylon, etc.' The com
position of the Sub-Committee is given at the beginning of the 
Report. 

1.7. On the 25th May, 1968, Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P. was request
-eel to furnish, for the information and 11:-£'\ d ~he Sub-Committee, 
a memorandum containing any iniom-,ation that he might have on 
this subject, together with his views regarding the lacunae, defects/ 
:irregularities in the licensin-g of additional capacity for the produc-
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1ion of Oil barrels and drums, as also any relevant material which 
he might like to place before the Sub-Committee. 

1.8. At the same time the following barrel fabricators and the. 
·Consumer Oil Companies were also requested to furnish Memoranda 
giving their views in regard to any lacunae, defects/irregularities 
in the reassessment of capacities of the oil barrel fabricators, inspec
tion carried out by the technical officers of the Directorate General, 
Technical Development and licensiJ1IT of additional capacity for the 
production of oil· barrels and drums, together with any sngJestion 

.for improvement in the proce.dure in this regard:-

1. Barrel FabricatOTS 

1. Mis. Bharat Barrel and Drum Manufacturing Company 
(Pvt.) Ltd., Bombay/Calcutta. (BBDM). 

2. M/s. Standard Drum and Barrel Manufacturing Company 
Bombay. (SDBM). 

a. Mis. Hind Galvanising and Engineering Company (Pvt.) 
Ltd., Calcutta. (HGEC) . 

4. Mis. Steel Containers Ltd., Bombay. 

5. M/s. Industrial Containers LtcL Calcutta. 

6. Mis. Assam Oil Company Ltd., Digbo1. 

7. M/s. Hind Containers (Pvt.) Ltd .. Visakhapatnam. 

IT. Consumer Oil Companies 

l. Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. 

2. ESSO Standard Eastern Inc. 

3. Burmah Shell Oil Storage and Distributory Co. 

4. Caltex India Ltd. 

1.9. During July-August, 1968, the Ministry of Industrial DeveIO?
ment, Internal Trade and Company Affairs were requtsted to furnish 
written information on a number of points on this subject formulated 
on the basis of material received from the Barrel fabricators and 
(!onsumer oil companies etc. 

1.10. All the barrel fabricators and consumer oil companies fur
lIished t:leir views on the subject. 
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1.11. Besides Shri Madhu Limaye, three Members of Lok Sabha~ 
namely, Shri Samar Guha, Shri George Fernandes and Shri S. M. 
Banerjee, submitted memoranda on this subject. 

1 12. The Ministry of Industrial Developmen l, Inti::! nal 'I'rCl.de 
and Company Affairs furnished written information on the various 
points desired by the Sub-Committee. 

1.13. All these documents were circulated to the Members of the 
Sub-Committee for their information. 

1.14. Thereafter the Sub-Committee held four sittings on the 
26th and 27th September, 1968, to take oral evidence of the repre
sentatives of the Ministry of Industrial Development, Internal Trade 
and Company Affairs, Ministry of Petroleum and Chemicals and the 
Directorate-General of Technical Development. After the eviden~ 
was over, a list of questions arising out of the evidence tendered 
by the representatives of the aforementioned Ministries before the 
Stb-Committee, was forwarded to the Ministry of Industrial Deve
lopment, Internal Trade and Company Affairs for furnishing written 
replies. That Ministry furnished wlitten replies in several batches
during the period from the 17th December, 1968 to 26th February, 
1969. 

1.15. It will be observed that the following specific allegations 
were made by Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P. in his letter dated the 29th 
February, 1968 to the Speaker: 

(1) that even after the inclusion of the Drum and Barrel indus
try in the banned list in 1960, additional capacity in this 
industry has been sanctioned by Government in violation 
of the provisions of the Indus1rles (Development and Re
gulation) Act, 1951; 

(li) that the reported contention that the additional capacity 
was created at the instance of the Ministry of Defence 
is without any basis; 

(iii) that the three barrel fabricators, namely, MIs. Standard 
Drum and Barrel Manufacturing Co. Pvt. Ltd .• Bombay, 
MIs. Hind Galvflnising and Engineering Co., Calcutta and 
MIs. Bharat Barrel and Drum Manufacturing Co. Pvt. 
Ltd., Bombay were granted additional capacity as a result 
of official pressure; and 
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(iv) that further additional capacity in this industry has beeD 
created by the setting up of a new unit at Visakhapatnam 
owned by Mjs. Hind Galvanising and Engineering Co., 
Calcutta. 

1.16. During examination of the subject, several other matters 
apart from the allegations referred to in the foregoing paragraphs, 
came to the notice of the Sub-Committee. These would appear to 
be relevant and germane to the allegations made by Shri Madhu 
Limaye, M.P. The Committee have accordingly dealt with these 
points also in the succeeding chapters. 



CHAPTER II 

DRUM AND BARREL INDUSTRY 

A. Application of the Industries (Development and ReJUlatiOD) Aet,. 
1851 to the Industry. 

2.1. Dr~s are required for packing bitumen whereas barrels are' 
required mainly for packaging lubricating oils and to a smaller 
extent other bulk petroleum products, particularly Aviation Fuels,. 
High Speed Diesel Oil, Kerosene and Light Diesel Oil. For drums, 
the oil companies are the exclusive customers whereas for barrels a 
substantial bulk of the fabricating capacity is utilised by the oil 
companies. 24 Gauge Steel sheets largely and 21 Gauge to a small 
extent are used for the manufacture of bitumen drums and 18 Gauge· 
Steel Sheets for 40/45 gallon lubricating oil barrels. 

2.2. It has been stated by Government that the drum and barrel 
industry came under the purview of the Industries (Development 
and Regulation) Act, 1951 with effect from the 1st October, 1953. 

2.3. Under the provisions contained in Section 10 of this Act, a 
system of registration of the then existing industrial undertakings is 
provided in respect of scheduled industries i.e. industries included 
111 the first Schedule t'o the Industries (Development & Regulation) 
Act, 1951. Section 11 of the said Act further provide. that barring 
the Central Government, no person can establish any new industrial 
undertaking except in accordance with the licence or permission 
granted thereunder. Manufacture of new articles by existing under-. 
takings is also prohibited except under licence or permission (Sec
ti<1l1 11A) and substantial expansion or any change in the location 
of the whole or any part thereof of industrial undertakings which 
have been registered or in respect of which licence or permission 
has been issued is also prohibited except under licence or permission 
of the Central Government-(Section 13) of the Act. 

2.4. Under Section 18G of the said Act, the Central Government 
is empowered to regulate supply and distribution of any artic1efJ 
relatable to industry to which the said Act applies. Under Rule 21 
of the Registration and Licencing of Industrial Undertakings Rules 
1952 framed under the said Act, it is provided that the owner of an 
industrial undertaking in respect of which licence or permission 

6 
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has been .granted shall be eligible to the allotment of controlled 
commodities required by him for the construction or operatiOll or
for both construction and operation of his undertaking on such pre
ferential basis as the Central Government may detennine from timp. 
to time. 

2.5. Section 24 of the Act prescribes the penalties for contraven
tion or attempts to contravene or abet the contravention of th~ 
provisions of the various sections and sub-section of the Act. Sec
tion 24(A) provides for penalty for making false statements In rela
tion to the Act. Extracts of relevant Sections of the Act & Rule8; 
are given in Appendix-ill. 

2.6. As already pointed out above, under the provistonil of this, 
Act, a license has to be obtained for the establishment of new indus
triai undertakings, as also for expansion of capacity and manufac
ture of new articles, etc. by existing industrial undertakings, engaged 
in the manufacture of any of the scheduled industries, included in 
the First Schedule of the Act. A Licensing Committee which has 
been set up under the Registration and Licensing of Industrial 
Undertakings Rules, 1952, considers all applications for the grant or 
licences and submits its recommendations to the Government. The 
decision of Government is taken at the level of the Minister. of 
Industrial Development, Internal Trade and Company Affaira. 

2.7. At the time of the application of the Act to the Drum and 
Barrel Industry in 1953. the following firms were manufacturing 
40/45 gallon capacity steel lube barreks:-

1. MIs. Indian Galvanising Co. (1926) Ltd., 11, Goho Road .. 
Ghusury, Howrah. 

2. Mis. Electric Welding & Manufacturing Co. (I) Ltd. r 

Naihati, 24, Parganas, West Bengal 

3. Mis. Standard Drum & Barrel Manufacturing Co., Kin.g 
Edward Road, Sewri, Bombay. 

4. Mis. Bharat Barrel & Drum Manufecturing Co. Ltd., Shri 
Sit a Ram Mills Compound, Chinchpokli, Bombay. 

*6. Mis. Assam Oil Co., Digboi, Assam. 

B. Drum and Barrel Industry on the Banned List 

2.8. The policy governing industrial licensing was reviewed every 
six months till June, 1966 and anually ~inc~ then anff announced in 
the fonn of two lists:-

(i) List of "banned industries" also known as the "rejection 
list", licenses for which are not to be ordinarily granted 

"'This is consumer fabricator. 
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llnd applications may be rejected without reference' to the 
"Licensing Committee." 

The exceptional features may be various like a special demand. 
regional angle, export prospects, improvements in plant 
capacity' etc. and on these grounds favourable considera
tion of an 'application is possible, although the relevant 
i.ndustry may figure in the banned list. 

(ii) The "merit list" which is an illustrative list of industries 
for which applications may be entertained, provided that 
each case will be decided on merits by reference to the 
Licensing Committee. 

These lists are prepared in consultation with the Licensing Com-
"tnittee. ' 

2.9. The list, known as "rejection list" includes industries in 
which, in view of adequate capacity having been set up/licensed, it 
is felt that there is normally no scope for creation of additlon§l 
capacity. 

2.10. The Committee have been informed that for the reasons 
mentioned above, the Ili'um, Barrel and Container Industry excepting 
those where the manufacturing is for meeting the 'applicant's own 
requirements, has been placed on the "rejection list" of industries 
,since 1960. However, the whole industry was placed on the rejec
tion list during April 1967-March, 1968. The licensing policy for 
a period of one year affective from 1.4.1968 is also "rejection", al
though consumers' applications for own requirements of drums and 
barrels may be considered on merits. The Committee have been 

'informed that at no time since 1960 the industry has been removed 
f!'om the l.anned list. 

2.11. The list of barrel fabricators together with their licellse(~ 
·capacity in 1960, when this industry was placed on the banned list, 
is given below:-
--------_.--,----

Name of Firm 

I 

----_._---------
Licensed 
Capacity 

2 ---------------------
tonnes 

I. Mis. Bharat Barrel & Drum Mfg. Co., Bombay 18"300• 

2. Mis. Stan~ard Drum &_~arrel Mfg. C~., Bombay 3,700 

*38 barrels of 40/45 gallon capacity are made out of & tonne of 
18 gauge steel sheets. 
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. __ ._---

I 
, . . --------_.-----
3. M/~. Steel Containers Ltd., Bombay 

4. MIs. Industrial Containers Ltd., Calcutta 

5. MIs. Assam Oil Co., Digboi 

5,860 

6,000 

-----.---------------~------
C. Assessment of Capacity in IM3-" 

2.12.1'be Committee enquired where the capacity of the Dnun 
and Barrel Industry was increased after placing this industry on 
the "baml.ed list" in 1960. It has been stated in reply that ·~/s. 
B¥rat Barrel and Drum Manufacturing Company and )(Is. Standlard 
Dnun & Barrel Manufacturing Company, among the barrel fabri
cators, had been representing to the Government du.riDg 1913 that 
capaeiUee installed by them were very much higher tban the 
originally assessed capacities an'd therefore had been seeking re
assessment. MIs. Hind Galvanising & Engineering COM'pany, Cal
cutta also claimed in 1962 that they were capable of manufacturing 
oil barrels of 40/45 gallon capacity and were requesting approval 
of the Government for the PUl'POse. Further, the Ministry of 
Petroleum & Chemicals informed us in June 1964 (copy of letter 
enclosed at Appendix II) that they had assessed the requirements 
of the petroleum industry for the year 1964 as needing 4,000 tonne's 
per month of 18 Gauge drum sheets and that if the requirements 
of the other consumers were also to be taken into aecount, then 
the total supply needed was 4,700 tonnes of drum sheet~ a month 
or an annual fabricating capacity of 56,400 tonnes. The total 
assessed capacity at that time of the oil barrel industry was about 
3,000 tonnes per month and, therefore, the supply rate of 4,700 tonnes 
required by the Petroleum Industry and other consumers could not 
be effected unless the existing capacities were revised upward or 
new capacities created. In the circumstances, the Ministry of Petf"o
leum & Chemicals requested that steps should be taken expeditiously 
to finalise the revision of fabricating capacities of the commercial 
fabricators so that proper supply rate of barrels was ensured by 
giving them ade.quate supplies of drum sheets of speCial gauge 
which was regulated according to their capacity. In this context, 
it was decided to review the oil barrel capacity installed in tlre 
country as there were only six units in the line with a view to 
examining the increased capacities of the various units vis-a-vis the 
larger requirements of oil barrels ....... On the basis inspection 

410 (aii) LS--2. 
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carried. out by the Technical OffiC!el's of the Directorate General of" 
Technical Development during 1963-64, the assessed capacities of 
all the oil barrel fabricators were considered at an Inter-Ministerial 
Meeting held on the 19th June, 1964 (Copy of the note for a meeting 
and minutes of meeting are given at Appendix IV). The matter wu 
futher examined in the Ministry on the recommendations made at 
the meeting with particular reference to the cases of MIs. Standard 
Drum & Barrel Manufacturing Co., Bombay and Mis. Hind Galvani ... 
sing and Engineering Company, Calcutta. Ultimately these capa
cities have been· accepted by the Government as a result of which 
the increased potentiality of the existing units for meetings the 
growing requirements was appreciated and approved inpreferenoe 
t1lcreatingnew units in his line of manufacture."lt has been fur
ther stated that these capacities, assessed by the D.G.T.D. on single 
shift basis, were accepted for the purpose of raw material allocation. 

·2:13. The particulars of capacities which were assessed in 1963-64 
together with dates of inspection by officers of the D.G.T.O. are 
given belOW: 

N~me of the Firm Licensed 
Capacity 

Assessed capacity (1963':" 
64) together with 

dates of inspection 
by D.G.T.D. 

--~---------------------------------------------------

I. MIs. Bharat Barrel & Drum Ma
.. " nufacturing Co., Bombay 

2. MIs .. Bharat Barrel & Prom 
Manufacturing Co., calcutta. 
(a sister concern of I above) 

3. MIs. Standard Drum & Barrel 
Manufacturing Co., Bombay . 

4. MIs. Hind Galvanising & En
gineering Co. Ltd., Calcutta . 

5. M/s. Steel Containers Ltd., 
Bombay 

6. MIs. Industrial Containers 
Ltd., Calcuna 

7. MtS. Assam Oil Co., Assam 

tons tonnes 

6,000 

3,080 

22,000 5/6-2-46 

(6,100) (Nov. 6(t. 
14,538 13-8-64 

6,000 Not inspect
ed. 
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D. AMeSSJnent of capacity in 1165 

2.14. It has further been stated that due to the representations 
received, particularly from MJs. Bharat Barrel and Drum Manu~ 
facturing Co. Ltd., against the assessment of 1963-64 another assess
ment was undertaken during 1965. The capacities of the various 
fabricators indicated in the report of the D.G.T.n. in 1965 were' as 
under:- ' 

Name of the Firm 
Re-assessment in 1965 
(tonr,ss p.a. on single 

shift) 
Date of inspection 

I. Mis. Bht\rat Barrel & Drum Manufacturing 24,800 I Several irre-
Co. (P) Ltd., Bombay. (22123-7-6,5)j gularities 

noticed by 
2. Do. Calcutta ' 13,200 the techru-

(26-7-65' cal officer. 

3. MIs. Standard Drum and Barrel Manufactu
ring Co., Bombay. 

4. Mis. Hind Galvanising and Engineering Co., 
Ltd., Calcutta. 

5. MIs. Steel Container Ltd., Bombay 

6. Mis. Industrial Containers Ltd., Calcutta 

17,900 17,900 
'(22-7-65) (2-9-65 and 

4-9-65) 

10,260 
(24-8-65) 

9>450 
(4-9-65) 

11,000 
(23-8-65) 

2.15. 'Ibe Committee enquired why the reassessment 'of capacities 
of the barrel manufacturers in 1965 was done twice i.e. once in 
July 1965 and the second time in August-September, 1965 in respect 
of some manufacturers. In a written note furnished to the Commit~ 
tee it has been stated that on the basis of reports made by the 
Develoment Officer in the first instance, the Industrial Advisei'" 
undertook a check with It view to seeing if the assessment had been 
made properly. It was in these circumstances that figures relating 
to two assessments were indicated during July, 1965 and August
September, 1965. As regards the reasons for the apparent increase 
in the capacity of Mis. Hind Galvanising and Engineering Company 
and Mis. Steel Containers Limited between the inspection carriec:l 
out in July, 1965 and August-September, 1965, it has been stated 
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that in the case of Mis. Hind Galvahising and Engineering Company 
the Industrial Adviser had taken the view that when the firm had 
a spare spot-welding m:achine, spot-welding could not become a 
bottlenecking operation. Acc,ording to him doub!e seaming would 
be a bottlenecking operation and working on that basis the capacity 
arrived at by him was 10260 tonnes on single shift as against the 
figure of 8,300 tons on single shift reached by the Development 
Officer. In the c'ase of MIs. Steel Containers Limited also, on the 
basis of the time studies made by the two officers, there was a slight 
difference in the timings since there was very heavy rain and re
gular operations were not available to be put on certain machines 
When the Development Officer visited the Plant. 

2.16. Table below gives the licensed capacity of the barrel manu
facturers, at the time of imposition of the ban in 1960, the capacity 
assessed in 1963-64 and the capacity reassessed in 1965: 

Name of the firm Licensed 
capacity 
(1960) 

(in tonnes) 

I. MIs. Bharat Barrel & Drum 
Manufacturing Co., Bombay 

2. Mjs. Bhar 8t Barrel & Drum 
Manufacturing Co., Calcutta 

3. MIs. Standard Drum & Barel 
Manufacturing Co., Bombay 

4. MIs Hind Galvanising & En
gineering Co. Ltd., Calcutta 

S. MIs. Steel Containers Ltd., 
Bombay 

6. MIs. Industrial Containers Ltd., 
Calcutta 

7. MIs. Assam Oil Co., Assam 

5,860 

6,000 

Assessed 
capacity 

(in tonnes) 

22,000 

5,200 

6,000 

Re-assessed 
capacity 

(1965) 

(in tonnes) 

10,260 

11,000 
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2.17. It has been stated that the asseBlm).ent undertaken during 
1965 revealed stilI higher installed capacities and also broU8ht . tc> 
light certain irregularities on the part of MIs. Bharat Barrel and 
Drum Manufacturing Co., As their irregularities had to be examt
ned further and the shortage of steel sheets was a continuing pro. 
biem, it was decided that the 1963-64 single shift assessment should 
continue for some more time for the purpose of allocation of raw 
material and not to accept the 1965 assessment. The matter was 
placed before the Licensing Committee at the meeting held on 13tb 
September, 1966. The Committee endorsed the decision of the Min
istry in this regard. Copies of the Jl'Ote for meeting of the Licensing 
Committee and the minutes of meeting are given at Appendix V. . 

2.18. The Committee enquired whether the Drum and Barrel 
Industry was taken out of the banned list when the reassessmen, 
of the capacities in 1963-64 was made. In reply it has been stated 
that the reassessment of the capacities of the barrel manufacturer. 
was undertaken in 1963-64 with the intention not to increase the 
capacity but to make realistic assessment of the increased capacity 
necessary to meet the increasing requirements of barrels and that for 
this purpose it was not necessary to take this industry out of the 
banned list in 1964. Asked whether the capacity of any other in
dustry on the banned list has Similarly been reassessed. it has been 
stated that "the position of the Barrel Industry in this regard has 
been unique in the sense that an assessment of the actual installed 
capacity was felt necessary with a view to meet the increased re
quirements of oil barrels intimated by the Ministry of Petroleum 
and Chemicals as also for the reasons that some of the fabricators 
had been representing to the Government that the then assessed 
capacities of their units do not correctly represent the installed 
capacities." It has been further stated that "it may not be possible 
to give instances of assessment undertaken in identical circumstan
ces. There has" however, been revision of capacity based on in
crease production achieved by some of the units, for instance in 
welding electrode industry and steel pipes and tubes industry. There 
is also the case of asbestos cement industry which has been re
assessed during the period when the industry was on the banned 
list but it was not done simply to make a realistic assessment of 
the capacity. The reassessment of the capacity was required in the 
context of sudden increase in the demand of asbestos cement sheete 
particularly by Defence, consequent on the Chinese aggressIon so 
much so that at one stage the distribution of these had to be brought 
under informal contro!." 

2.19. On being asked why the capacities in this industry were 
assessed and increased without taking it out of the banned list, the 
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representative of the Ministry of Industrial Development, Internal 
Trade and Company A1fairs stated during evidence "that the, list 
of banned. ind~es is not prepared. under the Industries (Develop
ment & Regulatlon) Act. It was prepared in consultation with the 
Licensing Committee constituted under the Act. The list was only 
~ a guideline to the various administrative Ministries for disposal 
of applications. It is not correct to state that units should not be 
allowed to be set up if an industry was on the banned list. No 
banned list is contemplated by the Act and there is no statutory 
significance to such a list." 

2.20. Explaining the concept behind the banned list, the represen
tative of the MiniStry of Industrial Development, Internal Trade and 
Company Mairs further stated during evidence that "the concept 
behind the banned list is to some extent to simplify the work of the 
Licensing Committee. The Ministries can normally reject such 
applications without having to bring them up before the Licensing 
Committee. That does not mean that when an item is in the banned 
list, it has necesSarily to be rejected always. There is a certain 
amount of discretion vested in the Licensing Committee, in special 
circumstances, even to recommend the industry in the banned list. 
In the heading of the list it is stated to be a list of industries in 
which the applications for licences may ordinarily be rejected with
out references to the Licensing Committee." 

2.21. Asked whether there were. any other industries on the 
"banned list" in which capacities have similarly been increased, the 
witness stated that the container manufacturing industry, the radiO 
industry and also a few items of drug industries were such indus
tries. 

2.22. The Committee have been informed that normally no extra 
capacity for industry on the banned list was approved but it had 
happened in the past that a particular application which related to 
an item on the rejection list was considered because of exceptional 
features. On being asked, what are the exceptional features which 
are considered by Government for sanctioning capacities 01 indus
tries which are on the banned list and what are the industries cn 
the banned list in which additional capacities have been sanctioned. 
on account of exceptional features, it has been stated. in reply that 
the exceptional features on account of which favourable consideration 
of an application is possible may be various like a special demand, 
regional angle, export prospects, improvements in plant capacity, 
etc. In the case of Drum and Barrel Industry, those special fea~res 
which were kept in view, were stated to be, special demand, regional 
angle, and improvements In plant capacity. 
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2.23. Asked whether these exceptional features have the appro
val of the Licensing Committee the representative of the Ministry 
crt Industrial Development, Internal Trade and Company Aftatrs 
Jitated during evidence that "the Licensing Committee has not lata 
down any special features or criteria by which they would cOnsider 
applications favourably particularly as the rejection list has no statu .. 
tory significance and they are in a position to consider any proposal." 

2.24. Elucidating further, the representative of the Ministry of 
Industrial Development, Internal Trade and Company Affairs addea 
that "It is always possible that a particular application which rela
tes to an item in the rejection list may be deserving of consideration 
be.cause of certain exceptional features. When that is the case;' a 
8 summary is prepared for the Licensing Committee and recommen
dations are made for the processing of such applications without re-
moving it from the rejection list itself." . 

2.25. Asked whether this procedure was adopted in this case,the 
witness replied that "In this case we went to the Licensing ComrnU
tee late after everything was done. The whole matter was placed 
before the Licensing Committee at a later stag~that was 1966". 

2.26. The Committee further enquired whether Government had 
pulicised for general information the considerations under which 
capacities of industries on the hanned list could be increased or re
assessed. It has been stated that no general information has been 
published in this regard. 

2.27. On being asked whether the prior approval of the Licensin« 
Committee was taken before increasing the capacity in this inaus- . 
try, the representative of the Ministry stated during evidence that 
"no prior approval was necessary; We apprised the LicenSing Com
mittee of the action taken after everything was done." The witness 
further added that the whole matter was placed before the Licensing 
Committee at a later stage that was in 1966. 

2.28. The Committee enquired whether any new capacity can be 
(:reated in a "banned industry" without prior approval of Govern
ment and if so under what rules? The Secretary, Ministry of In
dustrial Development, Internal Trade and Company Affairs stated 
during evidence that "Normally not. I should say; nonnally it 
should not be done except with the approval of the Licensing Com-

Dlittee." 

Referring to the inter-Ministerial meeting of 19th June, 1964, 
the witness stated that "It was the inter-Ministerial meeting which 
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t.oo)tthat decision. Strictly the Licensing Committee is also nothing 
more than an inter-Ministerial body but t.bere it is dane :formally 
whereas these ad hoc meetings are not formal. So, stritwtly even. 
thoQgh an inter-Ministerial bo<ily took a view, it should have been. 
placed before the Licensing Committee." 

2.29. In reply to a question, it has been stated that keeping in 
view the representations received from the barrel manufacturers, 
the .decision to carry out the reassessment of capacity 0·£ barrel manu
facturers in 1963-64 was taken in the D.G.T.D. at the level of the 
Director General and in the Ministry at the level of the Joint Sec
retary. GI I ,I 

I .! i J 

2.30. Regarding the decision to have the reassessment of capaci
ties in 1965, the Secretary, Ministry of Industrial Development, In
ternal Trade and Company Affairs stated during evidence that 
"There is a note here saying that 'as desired by the Secretary (In
dustries) I discussed this case. together with instructions Teceived 
11'01'1'1 our Minister with Secretary (Industry). Mr. P. L. Sehgal was 
al.S() present. After a thorough discussion of the problems of drum 
and barrel industry, it was decided that D.G.T.D. should reassess the 
capacities of these, barrel manufacturers. Only the capacity of barrel 
manufacturers should be reassessed and not the capacity of the 
drum manufacturers'. This is a noting of 17th June 1965 and seems 
to have been decided at a meeting taken by the then Industry Sec
retary. There was a discussion with the Minister also because it 
says 'I discussed this case together with the instructions received 
from our Ministers'." 

2.31. As to the reassessment of the capacities made twice i.e., 
once in 1963-64 and again in 1965, the representative of the Ministry 
stated during evidence that lithe. position changed from time to time 
because the fabricators have been adding m!achinery either from in· 
digenuos source or from established importers. The position kept 
on changing and, therefore, we wanted to ascertain the correct 
position regarding the installed capacity that is why reassessment 
was made twice." 

Z.32. The Committee note that the Drums and Barrel Industry 
was laced on the banned list in March, 1960 when the capacity of 
the barrel fabricators was 36,940 toanes only. This capacity increas
ed to 67,778 tonnes in 1963-64 and to 90,450 tonnes in 1965. Between 
1960 and 1965 the capacity of Mis. Dharat Barrels had increased from 
18;_ tODD" to 38,000 tonnes, of MIs. Standard Drums from: 3,'100 
tormes to 17,900 tonnes, of Mis. Steel Containers, Bontbay from 5,86& 
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t .. ltes te 9,460termes, -of M/s. lDdustrial Containers, Calcutta f"", 
6,ooe toanes 't6 u,eoo tORfles while a new capacity of to,2&O t81aM8 
was created by Mis. Hind Galvanising and Engineering Co., Caleutta. 
The increase ill capacities has generally been due to additions 'Of plaftt 
aDd machinery by the fabriCat'Ors. The vari'Ous irregularities and 
malpractices indulged. ill 1ty the individual barrel fabricators in in~ 
cr8asing their capacity ha'i been dealt with in Section 'F' 'Of this 
Chapter (U). 

2.33. The C'Ommittee 'Observe that assessment 'Of capacities in this 
industry has been made by GGvernment twice i.e. in 1963·64 and 1965 
with'Out taking the industry Gut of the banned list. They further 
note that the capacities assessed in 1963-64: have also been recognised 
'fGr the purpose 'Of allocati'On 'Of raw materials. The Conmtittee are 
unable t'O share the view 'Of the Ministry 'Of Industrial Development, 
Internal Trade and Company Aftairs that it was nDt necessary tD take 
this industry Gut 'Of the banned list bef'Ore allDwing increased capa
city in this industry. The CDmmittee cDnsider that since the policy 
governing Industrial Licensing is ann'Ounced periodically in the f'Orm 
'Of tw'O lists viz. 'list 'Of banned industries' and the 'm ... rit list', nGr
mally nD applicatiGns are tD be cDnsider~ by the Licensing CGmmit
tee fGr the grant 'Of industrial licences in respect 'Of the industries in 
the banned ),lst and intending entrepreneun would naturally keep 
away from submitting applicati'Ons f'Or industrial licence in such in
dustries. The CGmmittee dG nGt alsG agree with the c'Ontention 'Of the 
Ministry 'Of Industrial DevelGpm,oent, Internal Trade and CGmpany 
Aftairs that applicatiGns in the banned industries may be considered 
'On aCCGunt 'Of exceptiDnal features. They note that these exceptiDnal 
features have nGt been laid d'Own by the Licensing CGmmittee which 
is c'Onsulted in the preparatiGn 'Of 'banned list' and is the main bGdy 
which processes applicatiDns f'Or industrial licences. It is really dis
quieting tbat in this case neither this industry was taken Gut 'Of the 
'baned list', nGr was priGr appr'Oval 'Of the Licensing CDmmittee taken 
bef'Ore undertaking as.'5essment 'Of the capacity 'Of barrel manufactur
ers in 1963-64 and 1965. What is mDre surprising is that the reas~ 
sessed capacities of 1963-64: were approved .. t an Inter-Ministerial 
meeting in June, 1964 and raw material began tG be allGtted on the 
basis of these capacities with'Out the priDr apprGval 'Of the Licensing 
Committee. This apprGval was taken after 'Over tW'O years i.e. in 
September, 1966 althDugh the Licensing Committee meets 'Once 
every fortnight. 

2.3&. The Committee .Dotc that the re-8Ssessment 'Of .the capacitie.s 
in 1963·64: and 1965 was made mainly as a result of the representa-
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.afOlls made by the barrel talmeators.* Tlaaflea that the assessmellt 
in 1963-64 was made beeaaae increased denwad of the Petroleum 
md1l8tries for oil barreladoes Dot hold. pod in as much as the COIR

mUDicatioa from. the Ministry of Petroleum aDd ChemkaJs were I'f'. 
eeived in June, 1964 wlWe the physical iDspeetion of the units aDd 
-assessment of capacities had been made duri .... December, 1963 to 
February, 1964:. 

2.35. The Committee· feel that the 8S18SSD1ent aud re-assessment 
of capacities of the barrel fabricators has been done in an irreplar 
-manner. They consider that the nonnal course which should have 
been adopted in this ease was first te take this industry out of the 
banned list .50 that any new entrepreneur interested to enter this 
profitable, industry would have got a fair chance to do so. This apart, 
additional/new capacities should have been further recognised only 
,after the approval of the Licensing Committee and the Government 
as required under the Act. 
E. Re-assessment of capacities of barrel fabricators on account of 

Defence requirements 
2.36. In his letter (Appendix I) to the Speaker, Shri Madhu 

Limaye, M.P. has stated that "inspite of the ban imposed by the 
. Governme.nt, additional capacity was being sanctioned on the bogus 
ground that the Defence Department wanted this capacity to be ex-

-panded. There is no evidence on regard to show that the Defence 
Ministry has made any such request." On being asked about the 
factual position in this regard, the Ministry of Industrial Develop
ment, Internal Trade and Company Affairs have stated that "while 
it is true that there was no specific request from the Defence Min
istry addressed to this Ministry in respect of oil barrel capacity, the 
offtake of Defence. from the oil industry in tenus of barrels was in
creasing. The offtake of the Defence Ministry from oil companies 

·Qf lube oil was as follows:-=-
1961-62 28045 barrels 
1962-63 35067 barrels 
1963-64 75853 barrels" 

2.37. In reply to a question it has been stated by the Ministry of 
Industrial Development, Internal Trade and Company Affair!: that 

* At the time of factual verification, the Ministry haVe stated that, "As 
explained elsewhere, the reassessment was undertaken and acCePted keeping 
in view the representations from. some of the fabricators as welJ as the ad-

. vice from the Ministry of Petroleum & Chemicals. At the meeting of Oil 
Companies and Barrel Manufacturers held on 21-9-1963, when D. G. T. D.'s 
representative was also present, the need for reassessing capacities was dis
cussed in view of the growing demand of lube barrels. At the meeting held 
on 27-12-1963 of Oil Companies and Barrel Manufacturers, when D. G. T. D.'s 
representative was also present the reassessment was again re(Juested to be 
done. All these matters were in the baekground, although th~ formal com
munication from the Ministry of Petroleum and Chemicals was received only 
~in June, 1964." 
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the Ministry of Defence were~not specifically asked to indicate their 
requirements of oil barrels, but th,ir increasing requirement was 
generally known.' 

2.38. On being asked to what extent the Defence requirements of 
-oil barrels were being met by the ordnance Fadbry at Bhusawal aud 
what was the annual production capacity of this factory, it has been 
stated that the annual cap'acity of the Bhusawal factory for the pro
duction of 44/45 gallon oil barrels is approximately 2,25,000 service 
barrels or 3 lakh barrels for civil consumers. The Defence require
ments of barrels 200 litres and drums of various types are fully met 
by ordnance factory at Bhusawal. In fact there is a spare capacity 
for manufacture of barrels 200 litres. This factory has supplied 
barrel 200 litres to M/ s. Indian Oil Corporation. Three purchase 
orders were placed by the I.O.C. on Ordnance factory, Bhusawal dur
ing the last two years for 1,00,020, 1,00,000 and 3,00,000 barrels res
pee1;ively. The first two orders have been completed at an average 
rate of 10,000 numbers and 20,000 numbers per mPnth and the third 
order is being executed. 

2.39. The Committee drew the attention of the Ministry to USQ 
No. 913 answered on 16-11-1967 (Appendix VI) and SQ No. 250 an
swered on 24th November, 1967 (Appendix VII) wherein it had been 
stated that as oil barrels were much in demand during 1963-64 for 
me.eting Defence and oil refinery needs, it was decided to register 
the available manufacturing capacity of Mis. Hind Galvanising and 
Engineering Company Private Limited which had already been pro
ducing small drums and heavy duty barrels although the industry 
had been placed on the rejection 11st. 

2.40. Asked to elucidate the above reply given in the House with 
the statement that the Bhusawal Ordnance Factory is not only 
meeting the Defence requirements of drums and barrels but has 
spare capacity for the manufacture of barrels, it has been stated that 
"the spare capacity awilable with Busawal Factory is not a perma
nent feature and it is not possible to indicate the spare capacity as 
production in the Ordnance factory has to be geared suitably to meet 
the differing requirements from time to time depending upon the 
conditions in the country. It would, therefore, appear that this 
capacity can not be taken into account for the purpose of p~anning 
to meet the requirements of barrels. Further it has also been clarifted 
that ...... the requirements of lubricating oils by Defence are obtain-
ed in trade barrels and in this context .... the. Industry Ministry can 
only presume that the Defence requirements of barrels were met by 
the oil companies along with the lubricating oil supplied in these bar
rels to the Defence. The oil companies would in turn depend upon the 
commercial fabricators for their increased requirements of barrels in 
order to supply increased requirement of lubricating oil to Defence. 
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As regards replies to Lok Sabha question No. 250 dated 24th Nov-
embe.r, 1967 ....... it is pointed out that the circunu;tances were in-
dicated leading to the recognition of the oil barrel manufacturing 
capacity of MIs. Hind Galvanising and Engineering Company Private 
Limited, on account of the fact that these barrels were found to be 
very much in demand during 1963-64 by the Defence Ministry and 
oil companies. It was not indicated in these replies that one of the 
reasons for reassessment was the increased requirements of barrels 
by Defence. As explained earlier, the reassessment was undertaken 
and accepted keeping in view the representations from some of the 
fabricators as well as advice from the Ministry of Petroleum and 
Chemicals. It is however, pointed out that before the capacity of 
MIs. Hind GalvaniSing and Engineering COmipany Private Limited 
was recogni)red, no reference was made to the Ministry of Defel\ce 
and no request was received from them either. The increasing re
quirements of Defence were generally known." 

2.41. In reply to a question, the representative of the Ministry of 
Defence stated during evidence that "According to available re
cords, we have not purchased, no Defence Unit has purchased bar
rels from the Hin\::i Galvanising Bnd Engineering Co. Ltd. during the 
years 1962-63. 1963-64 or 1964-65." 

At this the Secretary, Ministry of Industria: Developmc11t, 
Internal Trade and Company Affairs stated that "one of the items 
Which Hind Galvanising and Engineering Co. Pvt. Ltd. supplied to 
Chief Engineer, Dantak which is the Border Roads Orggnisation, it 
is essentially for the Defence Ministry though not technically the 
Defence Ministry." 

Intervening, the representative of the Mini':try of Dc:cY1f'e 

stated in evidence that "actually we got information yesterday (26-
9-1968) from the Ministry of Industrial Development and Company 
Affairs about the answers given in the Parliament about the three 
Defence Organisations whom the Hind Galvanising and Engineering 
Company claimed to have supplied barrels during 1962 and 1963", 

Subsequently the Ministry of Defence confirmed in a writ~ 
ten note that 1'The position has since been cliecked an\::i it is found·, 
that the Ministry of Defence "W6S not consulted before the assess-. 
ment ctf requirements of oil barrels and drums was made by that 
Departments. " 

2.42. Asked how the Defence requirements for more oil barrels 
were known to the Ministry, the representative Qf the Ministry of 
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Industrial Development, Internal Trade and Company Affairs stated 
during evidence that "one of the fabricetors viz. Hinti Galvanisins 
and- Engineering Company Pvt. Ltd., Calcutta mentioned to us that 
they were supplying barrels to Defence." In reply to another ques
tjon it was admitted that this information was not collected in a 
scientific manner either through D.G.T.D. or other Administrative 
~hannel. 

2.43. The Committee note that the Defence requhem.ents of oil 
barrels are met from the Ordnance Fadory, Bhusawal. However, 
fbe lUbricating oil supplied by the oil companies in barrels to :f)d. 
mc:e is stated to be suppfied in trade barrels. The CoDllllDttee IU!e 

smpmed that in assessing increased Defence requirements of oU 
barrels, the Ministry of Industrial Dtvelopment, Internal Trade and 
Company Aft'airs relied on the information supplied by the JD8D1I.. 

fadarer and did not care to verify it from the Ministry of Defence 
01' tile D.G.T.D. They consider that in sucb cases, the Ministry! 
Department concerned should have been consulted in order to 
alttain accurate fads. This has not been done in the present case. 
fte Committee consider it a serious lapse. 

2.44. The Committee would also like the Ministries of lIldustrial 
~velopment, Internal Trade & Company Affairs and of Petrole ... 
and Chemicals to take note of the spare capacity available with the 
Ordnance Fadory, Bhusawal with a view to utilise the S8IIle in COIl

sultation with the Ministry of Defence. 

F. Expansion/creation of capacities by the Bat'Tel Fabricators 

The developments leading to the expansion of capacities and 
creation of new capacities by the individual barrel fabricators are 
dealt with in detail in the following paragraphs: 

(I) MIs. Bharat Barrel and Drum Manufacturing, Co., Bombay 

2.45. In a ~ritten note furnished to the Committee. Government 
have stated that "M Is. Bharat Barrel and Drum Manufacturing Co., 
Bombay was granted a carrying on business licence dated 20-11-54 
for the manufacture of 3.600 steel barrels and 8,000/10,000 steel 
drums per day on single shift. On their application for s~ifting . a 
part of plant and ·machinrry from Bombay to Calcutta, an mdustnal 
licence dated 4-11-1959 was granted to them for an installed capa
dty of 300 tonnes ~er qunrter of 4/5 gallons at Calcutt.a and subse-
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quently the original licence dated 20-11-54: was amended to read as 
below:-

The Industrial Undertaking shall have an installed capacity 
for the manufacture of 3,600 steel barrels per day Oil 

single shift and of 150 tons per quarter f.or the manufac
of 4/5 gallon drums. 

On an application from them for effecting sUbstantial expansion to 
the existing industrial undertaking at Bombay, the in'dustrial licence 
dated 20th July, 1960 was issued to them for the manufacture. of 
drums and barrels for a total capacity of 27,800 tons per annum: In 
this connection it may be stated that two import licences for an 
aggregate value of Rs. 25.25 lakhs was issued to the finn in 1955 
and 1957 for modernization, rehabilitation and replacement of their 
plant at Bombay. These licences, however, could not be utilised by 
them. Subsequently, three other licences for a total value of 
Rs. 28,75,256 were issued to the firm during 1958 and 1960 for the 
same purpose. The plant owned by Mis. Bharat Barrels was origi
nally installed in Madras and was worked by the Government 
through Mis. Standerd Vaccum Oil Company during the last war 
which was later acquired by Mis. Allen Berry & Company, Bombay. 
MIs. Bharat Barrels purchasetl this old plant from Mis. Allen Ber~y 
in 1952. The import licence dated 16th October, 1958 for a value of 
&. 13,50,656 was issued to them for replacement of their old and 
unserviceable plant. Later, the firm desired further modernizatiOn 
of their plant and also wanted to renovate their old plant fur the 
purpose of using it for the manufacture of bitumen drums from 
lighter gauge sheets. The scheme for modernization and renovation 
was approved by the Licensing Committee and accordingly two 
licences valued at Rs. 13' 60 lakhs ( value later on increased by 
Rs. 35,000) and Rs. 1,29,600 were issued to them. The capacity of 
tile Original plant of the firm was assessed at 18,000 rons for 45 
gallon barrels and 1,800 tons per annum far 5/10 gallon drums. 

In early 1961 Mis. Bharat Barrels and Drum ManufactUring Com
pany Private Ltd., represented to the Government about the inade
quate alk1cation of steel sheets to them vis-a-ms the other fabrica
tors in this line. They also addressed some representation to Maha
rashtra Chamber of Commerce and to the Engineering Association 
of India. These complaints were examined in the D.G.T.n. and 
it was found that there was not much substance in the representa
tions made by the company and in fact they also considered that the 
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company ha'd gone out of the way to make representations to other 
bodies without making available to them full facts of the case. The 
representatives of the company were sent for and at a meeting taken. 
on the 28th February 1961, by the Secretary, Ministry of Commerce 
and Industry, when the Senior Industrial Adviser (Engg.) was also 
present the matter was discussed .. The position was explained to 
the. company's representatives, who had actually apologised for hav
ing taken up the matter with the Chamber under a misapprehensiJn. 
The company's representatives state\:! further that their original 
capacity which was given in tonnage should be indicated in num
bers. It was explained to them that there would be no objection 
in converting the capacity in numbers, but it would not be possible 
for the D.G.T.D. to give any additional tonnage unde.r the plea that 
lohe total tonnage of the recognised number of barrels would be 
larger. The company's representative agreed that they woul'd not 
ask for additional raw material, and on this basis it ,vas agreed .at 
'the meeting that their capacity in the form o'f numbers could be 
recognised after the firm actually gave a letter in writing that they 
would not ask for additional raw material from the D.G.T.D. on 
that score. The rompany's representative also agreed that they 
WGuld write to the Chamber of Commerce explaining the position 
and. withdrawing the earlier representation which was made, accord
ing to them under a misapprehension. Subsequently, in their letter 
dated 28th February, 1961, confirming their having expressed regret 
at the meeting for having approached the various associations and' 
the Chamber of Commerce in this regard they allK' gave an under
taking that they would not press for allocation of raw material on 
the basis of numbers after their capacity was agreed to be expres
sed in numbers. It was also explained by them in the letter that' 
the abject of asking for the amendment of the licence on the basis 
of numbers was to enable them to obtain "raw material allocation 
according to the licensed capacity when the steel sheets supply posi
tion eased. Thereafter, the industrial licence dated 20th July, 1961 
was amended as per letter dated 5th June, 1961 to the following 
effect:~ 

"F'orthe words drums and barrels-27,800 tons per II:mnum, 
read-

(i) steel barrels 3,600 numbers per day or 10,80,000 nUml
bers per annum on single shift. 

(ii) 4/5 gallons-3,OOO numbers per day or 9 lakhs numbers 
per annum on single shift. 
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(iii) steel drums (35/45 gallons capacity) for bitumen paek
ing made from 22-24 gauge M.S. Sheets i.e. 7,84,000 
numbers per annum on single shift .. 

Subject to the condition that the existing S.P'!. capacity in 
tons will not in any case be altered." 

It may be recalled that Mis. Bharat Barrel in terms of the 
industrial licences held by them had oil barrel manufacturing plant 
at Bombay and only a part of their capacity for the manufacture 
of small drums was available in Calcutta. In early 1961 this com
pany submitted an application under the Industrial Development &: 
Regulation Act for shifting part of their capacity for the manufacture 
cf 40---45 gallon oil barrels to Calcutta on the ground that the 
demand was growing in Calcutta and due to transport difficulties 
movement of barrels from Bombay to Calcutta was proving difftcutt. 
Their application was examined in the D.G.T.n. and it was considered 
that in view of their programme for modernization, and r~lacement 
.at the Bombay plant on the basis of import licences ·granted to them, 
it would not be possible to consider the proposal of shifting a part 
vf their capacity and as such the proposal would not be feasible, their 
plant at Bombay being an integrated one. The Licensing Com
mittee at the meeting held on the 16th and 17th March. 1962 recom
mended rejection of the application as there was no scope at that 
time for creating further capacity in the Calcutta region. The finn. 
bowever, had been representing that the demand of barrels of 40-45 
ganons capacity had increased in the eastern region and they would 
like to· adjust their prodUction between the two units, namely, Boxn
bay and Calcutta without involving additional capacity or additional 
quota of raw materials. In the Ministry's letter dated 22nd May, 
1962, their application for shifting of capaclty to Calcutta region 
was finally rejected. The decision was again reiterated in the letter 
dated 31st August, 1962 on receipt of further representations from 
the Company. The Company, howeve!', even thereafter continued 
to write to the Government seeking a review of the decision and 
pleading for permission to shift a part of 'their capacity to Calcutta 
for the manufacture of oil barrels. They were also contending that 
they would not disturb the modernised plant which they had put 
up at Bombay and actually with some modifications slight repairs 
and addition of indigenously available machinery, they would be 
able to fabricate barrels at Calcutta. It was also made out by them 
that the Government of West Bengal had assured them of all facili
ties for setting up a plant in Calcutta. They also undertook that 
they would not be asking for any reVision of their capacity or for 
additional quota of raw material for the Calcutta Plant and what 
they wished to do was only to work both the ;>lants in Bombay and 
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<Calcutta within the existing allocation of steel sheets and within 
their existing capacity according to the licence. According to them 
·they wanted permission to draw part of their raw material quota 
at Calcutta to work the plant. 

While representations from MIs. Bharat Barrels and also from 
others in their behalf were coming in, it was reported by the D.G.T.n. 
some time in September 1962 that according to "'a letter rece~ved 

:Uom Kia. Industrial Ccntainers Ltd., Calcutta M/'>. Bharat Barrels 
had actually shifted some machin~ry to Calcutta and installed the 
.same for the manufacture of oil barrels. The Director of Industries, 
Maharashtra was immediately asked to make available a report about 
the complaint received through Industrial Containers Private Ltd. 
:about the alleged shifting oi machinery by MIs. Bharat Barrels and 
Drum Manufacturing Company. Meanwhile another letter dated 
29th October, 1962 copy at Appendix-VIII wa~ received for a favour
able consideration of the proposal from MIs. Bharat Barrels & Drum 
Manufacturing Company. for shifting a part of their machinery to 
the Calcutta region for meeting the requirements of oil barrels. The 
'matter was examined in the Ministry. 

Although no confirmation from the Director of Industries, Maha
T8sl,tra was received, it was consi.dcred that in view of the sugge~ted 
·demand in the Calcutta rCl;lon, it would not ~ necessary to ask 
the company to shift back their machinery to Bombay and it would 
'be in order to recognise the shifting of capacity to Calcutta, keeping 
in vjew the transport position in the movement of barrels. Although 
'1he LicenSing Committee hd earlier rejected the proposal for shift
ing the capacity, the decision was taken to allow the shifting wit. 
the approval of. the Chairman of the Licensing Committee and the 
Minister. The letter dated 1st December, 1962 conveyed t4e approval 

··of the Government to the shUting, while administering a warning to 
them on their objectionable action in contravention of the provision. 
·of Ule Industries (Development and Regulation) Act, 1951. It waa 
also made clear in the letter that the shifting of machinery to 
-Calcutta would not entitle them to have any additional quota over 
and above what ha~ already been authorised to them in respect of 
the plant at. Bombay. Cop,ies of extracts are given at Ajlpendix

.'XIII. 

During 1963, this company started sending representations to the 
'Ministry complaining about the inadequate supply of raw material 
-in their favour and also pointing out that the allocation of steel 
!Sheets should be made on the basis of the licensed capacity of 27,000 
::tonnes and not on the earlier assessed capacity which was smaller. 
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These representations which were received both in the Ministry as 
well as in the D.G.T.n were examined. 'The Industrial Adviser 
commenting on the representation pointed out the various factors; 
necessitating a further and more thorough scrutiny of the case~ 
particularly in view of the fact that reports of misuse of raw 
material etc. had also ~ome to the notice of the Government. It 
was indicated further that in thE" matt~l of utilisation of the imoprt 
licence for modernisation, re:habilitation and renovation, there ap
peared to be a distinct possibility (d misuM! and further it was also. 
felt that although an import licence was secured for the conversion 
of an old oil barrel plant into thr- bitum[·n drum plant, it was not 
properly utilised for the purpose. When these irregularities were
reported to the Ministry. it was conside-red that it would not be
correct to take a decislon without going f'.lrther into the matter and 
for that purpose it was also sugge'Jted thc.t lin on the spot inspection 
of bot~ the factories at Bombay and Calcutta would be needed, 
both with regard to the 5xation of capadties for the two units and 
for examination of the manner in which the import licences has 
been obtained and Mctu&lly used. Whe!l the matter was again re
ferred to the D.G.T.D. in November, 1963, D.G.T.D. arranged an 
inspection of the factory Mt Calcutta and on the basis of the finding 
that the capacity of Calcutta factory was, 5,200 tonnes per annum; 
the corresponding capacity at Bomooy was suggested by the D.G.T.D. 
to be 13,100 metric tonnes per annum, so that the total capacity 
remained at 18,300 tonnes only. Meanwhile, in the case of MIs. 
Standard Drum and Barrel ManufactUring Company, Bombay a 
decision had been taken during this time that an inspection of aU 
the barrel manufacturing factories would be necessary with a view 
to re-assessing the capacities of the unit.s on unifonn basis. D.G.T.D. 
had also arranged inspection of the other factories during 1963~4 
and furnished their recommendations on the assessed capacitietl. 
Although the Ministry had suggested in the case of MIs. Bhant 
Barrels that both the units at Bombay and Calcutta should be
inspected the Industrial Adviser had in his note dated 7th January, 
1964 suggested the capacity break-up between the two on the basil 
.f the inspection of the Calcutta factory only. The Senfor Industrial 
Adviser had, however, directed that in view of the Ministry's instruc
tions, the Bombay factory also should be inspected and on the basis 
of the inspection made on the 5th and 6th February, 1964 by one 
of the technical officers. the capacity of 22.000 tonr,tes per annum wu 
suggested for the Bombay factory. The 6nal position that emerged 
after inspection of all the. barrel making units during December, 1963 
to February 1964 was that while re-assessed capacities were suggeSt
ed for all.the unl~s. in the case of MIs. Bharat Barrels. the capacities 
on the basis of inspection were reported to be 22,000 tonnei per 
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annum for Bombay and 5,200 tonnes per annum for Calcutta. Further 
examination in the light Of irregularities reported by the D.G.T.D. 
had not. however, been done. MIs. Bharat Barrel & Drum Manu .. 
facturing Company had also in their letter dated 17th January, 1954 
again urged that their capacities should be re-fixed and allotment 
of raw material be made to both the units on the basis of certain 
figures which were claimed QY them to be the true capacities. A:s 
l4inist~r ha'd desired to see the case in this connection, papers were 
.ubmitted to him along with the recommendations of the O.G.T.D. 
In respect of the barrel making units including those of Mis. Bharat 
Barrels, namely, 22,000 tonnes fer Bombay and 5,WO tonnes for 
Calcutta. The Minister after going through the detailed notings in 
th~ case and also the findings of the D.G.T.O. on the spot study. 
ordered that immediate action should be taken to allocate steel 
quotas to MIs. Bharat Barrels at the rate of 22.000 tonnes for Bombay 
ed 5.200 tonnes for Calcutta per annum and that the Question of 
increased capacities claimed by the firm. could be examined later. 
An extract of the minute dated 8th May, 1964 is given at Appendix
IX. 

In the light of the Minister's orders and keeping in view the 
recommendations of the D.G.T.D. on the re-assessed capacities of 
all the other barrel making units, an inter-Ministerial meetin~ was 
held on 19th June, 1964. Decisions were taken at the meetin~ to 
recognise the assessed capacities for the purpose of raw matedal 
allocation. In the case of MIs. Bharat Barrel Drum ManufactUring 
Company, it was agreed that raw material would be allocated 
8eparately for both Bombay and Calcutta units, according to the 
recommended figures of re-assessment, namely, 22,000 tonnes at 
Bombay and 5.200 tonnes at Calcutta. Although the re-assessed 
capacities on the basis of 1963-64 assessment were accepted for the 
purpose of raw material allocation, it was observed that the matter 
did not end there and still MIs. Bharat Barrel and Drum Manufac
turing Company had been suggesting that justice had not been done 
to them in the matter of re-assessment for both the units at Bombay 
ed Calcutta. On a representation dated 25th May, 1965 received 
from them, the matter was discussed by the Senior Industrial Adviser 
CEngg) with Secretary, Department of Industry and it was decided 
that another assessment of the barrel making units should be rnade 
with a view to sorting out the controversy, in view of the fact that 
representations had also been received from others, like the Federa
tfon of Indian Manufacturers and MIs. Hind· Galvanising and 
Engineering Company Private Ltd., Dnother 
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2.46. The capacities of the factories of Mis. Bharat Barrel aDd 
Drum Manufacturing Co. at Bombay and Calcutta indicated in the 
report of the officers of D.G.T.D. at the time of re-assessment of 
1965 were as under: 

Licen.~1 
caplciry 

. -- ---_.-._- -------
(i) Bo n',ay factory 

(U) Calcutta factory 

18,000 

-.-
18,000 

1I1~ Tonr..es2 __ _ 

Assessed Assessed 
capacity capacity 

1963 1965 

22,000 

5.200 13,200 

-- - ..... --_ ... __ . .:._ .. --_._- ---_. 
2.47. It has been stated that "as regards the 1965 assessment of 

Mis. Bharat .Barrels, the Industrial Adviser had commented upon a 
number of irregulariHes on the part of the company, like shifting 
of machines from Bombay to Calcutta, installation of additional 
machinery including imported ones, purchase of imported machi
nery from actual user licence holders, misuse of raw materials, dJ.&. 
crepancies in the maintenance of records and submission of steel 
processing returns." 

2.48. After careful consideration of all the facts brought to light 
by the technical officers Ha notice was issued to the Bharat Barrel & 
Drum Manufacturing Company on the 14th February, 1966 asking 
them to explain why action should not be taken against them .for 
the various violations of the Iron &: Steel Control Order and the 
contravention of the provisions of the Industries Development & Re
gulation Act, H~51. The reply received from the firm (dated 26th 
March 1966) was examined in consultat:on with the D.G.T.D. and it 
was observed that their explanation was far from convincing. Al· 
though there were certain irregularities in contravention of the In
dustries (Development & Regulation) Act in the process of their 
trying to establish additional capacity by installing more machines 
as well as by shifting machines from Bombay to Calcutta, it WBII 

felt that on IJ balance of consideratkm, it would not be possible to 
frame an effective case against them on this ground alone. The 
reason was largely because the capacity for purpose of allocation had 
all along been the assessed capacity and not the licensed capacity 
and as a matter of fact 1963-64 assessment had led to a certain level 
of recognised capacIties which were yet to be regularised by appro
priate industrial licences. As more or less similar action would 
have f (I lie against other barrel making units also, particularly 011 
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the ground. of estabUshlingadditional capacities, it was felt. that the 
more appropriate course would be to probe further the irregulari
ties relating to the use of im·port licences as well as use of raw 
material.D.G.T.D. had also underlined that there was sufficient 
ground to sustain a case on this lICOI"e. After- taking into account 
the various points involved, it was ultimately decided at the level of 
Special Secretary to issue a warning to them advising them to take 
special care to avoid the omissions and commiaslons noticed in the 
past few years under the various regulations governmg their manu
facturing activity. They were also told that GoYemment had taken 
a serious view of the whole matter and any indulgence In such irregu
larities would naturally have serious repereuBSlons. 

Simultaneously, the D.G.T.D. and the Ministry of Iron &: Steel 
were addressed with a view to having a thorough scrutiny made so 
far as the irregularities were concerned. The matter ~ alJIO ex
plained suitably in the note for the Licensing Committee which was 
placed at the meeting held on the 13th September, 1966, suggesting 
that 1G63-64 allocation would have to continue for the present and 
that the 1965 assessment wal not to be aceepted for the purpoee of 
raw material allocation. It was also pointed out 1n the note that 
the queatioo. of assessment on maximum utilization basis could be 
considered. only in due course when the raw material supply posi
tion also improved. D.G.T.D. after going through the various re
cords available with them and also obtaining more particulars to the 
extent possible from Ws. Bharat Barrell submitted a report to the 
Ministry on the 24th July, 1968. According to the D.O.T.n .. scru
tiny of the returns over a period. reveals an unsatisfactory .tate of 
affairs and much more information whidl wal to be made available 
by the firms would be necessary before reaching by definite conclu
sion. There was also the reported transfer of steel sheets from one 
plant to another. These and other matters, it was felt would have 
to be probed into further before any definite indication could be 
given about the extent of COJTllIl!seions!omilBions on the part of the 
party. 

A meeting was held in the Ministry on the 26th October, 1968, 
with representatives of the D.G.T.D. and the Department of Iron 
& Steel and the Law Ministry's representative was also associated. 
The Department of Iron & Steel had already referred the matter to 
the Iron & Steel Controller, Calcutta from whom a repot1 waa being 
awaited. After some discussion It waa agreed that On the basis of 
the comprehensive report to be made a"ailable by the Department 
of Iron &: Steel including inter alia, details of C8IeI pending in courts, 
:ftu1ber action would be taken to make a reference to the Ministry 



30 

of Law indicating as far as possible various provis!ons of the Act 
which are attracted with reference to the commissions and omissions 
of the fum under ex~mihation: Suitable action to process the case 
further wou~d have to be ·taken on receipt of the advice from the 
Ministry of Law. . 

It has been stated in a written note that at the time of 1965 
inspection all the barrel manufacturers were asked to give com
plete details of plant and machinery installed by them indicating the 
year of purchase and date of installation. An analys;s of the state
ments submitted by the barre'. manu~acturers ind;cates that MIs. 
Bharat Barrel and Drum Manufacturing Co. Bombay have declared 
to have added the following machines since 1964: 

(i) Decoiler Un:t-1 No.-Indigenous. 

(ii) Roller Leveller-1 No.-Indigenous. 

(iii) Star 4' Shearing machine-l No.-Indigenoull. 

(iv) Roller gravity conveyor-1 No.-Indigenous. 

(v) 1S0-Ton Press fitted 
with 2· a~d 3/4" clinching 
double-di'e~I·No.-Imported. 

,., . 
(vi) Roller gravity conveyor-l No.-Indigenous. 

(vii) Barrel Te,sters.-3 Nos.-Indigenous. 

It 'has been stated that no additions were declared by Mis. Bharat 
Barrel and Drum Manufacturing Co. Calcutta since 1964. It has 
further beenshted thgt although "MIs. Bhal'at Barrel, Bombay did 
not declare to have adqed any. substantial mgchinery which goes 
dire'ctly towards the 'production of barrels, but even then there has 
been some 10 per cent increase in the figure of assessed capacity 
which might have resulted due to various measures taken by the 
firm to improve 'matEirial handling, workers efficiency etc., or due 
to the reasons stated above. The assessment figures of their Calcutta 
Plant has shown very large increase which is obviou~ly due to 
the attempts made by the firm to show higher production by instal
ling new macnines procured from other sources and from transfer 
from Bombay to Calcutta and for one section of the plant to the 
other as mentioned' in the Inspection Report of the Industrial Advi
ser." . 

2.49. A brief resume of the· developments In regard to WI. Bharat 
aanel and Drum Manufaeturtng Co. u revealed from the fore
loing paralf-pbs II given below:-
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(1) MIs. Bharat Barrel and Drum Manufacturing Co. Bom
bay was granted a Carrying On BUSiness Licence dated 
20th November 1954 for the manufacture' of 3,600 steel 
barrels and 8600/10,000 steel drums per day on single 
shift. The capacity of the original plant of this firm 
was assessed at 18,000 tonnes for 45 gallon barrels &Ild 
1,800 tonnes per allnum for 5/10 gallon drums. 

,(ii) In 1959, th:s firm was allowed to shift a portion of plant 
and machinery from Bombay to Calcutta and.an industrial 
licence was granted for an installed capacity of 300 tonnes 
per quarter of 4/5 gallon drums at Calcutta., 

(iii) On an application from the firm for effecting substantial 
expansion to the existing indubLlial wldt:l'tQ~u.g at Bom
bay, the industrial licence dated 20th July 1960 :I'lS iSSllt:!J 

to them for manufacture of drums and barrels fol" a total 
capac:ty of 27,800 tonnes per annum. The industrial 
licence of the firm giving the capacity in tonnage was 
amended in June, 1961 and the capacity was expressed in 
numbers on the condition that the firm would not ask for 
additional raw material from the D.G.T.D. on' that score 
whlch was agreed to by the firm. 

(iv) In 1961 this company applied for shifting a' part of theIr 
capacity for the manufacture of 40/45 gallons oil barrels 
to Calcutta. 'l'he Licensing Comrn:ttee recommended re
jection of t.his applIcation in March,' 1962. In May, 1962, 
the Milii5iry finally rejected their application and reit~ra
ted this dec:sion in August, 1962. 

(v) In September, 1962; it was reported by the D.G.T.D. that 
according to a letter received from MIs. Industrial Con
tainers, Calcutta, this firm had actually shifted some 
machinery to Calcutta and installed the same for the 
manufacture of oil barrels. In October, 1962, the firm 
again represented for a favourable consideration of their 
earEer proposal. It was decided to allow the shifting 
with the approval of the Chairman, Licensing Committee 
and the Minister. The approval of Government to the 
shifting was conveyed to the firm in December, 1962, at the 
same ~ime administering a warning to them. on their ob
jectionable action in contravention of the provisions of 
the Industries (Development and Regulation) Act, 1951. 
It was made clear to the firm that .the shifting of machi-. 
rary to Calcutta would· not entitle them to have any add!-
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tional quota over and above what had already been au
thorised to them in respect of the plant at Bombay. 

(vl) During 1963, the firm started sending representations. 
about inadequate supply of raw material in their favour 
and pointing out that the allocation of steel sheets should 
be made on the basis of licensed cap!lcity of 27,000 tonnes
and not on the basis of the earlier capacity. Durin~ 1963-
64, the factories of this firm both at Bombay and Calcutta 
were inspected by the officers of the D.G.T.D. and it was 
decided at the MinIster's level in May, 1964 to allocate 
steel quotas to this firm at the rate of 22,000 tonnes for
the Bombay factory and 5,200 tonnes for thp Calcutta 
factory per annum.. 

(vii) On representation made by this firm in May, 1965 as welt' 
as the representations r~ived from other fabricators.' 
capacities of all the barrel fabricators including this firm, 
were reassessed by the offlcers of the D.G.T.n. The re
port of the officers of the D.G_T.n. brought to light a 
number of irregularities on the part at this firm namely:-

(a) shifting of machines from Bombay to Calcutta. 

(b) installation of additional machinery including impor-
ted~. 

(cr purchase of imported machinery from actual user 
licence holders, 

(d) misuse of raw materials, 

(e) discrepancIes in the maintenanee of records and 

(f) submissJOn of steel pTOeessin~ returns. 

(viii) In February, 1966, a notice was issued to this film for con-
travention of the Industries (Development and Re~la
tion) Act 'anti the Iron and Steel Control order. As the
firm's reply to the notice was not considered satisfactory, 
a warning was illSUed to them jn June. 1966. 

(Ix) D,G.T.n. was advised to scrutinise the matter regarding 
thp performance of the firm in the use of raw materials, 
imnort of machinery, maintenance of repo~ etc. His re
port disclosed the need for a further probe. The matter 
was a~aln discussed in October. 1968 and It was decided 
to obtain a com!)rehensive report from thp. Department' 
of Iron &: Steel in this regard. This report is still awai ted
On receipt of. the rel)Ort and in consultation w:ith the-
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M~n stry of Law further action will ~ decided upon in
thIS caire. 

(x) The share of this firm in the . total licensed capadty for the
manufacture of barrels was about 49.5 per cent in 1960, 
40 per cent in 1963 and 42 per cent !n 1965. 

~.50. On being asked whether any actIon was taken against the· 
firm for shifting the part of their machinery to Calcutta without prior 
apprcwal of Government. it has been stated that since permissIon 
for shifting of machinery from Bombay to Calcutta was ultimately 
accorded, the question of imposing any penalty as provided in section 
24 of the Industries (Development and Rl'gulation) Act was not 
considered. In reply to a question it was added that the shifting 
was allowed at the level of Minister. It was further explained that 
reassessed. capacities of Bombay and Calcutta factories of this com
pany were accepted for the purpose of raw materia! allocation after 
consideration at the inter-Ministerial meeting held on the 19th. 
June, 1964. It was added that "Minister had passed orders that 
immediate action should be taken to allocate the steel quotas to this 
Company for both the Bombay and Calcutta factories at the rate of' 
reassessed capacities." 

2.51. The Committee were informed by the representative of the· 
Ministry of Industrial Development, Internal Trade and Company 
Affairs during evidence that no penal Action was taken against the· 
barrel fabricators for contravening the Act and that "in this parti
cular cue all the fabricators were involved and as smatter of" 
Natiooal Policy we decided not to adopt this course and also we 
wanted to encourage this industry." 

2...52. Elaborating further, the Secretary, Ministry of Industrial' 
Development, Internal Trade and Company Affairs stated during 
evidence that "we have not generally penalised people for expand
i~ their capacity, thou~h perhaps we should have done !JO, we have· 
not done so. 0' 

2.53. When it was pointed out that penal action against violations 
nf the Act is enjoined by the Act which leaves no discretion to the 
Government, the Secretary of the Ministry stated that "In practice . 
serious notice has not been taken in the past of these contrtlventionlJ 
of the Act," 

%.54.. The Committee note that MIs. Bharat Borrel and Drum 
Manufaetllrtng Company shlfted a part of their plant and maehiDel'1 
for the ._lIa'.etlare of oil barrels from Bombay to Caleatta In.lt82. 
without ....... permJssioo of the Govemment. ThIs firm .... effeetM' 
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~bstantial expansion of their factories at Caleutta and Bombar 
lUeplly and UDauthorisedly without prior permission of Government 
and durin~ the period when the industry was on the banned list. 
Apart from the other irregularities alle~ed to have been committed 
by this firm, it has committed a violation of section 13(1) of the 
Industries (Development & Regulation) Act, 1951 read with Rule 'I 
of the Registration and Licensing of Industrial Undertakings Rules, 
1952, issued under the Act, and thus has rendered. itself liable to 
action under section 24 of the Ad. 

2.55. The Committee regret to note that the shifting, of a part of 
the plant and machinery by this firm from Bombay to Calcutta was 
condoned by Government in 19S2. The Committee feel that had tbe 
provision" of the Act been enforced strictly, various malpractices 
and irregularities alleged to have been committed by this finn and 
others would not have been committed. The Committee recommend 
that suitable action should now be taken for the strict enforcement 
of the provisions of the Act in this casco 

2.56. The Committee regret to note that various' irregularities 
alleged to have been committed by this firm are under scrutiny since 
1966 and that comprehensive investigation and report on' this case 

. is still awaited. The Committee are concerned at this inordinate 
delay and recommend that urgent action should he taken to expedite 
the investigations so as to reach a final decision in this matter 
without further delay, 

II-Mis. Standard Drum & Barr.el Manufacturing Compmiy,' Bombay 

2.57. It has been stated by Government that "MIs. Star,1d~rd, Drwn 
and Barrel Manufacturing Company, Bombay was granted a carrying 
on business industrial licence dated 11th September, 1958 for an 
installed capacity for the manufacture of 4,200 tons per annum of 
barrels. drums and containers with the proviso that the capacity is 
subject to rC·'.lssessment later on by the Development Wing i.e, the 
D.G.T.D., Of the above capacity, a capacity of 3.700 tons per annum 
was recognised for the manufacture of 40/45 gallon oil barrels. It 
Is pointed out in this connection that the firm was inspected on 31st 
August, 1954 and their capacity was fixed at 3,200 tons per annum 
on time. and motion study. The firm in their letter dated 22nd 
August, 1955 addressed to the Directorate of Industries, Bombay had 
claimed that their capacity was 1,170 tonnes per quarter and 
requested increase of quota to 1,200 tonnes per quarter to meet the 
demand of barrels out.tanding with them. On receipt of a reference 
from the Directorate of InduRtrie! Bombay in letter da~d 5th Sep.. 

",tember, '1»55, it wu "informed that the firm'. capacity had been fixed 



::at 800 tonnes per quarter i.e. 3,200 tonnes per annum on the basil 
-of' time and motion study and as such there did not appear to be 
any further ground for enhancing thelr capacity. (The letter wu 
addressed by the D.G.T.D. on 16~h September, 1955). At the time 
()f applying for carrying OIl business licence the firm had claimed 
a capaclty of 450 tonnes per month i.e. 5,400 tonn~s per year, which 
was very much more than their past production till then. accord
ingly, it was decided to grant them the Industrial Licence referred 
to above for a provisional capacity of 4.200 tonnes per annum on 
the ~ondition that this capacitv would be re-assessed later by the 

Development Wing, i.e. the D.G.T.D. 

At the meeting held on 25th October, 1961 by the Secretary, 
Department of Iron & Steel with the representatives of the Ministry 
of Commerce & Industry and Department of Mines & Fuel. the 
qoestion of issue of steel for the requirements of the oil companies, 
the position with regard to the supply of tin plates or sheets for oil 
barrels, the difficulties in connection with the fabrication of 24 gauge 
bitumen drums, etc. were discussed. It was considered that the 
Development Wing should examine the factual pOSition regarding 
the Trombay Plant of MIs. Standard Drum & Barrel Manufacturing 
Company, who had not only a carrying on business licence for the 
manufacture of drums, barrels and containers, but also an expansion 
licence for the manufacture of bitumen drums (dated 20th July, 
1959). It was felt that after the Development Wing informed the 
Ministry regarding the capacity for lube oil barrel fabrication, III 

distinct from bitumen drum fabrication, the S.P'!. Quota could be 
decided by the Development Wing accordingly. In the light of these 
deCiSIOns, the D.G.T.D. inspected the factory of Mis. S~andard Drum 
& Barrel Manufacturing Company in November, 1961 and comment
ed that the company had two independent plants. one for the manu
facture of oil barrels and another for the manufacture of bitumen 
barr!:!ls. According to the findings of the D.G.T.D., capacity of their 
·oil barrel plant was assessed as 6,100 tonnes per annum .()n singl~ 
shift. 

In their letter dated llth/12th January, 1962, MIs. Standard Drum 
Manufacturing Company represented that in terms of the licence 
dated 11th September, 1958, the capacity of their plant was fixed 
only provisionally and therefore, the assessment of tQe actual 
capacity of their plants which they had then set up again at Trom
bay after shifting from Sewri were requested to be assessed, and 
the industrial licence was also to be accordingly amended to note 
the aClqessed capacity. This was examined in consultaUon with the 
D;a.T.D. .A. the production of the firm during 1959--61.ha~.not 
exceeded the'lleeDled capaity, it WI' felt that the revision of the 
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capaCIty at that stage did not arise. The firm was acc()rdinRJy 
informed in the letter dated ,30th April, 1962. Although the tinn' 
represented again, the request for revision of the licensed c9.pacity· 
was not agreed to. Again, in a letter dated 9th September, 1963, the' 
company represented their difficulties about the supply of rt'IW 

material and also pleaded for interim relief by arranging priority 
supply of 5,000 tonnes from indigenous loureel Iln ad hoc basis for 
meeting the requirements of MIs. Bunnah Shell. This request was 
again considered in the D.G.T.D. and ultimately, it was suggested, 
by them that in view of the claim for raw material as well as for 
revision of capacity, re-assessment of capacity of not only this unit,. 
but alao others in this oil barrel manufacturing line, was called for. 
It was felt further that as the raw material supply position might 
improve in early 1964, the re-assessment could be undertaken, of not 
only this company, but also other barrel manufacturers. In this con
nection relevant decisions in the Ministry and the D.G.T.D. were' 
taken in November, 1963. 

At the inter-Ministerial meeting held on t.he 19th June, IP64 it 
was pointed out that the capacity of 3,700 tons in the case of Standard' 
Drum & Barrel Manufacturing Company had been fixed provisionally 
and the party had also been representing for the re-fixation of 
capacity on the time and motion study of their plant. As the factory 
had already been inspected in November, 1961 and on the basis of 
that llupection the D.G.T.D. had recommended a capacity of 6,]00' 
tonnes per annum, it was decided to accept this capacity. However, 
as the capacity of the other manufacturers had been re-assessed 
during 1963-64, it was also decided that the factory of MIs. Standard 
Drum and Barrel Manufacturing Company should be inspected again 
and another assessment made so that a uniform standarti could be 
ensured in all the cases. D.G.T.D. accordingly visited the factory 
of Standard Drum and Barrel Manufacturing Company again on 13th 
August, Ig64 and as per their recommendation a capacity of 14,538' 
tonnes per annum was accepted as the assessed capacity on single 
shift buts. Approval of the D.G.T.D. to the re-assessed capacity 
was allO conveyed in the D.G.T.D.'s letter dated !5th November 
1964. The industrial licence was, however not amended. 

As a result of inspection of the barrel making units made in 19M, 
the factory of S.tandard Drum and Barrel Manufacturing Comany was 
inspected and the re-assessed capacity on the basis of the inspection 
of the Development Officer of the D.G.T.D. was indicated as 17,900 
tonnes after taking into account the machines instaned on single 
shift basis. This capacity has not, however, been accepted by the
Government for the purpose of r~m' material allocation.".' . 
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2.68. The Committee enquired whether M/s. Standard Drum aDd 
IBarrel Manufacturing Company had shifted their 40/45 gallon lube 
'barrel manufacturing plant from Sewri to Trombay and surrendered 
their entire capacity for manufacture of 40/45 gallon lube barrels 
and started manufacture of 30/35 gallon bitumen drums from MIa. 
ESSO. It has been stated in written reply that tithe finn made an 
application dated the 21st August, 1958, for effecting substantial 
·expansion by the manufacture of new articles. v:z. bitumen drums. 
and also for change of location fr&m Sewri to Trombay. Permission 
was granted for the shifting of the undertaking in October. 1958 • 
. as no industrial licence was necessary for the change of location. the 
two places being in the same municipal limits. Li:!e:1ce for sub

-lItantial expansion for manufacture of bitumen drums was granted 
.V.ide Ji·::encc No. L/1.A. (7) /9-102/59 dated the 20th July, 1959." 

2.59. Asked whether 18 gauge steel sheets for the manufacture of 
·40/~1S gallon lube barrels were supplied to this Company after they 
had shifted the plant to Trombay and whether the sheets allotted 
to the firm were utilised for the manufacture of 40/45 gallon lube 
barrels to the entire satisfaction of the Government, it has been 
stated in reply that the matter is being looked into in consultation 
with the D.G.T.D. and the Iron & Steel Controller., Calcutta. On the 
'basis of available information at present, it has been observed t.hat 
towards the end of June 1960 a complaint was received that the firm 
was not manufacturing 45 gallon oil barrels out of the S.P'!. Quot. 
allotted to them and that the whole plant was practically engaged in 
the manuiacture of bitumen drums for which steel sheets were be1n1{ 

. provided by the Stanvac Oil Refinery. It was noticed that the pr0-

duction of oil barrels for the months of April 1960 to June 1960 wu 
reported as nil in the returns although they had sufficient stock 01 
steel at hand. The firm had explained that tht>y had to 8us~nd 
the production of oil barrels because there was an imbalance In the 
:stocks of ditTerent sizes of steel sheets required for the manufacturP. 
-of barrels bodies and barrel ends. On recommendations of thp. 
D.G.T.D., the Iron & Steel Controller issued instructions to pro'lu(.'t"l'III 

·to suspend despatches of 18~auge black sheets to the firm tI.!{amfrt 
their outstanding orders, v'de Iron & Steel Controller's letter dated 
17th August, 1960, When the firm clarified the position, the SUSJJeD-

:sicn orders was removed vide D.G.T.D.'s letter dated 19th January, 
1961 addressed to the firm. with copy to the Iron &. Steel Controller. 

2.60. Asked about the reasons for indicating the capacity of M/a. 
:.standard Drum and Barrel Manufacturing Company Bombay os pro
"Visional in their Industrial Lieence dated 11th St!ptember, 19M it 
!las been stated by Government that in their appUcation for grant 
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of licence under the Industries Develo1)ment and Regulation) Act. 
the firm had proposed a larger capacity but based on the prcviour. 
production a provisional caDacity of 4.200 tonnes per annum W1llt 

agreed to, sUbject to re-assessment later bv the Development Wing. 
In reply to a question it has been stated that no other case ot Dro

visional capacity in the industrial licence seems to have been In'anted. 

2.61. In reply to a question it has been stated that the factory 
of Mis. Standard Drum and Barrel Manufacturing Co. was insDected' 
on 31st August, 1954 and their capacity was fixed at 3.200 tonues Del 

annum on "time and motion" study. At that time. the firm were 
not licensed/registered under the Industries (Development a&no 
Regulation) Act, as they had been employed less than 50 workers., 

Asked about the reasons for the delay of about 3 ~:ears in, 
assessing the capacity of MIs. Standard Drum and Barrel Manufac
turing Company after the issue of a licence of provisional capacltv 
to the firm in 1958. it has been stated in a written note that "The 
factory of MIs. Standard Drum and Barre) Manufacturing Company 
was inspected for re-assessment purpose in 1961 in accordance witn. 
the decision taken at the inter-Ministerial meeting held on 2Sth 
October, 1961 in which representatives of the Department of Iron 
& Steel, Ministry of Commerce & Industry, and the Department of' 
Mines & Fuel were present. Secretary, Department of Iron & Steel 
felt that the case of MIs. Standard Drum and Barrel Manufacturln; 
Co. who had entered into an agreement with MIs. Standard Vacuum 
might be distinguished from the other cases of issue of quota~ to 
Government Department as users and that there appeared to 1)&

justification for adjusting the SPI Quota of this comoanv suitably. 
It was noted that they had an authorised capacity for small con
tainers. lube oil barrels and bitumen drums. It was agreed that to· 
the extent the existing plant far small conminers and lube 011 
barrels could not be utilised for bitumen drum fabrication. this 
fabricator would be entitled to an SPI Quota of its recognised caDIt
'!fty. In any case it was thought quota would have to be continued 
lor the small containers fabricated at the Sewri Plant. It waa:' 
decided further that the Develo;lment Wing should examine the 
factual position, regarding the Tromltay Plant of this fabricator and" 
Inform the Ministry regarding the capacity for ,lube oil barrels for 
fabrication which could justifiably be considered as distinct flom
bitumen fabrication capacity." 

~.62. During evidence the Secretary, Ministry of Industrial Devtt
lopment, Internal Trade and Company Affairs admitted that "I a~' 
that where a provislonal11eenee is given. re-assessment Ol" the eorreet~ 
UMSSment ought 'to have been made much qulcke!'!' 
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2.63. In. a written note the Committee have been informed ~ 
Government that Uthe capacity of the firm was assessed in Hl61 at· 
e.loo tons per annun, and again reassessed at 14.538 tons per annum 
after 'time and motion study of their plant and machinery. AB reJa'arC1s 
variations, the capacity of 14,538 tons represents the actual manufac
turing capacity, taking all relevant factors into consideratio!l. such 
as state of the factory, the matters of management, improvements, 
modernization and balancing additions to the plant and machinery, 
benefit which was given to all the other units, whose capacities were" 
assessed during the later period. The increase in capacity was 
observed to have resulted because of the balancing of the bottleneck 
In some oprations for which the firm had installed a few locl"Uy 
available machinery and one imported machine for which they hRd
b~n granted import licence." Details of such machinery arp given 
at Appendix-X. 

2.64. In regard to import of machines, the officer of the D.G.T.D; 
In his mspection report dated 27th August, 1964, has stated that the· 
firm have imported one semi-automatic body former and weld&r 
which is installed by them recently. The above welding machine 
was imported against an import licence granted by Tools Directorate 
atc.U. value of Rs. 2,43,000 supplied by the manufacture", MIs. 
National Electrical Welding Machines Co., U.S.A. 

2.65. The Committee have been informed by Governmerlt that at: 
the time of the 1965 inspection by D.G.T.D., MIs. Standard Drum 
and Barrel Manufacturing Co. B"lllbay declared to haVE '.sdJerl thtt, 
follOWing machines since 1964:-

(1) Shearing Machine 

(if) Drum. welding equipm~nt 

(ill) Citcle Cutting Machine 

(Iv) Head Press 

1 No. 

1 No. 

1 No. 

1 No. 

2.66. It has been stated that the machines at (i) to (iii) above' 
were already taken into account at the time of inspection of their
factory in 1964. The only addition afte.r the inspect:on is the Head" 
Press at (tv) above for replacement of the old mach~nes. It has fur
ther been stated that the increase in the capacity of Mis. Standard' 
Drums between 1964 and 1965 assessments is around 30 per cent .. 
This, It has been explained in the report of the Indu":'trial Adviser,. 
IS matnly due to replacement of old Head Press by a new one im·
ported by the firm against a Kipping Loan Licence. 
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'2.61. Asked whether the re-assessed capacity 14,538 tonne3 of 
14./s. Standard Drum and Barrel Manufacturing Co. has been includ
-et:l in the industrial licence of this finn, it has been stated that the 
re-assessed capacities of 14,538 tonnes per annum is on the basis of 

,single shift operation which has been accepted by the Government 
for the purpose of raw material allocation, after discussion and con-
sideration at the Inter-ministerial meeting held on the 19th June, 
1964. This capacit1 has not yet been endorsed on the industrial 
licenC'e for the following reasons. "Earlier the idea had been in 
the direction of re-asses<;lng the capacities on the basis of maximum 
"Utilisaron of plant nnd machinery, in accordance with the instruc
tions issued in August, 1963, bv the Government that an attempt 
should be made to the extent possib1e to express the ('ap:.cities in 
industrial licences on a uniform basis, without reference to the shift 
'working. This would have to be done after consideration at Inter
Ministerial meetings as well as in the Licensin~ Committee. SO far 
'as the case of Mh. Standard D'"Um and Barrel ManufaMuring Co. is 
~ncerned, the as!;essment of 1964 was only with referene to single 
sh;ft and the.refore this was accepted along with othe:!" cases of single 
-shift assegsme'lt in this indu<;try, for the purpose of raw m'O\terial al
location. Question of expressing the licensed capacity suitably would 
;arise on 1y when a review is made on the basis of maximum· utilisa
tion in respect of all the units!' 

2.68. The important developments in regard to this firm. as re
vealed from the foregoing parr:graphs are as follows:--

(1) In August, 1954, the firm's capacity, was fixed [\t 3,200 
tonnes per annum on time and motion !>tudy. In August, 
1955, the firm represented for increasing thei" capacity t8 
4,800 tonnes per annum, but their request was rejC<'ted. 

(ii) In 1958, the fi!'m applie1 for a carrying on business licenee 
fo~ a C~p3ctty of 5,400 tonnes per annum, but a$ it was 
very much mere than their past production till then, they 
we;e grC'nted a carryhg on bu~;ness licent:e in Septem
ber, 1958 for manufacture of bauels, drums and eontain
ero; for .3 provisional capacity of 4.200 tonnes (3,700 to'lne« 
for the manufacture of 40/45 gallon bl,!"r('1s and the r~ 
for sm>all drums). This capacity wat; subjeM to re-assess
ment later by D.G.T.D . 

• (Ui) In Ju1y, 1959 the firm shifted tht'ir pla'mt from ~ to 
TrombBv for whleh approval. was sought by the Arm and 
granted by Government. 
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{iv) In November, 1961, the capacity of oil barrel plant of the 
ftrm was re-assessed by D.G.T.D. on time and motion 
study, at 6,100 tonnes pe,r annum on single shift basi!. 

(v) In August, 1964, the factory of this firm' was inspected by 
the D.G.T.D. and the capacity of the oil barrel plant was 
re-assessed at 14,538 tonnes per annum of single shift 
basis. 

(vi) The factory was again inspected in 1965 and the re-assess
ed capacity of the plant was indicated in the report of the 
officers of D.G.T.D. as 17,900 tonnes per annum. 

~vii) The licensed capacity of the firm has not been amended 
to indicate the capacities re-assessed in 1961, 1964 and 
1965. Raw material is, however, being allocated on pro
,.ata basis of the capacity of 14,538 tonnes re-assessed in 
1964. The re-assessed capacity of 17,900 tonnes indicated 
in the 1965 Inspection Report has not been accepted for 
purposes of raw material allocation. 

(viii) The firm installed indigenous and imported machines 
after 1961. 

2.69. The Committee note that M/ s. Standard Drum and Barrel 
"Manufacturing Company, Bombay was granted a licence for a pro
,'isional capacity of 4,200 tonnes per annum out of which 3,700 tonnes 
per annum was recognised for the manufacture of 40/45 gallon oil 
barrels. This provisional capacity which wa!l subject to re-assess
lDent, was re-assessed in 1961 at 6,100 tonnes per annum. i.e. after a 
lapse of 3 years, during which time this industry had been plaeed on 
the hanned list. Again the capacity of the firm was re-assessed in 
1964 along with that of other barrel manufacturers, and was found 
to have increased to 14,538 tonnes. At the re-assessment of capaci
ties in 1965, t~e capacity of the finn was found to have further in
creased to 17,900 tonnes. Thus during the period from 1958 to 1965 
the eapacity of the firm for oil barrel manufacture increased from 
3,700 tODDes to 11,900 tannes i.e. an increase of about 480 per cent. 
All this happened when the indnstry was on the banned list and DO 

new eapacity or expansion of the old capacity could be permitted. 
AeeordiDg to the reports of the Inspecting Officers, the firm bad in
-stalled both indigenous and imported machines in replacement of 
~Id ma::hines as well as for balancing purposes. 

2.79. The Committee are unhappy at the grant of licence for a 
provisional capacity to this firm in 1958 when its capacity was based 
Gn its past performance. The Committee has beeJl informe.t t,&_t 

410 (aii) LS-4. 
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tIa.ia it u.. 0Dl,. ~. where provisi .. 1 capacity J.u been ...... 04. 
~ ~ c:apJaeityoi tile Inn Hd beea ....... in, 11M at 3,
~ -Dir ~ a Time and. Motion Study. hen if tile provisional 
capacity had been granted, the same lIhould have norman, been 
~ SOOb. after 1_: but not after tbfte yearS teo l,961 when this 
~ had _n pl8eed on the banned Ust. The CoD1lDittee are
w..ble to unclerstall:c1 hOW the capacity of tills ftrm was found to 
have iIlereased so much after each assessment when every time the
assessment was made on a Time and Motion Stwly. 

2.71. The Committee feel that this abnonnal expansiOR of capacity 
by the firm is in contravention of the provisions of the Industries 
(Developmeat and Regulation) Act 1951, and therefore attracts the 
pella! prOvisiOIIs of the Act and should be dealt with accordingly. 

III. M / s. Hind Galvanising and Engineering Company Private 
Limited Calcutta. 

2.72. It has been stated by Government that "originally, MIs. 
Galvanising Company, Calcutta (1926) had obtained a registration 
certificate dated 31st May, 1954 for the manufacture of various items 
including drums with no indication of capacities. When this com
pany closed in 1959, their plants for the manufacture of drums other 
than 40--45 gallon barrels and hopes, doors and windows were sold' 
to MIs. Hind Galvanising and Engineering Company Private Limit
ed, Calcutta. This registration certificate was changed from Mrs. 
Indian Galvanisin& Company to the name of MIs. Hind Galvanising 
Company tMe letter dated 1st April, 1959. This latter company 
were further infonned in letter dated 19th December, 1959 that the 
. registration certiAcate amended in their favour included only manu
facture of drums, other than standard steel drum5 40-45 gallon for 
a capacity of 800 tons per quarter. 

I-lthoughaccording to the registration certificate they were pre
cluded from 'the manufacture of 40-45 gallon oil barrels, they re
presented to the Ministry in July, 1962 that they had the capacity 
for the manufacture of oil barrels and therefore requested the remo
val of the ban in the registration certificate with a view to enabling 
them to manufacture 40--45 standard steel barrels in their factory 
with the eXiSling plant and machinery. This was examined in con
sultation with the D.G.T.D. and it was considered that they should 
not be permitted to manufacture 40-45 gallons (the industry being 
in the banned Ust) and further in term:s of the registration certifi
cate they were not entitled to manufacture barrels of this size. Mean
whUe, the D.G.T.D. had noticed that the company had been produ~
inc -40-45 gallon barrels as reported in the S.P. returns submitted' 



" 
t4) . the D.G.TJ). WMR, an explJll8tiQll was carried fQf the, firm had 
_ted tbAlt u.y ~i purc~aseGt~l from. free sale market aM. ~ 
actually effecteci supplies of th~ 4Q-45 gallon b~, to the n,
fence. Department. I~ the ~ context the firm l1ad again plead$i 
for pennission to take up the manufacture of 40-45 gallon barre\l. 
The mtatter was reported by the D.G.T.D. to the Ministry in March, 
1963 vide Appendix XI. The Chief Minis~r of West Bengal had 
also in his letter dated 11th June, 1963 (Appendix XII) requested 
favourable consideration of the firm's proposal for the manufacture 
of 40---45 gallon oil barrels. The matter was placed before the Min
ister, who desired further examination with particular reference to 
reported supplies of barrels to the Defence Department. Although 
the matter was taken up with the D.G:S. & D. to check up about 
the firm having reportedly supplied to the Defence Department; no 
~ply from that Department, however, was forthcoming. 

Meanwhile the Minister of Supplies ordered on 8th October, 1963 
(Appendix XIII) that an officer from the D.G.T.n. should be deput
ed to inspect the factory of Mis. Hind Galvanising and Engineering 
Company (Private) Limited, Calcutta and report whether the exist
ing plant was suitable to manufacture 40-45 gallon oil barrels or: 
not and also whether any balancing equipment would be required 
to make it suitable for the manufacture of 4~ gallon oil barrels. 
After inspection of the plant, the Ministry was infOrmed by the 
D.G.T.O. that with the improvisation of the existing machines, it was 
possible to manufacture oil barrels. It was also recommended that 
the fipn's capacity for sma!) c1rwns which was originally ftxed. as 
~O tonnes be split up SO tiult the 1,600 tQrules was retained for 
Dall d~ ~d the remainillg 1,600 tonnes diverted for the manu
facture' o~ oUban:els. This' Was also approved by the Minister of 
~echillcal Development. At the time Qf inspection it was also found 
that the t:J,1'l1)j' bad installed, but not commijJSioned substantial addi
tJon~ machinery by purchasing from an established importer; it *as 
recommended that the capacity resulting from the instaPation of 
a4ditional machinery in the case of this cbmpany could be consider
e4 for the assessment purpose. The total capacity thus recogniSed 
was 6,000 tonnes for oil barrels i.e. 40-45 gallon and 1,600 tonnes for 
small drums. When this recoII1lmendation was considered at an in
ter-M,inisterial meeting held on the 19th June, 1964 alollg with the 
other cases, it wasf~lt that sjnce the firm had sought permission for 
setting up capacity in an ~ustry of 'bann~ cate~ory, the proposal 
.shoul~ be further examined after ascertain.ing the eligi})ility of the 
firm for taking an industrial licence and the case be put up for con
sideration of the Licensing Committee for a decision. (Appendix IV). 



In their letter dated 15th July, 1964, the firm, however, 'intimat
ed that their investment in land, building and machinery amounted 
to less than Rs. 25 lakhs. The matter was again considered in the 
Ministry vide extracts of notes at Appendix XI. As the drums were 
in demand by the Defence Ministry and the oil refineries, it was de
ciqeti that the capacity may be regularised, as the grant of an indus
trial licence was not involved, assets being less than Rs. 25 lakhs in 
value. On the basis of this decision, D.G.T.D. indicated acceptance 
of the. capacity of the firm for the manufacture of oil barrels at 
6,000 tonnes per annum on single shift. 

During 1965 inspection, the assessment of the technical offi.cers 
revealed the capacity as 8,300 tonnes an'd 10,260 tonnes respectively 
baaed upon the reports of the Development Officer and the Industrial 
Adviser, respectively. These capaci/ties have, however, not been 
accepted by the Government for reesons explained earlier." 

2.73 .. In reply to a specific enquiry, the Committee have been in
formed that in January, 1961 the firm had applied for a licence under 
the Industries (Development and Regulation) Act for taking up the 
manufacture of 40/45 gallon steel 'drums as a new article for a capa
city of 12,500 tonnes per annum. This application was rejected. 

2.74. In 1968, this finn had applied for the licence to import ma
chinery for lthe manufacture of 40/45 gallon barrels valued ot Rs. 2 
lakhs. This application was also rejected. 

2.75. In reply to a question it has been stated by Government that 
"It is a fact that in December, 1963 M/s. Hind Galvanising and Engi
neering Company had asked for recognition of their 40/45 gallon 
lube barrels capacity at 1600 tonnes per annum, but in January, 1964 

:they represented that they had the capacity of 9,000 tonnes per an-
num for the manufacture of 40/45 gallon lube barrels. The firms 
capacity was fixed at 6,000 tonnes per annum". When askerd why 
this firm, which had asked for a capacity 1,600 tonnes in December, 
1963, had increased 'their request to 9,000 tonnes capacity in January, 
1964, the Secretary, Ministry of Industrial Development, Internal 

. Trade and Company Affairs stated during evidence that "I have no 
explanation for that.". 

2.76. Asked whether the registration certificate of this firm has 
been amendetl to include the manufacture of lube barrels, it has been 
. stated that the certificate has not been amended. The grant of an 
in'dustrial licence was not called for either, in view of the fixed 
aSRets falling below Rs. 25 lakhs in value. No import of capItal 
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goods was sought as the firm had procured machinery through an 
established importer. 

2.77. In reply to a question it has been stated by Government that 
the Company Law Administration has confirmed the data furnished 
by the firm in their letter dated 15th July, 1964 wtth reference to 
the value of their fixed assets being below Rs. 25 lakhs IQS on 30th 
JWle, 1963. That Department has also stated. that as on 30th June, 
1964 the book value of the Company's fixed asset was Rs. 17,96,685.79 
only. 

2.78. The Committee enquired whether the capacity of Mis. Hind 
Galvanising and Engineering Company, Calcutta for the manufac
ture of 40/45 gallons lube barrels for a capacity of 6,000 tonnes per 
24l1num was assessed in August, 1964 after a proper ·'Time and Mo
tion" Study of their Plant. It has been stated in reply that this capa
city was fixed after taking into account the plant and machinery 
possessed by them in comparison with eqUipment possessed by other 
barrel manufacturers. No "Time and Motion" Study of their Plant 
MiS made. V, 

2.79. On being asked whether this firm had received 18 gauge steel 
sheets for the manufacture of 5/10 gallon drums during the years 
1962 to 1964 and whether these steel sheets were diverted for the 
manufacture of 40/45 gallon lube barrels, it has been stated in reply 
that "Due to shortage of 24 to 26 gauge steel sheets during October, 
1963-March, 1964 period, u special quota of 10,000 tonnes of 16 to 20 
gauge steel sheets was made available for distribution to the small 
drum manufacturers who could utilise the same. Along with other 
manufacturers, Mis. Hind Galvanising was allocated 1,600 tonnes of 
16 to 20 gauge steel sheets for this purpose. Since the special quota 
of thicker gauge sheets could be utilised only by few firms, it was 
decided to make adjustments for this special allocation against future 
entitlements oflfllle allottees. Accordingly quota for all units includ
ing Mis. Hind Galvanising had been adjusted accordingly to their 
entitlements for the period 1966-67. Mis. Hind Galwnising had 
utilised sheets allotted to them for manufa~ring 5/1. gallons drums 
for the production of oil barrels without the prior approval of the 
Government. After taking full stock of the circumstances, it was 
decided to condone this irregularity.". 

2.80. The Committee have been informed by Government that the 
ftrm stated in their le,tlter dated 17th June, 1963, that 40/45 gallons 
barrels had been manufactured and suppUed by tliem to the Defence 
Department and that the entire steel had been received by them 
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'from 'MIs. Amfn Chand P;tare1al, ~. of, OOeutta ,and . !rOm 
M/s. Ram Krishan Kulwant Rai imPorters of cilcutta. These were 
,decl~ as ~ sale $eets ,for, which DO ,quota cerWl~teswere 1"8-

.guired for acquiring the said sheets' im~ on barter 'deal by 
them . 

. ' 2.81. In reply to a, question it has been stated by the Government 
th~t it ia a' faCt that 'M/8.' Hind galvanising and Etig1neerfug. Com
pany in their letter of 7th June, 1983 had s1Bted that they had ob
tained orders from the Defence Ministry for barrels and supplied 
them. Regarding the verification of the sta.'tetnent of the firm it 
has been stilted by Government that it is stricly not necessary or 
easily possible to ve,rify the supplies made to the Defence Depart
ment. However, an attempt was made to check the facts from the 
D.G.T.D. but no information was forthcoming. In the meantime 
the question of recognition of their capacity along with other barrel 
manufacturers was discuss~ at the inter-Ministerial meeting and 
necessary decision were taken. 

2.82. In reply to a question the Committee have been informed 
that the firm had supplied barrels during 1962 to 1964 to the parties 
as shown below: 

1962-M/s. Heatly Cresham Ltd. 
Mis. Major Chief Engineers Pvt., Dentok. 

M/s. K. K. Haji. 

M/s. Bhagwan Son & Co.' 

Mis. Chief Engineer's Project. 

1963-M/s. Chemfor Allied Pr. 
Mis. Coal of India. 

M/s. Shalimar Tar Products. 

Mis. Indian Oil Co. 

Mis. Bhagat Oil Mills. 

Mis. Officers' Command. 

Mis. Potham Joseph & Sons. 

M/s. Caltex (India) Lttt. 

19~M/s. Caltex (India) Ltd. 

MIs. Chemfor Allied Pro 

',M/s. 'Color ~ern1ca1. 

MIl. Sha1imar Tar. 
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M/s. Indian Oil Company. 

MIs. Assam Oil Co. 

M/s. Victor Oil Co .. (P), Ltd. 

MIs. Heatly Gresham Ltd. 

Mis. ESSO Standard. 

MIs. Chemical Industries. 

Mis. Hindustan Lever. 

M/s. ESSO Eimide. 

According to the firm, they hat! procured necessary raw materiala 
against free sale from sheets imported on b~ deal. 

2.83. It has been stated by Government that as per the licensing 
provisions of the Industries (Development'· and Regukltion) Act, 
1951, permission/licence from the Government is necessary for the 
manufacture of goods covered by the First Schedule to the Act, pro
'vided the case does not attract any exemption provision and is other
wise eligible for the grant of an intiustrial l~ce. 

2.fl4. On being asked when the'production of 40/45 gallons lube 
nil barrels W,E first reported by the firm in their steel processing 
return, it has bc('n stated th~t this was done in the month of Febru
ary, 1962. From the report of the Officer of D.G.T.D. dated 26th 
November, 1963, who inspected the plant and machinery of this firm, 
it is noticed that the officer has observed tbat "they have adde'd 
following new machinery items which are exc1u~iVf'!ly meant for the 
manufacture of 40/45 gallons oorrels:-

(}) LongltUtlina] welding machin~l. 

(2) Doubl!' and seaming machine-I. 

(3) Beader Expander for corrugating dnlms-l. 

(4) Power Press for Tops & Bottoms-.I. 

(5) Flanging Machine--l. 

These machinery are stated to have heeD purthased by them from 
Mis. Froncis Klein and Co. Pvt. Limite'ti after Aprfl, J9t52." 

2.85. It has further been stated by G~mIJ1ent that o.ccording 
to the information furnished by M / s. Hind. GalYanising and Engi
neering Company, Calcutta at the time of l~;~on, the follow
.ing machines were added by them:-

(i) Shearing machine-l No. 
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(ii) Air Compressor-l No. 

(iii) Stoving Tunnel-l No. 

It is added that "M/s. Hind Galvanising and Engineering Company 
did not declare to have added any substantial plant and machinery 
for production purposes between 1964 and ·1965 assessments. It will 
be recalleti that the 1964 assessment of the firm's capacity \\~S not 
done on any time and motion study but was estimated on the basis 
·of machinery installed with the firm and in comparison with the 
machinery installed in similar other firms." 

2.86. The Committee enquired whether any action was taken 
against Mis. Hind Galvanising and Engineering Company for con
travening the provisions of the Industries (Development and Regu. 
lation) Act, 1951, it has been statted in reply that no action was taken 
against the firm for the violation of the Act anti if at all the action 
was to be taken, it would have 'too be considered whether action was 
possible in the circumstances and whether any exemption from tak
ing of licence under the said Act was available to them. The 
D.G.T.n. had noticed that the firm had started reporting production 
of 40/45 gallon oil barrels in the production return submitted to the 
D.G.T.n. from 1962, although the firm was not entitled to manufac
ture these barrels in terms of the registration certificate held by 
them. D.G.T.n made necessary enquiries and also reported the mat
ter to the Ministry in March, 1963. When on verification it \w.s found 
that with the improvisation of the existing machinery it was possi
ble for the firm to manufacture oil barrels, it was decided subse
quently to recognise the oil barrel manufacturing capacity of the 
firm. The reasons were largely that these barrels were found to be 
in demand during 1963-64 by the Defence Ministry and the Oil Re
fineries. It was also pointed out in 'this connection that no industrial 
licence was necessary in this case as the value of their fixed assets 
in land, building and machinery was intimated to be less than Rs. 25 
lakhs. ' . 

2.87. Explaining the position further it was statetl that registra
tion already held by the firm was the registration certificate which 
was granted under the provisiOns of the Industries (Development 
and Regulation) Act. When it was decided to register them for a 
capacity of 6,000 tonnes for oil barrels, the question of granting the 
licence under the Industries (Development and Regulation) Act was 
not involved as their ftxec:l,llSQtl were leal tbail·:;Jts. 25 lakhs In 
value. The reglstration therefore for the capacity of 6,000 tonnes 
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on the rolls of the D.G.T.D. was only for the purpose of raw material 
assistance. The question of amending the registration certificate, 
(issued under the Act earlier) would not therefore arise. Actually 
the D.G.T.D. hoad inf'Ormed the firm of their capacity of oil barrel 
manufacture and it was sufficient for the purpose of recognition ior 
being borne on the books of the D.G.T.D. All industrial units who 
are above the limit of the small scale industry and which do not 
qualify rOT grant of industrial licence may be registered with the 
D.G.T.n. for allocation of raw materials and other assistance. 

2.88. To sum up the main points in regard to Mis. Hind Galvanis
ing and Engineering Co., may be briefly stated as IoUows:-

(i) In 1959, this firm purchased the plant for the manufactUre 
of drums other than 40/45 gallon barrels from Mis. In
dian Galvanising Co. Calcutta and the registration certifi
cate was amended in their favour in April, 1959. In De
cember, 1959, this firm was further informed that the re
gistration certificate included only manufacture of drums 
other than standard drums of 40/45 gallons for a capacity 
of 800 tonnes per quarter. 

(ii) In January, 1961, the firm applied fur a licence for the 
manufacture of oil barrels as a new article which was re
Jected as manufacture of 40/45 gallon barrels was on the 
Banned List. 

(iii) In February, 1962, the firm reported in their S.P.r. return 
to the n.G.T.D. that they had been manufacturing ...0/45 
gallon barrels. The firm's explanation was called and the 
matter was reported to the Ministry in March, 1963. The 
finn again pleaded for permiSSion to manufacture oil bar
rels. 

(iv) In July, 1962, the firm represented to the Ministry that 
ihey had the capacity for the manufacture of oil barrels 
and requested permission to enable them to manufactUre 
the same. This request was also not approved. 

] 1" ,.1 o..j / Jv·"f./ 
(v) I~. • 1963, the Chief Minister of West Bengal 

MO /e6eou ~rs to the Minister for favourable consitiera
tion of the firm's proposal to manufacture oll barrels. In -
+i On ~ '-/ [ ,t:. f~) )'11 11 
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October, 1963, the Minister of S1olppliesorderedthat an 
officer from D.G.T.D. should be deputed to inspect thefac
tory of the firm and report whether the existing plant was 
suitable for manufacture of oil barrels or not and whether 
this could be done by installing any bal611cin.g ~uipment. 

(vi) After inspection of the plant, the D.G.T.n. informed the 
Ministry that with the improvisation of the existing ma
chines, it was possible for the firm to manufacture oil 
barrels. It was recommended by the D.G.T.D. that the 
fum's capacity at 3,200 tonnes for small drums be split up 
into tw()-l,600 tonnes for small drums and 1,60!) tonnes for 
oil barrels. This was approved by the Minister of Tech
nical Development. 

The Inspection Report of D.G.T.D. had indicated the installa
tion of substantial additional machinery fO!' the manufac
ture of oil barrels by the firm by purchasing from an 
established importer. The capacity resulting from the 
fldditional machinery was considered for assessment pur
poses by the D.G.T.D. and the capacity was recommendeti 
to be recognised at 6.000 tonnes f'Or oil barrels and 1;600 
tonne'S for small drums. No time and motion study of U~e 
plant was made. 

(vii) In 1963, the firm applied for a licence to import machin .. 
ery for the manufacture of oil barrels which wes rejected. 

(viii) In Dpcember, 1963, the firm asked for recognition of 'Jil 
barrel manufacturing capacity at 1,600 tonnes per ~!Dnum 
but in January, ]964, it represented that it had a cap.'lcity 
of 9,000 tonnes per annum. 

(ix) During October, 196:>-March, 1964, the firm wa!'> given a 
special quota of 1,600 tonnes of 16 to 20 gauge ~teel sheetol 
for production of 5/10 gallon drum. but the firm utn~<:r"l 

the ~ame for the manufacture of 40/45 gallon oil barrels 
without prior approval of Government. This irregularity 
was condoned b:v Government. 

(x) In June, 1963, the firm claimed to bwe mo.nufactured and 
supplied oil barrels to Defence Department which was not 
corroborated by the representative of the Ministry of 
Deten~. c;:f I 9 nJ Jvne ) 

(xi) Tn the inter-Ministerial meefing-2fl~ Jm:t~-, 1964 when 
the recommend!.tion of the D.G.TD. for recogniSing the 

'~''''WIIj 

i) ·G·)· T D ·lt1'd IffC'f>~ "'9 
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capacity ofthls firm "for 'the DWlukctufe· of oil' barfels 
was ~, it was decided'to p'ut'up''ihe We 'for 'the 

'consideration of'theUeens!ng 'COmJiUttee . 'In July, 1964, 
the finn intimated that t1ielrin~ent in land,"building 
and maclLinery was less than Rs.' 25 lAkhs. It wa., there
fore, decided by Government that the capacity of the firm 
may be recognised and that no liCence therefor-wu' neces
sary. D.G.T.n. indicated acceptance of the capacity of the 
firm for manufacture of oil barrels at 6,000 tonnes per an
num On single shift basis. 

(xii) During the 1965 Inspection the capacity of the firm was 
assessed at 10260 tonnes per annum. This ~pacity has 
not yet been recognised by Government. 

(xiii) The registration certlftcateof the firm has not yet been 
amemied to include manufacture of oil barrels. 

2.89. The Committee are perturbed to note that Mis. Hind Gal
vanising and Engineering Company, which was registered for tbe 
manufacture of small' drums, has been recognised for the manufac
ture of oil barrels since 1964 for a capacity of 6,000 tonnes without 
a time and motion study although this industry has been on the 
banned list since 1960. The capacity of this firm has been found to 
have increased' from 6000 tonncs in 1964 to 10260 tonnes during the 
assessment of 1965 i.e. by about 70 per cent during one year. It is 
also significant to note that although in December, 1963, this firm ap
plied for a capacity of 1600 tonnes for the mamdacture of oil barrels 
but in January, 1964, it requested for a capacity of 9,000 tonnes. The 
Cemmittee note that this firm tried for a licence for the manufacture 
ur oil barrels in 1961 and for the import of machinery for the same 
purpose in 1963. Having failed in its attempt to secure tbe necessary 
1ieences from the Government to set up the oil barrel plant .. the firm 
appears to have gone ahead with the setting up of such a plant by 
installing substantial additional machinery for tbemanufacture of 
oil barrels by purchasing the same from an established importer anel 
by producing oil barrels in February, 1962 and supplying the same 
to various customers. 

2.90. The Committee are, however, concerned that the Govern
ment should have inspected the factory of this firm to assess their 
capacity for themanufadure of oil barrels in 1963 and recognised 
the Samje in -liM und_ the plea that the assets of the finn were Ies!i 
than Rs. 25 lakhs. TbeCommittee feel that the setting up of an 
iBdustry, in the medium sector, which is on the banned list'in tbe 
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large seale sector, amounts to circumventing the Industries (Deve. 
lopment and Reaulation) Act, 1951 and the Rules made ther~del' 
and does not appear to be permissible. In the opinion of the Com
mittee, this firm! has contravened the provisions of the Industries 
(Development and Regulation) Act, 1951 and has committed the fol
lowing irregularities:-

(i) it installed additional machinery for the manufacture of 
oil barrels by purchasing the same from established im
porters without prior approval of Government. 

(ii) it started manufacture of oil barrels-a new article wit},
out prior approval of Government in 1962. 

(iii) it utilised the quota of 16 to 25 gauge steel sheets given 
to it in 1963-64 for the mBDufacture of oU barrels in!'lteaf'l 
of small drums without Government's approval. 

(iv) it claimed to have supplied oil barrels to Defence Depart
ment which was not corroborated by Defence authorities. 

(v) It increased its capacity for the manufacture of oil barftls. 
by about 70 per cent between 1964 and 1965 without C.ov
ernment's approval. 

2.91. The Committee feel that the above irregularities of this firm 
would attraet the penal provUicms of the Industries (Development 
aad Regulation) Act, 1951, and recommend that adion may be taken 
accordingly. 

IV. Mis. mdustrial Containers Ltd., Calcutta. 

2.92. It has been stated by Government that this firm was licens
ed on 3rd March, 1959 for the manufacture of 6,000 tonnes per annum 
of steel drums and as per the assessment of capacity during 1963-64, 
their capacity for the manufacture of oil barrels was ftxed at 7,900 
tonnes per annum on single shift. The capacity of this factory on 
the basis of 1965 inspection was 11,000 tonnes on single shift. This 
latter capacity has, however, not been accepted by the Government. 

V. Mis. Steel Containers Ltd., Bombay. 

2.93. This firm was granted an industrial licence on 18th March, 
1959 for the manufacture of 5,860 tonnes of standard steel drums 
per annum on single shift. As a result of assessment during 1963-64, 
their capacity for the manufacture of oil barrels was fixed at 8,300 
tonnes per annum on single shift. On the baSis of 1965 inspection 
the capacity on single shift worked out to 8,300 tonnes per annum 
as per the Development Officer's report and 9,450 tonnes as per the 
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Industrial Adviser's report, the two assessments having been made 
.on 21st July, 1965 and 4th September, 1965 respectively. These 
eapacities have not, however, been accepted by the Government. 

2.94. The Committee have been informed that according to the 
information furnished by Mis. Industrial Containers, CalcuttR at the 
time of the 1965 Inspection, they had added the follOWing machin
El'y:-

(i) Double sided double ended 
edge. grinder 

(ii) Drum revolver with 3 gas 
burners 

(iii) Air tunnel powered by high 
speed propeller fan 

(iv) 10 KVA spot welder 

1 No. Local manu
facture. 

1 No. 

1 No. 

1 No. 

2.95. The firm had further declared that one additional electro
nically controlled body seam welding machine, one corrugating 
.machine and one double ended double seaming machines were being 
procured by them against the licences issued under First and Second 
Kipping Loans during 1964 and 1965 respectively for balancing etc. 
They had stated that with the installation of these additional equip
ment and modification of painting booth and infrared oven, the over
all output of the plant would increase. 

2.96. It has further been stated by Government that "in the case 
·of Mis. Industrial Containers, Calcutta, the increase in capacity 
noticed between the two assessments is about 35 per cent. This 
increase, although no major production equipment was :ldded by 
them as will be seen from the particulars mentioned above, might 
have resulted due to changeover from manual to pheumatic opera
tions, automisation of some of the machines already installed, im
-proved performance . by labour through better material handling 
system! and elimination of stoppages and breakages, better planning 
and periodic maintenance. It will be noted that ·the firm had been 
given some licences against the Kipping Loans for import of some of 
the machinery for replacement and balancing purposes; which when 
installed are expected to increase their capacity by about 20 per 
cent over their 1964 Asse.ssment". 
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2.97. Aa re~I"d.s Mis. S~ Containers Limited Bombay it has 
been stated by Government that they d4!f!1ared no additions to their 
plant and nachinefY since 1964. Incr.~. in the capacity of MIl. 
Steel Containers, Bombay is only marginal, being of the order o( 
about 10-12 JH!r cAA.t and miR~t have been achieved due to the re-8-
sons stated above as in the case of MIs. Indian Containers Ltd. Cal
cutta and others . 
• 

2.98. The Committee note that the capacity of Mis. Industrial 
Coaitainers. Calcutta which was licensed for 6 •• tonncs in 1159. was 
assessed at 1.,900 tonnes ill 19M and at 11,000 tonnes ill 1965 i.e. an 
overall increqe of over 60 per cent over their licensed capacity. The 
increase in the capaeity of both these firms obviously amounts let 
substantial expansion which a{tPe&rs to have been effected without 
prior approval of Govemment. These cases would therefore also
.ppear to attract the penal provisions of the Industries (Develop
ment and Regulation) Act. 1951. 

G. Allocation of raw material to the Barrel Fabricators 

2.99. AB. has already been stated. oil barrels of 40/45 gallon capa
city are manufactured out of 18 G steel sheets. These sheets are 
produced indigenously by the Rourkela Plant of the HindUBtan Steer 
LiDiited and by the Indian Iron and Steel Company. These steel 
sheeils are generally in short supply and are allocated to the barrel 
fabricators by the D.G.T.D. from S.P'!. Quota. 

2.100. It has been stated ,by Government that "allocation of raw 
material to the harrel industry, which is a steel consuming in
dustry, has all along been made on the basis of assessed capacity and' 

. not licensed capacity. AI3 a matter of fact, allocation of steel ex:
s.P.I. Quota to the steel processil'lg industry was being made on the 
basis of assessed capa~ty (steel cOll8WllPtion capacity) since the 
introduction of the steel control in 1946-47. Although the concept 
of the licensed capacity carne into vogue only after the coming into 
force of the lI1dustries (Deve)Qpment and Regulation) Act, 1951, the 
assessed capacities, namely the steel consumption capacity continu
ed to be the basis for allocation of raw material. "It has been fur
ther atated that the aasessed capacity are worked out on the bash; of 
capacity actually installed. production performance, as well as tbe 
eftlcieney of the machines. the method of management etc. The 
licensed capacity indicated in the licence is no doubt the capacity 
granted to them under the Industries (Development and Regula
tion) Act, 1951 but the allocation of raw material would still be' 
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guided by the E!l'tent to which the party in question is able to esta~-
Usb the capacity after the installation of equipment etc. In term& 
of the Rules framed under the Industries (Development and Regu
lation) Act. the units registered or licensed, are eligible for assist
ance from the Central Government in the fonn of scarce raw mate
rial etc. In the nonnal course such assistance would have to be 
related to the licensed capacity if such a capacity has actually been 
established by the party. However, in the case of steel consuming 
units. which have been in existence long before the coming into 
force of the laciustries (Development and Regulation) Act. the basis. 
was the assessed capacity and the same had to continue even l'I~tel' 
licensed capacity came in for the purpose of raw material allocation. 

2.101. As far as the barrel industry is concerned allocation ('If 
steel sheets has always been made on the basis of single ~hift assessed 
capacity without reference to licensed capacity. 

2.102. Asked whether there are any other industries in ~hich raw 
material is being allocated on the basis of assessed capacitjes, it has 
been stated in reply that "except for the steel processing industry 
in which assessed capacity has 'been accepted as the basis for raw 
material allocation, the pattern of assistance in the case of others 
has been of a varying nature as assistance in the form of raw mate
rial imported or indigenous is very often based on the p.,duction 
achieved by the units in question. availabiHty of foreign exchange, 
capacity installed by the Wlits. etc." 

2.103. A statement indicating the licensed capacity and assessed 
capacity of each finn manufacturing 4Of45 gallon barrels and allot
ment of 18 G. steel sheets to them since 1960-61 is given at Appen
dix XIV. 

2.104. It will be seen from the statement that allocation of steel 
sheets ex-S.P.!. Quota between the years, 1960-61 to 1963-64, as per
centage of assessed capacity, ranged between 68.6 per cent to about 
100 fJer oent. It deelined thereafter and was about 13 per cent. in 
196&67. During evidence it has been stated that the "allocations are
smaller than assessed capacity because the availability of steel was 
less than the capacity that was there." It has further been stated 
by the. Ministry in a written note that the allocation of steel sheets 
has been made to all the fabricators on the basis of singlp. shift asse.iS
ed capacity without reference to licensed capacity on pro-rata basis. 
In the case of fabricators, except MIs. Bharat Barrel and Drum Manu
facturing Company, the assessed capacities and licensed capacities 
were more or less the same till 1963-64. that is, prior to reassessment. 
But in the case of Mfs. Bharat Barrel and Drum Company, the assess-
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-ed capacity was only 18,000 tonnes per annum for steel allocation, 
whereas the licensed capacity was indicated as 27,000 tonnes per an
num!. In 1959-60 when this firm received import licence for plant 
-and equipment to replace and modernise their Bombay farJory and 
·also obtain expansion licence dated the 20th July, 1960 as amended 
'on the 5th June, 1961, it was stipulated by the Government and ac
tcepted by the firm that existing S.P'!. capacity in tons would not be 
:altered. 

2.105. Asked to what extent the requirements of the oil compan
ies in respect of lube barrels have been met since 1960-S1, it has been 
stated in reply that according to the Ministry of Petroleum and Che
micals, the requirements of the oil industry were being reasonably 
met in full up to 1963. Thereafter according to them the position has 
·deteriorated and only 60 to 70 per cent of the full requirements of 
'the new barrels had been met e.very year. Asked further as to whe
-ther the requirements of on companies in respect of luee barrels are 
'assessed and taken into account at the time of allotment of 18 G. 
sheets to the fabricators, it has been stated that the requirements cf 
011 cempanies in respect of lube barrels were not being assessed and 
'taken into account at the time of allotment of 18 G. ste(.>} sheets out 
'of the S.P'!. Quota to barrel fabricators because this quota has all 
:along been allotted according to the assessed capacities of the fab
"I'icators on a single shift basis-available steel being distributed pro
'rata to the assessed capacities. 

2.106. While inviting memorandum from the Oil Companies the 
'Committee enquired whether they found the existing arrangements 
'in regard to the supply of oil barrels satisfactory. The views of 
the Oil Companies in this matter as expressed in their respective 
.memorandum ore given below: 

A. Oil Companies 

I. Indian Oil COTPOT4tion Limited 

2.107. The Committee have been informed that "Indian Oil Cor
. poration's actual purchase of new barrels vis-a-vis it! requirement 
from 1965 ~o 1967 are shown below: 

I8 Gauge Barrels _ .... __ .... __ ._-_ .. _----- --------------
Year 

----_ .. _--

Approximate 
requirement 

of new 
barrels 

2,50 ,000 
3,75,000 
6,00,000 

Purchase Actual percen
of new t age of availa-
barrels bitity to 

2,00,980 
2,;n,8ooo 
3,86,263 

requirements 

._----_ .. -._----- ----- ,,--
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The source of supply of new barrels has been the followng 
fabricators: 

(1) Mis. Industrial Containers Ltd. 

(2) Mis. Steel Containers Ltd. 
(3) Mis. Standard Drum & Barrel Mfg. Co. 

(4) Mis. Bharat Banel & Drum Mfg. Co. 
(5) Mis. Petroleum Barrels Pvt. Ltd. 
(6) Mis. Hind Galvanising Co. Pvt. Ltd. 

(7) Mis. Ordnance Factory, Bhusawal. 

Difficulties have been experienced in getting supplies even to 
the extent of contracted quantities. This difficulty has arisen owing 
to'a general short availability of 18 gauge steel, with the supply 
position sometimes becoming acute ...... For barrels, however, even 
though the oil companies require the substantial bulk of the manu
factured barrels, they do not have any say in the matter of alloca
tion of raw material. The existing arrangements for fabrication -of 
barrels, are therefore, unsatisfactory." 

II. Calte:r (India) Limited 

2.108. The Committee have been informed that "Our annual re
quirements of 18 Gauge Lube Oil/Grease Drums have been as 
under:-

1963 2,61,400 

1964 2,72,200 

1965 2,58,900 

1966 2.59,800 

1967 2,59,800 

We have been obtaining our requirements of 18 Gauge barrels 
through the following suppliers, ex BombaylCalcutta: 

(1) MIs. Bharat Barrel.& Drum Mfg. Co., Bombay. 

(2) Mis. Standard Drum & Barrel Mfg. Co., Bombay. 

(3) M/s. Steel Containers Ltd., Bombay. 

(4) Mis. Bharat Barrel & Drum Mfg. Co., Calcutta. 

(5) Mis. Hind Galvanising & Engineering Co., Calcutta. 

(6) Mis. Industrial Containers, Calcutta. 

410 (aii) LS-5. 
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Against our Annual requirements stated above, we were able
to obtain only 50 to 60 per cent from the various drum fabricators. 
on whom we placed orders from time to time. Balance was made up 
by using second-hand drums purchased in the open market/and by 
bulk transfer when second-hand drums were not available. Use of 
second-hand drums was resorted to at the risk of loss of product 
through leakage, dissatisfaction from customers, and paying a very 
heavy price for the second-hand drums which, at times, was almost 
equivalent to the price of new drums. When it was not. possible
to procure enough second-hand drums lube oil was despatched from 
Bombay and Calcutta in tank wagons and tank-lorries etc. to far 
off places like Madras, Delhi Cochin etc. then "packaging" same in 
second-hand barrels procured locally at the destination points. 
Second-hand drums were also procured· from all over the country 
like Cochin, Madras and Delhi and shipped to Bombay or Calcutta, 
where they were reconditioned and used for filling lube oil. This 
process had invariably resulted in our incurring expenditure more 
than the cost of new drums. These second-hand drums also proved 
to be unsatisfactory since these drums reached destinations in leaky 
condition resulting in loss of product and consequent loss of valua
ble foreign exchange .. ' . .. Since 18 gauge steel is always in short 
supply, we have been reluctantly compelled to agree to whatever
price each fabricator demanded. In Bombay, one fabricator viz. 
MIs. Bharat Barrel & Drum Manufacturing Co. Pvt. Ltd. has been 
charging a higher price compared to other fabricators, although the 
quality of the drum is the same as that of other fabricators. As 
this fabricator obtains almost 50 per cent of the steel allotted, we 
have been compelled to accept drums from them even at the higher
price. 

Before decontrol of steel, we were getting details from fabrica
tors on the quantity of steel received by them and the barrels they 
manufactured for the oil companies out of this quantity ...... How-
ever after decontrol of steel, we are getting no information from , . 
most of the barrel fabricators who feel they are not obliged to gIVe-
this information. If the present method of allotting steel direct to
fabricators has to be continued, it should be made obligatory on them 
to· furnish the information to Steel Ministry of P. It C. Minish'v 
regarding the utilisation (1f steel in 'Order to ensure f:hat steel allotted 
is utilised for the purpose for which the allotment is made." 

III.-ESSO Standa'l'd Easte'1'n, Inc. 

2.109. The Committee have been informed that "For several yearS' 
now the Oil Industry has suftered from short supply of lube barrels. 
Shi~ments of steel by Hindustan Steel Ltd., and Indian Iron and 
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Steel Company have never been regular and in the required or 
promised quantities. Barrel fabricators, who are the quota holders, 
find themselves hepless in dealing with the Steel Mills or with the 
Government Agencies involved and it, therefore, frequently becomes 
necessary for the Oil Companies (even though they are not quota 
holders) to step in and request the Petroleum and Chemicals 
Ministry to intervene. It frequently becomes necessary for mem
bers of the Oil Industry to lead deputations to the Petroleum and 
Chemicals Ministry, Iron and Steel Ministry, D.K.T.D., Iron and 
Steel Controller, Joint Plant Committee and the Steel Mills, when
ever crises in steel supplies develop. The current situation is that 
the steel supply position has deteriorated and barrel industry and 
consequently the Oil Industry are always in a state of continuing 
crisis. Since steel has always been in short supply, unscrupu}ou::; 
fabricators have occasionally taken advantage of critical 
situations and it is reported _that some portion of the steel 
intended for the Oil Industry has either been sold in the 
open market or converted into barrels and sold at exhorbitant 
prices to consumers other than the Oil Industry. The sponsoring 
authority for the fabricators is the D.G.T.D. but it is apparent that 
this authority has not been able to exercise any control on the 
effective utilisation and accountability of the steel supplied to the 
fabricators for exclusive use for barrels for the Oil Industry. Since 
decontrol of steel in 1967 the barrel fabricators have stopped sub
mitting returns of steel receipts I utilisation to the Oil Industry with 
the result that the Oil Companies have since remained completely 
in the dark with regard to the fiow of steel and its utilisation. 
Because steel is always in short supply, fabricators are in a position 
to dictate terms and the benefit of competition among the fabrica
tors is therefore lost." 

IV.-Burmah Shell 

2.110. The Committee have been informed that "Our annual con
sumption of 18 Gauge Oil Barrels since 1963 has been approximately 
as under: 

1963--0,81,100 

1964-7,26,500 

1965-6,52,200 

1966-5,39,400 
1967-5,44,900. 

During these years we have been obtaining the bulk of our local 
requirements of 18 Gauge barrels from the following sources: 

(1) Mis. Steel Containers Ltd., Bombay. 
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(2) MIs. Bharat Barrel & Mfg. Co., Bombay. 

(3) Mis. Standard Drum & Barrel Mfg. Co., Bombay. 

(4) Mis. Hind Galvanising & Engineering Co., Calcutta. 

(5) Mis. Industrial Containers, Calcutta. 

(6) MIs. Bharat Barrel & Drum Mfg. Co., Calcutta. 

We have experienced constant difficulty in procuring our full 
requirements of barrels at reasonable prices. Occasion have been 
many when we have had to restrict lubricant supplies in barrels due 
to limited availability of empty drums. With the hope ensuring re
gular uninterrupted supplies, in 1965, we entered into a long-term 
contract with one of the barrel fabricators Mis. Bharat Barrel & 
Drum Mfg. Co., Bombay for the supply of a part of our require
ments upto a minimum of 3 lakh barrels per annum during the years 
1966-70. Despite this agreement the supplier has delivered to us 
only 1,95,500 barrels in 1966 against our indent for 3,37,700. In 
1967, the receipts were 1,64,200 against an indent for 4,99,500. The 
actual consumption figures quoted above represent about 60-70 per 
cent of our full reqUirements. We endeavoured to make up the short
fall by resorting to the use of second-hand drums and bulk despat
ches of lubricants in rail wagons and road lorries. Both these ex
pedients have their limitatiOns; we have found it difficult to obtain 
in adequate quantities sound second-hand barrels of acceptable 
quality, notwithstanding the high prices we are required to pay. 
Bulk despatches have also been found to be not wholly satisfactory 
as they involve operational difficulties at the receiving end and it is 
difficult to exercise strict q'hecks/safeguards on pn'duct qualityl 
contamination. . . . With the availability continuall)' falling short 
of demand it has been a 'seller's market' for barrels throughout this 
period and we have found it virtually impossible to negotiate prices 
with the fabricators in a normal commercial manner. We have beeD. 
reluctantly compelled to accept whatever price each fabricator chose 
to charge from time to time depending upon the urgency of our need 
and the quantities we could offer. We have over the years help
lessly watched the steady upward spiralling of prices from about 
Rs. 37 in 1963 to about Rs. 55 per barrel today, an increase of almost 
47 per cent in 5 years· . .. The existing arrangements for the supply 
of drum steel and barrels are far from satisfactory." 

As regards the system of allocation of raw material i.e. 
18 G sheet for manufacture of 40145 gallon oil barrels the fabricators 
have in their memorandum stated as follows:-

B. Barrel Fabricators 

I. MIs. Bharat Barrel and Drum Manufacturing Company 

2.111. The Committee have been informed that "Originally the 
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licensed capacities of the various fabricators for manufacture of 
40145 gallon lube barrels were as under which still. continue: 

Name of the Fabricator 

Bharat Barrel & Drum Mfg. 
Co., Bombay. 

Licensed Capacity 

1.7,000 tonnes on 
the basis of one 
shift. 

Steel Containers Ltd., Bombay 5,860 Tonnes on the 
. basis of one shift. 

Industrial Containers Ltd., 6,000 Tonnes on the 
Calcutta. basis of one shift. 

Standard Drum & Barrel Mfg. 3,700 Tonnes on the 
Co., Bombay. basis of one shift. 

Assam Oil Co., Digboi 3,080 Tonnes on the 
basis of one shift. 

Remarks 

Prior to 1964-65 
allocations were 
made on the basis 
of 18,000 Tonnes 
only i.e., 66-2/3% 
of the licensed ca
pacity. 

Prior to 1964-65 allo
cations were made 
on the basis of 100% 
of the licensed ca
pacity. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

---_ .. _-------------------------
No allotment of steel sheets prior to 1964-65 was made to us for 

our Calcutta Factory. 

It would be evident from the above statement that though other 
fabricators received allocations on the basis of 100 per cent of their 
licensed capacities we received allocations only on the basis of 
66-2/3 per cent of licensed capacity at Bombay and we were given 
to understand that the same was because of the shortage of steeZ 
sheets." 

II. Mis. Hind Galvanising & Engitr-eering Com.pany 

2.112. The Committee have been informed that "The acute shor
tage of drum steel is the main problem of the Industry. Since it is 
the major raw material for drums, it should only be allocated to fab
ricators and not to Oil Companies...... In this way the Oil Com
panies would not have an undesirable control over the fabricators ... 
We also feel that our normal industrial growth is badly retarded 
because of the almost monopolistic percentage of recognised capa-
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city held by one of the fabricators, against which they receive pro
p~rtion'R'te quantit~es of the meagre steel available to the Industry. 
Smce all the fabrIcators have excessive idle capacity a levelling-olf 
of their recognised capacities, for the purpose of steel supplies 
should now be considered so that, with the resultant parity of steei 
supplies, each Febricator would have an opportunity of conducting 
lt1is business on merit and eoodwill instead of on a rationin, system 
based on an inftexible pro rata share of steel." 

III. Standard Drum &.: Barrel Manufacturing Company. 

2.113. The Committee have been informed that "As 18 gauge st~el 
is extremely in short supply we are in consequence put to vnmerited 
hardship. We have not created additional capacity nor have we got 
benefit of any 're-assessment', the first assessment of our capacity 
promised in 1958 was made in 1964, i.e., after a lapse of six years 
causine heavy financial losses to us due to inadequate quotas of raw 
material on the basis of the very low provisionally· fixed capacity 
8f la58." 

2.114. It has been suuested to the Committee by the oil com
panies that allocation of steel sheets be made directly in the name 
of oil companies instead of to the barrel fabricators so that the oil 
companies can in turn offer required quantities of steel to 
the fabricators, fixing fabricating charges. In this connection the 
Committee enquired whether steel sheets for the manufacture of the 
bitumen drums are allocated to the consumer oil companies and if 
Sio, what were the reasons therefor. It has been stated In reply that 
steel sheets for the manufacture of bitumen drums are allotted to the 
oil companies, as these drums have no other use except for packing 
bitumen as and when refinery starts producing this product. This 
present practice of giving sheets to oil industry is followed as this 
also ensures utilisation of scarce item for the purpose for which 
it is intended. The Committee have been informed that no com· 
plaint has been received regarding misuse of raw material by the 
oil companies. 

2.115. Asked as to when the policy regarding supplying steel 
sheets for manufacturing bitumen drums to the oil companies was 
first decided by Government, it has been stated that "in the year 
'1955 Mis. Burmah Shell Refineries started manufacturing bitumen 
with the Bitumen Drum Plant of their own. The requirement of 
bitumen drum sheets by the refineries was being sponsored by the 
administrative Ministry of this IndUstry which is now the Ministry 
of Petroleum and Chemicals. M/s. ESSO Refinery in 1959 entered 
into a contract with Mis. Standard Drum and Barrel Manufaduring 
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-Co., Bombay for getting their bitumen drum fabricated by loCAting 
'the drum plant near the premises of their Refinery when. they were 
.allowed to produce bitumen. The bitumen drum Iheet require
ment was being arranged by the administrative Ministry of the oil 
industry for the Refinery. This practice is beinr followed Since 
then." 

2.116. The Committee enquireti whether the suggestion of the oil 
companies for allocation of steel sheets direct to the all Cornpani~s 
'Was considered by Government. It was stated by the representative 
of the Ministry of Petroleum & Chemicals during evidence that "in 
the year 1966 when the joint industries came to us and we toOk up 
"the matter with the Ministry of Industry and in association with 
the D.G.T.D., a decision was taken. I think, ia 1967, that for a perioQ 
'Of· one year on trial basis, steel will be allocated to the on industry, 
i.~. oil companies and they in turn will alloeate" thOse to tbe fibri
<:aters of their choice. As soon as this was done, thE' B"Iarat Burel 
Co. filed a writ petition in the Delhi High Court and the case has 
been still sub judice. . . . . . . . .. We are now under an injunction not 
to distribute the steel as per the decisiOn taken ill the inter-Minis
terial meeting last year." 

It was further stated by the witness that oil companies did f~el 
that giving the steel to the fabricators alone literally m~ant an in
crease in the price of drums. This is why, this decision was taken at 
an inter-Ministerial meeting held in 1966 between the Ministry of 
Industrial Development, Internal Trade &: Company Mairs, the 
'Ministry of Petroleum & Chemicals and the Department of Iron , 
Steel. 

2.117. In this connection the Secretary, Ministry of Industrial 
Development, Internal Trade and Company Affairs further stated 
during evidence that "whether scarce material should be allotted to 
actual user or allotted to fabricator of that material is a diIRcult 
question. It is not easy to take a very clear-cut decision on this. 
H you allot to actual user, actual user becomes in a commanding 
position and he will perhaps dictate to whom he will give his order 
and what sort of prices these fellows must pay. On the other hand 
if you give it to fabricator then the actual user is at the mercy o~ 
the fabricator. This is not an easy matter to decide. In the case 
of loose barrels we take the view that it will be advantageous to 
·give it to the actual user." 

2.118. The Committee enqUired whether any control over the 
price of lube barrels supplied by the fabricators to the oil companies 
was exercise by Government. The Secretary, Ministry of Lndus-
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trial Development, Internal Trade and Company Affairs stated 
during evidence that "there is no Government control." In reply to. 
another question it was added that in the production returns the 
fabricators are not required to specify the names of the customers.. 

2.119. Tbe Committee note tbat ever since the introduction of steeJ 
control in 1946-67, allocation of steel sheets ex-S.P.I. quota is being 
made to the barrel fabricators on the basis of assessed capacity. This 
practice is stated to have been followed in the steel processing indus
try only. The Committee consider that aftel' the application of th" 
.Industries (Development and Regulation) Act, 1951, to tbe drum and 
barrel industry, allocation of raw material to this industry sbould 
have been made on the basis of assessed capacity, subject to a maxi
mum. adm,issible on the licensed capacity of the units. In the opinion' 
of the Committee, the allocation of steel sheets on the basis of 
assessed capacity wbicb is more than tbe licensed capacity in tbis 
industry, bas been mainly responsible for irregular expansion of 
capacities by tbe various barrel fabricators. The Committee recom
mend tbat immediate steps should be taken to limit the allocation 
of raw material in tbis industry upto tbe licensed capacities of the' 
units. The Committee feel tbat this will have a salutary effect on 
the barrel fabriC'ators not to indulge in mal-practices. 

2.120. The Committee note that the oil barrel requirements of oil 
companies, who are their main users, are met to the extent of about 
60 per cent due to the shortage of steel sheets in the country. Tbe' 
balance of requirements are stated to be met by the oil companies 
by using second-haud drums which, apart from payment of higher 
prices, results in loss of products through leakage, dissatisfaction of 
customers, etc. The shortage of steel sheets has also resulted in the 
charging of high prices for oil b8.l'l1!ls by the fabricators from the 
oil companies. The Committee in para 4.4 of their Eighty-sixth 
Report on the Ministry of Petroleum and Chemicals-Purchase of 
oil barrels by I.O.C. during 1966 against Tender No. OP/TEN-7/65, 
have already commented on the existence of unutilised capacity 
in the Hindustan Steel Limited on the one hand and shortage of 
steel sheets in the country on the other and have recommended the 
need to step up the production of steel sheets in the country. 

The Committee further recommend that till the shortage of steel 
sheets continues, the question of allocation of steel sheets to the oil 
companies vis-a-vis the barrel fabricators, may be reconsidered by 
Government in all its aspect and in consultation with the Ministry 
of Law in view of the pending Court case in this regard. In this 
connection the point to be considered is that the oil barrels are 
mainly required by the oil companies and have a vital bearin, oa 
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the working of their plants. Thus whatever arrangement is finally 
decided upon by the Government in this regard, should be such as 
would ensure that the barrels are supplied by the fabricators to the 
oil companies on reasonable rates, in reqUired quantities and in time 
so as to ensure uninterrupted supplies to the ultimate users of lube 
oil. 

2.121. The Committee are unhappy to note that the Ministry of 
huiustrial Development and Company Aftairs have not thought of 
exercising an.y control over the prioe of lube barrels supplied by 
fabricators to the oil companies which has resulted in great hard
ship to the oil companies. They feel that if scarce raw material 
is allocated to tbefabricators by D.G.T.D. and is supplied to them, 
at the prescribed rates by the steel companies, there should be a 
corresponding obligation on them to supply their products to the oil 
. companies on reasonable rates. The Committee suggest that the
Ministry of Industrial Development and Company Affairs may con
sider this matter and take an early decision. 

2.122. The Committee note that after the decontrol of steel, the 
barrel fabricators are not furnishing the oil companies information 
regarding the quantity of steel sheets received by them and the oil 
barrels manufadured for the oil companies out of this quantity. 
They have been informed that in the production returns, submitted 
by the oil fabricators to the D.G.T.D., the fabricators are not requir
ed to specify the names of customers to whom the barrels are sup
plied by them. The Committee feel that since the steel sheets are 
scarce items and are allocated to the oil fabricators for supplying 
barrels to the oil industry who are their main consumers, it should 
be made obligatory on the fabricators to indicate in their llroduction 
returns, the quantity of steel sheets received by them, the number of 
oil barrels produced, the names of customers to whom the oil barrels 
have been sOld so as to ensure that the steel sheeets have been 
utilised by the fabricators for the purpose for which the allocations 
had been made. The Oil Companies should simultaneously be 
required to furnish information regarding the oil barrels received by 
them from the fabricators so as to verify the correctness of the 
information furnished by the fabricators'. The Committee would 
like the D.G.T.D. to critically scrutinise the returns before allocat
ing steel sheets for the rest quarter. 



CHAPTER. m 

:SETTING UP OFA DRlJM. AND BARREL MANUF A'CTUIUNG 
,UNIT IN THE SMALL SCALE SECTOR AT VISAKHAPATNAM 

3.1. In his letter of 29th February, 1968, ShIi Madhu Limaye, M.P. 
laas stated that new capaeity bas ~n created in the Drum and 
Barrel Industry at Visakhapatnam and that the unit belongs to Mis. 
Hind Galvanising and 'Eft(ineering Co. (Pvt.) Ltd., Calcutta. The 
Committee enquired whether any new unit for the manufacture of 
drums and barrels had been set up by Mis. Hind Galvanising 8l'\d 
"Engineering Co. atVisakhapatnam after this industry was battned 
in 1960. In reply it bas 1leen stated by Govemment that Mis. Kind 

·Containers (P) 'Ltd. 'have set up a sDUlH Scale industrial unit it 
Visakhapatrmm to "manufacture dru.ms and barrels under the Direc
torate of Industries, Andhra Pradesh. During evidence, the oftleial 
representative stated that "This unit is reported to be an assocfate 

'company of Mis. Hind Galvanising and Engineering Co. Ltd., Oil
c:utta. The folloWing are the Directors of Mis. Hil'id Containl!rs, 

·Visakhapatnam :-

1. Shri A. K. Khaitan, 96, Garden Reach Road, Calcutta. 

2. Shri L.K. Khaitan, 96, Garden Reach Road, Calcutta. 
3. Shri P. K. Jarodia. 15, Mandeville Gardens, Calcutt~. 

4. Shri H. G. O'Neill, 2, Russell Street, Calcutta." 

3.2. The Committee have been informed that the value of the 
plant and machinery installed by Mis. Hind Containers (P) Ltd. at 
the Visakhapatnam factory is valued at Rs. 4,-43,933.50 i.e. far below 
Rs. 7'5 lakhs. Th'is unit is stated to have started production in 1967. 
From November 1967 to JUly, 1968, it has manufactured 1,71,114 
Asphalt drums. The firm is stated to have applied to the Director 
cf Industries, Hyderabad, for recognition of their capacity as 
'follows:-

Various types of drums--lOOO Nos. per day per shift. 
Barrels-400 Nos. per day per shift. 

3.3. Asked about the reasons for allowing the setting up of this 
industry in the small scale sector, it has been stated that Mis. Hind 
Contaiaers have been given a small scale industries registration 
~ertmcate because the firm is" getting raw material required for pro-

• t ~ 
• 1 
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duction of drums and barrels from Mis. Caltex India Private Limited, 
Visakhapatnam, who are also the sole consumers of these products. 
Since the raw materials in this case are provided by the ultimate 
consumers themselves and there is no unit of this type in that State 
the Director of Industries, Andhra Pradesh did not want to stand 
in the way of this industry c6min, up. 

3 .... The Committee enquired whether it was within the know
ledge of the Ministry or of the Development Commissioner, Small 
Seale Industri~s that such a unit had been set up at Visakhapat
l'lI:m. The secretary, Ministry of Industrial Development, Internal 
Trideand Company Affairs stated in evidence: 

"we did not know very much about the existence of Hind 
Containers l.td .. beeause it is in the. small scale industry 
for which the Director of Industries, Andhra Pradesh is 
l'etpaDsible It was only af'ter all these queries in the 
questionnaire came that we made some inquiries and knew 
that this industry had been set up. It is only recently 
that we have discovered that some of the Directors are 
common ............ " 

3.5. It was also brought to the notice of the Committee by Mis. 
Hind Galvanising and Engineering Co. Pvt. Ltd. that another com
pliny called Vijya Industry was trying to establish a small scale 
plant in Madras and suggested that they should be stopped through 
the Director of Industries, Madras. In this connection, the Com
mittee have been informed as under:-

"Director of Industries, Madras has intimated that there is 
no unit by name Vijya Industries set up in the small scale 
industries Madras to manufacture drums and barrels, but 
there is a unit by name Pankaj Iron & Steel Works, 643, 
Tiruvottiyur High Road, Madras 21 which is an associate 
of Mis. Vijya Industries of Bombay. This unit was set 
up in the year 1967 and wr'~ nlso r"gi~tC'red with the 
Director of Industries. The unit i!=: fullv equipped to 
manufacture 23 gauge containers and their capacity has 
been assessed at 1,000 drums per day of two shifts. The 
unit came up of its own and has not received anv assist-
ance from the State Director of Industries." . 

3.6. The Committee enquired whether it was pennissible to set 
up capacity in the small scale sector in respect of those industries 
which are on the "banned list". It has been stated in reply that 
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"the banned list is the list of industries which fall under the first 
schedule of the In'dustries (Development and Regulation) Act, 1951' 
and the question of granting of an industrial licence is therefore
involved. In the case of setting up of capacity in the small scale 
sector, grant of an industrial licence 'does not arise even if' the 
industry is a Scheduled one. Although the Licensing Policy in 
respect of grant of industrial licences which will be in the large 
scale sector will be guideline to the consideration of proposals. in 
the small scale sector, there is no requirement that the same policy 
should be strictly applicable to the small scale sector. However,. 
in cases where sufficient capacity in a particular industry has been. 
created in the country, care is taken to see that additional capacity 
is not created in the small scale sector and for this purpose the 
State Di~ectors of Industries are advised by the Oftice of Develop
ment Commissioner, Small Scale Industries from time to time. It 
is however, possible that consideration is given where it is felt that 
it is justified on regional and techno-economic grounds 'or on the 
basis of export considerations." 

3.7. In reply to another question it has been stated that "there is 
no requirement that the State Directors of Industries shO'llld take 
the approval of the Ministry in such cases as development of small 
scale industries is looked after by the respective State Governments. 
However, in cases where import of capital goods is involved or/and 
collaboration with foreign firms is proposed, approval of the Central 
Government is necessary and in suitable cases, . the Central Minis
try would no doubt advise the applicants/State Governments on the_ 
question of setting up capacity in a particular industries." 

3.S. Explaning the policy of Government with regard to the com
ing up of banned industries in the small scale sector, the Secretary 
of the Ministry of Industrial Development, Internal Trade & Com
pany Affairs stated during evidence that:-

"Unfortunately, in all these cases a variety of conflicting con
siderations are involved. We in the Ministry of Industry 
have all along taken the view that as few impediments 
shOUld be placed in the development of small-scale indus
tries in the country as possible. We have considered this 
as a fundamental basis, that the development of smalI
scale industries should be encouraged and avoidable 
impediments shoul'd not be placed in its way. Licensing,. 
rightly or wrongly, is regarded as an impediment becaule' 
it takes some months and time to get hold of a licence. 
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Therefore no licence is normally required for the setting 
up of small-scale industries or even industries which 
have a capitel investment up to Rs. 25 lakhs. 

A point arose, a ticklish point, that if for the purposes 'Of in
dustrial licensing we take the view that an industry ought 
to be banned, either beoouse sufficient capacity has come 
into existence or because sufficient raw material is not 
available S'O what is the good of adding to the capacity or 
for other reas'Ons, you might say that logically the same 
restrictions should be applied to the setting up of that 
type of industry in the small-scale sector. This point has 
been debated- at great length at various meetings and 
while there is logic and some sense in saying that the ban
netd industry should also be banned for the small-scale 
sector, the consensus of opinion W9.S that the small-scale 
sector, should be left free to operate because. otherwise, 
it would mean starting some sort 'Of licensing for the 
small-scale sector also. Nevertheless it was felt that it 
would be highly illogical to ban an industry in the large
scale sector and to have half a dozen small-scale units 
coming up in different parts of the country. Therefore the 
via media was adopted that where an industry is banned 
for licensing in the large-scale sector, the Directors of In
dustries in the States, who are the registering authorities, 
shoultl be advised-not ordered but advised-that as far 
as possible they should discourage the setting up of such 
industries in the small-scale sector. The reaS'On is that 
even the small-scale industrialist has to come to the Direc
tor of Industries for same kind of support, encouragement 
or sponsoring; so the Director of Industries has a certain 
hold on the small-scale industrialist. But we felt that it 
would not be proper end wise to impose an ah~olute ban. 
So we gave general guidance to the Directors of Industries 
not t'O allow such IntIustries to come up which have been 
banned for the large-scale sector. By and large this Is 
being observed but -there are cases like this one that has 
been brought to your notice where local patriotism ex
ceeds the larger nati'Onl9.1 interest. What has happened in 
one or two cases, which have also come to our notice, 
is that there may be suftlcient units of the industry in the 
country as a whole but certain States may not have that 
industry at all." 
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3.9. In a writteJl note, it has further been stilted by Government 
that "the ~mall scale sector is not governed by the RegulatioIl& 
of any Central A.ct ror the purpose of licensing and as such there is. 
no statutory control over the growth of industries in this sector. The 
development of small scale industries is primarily the concern of the 
respective State Director of In'dustries, although the Development 
Commissioner, Small Scale Industries, .fit the Centre, provides appro
priate assistance and guidance in the formulation and planning of 
small scale industry in consultation with the State Governments. It 
will be appreciated that the growth of industry in the small scale 
sector cannot be totally divorced from that in the large scale sector,. 
involving licensing and regulation under a Central Act. 'l'he entre
preneurs in the small scale sector will in their 'Own interest and in 
the interest of the industry have to take into account the capacity, 
licensed/set up in the large scale sector vis-a-vis demand in tlie 
country. It is for these reasons that the Development Commissioner,. 
Small Scale Industries appropriately keeps the State Directors of 
Industries appropriately keeps the State Directors or Industries in
formed 'Of the bann'ed list 'Of industries in the Scheduled Sector from 
time to time and elso advises them not to encourage any proposal 
from small scale in\:iustries for the manufacture of banned items. 
For instance, the first communication· issued by the Development 
Commissioner, Small Scale Industries to the various State Directors
of Industries on 7th Decezgber, 1959, includes inter alia the drum 
and barrel industry. The State Directors of Industries were advised 
not to issue Essentiality Certificates for import of machinery for
manufacture of items appearing in the banned lisl They were also 
told that any fresh entrants for the manufacture of items 'On the
b.nned list even with in\:iigeoous machinery, might also be apprised 
of the position. 

It will be observed that no statutory permission is involved in 
the case of unit coming up in the smllll scale sector, either from De
velopment Commissi'Oner, Small Scale Industries or the concerned 
State Director of Industries. The State Director of Industries can 
implement the directives and the advice of the Development Com
missioner, Small Scale Industries only at the stage oi considering 
applications for import 'Of machinery end raw material whether im
ported 'Or scarce indigenous. It is therefore possible for an entre
preneur in the small scale sector to set up a unit, based purely on 
--------_._-----------
. -\0 this commlmication the Development COll'missior( r, Small Scale Industri cs, 
tnformfld the Stete D r~ctor of IndustrIes that already enou~h capacity cxisted in the 
Countr~, for the Production of 8 items inca:cling drums and barrels and advised them 
nOt to mcourage any propo~al (rom Small Scale 'Jndu~tries for the manufacture of 
thrse items. 
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indigenous machinery and raw material although the industry Imly 
~ure on the banned list. In that event he would be setting up the
industry in question at his own risk, without expecting any assist
ance from the State Director of Industries. The ban is not legally 
binding so far as the small s~le s~to'r is concerned but Directors of 
Industries will be justified in withholding grant of im~ort licence 
or quota of scarce raw material if the new units have been set up' 
in the lines in which fresh capacity is not to be encouraged. Recently
however, it was decided that on regional or rather special consideI'6-
tion the State Directors of Industries may spon90'r new units in ban
ned industries with the approval of the Development Commissioner, 
Small Scale Industries. Such sponsorship will entitle the new units 
to import licence or supply of scarce raw materials inspite of the
b~n. It is ai'!in pointed ou~ that the control over the growth of in
dustries in the small scale sector is not statutory. whereas such con
trol and regulati'on are possible in cases of industries in the Sche
duletl Sector, which qualify for industrial licences." 

3.10. It was enquired of the official witness whether by setting up' 
a plant in the small scale sector at Visakhapatnam, Mis. Hind Galva
nising and Engineering Co. had not circumvented the blm cn crea
tion ot further capacity in respect of drum and barrel and what Gov
ernment thought about this matter. In reply, the Secretary stat
ed:-

"Our thinking so fer has been that no facility which is intend
ed to be given to small scale entrepreneur ror setting up' 
a small scale industryshoulti be given to a large scale en
trepreneur and wishes to enter into sman scale industry. 
But our thinking has not gone to the extent of saying that 
a large scale enterpreneur must be prohibited by law 
from entering a small scale industry... . . . . . . . .. . ...... . 
We can perhaps specifically consider this point that no' 
large scale industrialist should be allowed to enter in the 
banned list." 

3.11. Pressed fur1;her he addetl:--: 

"the question of the entry of large scale industria1ist into the
small scale fielti is now posing a definite problem. We
have considered this aspect. As I said, we felt that pOBsi:-
bly it might be open to oonstitutional objection if we say 
that no large scale industrialist can set up a small scalf" 
industry. We will examine whether we CRn make a dis
tinction that in the banned list at least such an in'dustrial:.. 
ist should not be allowed to come." 
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3.12. The Committee note that a drum . lind barrel manufacturing 
unit has been set up in the small scale sector at Visakhapatnam in
spite of this industry figuring on the "banned list" in the large scale 
sector. They leam that this unit is an associate company of Mis. 
Hind Galvanising and Engineering Co., Calcutta. The Committee 
have been informed that under the existing orders there is no bar to 
the coming up of industries in the small scale sector even though 
that industry might have been banned in the large scale sector. The 
Committee consider the present position as anamolous. According 
to the Govemment, the industries are placed in the banned list 
either because adequate capacity has been created in that industry 
Or there is scarcity of raw material. In that case, it would appear 
to be logical that when an industry has been put on the banned list 
in the large scale sector, the ban should be made operath'c to that 
industry in the small scale sector also. The Committee do not view 
with favour the recent decision of Government that on regional or 
other special considerations, the State Directors of Industries may 
sponsor new units in banned industries with the approval of the 
Development Commissioner, Small Scale IndustrieM. The proper 
cour.se would appear to be that where it is considered that an indus
try which has been banned in the large scale sector, may be allowed 
to be set up in the small scale sector, it should be excJusively reserv
ed for development in the small scale sector and the decision made 
public so· that all intending entrepreneurs have a fair and equal 
chance of entering that field. 

3.13. The Committee are concerned to note that in the present caSe 
the very persons who are operating tbis industry in the large scale 
sector at Calcutta have set up this unit in the small scale sector. 
This amounts to circumventing the ban on this industry in the large 
scale sector. The Secretary ~f the Ministry of Industrial Develop
ment, Internal Trade and Company Affairs himself adnlitted that 
-<'the question of entry of the large scale industrialist into the small 
scale field is now posing a definite problem for the Government," 
Since the small scale sector is meant for small entrepreneur of limit
ed means· the Committee would urge the Government to examine tile 
whole matter with a view to prevent the entry of large scale indus
trialists in the small scale sector. 

3.14. The Committee are surprised that the Development Com
missioner, Small Scale Industry who is supposed to a8sist Ilnd guide 
tn the fonnulation of policies for the planning of small sector indus
try in the country in consultation with State Governments should 
be unaware of what is happening in this field in the State5. It is im
perative that he keeps himself posted with the latest developments 
and keeps th,. Ministry informed in so far as scheduled industries 
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are concerned. The ~ommittee regret that thette is lack of coordina
tion between the Ministry and the Development COhlmissioner, 
Small Scale Industry in this regard. In this connection. the Com· 
snittee would like to reiterate' the recommendations made by them 
in their ,9th Report (Fourth Lok Sabha) 1967·68 on industrial Hcens
ing that: 

"There should be etfective coordination between the! two wings 
of the Ministry of Industrial Development and Company 
Affairs dealing with the scheduled industrie~ and small 
scale sector so as to ensure optim,um utilization of l'e
souree.~ in both the seetors." 



CHAPTER IV 

SETTING UP OF A CAPTIVE PLANT FOR BARREL MANUFAC
TURE BY- I.O.C. AT MADRAS 

4.1. It has been represented to the Committee· by the Barrel fab
ricators that Indian Oil Corporation has submitted a proposal to set 
up a captive plant for the manufacture of Drums and Barrels at 
Madras. In this connection, the Committee were informed by Gov
ernment through a note submitted during August, 1968 that Mis. 
Indian Oil Corporation have submitted an application for an indus
trial licence for manufacture of one million lube barrels and '5 mil
lion bitumen drums at their Madras Refinery which is expecte4 to 
go into production in early 1969. The capacity of the Madras refin
ery to produce lubricating oils is 2,00,000 metric tonnes. According 
to the estimates of the Ministry of Petroleum & Chemicals, the total 
investment in the plant would be Rs. 53 lakhs, including a foreign 
exchange component of Rs. 12.5 lakhs. The proposal hos been con
Sidered at inter-Ministerial me.eting and also in consultation with 
the manufacturers in the private sector. Licensing Committee have 
examined the scheme. and recommended grant of a letter of intent to 
MIs. Indi~n Oil Corporation for the manufacture of drums and bar
rels subject to satisfactory arrangements for the import of plant and 
machinery. The recommendation of the Licensing Committee has 
not ye.t been accepted by the Government. The manufacturers in 
the private sector have been representing that adequate capacity is 
already available in the country and given enough raw material, 
and also permission to shift capacities to Madras to some. of the 
units, Indian Oil Corporation's requirements could be met and there 
was no need for setting up additional capacity. On the other hand, 
the Ministry of Petroleum & Chemicals have been stressing the 
peculiar nature of the public sector pl"Oject and the foreign exchange 
savings arising out of the refinery project. That Ministry have also 
pointed out that dealings of some of the manufacturers in the private 
sector were far from satisfactory. The growing requirements of 
lube barrels have also been str!,!ssed by them in this connection. The 
matter is being conside.red in all its aspects and is receiving atten
tion at the highest level. No final decision has yet been taken. 

4.2. Regarding their proposal to set up a captive plant at Madras 
to manufacture drums and barrels, the Indian Oil Corporation have 
stated that "the proposal which is based on techno-economic consf-
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derations, envisages procurement and installation of machines at an 
estimated cost of Rs. 25 lakhs, including an import component of 
Rs. 12.5 lakhs (this does not include the estimated cost of Rs. 16 lakhs 
on sheds which have to be constructed in· any case). The imple
mentation of the proposal will enable thefali'ication/storage/filling 
and despatch of lubricating oils ull.der the same roof. With the plant 
working at its optimum capacity, it will also result in an annual reo: 
curring saving to Indian Oil Corporation of the following magnitude: 

(i) Rs. 2.5 lakhs/year as a result of transportation from the 
the barrel manufacturing plant to the blending plant (as
suming a transport cost of 25 paise per barrel). 

(ii) Rs. 45 lakhs/year representing the profit margin @ Rs. 3 
per barrelfdrum on 15 lakh barrels/drum." 

4.3. On being asked to furnish details of the cost of manufacture 
of drums/barrels by Indian Oil Corporation in their proposed plant 
at Madras it has been stated by the Government that accortiing to 
the statements prepared by Indian Oil Corporation in June, 1968 in 
respect of estimated cost of manufacture. of barrels and fabrication 
cost of drums, the cqst per barrel worked out to Rs. 41.66 and fabri
cation cost of bitumen drums to Rs. 2.93 per drum. It has been in
timated by the Indian Oil Corporation that according to the Garden 
Reach Workshop, Calcutta who were consulted informally, the fabri
oation cost per barrel, as estimated by the Indian Oil Corporation, is 
on the high side, and should be lower by' another Rs. 3.12 per barrel. 

4.4. It has been further stated that as against the price of MIs. 
Industrial Containers of Rs. 45.66 and the Bombay Suppliers of 
Rs. 44.80, the price of Indian Oil Corporation is Rs. 41.66. Therefore 
the profitability per barrel would be Rs. 3.52. 

4.5. The Committee subsequently enquired about the indigenous 
m/anufacture of imported machines required for the manufacture of 
oil barrels. In reply it has been stated by Government that practi
cally al1 the machinery can be manufactured indigenously. The 
machines are being manufactured by the indigenous manufacturers 
either as a standard item of production or against specific orders 
eccording to the specification of the purchasers. It has been further 
stated that although some of the manufacturers might not have been 
specifically licensed to produce any particular type. of machine, they 
can produce or are producing these under the diversification pro
gramme which is permissible according to the policy in force, u-pto 
25 per cent of the approved capacity. 
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4.6. Regarding the proposal to set up the barrel and drum plant 
by the Indian Oil Corporation, the Secretary, Ministry of Industl'ial 
Development, Internal Trade and Company Affairs stated during 
the evidence in September, 1968 that: 

"The application has been carefully considered by the Licens
ing Committee. The Licensing Committee was in a dile
ma on this point. The dilema was this: according to 
the figures available with us, the capacity eXisting in the 
country, whether authorisedly or unauthorisedly, was sup
posed to be adequate to meet the requirt'ments or it waR 
claimed to be adequate to meet the requirements, of the 
oil industry. And, therefore, the creation of freRh capa
city would have meant fresh investment which en broader 
economic considerations might not have' been justified. 
On the other hand, there was the fact that a part of this 
capacity has admittedly come into existence in an un
authorised manner, and the records of the principal firms 
concerned did not inspire a great deal of confidence thnt 
there will be complete fairplay in their dealings with the 
Indian Oil Corporation. These two factOTs hati, 
therefore, to be taken into account and nicely 
balanced. The Licensing Committee is only a re
commendatory body. We have made some recommenda
tions in this respect to the Government and they are under 
consideration. This matter has been discuso;ed at the high
est level between the then Minister· for Petroleum and 
Chemicals, the Minister of Industrial Development and 
the Planning Commission Member in charge of industries' 
because of the rather confiicting considerations involved. 
One of the troubles of the country during the last year 
has been that industrial capacity is not being utilised to 
the full due to lack of raw materials. lack of orders be
cause of recession, etC. We, in the Ministry of Industry. 
have been anxious to utilise to the maximum whatever 
capacity exists in the country instead of trying to invest 
more money in creating fresh capacity where capacity was 
already available. Looking at the totality of national re
sources, taking private and public sector together, we are 
going to be short of resources. Rightly or wrongly some 
capacity has been created. If that is adequate. would it 
be right to create extra capacity just because some people 
who have created the exil:;ting capacity have misbehaved? 
This is the br0ad issue. On the one hand, if we do not 
allow the Indian Oil Corporation to come up. in a sense 
we would be rewardin~ those people for their misbehavi-. . 
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our. That would be reprehensible. You may say that in 
one case you should punish them so that this sort of thing 
does not occur again. On the other hand, there is this fact 
that a fairly substantial investment by the Indian Oil Cor
poration is involved-Rs. 50 or 60 lakhs. The question 
was, when the resources in public sector are going to be 
short, whether this type of investment would be justified. 
In the Licensing Committee., we considered this matter 
very carefully and we have made our recommendation to 
Government. As I said, it has been discussed at the high
est level and final decision has not been taken." 

4.7. Explaining further he stated: 

"It so happens that in this case there are all sorts of irregula
rities. Supposing there had been no irregularity and the 
re.gular capacity in the private sector not unauthorised-
has been adequate to meet the requirements, we would 
have had no hesitation in turning down the proposal (If 
the Indian Oil Corporation to create fresh capacity. We 
would have . said, this is a waste of national resources. 
Here the only complication is that some of this capacity 
has comes about in a highly irregular fashion. This is 
why we were willing to look at the proposal of Indian Oil 
Corporation. Otherwise, the only relevant point is, is tbe
re capacity in the nation, whether in the rivate or public 
sector, to meet the requirements? If there is not and if 
the public sector wants to build it, let it have it." 

4.8. In January, 1969, the Commitee have been informed by Gov
ernment that the industrial license application of the Indian Oil 
Gorporation has since been rejected by Government. 

4.9. In this connection one of the Barrel Fabricators has represent
ed to the Committee that "The scarcity of steel sheets is a con
tinuing problem and even today the existing fabricators hardly get
ting steel sheets to meet with their 60 per cent of the requirement 
on sigle shift basis. Under the circumstances the making of appli
cation by Indian Oil Corporation Limited for setting up their lube 
barrel manufacturing plant at Madms and the consideration thereof 
is aganist the provisions of the said Act and the policy of the Gov
ernment as underlined in the Third Five Year Plan." 

4.10. It has also come to the notice of the Committee that all 
the 5 commercial barrel fabricators, namely. M[s. Bharat Barrel 
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and Drum Manufacturing Company, Mis. Standard Drum and Barrel 
Manufacturing Company, Mis. Steel Containers Limited, Mis. Indu.q
trial Containers Limited, and Mis. Hind Galvanising and Engineer
ing Company Private Limited, addressed a joint letter to the Union 
Minister for Industrial Development, Internal Trade and Company 
Affairs opposnig the establishment of the captive plant at Madras 
by the Indian Oil Corporation on the 28th May, 1968. A copy of 
this letter is at Appendix XV. This was forwarded by Mis. indus
trial Containers Limited, Calcutta to the Committee along with 
their memorandum. A copy of this letter was also sent in May, 
1968 to the Chairman of the Estimates Committee by Shri 
J. N. Hazarika, M.P. and Shri K. N. Tewari, M.P. 

4.11. The Committee regret to note that the industrial licence 
application of Indian Oil Corporation for the settin, up of a plant 
for the manufacture of drums and barrels at their Madras Refinery, 
has been rejected by Government. 

4.12. In the course of evidence the Committee were informed 
by the Secretary, Ministry of Industrial Development, Internal 
Trade and Company Affairs that the follownig points for and 
apinst the application of the Indian Oil Corporation were under 
consideration of Government. 

Points apiDst:-

(i) The capacity for the manufacture of drums and barrels 
existing in the country was considered adequate to meet 
the requirements of the Oil Industry and therefore crea- ' 
tion of fresh capacity by Indian Oil Corporation would 

mean fresh investment which on broader economic con
siderations may not be justified. 

(ii) There was considerable under-utili.tion of capaclty in 
this industry due to scarcity of raw material. 

Points f01':-

(I) A part of the manufacturnig capacity for drum and bar. 
rels had admittedly come into existence in an unautho
rised. manner. 

(ii) The record of the principal manufaClturinc firms concern
ed did not inspire a great deal of confldence that there 

wUl be complete fairplay in their dealinas with the Indian 
Oil Corporation. 

4.13. It appears that in rejectinr the industrial lieence application 
of the Incll.. Oil Corporation, Government· have ltv.. p'eater 



79 

weight to:the existence of the manufacturing capacity in the country 
and avoidance of fresh investment. The Committee are unable to 
acree with the decision of the Government for the following 
r88sons:-

(i) This industry was placed on the banned list in 1960 when 
the total capacity of all the barrel fabricators was 3694A» 
tonnes. Since then, all the fabricators have increa.~ed 
their capacity considerably in an unauthorised and irre
gular way and in clear violation of the Indu&tl"inl (Deve
lopment and Regulation) Act, 1951. The result is that the 
assessed capacity of the fabricators in 1965 was to450 
tonnes i.e. near about 245 per cent over the 1960 capacity. 
Even the assessed capacity of 1965 is being challenged by 
some of the fabricators who claim the existence of still 
higher capacities. It is thUs evident that the major por
tion of the existing capacity of the barrel fabricators has 
been created in an unauthorised manner. It is also notic
ed that the barrel fabricating industry is at present mo-

. nopolised by a few firms only. The denial of the captive 
plant to the Indian Oil Corporation would thus amount 
to rewarding the very persons who have committed a 
violation of the Act and is therefore likely to encourBl'e 
further violations of the Act by other industries also. The 
Committee have already commented on the surreptious 
increase of capacities by these fabricators in Section 'F' 
of Chapter II of this report. The Committee consider 
that on this ground alone the application of the Indian 
Oil Corporation needs reconsideration by Government. 
They would like it to be well understood by all concerned 
that breach of law does not pay. 

(ii) The various consumer oil companies as well as the Indian 
Oil Corporation have adversely commented on the deal
ings of the Drum and Barrel fabricators which has been 
referred to in Section 'G' of Chapter II of the report. This 
has also been corrobQrated by the Secretary, Ministry of 
Industrial Development and Company Affairs during 
evidence. The denial of the plant to the Indian Oil Cor
poration would therefore amount to giving a premium to 
unfair dealings of these companies and leaving the Cor
poration at the mercy of these companies. 

(iii) The drum and barrel fabrication industry is a highly pro
fitable industry. According to the figures given by the 
Indian Oil Corporation their savings as a result of the 
setting up of this plant, would amount to about Rs. 45 
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lakhs, apart from a saving of B.s. 2.5 lakhs on transporta
tion charges, annualb on a total investment of about R5. 25 
lakhs only. Moreover, no expenditure of foreign ex
change will be involved in the setting up of the plant by 
the Indian Oil Corporation since all the fabricating ma
chines for drums and barrels are now manufactured in
digenously. There is no reason why this public sector 
company should be deprived from effecting savings 
to the tune of about Rs. 48 lakhs per annum which will 
ultimately accrue to the public eXChequer. 

(iv) The setting up of the captive plant by the Indian Oil 
Corporation at Madras would not in any way affect the 
existing business of the fabricators as tbe Indian Oil Cor
poration will utilise their capacity for packaging the rub
ricating oils, to be produced by them in their Madras 
Refinery. 

(v) Tbe setting up of barrel eanufacturing plant by tbe I.O.C. 
would enable production, filling, storage and despatcb of 
lubricating oils under the same roof. 

4.14. Having regard to the consideration enumerated &bove, the 
Committee feel that the application of the Indian Oil Corporation 
to set up their own captive plant at Madras should be reconsidereti 
by Government. 



CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION 

5.1 ThE! Drum and Barrel Industr:\' came under the purview of 
the Industries (Development and Regulation) Ad, 1951, on the lst 
October, 1953. In March, 1960, the industry was placed on the 
banned list as adequate capacity had been set up I licensed-there 
being no scope for creation of additional capacity. At the time of 
inclusion of the industry in the banned list, there were only 5 firms 
(namely Mis. Bharat Rarrel & Drum Manufacturing Company, 
Bombay, Standard Drum & Barrel Manufacturing Company, Bom
bay, Steel Containers Limited., Bombay, Industrial Containers, Cal
cutta and Mis. Assam Oil Company, Digboi who are consumer fab
ricators) engaged in the manufactUl'e of 40/45 gallon capacity lube 
barrels. The total licensed capacity of the aforesaid 5 firms in 
March, 1960 was 36,94.0 tonnes. Though the Drum and Barrel in
dustry continues to remain in the banned list even to this day, yet 
the capacity of the barrel fabricators was assessed by Government 
during 1963·64 on account of pressure from the fabricators. It was 
found that the total capacity had increased to 67,778 tonnes by 
then. This capacity was found to have incl'eased further to 90,450 
tonnes the very next year when there was a further re-assessment. 
Not only the capacity of all the existnig plants was expanded subs
tantially during the period but two new units namely, Mis. Bharat 
Barrel and Drum Manufacturing Company, Calcutta and Mis. Hind 
Galvanising and Engineering Company, Calcutta had been set up 
and were recognised by Government as fresh entrants in 4r0/~5 gal
lons barl"el manufacturing field for allocation of new material. It 
is regrettable that all this happened while the industry was in the 
banned list. 

5.2 From the material made available to the Committee and the 
evidence tendered before them by representatives of the Ministries 
of Industrial Development and Company Affairs, Petrol"unl and Che. 
micals and Director General & Technical Development, it bas been 
revealed that the licensed capacities were increased very consider. 
ably and fresh capacities created by the commercial fabricators 
without the prior permission of the Government as required under 
the Industries (Development and Regulation) Act, 1951. Instead of 
proceeding against the fabricators for the various irre,eularities and 
violations of the Act. the Government condoned the contraventions 
of the Act and even recognised their unauthorised capacity as assess
ed in 1963·64 and started allocating raw material to these firms on 
that basis. The Committee feel that all this was irre .... lar and 
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should not have been done as it encouraged further violations of 
the Act by fabricators. In fact this recoption of 1963-M assessed 
capacity seems to have encouraged the barrel fabricators to expand 
their capacities further with the result that during the reassessment 
of 1965, the capau:ities of the various fabricators were found to have 
increased from 67,778 tonnes in 1963-64 to 90,450 tonnes in 1965. The 
Committee recommend that a comprehensive eDquiry should be 
held to fix responsibility on the part of concerned officers who fail
ed to initiate penal action against violations of the Act by the fab
ricators as soon as the same were detected. At the same time, the 
Committee urge that action should be iDitiated against the fabri
cators for violations of the various provisions of the Act and the 
rules. Effective action should also be taken to ensure that those 
who have contravened and circumvented the regulations do not de
rive any benefit therefrom. This is necessary to bring home to the 
law breakers that violations of the Act do not ultimately pay. 

5.3. It is also significant to note that barrel fabrication industry, 
is now monopo1ised by a few firms only and that one of the firms 
holds as much as 40 per cent of the total licensed capacity in this 
industry even today. In this context the Committee would parti
cularly like to draw the attention of the Government to the conti
nuing shortage of raw material i.e. 18 G steel sheets. They have 
already commented on the existence of unutilized capacity in the 
steel mills on the one hand and non-availability of steel sheets on 
the other. The Committee are cODvinced that aD these diftlculties 
would not have arisen if t~ supply position of raw material was 
comfortable. In view of the chronic sho~ of 18 G steel sheets, 
there has been, as it were, a race amo~ fabricators to increase their 
installed capacity by any means so as to able to get hold of more 
raw material which is allowed on a pro-rata basis of the assessed 
capacity. In this connection, the Committee are concerned to note 
that the fabricators are stated to have charged exorbitant prices for 
oil barrels from the Oil Companies while the raw material was made 
available to them at prescribed rates. This underlines the need to 
J egulate the prices of oil barrels by Government so as to ensure that 
the interests of the consumer and user industry are also properly 
protected. 

5.4 The Committee would further like the Govemment to take 
energetic steps to step up the production of 18 G steel sheets in the 
Bourkela and other steel plants to meet adequately the present and 
the trOwing demand of the oil induitry. 

NEW DELHI; P. VENKATASUBBAIAH, 

April 24, 1969. Chairman, 
Vaisakha 4, 1891 (Saka). Estimates Committee. 



MADHU LIMAYE, M.P. 

The Speaker, 

Lok Sabha. 
Sir, 

APPENDIX I 

6, Rakabganj Road, 
New Delhi. 

29th February, 1968. 

May I draw your attention to the various answers given by the 
Petroleum Minister on the question of licensing additional capacity 
in the sphere of barrel and drum production? 

In spite of the ban imposed by the Government additional capaci'~ 
was being sanctioned on the bogus ground that the Defence Depart
ment wanted this capacity to be expanded. There is no evidence 
on record to show that the Defence Ministry had made any such re
quest. It is a fact that Standard, Hind Galvanising and also Bharat 
Barrels were granted additional capacity as a result of pressure from 
top-ranking bureaucrats. 

In spite of the matter being raised in the House several times I 
understand that new capacity has been create.d in this industry at 
Visakhapatnam. This unit belongs to Hind Galvanising. .I would, 
therefore, like you to refer this matter either to the Estimates Com
mittee or the Public Accounts Committee after these Comlrnittee 
have been elected for the coming Financial Year. 
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Yours sincerely, 
Sd/- MADHU LIMAYE. 



SEAL 

D. R. Sundaram, 

Joint Secretary. 

Dear Shri Mallya, 

APPENDIX II 

D.O. No.1 (19) 168-LEI(B) 

Government of India 
Ministry of Industrial Development 

and Co. Affairs (Department of Indus
trial Development). 

Dated New Delhi 1968: 

Please refer to your D.O. No. 3j3-ECII68, dated the 19th March, 
1968, regarding licensing of additional capacity for production of 
barrels. I am enclosing a note which explains the background in 
which capacities of barrel manufacturers have been assessed and 
recognised. As indicated in the last para of the note, one of the 
barrel manufacturers has moved the High Court of Delhi for redres
sal of their alleged grievance against the decisions of the Govern
ment of India. You will appreciate that the matter being und~r 
consideration of the High Court, it may not be appropriate to take 
it up for discussion or examination now in the Estimates Commlttee/ 
Public Accounts Committee. 

2. As regards the specific query of Shri Madhu Limaye, you will 
notice that the attached note shows that there was a specific request 
from the Petroleum and Chemicals Ministry for reassessment of 
capacity. A copy of their memo. on the subject has been enclosed. 
While there was no such request from the Ministry of Defence, the 
figures quoted in the attached note show that the off take of Defence 
from the oil industry in terms of barrels was increaSing. You will 
see, therefore, that there was no mis-statement in any reply given 
in Parliament. 

3. Minister (1.0. & C.A.) has seen. There is no objection to the 
information contained in the note being conveyed to the Member. 
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Yours sincerely, 

Sdl D. R. SUNDARAM. 



To 

Shri N. N. Mallya, 

Joint Secretary, 

Lok Sabha Secretariat, 

New Delhi. 

8~ 

Note on Licensing of additional capacity for barrels production. 

The Drum. Barrel and Container industry has been figuring since 
1960 on what is known as the rejection list of industries, in which 
applications for industrial licences may ordinarily be rejected with
out reference to the Licensing Committee. Normally at present we 
do not approve or sanction extra capacity for an industry on the 
"banned" list, but it has happened in the past that a particular appli-

. cation which relates to an item on the 'rejection list' was consider
ed because of exceptional features. The position of the barrel in
dustry, particularly the oil barrels of 40/45 gallon capacity, has to 
be appreciated with reference to the circumstances in which the 
capacity was licensed and set up and also reviewed, in the context 
of the requirements of barrels from time to time. 

2. Mis. Bharat Barrel & Drum Manufacturing Co. and 
Mis. Standard Drum & Barrel Co., among the barrel fabricators, 
had been representing to the Government during 1003 that capaci
ties installed by them were very much higher than the orig;nally 
assessed capacities and therefore had been seeking re-assessment. 
Mis. Hind Galvanising & Engineering Co., Calcutta also claimed in 
1962 that they were capable of manufacturing oil barrels of 40/45 
gallon capacity and were reque'lting approval of the Government 
for the purpose. Further, the Ministry of Petroleum and Chemicals 
informed· us in June, 1964 that they had assessed the requirements 
of the petroleum industry for the year 1964 as needing 4000 tonnes 
per month of 18 G. drum sheet and that if the requirements of the 
other consumers was also to be taken into account then the total 
supply needed was 4700 tonnes of drum sheet a month or an annual 
fabricating capacity of 56,400 tonnes. The total assessed capacity 
at that time of the oil barrel industry was about 3,000 tonnes per 
month and therefore, the su~ply rate of 4,700 tonnes required by the 
Petroleum Industry and other consumers could not be effected unless 
the existing capacities were revised upward or new capacities creat
ed. In the circumstances. the Ministry of Petroleum and Chemicals re
quested that steps should be taken expeditiously to finalise the re
vision of fabricating capacities of the commerc~al fabricators so that 
proper supply rate of bolrrels was ensured by giving them adequate 
-- --.c()p~~~;rrhei~ b.-Matt-iiched. -
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supplies of drum. sheets of special gauge which was regulated ac
cording to, their capacity. In this context, it was decided to review 
the oil barrel capacity installed in the country as there were only 
six units in the line, with a view to examining the increased capa
cities of the various units vis-a-vis the :larger requirements of oil 
barrels. While it is true that there was no specific request from 
the Defence Ministry address~d to this Ministry in respect of oil 
barrel capacity, the off take of the Defence Ministry from oil com
panies of lube oil was as follows:-

1961-62 

Ip6~-63 

1963-64 

28,045 barrels 

" 

" 
On the basis of inspection carried out by the Techincal Offtcers of' 
the Dte. General of Technical Development during 1963-64, the 
assessed capacities of all the oil barrel fabricators were considered 
at an inter-Ministerial Meeting held on the 9th June, 1964. The 
matter was further examined in the Ministry on the recommenda
tions made a'tl the meeting with particular reference to the case of 
Messrs Standard Drum & Barrel Co., Bombay and Messrs Hind 
Galvanising & Engg. Co., Calcutta. Ultimately these capacities 
have been accepted by the Government as a result of which the 
increased potentiality of the existing units for meeting the growing 
requirements was appreciated and approved in preference to crea
ting new units in th~s line of manufacture. The particulars of 
capacities are given below for information:-

Name of the firm 

J. MIs. Bharat Barrel & Drum Mfg. Co., Bombay 

2. MIs. Bharat Barrel & Drum Mfg. Co., Calcutta 

3. MIs. Standard Drum & Barrel Mfg. Co., 
Bombay. 

4- ~'s Hind Galvanising & Engg. Co., ~Ltd., 

5. MIS Steel Containers Ltd., Bombay 

6. M's Industrial Containers Ltd., Calcutta . 
7. MiS Assam Oil Co., Assam 

Licensed 
capacity 

tons 
• 18,300 

3,700 

5,860 

6,000 

3,080 

Assessed 
capacity 

tonnes 
• 22,000 

5,200 

14,538 

6,000 

8,300 

7,900 

3,840 
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The present total assessed capacity for the manufacture of oil 
barrels is 67,778 tonnes on single shift. The production of barrels 
reported during 1965 and 1966 was 39,552 tonnes and 45,846 tonnes 
and during 1967 it was 46,500 tonnes approximately. Although 
following representations, another assessment was undertaken dur
in'g 1965, it was decided that the assessment of capacity carried out 
in 1963-64 (present basis) should continue for time being, particu
larly in view of the continuing shortage of steel sheets. 

3. The position has been explained a number of times in the 
Parliament, reference Lok Sabha Question No. W16 of 16-6-1967. 
Lok Sabha Questi<m No. 250 of 24-11-1967, Lok Sabha Question No. 
5518 of 22-12-1967, Lok Sabha Question No. 5496 of 22-12-1967, Lok 
Sabha Question No. 1271 of 20-2-1968, Lok Sabha Question No. 1272 
of 20-2-1968 and Lok Sabha Question No. 1852 of 27-2-1968 and Lok 

. Sabha Question No. 2848 of 5-3-1968. 

4. As regards the new units at Vishakhapatnam, it is understood 
that Messrs Hind. Containers (P) Ltd., have set up as a Small Scale 
Industry under the Directorate of Industries, Andhra Pradesh. 
Further information regarding the capacity, investment and owner
ship of this unit is being ascertained from the State Government. 

5. Messrs Bharat Barrel & Drum Manufacturing Co. have filed a 
writ petition in the High Court of Delhi, challenging the decisions 
of the Government in regard to the oil barrel capacities of the other 
units vis-a-vis their own capacity which according to them has been 
under-assessed. The mater is still under consideration of the 
Court. '~"""l 

IMMEDIATE 

GOVERNMENT OF INDIA 

MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND CHEMICALS 

No. 22 (23) J63-Tech. New Delhi, the 5th June, 1964 

OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

SUBJmcT: Allocation of 18 G drum sheet to the commercial fabrica
tOTs-revision of capacities. 

The undersigned is directed to state that it is understood that 
the question of revision of the existing capacities of the commercial 
fabricators for the manufacture of 18 G drums is currently under 
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consideration in the Ministry of Industry. In this connection. this 
Ministry would like to make the following observations:-

2. In a meeting held on 27th December, 1963 in this Ministry (a 
copy of the minutes enc106ed), ~t was agreed that for the year 1964 
the petroleum industry would require a supply rate of 4,000 tonnes 
per month of 18 G drum sheet. If the requirements of other con
sumers were also to be taken into account, then the total supply 
of 4,700 tonnes/month to the commercial fabricators would bp 
required. The Ministry of Steel Mines & Heavy Engineering has 
assured that the Rourkela Steel Plant would be in a position to 
meet the total requirement of the industry. However. in a meet
ing held in the Office of the Iron and Steel Controller. Calcutta on 
28th April. 1964 (a copy of the minutes enclosed) to review the 
programme of supply of 18 G Steel Sheets to the commercial fabri
cators of drums and barrels. it transpired that the current rate of. 
allocation of 18 G drumsheets by the Director General of Technical 
Development had to be strictly confined to the assessed capacities 
of the commercial fabricators. It thus appears that as the total 
assessed capacity of the industry is around 3000 tonnes/month. the 
supply rate of 4,700 or 4,000 tonnes (for the Petro}pum Industry) 
during 1964 cannot be effective unless the existing capacities are 
revised upwards or new capacities are created. Tota~ fabricating 
capacity of 56,400 tonnes will be reauired for the time being to meet 
the requirements of barrel industry. While revising the capacities 
of the existing fabricators, Ministry of Industry may also take into 
account the drum making plant likely to be set up by Indian Oil 
Company in collahoration with Hind Galvanising Co .. Barauni. 

3. This Ministry has received a number of representations from 
the oil companies regarding inadequate supplies of barrels by the 
fabricators who have in turn pointed out to the shortage or steel 
made available to them. In the circumstances. it is requested that 
the Ministry of Industry may kindly take expeditious steDs to 
finalise the revision of fabricating capacities of the com~ercial 
fabricators so that proPer supply rate of barrels io;; ensured for the 
petroleum industry. There decision in the matter may also be com
municated to this Ministry. 

4. The receipt of this O.M. may please he :lcknowledge. 

Ministry of Industry, 
(Attn. Shri V. Prakash). 

Sd/- R. S. KHANNA.. 
DPDuty Secretary to the Government of India. 



IlPPENDIX III 

JRelevo.nCSectiO'ns of the Ind'UBtries (Development and Regulat;cm) 
Act, 1951 and the Registration and Licensing of Industrial 
U¢ertaking Rules, 1952_ 

(1) Section 2.-It is hereby declared that it is expedient in the 
-public interest that the Union should take under its Cl)ntrol the 
industries specified in the First Schedule. 

-(2) Section 3 (i) .-'SCheduled industry· means any of the indus
~specified in the First Schedule. 

(3) Section 10: Regi'ltratirm of existing industrial undertaking.
"'The owner of every existing industrial undertaking, not being the 
Centra" Government, shall, within such period as the Central Gov
-ernment may, by notification!n thp Official Gazette, fix in this bP.half 
. with respE'ct 'to industrial undertakings generally or with respect 
to any class of them, register the undertaking in the preseribM 
'manner. 

2. Tht:' Central Government shall also cause to be registered in 
·the same manner every existing indu:,'trial undertaking of which 
.it is the owner. 

:\. \Vhereo") industri~'! undertaking is registered under this 
'~ecfon, th(>r'~ ~h311 be issw'0 to tbcowner of the undertaking or 
'~e Central Government, [1'; t i ,<, case may be, a certificate of r('gi8-
-tratinn containing such particular~ as may be prescribed. 

(4) Section lOA: Revocation of reqi,strnt11'ht in certain ca.sp~.
'If tire Central Government js satisfied that the registration of any 
induo;trlAI undertaking has been obtained by misrepresentation as 
-to an essential 'fact or that any industrial undertaking has ceasoo to 
be regIsterable under this Act by reason of any exemotion grant,.d 
'under this Act bf"coming applicable thereto or that for any oth~r 
reason the registration ,hils· become useless or ineffective and thPTf'i
''fore requires to be revoked, the Central Governtnent may after 
'givil)gan opportunity 'totbe owner of the undertaking to be hpsrd 
:"yoke the registration 

(5) Section 11: ::Vceming of new indu,8'tr7-41 7Lndertnklnq.- (1) 
"No pennn or authority other~than the Central Go;vernment, shall, 

;L·· t, 
~9 
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after the commencement of this Act" establish any, new industrial'! 
undertaking, except und~r and in accordance with a licence issueai 
In that behalf by the Central Government. 

Provided that a Government other than the Central Govern
ment may, with the previous permission of the Central Gov~rnment 
establish a new industrial undertaking. 

(2) A licence or permission under sub-section (1) may contain· 
such conditions including, in particular, conditions as to the location 
of the undertaking and the minimum standards in respect of size 
to be provided therein as the Central Government may deem fit to 
impose in accordance with the rules, if any, made under section 30. 

(6) Section 11A: Licence fOT producing OT manufacturing neto 

articles: The owner of an industrial" undertaking not being the' 
Central Government which is registered under section 10 or iIi, 
respect of which a licence or permission has been issued under
section 11 shalj not produce or manufacture any new article un
less:-

(a) in the case of an industrial undertaking registered under 
section 10, he has obtained a liccnc~! for producing or' 
manufacturing such new article; and 

(b) in the case of an industrial undertaking in respect of whlch 
a licence or permi:sion has been issued under section 11, 
he has had the existing licence or permission amended in' 
the prescribed manner. 

(7) Section 12: R~vocati-'m and amendment of licences in certai,,~ 
cases: (1) If the Central Government is' satisfie\i, either on a refer
ence made to it in this behalf ,or otherwise, that any person or
authority, to whom or to which, a licence has been- issued under
section 11, has, without reasonable catise, failed to establish or to' 
take effective steps to establish the new IndustrfB1 undertaking lD 
respect of which the licence has been issued within the timp- specl
fled therefor or within such extended' time as the Central Govern
ment may think fit to grant In any case, it may revoke the licence. 

(2) Subject to any rules that may be made in this behalf, the
Central Governmen~ may also vary· or- amend any licence issued'; 
under section 11: . 

- Provided that no iucb power "siiall be· exercised' after effective 
~s have bten taken to establish "the' new industri81: UIldert41n*: . 
In accordance with the- Ucenoe'UsuedUn',thilbehaW 
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. (3) The provisions of this section shaDl apply in relation to • 
licence is,sued under section 11A or where a licence has beenamend
ed under that section, to the amendment thereof, as they apply in 
relation to a licence issued under section U. 

(8) SectiOn. 13: Fu.rther provision for licensing Of indu.strial 
,.,ndertaking in special cases: (1) No owner of an industrial under
taking, other than the Central Government, shall:-

(d) effect any substantial expansion of an industrial under
taking which has been registered (or in respect of which 
a licence or permission has been issued). 

(e) change the location of the whole or any pnrt of an indus
trial undertaking which has been registered. 

Explanation: For the purposes of this section, "sub&ntial 
expansion" means the expansion of an existing industrial under
taking which substantially increases the productive capacity of the 
undertaking, or which is to such a nature as to amount virtually to 
a new industrial undertaking, but does not include any such expan
sion as is normal to the undertaking having regard to its nature and 
the circumstances relating to such expansion. 

(9) Section 18G (1): The Central Government, so far as it 
appears to it to be necessary or expedient for securing the equitable 
distribution and availability at fair prices of any article or class 
of articles relatable to any scheduled industry, may notWithstanding 
anything contained in any other provision of this Act, by notified 
order, provide for regulating the supply and distribution thereof 
and trade and commerce therein. 

(10) Section 24(1): reeds as follows:-

: 

(1) If any person contravenes or attempts to contravene or 
abets the' contravention of:-

(I) the provisions of sub-section (1) of section 10 or of 
sub-section (1) of section 11 or of section llA or of 
sub-seCtion (1) of section 13 (or of sub-section (2) of 
section 29B) , or 

(11) any .direction issued nnder section 16 orsub-section (3) 
of section lSB, or 

. (iii) any ordermaQe UDder sectiGn 180, or 

(tv) any rule'the coiltrav~ti~ of 'wbicblamade'pumshable 
under this section. . 
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he shall be punishable with imprisonment which may extend to 
sixmontha, or with fine which may extend to five thousand rupees 
or both, and in the case of a continuing contravention, with an 
additional ~ which may extend to five hundred rupees for. every 
day during which contravention continues after conviction' for the 
first such contravention. 

(11) Section 24A: If any per.son:-

(a> when required by this Act or by any order under this 
Act to make any statement or furnish any information, 
makes any statement or furnishes any information which 
is false in any material particular and which he knows 
or has reasonable cause to believe to be false or does not 
believe to be true; or . 

(b) makes any such statement as aforesaid in any book, 
account, record, declaration, return or other document 
which he is required by any order made under this Act 
to maintain or furnish; 

he shall be punishable with imprisonment which may extend to' 
three months, or with the fine which may extend to two thousand 
rupees, or with both. 

(12) Item I.A. (7) of the First Schedule relates to: "other prcr 
ducts of iron and &teel." 

The Registration and Licensing 01 Industrial Under"cak:ngs Rules, 
1952 

Rule 7: Application for Licence- (1) An application for a 
licence or permission for the establishment of a new industrial 
undertaking or any substantial expansion of an industrial under
taking shall be made before taking any of the following steps:-

(a) Raising from the public any part of the capital required 
. tor the' undertaking or expansion. 

(b) Commencing the construction of any part of the factory 
building for the undertaking or expansion. 

(c) Placing order for any part of the plant and IllBchlnery 
required for· the undertaking or eXpansion. 

(lA) An. application for 'a licence 'or permission for 'changing 
the locati9n ·ofthewholeor, any part of an industrial: undertaking 
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which has been registered shan j-" made before taking any of the 
following steps:-

(a) the acquisition of land or the construction of premises 
tor the purpose of housing the industrial undertaking at 
the proposed new site; 

(b) the ttlsmantling of any part of the plant and machinery 
at the existing site. ' 

(2) An application for a licence or perntissjoll under the Act 
shall be made (with six spare copies) @ to the Ministry of Com
merce and Industry, Government of India, New Delhi in form D., 
E. or EE, as the case may be, appended to these rules. 

(3) Each application shall be accompa,Qied by U .treaS:ug receipt 
'for Rs. 50. The amount should b:;! deposited in the nearest Gov
ernment Treasury or in the nearest Branch of' the ,State BaAk of 
IndJa: (Amounts deposited at Bombay, Calcutta,Del'hl and Madras 
should be deposited in the Reserve Bank of India insterut of' the 
State Bank of India). The Treasury or the Bank should be asked 
to credit the amount to the Receipt Head ICXXXII-Industries and 
Supplies-Miscellaneous Receipts." 

Rule 21: Estimated requirements of main raw materiaZ8. 

Name of raw material Whether indigen
ous or imported; 
jf latter, country 

of origin 

---- ---------
Quantity 
required 
per year 

Estimated 
value 



APPENDIX IV 

No. LEI (B) -5 (7) /61 

Gcm:R!fl\dNT or INDIA. 

MINISTRY OF INDUSTRY 

New Delhi, the /"ne,'l9R 
NOTE FOR THE INTER-MINISTERIAL MEETING 

SUB:-A Review of capacity of 40/45 gallems oilba'ITels indwt71l. 

The following firms are licensed under the Industries (Deu. , 
Reg.) Act, 1951, for the manufacture of 40/45 gallons lubricating on 
barrels:- , 

Name of the firm 

I 

No. & d lte of the 
licence 

2 

AnnulI licensed 
c'\paciry 

(Single shift) 

3 

I. Mfs. B~l'1rat B'lrrel & Lfr.A.(7)fN-2'J2/6'J (i) 1080,0:),) nOi 
Dru:n Mrg. C()., Bombay. dt. 2')-7-6) am~n1- (18G barrels) in 

ed vide letter No. 78~.0')'J n')9. (240 
1,I\.(7)~J4q)-TA(III)/ bitumen barrels). 
58 dt. 5-6-61. 

a. \-{'". 1l'llr1t lllrrel & dru:n 
Mrg. Co., C41cutta. 

,. Mfs. Hind GalV'Ulisin! & 
En". Co., Ltd.; Howrah. 

Plrtv hl'J n')t been U
c'!tW~ti bJt shiftinl 
of pm of their 
mac'linery frorn 
BOllbay to Cal. hal 
been agreed to vid, 
letter No. LEI(B)-
5(7)/61, dt. 1-12-62. 

Registration certifi
cate No. R/4/US 
R/IA(7)f92, dt 
31-S-S4 amended 
flUl, letter No. IA 
(4) (5)-IAMfRJSI, 
dt. 19",12-59. 

Cap'lcity yet to be 
fixed. 

Request for ifill! 
of permission to 
take up the manu
factUre of 40/45 
gallon barre" under 
coDSideratJon. 

" 



-" 
---------------------------------------------------

J 3 

-4. Mfa. StmhrJ Dru-n & L!I.A(7)/N-48/S8 ":dt. (i) 37000 (18G oU 
Barrel Mfg.·Co.,Bo.n')lY .... U-9-Sd. ........... barrels) . toni. 

(provisional) (ii) 
3000 Nos. per day 
of 900,000 nOl 
p.a. bitumen drWDI 
of 24G. 

-:S. MI •• Steel Containers Ltd., L/I.A(7)/N-75/S9 dt. 5860 toni. 
Bombay. '18-3-59. . 

'6. MIs. Industrial Containcrs L/IA(7)/N-7I/S9 dt. 6000 tOni. 
Ltd., Cal. 3-3-59. 

-7. MIs. Assam Oil Co., Di:;- (This is a Consumer 3080 tons. 
boi . (Aasam). fabricator). 

2. For some time past Mis. Bharat Barrel &: Drum Mfg. Co &: M/,. 
"Standard .Drum &: Barrel Co. have been representing for the revision 
. of their capacity and also for the allotment of raw material on the 
basis of the revised capacity of their units. The matter has been 

,under consideration with the D.G.T.D. and now they have given 
their fin'll views on the industry as a whole. A detailed statement 
. is available at Annexure ·X'. 

3. Mis .. Bharat 'Barrel & Drum Mfg. Co. were licensed to manu
facture 40145 gallon drums only at their Bombay factory but with
-out getting prior permission they shifted a part of their plant and 
-machinery for the manufacture of 40/45 gallon drums from Bombay 
-to Calcutta and later they approached the Government for recogni-
·tion of ·the shifting of such machinery. The matter was considered 
very carefully and with a warning the shifting was recognised vi'de 
:letter No. LEI(B)-5(7)161 dated the 1st December, 1962. The capa
city has not yet been fixed for this Calcutta unit. The Dte .. General 

,of Technical Development have now recommended, after recent 
inspection, the capacity for this unit as 5200 M. Tonnes per annum 

. on single shift ~but they are of the view that the machinery shifted 
. and installed at Calcutta factory was meant to be used for the manu
·:facture of bitumen Barrels at Bombay for which the party is licen
,-aed and as such, before the capacity for oU barrels is recognised, 
~eir ca~city for bitumen barrels should. not be recognised and the 
J1icence jhould therefore be revoked. .. 
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The capacity of Bharat Barrel &- Drum Mig; Co.., BOmbay bas; 
also b ;.,m re-assessed after recent inspection, of their factory by 
D.G.T . .D. and the same has been recommended for enhancement from. 
18300 tons to 22000 tonne per annum on single shift. In this GOn" 
nection attention is invited to M (I) 's minutes dated 8-5-64, wherein. 
it has been stated. that immediate action should be taken to allocate' 
stee qU()tas to Mis. Bharrat Barr~ls at the rate of 22000M. Honnes 
per annum for the Bombay unit and 5100 M. Tonnes for the Calcutta 
unit. It has been informed by D.G.T.D. that this party has nlis
used the raw materials as well a; the import licences issued to them. 
So far as the mis-used of raw materials iscancerned, the party has 
bt!en find by a law court and its Secretary along with an officer of 
the Iron & Steel Controller have been jailed. With regard to the 
misuse- of import licences no acti em seems to have been taken agalqst. 
the party. It would perhaps be necessary to ex~min\~ thi:,; matter 
separately iu consultation with the D.G.T.D. and O.C.I.&E, 

4. In so far as Hind Galvanising & Engg. Co. Ltd., is concerned, 
they are registered for the manufacture of small drums upto tl) 

gallons and heavy drums' from 60 to 9() gallons. The party, have 
been representing for a very long time for recognition for the mallU
facture of 46145 gallon oil ban-eis within their over-all capncity. 
which is 3200 tonns pel' annum. l\.ftcr an enquiry, the D.G.T.D. 
stated that the firm was aleady manufactUring 40/45 gallon oil barrels 
on an improvised basis by using the lant and machinery already 
available in the factory. They were of the view that as originally 
requested by the firm, their capacity of 3200 tons should be split 
up in two i,e. 16:>0 tons for the manufacture of '40i45 gallon oil 
barrels and the balance of 1600 tons for the manufacture <:II other 
types of drums which the 11'rm have been 'manufacturing previously 
in accordance with the types given in the Registration Certificate. 
It hasn:>w been stated by the D.G.T.D. that this firm havepurchas
ed additional machinery required for the manufacture of 40145 gallon 
oil barrels without prinr permission of Government and thuH con'
ttavenoo the provisions of the Industries' (D&R) Act, 1951. How
ever. as it is proposed to agree in the ease of Bharat Barrel & Drum 
Mfg. Co., who also .contravcned the provisions of Industries Act, the-
9.G.T.D. ha.~ proposed in this case also that the firm's capacity for 
the manufacture of 40/45 gallons barrels a.c; 6000 tons per annum and, 
1600 tons for drurri~ of 5 to 10 gallons capacity may b~ recognised. 

5. So far as th~ capacity ()f Standard Drum & BatTel Mfg. Co: is 
concerned. it is pointed out that· their capacity of :3'7GO tons was fix
ed provisionally and the ~'}arty had been representing for fixing their 
~apacity on the time-and-motion study of their plant. Their fac.tory 
was inspected by the D.G.T.n. in the y(~nl' 1961 and on the bastS of 
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that 'inspection they have now recommended that this fi:m's capa
city may now be recognised as 6100 M. Tonnes. 

6. Since the capacity for the manufacture of 40/45 gallons barrela. 
has beenre-assessed as a whole the capacities of MIs. Steel Contain
ers LUl, Bombay and Mis. Industrial Containers Ltd., Calcutta have 
also been re-assessed after inspection and the same hag been recom
mended as 6300 M. Tonnes and 7000 M. Tonne3 respectively. 

'!'his is ROW put up for consideration of the inter-Ministerial 
meeting. 

Sd/- V. PRAKASH, 
Under Secretary to the Gout. of india. 
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MINISTRY OF INDUSTRY" SUPPLY 

~tl of Industry) 

SUllJR;T:.-.. :1 re1Jiew of capacity of 40/45 gallons oil barrels industrtl_ 

At the Inter-Ministerial meeting held on the 19th June, 1964, In 
Udyog Bhawan, Room No. 148 under the Chairmanship of Shri P. M. 
Nayak, Joint Secretary, Deptt. of Industry, the following were pre
sent:-

S. No: Name D~si;nation 

I Shri P. M. Nayak Joint Seey. 

Joint Secy. 2 " 

3 

4 " 
5 " 

6 " 
7 " 

" 

N. J. Knuth 

N. Chida:-nbaram Dy. Secy. 

R. S. Khanna 

M. Prasau 

Dy. Secy. 

Oy. Secy. 

P. L. Sehgal Ind. Adviser 

V. Prakash • Under Secy. 

H. N. Risbud Dev. Officer 

Ministry/Deptt. 

Deptt. of Industry. 

Deptt. of Technical 
Development. 

l)eptt. of Industry. 

M/Petroleurn & Chern. 

Min. of Steel & 
Mines, (Deptt. of 
Iron & Steel). 

D.G:r.D. 

Deptt. of Industry. 

D.G.T.n. 

J. M. Guha Asstt. Petrol Offic~r ,\t/Pctrl))cum & Ch.eDl. 

TO " 
Hari Bhushan Dir. (Bngg.) Planning Commission· 

_._ ... -. . .. .......... - ...... ,-...... --. ---
2. Shri Hart Shushan, Planning CommissIon, observed that in the 

review made by the D.G.T.D. the capacities have been shown on 
single shift basis, whereas it has been generally accepted that.in all 
engineering industries it would be necessary to express the capaet
ties on the basis of double--shift operation, which would enSure a 
correct prospective in the assessment of long-term foreign exchange
requirements for the raw material$ etc .. He felt that now that, 'the 
D.G.T.D. have made QJl attempt to review the capacity it would. .be-· 
better tn give the capacities on the. ba~is . of double-shift I)per~tion. 
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Shri N. J. Kamath, while agreeing with this view, said that a prot't!
,dure for expressing the capacities on the basis of maximum utWsa
.tipn of plant and machinery on an annual basis has already been 
laid tiown and this procedure could meet the point :relsed, by1he 
P18l1ni.ng Commission. However, as the meeting had been called for 
the limited purpose of reo-assessing the capacities of the existing 
units in the field with a view to ensuring correct allocation of raw 
D').aterials, taking into accoWlt the installed capacities on the basis 
of inspection, there should be no difficulty in considering the recom
mendations of the D.G.T.D. as such at present. It was agreed thin 
D.G.T.n. WOUld, in due course, re-assess the capacities on the basis 
of maximum utilisation of plant and machinery an'd submit their 
recommendations. The individual ca.c;es of re-aS5essment were then 
taken up for consideration. 

3. M/s. Bharat BarTeZ & Drum Manufacturing Co., Bombay and 
Calcutta.-D.G.T.D.'s reCO'IIlmendations of 22,000 M. Tonnes per an
num on single-shift for the Bombay Unit and 5,200 M. Tonnes per 
annum on single-shift for the Calcutta unit were accepted for the pur
p<)se 'of allocation of raw materiels. D.G.T.D. could now all'Ot raw 
materials to the two units separately on the basis of the reo-assessed 
capacities. The point which, however, remains for consideration is 
the capacity for the manufacture of bitumen barrels which the Jl'Jrty 
is having at the Bombay factory as per the industrial licence gr<lnted 
t<l them. As the party still c1aims the capacity for the manufacture 
of bitumen barrels ,)lthough production has not been Tr:'portetl by 
them, it was felt necessary that D.G.T.D. should arrange an inspec
tion of the Bombay factOTy and report on their bitumen barrel 
manufacturing capacity. 

4, MIs. Hind Galvanising & Engineering Co. Ltit., Calcutta.
"The firm have claimed the capacity for the manufacture of 40/45 
gallons oil barrels after having installed additional machinery Rnd 
therefore, it remuins to be examined whether setting up of capacity 
for the manufacture of 40/45 gallon oil barrels by this unit should 
be permitted especially since the in'du<'try is on theUbanned list". It 
was decided that this proposal should be further examined after as
. certaining their eligibility for taking an industrial licence snd the 
case be put up for the consideration of the Licensing Committee for 
1l decision. 

5. M/s. Standard Drum & Barre,l ManUfacturing Co., Bombay.
''Thecap!lcity of 6,100 M. Tonnes per annum on single-shift as reeom
. mended by the D.G.T.D. was accepte'd. But as this assessment W88 

based on inspection made in the year 1961, it was decided that this 
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~tol')' should be inspected again and another essessment made, ~ 
that a uniform standard could be ensureti in all these cases. . 

6. MI', Steel Containe1" Ltd., Bombay and MI', Industrial Con.
. tai1\eT, Ltd., CaZcutta.-The reconunendations of the D.G.T.D. viz.~. 
1,300 M. Tonnes per mmum and 7,900 M. Tonnes per annum respec
tively on single-shift far these units were accepted. 

7. MI', Assam Oil Co., Digboi, (Assam) .-This is a consumer fab
ricator with an existing licensed capacity 3,080 tons per annum and 
D.G.T.n. have not made any re-assessment of the capacity of the
Unit. As, however, recently the party has come with G request for 
enhancement of their capacity to 3,840 M. Tonnes per annum it was: 
dec!itied that this request may be acceded to. 

8. Shri R. S. Khanna, Ministry of Petroleum & Chemicals observ
ed. that Indian Oil Co. would be coming up shOTtly for setting up an 
oil barrel making plant in coUeJboration with Hind Galvanising Com
pany at Barauni and that this should be kept in view while tp.vising. 
the capacities of the existing fabricators. It was agreed that this 
could be examined as and when e proposal from the Indian Oil Co-.. 
ill received. 



APPENDIX V 

No. LEI(B)-5(35)/65 

GOVERNMENT OF INDIA 

S. No. LEI (B) (35) /66 •. 

MINISTRY OF INDUSTRY 

New Delhi, the 16th Au.gust, 1966. 

NOTE FOR THE LICENSING COMMITTEE 

SUBJECT: -R.e-assessment of capacity of 40/45 gallons oil barrel in-
dustry. 

Mis. Bharat Barrel & Drum Mfg. Co., Bombay anti Mis. Standard 
Drum & Barrel Co., Bombay had been representing to the Govern
ment for quite some time that their licensed C'Jpacities for (18G) oil 
barrels did not correctly represent the installed capacities which 
were claimed to be higher, and were pressing for a re-assessment of
capacity and also allocation o'f raw materials on the revised basis. 
As a matter of fact, Mis. Bharat Barrels, who are licensed for manu
facture of drums and barrels at Bombay, had shifte'd in 1962 a part 
of their machinery to Calcutta without prior approval of the Gov
ernment, and the Government took a serious view of the firm's ac
tion and a warning 'W'lS also issued in December, 1962 in this connec
ti'On. They were then told that allocation of raw materials for the 
Calcutta factory would not be separate and no additional quota over 
and ebove what had already been authorise'd in respect of the Bom
bay plant would be allowed. Subsequently, however, the firm start
ed representing and claimed allocation of raw material separately 
for both the Bombay and Calcutta units 0'1l the basis of the ectual in
stalled capacity. It was therefore decided to have the factories in
spected by the D.G.T.D. for the purpose of assessment of capacity. 
D.G.T.D.'slnspection 'Of the Bombay factory (viflited 5/6thFebruary, __ 
1964) and of the Calcutta factory (visited on 11/12th December, 1963) 
revealed the capacities as 22,000 and 5,200 M. Tonnes per annum 
(assessed on lingle shift) as' against the assessed capacity of 18,300 ~ 
tOns of oil barrels corresponding to the Industrial lieence for the Bom
bay·unlt. 

Separately MIl. ~tandat:d Drum and Barrel Co., Bombay, hatt : 
alsO been pressing. for re-usessment of the capacity of their oil barrel' 
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plant and in this context it was deci\ied to review ~ on barrel capa
city in the country as there were only 6/7 units in the line. On the 
basis of the inspection carried out by the D.G.T.D. during 1963-64, the 
assessed capacities of all the units, including those of MIs. Bharat 
Barrels, were considered at an inter-Ministerial meeting held on 19th 
June, 1964 and it was decided to accept the D.G.T.D.'s I181eSsment 
in these cases. In respect of Mis. Hind Galvanising however it was 
decide\:! to examine the case sepal'ately and in respect of MIs. Stand
ard Drum & Barrel C(1. it was agreed to have another inspection 
IllUde., as the earlier inspection was done as far back as November, 
1961. Subsequently, the case of Mis. Hind Galvanildng was decided 
and it was agreed to register them ror a capacity of 6,000 tonnes per 

-annum. Mis. Standard Drum factory watJ again inspectc'd in August 
1964 and the assessed wpacity of 14,538 tonnes per annum was also 
accepted. 'A statement indicating details in r('gard to the six units, 
relating to their licensed capacities and a~sessed capacities (on single 
shift) is enclosed. 

2. It may be pointed out that in all these cases the assessed oopa
cities are tlifferent from the liceDlied capacitieti and kIr the purpose 
of raw material allocation, the basis is taken at present to be the 
assessed cap.lcity accepted as a result of inspection made during 1963-
64, Further these assessed capacities have been reckoned on single 
shift basis. Even after the assessment made in 1963-64, 'MIa. Bharat 
Barrels have been particularly complaining that their Cap.lcitles 
were grossly under~assessed by the D.G.T.D. As representations on 
this account continued to pour in, it was decided to haye ano~her in
specti<1ll carried out with a view to obtaining an assessment of the 
achll.ll instal1r;tl capacity in the industry. D.G.T.n. inspeoted the 
factories during July;December, 1965, and as a result of inspe::tion 
it hac; come to our notice that there has been considerable addition 
to the installed capacity between the time of earlier inspection a'1d 
the current one. In th~ case of Mis. Bharat Barrels pJrticularJy, 

. considerable evidence has been obtained to show that there has been 
a. ne.liberate attempt on their part to add to their capacity by either 
addition or replacement of machines 'lnd also to shilt machinery 
between the Bombay and Calcutta units. As in addition further 
irregularities have also been noticed in respect of this ftrmit bas 
been decided separately to investigate the matter further 'in consul
tation with the concerned authorities like MiniStry of Iran " Steel. 
,~.c.i. " E., D.G.T.b.; ete. It has also been deeided·JlOttotakemto 
account the inspectio~ of 1965 for the purpose of alloCation of 'raw 
material and further, that the present basis which is as a resultbf 
1963-64 inspection should continue ut*l~turbed. It ,may .be ,pointed 

..ovtthat r~assessmen.t ,of capaclties on ~baais of maximum utilisa-
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ti<m of plant and ma£hinery is not proposed to be attempted for the 
present in any industry. Even in regard to drum and containers in
dustry the question of re-assessment which was considered sEparate
ly at inter-Ministerial meetings, was brought up before the Licensing 
Committee who however recommended (meeting held on 7th Sep. 
tember, 1965) that re-assessment of capacity shoultl be deferred for 
the present. The present note which is being placed before the 
Licensing Committee for information is 'Only in respect of the 40/45 
gallon oil barrels industry, where it was necessary to have a reo 
assessment during 1963-64 as a result of circUmstances explai.neti. 
above. It is 6150 proposed not to accept the re-assessment. made 
in 1965 for the present, particularly in view of the fact that short 
supply of steel sheets is Q continuing problem. The single shift 
assessment of 1963-64, which is th'e current passes for the allocation 
-of raw material, will have to continue for somt! more time anq. the 
. question of assessment on maximum utilisation basis can be COD-

sitlered only in due course when the raw material supply position 
.also improves. 

Submitted to the Licensing Committee for information. 
Sd/- (N. Sivaraman). 

Under Secretary to the Government of India. 

Oil Bcrrrel Industry (40/45 gallons) 

S. 
No. Name of the firm Licensed capacity/date 

of Licence (in Tons) 

Assessed capacity p .•• 
on single shirt in M.T. 

-.... ate of inspection 
by D.G.T.D. 

I 2 3 

I M/s. Bharat Barrel & 18300 (as amended on 
Drum Mfg. Co. (P) 5-6-61) 
Ltd., Bombay. or (1°3°,000 Nos.) 

2 M/s. Bharat Barrel & Not licensed but 
Drum Mfg. Co. (P' shiftir.g pan of 
Ltd., Calcutta. machinery from 

Bombay to Calcutta 
agreed to in our 
letter dated 1-12-
1962. 

3 Mis. Standarfid DrwCll & 3,7ooh S(proV~si8o)nal Barrel M g. 0., I It ept. 5 
Bombay. 

4 Hind Galvanising & Not licensed but 
Engg. Co., Ltd., Cal- regularised later. 
cutta. 

-410 (aii) LS-8. 

4 

22,000 

(5/6-2- 64) 

5,200 

16,100 (Nov. '61) 
14,538 (13th Aug .. 
'64)· 

. 6,000 

(not inspected). 



S Steel Containers Ltd., 
Bombay. 

6 Industrial Containers 
Ltd., Calcutta. 
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. 5,860 
(18th March, 1959) 

6,000 
(3rd March, 1959) 

8,300 
(17th Dec. '63). 

6,900 
(7th De::. '63). 

Extracts of minutes of 13th (Fourth Plan) Meeting of the L.C. 
lleld on 13th September, 1966 (Sub-Committee), vide O.M. No. 4() 

(36) (16) L.C. 166, dt. 18-10-66. 

• • • • • 
---..~-- --- ---------------

ItCDl No. (20) Re-asses. ment of capacity of 40-45 
Part 11 gallons oil barrels Industry 

LEI (B) 

The Committee noted the position and agreed that the assessment 
of capacity carried out in 1963-64 which is currently the basis for 
the allocation of raw materials, should continue for the present . 

• • • • • 



APPENDIX VI 

LOK SABHA 

UNSTARRED QUESTION NO. 913 

To be answered on 16th November, 1987. 

SUPPLY OF BARRELS FOR INDIAN OIL CORPORATION 

913. SHRI SITARAM KESRI: 
SHRI SAMAR GUHA: 
SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: 

. Will the Minister 'Of PETROLEUM AND CHEMICALS 'be pleas
ed to state: 

(a) whether it is a fect that the Khaitan Brothers against wham 
allegations of evasion of tax have been made are connected with the 
finn of Hind Galvanising and Engineering Co. (P) Ltd. of Calcutta 
against whom charges of having supplied to the Indian Oil Corpom
tion barrels fabricated out of Hoot Rolled sheets as against Co'ld Rol
led sheets and billed for those of Cold Rolled sheets and thus caus
ed a loss of several lakhs of rupees too Government were made. 

(b) whether Government have held eny inquiry into the charges 
against the said firm and if so, the result thereof; and 

(c) whether it is also a fact that the inquiry proceeding against 
the firm were aband'Oned and the capacity of the firm for the manu
facture of 45 ~llon oil barrels was recognised when the firm was on 
the banned list? 

ANSWER 

MINISTER OF STATE IN THE MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM 
AND CHEMICALS AND OF SOCIAL WELFARE (SHRI K. RAGHU
RAMAIAH): (a) and (b): Mis. Hind Galvanising and Engineer-ing 
Company Private Ltd., who have Shri S. G. Khaitan and Shri G. N. 
Khgitan on their Board of Directors have supplied some barrels to the 
Indian Oil Corporation Limited. The purchase order stipulated that 
the barrels will be made out of Cold Rolled steel. It was, in fact, 
discovered that the supply made was of Hot Rolled :ltee1 barrels. As 
these barrels could also be used and were required, the supply made 
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was accepted and the question af the price to be paid was referred 
to arbitration. According to the award, the price of the barrels is 
to be related to the cost of steel actually used by the fabricator. The 
Indian Oil Corporation are arranging to make payment according to 
the award, which results in a lower price than that originally accept
ed in the purchaser order. There is, therefore, DO question 01 aDy 
loss to the Indian Oil Corporation or need for any inquiry on this 
account. 

(c) MIs. Hind Galvanising and Engineering Co. Pvt. Ltd., Oal
cutta, who were already registered for the manufacture of small 
drums and heavy duty barrels, had been requesting permission to 
undertake, the manufacture of oil barrels, for which they claimed 
they were equipped. On verification, it W9S found that with the 
existing machinery it would be possible for the company to manQ
facture oil barrels also. As these barrels were much in demand dur
ing 1963-64 for meeting defence and oil refinery needs, it was decid
ed to register this available manufacturing capacity, although this 
w9s an item in respect of which applications for new capacity are 
ordinarily to be rejected. Hind Galvanising & Engineering Company 
PYt.Ltd., is not on the banned list. 



APPENDIX VII 

BARREL AND DRUM INDUSTRY 

24-11-1967 
*250. SHRI SAMAR GUHA 

SHRIS.M.BANERJEE 

Will the Minister of INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMEN'r AND 
COMPANY AFFAm8 be pleased to state; 

(a) whether it is a fact that in view of the short supply of esSlell
tial raw materials and the accepted policy of Government to utilise 
fully the existing licensed capacity of an industrial concern,tbe 
barrel and drum industry has been put on the 'Banned list' for the 
last several years; 

(b) If 89, the reasons for allowing (i) Hind Galvanising and 
Engineering Co. (P) Ltd. Calcutta (ii) Standard Drum and Barrel 
Ltd., Manufacturing Co., Bombay to increese their existing capa
city; and 

(c) whether Government allotted raw materials to eXisting fair. 
ricatrs on the basis of the number of shifts before they generally 
recognised a 'fresh capacity and allowed successive expansions of 
the above two companies? 

THE MINISTER OF INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT AND COM:
PANY AFFARS (SHRI F. A. AHMED): (a) The drum, barrel and 
container industry has been placed on the 'rejection list' since 1960, 
i.e. list of industries in which applications for licences under the 
Industries (Development and Regulations) Act, 1951, may ordinarily 
be rejected. The facts of existing installed capacity position of raw 
material supply etc. are taken into account at the time of prepara
tion of such rejection lists from time to time. 

(b) Mis. Hind Galvanizing & Engineering Co. Pvt. Ltd. Calcutta, 
who were already registered for the manufacture of small drums 
and heavy duty barrels, had been pressing the Government permis
sion to take up the manufacture of oil barrels for which they were 
stated to be equipped. On verification, it was found that with the 
improvisation of the existing machinery it was possible for them to 
manufacture oil barrels. As these barrels were found to be very 
much in demand during 1963-64 by the Defence Ministry and the 
Oil Refineries it was decided to register this available oil barrel 
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manufacturing capacity of Mis. Hind Galvanizing & Engineering 
Co. Pvt. Ltd. who had already been producing small drwns and 
heavy duty barrels although the industry has been placed on the 
.rejection list. 

Messrs. Standard Drums and Barrel Manufacturing Co. Bombay 
were granted on the 11th September, 1958 a carrying on business 
industrial licence for the manufacture of barrels, drums and con
tainers for a capacity of 4200 tons per annum. Of this capacity, 
which according to the licence was provisional and subject to re
assessment, the capacity for 40[45 Gallon oil barrels was recognised 
at 3700 tons initially. This was later revised to a figure of 14,538 
tonnes per annum. on the basis of reassessment of capacity which 
W8!; undertaken during 1963-64 in respect of aU the oil barrel manu
facturing units. As matters of fact, capacities of all the barrel 
making units in the field were assessed and revised uniformly. 

This matter is the subject of a writ petition filed in the High 
Court of Delhi and the case is under consideration of the said High 
Court. 

(c) Allocation of raw materials to all oil barrel manufacturers has 
been made on the basis of single shift assessed capacity of each of 
the units and therefore the question of recognisnig 'fresh capacity' 
:in particular cases as stated does not aI'lSe. 
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From: Sardar Khalliullah Khan. 

No. 232 Jor Bagh (lit Floor) 

NEW DELlU-3. 

29th October. 1962. 
H<1ll'ble Shri Nityanand Kanungo, 

Minister for Industries, 

Government of India, 
New Delhi. 

Sir, 

He: PeTmission t01' shiftinc of pa.rt of OUr Ba.rrel Manufacturing 
Plant from Bombay to Ca.lcutta. 

On the one side Leaders cry hoarse to industrialise the countl'J 
but when someone comes out to put up an Industry his efforts are 
thwarted. Inspired with lofty zeal of national advance we readied 
out of our old Plant of Drum making at Bombay a fresh plant and 
'SOught Government's approval on three main grounds:-

(1) To ease Railway wagon shortage problem. (This involves 
500 wagons a year); 

(2) To cater to the growing demand of oilers in the Eastern re
gion; 

(3) To effect economy in our business. (We will save transport 
charges). 

At the present we manufacture drums at Bombay, with great difti
'culty we get wagons for transporting the drums 1400 miles away, 
suffering transit damage and natural delay in delivering our goods 
to our customers. 

The Director of Industries, Bengal Government, naturally wel
'cometl the idea and wrote in unequivocal terms that if the Govera
ment of India and the Commerce Ministry okays the shifting of suell 
machinery they would not object. Thus started the Crolling ball' an' 
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it collected no moss either. Although we assured the Government. 
tbat:-

(1) We would not claim any fresh quota of steel for this en
terprise (We are licensed for 27,000 tons already). 

(2) We shall not reduce our licensed capacity at Bombay as
we work only one shift at the present. 

(3) We shall not ask for any machinery or part's licence in the 
near future for this machinery in particular. 

We told the Ministry further that we are already manufacturing 
mnall drums in Calcutta and this would not only augment our pro
duction but would prove of great utility to the oilers. There is a 
demand of' nearly 4 lakh drums every year and we and other ancil
Haries met nearly 213rd of the demand. 

After two years tessing from one office to another and from one 
Ministry to another it was ultimately referred to the Development 
Wing and they turned down our proposal on naturally flimsy grounds 
without paying any heed obviously to our logic hQlding the view 
that ours is an integrated plant to the question of shifting a part 
of the plant does not arise .. 

A perusal of the file would satisfy you, Sir, of our just demand and 
grievance. 

It is, therefore, prayed that using your discretion and prerogative, 
you would accord us approval for shifting and working part of our 
capacity of drum making to Calcutta and we once again reiterate 
our assurance that:-

(1) We would not claim any fresh quota of steel for this pro
ject over and above our licence for 27,000 tons quota. 

(2) We shall not ask in the immediate future for spare parts· 
or machinery. 

It is the duty of every true Indian to save foreign exchange and 
Railway Wagons and we are striving thus to help the country and 
your gesture of patronage will greatly heal our wounds. 

Yours obediently. 
For Bharat Barrels & Drums Manufacturing Co. 

Sdl- (KHALILULLAH KHAN) 
Ex-Minister of Education, Patiala 

Chief Executive. 
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Letter from Sardar KhaUlullah Khan dated 29-10-1962. 

May I have a look at the file dealing with this case? 

JS (RVS) 

DS(CB) 

Sd/- N. KANUNGO 
6.11.1962 

&i/R. V. SUBRAM~ 

6.11.1962 

Please get the papers from LEI(B) after getting the points 
examined. 

Sd/- C. BALASUBRAMANIAM 

7.11.1962 

Messrs. Bharat Barrel & Drum Manufacturing Co. is wanting to 
shift a part of their Barrel Plant from Bombay to Calcutta and they 
have been approaching this Ministry repeatedly through different 
sources for getting the approval. Nates on pp. 23-25 and 33-34/N 
give the details of the case. 

2. F. R. under reference is another letter addressed by Ex-Mi
nister of Education, Patiala to M(I) wherein the request of Bharat 
Barrel & Drum Manufacturing Co. for permission to shift a part of 
their Barrel Manufacturing Plant from Bombay to Calcutta has 
been emphasised. It has been brought out in this letter that the 
Director of Industries, West Bengal, has welcomed the idea of the 
shiftin·g of the manufacturing capacity from Bombay to Calcutta. 
But so far, this office has not received the confirmation from the 
Director of Industries, Maharashtra, as to whether Messrs. Bharat 
Barrel and Drum Mfg. Co. has shifted a part of their machinery, 
which is already functioning in that State. It will be seen from 
the noting given by the Development Wing p. 27.28 and 
30-31/N that no permission was accorded for transfer of the 45 gal. 
oil barrel plant from Bombay to Calcutta. Development Wing, 
however, has expressed their opinion that if more of raw material 
is made available for Messrs. Industrial Containers Limited, Cal
cutta, they should he in a position to satisfy the requirements in 
that region. They have also mentioned. that the surplus capacity 
of the machinery installed in Bombay could cater to the needs of 
Gujarat or Barauni, but so far no proposal from the party has been 
received for shifting their factory. 
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3. As ~gards their request to shifting the machinery required 
for reconditioning the second-hand drums, the party has been asked 
to furnish the details to the Development Wing and the case will be 
dealt with by them on receipt of particulars: 

4. The case can, however, be decided on receipt of particulars 
from the Director of Industries giving the information as to whe
ther the party has shifted any machinery from Bombay to Calcutta 
which was already functioning in that State and, if 80, whether any 
permiSsion was accorded by them. 

M(I) may kindly see. 

M(I) 

Sd/- C. BALASUBRAMANIAM 

9.11.1962 

In view of the opinion of Development Wing the permission 
may be granted straight away. 

There is no point in waiting for the view~ of the Director of In-I 
dustry of Maharashtra, obviously he would not be expected to 
favour a shift. 

DS(CB) 

Sd/- N. KANUNGO 

16.11.62 

Discussed with M(I). He felt that since Messrs. Bharat Barrel 
&- Drum Mfg. Co. are manufacturing drums in Calcutta, by, per
haps, shifting a part of the machinery from Maharashtra State, for 
supply against the requirements of that region we need not now 
insist the party to shift back the machinery to Bombay. However, 
the barrels are required by the variaus petroleum companies and 
even in Messrs. Industrial Containers are to be given more quota 
of raw materials for increased production to satisfy the demand, 
it wauld take some time for them to manufacture barrels. Further, 
if the drums are manufactured in Calcutta that would also ease the 
transport position and avoid unnecessary shifting of these barrels 
from Bombay to Calcutta. However, since Messrs. Bharat Barrel & 
Dnun Mfg. Co. manufacture these barrels with the raw material 
already issued to them, no further quota should be allowed. He, 
however, felt that there is no necessity for us to wait for a reply 
from the Director of Industries, Maharashtra, in view of what is 
stated at pre-page, portion marked 'X'. 

us (PSVR) 
Sd/- C. BALASUBRAMANIAM 

22.11.1962 
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Notings from pp. 35 ante may kindly be seen. The request uf the 
party for shifting a part of the plant from Bombay to Calcutta was 
rejected by the Licensing Committee. The present decision is to 
allow the party, for this shift, due to the developed situation. 

Chairman of the Licensing Committee may like to see the draft 
before issue. 

Secy. 

M(I). 

C.1.M. 

US(PSVR). 

Sd/- S. Ranganathan. 

26-11-62. 

Sd/- N. Kanungo. 

26-11-62. 

Sd/- K. C. Reddy. 

27-11-62. 

Draft may issue. 

Sd/- C. BALASUBRAMANIAM. 
24-11-62. 

Sd/- C. BALASUBRAMANIAM. 
28-11~. 

No. LEI (B)-5 (7) /61 

Ministry of Industry 
S. No. (36) New Delhi, the 1st Dec., 1962. 

MIs. Bharat Barrel" Drum Mfg. Co. (P) Ltd., 

95, Forgusson Road, 

Lower Parel, 

Bombay-l3. 

SUIIJECT: -Transfer of part capacity for barrel making from Bom
ba.y to Calcutta. 

Gentlemen, 
I am directed to refer to your le~ter No. Nil dated the ~h Octobpr, 

961 th above mentioned subject and to say that It has been 
~~ : to ~he notice of this Ministry, that you have without prior 
. . g ti t this Ministry moved a part of your barrel manufac
IntIma on 0 
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turing plant from Bombay to Calcutta. This alleged unilateral action 
OIl your part is highly objectionable and against the provisions of 
the Rules made under Industries Development & Regulation Act, 
1951. It may be noted that such objectionable action should not 
,be indulged in, by you, in future. 

The representations received from you furnishing several reasons 
have been considered in this Ministry. It has been stated by you 
that the shifting of 8' part of our barrel manufacturing plant from 
Bombay to Calcutta is required to meet the increased demand from 
indentors of Calcutta region and also to avoid unnecessary utilisa
tion of wagon-space involved in the transit of complete barrels from 
Bombay to Calcutta. With a view relieve the wagon requirements 
which are otherwise neede\:l in the Eastern region of the country 
at present it has been agreed to allow you to utilise at Calcu~ 
a part of the capacity already approved for the manufacture of 42-
45 gall<1ns steel barrels at Bombay with the machinery alleged to have 
been already shifted from Bombay. You may, therefore, send the 
original licence issued to you in this regard, along with the full 
details of the capacity, specifications etc. of barrel manufacturing 
plant for further action. 

It may, however, be noted by you that this shifting of a part 
of your Bombay barrel manufacturing plant to Calcutta will not 
entitle you to have any additional quota over and above what has 
already been authorised to you in respect of the plant at Bombay. 
No additional import of any plant, machinery or spare parts etf!. 
whatsoever, will also be allowed for this change. 

Kindly acknowledge the receipt of this letter. 

Copy forwarded for information:-

Yours faithfully, 
SdI- p. S. V. RAGAVAN. 

1. Director of Industries Maharashtra, Sachivalaya Anexe, 
2nd Floor, Bombay-32. 

2. Director of Industries West Bengal, New Sectt. Bldgs, 1-
Hastings St., Calcutta. 

3. Licensing Progress Section. 

4. Guard File. 
SdI- P. S. V. RAGAVAN. 
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. There are two points involved in the case of Mis. Bharat Rarrd 
.& Drum Manufacturing Co. (Pvt.) Ltd., Bombay, viz. 

(i) The fixation of their capacity in respect of the Calcutta 
factory and Bombay factory and 

(ii) Re-assessment of their over-all capacity. 

2. As regard (i) above, they hold a licence under the Industries 
(Dev. & Reg.) Act, 1951 for the manufacture of Drums and Barrels 
for an annual capacity of 27,800 tons. (D.G.T.D. accepted a capa
city of 18,000 tons for the purpose of steel allocation). They shifted 
a part of the Plant and Machinery from the Bombay factory to Cal
cutta without our prior permission. This shifting was later re('og
nized by us and the DGTD was asked to indicate the capacity for 
the Calcutta factory and the corresponding reduction in the Bombay 
Factory. After an "on-the-spot" inspection, the DGTD have indi
<:at.ed the capacity as follows: ~ 

(a) Calcutta-5,200 Metric tons per annum. 

(b) Bombay-13,100 Metrjc tons per annum. 

In this connection, the DGTD has based their recommendations on 
the past history of the irregularities committed by the firm. 

3. With regard to (ii) above, the question of the re-assessment 
of the capacity of all the Drum Manufacturers has been under con
sideration for sometime past. The DGTD was asked by us to re
assess the capacity and to submit a report so that the case may be 
further considered in terms of para. 4 (iv) of the Ministry's ~irculnr 
No. Ind. Pol. 3 (2) /63, dated 19th August 1963. It will be seen from 
the notes on pages 27-32 in the linked file that this re-assessment 
has been made and suggestions therefor have been made uy the 
Development Officer. As regard the case of Mis. Bharat Barrel & 
Drum Manufacturing Co. (P) Ltd., the Industrial Adviser (EJ'I.gi
neering) has not agreed for an upward revision. The By. Director 
General (Engg.) has, however, directed the Development Omcer 
(Shri S. P. Singh) to again carry out an "on~the-spot" inspection of 
their Bombay and Calcutta factories. I understand that the Develop
ment Officer (Shri S. P. Singh) will be proceeding on tour for this 
purpose in the first week of February, 1964. Thereafter. a report 
will l.e submitted to us. 
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... It is ir! c.:onnection with the re-assessment of their capacitr and 
others, Mis. Bharat Barrel &: Manufacturing Co. (P) Ltd. have sub
mitted representation. 

5. I think before considering the case further, we may await th .. ~ 
tinal report from the D.G.T.D. 

JS(PMN). 

Sd/- V. PRAKASH. 
28-1-64 

Minister may please see with reference to his minutes on t.he 
F.R. 

M(I). 

Sd/- P. M NAYAK. 

28-1-64 

Withdrawn from M (I) on 8th April 1964. The furth~r report 
promised by the D.G.T.D. has since been received. The whole case 
may now be examined and put up urgently. 

S.D. LEI (B). 

Sd/- V. PRAKASH. 

8-4-64. 

M (I) desired to see these files again. The further Report of 
the D.G.T.D. is on pages 102-105 of notes in the second linkt'd file. 
I understand a further note has been submitted by D.G.T.n. to 
JS (K), Deptt. of Technical Development and wU1 be forwarded to 
us soon. 

1M(1)'. 

Sd/- V. PRAKASH. 

16-4-1964. 

I have gone through the detailed notings in this case relating to 
refixation of the capacities for the plants of Bharat Barrels at Bom
bay and Calcutta separately. In view of the findings of the D.G.T.D. 
after on the spot study, immediate action should be taken to allo
cate steel quotas to Bharat Barrels at the rate of 22,000 tonnes for 
Bombay and 5,100 tonnes for Calcutta per annum. The question of 
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increased capacities claimed by the firm, viz. 27,000 tonnes for Bom
bay and 9,000 tonnes for Calcutta can be examined later. 

JS(N) 

US (VP). 

Sd/- P. M. NAYAK 
11-5-64. 

Sd/- V. PRAKASH 

11-5-64. 
SO, LEI (B). 

Sdj- N. KANUNGO. 

8-~1964 
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APPENDIX XI 

1. We are considered on this file the request of Mis. Hind Galva
nising and Engineering Company Private Limited for permission to 
manufacture 40/45 gallon drums in their factory. When the Indian 
Galvanising Company was split up, the capacity was distributed 
between MI s. Hind Galvanising and MIs. Industrial Containers and 
according to the distribution, the plant for m1anufacturing 40/45 
gallon drums was entirely transferred to MIs. Industrial Containers 
Ltd. 

2. While admitting that they do not have the Government'sap
'proval for the manufacture of 40(45 gallon drums, for which purpose 
they have come up now, they contend that they do have the plant 
with them for the manufacture of this type of drums, and as a mat
ter of fact they claim to have supplied these drumS against Defence 
orders, after obtaining Steel Sheets from free sale market. They 
state that they have not consumed the steel, in any category receiv
ed through the quota certificates of the LME Directorate. This point 
may be. checked up by the Deptt. of T.D. through the S.P. Returns 
submitted by the party. 

3. Apart from this, the main point to be considered is that, as the 
manufacture of 40/45 gallon drums is covered by the Industries Act 
and its development is now banned, we cannot Ilpprove of the firm's 
manufacturing activity in this line.. This position has been already 
clarified by DTU at p. 7/cor. 

4. Before we take further action in the matter, we may confirm 
from the Deptt. T.D. regarding position at 'A' in pre-page, reported 
by the party in their letter dated 4th December, 1962 addressed to 
LME (copy enclosed at p. 15/cor). 

Sd/- S. KANAN, 
27-4-63. 

Sd/- P. S. V. RAGHAVAN, 
27-4-63. 

Deptt. of T.O. (LME-Shri S. P. Singh, D.O.) 

M/C&I U.O. No. 5(29)/62-LEI(B) dated 29-4-63. 

D.G.T.O. 

Regarding 'A' on pre-page certain queries were made from the 
party vide this office letter dated 20-5-63 the reply of which is still 
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awaited. They have again been reminded on 13-6-1963 and have
been asked to send their reply within ~ days from the date of issue 
of the reminder. Our final comments will be sent to the Min of 
C. & I. after the receipt of the reply from the firm. This also dis. 
pose of Ministry of C. & I., reminder dated 6-6-1963. 

Min. of C. & I. (LEI(B) Section. 

Sd/- RISBUD, 
17-6-63. 

D.G.T.D. U.O. No. LME-II/2/1(121-A)I631415 dated 17-60063. 

D.O. letter dated June 11, 1963 from the Chief Minister of West 
Bengal to ~(I)-

"May I have a look at the file? If it Is one in Heavy Industries., 
it may be called for". 

Secretary 
Urgent 

Sd/- N.K. 
13-6-63. 

80./- S. RANGANATHAN. 

13-6-63 
Please examine and put up the papers. 

LEI (B) 

Sdf- P. S. V. RAGHAVAN, 
14-6-63. 

1. In the letter dated June 11, 1963, the Chief Minister of West 
Bengal has referred to his 'earlier letter dated May, 4, 1963 addressed 
to M(l) on the request of Mis. Hind Galvanizing & Engineering Co. 
(P) Ltd. for permission to manufacture 40/45 gallon capacity drums 
under the Industrial licence granted to them. The firm's case had 
been ex~ned in this Ministry in consultation with the D,G.T,D. 
and their request was turned down in the Ministry's letter 4-10-62' 
ami subsequently reiterated also in the letter dated 22-3-63. 

2. The circumstances of the case are briefly these-when Mis. 
Indian Galvanizing Co. was split up, the capacity was distributed 
between MIs. Hind Galvanizing and Mis. Industrial Containers, Cal
cutta. In this distribution, the plant for manufacturing 40/45 gallon 
drums was entirely transferred to the Industrial Containers Ltd. In 
the revised registration letter issued by the Ministry dated-1st Octo-
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ber, 1959, the amendment also clarifies that the manufacture of 40/45 
gallon steel drums, which was previously being carried out by the 
Indian Galvanizing Co., is excluded from. the registration of Hind 
Galvanizing Co. as the plant and the machinery relating to these 
has been sold to MIs. Industrial Containers Ltd., Calcutta. D.G.T.D. 
have stated that the plant of Mis. Hind Galvanizing was inspected 
by an officer of LME Dte. in 1959 and the only plant they have got 
is for manufacturing small drums of 4/5 gallons and upto 10 gallons 
only and heavy drums of 60 to 90 gallons. They have also remark
ed that we cannot recognise any new plant which they might have 
subsequently installed for the manufacturing of 45 gallon drums. 

3. While admitting that they do not have the Government's ap
proval for the manufacture of 40/45 gallon drums, for which pur
pose they are representing, the firm contends that they do have the 
plant with them for the manufacture of this type of drums and as 
a matter of fact they claim to have supplied these drums against De
fence. orders, after obtaining steel sheets from free sale market. 
They state that they have not consumed the steel, in any category 
received through the quota certificates of the LME Dte. We have 
requested the D.G.T.D. to check up this point and their comments 
are still awaited. 

4. The main point is that the manufacture of 40/45 gallon drums 
is covered bv the Industries Act and its development is now banned. 
Taking into" account all these facts, the firm's request was turned 
down. In the letter from the Chief Minister of 'West Bengal, refe
rence has been made to the statement of the Minister of Steel & 
Heavy Industries that, 

"The Union Government has given the green signal to manu
facturers to go ahead with defence-oriented programmes. 
Their schemes and production schedules will be formally 
approved and regularised under the Industries Regula
tion and Developnrent Act later." 

to support the firm's request for approval of t~eir man~factu~~g 
activity in a defence-oriented line. It ~s stated l~ the ChIef ~mls
ter's letter that the finn is manufacturmg many Items of engmeer
ing products for the defence purpose and is supplying 40(45 gallon 
drums to the Defence Department. Submitted 

Sd/- S. KANNAN, 
18-6-63. 
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trS(PSV) 

DS. may please see notes from p. 11 ante which explain the case 
clearly. On Ministry's letter dated 9th October, 1959 addressed to 
the firm, it was clearly pointed out to them that the Registration cer
tificate issued to them had been amended according to which this 
firm has been permitted to manufacture only small drums with an 
installed capacity of 100 tons vide letter at F /T. in Development 
Wing's file placed below. In view of this the firm had .no permission 
for the manufacture of 40 to 45 gallon drums. It is not understood 
how the firm have been manufacturing these capacity drums with.; 
out Government approval. 

We may explain the above facts to the Chief Minister, West Ben
gal with r~ference to the letter at p. 20/cor. 

DS(TRV) 

Ref: M(I)'s minutes on P.U.C. 

Sd/- P. S. V. RAGHAVAN, 

22-6-63. 

The Chief Minister, West Bengal in his letter to M(I) has urged 
that Hind Galvanising and Engineering Co. Pvt. Ltd. should be al
lowed to undertake manufacture of 40/45 gallon standard steel drums. 
At present under their registration certlflca~ tJiey can only 
manufacture drums of 4/5 gallons and upto 10 gallons only and 60/90 
gallons. 

The company had directly represented to the Ministry for permis
sion to manufacture 40/45 gallon steel drums in their letter of 31st 
July, 1962. It has been carefully considered in consultation with 
the Department of Technical Development. The manufacture of 
40/45 gallon drums is at present on the banned list. The question 
arose whether manufacture of sucH drums should be undertaken by 
the consumers themselves in their own factories or by commercial 
manufacturers and the Licensing Committee decided that request for 
fabrication by consumer fabricators should be considered on merits. 
In other words, the ban on manufacture by commercial fabricators 
continues. 

In these. circumstances, it is not possible to agree to the proposal 
of Hind Galvanizing and Engineering Co. A letter to Chief Minister, 
West Bengal is placed below. 
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(We have no information about Defence Orders having been 
placed on the company. It is only the company's claim). 

M(I) 

Sd/- T. R. V. CHARI, 

25-6·63. 

I would like to have a report from the Technical Development 
Department regarding this case with special reference to the follow
ing points:-

(i) When was the first plan published? 

(ii) When was the industrial licence granted and what were 
the terms of the original licence? 

(iii) Under what circumstances the establishment was split up 
and under what considerations different capacitie~ were 
allotted to the divided establishments? 

(iv) Is it necessary to have spe.cial machinery for fabricating 
a particular size of drum and if so under what circum
stances this particular Company acquired and installed 
such machinery? 

(v) The Department should check up if any enquiries from 
the Defence Department or the D.G.S. & D. have been 
issued to this particular firm or their requirement of this 
particular size of drum i~ !?upposed to have increased. 

DS(TRV) 

Sd/- N. KANUNGO 

1-7-1963. 

This subject is now under Ji)S(CB's) charge. 

DS(CB) 

Sdj- T. R. V. CHARI. 
1-7-63. 

Please collect the information as tiesired by M (1), if not avail
able with us, from the Tech. Dev. Department and furnish early. 

Sdj- C. BALASUBRAMANIAM, 

2-7-63. 
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US (PSV) 

D.G.T.D. may please see the minutes of M (I) and kindly furnish 
the information re.quired as early as possible. 

D.G.T.D. (Shri H. N. Risbud). 

Sd/- P. S. V. RAGHAV AN. 
2-7-63. 

M. of C.&I. 5(29)/62-LEl(B) dated 3-7-63. 

DTE. GENL. OF TECH. DEVELOPMENT 

L.M.E. DTE. IT 

Ref: M (I) 's note at pre-page. 

The information required in answer to the qucrie3 raised therein 
is as under' seriatum 

(i) This industry is not included in the Ust of planned industries. 

(ii) Mis. Indian Galvanizing Co., Calcutta (1926) had applied 
for registration in respect of the indm;tries known as Iron & Steel 
(4) on 18~h/23rd February, 1954 for manufacture of fol!owing items 
at Hawrah:-

Drums, Agricultural Trailers, Tanks, Cisterns, Trolleys, Duct
ing Light Structures, Fancing, Hamilton Poles, Cane slate, 
etc. Windows and SaShes, doors, louvres and grilles. 

The firm was accordingly issued Registration Certifl~ates No. 
R/4/125, dated the 31st May, 1954 under Iron and Steel (4) by the 
Ministry of Commerce and Industry. However, the said Regi::tra
tion No. was amended subsequently to read as RlIA (7) (92) vide 
Ministry of Commerce and In~ustry letter No. IA(7) (92)IA(VI)R/58 
dated the 11th February, 1959. No capacities used to be indicated 
in the Registration Certificate at that time. L.M.E. Directorate was 
looking after the manufacture of Drum:) 2nd their installed capacity 
was assessed at 2300 tons per quarter for the manufacture of Drumfl. 

(iii) Mis. Indian Galvanizing Co., Calcutta closed their plant in 
1958 due to labour troubles. They informed this OfIlce vide their 
letter dated the 4th February, 1959 as under:-

(a) The 40/4l5 gallon plant was taken over by a new concern 
namely MIs. Industrial Containers Ltd. Calcutta and sub
seqm'ntly Licence No. L/IA.(7)N-71/59 dated the 3rd 
M::uch, 1959 was issued in favour of the new concern fot' 
a capacity of 1500 tons per quarter (6,000 tons per 
annum). 



(b) The plant for the manufacture of Drums other than 40/45 
gallon barrels and Hoopes Doors and Windows was sold 
to Mis. Hind Galvanizing & Engineering Co. Private Ltd., 
Calcutta alongwith the Factory premises. The Registra
tiOI~ Certificat~ . was subsequently changed from Mis. 
Indlan GalvanIzmg Co., to the name of Mis. Hind Gal~ 
vanizing Co. vide Ministry's letter No. IA(4)-IA(V)-T/ 
58, dated the 1st April, 1959. Mis. Hind GalVanizing & 
Engineering Co. Private Ltd. were further informed vide 
Ministry of Commerce & Industry letter No. IA(4)-IA(V)
R/58, dElted the 19th December, 1959 an'd the Registration 
Certificate amended in their favour includes only manu
facture of Drums other than Standard Steel Drums 40/45 
gallon for n capacity of 800 tons per quarter, as the acti
vities pertaining to the manufacture of Standard Steel 
Drums (40/45 gallon drums) and Hopes Doors and Win
dows hitherto carried on by the Indian Galvanizing Co. 
(1926) Ltd. and the plant and machinery relating thereto 
has been sold to Mis. IndustriaJ Containers Ltd., Calcutta 
and Mis. Hopes Metal Widows (Indian Ltd., Calcutta). 

(iv) Yes, machinery and plant suitable for the manufacture 
of small drums is not capable of producing 40/45 gallon 
drums. In fact the Factory of Mis. Hind Galvanizing Co., 
was inspected in 1959 by an Officer of the Development 
Wing and it was observed that they had got plant in their 
rectory to manufacture only sman drums. However, 
the plant for the manufacture of heavy drums (that is 
bigger than 45 and upto 90 gallons capacity) was not com
plete. The firm had recently put in an import applica
tion for the import of machinery and plant fOT the value 
of Rs. 2 1akhs for the manufacture of 40/45 gallon drums. 
The application was rejected as the firm was not register
ed for the manufacture of this size of drums. If the con
tention of the firm is that they have got the plant for the 
~anufacture of 40/45 gallon barrels today we are not 
aware of the, sources from which it has been procured. 

(v) This information is not available with this OffiCE and if 
desired the same can be asked hom the Directorate Gene
ral of Supplies and Disposals. 

It is also pointed out that an anonymous complaint dated the 
23rd October, 1962 had been received against MIs. J{,lhn Petterson 
& Co. India Ltd., and their allied concerns including MIs. Hind Gal-
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vanizing Metal Engineering, Calcutta regarding misuse of imported 
and indigenous raw materials allotted to them. The matter is still 
under investigation. In fact C.C.I. & E. has referred the matter te> 
the Special Pollee Establishment on the request of Oil & Food Dir
ectorate against misuse of import Licences by MIs. John Petterson 
& Co., Calcutta. 

This issues with the concurrence of I.A (Engg.). 

Sd/- H. N. RISBUD, 
22-7-63. 

Min. of C. & I. (Shri PSV-Raghavan). 
DGTD U.O. No. LMEiDC-510142/(3)11245 dated 23-7-63. 

Reference above. 

1. Office note from p. l1/ante will recall the case. M (I) desired 
the D.G.T.D. to furnish a report on certain points, vide his minute 
dated 1st July, 1963 at p. l5/ante. 

2. D.G.T.n. have furnished their comlments at pp. lS-lS/n. The 
tile may now be submitted to M (I) . 

US (PSV) 

Sd/- S. KANNAN, 
24-7-63. 

Before submitting the case to M (I) we should ascertain informa
tion about item (4) in the minute of M.I. from D.G.S. & D. 

Sdl- P. s. V. RAGHAV AN,. 
30-7-63. 

A draft O.M. is submitted for approval please. 

US (PSV) 

Sd/- S. KANNAN, 
1-8-63. 

Sd/~ p. S. V. RAGHAVAN, 
1-8-63. 

Spoken, Drafts, amended as dMlred. 
Sd/- S. KANNAN,. 

3-8-63. 
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Sd/- P. S. V. RAGHAVAN,. 
3-8-63. 

Serial No.9 (Issue) 

A draft O.M. reminder is submitted for approval please. 

After issue, we may want far about a week, even if no reply is. 
received, the paper may be submitted to M(I). 

Sd/- S. KANNAN, 
22-8-63. 

Serial No. 10 (Issue) 
Serial No. 11 (F.R.) 

Notes from page 11-18/ante may please be seen which will give the' 
history of the case. It will seen therefrom that this firm who are 
licensed to menufacture small drums and heavy drums of 60/90 gal
lons capacity have taken up the manufacture of 40/45 gallon capa
city drums without obtaining the prior approval of the Government. 
of India as required under the Industries (D&R) Act, 1951. They 
have requested in their letter dated 31st July, 1962 to amend the 
industrial act licence granted to them for the manufacture of other 
types of containers and drums to enable them to take up the manu
facture of 40/45 gallon capacity tlrums also. This request was con
sidered in consultation with the concerned authorities and it was not 
agreed to. The firm was informed accordingly vide our letter dated 
4th October, 1962. On this the party again represented vide their' 
letter dated 20th November, 1962 giving the plea that they arf" al. 
ready manufacturing this type of drums for meeting the Defence· 
requirements etc. It was again considered and turned down vide 
our letter dated 22nd March, 1963. The party again represented on 
22ntl April, 1963 with their request supported by the Chief Minister' 
West Benga1. The position has been explained in our notes at pages' 
11-14/ante. M (I) made certain enquiries ,~de his minutes at page 
I5/ante. These have been replied in seriatum by thf" D.G.T.D. vide 
their notes at pages 16-18/ante. Only one query ar,ainst item (v) 
on page 15/ante still stands unreplied. In thil'l regard a reference 
had already been made to the D.G.S.W. New Delhi vide our O.M. 
at page 24/cor. Another reminder ha!; aJc;('l been issued but no reply 
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:has been received so far. These papers may now be 8ubmitted to 
M (1) for persual. 

Sd/- H. P. Saini 
28-8-63 

Sd/- S. Kannan 
28-8-63 

,US (VP) ,~11i 

The information desired by M (1) is still incomplete. Please put 
up a D.O. letter to D.G.S.&D. to furnish the information asked far 
from them immediately. 

Sd/- V. Prakash 
12-9-63 

A draft D.O. reminder is submitted for approval pl~se. 
US (VP) 

Sd/- H. P. S. 
12-9-1963 

Serial No. 12 (Issue) 

Sd/- V. Prakash 
13-9-63 

Since no r~ply has been received so far from D.G.S.&D. to our 
D.O. letter at page 28/cor., We may send another reminder. A draft 
D.O. reminder is submitted for approval please. 

-US (VP) 

Sel/- H. P. S. Dt. 
15-10-63 

Serial No. 13 (Issue) 

Sd/- S. Kannan 
15-10-63 

Sd/- V. Prakash 
16-10-63 

A draft no. reminder is submitted for approval please. 

Sd/- H. P. S. 
6-11-63 

us (VP) 

Sd/- S. Kannan 
6-11-63 

Sd/- V. Prakash 
7-11-63 
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Serial No. 14 (Issue) 

A draft D.O. reminder is submitted for approv91 please. 

Sd/- H. P. S. 
6-12-63 

US (VP) 

Serial No. 15 (Issue) 

Sd/- S. Kannan 
6-12-63 

Sd/- V. Prakash 
7-12-63 

A draft D.O. reminder is submitted for approval please. 

Sd/- H. P. S. 
7-1-64 

us (VP) 

Serial No. 16 (Issue) 

Sd/- S. Kannan 
8-1-64 

Sd/- V. Prakash 
8-1-64 

A draft D.O. reminder is submitted for approval please. 

Sd/- H. P. S. 
17-2-64 

us (VP) 

Serial No. 17 (Issu,e) 

Sd/- S. Kannan 
17-2-64 

Sd/- V. Prakash 
18-2-64 

In this case one O.M. reminder and six D.O. reminders have been 
issued to D.G.S.D. but nothing has been heard so iar. 'US (VP) may 
perhaps like to discuss the matter personally on p,hone for expedit-
ing the issue. ' 

Sd/- H. P. S. 
20-3-64 

Sd/- S. Kannan 
20-3-64 
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us (VP) 

In connection with the re-assessment of the capacity of all the 
Drum Manufactures, the D.G.T.D. hoaveexamined the case 01 MIs. 
Hind Galvanising and Engineering Co. also and have submitted their 
recommendations in regard to their manufacturing Steel Drums of 
40/45 gallons. The relevants file on which this request wa::. submit
ted by D.G.T.n. has been submitted to M (I) in the end of January. 
1964 and is still with him. Let us await the return of the papers 
from M(I). . I 

Sd/- V. Prakash 
20-3-84 

Serial No. 18-22 (F.R.) 

The r~uest 'Of Messrs. Hind Galvanising & Engg. Company pd
vate Limited for grant of permission to take up th~ manufacture of 
40/45 gallons oil barrels drums was placed before an inter-ministe
rial meeting for consideration along with the other units engaged in 
the rnt3nufacture of such drumsjbarrels. This meeting was called 
for to review the capacity of 40/45 gallons oil barrels industry. 

It will be seen from the minutes of that meeting that the firm 
have claimed the capacity for the manufacture of 40/45 gallons 011 
barrels after having installed additional machinery and theref'O're, it 
remains to be emmined whether setting up of capacity for the
manufactul"e of 40/45 gallons oil barrels by this unit should be per
mitted especially when the industry is on the "banne-d list". It was, 
therefore, decided that thiS proposal should be further examined 
after ascertaining their eligibility for taking an industrial licence
and the case be put up for the consideration of the Licensing Com
mittee for a decision. 

In view of the above, we may ask the party to furnish the details 
of their fixed assets as in the dnlft put up for approval please. 

Sd/- H. P. S. 
27-6-M 

Mter issue of the draft, the fUe may be shown to Minister for 
information, with reference to notes at p. 24/ante. 

us (VP) 

Sd/- S. Kannan 
29-6-64. 
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Issue. A brief note explaining the whole case may be put up for 
submission to M(I&S). 

S.O. LEI (B) 

Sd/- V. Prakash. 

29-6-64. 

Serial No. 26 (Issue) 

Pp. 52-57/cor-Ref. Notes from 24 ante and Serial No. 27-(F.R.). 

Messrs. Indian Galvanizing Company Calcutta (1926) was regis
tered under the Industries (Dev. & Reg.) Act, 1951 for the manufac
.ture of following items and a registration certificate No. R/4/125 
dated 31st May, 1954 was issued in their favour:-

"Drllms; Agricultural Trailers; Tanks; Cisterns; Trolleys; 
Ducting Light Structures; Fencing; Hamilton poles; Can 
Slates; Windows and Sashes; Doors; Louvres and Grilles." 

A1; in 1954 it was ndt the practice to mention any capacity on the 
registration certificates, no capacity was indicated thereon. IME 
Dte. of the D.G.T.D. who were looking after the Drums .Industry, 
however, assessed the capacity of this unit as 2300 tons per quarter 
for the manufacture of drums. 

In 1958, Messrs. Indian Galvanizing Company Calcutta closed 
their plant due to labour troubles and informed D.G.T.D. as under:-

"(a) The 40/45 gallon plant was takt!n aver the new concern 
namely Messrs Containers Ltd., of 

and subsequently Licence No. LIIA(7)IN-71j59 dat
ed 3rd March, 1959 was issued in favour 01 the new con
cern for a capacity of 1,500 tons per quarter (6,000 tons 
per annum for the manufacture of 40/45 gall'On capacity 
drums. 

(b) The plant for the manufacture of drums other than 40/45 
gallons capacity and Hopes, Doors & Windows was sold to 
Messrs. Hind Galvanizing & Engineering Company Pri
vate Limited, Calcutta along with the factory premises. 
The registration certificate was subsequently changed 
from Messrs. Indian GalV\:1nizing Co. to the name of Mes
srs. Hind Galvanizing Co. vide letter No. lA(4)-IA(V)-TI 
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58 dated the 1st April, 1959. The new firm was informed 
that the amended Registration Certificate includes only 
manufacture (1f drums other than standard steel drums of 
40/45 gallon capacity for a capacity of 800 tons per quar
ter as the activities pertaining to the manufacture of 
standard steel drums (1f 40/45 gallon capacity and Hopes, 
Doors & Windows carried on by the Indian Galvanizing 
Co. with the plant and machinery had been sold to Messrs. 
Industrial Containers Ltd., Calcutta and Messrs. Hopes & 
Metal Windows (India) Ltd., Calcutta respectively". 

Messrs. Hind Galvanizing CO'. have now been requesting for a 
very long time to recognise their activity for the manufacture of 
40/45 gallon capacity oil barrels within their over-all capacity, 
which is HOO tons per quarter or 3,200 tons per annum. This. 
unit was inspected by an officer of the D.G.T.D., in 1959 when it 
was found that they had got plant and machinery for the manufac
ture of small druins only. Plant and machinery meant for the manu
facture of h€9vy drums Le. bigger than 40/45 gallon capacity and 
upto 90 gallon capacity, was not complete with them. During 1963 
this unit applied for the issue of an import licence to enable them 
to take up the manufacture of 40/45 gallon capacity drums. The 
value of import was Rs. 2 lakhs. This import applicstion was reject
ed by the D.G.T.D. since the party did not have the permission to 
take up the manufacture of 40/45 gallon capacity drums. 

After an enquiry made by the D.G.T.D. it was f·:mnd recently 
that the party have been manuf!8cturing 40/45 gallon capacity oil 
barrels on an improvised basis by using the plant and machinery 
already available in the factory. D.G.T.D. were originally of the 
view that as requested by the firm, their oapacity of 3,200 tons should 
be split up in two i.e. 1.600 tons for the 40/45 gallon capacity and the 
balance of 1,600 tons for the manufacture of other types of drums 
which the firm have been manufacturing in accordance with the' 
types indic~ted in the Registration Certificate. It lwIs further been 
informed by the D.G.T.D. that the firm have purchased additional 
plant and machinery for the manufacture of 40/45 gallon capacity 
barrels without prior permission of the Government and thus con
tmvened the provisions of the Industries (D&R) Act, 195]. How
ever, as it was proposed to agree in the case of Messrs. Bharat Bar
rel &: Drum Mfg. Ca., who also contravened the provisions of the 
said Act, the D.G.T.n. proposed in this case also that the firm's capa
city for the manufacture of 40/45 gallon capacity barrels as 6,\)00 
tons per annum and 1,600 rons for drums of 5 to 10 gallon capacity 

be recognised. 
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The above facts were placed at an Inter-Ministerial meeting held,~ 
on the 19th June, 1964, wherein this firm's request was considered· 
along with the other manuf9cturers of 40/45 gallO'll capacity drums 
and it was observed that the firm have claimed the capacity for the 
manufacture of 40/45 gallons oil barrels after having installed addi
tional machinery and therefore, it has to be examined whether set
ting up of capacity for the manufacture of this type of barrels by 
this unit should be permitted especially when the industry is on 
the "banned list". It was, thus decided that this proposal should be
further examined after ascertaining their eligibility for taking an 
industrial licence and the case be put up for the consideration of the 
Licensing Committee for a decision. 

A letter calling for the information from the party in regard to 
the total value of their fixed assets has already been issued and 8' 

reply thereto is still awaited. 

Submitted with reference to ndtes on page 24 antt~ and JS (N) 's: 
note of 2nd July, 1964 on page 52 of cor. 

Sd/- H. P. S. 

14-7-64 

US (VP) 

DS(NC) 

JS (PMN) 

Sd/- S. Kannan 

14-7-64 

Sd/- V. Prakash 

15-'7-64 

Sd/- N. Chidambram' 

15-7-64 

Sd/- P. M. Nayak 

17-7-64 

Please examine the case further in view of firm's reply at p. 581" 

cor. and submit. 

LEI (B) 

Sd/- V. Prakash 
18-7-64. 
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A draft note for Licensing Committee, based on the Office note 
~above) is submitted for approwl please. 

Sd/- H. P. S. 

28-7-64 

us (KPB) 

DS(NC) 

JS (PMN) 

Sd/· S. Kannan 

29-7-64 

Sd/- K. P. Biswas 

30-7-64 

Sd/- N. Chidambram 

31-7-64 

Nates from p. 26 may please be read. This is a case of regulari
sation of capaeity -which has been set up (although without our pre
'vious permission) for manufacture of 40/45 gallons oil drums. The 
'firm had been licensed for manu~cture of smaller size drums. They 
-set up a capacity for larger size drums after obtaining a plant from 
an established importer. 

2. These- drums are very much in demand by the Defence Minis
try and the Oil Refineries and Secretary, whom I have consulted, 
has suggested that tne capacity may be regularised, as reCO'mmenJ
ed by the D.G.T.D. (As the total assets of the undertaking are less 
than Rs. 25 lakhs, no licence would be necessary). The question 
whether the industry shOUld continue on the "banned list" will be 
'considered in the Licensing Committee. 

'Minister (1&8) 

Sd/- P. M. Nayak 

10-8-64 

Sd/- H. C. Dasappa 

11-8-64 

Since the total value of fixed assets of this unit is less than Rs 25 
1akhs, no action seems nece~sary on our part either to issue another 
licence or amend the Ric. already held by the party. It is now for 
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:V.G.T.D. to enlist this unit on central S.P'!. list for the manufacture 
'of (()/45 ~allon oil barrels also as per .decision given above. These 
papers may therefore, now be shown to them tor further necessary 
.action. (They may be 7'equested to return our papers urgently). 

:8d/- H. P. S. 

14-8-64 

VS(KPB) 

. 
,DGTD (Shri Risbud, D.O.)-LME-II Dte. 

Sd/ - S. Kannan 

17-8--64 

Sd/- K. P. Biswas 

17-8-64 

MjI&S U.O. No. 5(29)/62-LEI(B) dated 18-~ 

The above decision of the Ministry of Industry " Supply bas been 
now communicated to the party. As the capacity of the oil barrels 

'is now 6,000 tons per annum by converting part of their existing 
·capacity for small drums, we have intima~ them the revised caps
.city as followB:- ~ ''; 

40--45 gallon oil barrels 

Small Drums 

. Miniatry of Industry '" Supply 

6,000 tons per annum 

1,600 tons per annum 

Scl/- H. N. Risbud 
22-8-64 

Development OfJicer . 

LME-I1 Dte. U.O. No. LME-I1/1 (121-A) IRev./64 dt. . . 

410 (Aii) LS-IO. 
,. 
~ 
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MINISTRY OF COMMERCE AND .INDUSTRY 

Development Wing 
(L.M.E. Dte.) 

SUBJECT: Letter No. HGISKC/3903/62, dated 31st July) 1962~ 
• addressed to the Ministry of Commerce and Industry (!(Jpy 

endorsed to this office, by Mis. Hind Galvanising o".d 
Engineering Co, Private Ltd., Calcutta. 

In connection with the above representation it is pointed out 
that when Indian Galvanizing Co., was split up the capacity was 
distributed between Mis. Hind Galvanizing and MIs. Industrial Con-· 
tainers, Calcutta. In this distribution the plant for manufacturing' 
40/46 . gallon drums and containers was entirely transferred to the 
Industri~ Containers Limited. Hence, Mis. Hind Galvanizing are 
not entitled to manufacture 40/45 gallon drums within their exist
ing quota since they have not acquired any plant for this purpose. 
This is also clear from their letter dated September 1, 1959 address
ed to the Hon'ble Minister of Industries . 

. In· the' ~vjJed. r~imtration letter ·issu~d. by' the Ministry dated 
lit .Oet~ber, 1900, t~ ~unen.dment also clarifies that the manufacture 
of 49145 ,allon steel drums, which was previously being carried out 
. by the Indian Galvanizing Co., is excluded from the registration af 
Hind Galvanizing Co., as the plant and the machinery relating 
thereto has been sold to Mis. Industrial Containers Ltd., Calcutta. 

In their representation under consideration the firm have stated 
that they can manufacture drums from 1 to 90 gallons. This is not 
correct. 'rheir plant was inspected by an Officer of the L.M.E. 
Directorate in 1959 and the only plant they have got· is for manu
facturing small drums of 4/5 gallons and upto 10 gallons only and 
heavy drums of 60 to 90 gallons. Therefore, we cannot recognise 
any new plant which they might have subsequently installed for 
the manufacture of 45 gallon drums. It is therefore, suggested that 
the party may be intimated that they will not be pennitted to 
manufacture 40/45 gallon drums with their existing machinery and 
within their existing registration. 

Since the manufacture of 45 gallon drums is covered by licence 
under the Industries Act and its development is now banned, the 
question of allowing them to apply for a licence for the manufacture 
of 45 gallon drums also does not arise. 

,. Sd/- x x x 
Development Officer' 

Ministry of C. & I. (Under Secretary-Shri R. C. Sethi), 
Dev. Wing U.O. No. LME/2/l (121-A) /62/dated 5th Septpmber. 1~_ 
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Copy of lette~ No. HGjSKGj5049j62, dated 4th December, 1962 
from Mis. Hind Galvanizing & Engineering Co. (P) Ltd.; Calcutta 
addressed to the Dsvelopment Officer (LME) , Min. of Commerce 
& Industry, New Delhi 

~UBJ~T: Stibmi..ssion of S. P. Returns for Drums and containers 
industry. 

RJl:FERENCE: Your letter No. LME212!1(121-A) SPRIDC;62i1121 dated 
16th November, 1962. 

We acknowledge receipt of your aforesaid letter and in reply 
to the same we beg to state as follows:-

In our S.P. Returns we have shown receipts of 150, 49 and 23 
1ionnes and consumption of 72, 27 and 50 tonnes of steel in sheets 
received from other sources i.e. from free sale i.e. otherwise than 
controlled sources in the returns of June, July and August, 1962 
respectively. These aforesaid steel in sheets was received from 
other sources and were consumed for the purpose of manufacturing 
drums and containers including heavy drums in terms of the Licens
ing of industrial undertakings granted by the Ministry of Com
merce and Industry under Industries (Development & Regulation) 
Act, 1951. 

It is a fact that we have shown production and supply of 45 
gallon drums in our S.P. Returns. This is due to the fact that we 
obtained an order from the Defence Department of supply 1000 nos. 
of 45 gallon drums and we have accordingly supplied t.o them after 
purchasing steel in sheets from free sale market. FoOr the purpose 
of manufacturing the aforesaid 1000 drums of 40/45 gallon capacity 
we did not consume steel in sheets in any category received through 
quota certificates from your Directorate. 

In this connection we also like to mention here that we have 
already intimated the Under Secretary to the Government of India, 
Ministry of Commerce & Industry, New Delhi (Kind attention: Mr. 
P. S. V. Raghavan) under our office letter No. HGISKCI4969!62, 
dated 20th November, 1962, a copy of which has also been forwarded 
to you for your kind information. 

In "the said letter you will be pleased to find that we have em
phasized by stating the fact 1ihatsince our existing plant and 
machinery, eQuipment and others have got the capa~Hy to manu
facture of 40/45 gallon standard steel drums under the same schedule 
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industry (4) -Iron & Steel, we do not find any reason how we shall 
he debarred from getting the permission to manufacture 40/45 gallon 
standard steel drums in our factory at 11, Goho Road, Howrah. The 
particular demand against which the supply has ,been effected, as 
it was considered to be very urgent demand to meet the operational 
demand, we have to execute the orders and for our future activities 
pertaining to nB!lufacture of 40/45 gallon standard steel drums, we 
still seek your permission and request you to rem'Ove the ban 
immediately from the aforesaid Industrial licence granted in favour 
'Of us, so that in such a critical situation of the country when prepara
tions are going on for defence we may not be held up to do 'Our 
usual work for the purpose of the country and. for which act of your 
kindness we shall remain grateful to you. 

SdI- S. K. CHA TTERJ'EE.. 



APPENDIX XII 

D.O. No. l38-CM 

CHIEF MINISTER WEST BENGAL 

Calcutta, June 11, 1963". 

My dear Nityanand Babu, 

I addressed to you a letter No. US-CM on May, 1963 (Annexure) 
in respect of removal of ban on manufacturing 40/45 gallon capacity 
drums from the Industrial Licence granted in favour of MIs. Hind 

. Galvanizing & Engineering Co. (P) Ltd., to which I have not been 
favoured with any reply as yet. A copy of the said letter is enclos
ed for your perusal and necessary action. 

Secy. 

May I have a look at the file. 
If it is one in Heavy Industries it 
may be called for. 

Scil - N. Kanungo 

13-6-1963. 

Shri Nityananda Kanungo, 

M1nister for Industry, 

Government of India, 

NEW DELHI. 

Encl. 
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Yours sincerely, 

&V-PRAFULLACHANDRA 

D.O. No. 116 eM 

Calcutta 

. The 4th May, 1963.. 
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My dear Nityananda Babu, 

I have received a representation from MIs. Hind Galvanizing and 
Engineering Co. Private Ltd. which I am enclosing for your ,perusal. 
With regard to their prayer, I am quoting below excerpts from the 
statement made by Shri C. Subramaniam, Minister-in-charge of Steel 
and Heavy Industries, Government of India, and published in the 
·'Economic Times" Bombay in its issue of the 21st November, 1962:-

"The Union Government has given the green signal to manu
facturers to go ahead with defetree-oriented programmes. 
Their schemes and production schedules will be formally 
approved and regularised under the Industries Regulation 
and Development Act, later". 

A copy of the said statement is enclosed for your ready reference. 

MIs. Hind Galvanizing and Engineering Co. Private Ltd. is 
manufactUring many items of engineering products for the defence 
purpose and they also manufacture and supply, I gather, 40/45 
gallon standard steel drums to the Defence Department. They ex
pect to receive further orders from the Defence Department as well 
8S from Oil Companies. 

This finn was managed by Messrs. Balmer Lawrie & Co. Ltd. and 
it was then known as Indian Galvanizing Co. (1926) Ltd. after its 
transfer to the present management the name of the said Company 
has been changed to Mis. Hind Galvanizing & tngineering Co. 
Private, Ltd. 

Mis. Balmer Lawrie & Co. Ltd. could not run the Indian Gal
vanizing Co. (1926) Ltd. because of serious labour unrest in con
sequence of which over 600 hands were thrown out of employment. 
The present promoters of the Company took great risk at the time 
of the purchase of this concern and now they have been able to 
engage about 600 hands. I am informed that, there, is a further 
potentiality and scope to employ 200 more labourers. 

The machinery and equipments purchased by Mis. Hind Gal
vanizing & Engineering Co. Private Ltd. under the same schedule 
()f industry and under the Industrial licence can manufacture 40/45 
gallan standard steel drums and. therefore, the ban imposed on them 
may be removed. 

In view of the present unemployment problem and also to safe
guard the supply of the Defence Department I hope you will kindly 
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,take a sympathetic view and remove the ban on manufacturing 
·40/45 standard steel drums from the Industrial Licence granted in 
favour of Messrs. Hind Ge.lvanizing &- Engineering Co. (P) Ltd. 

'Shri Nityanand Kanungo, 

Minister of Industry, 

Government of India, 

New Delhi. 

Yours 

P. C. SEN 



APPENDIX XIII 

(LMF-II Directorate) 

The Minister of Supplies called for me on 8th September, 1963: 
to know the position about the following:-

1. Import recommendations for the import of wire for the 
manufacture of wire netting etc. w-o.-vis, Mis. Ashoka. 
Wire Products, Calcutta. 

It was explained that there were 5 units borne on our list for 
the manufacture of wire netting. During the last licensing period, 
viz. October, 1962-March, 1963, the full recommendations for the' 
import of wire in favour of this industry was made under DLF 
Steel Coiling. As a result of representation during the current 
licensing period, the recommendation for the import of wires is 
based on 10 per cent against free steel celling and the balance 901 
per cent under DLF Ceilln8. Perhaps the Party might have' 
approached the Minister due to the reason that wire from DLF areas 
is much costlier than general currency areas· It was also explain
ed to the Minister that it was not possible to further increase the 
free foreign exchange as the same has been drastically cut during: 
the current licensing period. The Minister gave no further orders 
on the subject. 

2. The Minister desired to know the background of the case' 
of Ws. Hind Galvanizing & Engineering Co., Howrah,. 
vis-G-ViB, manufacture of 40/45 ,allon on barrels. 

It was briefly explained to the MinlIter that prior to the spUtting 
of the plant, the complete plant, for the mimufacture of difterent 
sizes of drums and barrels and plant for the manufacture of doors 
and wiDdows was owned by Mis. Balmer Lawrie "Co., Calcutta .. 
Due to some labour ~uble, the plant was lying idle for some time. 
Tbereafter, the plant was split up into three portions as under: 

(a) The plant for the manufacture of 4 to 5 gallon drums' 
and heavier dntms other than 40 to 45 gallon barrels sold' 
to MIs. Hind Galvanising & Engineering Co., Calcutta. 
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(b) The plant for the manufacture of 40/45 gallon oil barrels' 
was retained by Mis. Balmer Lawrie & Co., and a new 
company started in the name of Industrial Containers, 
Calcutta. 

(c) The plant for the manufacture of Hopes doors and 
windows was sold to some other party. 

In the Industrial Licence issued in favour of Mis. Hind Galvanis
ing & Engineering Co. it is clearly stated that they are only authoris
ed to manufacture small drums and heavy drums other than 40 to 
45 gallon oil barrels. 

The Minister, therefore, ordered that a JFO may be deputed 
again to inspect the factx>ry and report whether the existing plant is 
suitable to manufacture 40 \45 gallon oU barrels or not and also 
whether any balancing equipment wID be required to make it suit
able for the manufacture of 40145 gallon oil barrels. 

IA (M) Sd\- V. P. S. Menon 9\10 

DDG (E) Sd/-B. D. Kalelkar 11/10. 

D.O. 1 Secretary. 

Sd/- S. P. SINGH 

8/10 

Action on 'A' may please be taken first before papers go to the
Secretary-Shri S. P. Singh. 

D. D. G. (E) Bdl- B. D. K. 15\10 
D.O. (LME) Sell- S. P. s. 

15110163 

Scil- S. p. SINGH 

Sdl~ S. S. KUMAR. 
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APPENDIX XV 

SHRI FAKHRUDDIN ALI AHMED, 
Union Minuter jor Industrial Development 

and Company Affairs 
New Delhi. 

Dear Sir, 

Camp: New Delhi 

28th ,May 1968~ 

Establishment of new barrel fabricating unit at Mad.ras by" 
the Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. 

1. The undersigned barrel fabricators constitute the industry in 
the private sector. Their present combined capacity, recognised by 
the Government, is 67,778 tonnes, which represents 25,75,564 drums 
on single shift basis or 51,51,128 drums on double shift working per' 
annum. The actual effective capacity as assessed by the'D.G.T.n. 
in 1965 is, however, much higher than this. 

The current demand for lube barrels in the country. qoes not 
exceed 24 lakhs drums as confirmed by all the major oil companies· 
in their joint representation to the Ministry of Petroleum & Che
micals dated 28th February 1968 in support of their steel requirement 
for the coming year as per copy enclosed (Annexure I). . 

It is thus evident that there is ample spare capacity in the country 
to meet any possible demand for years to come, even if we allow 
a maximum growth rate of demand at 10 per cent per annum. 

2. Most of the existing units have been forced into working on: 
a single shift basis -- and that too at overall average of 60 per 
cent of capacity -- for want of adequate supplies of drum steel. 
This category of steel continues to be in short supply and accord
ing to the latest information from the Ministry of Steel, Mines 
and Metals, the position for drum steel is not likely to improve in 
the foreseeable future. Thus 40 per cent of the recognised capacity 
of the barrel manufactUring units even on single shift basis conti
nues to remain idle. 

3 (a) Due to a limited demand for barrels and the existence of 
idle capacity in the country, aggravated by the shortage of drum 

ISO 
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steel, the Industry was put on the banned list for further licensing 
,in 1966. However, allowance was then made for captive units. 

(b) After a review of the position in 1967, even the allowance 
made for captive units was withdrawn thus placing a total embargo 
Qn the cre,tion of fresh capacity, whether captive or otherwise. 

4. It is therefore with some surprise that we learnt of the pro
posal under discussion in the Licensing Committee during the re
cent weeks, namely, the proposal of the Indian Oil Corpnration Ltd., 
to create fresh capa,city by installing a new drum plant in Madras 
to serve the Madra~ Refinery. To press its case for a captive unit. 
it is understood that LO.C. has estimated a demand of 15 lakh drums 
per annum, which is expected to be generated in one year's time. 

·S.Ever since the proposal was first raised we have attempted 
to represent to the authorities our considered view that the sanc
tioning of extra capacity' would create more problems than it would 
solve., Following individual approaches to the various·Ministries 
and departments concerned we' have jOintly addressed a letter dated 
5th 'April 1968 to' the Secretary of your Ministry,' and a copy is· 
attached for your ready referrence (Annexure II) . . 

6. In response to our letter referred to above, we were received 
by representatives of your Ministry and the D.G.T.D. on 2nd May 
1968 at which meetings we explained, and we believ!> to the ~atis
faction of the officipls concerned, that the consideration of the pro
posal in question was not justified. Some of the main charges level
led at the fabr~cators .were clarified by us as in the following terms:-

(a) Settlement of Prices.-We were prepared to settle price') on 
the basis of tenders and/or negotiations by LO.C. with individual 
fabricators. We also confirmed our readiness to accept price fixation 
by any mutuaUy acceptable third party e.g. The Tariff Commission, 
etc., or work on a cost plus basis. 

(b) RJ.eady supplies.-In order to meet I.O.C.'s contentinn that 
supplie3 were not readily available near the site of operations and 
also to cut out freight charges, all the fabricators individually 
agreed to set up units near Madras fJ'om pur spare plant lying. 
unutilised at present. Most of them also agreed to transfer capa
city for the purpose of steel allocations, if required. The period 
in which the shifting of plant and equipment could be arranged was 
indicated by the fabricators as nine months or earlier as the situa-
tion warranted. 

7. Ai the abovemeetlng it was also pointed out that the p.stima
ted demand of lube barrels at Madras, as indicated by I.O.C., was· 



152 

-wholly unrealistic. On information collected from the Oil COln

panies, the present consumption of barrels in South India on a 
liberal evaluation is placed at 3 lakhs per annum, which is more or 
less the quantity presently supplied in filled condition by the oil com
panies from Bombay and Calcutta. It would be unreasonable to 
estimate a rate of growth at higher than 10 per cent per annum, u 
even this figure has never been achieved. Therefore it is our submis
sion that single shift capacity of about 5 lakhs drums per annum would 
be more than adequate to meet the possible future demand at least 
upto 1970/71. This is, of course, completely within the scope and 
'Competence of the existing fabricators. AJJ a matter of interest, even 
. S lakh drums represent more than the present total demand In 
Calcutta, from all the oil companies combined. 

8. There is some doubt as to the accuracy of the figure of 15 lakh 
-drums being the estimated demand at Madras as quoted by I.O.C. 
According to the Petroleum & Chemicals Ministry's own admission, 
I.O.C.'s total all-India demand for barrels in the year 1968-69 will 
be 12,54,000 drums, as stated by the Minister of State in that Minis
·try (Sri K. Raghuramiah) in the Lok Sabha as recently as on April 
29th in reply to unstarred question No. 8773 (copy enclosed
Annexed In). Thu~ initially the demand at Madras is hardy likely 
to exceed 5 lakh drums per annum as mentioned in the foregoing 
paragraph. 

9. The Ministry of Finance haa been reported in a press announce
ment on 4th January 1968 to have confinned that Government re
sources will not be utilised for setting up units in the Public Sector 
where existing capacity is lying idle. In the case of the Barrel 
Industry, we have not been able to achieve production of more than 
-60 per cent of a single shift due to the scarcity of drum steel and a 
limited demand for barrels. The creation of fresh capacity will 
only aggravate the situation and reduce the supply of steel to exis
ting units, thus rendering further capacity idle and leading to re
trenchment and unemployment problems. 

10. Further, it is not possible for I.O.C. to put up a barrel plant 
1n Madras without incurring conSiderable foreign exchange expen

. diture. This is unjustified as established Barrel Fabricators are 
in a position to set up the required capacity in Madras from existing 
equipment in their possession and will not require any foreign ex
-change at all. 

11. It is because we have been led to believe that the LicenSing 
Committee is likely to approve the proposal we are constrained to 
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.appeal to you to have the above representation examind camtiny 
befot;'~ a final and irrevocable decision is taken on the aetting up of 
.a captive unit at Madras. The list of industries placed on the banned 
list was reviSed 'and item No. 29 of Part A reads uDrums and Barrels 
(except for captive consumption on merits) fl. There can be no 

justification for this change in 1968, other than to accommodate the 
request of I.O.C. for a new barrel manufacturing plant at Madras 
because there has been no change in the situation since 1967. 

12. The implicatidns of this 'Change are far..:reaching and fraught 
with serious repercussions leading to enormous hardships to the 
existing fabricators. We would therefore earnestly request you to 
.consider our appeal in the light of the representation made above 
and stay the installation of any' iricrease in capacity in view of your 
.own statement in the Lok Sabha on 27th February 1968 ill reply tQ 

:unstarred question No. 1852 whfch reads: U (c) The present tot~ 
assessed capacity for the Il1:anufacture of oil barrels is 67,77~ ton~~ 
<on single shift. The production of oil barre~ reported during 1968, 
was 45,346 tonnes and during 1967 the production was 46,500 tonnes 
approximately." 

Yours faithfully, 

FOR AND ON BEHALF OF, 

Bharat Barrel & drum 'Manufacturing 6,. (P) Ltd. 
Sci. L. P. GOENKA. 

'Standard Drum &c Barrel Manufacturing Co.. 

Sd. M. C. Kapadia 

Steel Containers Ltd. 

Sd. C. K. SINHA 

Industrial Containers Ltd. 

Sd. C. K. SINHA!; 

HiDcI Galvanizing & Engineering Co. Private Ltd. 

Sel. H. G. O'NEIL 

410 (aii) LS-ll. 



The Secretary, 

Ministxy ofPetrolewn " Chemicals, 
Government of India, 

New Delhi. 

ANNEXlJRBl 

. Bomba." -
Feb1"U(lry 28, 1968~ 

, . 
1S-Gauge Steel Sheet for Barrels for Lubricating on. 

Dear Sir, 

The purpose of this letter is to once again draw your kind atten
tion to the immediate danger affecting the distribution of lubrica
ting oils and greases in the country due to non~availability of neVi 
drums in adequate quantities and the repercussions th~t this situa
tion will have on various user units, particularly Government Agen
cies like the Railways, Defence, Steel Plants, Road Transport Un~ 
dertakings, Factories, Power Plapts,' Tube-well Operations, etc. As. 
you are aware, n()n~supply of lubricants in an effective manner 
Will jeoparadise the entire field of mechanised operations in th~ 
country. 

In thi$;<;onneetion a series of meetings were held recently in the 
office of the Iron &: Steel Controller, JPC, Hindustan Steel Ltd., and 
HSL Rourkela Plant where representatives of the Oil Indu8try and 
Barrel Fabricators discussed at length the IS-gauge drumsheet 
supply situation and measures that need to be adopted to relieve 
the seriousness. We are indeed grateful to the Iron & Steel Con
troller and JPC for the prompt· actibn-'-although short range-that 
has been taken which would result in soroerelief during the months 
of March and early April. No line of action has however been clear
ly indicated as to what provision would be made for the future in a 
fashion that will provide continuity in the supply of drums for the 
year April 1968/March 1969; in fact we have been advised that we 
may expect to receive just about the· same quantity of steel as was. 
made available in 1967, and no more, and that we should represent. 
to you and the Steel Ministry that the shortfall be imported. It 
may be mentioned here that if the Oil Industry managed to move 
product out into the market in 1967 without serious breakdowns, it 
was not because steel for barrels was made available in adequate 
quantities but because fabricators utlized a sizeable stock of steel 
which was supplied towards the end of 1966 and which was carried 
:forward into 1967. Furthermore a considerable quantity ()fsecond-
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hand reconditioned barrels was uSed as .n experiment with unfor. 
tunately, unhappy results. A considerable quantity of Oil ~as also 
D;1oved' in bulk. Furthermore, our ullage problem did not fortu
ttately become as acute as estimated, as some of the tankers which 
were to arrive in 1967 actually docked in January/February 1968. 

We now wish to touch on the historical position of lube drum 
supplies over the years. Steel for 18 gauge drums has been in acute 
short-supply for several years and the oil industry, being the largest 
single consumer of IS-gauge steel~ has always been the most hard 
it. It will be recalled that towards the end of 1963 as assessment 
of oil industry needs was made by the then- Ministry of Mines and 
Fuel and the Steel Ministry, and it was accepted that the Oil Indus
try demand for barrels would be the eqUivalent of 48,000 tons of 
steel per year. This survey was made at a time when the ICC 
dex;nand for barrels was considerably lower than is obtaining today 
and the total import quota for lube base stock for all the major 
Oil Companies in 1964 was 30,300 tons. You are aware that the 
present monthly quota for the major Oil Companies has been fixed 
as under: 

Indian Oil Corporation 

, Burmah-Shell 

Esso 

Caltex 

14,900 Tonnes 

12,250 " 
8,650 

4,150 
" 
" 

Total 39,950 Tonnes 

. Say 40,~OO Tonn~s or 480,000 Tonnes per year. 

For reasons listed in the attachment, approximately 75 per cent 
of the above quantity will have to be' distributed in the country in 
"new drums"; the balance 25 per cent will be distributed in bulk, 
second hand drums and small tin containers. Hence the total quan
tity of "new drums" required to barrel Iubes;greases during April 
1968/March 1969 period. would be: 

)1~<489.!..o~~_~_. = 21,60,060 drums 
. 100 

In terms of steel 21,60,000 =38= 57,000 tonnesof steel will be 
required during the 12 month period ~pril 1~681~ch 1969. This 
does not include requirement of AOC, Gulf OIl, TIdewater, Castrol 
and IOC's demand to barrei Barauni products. As against this de-

-Old lllnl.re lOJ ueyd Ot palqeua aq lTIM. Jdr lnql ltlf t~J. eM 'pueur 
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duption Oft incUgenous milll would be in the· regiGn of whatwaa .. 
tually supPlied in 1~. For your information, the actu.al q\IU.Uty 
~pplied bYHSL Rourkela in 1967 was 21,000 tons and by Indian Iron 
and Steel Co. approximately 9,000 tons, totalling 30,000 toni. We are 
advised that even though a total quantity of 480,000 tons had been 
planned on HSL and liSCO, i.e. 32,400 tons on HSL and 15,600 tons 
on liSCO, the former were advised to produce only about 21,000 tons 
whereas the latter was beset with continUing labour problems. A.a 
consequence, the Oil Industry suffered a serious set-back in their 
plans to distribute lubricating oils in a rational distribution pattern 
consistent with the best interests of the nation, Bulk shipments and 
shipments in second-hand reconditioned barrels had to be resorted 
to on a large scale to be able to create ullage in the storage tanks for 
the in-flow of lube base stocks off the tankers and to be able to move 
the product out to usage points in good time to keep the wheels of 
industry 'moving. In the attachment we have listed the various fac
tors which militate against excessive use of bulk transportation 
media and large scale use of reconditioned drums. 

During our recent meeting in the office of the JPC Calcutta, we 
were advised that the Steel Priority Committee would be meeting in 
Delhi some time early in March 1968, to determine the priorities that 
should be accorded to the various industries consuming 18-gauge 
steel The purpose of this letter is to request that an immediate 
meeting be convened in Delhi-in any case prior to the Steel Priority 
Committee Meeting-to discuss the following:-

1. A meeting between representaUves of IOC, B/Shell, Esso 
and Caltex and P & C Ministry, DGTD and Ministry of 
Steel. to firmly esta~lish Oil Industry's requirement of 
l8-gauge steel as 57,000 tonnes for the year 1968/69. 

2.A separate meeting between the above particlpants and re
presentatives of barrel manufacturing industry to firmly 
establish that the planning and produCtion of the above 
quantity of 57,000 tonnes be undertaken on a "top priority" 
basis at a fixed monthly rate of approximately 4800 to=es 
per month on a continuing basis for 12 months; Steel Mills 
'to be authorized to ensure that the above despatch rate is 
not disturbed under any circumstances without specifiC' 
concurrence of the Ministries of Petroleum & Chemicals and 
Iron & Steel. 

Referring to para 2 above, Rourkela advice that their current cold
rolled mill capacity is 170,000 to~ per year with a growth potenw 

tial of upto 600,000 tonnes per year which would result from the 
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installations/alterations which have recently been made in the steel 
plant and which have already been commissioned. Supply of only 
57,000 tonnes per year should not therefore pose a serious problem. 
even if the entire quantity was to be supplied by Rourkela. In point 
of fact lISCO can, hopefully, be expected to supply upto 12,000 tonnes 
per year and Rourkela, therefore, would need to supply 45,000 tonnes 
during April 1968/March 1969 period. We, therefore, do not agree 
with the suggestion made in the recent meetnig in JPC's ollce that 
the Oil Industry should make out a case for imports, particularly 
since, we believe, such imports would be AID financed resulting in 
the barrel cost going up from about Rs. 46 to about Rs. 65 to Rs. 70 
with attendant repercussions on the trade. It will be appreciated 
that if imports must be made there are other steel consumers that 
could, perhaps, sustain a burden of a cost increase by over 50 per 
c~nt. However, if steel is imported from Rupee sources or against 
free exchange licences. the cost of steel would be considerably lower 
'and the drum price structure mili!ht lend itself for acceptance by the 
ultimate ('ustomer of packaged product; this would need to be ex
amined 

In view of the extreme urgency, may we request that the meetings 
asked for above be convened as early as possible prior to the SPC's 
meeting to be held in New Delhi some time in early March 1968. 
Your co-operation in this matter will be greatly appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 

BURMH-SHELL OIL STORAGE INDIAN OIL CORPORATION 
& DISTRBUTING CO. OF INDIA LTD. LTD. 

By Sd/ - By Sd/-

CALTEX (INDIA) LIMlTED.ESSO STANDARD 
EASTERN. INC. 

By Sd/- By Sd/-
Copy to: Secretary, Ministry of Steel, New Delhi. 

Iron & Steel Controller, Calcutta. 
JPC Calcutta. 

ANNEXURE I 

The Reasons why bulk shipments cannot be effected beyond a limited 
ENTENT 

1. High grade oils demand very stringent quality. control safe
guards. Furthermore, only a small percentage can be moved in bulk, 
wherever the cus~omers have facilities for receiving and storing bulk 
supplies and are equipped to maintain the necessary quality control 
features. These supplies are restricted to big customers in the city 
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of Bombay only as specific tank trucks for specific grades have to be 
operated. Thi& is not feasible in the case of supply toupcountry 
cuStIomers because it is not practicable to reserve tank trucks exclu
sively for upcountry customers due to operational reasons and be
cause requirements at individual locations, grade-wise, are so small 
that large volume shipments cannot be effected. 

2. With regatd to large consumers like the Railways, a proposal 
for shipping Diesel Engine Lubricating Oil in bulk was at one time 
put forward. However, the railways felt that the proposal will not 
be feasible in view of the contamination factor involved in supplying 

. product in railway tankwagons. The railways are not prepared to 
take any risk which might involve damage to the diesel engine as a 
resul of use of can'taminated lube oil. 

3. We,are supplying Axle Oil in bulk to the railway wherever they 
have facilities for receiving and storage of this product; the conta
mination problem in Axle Oil is not as serious as in other high grade 
oils. 

4. More than 30 per cent of the high grade oils supplied to other 
customers are spread over the entire country and have to be sup
plied. packed in drums, since their individual requirements for spe
cific grades are very small and they are unable to take supplies in 
bulk. 

5. If large customers, such as the railways, transport operators, 
defence and other government a~2ncies are prepared to take hrge 
volume of' oils in bulk, it will be nccess:.lry for ;hem to instal tankage 
to receive and store oils. This will take quite some time and it does 
not, therefore. offer an immediate solution to the problem. Here 
again the Railways will have to set up a mechanism whereby they 
can ensure supply of tankwagons to the industry for specific oils and 
for specific locations. This, in our opinion, 18 not feasible. 
The reasons why large-scale use of second-hand reconditioned drums 

cannot be resorted to 

1. There is no modern and efficient reconditioning plant in ope
ration in the country which can produce an acceptable quality of 
~{'um suitable for packaging high grade oils. 

\ .Juring the acute steel shortage in the last quarter of 1967 and 
Q.unng January/February 1968, Oil Companies experimented on lar~e 
~le use of reconditioned drums. The experiment was a total fal-
!ure for the fonowing .reasons: 

(a) Quality of drums was so poOl' that we had to reject as high a 
percentage as 2()......50 per cent during inspection prior to 
fUling. .. 



159 

'(b) Selected drums were filled and despatched fuvarious des
tinations. Leakages developed en-route resulting in nume
rous customers receiving drums in poor condition with at
tendant product loss. This not only created relationship 
situation with customers but also resulted in sizeable pro
duct loss which the country can ill-afford. 

COPY 

(c) Availability of reconditioned drums became difficult be
cause of increased demand from the Oil Companies. This 
demand pressure had its ultimate effect on price and we 
had to pay a price about equalling the new drum 'Price. 
This price level, we believe, will have affected other small 
consumers of second-hand drums, such as vegetable oil 
trade, tallows, etc. 

ANNEXURE II 

Registered A.D. 

"The Secre.tary, 
Department of Industrial Development, 
Ministry of Industrial Development, 

U dyog Bhavan, 

NEW DELHI. 

Dear Sir, 

5, Graham. Road, 
Ballard Estate, 

Bombay-l. 

5th April, 1968. 

Establishment of New Ba.rrel fabricating Unit 

1. We, the undersigned barrel fabricators, are. alarmed to learn 
,that the present policy of discouraging the setting-up of new units 
and/or increase in existing capacity may be relaxed.' This action 
would automatically result in a further sub-division of 18 gauge steel 
-sheet which is in short supply. The creation of new units will not 
'provide additional capacity as there 1s already spare capacity lying 
idle with existing fabricators, but will only result in aggrevatUlg the 

present lQW level of production. 
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2. W~ d~U ~I()w the establiShed licenced alpactty on single shift. 
WorJ$g; 

-------------_._---
---- -. -.----------lIombay 

Bharat Barrels . 

Standard narrels 

Steel Containers' 

Calcutta 

Bharat Barrel 

I ndustrial Containers 

Hind Galvanising 

Others 

A.O.C. (Digboi) 

Bhusaval 

T~s 

22,000 

5,200 

6,000 

3,882 

5,000 

72,820 

The licenced capacity of 72,820 tonnes as above does not include
the additional installed capacity of the existing units which has al· 
ready been verified by the DGTD. This subsequent assessment, 
which works out to more than double the licenced capacity. is still 
lying with the DGTD for regularisation and recognition, prior to
issue of revised Industrial licences. 

3. We table below the total demand for the current year April,. 
1968 to March 1969: 

I.O.C. (excluding Barauni) 
B~mah-Shell • 
&80 
CalteX • • 
Allam Oil other minQr Oil Compani~, Petr~ 
~ and J:00<i Sn¢.i • . • " • 

·.loc-,...BaraUJI.i . 

Tonnes 

21,000 

17,000 

la,ooo 
6,~ 

10,000 

6,oqo 
j . 

__________________________ ~--~,!C~·!-~-----------
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It will be observed that the overall steel requirements of the' 
major oil companies is 57,000 tonnes. Of this only 48,000 tonnes has 
been confirmed to the Ministry of Steel by the Ministry of Petroleum 
and ChemicaJs. 

The demand of the major Oil Companies and other consumers of 
72,~ tonnes represents less than one single shift working of the 
existmg units as shown in para 2 above. 

You will realise that the tme capacity on a single shift basis is 
far in excess of the present demand. 

4. Allowing for an exaggerated growth of 10 per cent for each. 
successive year (which has not yet been achieved), the demand in 
1970 will be only 87,120 tonnes. The projected demand is far below 
the existing actual single shift capacity of established units. 

5. The shortage of barrels over the past two years cannot be re
lated to performance on the part of the fabricators because of the 
prevailing shortage of steel and the bifurcation of oil movement into 
bulk and smaller packing. The present position is no better and it 
shall continue until such time as steel is available in adequate quan
tities to enable the fabricators to achieve their rated output. The 
creation of new units by consumers and/or Companies in the public 
sector would cause further distress to fabricators resulting in shut
down and lay-off of labour apd staff. The industry is therefore in 
immediate need of protection. That can only be achievp.d by con
tinuing the restrictions in force at present and not allowing any new 
capacity to be established. 

6. We confirm having sent you the following telegram reading: 
"BARREL FABRICATORS ALARMED TO LEARN THAT 

YOU ARE CONSIDERING PERMISSION FOR ESTAB
LISHMENT OF NEW BARREL FABRICATING UNITS 
BY CONSUMERS AND PUBLIC SECTOR COMPANIES 
STOP THE PRESENT RESTRICTION ON INCREASING 
EXISTING CAPACITY FOR ANY REASON WAS IM
POSED BECAUSE OF INSUFFICIENT DEMAND AND 
STEEL TO MAINTAIN EVEN SINGLE SHIFT PRODUC
TION STOP INDUSTRY ALREADY EXPERIENCING 
SEVERE RECESSION RESULTING INTERMITTENT 
CLOSURES AND INABILITY TO MAINTAIN REGULAR 
SINGLE SHIFT PRODUCTION STOP CREATION OF 
NEW UNITS WOULD RESULT IN FURTHERDJSTRESS 
CAUSING LAY OFF OF LABOUR AND STAFF STOP 
DELEGATION OF FABRICATORS WILL WAIT ON 
YOU WITH FULL DETAILS SUBSTANTIATING NE'-
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CESSARY PROTECTION OF EXISTING UNITS· STOP 
PLEASE GRANT INTERVIEW EARLIEST' LETTER 
FOLLOWS" 

7. We understand that for the packaging of lube oils at Madras 
a large quantity of drums will be required. The barrel fabricators 
.are wiiling to transfer existing spare capacity to. Madras and ,my 
othe.r locations in India and set· up plants of sufficient output to meet 
the entire requirements of these installations. Each fabricator is 
prepared to negotinte with G(!)vernment for transferring sufficient 
spare capacity to Madras or elsewhere to meet the entire expected 
requirements. 

8. Representatives of the barrel fabricators will wait on you and 
we shall be grateful if you will ki·ndly indicate at the above address 
:a suitable. time convenient to you for discussions. 

Y'Ours faithfully, 
FOR AND ON BEHALF OF: 

Sd/-
Bharat Barrel & Drum Manufacturing Co. (P) Ltd. 

Sd/-
Standard Drum: & Barrel Manufacturing Co. 

Sd/-
Steel Containers Ltd. 

Sd/-
Industrial Containers Ltd. 

Sd/-
Hind Galvanizing & Engineering Co. Private Ltd. 

cc: The Secretary, 
Ministry of Steel Mines & Metals 
Udyog Bhavan, New DeIhL 

-cc: The Secretary, Ministry of Petroleum & Chemicals, 
North B~ock, 
New Delhi-l. 

·cc: The Ministry of Planning, 
Yojana Bhavan. 
Parliament Street, 
New Delhi-l. 

ee: Sri M. M. Vadi, 
Senior Industrial Adviser (E), 
Directorate General of ~cchnical Development. 
New Delhi. 
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ANNEXURE III 

LOK·SABHA 

Uostarred Question No. 8113 

To be answered on 29th April, 1968 

Lube Oil Barrels and Bitumen Drums for IOC. 

8273. SHRI S. M. BANERJEE: Will the Minister of PETROLEUM 
AND CHEMICALS be pleased to state: 

(a) the total annual requirement of the Indian Oil Corporation 
Limited for lube oil barrels and bitumen drums; 

(b) whether the Corporation is meeting its requirement for these 
. items by invitine offers through pub~ic tenders or by purchasing 

through direct negotiations with the manufacturers; 

(c) whether all the licensed manufacturers of these items are 
being invited to quote a~\inst the enquiries of the Corporation; and 

(d) if so, whether all the offers so reeeived are considered by the 
Corporation? 

ANSWER 

MINISTER OF STATE IN THE MINISTRY OF PETRO
LEUM AND CHEMICALS AND OF SOCIAL WELFARE (SHRI 
K. RAGHURAMAIAH): (a) The estimated requirement of the 
Indian Oil Corporation for lube oil barrels during 1968-69 is 12,54,000 
and for bitumen barrels 1,50,000 to 2,00,000. 

(b) The requirement of these barrels is met by inviting public 
tenders except for supplies from the Ordnance Factory, Bhusaval. 

(c) Public tenders are invited. 

(d) Yes, Sir. -{. J 
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The Committee note that the Drwn and Barrel In
dustry was placed, on the banned list in March, 1960 
when the capacity of the barrel fabricators was 36,940 ' 
tonnes only. This capacity increased to 67,778 tOMes 
in 1963-64 and to 90,450 tOMes in 1965. Between 1960-
and 1965 the capacity of Mis. Bharat Barrels had in
creased from 18,300 tonnes to 38,000 tonnes, of Mis
Standard Drums from 3,700 tonnes to 17,900 tonnes, 
of MIs. Steel Containers, Bombay from 5,860 tonnes 
to 9,450 tonnes, of Mis. Industrial Containers, Calcutta 
from 6,000 tonnes to 11,000 tonnes while a new caPa
city of 10,260tonnes was created by Mis. Hind Gal
vanising and Engineering Co. Calcutta. The increase' 
in capacities has generally been due to additions of 
plant and machinery by the fabricators. The various 
irregularities and malpractices indulged in by the in
dividual barrel fabricators in increasing their capacity 
has been dealt with in Section F Qf Chapter-II. 

The Committee observe that assessment of capaci
ties in this industry has been made by Government 
twice i.e. in 1963-64 and 1965 without taking the in
dustry out of the banned list. The Committee further 
note that the capacities assessed in 1963-64 have alsO' 
been recognised for the purpose of allocation of raw 
materials. The Committee are unable to share the view 
Of the Ministry of Industrial Development, Internal 
Trade and Company Aftairs that it was not necessary 
to take this industry out of the banned list before al
lowing increased capacity in this industry. The Com
mittee consider that sinCe the policy governing IndulI
Licensing is announced periodically in the form of 
two liSts viz. 'list of banned industries' and the 'merit 
list', normally no applications are to be considered by 
the Licensing Committee for the grant of industrtal 

-----------------------------------------------
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licences in' respect ()t the i.nc&uJtries in the banDed lilt 
and Intendltlg entrepreneurs would naturally keep 
away! from submitting applications for industrial ll-

. c:ence in such industries. The Committee do not also 
.~ ~th. the. contention of the Ministry of Indus
tnal Licenslng 18 announced periodically in the form of 
that applications in the banned industries may be con
sidered on account of exceptional features. They 
note that these exceptional features have not been 
laid down by the Licensin, Committee which is con
sulted in the preparation of 'banned list' and is the 
main body which processes applications for industrial 
licences. It is really disquieting that in this case nei
ther this industry was taken out of the 'banned list', 
nor was prior approval of the Licensing Committee 
taken before undertaking assessment of the capacity 
of barrel manufacturers in 1963-64 and 1965. Whafia 
more surprising Is that the reassessed cllpacities of 
1963-64 were approved at an Inter-Ministerial meet. 
ing in June, 1964 and raw material began to be allotted 
on the basis of these capacities without the prior 
approval of the Licensing Committee. This approval 
was taken after over two years i.e. in September, 1966 
although the Licensing Committee meets once every 
fortnight. 

The Committee regret to note that the re-asses8-
ment of the capacities in 1~-64 and 1965 was made 
mainly as a result of the representations made b)1 the 
~rrel fabricators. The plea that the assessment in 
1983-64 was made because increased demand by the 
Petroleum industries for oil barrels does not hold goocl 
In as much 8S the communication from the Mlnfatry 
of Petroleum and Chemicals was received in June, 
1964 while the physical inspection of the units and 

.assessment of capacities had been made during Decem
ber, 1983 to February, 1964. 

The Committee feel that the assessment and re· 
assessment of capacities of the barrel fabricators lwI 
been done in an irrel\1lar manner. They consider 
that the normal course which Should have been adopt
eclin this case was flrIt to take this industry out of 
the banned list so that any new' entrepreneur interest
ed to enter this profttable lndUltry would have got a 
fair chance to do so. This apaJlt adclitionaVnew capa
cities should haVe been further reco«nlsed only after 
the approval of the Lieenlin, COmmittee and the Gov
er!lment as required under the Act. 

-------------_. -----
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Tb8 Committee no~ that th~ Defence requirements. 
of oilben'ela are met from the Ordnance Factory .. 
Bhuaawal. Howeve... the lubricating oU supplied by 
the oil companies in barrels to Detence is stated to be
supplied in tTad.ebarrels, . The, Committee are sur
prised that in &Ssessing increased Defence require
ments of oU barrels, the Ministry of Industrial Deve
lopment, Internal Trade & Company Mairs relied on 
the information supplied by the manufacturer and did. 
not care to verify it from the Ministry of Defence or 
the D. G. T . D. They consider that in such cases, the 
Ministry)Department concerned. should have been 
consulted in order to obtain accurate tacts. This has 
not been done in the present case. 'rhe Conunitt~ 
consider it a serious lapse. 

The Committee would also like the Ministries of In-
dustrial Development, Internal Trade and Company 
Mairs and of Petroleum and Chemicals to take note 
of the spare capacity available with the Ordnance 
Factory •. Bhusawal with a view to utilise the same in 
consultation with the Ministry of Defence. 

2.54 The Committee note that Mis. Bharat Barrel and 
Drums Manufactu'ring Company shifted a part of their 
plant and machinery for the manufacture of oil bar
rels from Bombay to Calcutta in 1962 without prior 
permission of the Government. Thisflrm also effected 
substantial expansion of their factories at Calcutta 
and Bombay illegally and unauthorisedly without 
prior permission of Government and dUring the period 
when the industry was on the banned iist. Apart 
from the other irregularities alleged to have been 
committed by this firm. it. has committed a violation 

. of section 13 (1) of the Industries (Development and 
Regulation) Act, 1951 read with Rule 7 of the Regis
tTation and Licensing of Industrial Undertaking Rules. 
1952, issued under the Act, and thus bas rendered 
itself liable to action under section 24 of the Act. 

The Committee regret to note that the shifting of 
a part of the plant and machinery by this firm from 
BombaY to Calcutta was condoned by Government in 
1HZ. The Committee feel that had the provision. of
the Act been enforced strictly. various malpractices 
and Irregularities alleged to have been committed by 
thla ftrm and others Would not have been committed. 
TbeCommittee recommend that suitable action should' 

. qow be. taken fOr the .~ictenforeement of the pro
'visions of the Act in thl, ea~ . 

. _----_ ....... _. __ .---_. .----.----
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The Commit.tee recret to note that various irreBU-' 

larities alleged to have been. committed by this 1lrm 
are Wlder scrutiny since 1966 'and that compreheDlive 
inve.stiaation and report on this caSe is still awaited. 
The Committee are concerned at this inordinate delay, 
and recommend that urgent action should be taken to. 
expedite the investigations so as to reach a tlnal deci
sion in this matter without further delay. 

The Committee note that MIs. Standard Drum and 
Barrel ManufactUring Company, Bombay was granted a 
licence for a provisional capacity of 4,200 tonnes per 
annum out of which 3,700 tonnes per annum was re
<.'Ognised for the manufacture of 40145 gallon oil bar
rels. This proviSional capacity which was subject to 
re-assessment, was re-assessed in 1961 at 6,100 tonnes. 
per annum i.e. after a lapse of 3 years, during which 
time this industry had been placed on the banned 
list. . Again the capacity of the firm was re-assessed 
in 1964 along with that of other barrel manufacturers, 
and was found to have increased to 14,538 tonnes. At 
the re-assessment of capacities in 1965, the capacity 
of the firm was found to have further increased to· 
1'1,900 tonnes. Thus during the peried from 1958 to 
1965 the capacity of the firm for oil barrel manufactw-e .. 
increased tram 3,700 tonnes to 17,900 tonnes i.e. an 

. increase of about 480 per cent. All this happened 
when the industry was on the. banned list and no new 
capacity 01' exPansion of the old capacity could be per
mi~ted. According to the reports or the Inspecting 
Ofttcers. the firm had installed both indigenoUs and' 
imported machines in replacement of old machines as 
well as for balancing purposes. 

The' Committee are unhappy at the grant of licence 
for a provisional capacity to this firm in 1958 when 
its capacity was based on its past pel'foi1nance. The 
Committee has been informed that this is the only 
case where provisional capacity has been granted. 
Further the capacity of the firm had been assessed in 
1954 at 3,200 tonnes only after a Time and Motion 
Study. Even If the provisional capacity had been 

. .. granted, the same should have normally been finalis
ed soon after 1958 but not after three years ie. 1981 
when this industry. had been placed on the banned' 
list. The Committee are unable to understand how 
the capacity of this ftrm was found to have increased . 
Bomuch after· each assessm'"t when every time the 
._~8_sment was made on a Time and Motion ~udy. 

410 (aii) LS-12, ______ . ___ . __ _ 
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The Committee feel that' this abnormal expansion 01 
capacity by the firm is in contravention ot the pro
villiona of the Industries (Development and Regula. 
tion) Act, 1151 and therefore attracts the penal pro· 
visions of the Act and shOuld be dealt with accordingly. 

The Committee are perturbed to note that Mis. 
Hind Galvanising and Engineering Co., which Was 
registered for the manufacture of small drums, has 
been l'ecogniscd for the manufacture of oil barrels 
since 1964 for a capaeity of 6,000 tonnes without a 
time and motion study although this industry has 
been on the banned list since 1960. The capacit.y of 
this firm has been found to have increased from 6000 
tonnes in 1964 to 10260 tonnes during the asscsament 
of 1965 i.e. by abQut 70 per cent during one year. It 
is also significant to note that although in December, 
1963. this finn applied for a capacity of 1600 tonnes 
for the manufacture ot oil barrell but in JanuarY' 
1964, it requested for a capacity of 9,000 tannes. The 
Committee note that this firm tried tor a licence far 
the manufacture of oil barrels in 1961 and for the im
port of machinery tor the Hme purpose in 19B5. Hav. 
ing tailed in ils attempt to secure tbe necessary licen
ce. from the Government to set up the oil barrel 
plant, the tlrm appHI'B to have ,one ahead with the 
settinJ up ot such • plant by illltallln1 substantial 
additional machinery for the manufacture of oil bu
rela by purchasina the .ame from an established im
porter and by produc11\l oU barrela in February, 1982 
and supplying the same to various customer •. 

The Committee are. however, concernc.'<i that the 
Government should have inspected the factory of this 
finn to aBSess their c~city for the manufacture of 
oil barrels in 1963 and recognlaed the same in 19M 
under the plea that the assets ot the firm wore leu 
than Rs. 25 lakhs. The Committee feel that the set
tin, up of an industry, in tbe medium sector which 
is on the banned list in tl)e lar,e scale I(~hlttlng of 
to circumventinl the IndUitries (Dev.! firm from 
Relulation) Act, 1951 and tbe Rules wernment in 
and does not appeal' to be permisslbleprovialon. of 
of the Committee, this firm haa con' malpractices 
vislon. of the InduatTiet CJ)evelolt.' committed by 
tion) Act, 1951 and haa commltted"een committed. 
gularitiec:- ole action should 

(I) It instAned adcUtiona1 .. ment of the pro
manufactu~ of oil \)ar' 
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same trom establlBhed importers witbout prior 
approval of Government. 

(ii) it .tuted manutacture of oil barrela-a DeW 

article-with-out P110r approval of Govern
. ment iD 1182-

(iii) it utilised the quota of 18 to ,.5 gauge steel 
sheets given to it in 1961-" for the manu
facture of oil barrela instead of small drums 
without Government's approval. 

(iv) it claimed to have IUPPlied oil barrels to De
fence Department which wu not corroborated 
by Defence authoritiee. 

(v) It increa.ed Its capacity for the manufacture 
of all barrels by about 70 per cent between 
1984 and 1985 without Government's approval. 

The Committee feel that the above irregularities of 
this firm would attract the penal provisiona of the In
dustries (Development and Regulation) Act, 1861, and 
recommend that action may be taken acc.rdinlly. 

The Committee note that the capacity of Mis. Indus
trial Containers, Calcutta which was licenled for 8,000 
tannes in 1959, was assessed at 7,900 tonnes !n 1984 
and at 11,000 tonnes in 1965 i.e. an overall increase 
of about 83 percent over lieenaed capacity. SimilarlY 
tht· capacity of Mis. Steel Containers Limited, Bom
bay which was licensed for 5,880 tonnes in 1959, was 
assessed at 8,300 tonnes in 1984 and 9,450 tonnes in 
1985 i.e. an overall increase of over 80 per cent over 
their licensed capacity. The increase in thef capacity 
of both thE:se firms obviously amounts tl) substantial 
expansion which appears to have been effected with
out priOr ::>pproval of Government. These cases would 
therefore also appear to attract the penal provisions 
of the Industries (Development and Regulation) Act, 
1951. 

The Committee note that ever since the introduction 
of steel control in 1946-47, allocation of steel sheets 
ex S. P . I. quota is being made to the barrel fabrica
ton on the basil of licensed capacity. This praetic 
is ltated to ha'Ve been followed in the steel proceslina 
incium'y only. The Committee consider that after the 
application of the Industries (Development and ReIU
latlml) Aet, 1951, to the drum and barrel industry, 
allOcation of raw material to this industry should 
have been made on the basis of .uessed capacity, sub-
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jed to a maximum admiaaible on the liceD8ed capa
elty of the units. In the opinion of the Committee, 
the allocation of steel sheets on the basis of ... eued 
capacity which is more than the licenaed capacity 111 
this industry, has been mainly reaponaible for irre
gular expansion of capacities by the various barrel 
fabricators. The Committee recommeDd that imme
diate steps should be taken to limit the allocation of 
raw material in this industl"Jl upto the lic8llled capa
cit.ies of the Wlits. The Committee feel that this Will 
have a salutary effect on the barrel fabricators not to 
indulge in mal-practices. 

The Committee note that the oil barrel requirements 
of oil companies, who are their main users, are met 
to the extent of about 60 per cent due to the shortage 
of steel sheets in the country. The balance of reo: 
quirement are stated to be met by the oil com,paniea 
by using second hand drums which, apart from pay
ment of higher prices, results in loss of products 
through leakage, dissatisfaction of customers, etc. The 
shortage of steel sheets has alao resulted in the charl
ing of high prices for oU b8'lTels by the fabricators 
from the oil companies. The Committee in para 4.4 of 
their Eighth-Sixth Report on the Ministry of Petro
lewn and Chemicals-pUrchase of oil barreis by I.O.c.;. 
during 1966 against Tender No. OPITEN-7185, have 
already commented on the existence of unutillaed 
capacity in the Hindustan Steel Limited on the one 
hand and shortage of steel sheets in the country on 
the other and have recommended the need to step up 
the production of steel sheets in the country. 

The Committee further recommend that tUl the 
shortage of steel sheets continues, the question ot allo
cation of steel sheets to the oil companies triI-C-N 
the barrel fabricators, may be reconsidered by GOv
ernment in all its alpeet and in conaultation with the 
Ministry of Law in view of the pending Court case in 
this regard. In this connection the point to be COD

sidered is that the oU barrels are mainly required by 
the oil companies and have a vital bearing on the 
working of their planta. Thus whatever arrBDIement 
is Onally decided upon by the Government in th1a re
gard. should be such as would ensure that the bar~ 
rels are supplied by the fabricators to the 011 COID
panies on reasonable rates, in required quantities and 
in time 10 a. to ensure uninterrupted glQ)plfes to the 
ultimate users of lube 011. 

The Committee are unhappy to note that the Min
istry of Industrial Development and Company Affairs 
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have not thought of exerc18mg any control OV" the 
price of lube barrels supplied by fabricators to the oil 
companies which hu resulted in great hardship to the 
oil companies. They feel that if scarce raw m..-rial 
is allocated to the fabricators by D. G. T. D. and is 
supplied to them, at the prescribed rates b)1 the steel 
companies, there should be a corresponding obligation 
on them to supply their products to the oil companies 
on reasonable rates. The Committee suggest that the 
Ministry of Industrial Development and Company 
Affairs may consider this matter and take an early 
decision. 

The Committee note that after the decontrol of 
steel, the barrel fabricators are not furnishing the oil 
companies information regarding the quantityl of steel 
sheets received by them and the oil barrels manu
factured for the oil companies out of this quantity. 
They have been informed that in the production re
turns, submitted by the oil fabricators to the D.G.ToO., 
the fabricators are not required to spedfy the 1l8ZDeI 
of customers to whom the barrels are supplied by 
them. The Committee feel that since the steel sheets 
are scarce items and 8'l'e allocated to the oil fabricators 
for supplying barrels to the oil industry who are their 
main consumers, it should be made obligatory on the 
fabricators to indicate in their production returDS, the 
quantity of steel sheets received by them. the number 
of oil barrel produced, the names of customers to whom 
the 011 barrels have been sold 80 al to ensure that the 
steel sheets have been utilised by the fabricatO'rl for 
the purpose for which the allocations had been made. 
The on Companies should simultaneously ~ requIred 
to furnish information regarding the oU barrell re
ceived by them from the fabricators so as to verify the 
correctness of the information furnished by the fabri
cators. Thl'! Committee would like the D. G. T. D. to 
critieally scrutinise the returns before allocating 
steel sheet!': for the rest quarter . 

The Committee note that a drum and barrel manU
facturing unit has been set up In the small seale Iee
ter at Visakhapatnam In spite of this industry flgur1ng 
on the ''banned list" in the large scale sector. They 
learn that this unit is an asaoclate company of MI •. 
mnd Galvanising and Engineering Co., Calcutta. The 
Commltte(~ have been informed that under the exist1ng 
orders there is no bar to the coming up of indUltrles 
in the small scale Aector even though that Indl1ltr7 
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mi&ht have been banned in the lara. scale sector. 
The Committee consider the preeent position as ana
molous. According to the Government, the industries 
are placed in the banned liat either becauae ac:lequate 
capacity has been CTeated in that industry or there 11 
scarcity of raw material. In that cue, it would appear 
to be logical that when an industry has been put on 
the banned Ust in the large scale sector, the ban should 
be made operative to that industl)1 in the small acale 
sector also. The Committee do not view with lavour 
the recent decision of Government that on regional or 
other special considerations, the State Directors of In
dustries may sponsor new units in banned industriee 
with the approval of the Development Commissioner, 
Small Scale Industries. The proper course would 
appear to be that where it is considered that an In
dustry which has been banned in the lar,e scale sec
tor, may be All allOWed to be set up in the small seale 
sector it should be exclusively reserved for develop
ment In the small scale sector and the decision made 
public so that all intending entrepreneurs have a fair 
and equal cbance of entering tbat fteld. 

The Committee are cOncerned to note that in the 
present case the very perlOns who are operating this 
industry in the lar'e sectOr at Calcutta have set up 
this unit in the IJIlflll seale lector. This amounts to 
circumventing the ban on this industry in the large 
scale sector. The Secretary of the Ministry of Idus
trial Development, Internal Trade and Company 
Aftain himself admitted that "the question of entry 
of the large Icale industrialist into the small scale field 
is now posing a deftnite problem for the Government." 
Since the small seale sector ill meant for small en
trepreneur of limited mee.n~ the Committee would urge 
the Government to examine the whole matter with a 
view to prevent the entry of large seale Industrlallsts 
in the small scale seelor. 

3.14 The Committee are sU'l'priRed that the Development 
Commissioner, Small S!-ale Indusr"1 who il !luppoied 
to _st and guide tn the formulation of pollcle!'l tor 
the planninA' of small lectO'!' Industry In the country 
In consultation with State Government!'! should be 
Ilnaware of what is happenlnJ( in this fteld In the 
States. It fs imperative that he keep! himself posted 
with the latest developments and keeop!'l the Ministry 
;nformed In flO far as schedule~ lndustrle!l! al'p. con
~ned. The Committee regret that there is lack of 
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coordination between the Ministry and the Develop
ment Commissioner, Small Scale Industry in tbis ra
(ard. In this connection, the Committee would Uke 
to reiterate the recommendations made by them in 
their 9th Report (Fourth Lok Sabha) 1967-68 on indus
t.rial licensing that: 

"There should be effective coordination between 
the two wings of the Ministry of Induatrial 
Development and Company Mairs dealm. 
with the scheduled industries and smaIl scale 
sector 80 as to ensure optimum utilization of 
resources in both the sectors." 

The Committee regret to note that the induatrial 
licence uP1)lication of Indian Oil Corporation for the 
setting up or a plant for the manufacture of drums and 
harrf'ls at their Madras Reflnery, has been reje-::ted by 
Government. 

In the course of evidence the Committee were in
formed by thl' Secretary, Ministry of Industrial Deve_ 
lopment Internal Trade and Company Mairs that the 
following points for and against the application of the 
Indian Oil Corporation were under consideration of 
Governmen t. 

Points against:-

(i) The capacity for the manufacture of dna:ms 
and barrels existing in the country was collli
c:tered adequate to meet the requirem!nta of 
the Oil Industry and therefore creation Of fresh 
capacity by Indian Oil Corporation would 
meRn fresh investment which on broader 
':!conomlc considerations may not be j ustifled. 

(m Therf! was considerable under-utilisation of 
c8pac1ty in this industry due to scarcity of raw 
material. 

Points for:-

CI) A part of the manufacturing capacity for c!rum. 
and hrrels had admittedly come into eXIstence 
ill an unauthorised manner. 

(ill The record of the principal manufacturhg ftrm, 
concerned did not insPire a great deal of confi
dence that there will be complete fairplay 111 
their dealings with the Indian all Corporation. 
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4.13 It appears that in rejecting the indUJtrial llc:ence 
a~plication of the Indian all Corporation, Government 
have givE'n ,reater weight to the existence of the manu
farturing capacity in the country and avoidance of frelh 
Investment. The Committee are unable to agree with 
the decision of the Govenunent for the foUowin, rea
IOns:-

(i) This industry wal placed on the banned. lilt In 
1960 when the total capacity of all the barrel 
fabricators was 38,940 tonnes. Since then, all 
the fabricators have increased their capacit, 
consIdera'bly In an unauthorised and irregular 
way and in clear violation of the Industrial 
(Development and Regulation) Act, 1951. 'l'h. 
rernlt il that the assessed capacity of the fab
ricators in 1965 was 90,450 tonnes i.e., near 
about 245.per cent over the 1960 capacity. Even 
the assessed capacity of 1965 is being challeng
ed by some f1f the fabricators who claim the 

. existence of still higher cll'p8cities. It Is thus 
evident that the major portion of the existing 
r.apacity of the barrel fabricators haa been 
'"ruted in an unauthorised manner. It I. all(l 
noticed that the barrel fabricating indUitry I. 
at prf'lIE!nt monopolise~ by a few firma only 
Tbf' denial of fhl' captive plant to the Indian 
on Corporation would thus amount to reward .. 
ml! the very persons who have committed" 
viola1lon of the Act Rnd ill therefore likely to 
encourage further violations of the Act by 
other industries also. The Committee have 
already commented on the surreptltloUi in
crease of capaclties by these fabrIcators in See
tion F of Chapter n of this report. The Com
mittee consider that on this ground alone the 
appUcation of the Indian Oil Corporation neecL! 
reconsideration by Government. They would 
lIkp. i1 to bt" well understood by all concerned 
that breach of law does not pay. 

'It) The variou:; commmer 011 companies as well al 
the Indian on Cornorat!on have advf!raely 
rommente" nn the deaHn!!s of the Drum .. n~ 
allnpl fabricator!'! which has been referred to 
in Section G of Chapter II of the report. Thill 
ha!l alllo bef'n corroborated bv the Secretary. 
'Mlni"trv of Industrial Development and Com· 
pany AffaIrll durlnl{ evldenee. The denial of 
the plant to the Indian on C01"POratton would 
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therefore amount to aiving a premium to un
.rau· dealings of these companles and JeIlV1D& 
Itit' Corporation at the mercy ot tbese com
panles. 

(iii) The drum and barrel fabncatlon indus\r7 lit • 

n~J.y profitable mctustry. Accorcl..ing to Ul~ 
nlur~s given by tne Inwan Oil Corporatlon 
Well savmis as a result of th~ settlllg up ot 
IlUN plant, would amount to about RI. 45 lakns, 
upan trom a saving of RI. 2.5 lakhs on trans
portation charges, annually on a total lOvest
mem of about Rs. 25 lakhs only. Moreove.r, 
no ex.penditure of foreign exchange will be 
iOvolved m the seUmg up of the plant by the 
'lndlan Oil Corporatlon since aU the fabricat
!UK macnines for drums and, barrela Me now 
manufactured inciigenously. There is no rea
:>un wny this public sector company should be 
uepnved from effecting savings to the tune ot 
aoout Rs. 48 lakhs per annum which w1l1 ultI
mately accrue to the public exchequer. 

(iv) '£he. setting up of the captive plant by the lDdian 
Uil Corporation at Madras would not in any 
way atrect the existing business of the talmca
tors as the Indian Oil Corporation will utilise 
their capacity for pack&ling the lubricatlllg 
oHs, to be produced by them in their Mlldras 
Refinery. 

( v) The setting up of barrel manufacturing plant 
by the I.O.C. would enable production, fUling, 
storage and despatch of lubricating olI. under 
the same roor. 

Having regard to the consideration enumerated 
above. the Committee feel that the application of the 
Indian Oil Corporation to set up their own captlve:: 
plant at Madras should be reconsidered by Government. 

The Drum and Barrel Industry came under the pur
view of the Industries (Development and RegulaUon) 
Act, 1951. on the 1st October, 1953. In March. 1960, 
the industry was placed on the banned list .. adequate 
capacity had been set up/licensed-there beinl no scope 
lor creation of additional capaCity. At the time of in
clusion of thf> industry in the banned list, there were 
only 5 firms (namely Mis. Bharat Barrel & Drum 
"\!anulactuTjn~ Company. Bombay. Standard DrUDll " 
Barrel Manufacturing Company. Bombay. Steel Con
tainprs Limited., Bombay, Industrial Contaillen,. 
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Calcutta and Mis. Asaam Oil Company, Dilboi who are 
cunsumer fabricators) engaged in the manufacturfl of 
40145 la110n capacity lube barrels. The total licensed 
capacity of the aforesaid 5 ftnps in March, 1960 was 
36,940 tonnt's. Though the Drum and Barrel industry 
continues to remain in the banned list even to this day, 
yet the capacity of the barrel fabricators W8I a&le8lled 
by Governmt'nt during 1963-64 on account of preasure 
from the fabricators. It was found that the total capa
city had increased to 67,778 tonnes by then. Thti 
capacity was found to have increased further to 90,450 
tonnes the very next year when there was a further re
asselsment. Not only the capacity of all the ex~tina 
plants was expanded substantially during the perioo 
but two new units namely, Mis. Bharat Barrel and 
Drum Manufacturing Company, Calcutta and Mis. Hind 
Galvanising and Eniineering Company, Calcutta hat! 
been set up and were recognised by Government as 
fresh entrants in 40145 gallons barrel manufacturilll 
field for allocation at new material. It is regrettable 
that all this happened while the industry was in the 
benned list.. 

5.2 From the material made available to the Committee 
and the evidence tendered before them by representa
tivea of the Ministries of Industrial Development and 
Com~ Maill, Petroleum and Chemicala and Duet
tor General & Technical Development, it has been 
l'evealed that the licelUed capacitiea were increased 
very considuably and fresh capacities created by the 
commerCIal fabricators without the prior permilaion 
of the Government as required under the Industries 
(Development and Regulation) Act, 1951. llUtead 01 
proceeding against the fabricators for the various irre
gularities and Violations of the Act, the Government 
condoned the contraventions of the Act and even re
copiaed their unauthorised capacity as IllIIessed in 
1963-64 and started allocating raw material to these 
firma on that basis. The Committee feel that alA tbif 
\\,14 irregular and should not have been done as it en
couraced further violations of the Act by fabricators 
In fact this recognition of 1963-64 asaeued capacity 
seems to ha\'e encouraged the barrel fabricators to 
expand their capacities further with the result that 
during the reassessment of 1965, the capacities of the 
variou8 faLricators were found to have increased from 
87,778 tonnes in 1963-64 to 90,450 tonnes in 1965. The 
Committee recommend that a comprehensive enquiry 
should be held to fix responsibility on the part of con
cerned officers who failed to initiate penal action 
aaatut violatiON of the Act by the fabricators .. soon 
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as the same were detected. At the same time, the 
Committee urge that action should be initiated against 
the fabricators tor violations of the various provisions 
of the Act. :Jnd the rules. Effective action should a]so 
be taken to ensure that thoBe who have cont.ravened 
and circumvented the regulations do not derive any 
benefit tht~T'~f.rom. This is necessary to bring home to 
the law br(~"kers that violation of the Act do not ulti_ 
mately pay. 

It is also significant to note that blllTel fabrication 
inliustry, b now monopolised by a few firms only and 
that one of the firms holds as much as 40 per cent of 
the total licensed capacity in this industry even today. 
In this ('ontext the Committee would particularly like 
to dra\\ the attention of the Government to the conti
nuing shortage of raw material i.e., IB-G steel sheets 
The}1 have already commented on the existence of un
utilized capaCity in the steel mills on the one hand and 
non-availability of steel sheets on the other. The Com
mittee are convinced that all these difficulties would not 
have arisen if thl' supply position of raw material was 
comportable. In view of the chronic shortage of IB-G 
c;tpp.l shf"ets t.here has beC!n. as it were. a race among 
fabricator~ to increase their installed capacity by any 
mE'811S so as to able fA:! get hold of more raw materIal 
which is allocated on a pTa-rata basil of the assessed 
capacity. 1n this connection, the Committee are con
cerned to note that the fahri('ator,~ are stated to have 
charged exorbitant prices for oil barrels from the oil 
companies while the raw material was made 
available to them at prescribed rates. This underlines 
the need to regulate the priCes of oiloarrels by Govern. 
ment sO as to ensure that the interests of the -consumer 
and user industry are also properly protected. 

The Committee would further like the Government 
to take energetic steps to step uP the production of 
18 G steel sheets in the Rourkela and other steel plants 
l(j meet adequately the present and the growing 
demand of the oil industry. 
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