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INTRODUC'f.ION 

I, the Chairman of the Estimates Committee having been authorised 
by the Committee, present this Thirty-first Report of the Estimates 
Committee on the Action taken by Government on the recommenda­
tions contained in the Seventieth Peport of the Estimates Committee 
(Third Lok Sabha) on the erstwhit~ Ministry of Transport-Paradeep 
Port. 

2. The Seventieth Report was presented to the Lok Sabha on the 
11 th May, 1965. Government furnished their replies indicating the 
action taken on the recommendations contained in this Report between 
29th November, 1966 and 21st October, 1967. The replies were 
examined by the Study Group 'F' of the Estimates Committee at their 
sitting held on the 22nd December, 1967. The draft Report was 
.1tdopted by the Committee on the 17th February, 1968. 

3. The Report has been divided into the following chapters­
I. Report. 

11. Recommendations which have been accepted by the Gov­
ernment. 

III. Recommendations which the Committee do not desire to 
pursue in view of Government's reply. 

·IV. Recommendations in respect of which replies of Govern­
ment have not been accepted by the Committee. 

4. An analysis of the action taken by Government on the recom­
mendations contained in the Seventieth Report of the Estimates Com­
mittee (Third Lok Sabha) is given in the Appendix. It would be 
observed therefrom that out of 20 recommendations made in the 
Report, 13 recommendations i.e., 65 per cent have been accepted by 
Government and the Committee do not desire to pursue two recom­
mendations i.e., 10 per cent in view of Government's reply. Repli.es 
of Government in respect of the remaining 5 recommendations i.e." 25 
per cent. have not been accepted by the Committee. 

NEW DELHI; 

February 20, 1968. 

Phalguna 1, 1889 (Saka). 

(vii) 

P. VENKATASUBBAIAH, 
Estimates Committee. 

Chairman, 



CHAPTER I 

REPORT 

Integrated Scheme for Development of Paradeep Port 

Recommendation (Serial No.1, Para. 3) 
In para 3 of their Seventieth Report (Third Lok Sabha) on the­

Ministry of Transpo.rt (Paradeep Port) the Estimates COlnmittee' noted . 
.. hat in August, 1961, the State Government of Orissa had subnlitted 
to the Planning Commission a new integrated scheme costing Rs. 38· 31 
crores for the development of Paradeep into an all-weather deep-draft 
port forthwith. While this scheme was under consideration of Plan­
ning Commission and Government of India in October, 1962 for in­
clusion in the Third Five Year Plan, a specific proposal was also made' 
on behalf of the State Government for "'Paradeep Port being taken 
over by the Central Government as a major port at a later stage." The' 
State Government's stand was that a port which had no railway con­
nection could hardly be deemed to be a major port and that the pro­
vision of the railway connection might take a period of five or six years 
within which time the State Government could build the first stage of'! 
the port. They proposed that till the railway was built they shuuld 
continue to be incharge of the operation also. Th~ Secretary of the' 
Ministry of Transport made it clear during evidence that it was the 
decision of the Cabinet not to treat it as a major port project. The­
Estimates Committee being unable to reconcile the two statements viz.,. 
of the State Government's proposal to hand over the port to the Centre-­
at a later stage as a major port and that of Cabinet decision not to· 
treat it as a major port, did not appreciate the decision of Central 
Government to allow the .State Government to undertake an integrated 
project of the dimensions of Rs. 38·31 crores without clearly taking a· 
decision about treating it as a major port. 

2. Further explaining the position in a written reply the Govern­
ment stated th~t "Even when it was decided by the Cabinet on 1 st 
December, 1963 that the Paradeep Port Project should be executc:d 
by the State Government, it was realised that eventually it was to be· 
taken over by the Central Government. The State Government had' 
expressed the view that the ,~pprQpriate stage at which the Project 
should be taken over by the Centre and the Por~ declared as a Major 
Port, would be when the rail link to Paradeep was ready and the iron 
ore mines at Nay,~garh were developed. Constitutionally the Port 
Project came within the purview of the State GO\ternment and the Port 
could not be declared as a Major Port. However, in December, 1964, 
in the context of the huge financial outlay involved in the completion 
of the Project, which was beyond the financial resources of the Stlte 
Government, it was decided by the Cabinet on 11th May, 1965 that 
the Project should be taken over as a Major Port Project by the Cen­
tral Government as requested by the State-Government." 
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3. De Committee regret the decision of the Government takell 
on 1 st December, 1963 that the Paradeep Port should be executed by 
the State C.ovemment althoup it was reali!ied by Government that 
eventuaUy it would be taken over by the Central Government. They 
lee I that after having accepted State Government's overaD integrated 
scheme of lb. 38.31 ~rores for iDcllL~ion in tbe Third Plan in October 
1962. Go\'emment mould have simultaneously initiated action for 
taking over tbe Port and declaring it as a major port instead of being 
~uided by the l"ishes of the State Governmeat to do so after file rail 
link to the port had been ready in 5·6 yeaN time • 

• ~orei~n Exchange for Paradeep Port 

ReC0l11tllelUllliioil (Serial No. 1 X .. Para. 29) . , 

4. In para 29 of the Report. the C~on11nittee noted that foreign 
exchange to the tune of Rs. 281' 57 lakhs had been released by the 
(,overnlnent of India for varioll~ items of work for the deve.Iopment of 
Paradeep Port. They desired to know specifically whether the erst­
while Ministry of Transport had recommended the release of the 
foreign exchange to the Ministry of Finance and if so on \\'hat con­
siderations. The Ministry of Transport in a written note furnished 
to the (~onllnittee stated that ··Release of foreign exchange for different 
rcquircnlcnts .are made hy the T\.1inistry of Finance" after consideration 
frolll all aspects. The Paradeep Project, is an approved "rhird Five 
'l car Projcl:t and as such the essential requirements of the Project have 
been 111Ct by the Ministry of Finance .. after consideration, at .1 high 
level. As the project in the present case is being executed by the 
State (Jovernlnent. all requirements of foreign exchange have been 
subnlitted by thenl to the Government of India. The decis!ons of the 
'~1'inistry of Finance in these matters represent the decision of the 
Government of India as a \vholt ....... 

5. The reply of the Ministry did not specifically cover the points 
r"liscd by the ('Ollllllittce and therefore left unresolv .. u thci r doubts • 
'W'hcther forn1al ctear,lnce fronl the Ministry of TranSport \\'~t, obtained 
before according sanction for release of foreign exchange and \vhethcr 
norlllal procedure obtaining in this beh.~t1f "'as follo\ved. 

6. I n reply Governnlent stated that ··The pl..~.ition ~'a~ explained 
at length in ans\\'er to 'Ouestion No. 49* of the Estimates Committee"s 
questionnaire. This Ministrv has no further conlnlents to offer"' . . 

. ? The Committee ~et to note that. even now the reply of tile 
MIDistry d~ not specifically oo-.er the pOiBts en which halMlllation 
was 80Uflht b)' th~m. It ~ that fore ... exchange to die t ... of 
Rs. 181.57 Iakhs ~~ releaKd bv the Miniltb 01 Finance tor ftI'ious 
items 01 work for Paradeep Pmt4> without the PrIor c~ frMn the 

.'~-., ... -. ...... ,,,. .. ---- -- .. " ..... '-......... ----.~.---,.~- ..... -.-.. -
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cotlCedlei administratife Ministry i.e. the entwhle MiniItty of 
l'ransporl 

The Committee consider that all requests for foreign eKhange 
from the State Governments should be rooted through the administra. 
tive Ministry ,concerned SO as to eaable the latter to carry out a proper 
appraisal of the. na~ ~ exteilt of such requirements before sanction 
is accorded by the ~ of Finance. The Committee would like the 
representatives of the Min,istries ~ Finance and Transport It Sbippq 
to examine this matter thorough,ly to ~ out whether the prescribed 
procedure in this regard was followed. They would further like the 
Govenlrtienl to ellSllle that such types of irregularities are not commit. 
ted in future. 

Classification of Ports 

Recon11nendation (Serial No. 19, Para. 30) 

8. In para 30 of the Report, the Committee inter alia noted that 
th'c predicament in which the Government of India found thenlselves 
could have been avoided if considering the magnitude of the develop­
ment involved, a clear decision had been taken to treat Parade'ep Port 
PIOject as constituting a major port by appropriate· legislative and 
executive sanction. They suggested that for future Government should 
clearly lay down the definition of major port so that there is no room 
for ambiguity in this behalf. In this connection, the Comnlittce 
pointed out that in para 30 of their 48th Report (First Lok Sabha) 
on th"e Ministry of Transport-Major Ports (1956-57) they had re­
commend~d that the classification of 'Intermediate, Minor and Sub' 
ports should be given statutory recognition in order to enable the 
Centre to focus greater attention to the development of these ports. 
This recommendation of the Committee was accepted by Government 
\\lho stated that "necessary legislation to amend the Indian Ports Act, 
1908, will be taken at suitable opportunity". [Vide Sixty-Seventh 
Report of Estimates Committee (Second Lok Sabba)]. The Commit­
tee regretfully noted that despite their recommendation no statutory 
recognition had been given to the classification of ports and urged that 
necessary steps should be taken at an early d:lte for c1assifying and 
defining all ports-minor, intermediate and major. 

9. In reply, Government stated that "The question of the ~unend­
ment of the Indian Ports Act in accordance with the earlier recom­
mendations accepted by Government, is being gone into by a Sub­
Committee appointed by the Inter-Ports' Consultations." 

10. 11Ie Committee are distressed to note that eveD after accepting 
a fee • as far back as 1959 Go.emmeDt could Dot find a 
"suitable opportunity" to implement it so far. The COIIUIlittee are aU 
the more _ to note that even when they batt poIated oat this 
lapse subsequently in their 70th Report (1964-65) GOVeiMllent have 



,. . 
Dot yet implemented it end have stated that this qucslioa is "beillg gone 
iato by a . •. appointed by the Inter-Ports CODSIIltatious". 
The Committee while, deprecating die. delay ill this matter would like 
the Gena .1UIeIIt to espaIite the impiellMIIC" of tile _adoD 
widaoat furtIaer .. of tNne. 

The Committee would al&o poiat out that Ioag delays in tile 
implemeotatiOD of the _tioas of the Connnittee which baTe 
been aeceptecl by GoY6 woeat BOt 0DIy detract from the h'rcportaDce 
of the _tiona bat 81&0 na doubts about the siDcerit)' of 
Govenament to Implemeot tben.. 'I'bey would, therefore, like the 
GovenuDeDt to dewa lOIRe IJIf8DS to ensllre that the implementatioD 
01 the reccJllllDeDdatiolll accepted by Gcnrernmeat is DOt delayed by 
" I'U. 



CIlAPfER D 

RECOMMENDATIONS WHICH HA VB BEEN ACCEPTED BY 
GOVERNMENT 

Recommendations (Serial No. 3, p~ No. 7) 

The Committee note that till April, 1964 the Supervisory Com-
lnittee did not include any technical" expert other than the Chief 
Engineer-cum-Adminis:rator of the Project. The Committee feel that 
having regard to the size of the project and the complex nature of 
problems thrown up during the course of construction necessitating 
repeated modifications of design it would have been a distinct help 
to the Supervisory Commit"ee to have Q high ranking technical 
Qdviser to assist them in their deliberations right from the beginning. 

REPLY OF GOVERNMENT 

Noted. 

[Ministry of Transport & Shipping (Transport Wing) D.O. 
No. 21-PDll(22)/66, dated 21st October, 1967J 

Recommendations (Serial No.5, Para 15) 

Now that the State Government have already completed 3,300 ft. 
out 0/ the projected length of 3,900 ft. of the Western Breakwater by 
the 31st December, 1964 there is little point in discussing the merit.; 
of the continuous breakwa:'er vis-a-vis the island breakwater. The 
Committee cannot, however, feel happy that the Central Government 
should have allowed the State Government to change the design of the 
Western breakwater from Island breakwater, as originally sugge.f:ed 
by the Consulting EngineerL~' into continuous breakwater despite the 
fact that the Intermediate Ports Development Committee, the Japanese 
Survey Mission and the former Port Development Adviser, Govern-
ment of India, had expressed themselves in favour of Island of break-
water. 

REPLY OF GOVERNMENT 

The position regarding change in the design of the breakwater was 
explained to the Estimates Committee at length (during the course of 
examination). This Ministry has no further comments to offer. 

[Ministry of Transport & Shipping (Transport Wing) D.O. 
No. 21-PDll(22)/66, dated 21st October, 1967J. 

5 
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The Committee .QTe distressed to know that the Port authorities 
knowing fully that there was danger to the breakwaters due to storms 
did not take adequate timely precQfllions to protect the breakwater. 
They feel that there il' an urgent need for making availab~e in time 
all ancillary eql,lil'menl required for execution Of the varIous c~m­
ponentl 01 the Project so that the breakwater may be protected against 
ravages by storms anti sea 4uring stages of construction. The COln-
mittee are also unjJulppy that the financial loss sutlered due to danulge 
sustained by the breakwater has nOI yet been determined. 

REPLY OF GoVERNMENT 

The replacement v~lue of the damage by the storm in question is 
Rs. 848. 

{Ministry 0/ Transport &: Aviation (TransIXJrl Wing) letter 
No. 21.PDll(22)l66, dated the 20th January, 1967J. 

FURTHER INFORMATION CALLED FOR BY THE COMMITTEE 

(a) Please indicate what positive steps were/have been taken 
to protect the breakwater against ravages by storms and 
sea during slages of com-truction. 

(b) Please also indicate whether any financial loss has been 
sutlered due to damages sustained by break.vat~'r since 
MQrch, 1964; anti if so, its extent. 

(Lok Sabha Sectt. D.O. No. 4/22 ( 1 )ECI/65, dated 2611z 
April, 1967). 

FURTHER. IlEPLY OF GoVERNMENT 

The breakwaters are designed to take care of the ravages by storms 
and sea and for dissipating energy of storms and waves, annouring 
stones of varying sizes and weighing from 8 to 10 tons have been 
provided at the tip and the outer slopes of the breakwaters. The 
breakwaters have been completed except for the tips which have be~n 
left for settlement, if any. This work could be taken up after some 
time. The breflkwater was constructed from the shore-end and by the 
time works proceeded into dangerous areas of the sea, armouring stolles 
were dumped as provided in the design. However, during an un­
precedented stonn at Paradeep in August, 1964 there was some minor 
damage to the Southern Breakwater which resulted in a loss of Rs. 848. 

[Ministry 01 Transport & Shipping (Transport Wing) D.O. 
No. 21-PDll(22)l66, dated 6th June, 1967J. 

• I I I ... I' a.o.. ___ ion (Serial No. I, P.-a No. 11) 
• 

The cost 01 the express highway from mining ar,..a to Pa,tuleep is-
~s'irnated to be Rs. 14.20 crores l\'hile the cost of the rood transport 
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organisation is estimated at Rs. 2.45 crores. The Committee note that 
the integrated scheme for the development of the project envisaged' 
that money for the express highway, road transport organisation, min-
ing of iron ore etc. lvould be found from the State resources. As it 
is 0/ the utmost importance that the handling charges for an exporting' 
P9rt are kept at a compftitive and economic lev~l, so as not to burden 
the exports, the Cornmitfee woulq like ever), care to be taken to see-
tlult the Port Project ;s not saddled with the cost of any developlnent 
lvlzich does not s. riclly pertain to the port. 

REPLY OF GOVERNMENT 

Agreed. The cost of the items of work which do not pertain to~ 
the development of the port directly have been excluded from the scope. 
of the Project. The liability incurred on account of these items of 
work is not being taken over from the State Government and the State 
Government have agreed to bear the cost of these items of work. 

[Ministry of Transport & A viatioll (Transport Wing) letter No. 
21-PDll(22)i65, dated the 29th December, 1966J. 

Recommendation (Serial No.9, Para 19) 

As the primary purpose of developing the deep sea port at Paradeep 
is to facilitate export of iron ore, the Committee consider that the 
pace for port development sho~ld be integrated with the progress nlad,e 
in mining the ore in the hinterland and in arranging facilities jor its' 
transport to the shore. 

The Committee are doubtful of the operational feasibility of lnaill-
taining an export traffic of 2 million tonnes of ore per annum by using 
a fleet of heavy trucks or truck-trailor combination. 

The Committee understand that detailed comparison oj costs of 
road and rail transport of iron ore from hinterland to Paradeep prepar-
ed by the Central Government some times ago showed that there »-'ere-
significant economics in rail transport as compared to road transport. 
The Committee cannot feel happy that inspite of the result of thaI com-
parative study of the cost of transport, plan has been nlade and 
expenditure$ have been incurred for road transport of ore. The C'om-
mittee consider that even now the question of cost of transport of ore 
from the hinterland to Paradeep should be gone into in details by an 
expert team, and the most economic means of transport adopted. The 
Committee also feel that for the development of a port of the size of 
Paradeep, railway communication may be desirable. They hope that 
this matter will rece(ve consideration of the Government. 

The Cpmmitt~e note that the Indian BfI,reau of Mines lvho con-
duc:ed a detailed explorati(}n of the extent of iron ore deposits in the 
D(li'(lTi region of Orissa and submit:ed a report in August, 1963 lvere 
of the opinio!, that fill the rules from the over-burden which is of 
48-2 per cent Fe grade is eliminated, a total of 22·60 million lonnes. 
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.of fines with a grade 0/ 61.6 per cent Fe ,rade is recoverabie ironl 

..the lump ore l.one and blue dust zone. In case the workillg oj the 
-blue dust zbne for the fines ;s not considered economic the lump ore 
zone it~,elf will yield 14:01 million tonnes 0/ 59.5 percent lite Grade." 

The Committee understand that when the- O,issa Government's 
proposal for the integrated project were exomined in the Ministries 
concerned and in the Planning Commission considerable doubts lvere 
expressed about the economic viability of the integrated scheme. 
Doubts K'ere also expressed about the capacity 01 Tomka/Daitari nli",s 

.10 sustain exports 0/ more than 2 million tonnes of requisite quantity 
for a sufficiently long period. The Committee consider that if plan-
ning of Parade~p Port and connected ancillaries was to be done on 
realistic basis all.vuch doubts about the cilpacity of Tomka/Daitari iron 
..ore mines to sustai,. expor:s of the order 0/ 2 million tonlleS should 
Jaave b~en resolved be/ore according approval. 

The Committee would like the Ministries 0/ Commerce ~;jJd Steel 
4nd Mines 10 go thoroughly into tltis aspect 0/ the malter. The Com-
mittee would suggest tha" the deposits of iron ore available in nearb), 
Nayagarh may also be investigated so as to ascertain their suitability 
.for l'xport. 

REPLY OF GOVER.NMENT 

The mechanised nline at Daitari, which is expected to be com­
missioned by the Orissa Mining Corporation by the end of 1967 .. 68, 
.hasbeen developed throughout with a rated capacity of 1 ~ 5 million 
tonnes, o( annual production. For the balance 0.5 million tonnes, 
there are some isolated adjoining deposits like the l'omka lllines in 
the neighbourhood of Daitari. Over and above this, the Mines & 
Metals Trading Corporation are already moving by rail via KharagpuI 
from the Barajamda Sector about 0.5 million tonnes. In view of thi~. 
the Ministry of Railways have undertaken the construction oi th~ rail 
link from Cuttack to Paradeep. Of the 86 kms. of this rail link the 
final location survey for about 40 kms. has already been completed. 
The entire survey work including Traffic Survey is expected to be 
-completed by December, 1967· The rail link is expected to be com· 
pleted in about 3 years. 

[Ministry of Tran.rport & Shipping (TranSp()N Wing) D.O. 
No. 21-PDII(22)i'66, dat~d 21s1 October, 1967j. 

Recotameadatioa (Serial No. 11, Pan 21) 

The Commit~ee regret to note that no detailed asses .. mell1 was mtuk 
JJy the Project auth,or;~ies about th~ extent of dredging work ,~quired 
10 be doni' in t~ /Qgoon and the entrtmCe clatzlaMl. Consequ~ntly, 
'#W;r e~/imales lver~ prepared on ,,,nreali,t;c basis and Ittul to be Teviud 
.subst'quenlly~ necessitating an ;ncreDse of Rs. 140 IDkhs in the project 
~$t;mates. The Committ~e further note alwtherdisquienling feature 
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w. IJ very unusual type of dredger being deployed, which is under-
'Stood to be suitable only for internal dredging and not ti,e approach 
.channel in the sea beset with swells. The Committee need hardly 
stress that every care should be taken in association with the Consult-
-ing Engineers to see that t~e quality of dredging work done is not 
below standard and that there is no delay in the execution of work 
.as per scheduled programme. 

REPLY OF GOVERNMENT 

The Capital dredging programme of the lagoon basin and the 
:entrance channel was completed without delay and 'there bas been no 
~omplaint as regards the quality of the dredging. 

[Ministry of Transport & Aviation (Transport Wing), letter 
21-PDI1(22) 166, dated the 29th December, 1967J. 

Recoml,Dendation (Serial No. 12, Para 2%) 

The Committee are concerned to note that the supply of tIle 
Suction Dredger which is very essential for maintenance dredging IS 
likely to fall behind schedule. . 

The Committee would stress that every effort should be made to 
-arrange supply of special quality steel plates and other material requir .. 
~d for the construction 01 the dredger so that the original schedule for 

,.its delivery is adhered to. 

In fact, as capital dredging in the entrance channel is likely to be 
-completed shortly, it is imperative that the maintenance dredger is put 
in position in time to prevent the entrance channel being filled back 
.by sand. 

REPLY OF-GOVERNMENT 

The dredger is now expected to be ready by June, 1967. A 
-close watch is being 'kept on the progress of the work. Meanwhile, 
-maintenance dredging has been carried out by hiring other dredgers 
for short periods. 

[Ministry of Trflnsport & Aviation (Transport Wing) letter 
No. 21-PDII(22)j'66, dated 29th Dt'cember, 19661. 

RecOllDDeDdatiOD (Serial No. 13, Para 23) 

The Committee are unhappy that a vital item like sand pump, 
needed for keeping the entrance channel free from sand, which was 
an integral part of Stage 1 of development of Paradeep PorI was left 
o.ut from the original estimates in order to limit them though unrealis-
tIcally, to Rs. 12 crores. The Committee would stress that early 
.decision should be taken on -th~ question of placing orders for the !and 
pump which is a vital part of the scheme envisaged by the consultants 
for maintenance dredging. In .placing the orders, Government should 
3139(Aii)LS-2. 
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.. ~.... . ~, \ ", :. r ~ ~: , , II ~ : ~ ~ 4: . 

I"u, Mlisly itself that the 'design of t~ sand pump would suit the 
requirements. 

REPLY OF GOVEllNMENT 
, ; ~ ~.... ~'.- !" !: , \ t :$. 1 \... ~ i(". .!. .. f .~.. . 

An order for the construction and supply of the sand punlp accord-
ing to proper specifications has been placed. 

[Ministry of Transport & Aviation (Transport lYing), leiter 
No. 21-PDIl(22)/66, dated 29th December, 1966J. 

"' 4 ~, '~~, ~ 

Recommeadatioa (Serial No. 14, Para 24) 
t :r t • :" t 'to :, t. 

In vjewt- o! the findings ,0/ ihe conSultants that eros;o!l is occuri"g 
in 1M v~;"ity. QJ flu r001· af the future eastern br.eakwater the {'oln-
mittee would underline the need for taking an early decision ;,, the 
matter to proteft-1M: intere$ls oj the port. The. Committee ha~e no 
doubt that in u·ndertaking the construction 0/ Eastern Breakwater the 
lessons learnt in the construction of the Western BTeakwal~r 'wou,td 
be put to good use to effect economy and ensure sound con:,tructlon. 

~ ~ 

REPLY OF GOVEllNMENT 
, .. • ;~. \. ..... 1,. t ,.1 & .. .. •. ." , '. ... 

~'~ , . t· The eastern. Bre8k.watet: .. has. ~ince .. been c9Dlpleted. The erosiun 
,ete.aCd.: to in,.the ~ea>lDlllendation is"d~o. to the .. .llOD-no~bment ,.,of 
thee-stern side of that breakwater. When a sand pump-cum-shQre 
based dredger is brought into commission, the erosion wilJ be akeeked. 
Me~while,proto.£tive <measures like stonc .. ri:vettiDg are being taken 
to prevent the erosion at the root. ~f the breakwater. . . 

[Ministry 0/ TranSpDrt, & Shipping (Transport Wing) ·D.O. 
No. 21-PDII(22)l66, dated 21st October, 1967J. 

R_tion (Serial No. 15, Para 25) 

~.~ TIM· Study :Gr(JUP of ,the EstimalesCommitt6e. which visited Para-1,,.,,. Port, in OctQbel!, 1964 questioned th4~ :ncc~ of undertaking 
C4II#ructipl'l.of cargo berth, at this &t"geJ of development. , .. ,The C01IJ-
minee were glad to be informed during the course of ·evidence by tbe 
oDicial rep~,senlativesin November, 1964vthat lhe work.on c.ugo 
bert~ luis SInce been s.topp~d. The,_Co1lJlflItt~e are distressed to find 
that about Rs. 1 lakh should have been 'spent on preliminary works 
pertaining to general ;carlO ~berth·: witfrop,t first, e·.blishing its imIMd-
diale necessity ~'ith reference to the cargo to be -'Jlaiuiled. 

, t;' .~. I. tj. •• ..., ~. ~.. ~ \ ..... .- t".!I ~ ~ '._ . 

. The, C.0mmittee Jlepr~CQI~ the,~,!en4~ncy to inc"r.,expeiu1iw,~,~. 
proJect ~"lhoul thoroughly Inv~Sllgaling .. i$ economiC3, and ~~ty 
and without waiting for its formal clearance by tM Central Govern-
IMnt. 

REPLY OF GOVERNMENT 
Noted . 

• '. A ~ '~.' - ~> ~." ~ ,~ ? ~" i 

[Ministry 01 TrtulSport &: Shipping (Tran.rport.~~Wing). /).0. 
No. 21·PDll(22)/66. dated 21st October, 19671. 
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Recommendation (Serial Ne. 16, Para 26) .... , . • ~," "''' ..... -.. ,t t f'! \ ttl \0. ~ H' , .or " ~ ')0,,' ~ ;.. :.." ~. .. ! TM Committ~e se~'ilO reason why ~ cost of Cuttack-Kujan, 
~pad ShpuldjlJ~> tJ.e~ite~:to i~e p'();IP'~dj~cI!" They feer t~thIiWO;Ic; 
mould ap~opr,ately form a· part of ~e rlktd.i diVeiopment''Schel'M aM betQ"chaia'e on"the rOtid'·development.- .',.;0 t. '- ~< 'J. ,:~t',(J 

'.. . . . ., ..... ,J , .. ~ __ 

REPLY OF GOVERNMENT 

The cost of this work as well as certain other works which do not 
~rtain to t~e develppmen~, of the port have" already been separated 
froin . the 1 bost ·of tlie' 'pOrt Works. \ f~ nre State' Governmtnl·· have alteady 
.agreed to this arrangement.~· ~ l- ~ ~.t ~ ftc t (\ ~ {} 1 t, ~ :. ~.,'~ ~ '" I· 

r-t .,.', [Ministry oflfTransport & Shipping (Transport Wing), letter 
. , No. 2l~PDll(22) /~, ; dated· 29th . December, l%~].· 

\"_r • 'e.. : J ~, .. , ,'-,-~ .. ~ • t .. 

Reconlmendation (Serial No. 17, Para 27) 
...... t "". .. "'''' ,... . '" .. , .• ' .' 1'l' r" ~ ,. ! .I , , -~. ~ ;.) .. ; .. : .. j! ~ _., .. J i I r I .k I., :-. 

The Committee feel th;at the raising of a township costing R~. 2 
crores in the early -stages of t~e Port Project, particlilarly when o,her 

... •• 11. ," oJ. \ • 

e,S!ential port facilities are yet to qe developed, is too ambitious a plan 
imposing a' very considerable ~ilrden on tilt·· financial resourc-es of Gov-
.ernment. They suggest ,'liat the desirability of COnstructing permanent 
huiltlings in the proposed township should be re-examined in the light 
.0/ the resources available. The Committee would also like to 
-emphasise the need for drawing up a phased programme for the con-
struction of the township out of the revenues of tile Port after it 
becumes fully operational. In the meanwhile, the Committee recom-
mended that the temporary buildings already constructed and which 
are stated to have a life of 20-25 years should be fully utilised. 

REPLY OF GOVEllNMENT 

This is exactly what is being done. The programme of c<;>nsultin& 
permanent buildings in P.aradeep is being adjusted to the resources 
available and to most urgent needs. 

[Ministry of Transport & Aviation (Transport Wing), 1~/ier 
No. 21-PDI1(22)/65, dated 29th December, 1966.1. 

Recollillieodations (Serial No. 20, Para 31) 

In conclusion, the t!ommittee would like to record that Paradeep 
has got a good harbour and other jacl1ities of a major port and that 
the progress of wOrk so far made, in spite of many irregular procedures 
has been rather satisfactory. The Committee feel that this port needs 
now to be developed by the Central Government os a major port whose 
necessity on that side is well recogni~d. The execution of the remain-
ing portion of the-work or any future development there, would then 
be the direct responsibility of the Central Government. The Com-
mittee suggest that before reimbursing the State Government tM 
Gmount already spent, a thorough scrutiny should be made of tM 
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~xpenditUTe incurred and any further commitment in this regard shoultl 
be nu:Jtle only after a thorough scrutiny. A.s the expenditure incurred 
tin the Paradeep Project, may have rendered the financial 
,osition of the State Government very difJicult, the Committee suggest' 
that if necessary, a part payment not exceeding 50 per cent 0/ the 
expenditure incurred, may be made. 

REPLY OF GoVEllNMENT 

The first stage development of the Paradeep Port has been com­
pleted. The Port has been opened to traffic. 

There is no proposal to reimburse the amount spent by the State 
Government that was incurred by them when' the Project was under 
their control. This amount, according to the terms of the take-over, 
will be treated as a loan by the State Government to the Port to be 
repaid in due course. Loans equivalent to the amount spent by the 
State Government on the Port Project have already been advanced 
to the State Government to tide over their financial difficulties. 

[Ministry of Transport &: Shipping (Transport Wing), lette" 
No. 21-PDIl(22)/66, dated 20th lanuary, 1967J .. 



CHAPTER m 
ItECOMMENDATIONS WHICH THE COMMITfEE DO NOY 
DESIRE TO PURSUE IN VIEW OF GOVERNMENT'S REPLY 

Recommeodatioo (Serial No.7, Para 17) 

The Committee understand that lias global tenders were nOl 
possible", the contract 01 the ore handling plant had to be negotiated 
with suppliers in a selected country. The Committee would like tile 
Government to satisfy themselves as to why global tenders for the 
,Zant were not possible. 

The Committee would also like the Government to investigate 
whether a proper assessment 1-vas made of the iron ore resources avail-
able in the hinterland of Paradeep which would enable it to sustain' 
export of 2 million tannes of ore from Paradeep and would have justified 
a plant with the handling capacity of 2,500 tonnes per hour, being 
installed in Stage I of the development of the Port. 

REPLY OF GOVERNMENT 

Para I.-Inviting global tenders would have meant providing 
foreign exchange from free resources which was not possible . . 

Para 2.-The Orissa Government and the Minerals and Metals 
Trading Corporation have been consulted in the matter. 

. 

[Ministry of Transport & Aviation (Transport Wing), letter 
No. 21-PDll(22)j'65, dated the 29th December, 1967] .. 

COMMENTS OF THE COMMITTEE 

The Committee would like to know the result of consultation with 
the State Government and the Minerals and Metals Trading Corpora-
tion. 

Recommeadatioa (Serial No. 10, Para 20) 

(i) The Comnlitlee note that the Central Government promised a 
loan assistance of Rs. 1.5 crares to the State Government for develop-
ing Paradeep as an intermediate port and on that expectation, the 
State Government spent about Rs. 95 lakhs. The Committee further 
note that the Central Government later on did not pay the loan assist-
Ilnce to the Orissa Government perhaps on the ground that the Orissa 
Government was developing Paradeep on a size and dimension of a 
mojor port. The Committee feel that when the Central Government 
r~alised the ambitious scheme of the State Government, the Central 
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-Government should have taken a very definite stand of preventIng the 
State Government from taking up on themselves a scheme beyond the 
sphere of the State Government and which would rightly belong to the 
sphere 01 the Central Governm~f ~c.D!;~ing to entry 27-Un.io.n. List 
01 the Seventh schedule of the COnstItutIon. So the responslb,llty of 
the Infructuous expinditure of Itf·~~, lakhs shpuJ4, ~re. or. l~~~. b.~~ 
equally shared by bOlla the Central Government Qt:'i!. t~ SI9te.. Gl!.".~'?'­
mente 

REPLY OF GOVEItNM~NT 
... to. • '''.~' i. ' 

The circumstances in which the State Government were allowed 
'to execute the POrt ~roject tlave been indicated, in our ~~~~ ; bit~ 
recommendation No.4. In the light of this, tqe resp:>nsibi11~ 'fot tft~ 
infructuous expenditure of Rs. 95 lakhs cannot be attributed~· even iu' 
part, to tbe Central·· Gove"mment. 

[Ministry 01 Tra~port &: Shfppi~.g (Transport Wing) D.O. 
. No. 21-PfJll(22)/66, 'dl.lte,d 21st 'October, 1967J . 

. ~ ~ * , ,r to 

(ii) The Committee further reg~et tl1,at in spite of the f~cilft'~s 
already available at Paradeep "for the 'export of iron ore, as has &t~)Z 
done in previous years, 110 atte~pt lvas made for the export of 40,000 
.tons of iron ore accumulated there. The Committee also note that 
the promised loan assistance of Rs. 1: 5 crores to the State Govern-
.ment was not 'released 'by 'the Ctntraf Government and!'feel 11u1t in 
view of the c~ges in the project and dimension of, t14~ 'fllT!I4e~p Port, 
.there was little justification for releasing that amount:" The Com~J;t. 
~tee aLfo like to indicate here that by simply withholding tlae amoUnt 
;0/ the promised loan, 'the responsibilities of t#le Cent,al,'·Government 
in tllat ambitious scheme have not b~en discharged and that they should 
have stoppt'd any further progress in the work . 

. 
The Committee suggest thaI Government may explore the possibi-

lities of. exporting early th~ 40.000 tons of iron ore lying atlJa~~~p. 
~.~ ~ . 

REPL Y OF GOVERNMENT 

Regular exports of ore upto 3 lakh tOns have been planned for 
~e ~od October, 1~.66-Marc4, 1~~7. 

[~in;stry of Transport & Aviation (Transport Wi~g), 1ettt!'. 
. No. 2t-PI)'/(22)l6,5':~ dated 29,It'·Decembd, 1966t; 

....... t ", "", ~~.. ~ ~ ." 2' ~ -\ 'f 

FUI.THEIl -INFORMATION CALLED FOil BY THE CoMMITTEE .. 
RlItue indicate whether the 4Q,OOO~ tons of iron ore lying a,t tM #lorl ~~ tlCtu-zq b~e,.ex~ed~···' . ~.. . , .: 

[L .. S.S. D.O. No. 4j22 ( 1 )ECI/65, dated 26th April, 1967J. 
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FURTHER REPLY OF GOVERNMENT 

The total quantity of ore received 'at the port site from Tomka 
.';Daitari is 1,17,510 tons. Out of this quantity 53,584 tons including 
'40,000 tons of which mention has been made in the recommendation 
under consideration have been exported upto 12th May, 1967 and 
the balance is scheduled to be shipped by the end of July, 1967. 

[Ministry of Transport ,&' Shipping (Transport Wing) .D.O. 
No. 21-PDII(22)/66, dated 6th June, 1967J .. 



CBAPrER IV 

'RECOMMENDATIONS IN RESPECT OF WInCH REPLIES 
HAVE NOT BEEN ACCEPTED BY THE COMMI'I"IEE 

The Committee are unable to reconcile the two statements viz. of 
the State Government's proposal to hand over Paradeep to the Centre 
at a later stage as a Major PorI and that of Cabinet decision~ not to 
treat it as a Major Port. They are also unable to appreciate how Q 
decision was taken to allow the State Government to undertake an 
~-integrated project of the dimensions of Rs. 38· 31 crores, out of which 
Rs. 1] ·60 crores were for the development of the main port, without 
clearly taking a decision about treating Paradeep as a major port. 

REPLY OF GOVERNMENT 

Even when it . was decided by the Cabinet on 1st December, 1963 
. that the Paradeep Port Project should be executed by the State Gov­
ernment, it was realised that eventually it was to be taken over by 
the Centra) Government. The State Government had expressed the 
view that the appropriate stage at which the Project should be taken 
·over by the Centre and the Port declared as a Major Port, would be 
,vhen the rail link-toParadeep was ready and the iron ore IDines at 
Nayagarh were developed. Constitution~ly the Port Project came 
within the purview of the State Government and the Port could not 
be decla.red as a Major Port. However, in December 1964, in the 
·context of the huge financi.91 outlay involved in the completion of the 
Project, which was beyond the financial resour~ of the State Gov­
ernment, it was decided by the Cabinet on 11 th May, 1965 that the 
Project should be taken over as a Major Port Project by the Central 
Government as requested by the State Government. 

[Ministry of Transport & Shipping (Transport Wing) D.O. 
No. 21·PDll(22)j66, dated 21st October, 1967J. 

CoMMBNTS OF THE CoMMITTEE 

,PI~ase ue commerats in pardS 1-3 of Chapter I of the Report. 
Reeom ... datloa (Serial No.2, Para 4) 

Tht COln,nittee fe~1 that before accepting the proposal of Rs. 38-31 
crares to be pllt in tltt! Third Plan, the Planning Commission/G-owm-
ment should havt nuzde a proper assessment of the proposal mtMh by 
the GoverMl~nt 01 Orissa "'ith the quantity and quality of ort! liuly 
10 bt available for export, and also whether in 1-'iew of the Cabinet 
decision of not treating Paradeep as Q major port, Ra. 38.31 crores 
"'IU worth spendinR on th~ project. 

16 
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REPLY OF GOVERNMENT 

The Project was originally envisaged by the State G~vernment as 
a State project and, as h~ already ~n noted by the Es~nna~ Com­
mittee in para 3 at page 3 of then Report under consIderation, the 
State Government's proposals were "the subject of several examina­
tions, reviews, discussions at various levels by indivi~ual Ministries 
~oncemed and by the Central CabiJ¥t and eventually the State Gov-
ernment's overall programme was ~cepted by th~ Pl~nning Commis­
&ion for inclusion in the Third Five Year Plan in October 1962". TlIis 
Ministry has no further commeBts to ofter. 

[Ministry of Transport & Shipping (Transport Wing) D.O. 
No. 21-PDll(22)/66, dated 21st October, 1967J. 

COMMENTS OF THE COMMITTEE 

Please see comments in para 3 of Chapter I of the Report. 

Recommendation (Serial No.4, Para 13) 

The Committee are unhappy to note that the programme of con-
struction as origi1lfl1'y outlined by the Orissa Government in the later 
hIM! of 1962 on the basis of which the decision was taken by the Gov-
Uftm~1U of India to concur in the State Government's proposal to take 
up tile project within tlte Third Plan had undergone a radical revision 
necessitflting an incr.ea8e in outlay from Rs. 12 crores to Ra. 20 crores 
tl1Jd then to Rs. 26 crores to be spent by October, 1965. The Com-
mittee are constrained to observe that the original estimate prepared 
by the Oris~a Government for completion of phl1se 1 of Stage 1 of 
POTt development was unreaJisticlllJ)' frqmedlWd the overall estiIRllle 
turned out to be low as certain essential com'Ponents like Sand P1tUJI.p 
tlnd Gantry and Eastern Breakwater were left out from the origillal 
Project Estimate. The uMeali,tic nature of the .eJtimate is apparent 
from 1M #Bet that lite State Government luzd to revise their estimat~s 
41 different stages. 

The COmRJ,utee regret thQI the CelJlr.QIGov6T1U'1&Mt au • Plan-
ning Commission did not in the initial stages scrutinise these details 
and the {inaneJlll, raollTCU poaitWn of the Or;sm Govemment when it 
embarked on an ambitious scheme and also when it declared its mten-
tioa of hsndillg OVM lite pr8ject to the Government of l~difl for being 
devdope« .. Q major fHWI. 1:he Committee consitler thpt the OUJ'ay8 
611 [I01't etMStTMCfien with the proposed outlays on complemen.,ary 
works like lite development of mine, construction of the Express High-
way and the setl;"g up 9/ II Transport lJrganisatioIJ Division were apt 
to streich the re~oUJ'ces of Ibe Stine 10 tI:Ie l/MffOIt .. nec6,litate 
~itheT a c~ Wilment 01 outl!qs .0Il other sectIN8 'of life State PI. Dr 
raising of IJddttiontJ1 resOW'ce6 by WDY of itMrqpe(/.·.f(IUI MJz of mWaIr· 
should have been 0e subje£t HUll. of same ~"Y hy '. Ceatr.L 
GPVPnmetlt. In anyc~e the CQftJrr,Ut/.8e INJ .4aJ .tlle IiIMotitm .. 
po~4 a problem of immenselJlllpltude tor the GollunMtJIIt ., .Ilftli. 
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who how intend to take over the lWels and liabilitie, attach~d to the 
Paradeep PorI from the Government of Orissa. 

REPLY OF GOV"ER.NMENT 

Para 1: Noted. 

Para 2.-The proposal of the State Government to develop Para­
deep into an ore-exporting port was carefully examined and this 
Ministry were of the view on the whole it would be better that the 
Project was taken over by the Central Government. The matter was 
referred to the Cabinet and they decided that the State Government 
should execute the Project. , 

[Ministry of Transport &: Shipping (Transport Wing) D.O. 
No. 21·PDIl(22)l66, dated 21st October, 1967j. 

COM~{ENTS OF THE CoMMITTEE 

Please see comments in para 3 of Chapter I of the Report. 
RecommendadoD (Serial No. 18, Para 2') 

The reply 0/ the Ministry of Transport does not specifICally cove, 
the points raised by the Committee and, therefore, kaves unresolved 
doubts whether formal clearance from Ministry of Transport was 
obtained before according sanction lor release of foreign exchange aM 
whether normal procedure obtaining in this behalf was followed. 

REPLY OF GOVERNMENT 

The position was explained at length to the Estimates Committee 
(during the course of examination). This Ministry has no further 
comments to offer. 

[Ministry of Transport &: Shipping (Transport Wing) D.O. 
No. 21-PDll(22)/66, dated 21s1 October, 1967J. 

TIw Committee are conscious 0/ the lact thDt the Project IuJs reach-
~d an advanced stage and considerable amounts of money have already 
been invested. The Committ~e consider it unfOrlllllllte that a silUll-
';011 like the present one should hove been all~d to develop in • 
project of 'hi! sizt and magnitude oj Parad~ep Port. 

The Committee are also not hQPpy over the manner ill which tht 
Central Go,·ernment have allowed the State Goveml'Mnts to proceed 
with the construction of the project setting oul' an unrealistic target 
dtIt~ and pressing into service all their resourc~$ of men and material, 
more or less on an emergency basis, to complete what is called, PhtIse 
1 of Stage 1 of tM Port Development for an export of 2 million 10nnU 
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~f iron o,~ per annum. This target date has been put out as the 
raison detre for all the shorcuts adopted in either 1!Iodifying the design& 
post-haste or in rushing the construction work without due regard for 
procedures and cost. The Committee cannot but feel distressed at 
the manner in which the estimates of important components of the Port 
Project have been revised upward from time to time, designs altered 
and deviations made from the Master Plan prepared by the Consulti", 
Engineers. The result is that a port initially mentioned as a minor 
port and envisaged in the Third Five Y ear Plan to be developed as 
an intertnediate port has ultimately assumed dimensions of a major 
port. 

II lvould obviously not be a healthy precedent if the Central Gov-
ernment were to reimburse the entire cost of the project without full 
and detailed scrutiny of the accounts (assets, liabilities, infructuous 
expenditure, heavy charges for transport of ore by road etc.) and otller 
technical details. The Committee feel that the predicament in which 
the Government find themselves could have been avoided if consIder-
ing the magnitude of the development involved, a clear decision had 
been taken to treat Paradeep Port Project as constituting a major port 
.by appropriate legislative and executive sanction. The Committ~t 
would suggest that for future, Government should clearly lay dOlvn 
the definition of major port so that there is no room for ambiguity in 
this behalf. The Committee in para 30 of their 48th Report (f~irst 
Lok Sabha) on the Ministry of Transport-Major Ports (1956-57) had 
'recommended that the classification of UIntermediate", "Minor" and 
"Sub", ports should be given statutory recognition in order to enable 
the Centre to focus greater attention to the development of these ports. 
This recommendation of the Committee was accepted by Govrenment 
who stated that "necessary legislation to amend the Indian Ports Act, 
1908, will be taken at a suitable opportunity"~ (Sixty-Seventh Report 
0/ the Estimates Committee, Second Lok Sabha on the Ministry 01 
Transport and Communications). The Committee regret to note that 
despite the Committee's earlier recommendation no statutory reco6ni-
-lion has been given to the classification of ports. The Committe~ 
would reiterate their earlier recommendation and urge that necessary 
"Steps may be taken at an earlY date or classifying and defining all 
ports, minor, intermediate and major. 

The Committee need hardly say that the execution of a project 
.of the dimensions of a major port should not have been left to the 
State Government and like to stress that if a project is treated as majo, 
port it should be undertaken either directly by the Central Gover,,-
ment or through a Central Board presided over by a representative of 
the Central Government and having adequate representation of techni-
cal and financial experts. 

REPLY OF GOVERNMENT 
Para 1: Noted. 

~ Para 2: In view of the comments made on Recommendation 
No.4, this Ministry has no further comments. 



'artJ 3: It has beea decided that the expenditure ~UlTod by U. 
State GcJveINnent on the Ptoject bo!ore ita take-over by the Ceatt'e. 
would Dot be reimbursod to the State OovOl1llDC8t by the CeIltre, .. 
would be treated 81 a loan by the State Govornmeat to the Port to be 
repaid in due COUrIe. 

Tho quation of the amendmeat of the ladian POl1i Act in aCCORJ..· 
ace witll the earlier recommeadatioos accepted by Govemft1el1t, is 
beiDg lODe into by a Sub-Committee appointed by the Inter-Ports· 
Consultations. 

Para 4: Noted. 

[Min';stry 01 Transport &: Shipping (Transport Wing) D.O. 
No. 21-PDll(22), dated 21st October, 1961j .. 

COMMENTS OF THE CoMMITTEE 
• 

I"Mae se~ comm~ts in para 10 of Chilpter I of the Report. 

NEW DELHI; 

r~20, 1988. 
P. VENKA T ASUBBAIAH, 

CIM;mIIII&, 
£81""" CtHllfllift«p 

• 



APPENDIX 

(Vide Introduction) 

.A.nalyJis of the action taken by tlls Go'Oemment on the recommendatioPII 
contained in the 70th Report 0/ 1M Estimates Committe, 

(TJn"d Lok Sabha) 

I. Total number of recommendations 

II. Recommendations which have been accepted by 
Government (vide recommendations at S. Nos. 3, 
5, 6, 8, 9" 11-17 and 20) 

Number 

Percentage to total 

III. Recommendations which the Committee do not 
desire to pursue in view of Government's reply 
(vide recommendations at S. Nos. 7 and 10) 

Number 

Percentage to total 

IV. Recommendations in respect of which replies of 
Government have not been accepted by the Com­
:mittee (vide recommendations at S. Nos. I, 2, 4, 
18 and 19) 

Number 

Percentage to total 

21 

20 

10 


	001
	002
	003
	005
	006
	007
	009
	011
	012
	013
	014
	015
	016
	017
	018
	019
	020
	021
	022
	023
	024
	025
	026
	027
	028
	029
	030
	031

