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SIXTEENTH REPORT OFTHECOMMITTEEON PETITIONS
(FOURTEENTH LOK SABHA)

INTRODUCTION

I, the Chairman, Committee on Petitions, having been authorised by the Committee
to present the Report on their behalf, present this Sixteenth Report (Fourteenth
Lok Sabha) of the Committeeto the House on the following matters:

(i) Representations regarding irregularities in award of dealerships/distributor-
ships by oil companies and other related issues.

(i) Representation regarding utilization of Naptha by setting up petrochemical
based plant in the Barauni refinery of Indian Oil Corporation Limited under
Bihar region.
2. The Committee considered and adopted the draft Sixteenth Report at their
sitting held on 22nd August, 2006.

3. The observations'recommendations of the Committee on the above matters
have been included in the Report.

New DELHI ; PRABHUNATH SINGH,
22 August, 2006 Chairman,
31 Sravana, 1928 (Saka) Committee on Petitions.
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CHAPTER |

REPRESENTATIONSREGARDING IRREGULARITIESINAWARD OF
DEALERSHIPSDISTRIBUTORSHIPSBY OlL COMPANIESAND
OTHERRELATED ISSUES

1.1 The Committee had received anumber of representationsfrom various quarters
regarding irregularitiesin award of deal erships/distributorships by the oil companies
and other related issues. Some of the representati ons were examined by the Committee
and their observations/recommendations in the matter were included in its Fifteenth
Report which was presented to the House on 23.05.2006. 1n continuation thereof, the
Committee examined the following representations containing issuesregarding alleged
irregularities committed by the oil companiesin award of deal erships/distributorships
for various locations and have dealt with in the following paragraphs.—

(i) Representationfrom Smt. MeenaKumari, resident of Village & Post Katheya,
Distt. Saran, Bihar.

(i) Representation from Shri Chandra Shamsher Prasad Singh, Freedom Fighter
resident of Village and Post Jogiyara, Distt. Darbhanga, Bihar.

(iii) Representation from Shri Alok Ranjan Singh, resident of Village Manpur, Post
La Ganj, Distt. Vaishali, Bihar.

(iv) Representationfrom Shri Rakesh Kumar Singh, Village and Post OfficeKaini,
Distt. Gopal ganj, Bihar countersigned by Shri Vijoy Krishna, MP.

I.  Representation from Smt. MeenaKumari

1.2 In her representation, the petitioner stated that she applied for allotment of
retail outlet dealership of IOCL in Jalapur, District Saran, Bihar in response to an
advertisement on 20.02.2004. Shewas called for interview on 09.09.2004. But according
to the petitioner, the said interview was only an eye-wash as the Selection Board
selected a person who was not present at the time of interview and did not complete
theformalitieslike availability of land and funds etc. as per requirement of IOCL. The
petitioner further stated that even after completing all the formalitiesand fulfilling all
the terms and conditions as required by IOCL, she was not selected for the said
dedlership. The petitioner, therefore, requested that an enquiry be conducted in the
matter and justice be given to her.

13 The representation of the petitioner was referred to the MOP&NG on
28.10.2004 for their comments on the pointsrai sed by the petitioner inthe representation.
No comments on the said representation were received by the Committee from the
MOP&NG. However, in responseto aquestion, the MOP& NG stated:

“Thecomplaint isabout irregularitiesin the selection of dealership for Indian Oil
Corporation Limited (IOC)’sretail outlet deal ership/petrol pump at Jalapur, District
Saran, Bihar. Thiscomplaintisunder investigation of IOC.”
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2

The Committee undertook ora evidence of therepresentation of theMOP& NG

at their sitting held on 25.11.2004. On being pointed out about the complaint from the
petitioner, the witness from the |OCL stated as under:—

“Sir, we will take your advise because the paper which | have says that the
complaint has been looked into and theland offered isbeing inspected. Now we
will haveit looked into asuperior level committee with people from some other
areaand not from that area. M's. MeenaKumari wasrequested to comefor some
evidence.”

15

In their written reply to a questionnaire, the MOP&NG vide their

communication dated 31.03.2005 stated:

{0

(i)

(i)

(iv)

V)

Therepresentation of Ms. MeenaKumari regarding selection of RO Desalership
at location Jalapur, Distt. Saran, Bihar has been examined by IOC. The
complaints and the findings of the investigating committee are as under:

(@ Thecomplaint that the successful candidate, Smt. UshaKumari, did not
appear for the interview, could not be substantiated.

(b) The complaint that the amount shown in the bank account of the
successful candidate is not correct, has been substantiated.

(c) Thecomplaint that the successful candidate does not have suitable land
for the retail outlet, has not been substantiated.

(d) Asregards the complaint the complainant’s land is more suitable, the
Committee has found that the land offered by the complainant was not
suitable.

The Committee hasrecommended as under:—

(& The candidature of Smt. Usha Kumari be cancelled as the information
given on bank account at thetime of submitting applicationisat variance
with what has been found while conducting the field investigation by
the field officer and also confirmed by the candidate herself.

(b) Sincethereisonly one candidate in the merit panel, no other candidate
canbegivenan LOI for thedealership. A decisionto re-advertise may be
taken by the Management.

Inthelight of the above advice, asrecommended by theinvestigating agency,
10C has stated that the location may be re-advertised and selection may be
donein terms of the existing guidelines.

Based on the above advice, Bihar State Office have cancelled the candidature
of Smt. UshaKumari. Further action on re-advertising thelocation and carrying
out fresh selection are being taken.

Asper existing guidelineson handling of complaints, the same after screening
should have beeninvestigated by an officer of minimum‘E’ Gradelevel officer
(Senior Manager), and based on findings, decision would have been taken
by Head of the concerned State Office. However inthiscase, in view of the
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advice of the Committee, the complaint has been investigated by a higher
level committee consisting of one General Manager and one Deputy General
Manager, which was formed for this purpose.”

16 TheMOP&NG videtheir OM dated 09.09.2005inter alia stated that the case
of the petitioner was examined by ahigh level two-member committeeand agist of the
findings/observation of the said committee and also the conclusion arrived at by the
Committee asunder:—

I. Observations & Findings of the two-member Committee of General
Managers, I0C

“As per the Attendance Sheet made during the interview, it has been observed
that out of 6 candidates called for interview only 5 candidates including
Smt. UshaKumari (candidate selected) hasattended theinterview. Thesignature
of Smt. UshaKumari in the attendance sheet istallying with that of Application
Form.”

Asper the policy theland offered by Smt. UshaKumari, the 1st empanelled candidate
was physically evaluated by acommittee comprising of following and found suitable:
1 Shri Bima Pathak, Mgr (RS), PatnaDO.
2 Shri RK.Manjhi, Dy. Mgr (Engg.), PatnaDO
3. Shri GirishRanjan, AM (RS), Chapra
In her application form for the deal ership Smt. UshaKumari has shown twoAccount
Numbers.
1 Bank of IndiaA/cNo.5322—Rs. 1.0lakh
2. Bank of IndiaA/c No. 4229 —Rs. 1.0lakh
After FIR, on reference Bank of India, Rampur Branch confirmed that both the
Accounts have been closed as follows:
1 A/cNo. 4229 —Account closed in September 1999.
2. A/cNo. 5322 —Account closed in February 2004.

The land offered by Smt. Meena Kumari was also evaluated by Land Evaluation
Committee and found unsuitable since it was not meeting NHAI norms.

I1. Conclusion arrived at by the two-member Committee

1 As per the report of Land Evaluation Committee only the land offered by
Smt. UshaKumari (selected candidate) and Smt. Prabha Kumari Singh (not
appeared for interview) were suitable.

2 Conseguent upon interview DSC declared merit panel of single candidate
(Smt. UshaKumari).

3. Inthe FIR discrepancy of bank a/c of selected candidate Smt. Usha Kumari
wasrevealed. Inview of the above the candidature of the candidate hasbeen
cancelled and fresh process has commenced for selection of dealership.
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Certain delays have taken place for carrying out various activitiesfor which
analysisisprovidedin above. The Committeefeelsthat thereisnot deliberate/
mal afide intention for such delays.

Intheir brief statusnotethe MOP& NG vide communication dated 04.01.2006

stated as under:—

“Based on Oral Evidence taken by Committee on Petitions on 6.6.2005, atwo
member Committeeof 10C wasformed to investigatethe matter. The conclusions
arrived at by the two member Committee of 10C, regarding selection of R.O.
dealership at Jalalpur (Bihar) areasfollows.—

1

As per the report of Land Evaluation Committee only the land offered by
Smt. UshaKumari (selected candidate) and Smt. Prabha Kumari Singh (not
appeared for interview) was suitable.

Consequent upon interview DSC declared merit panel of single candidate
(Smt. UshaKumari).

In the FIR discrepancy of bank A/c of selected candidate Smt. Usha Kumari
wasrevedled. Inview of the above the candidature of the candidate hasbeen
cancelled and fresh process has commenced for selection of dealership.

Certain delays have taken place for carrying out various activitiesfor which
analysisisprovidedinabove. The Committeefeelsthat thereisno deliberate/
mal afide intention for such delays.

Current Satus:

1

2

3

4,

Astheallegation of Smt. MeenaKumari regarding the falseinformation on
the bank accountsfurnished by Smt. UshaKumari was established, the merit
panel is scrapped and fresh process for selection of dealership isinitiated.

Though certain delays have taken place while carrying out various activities,
thereisno deliberate or mal afide intention of the officers concerned.

The location has been re-advertised on 01.05.2005, 4 applications received
and interviews are dated during January 2006.

Explanationsfrom the officers concerned received and aready processed for
putting up to the CDA for further orders.

1.8 TheCommitteetook further oral evidenceof therepresentation of the MOP& NG
in their sitting held on 05.01.2006. During the course of evidence the witness, the
Secretary, MOP& NG stated asunder:—

“Sir, | think, you raised a very relevant question. You said that the petitioner
filed her grievancein the court based on this. The matter wasinvestigated and
it wasfound that certain mistakes havetaken place. Asthereisacourt cognisance,
I do not like to plead on behalf of oil companiesin this particular regard.

I think, it will beasorry state of affairsif the oil companieswereto take action for
correcting a mistake only based on a court case. | think, thisis not a very
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desirable thing to do. There should be self-correcting mechanisms. As |
submitted in the course of my introductory remarks, thisiswhat we have been
striving for. Over the past two years, we have been making guidelines and
parametersfor sel ection more and more transparent and objective. For instance,
today, once theinterview is over, the same day the results are published so that
the candidateswould know. Secondly, the candidateswho have not been selected
are also informed about their marks so that they will know why they were not
selected. Based on that if they have a grievance, they can always come back to
either the company or to the Government. We have opened up all thesein order
toimprovethetransparency and fairness. Thisisacontinuousexercise. But, as
the Committee observes — | think, we will be also guided by the Committee —
wherever representations are received, we should rectify. But, aday will come
whenthenumber of representationswill go on reducing; that meansthe system
isreally becoming more and more correct. Basically, | would like to submit that
your point is absolutely valid. We should take action to make the system open
and transparent so that we do not wait for court cases to initiate correction. |
think that  point is well taken. | have made my position clear on this. The
Government’s position isvery clear onthis.

Coming to the specific case of the business potential, | will just briefly inform
aboutit. In 1997, thethree public sector oil marketing companies, namely, Indian
Oil, Hindustan Petroleum and Bharat Petroleum were declared as navaratna
companies. The objective was to take cognisance of their big size and the big
nature of business, and also to help them grow as global oil major not only in
Indiabut abroad also. Considerable delegation of powers has been accorded to
these companies. Asfar aslocation of retail outlets or LPG distributorshipsis
concerned, we do not sit in judgments on these things. We say you go by your
commercial judgement and business considerations. If youthink you are satisfied,
itisuptoyou. But, continuously the Board should review. If theretail outlets
or LPG distributors are losing or if some locations do not show potential, then
the Board should take cognisance of those matters and close them or open them
wherever thereispotential. So, wehavelefttoitthem completely............. ”

19 Inthisregard, thewitnessfrom IOCL stated:

“1 would like to supplement what Secretary (Petroleum) has said about the
transparency. In Indian Qil, from 10th of October, we have got a new system
wherein we have two committees, namely, the junior committee and the senior
committee. The junior committee will only screen the documents. | am only
trying to amplify the transparency part of it. In the selection of 100 marks,
91 marksare based only onrecords. Therefore, the Committeewhich interviews
the candidates need not be under time pressure and need not actually worry
much on that. The documents can be scrutinized and the candidates can betold
how much marks they are getting. We have brought that kind of transparency.
The senior committeewill interview the candidatesfor the balance marksregarding
suitability, business acumen etc. Then the scores of the junior committee and
the senior committee are put together, and then the panel isdeclared on the same
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day evening as mentioned by Secretary (Petroleum). This is the level of
transparency. Each candidate knowswhat are his marks and why the personis
losingthemarks. Earlier, it was subjective and peoplewere not aware. Now, that
kind of awarenesshasbeen created............... "

ObservationgRecommendations

1.10 TheCommitteenotethat thepetitioner applied for aretail outlet dealer ship
at Jalalpur, district Saran in response to an advertisement issued on 20.2.04 by
IOCL. Thepetitioner alleged certainirregularitiesin award of dealershipby |OCL.
Thetwo-member Committeeinvestigated allegationsof thepetitioner in thematter.
Asper ther findings, theland offered by theselected candidatewasfound suitableby
theland evaluation Committeebut in theFIR, discr epancy in thebank account of the
selected candidatewasrevealed. Asaresult thereof, thecandidatureof the selected
candidatewascancelled and fresh processfor selection of dealer ship wasinitiated.

1.11 TheCommitteein examination revealed that certain pointscontained in the
petition werefound correct and if thepetitioner had not approached the Committee,
thel OCL would have gone ahead with theawar d of RO dealer ship for which the
candidatewassdected irregularily. TheCommitteeregret that thel OCL took action
only after receipt of the petition. The Committeefeel that theremight becertain
other similar caseswherethel OCL did not takeany action and havegoneahead with
theirregular selection for dealer ship. Thisonly goesto show that the selection
procedurefor dealership isfaulty and containslacunasor loopholeswhich allow
irregular selection of candidatesfor dealer ship and henceallegation from various
guarters. TheCommittee, ther efor e, recommend that theMinistry and Oil companies
should strivefor making guidelinesand par ameter sfor selection of dealer ship more
trangpar ent, obj ectiveand fair nessand r ectify the mechanism of selection procedure
soastoavoid causeof grievanceraised by the candidatewhofailed to get dealer ship.
However, theCommitteearesatisfied that thecompany had taken correctiveaction to
initiatefresh processafter it wasestablished that certainirregularity was committed
inthesdection of thecandidatefor RO dealer ship. Inview of this, the Committeedo
not wish to pursuethematter further.

I1. Representation from Shri Chandra Shamsher Prasad Singh

112 In hisrepresentation, the petitioner stated that he applied for award of LPG
distributership by IOCL for the location at Kahare, District Saharsa, Bihar under
“Freedom Fighter” category in response to an advertisement on 18.02.2002. The
petitioner wasinterviewed on 07.10.2003 by the DSC. A list of short listed candidates
in order of merit was displayed. The petitioner alleged that all the empanelled
candidates were taken as they succeeded to receive freedom fighter pension on the
basis of forged and fabricated documents and that their candidature being freedom
fighter are being enquired by the concerned District Megistrate in terms of the order
of High Court of Patna. The petitioner also alleged that therewerelargeirregularities
in the selection of candidates for LPG distributorship. The petitioner, therefore,
requested that an enquiry be conducted into the matter and the decision of DSC be
concerned.
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113 The representation of the petitioner was referred to the MOP&NG on
22.07.2005 for their comments on the points raised by the petitioner. However, the
MOP&NG did not furnish any comments on the said representation. Subsequently a
brief status of the case was received from the MOP& NG vide their communication
dated 04.01.2006, which stated asunder: —

“Representation dated 28th April, 2005 from Shri Chandra Shamsher Prasad
Singh, Freedom Fighter, regarding illegal award of LPG distributorship under
freedom fighter quotaat Kahra, District-Saharsa(Bihar).

I10C hasreported that L PG distributorship at Kahra, District-Saharsa (Bihar) was
rostered under FF category in Marketing Plan 1999-2000. Interview for selection
of LPG distributor were held on 07.10.2003 and Shri ChitraNarayan Sharmawas
placed 1st in the merit panel, Shri Raj Sah was placed 2nd and Shri Ayodhya
Mandawas 3rd in the merit panel.

Complaint dated 09.10.2003 from Shri Chandra Shamsher Prasad Singh was
received by 10C's Bihar State Office against selection of LPG distributor at
Kahra, District — Saharsa(Bihar).

The complaint wasinvestigated by Vigilance, Department of |OC and filed.

Incidentally 1st empanelled candidate Shri Chitra Narayan Sharmahas expired.
I10C istaking further necessary action as per laid down procedure.”

114 TheCommitteetook oral evidence of the representatives of the MOP& NG on
05.01.2006. On being enquired about the case of the petitioner, the witnessfrom |OCL
responded as under: —

“This is regarding freedom fighter category distributorship. The petitioner
actually hasbrought out the factson theirregularities. Vigilance asowent into
this. Vigilanceinvestigation has come. They have said that no irregularity has
taken place. The decision came only on 30th December. Inthe meantime, the
first empanelled candidate Shri ChitraNarain Sharmahasexpired. Asaresult of
that, we will have to consider the second empanelled candidate who is actually
Shri Raj Sah, and the third empanelled candidate Shri Ayodhya Manda.”

1.15 On being specifically asked as to whether the case also went before the
Court, the witnessreplied as under: —

“It has not gone to Court.  Only vigilance investigated into this.”
ObservationgRecommendations

1.16 The Committee note that the petitioner applied for award of LPG
digtributorship of IOCL for thelocation at Kahra, Digtrict Saharasaunder “ Freedom
Fighter” category in responseto an advertisement on 18.02.2002. Thepetitioner
alleged that therewereirregularitiesin the selection of L PG distributor ship and
that the selected candidateswer enot freedom fighter sat all for being eligiblefor the
L PG distributor ship under thefreedom fighter quota.

117 TheCommitteeobservethat the petitioner had raised thedoubt/question
about thecandidatur e of the selected candidatesasfreedom fighters. Therefore, it
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would bebut appropriatethat theMinistry of HomeAffair sor theDigtrict Magistrate
concer ned beasked to confirm thestatusof theselected candidatesasfreedom fighters
for award of digributor ship under ‘ Freedom Fighter” category at Kahra. Accordingly,
the Committeer ecommend that thematter may bepur sued with them and settled at
theearliest. TheCommitteewould alsolike tobeinformed inthematter.

I11. Representation from Shri Alok Ranjan Singh

118 In hisrepresentation, the petitioner stated that on the basis of advertisement
dated 02.06.1998 and interview held on 02.12.2003, he was empanelled second for LPG
distributorship by IOCL for location at Lalganj, Vaishali, Bihar Shri Neergj Kumar was
placed firstin the merit panel. Inthisregard, the petitioner made awritten complaint
againgt the selection of Shri Neergj Kumar and also alleged that Shri Neergj Kumar isan
employee of M/sNishad Gas Service, Hgjipur and wasaproxy (Benami) candidate for
M/sNishad Gas Service. The petitioner, therefore, requested that action may betaken
on his complaint and that he be appointed as L PG distributor at Lalgan;.

119 The representation of the petitioner was referred to the MOP&NG on
22.07.2005 for comments on the pointsraised by him. However, the Committee did not
receive any commentsthereon from the Ministry.

120 Subsequently, theMOP&NG vide communicetion dated 04.01.2006 submitted
abrief status note in the matter which may be stated as under:

“LPGdigtributorship at Lalganj, Digtrict-Vaishali (Bihar) wasrostered under * Open’
category in Marketing Plan 1994-96. Interview for seleciton of L PG distributor
were held on 01—03.12.2003 and Shri Neeraj Kumar wasplaced 1st in the merit
panel, Shri Alok Ranjan Singh (the petitioner) was placed 2nd and Ms. Neetu
Kumari was placed 3rd inthe Merit panel.

The complaint was investigated by 10C’s Bihar State Office and it was found
that the selection process had been vitiated as the selection committee has
accepted the documents at the time of interview, on information not mentioned
in the application form, and had awarded marks for the same. Accordingly,
decision wastaken by competent authority to scrap the merit panel and conduct
freshinterviewsof all the candidateswho had appeared for the earlier interview
ealier.

However, the 1st empanelled candidate hasfiled awrit petition No. CWJS 7462/
2005intheHon' bleHigh Court of Patnain June 2005. Hence, no further progress
has been made since the matter is sub-judice. Further actionwill betaken based
on the decision of the Hon’ ble High Court of Patna on the writ petition.”

121 TheCommitteetook oral evidence of the representatives of the MOP& NG at
their sitting held on 05.01.2006. On being enquired about the case of the petition, the
witness stated:

“The petitioner has requested for any early decision on the complaint. Infact,
again the matter hasgoneto Court. The matter issub-judice. We are awaiting a
decision.”
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122 When the Committee asked the witness as to whether there was any
observation, direction or order of the Court in the matter, the witness responded as
under:

“Itispending for hearing. It is not admitted so far. We have filed our report.”

1.23 On being asked as to why the procedure was being kept withheld, if there
were no stay or directions from the Court in the matter, the witness responded:

“Wewill again go for interview.”
Inthisregard, the witness also clarified that—

........ There are two issues in that. One is the selection process. In fact, the
DSC has accepted the documents at the time of interview which they should not
have done. That is point number one. In the meantime, the first emplanelled
candidate hasfiled awrit petitioninthe Hon. High Court. Hehasalready filed it
and | do not know the state of it. It isnot admitted, we will proceed further on
this.”

124 Onbeing enquired asto when theinterview was conducted, thewitness said:

“Theinterview was done between 1st and 3rd December, 2003. Merit panel was
declared on 3rd December, 2003. The complaint wasreceived on 15th December,

125 The Committee asked the witness about the status of the investigation, if
conducted. Responding to the query, the witness replied as under:

“Marks have been awarded on the basis of the documents which are submitted
at thetimeof interview. The Committee has given somewrong marksalsowhich
arenot applicable as per thenorms. They have given same other marks. So, the
entire process s vitiated.”

The witness also stated:

“Thefirst three candidates we have revaluated based on documents. But there
isno changeinthepanel. But sincethe committee has giventhemarkswhich are
not as per the guidelines, this process is vitiated. So, the competent authority
recommended for scapping of the panel.”

ObservationgRecommendations

1.26 TheCommitteenotethat thepetitioner applied for L PG distributor ship at
location Lalganj, Bihar in response to an advertisement on 02.06.1998. He was
interviewed on 02.12.2003 and was empanelled second for the award of LPG
digributor ship. Thefirs empandled candidatewasShri Neeraj Kumar. Thepetitioner
alleged that there wereirregularitiesin the selection of candidate and selected
candidatewasabenami candidatefor M/sNishad Gas Serviceand accor dingtothe
petitioner, the selected candidatewasan employeeof M/sNishad GasService. The
complaint wasinvestigated by | OCL and it wasfound that the sdection wasvitiated as
theselection Committee had accepted thedocumentsat thetimeof interview and
awar ded marksfor thesamewhich werenot asper nor ms/guidelines. Thecompetent
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authority took adecision toscrap themerit panel and conduct fresh interviewsof all
the candidateswho had appeared earlier for theinterview. Meanwhile, thefirst
empanelled candidate moved beforetheHigh Court of Patnain June, 2005. However,
the Committeewer einfor med that ther ewer eno observations, dir ection or order of
theCourtinthematter.

1.27 TheCommitteeareanguished that the casewasbeing kept pending since
June, 2005 on the ostensibleground that thematter issub-judiceinspite of thefact
that not only the Court did not issueany direction in thematter, but thecasewasstill
pending even for admission of thewrit petition filed by theselected candidate. The
Committeeare, ther efore, of theview that the caseisbeing kept pending without any
justifiablereasons. The Committee, ther efore, recommend that thefactsfound on
thebasisof investigationsbefur nished tothe Committeeand |OCL should proceed
with the process of selection on the basis of proposed re-interview expeditiously
without further delay for award of L PG digtributor ship at L algan;.

IV. Representation from Shri Rakesh Kumar Singh

128 In hisrepresentation, the petitioner stated that one petrol pump was allotted
to Shri Saroj Kumar through tender by IOCL in Village Phulwaria, District Gopalgan;,
Bihar in 2002. He was also issued LOI for the alotted petrol pump on 16.05.2002.
However, in the meantime opening of petrol pump was restricted due to case filed
before High Court. When the said restriction was removed by the Court, two petrol
pumps had already been opened at that place and nearby by IBP and other companies.
Thereafter |OCL forwarded the representation to the Ministry for according approval
totransfer allotted petrol pump from Village Phulwariato Village Rampur on NH-28.
However, thelocal office of the Petroleum Ministry returned the representation for one
reason or the other. The IOCL had again forwarded another representation to the
Ministry of Petroleum, Government of India on which their approval is still awaited.
The petitioner, therefore, requested that the permission may be granted to open the
outletimmediately.

129 The representation was referred to the MOP& NG on 13.09.2005 for their
commentson the pointsrai sed by the petitioner. Intheir response, the MOP& NG vide
their communication dated 29.09.2005 communi cated asfollows:

“Thisreference pertainsto the selection of 1993-96 Marketing Plan Retail Outlet
Dealership under open category at Phulwaria, Distt. Gopalgunj, Bihar State.
Shri Saroj Kumar is the Dealer — Select and Letter of Intent was issued on
16.05.2002.

The land offered by the LOI holder was rejected since it was not meeting the
norms as given in the advertisement.

In the meanwhile Hon' ble Supreme Court of India acting on Public interest
litigation as per the Press reports, has directed the Union Government to cancel
all the Licencesof the Petrol Pumps, L PG Distributorshipsand K erosene Agencies
alottedin aparticular period.

Accordingly MOP&NG has communicated a policy decision vide letter
No. P-19011-14/2002-10C dated 9.8.2002 in the publicinterest, cancelling al the
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alotments, of Petrol Pumps, L PG Distributorshipsand K erosene agencies made
under the recommendation of Dealer Selection Boardsall over the country since
01.01.2000 forthwith, excepting those made under the Operation Vijay Scheme.

The subject location, Phulwaria referred by the Hon’ble MP (LS), also came
under the above directive and hence the LOI issued to Mr. Saroj Kumar was
withdrawn on 14.8.2002.

Subsequently, Hon' ble Supreme Court of Indiavide Judgment dated 20.12.2002
quashed the abovereferred order of Govt. of India, MOP&NG.

Accordingly the LOI holder was asked to proceed with the proposed Desal ership.
But the LOI holder made arequest for change of location citing that M/s1BP has
aready put up an RO inthat location and hencethereisno further viahility for a
new RO.

Based on the request of LOI holder and prevailing situation at Phulwaria the
feasibility study was conducted for an alternative location between Badheya
More and BarahimaBazar on NH-28, District Gopalganj, and found it feasible.
Therearetwo ROs of M/sBPCL eachat 4kms' distance onetowards Muzaffarpur
and the other towards Gopalgun;j in the proposed location.

As per the existing policy guidelines change of location at LOI stage was not
permitted and hence the matter wasreferred to MOP& NG for approval......”

130 In their brief status note, the MOP&NG vide their communicaiton dated
04.01.2006 stated as under:—

“This case pertains to the selection of 1993-96 Marketing Plan Retail Outlet
Dealership under ‘Open’ category at Phulwaria, Dist. Gopalgunj, Bihar.
Shri Saroj Kumar isthe Dealer — Select and L etter of Intent (LOI) wasissued to
himon 16.5.2002.

The land offered by the LOI holder was rejected since it was not meeting the
norms as given in the advertisement.

In the meanwhile a controversy arose in the media (The Indian Express), in
July-August, 2002 over certain selections of deal ers/distributors of petroleum
products made by the Dealer Selection Boards (DSBs) from January, 2000
onwards. Thiswas also agitated in the Parliament in its Monsoon Session that
year. Thematter wasreviewed by the Government and, on 9.8.2002, Government
cancelled all allotments of retail outlet deal erships, L PG distributorships and
SKO-LDO dealerships made on the basis of selections by the DSBs from
January, 2000 onwards. Subsequently, based on litigations from the affected
parties, the Supreme Court in its judgement dated 20.12.2002 quashed the
Government’s cancellation order dated 9.8.2002 except in respect of cases
which werereported inthemedia. Subsequent to thisjudgement, Government
advised the oil marketing companies (OM Cs) to take further action in respect
of selections made by DSBs, except in the cases highlighted in the media
which werereferred to atwo-judge Committee appointed by the Supreme Court
for examination.
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Sincethe RO at Phulwaria, also came under the purview of the said cancellation
order, dated 9.8.2002 of the Government, LOI issued to Shri Saroj Kumar was
withdrawn by the company on 14.8.2002. Further, after quashing of that order by
the Supreme Court on 20.12.2002, the LOI issued to Shri Saroj Kumar was
restored on 28.1.2003 and he was asked to proceed with the proposed deal ership.
But he made a request on 24.2.2003 for change of location on the ground that
M/sIBP Co. Limited (IBP) had already put up aretail outlet at that |ocation and
hence there was no further viability for anew RO.

It may be mentioned that in Phulwariatrading area, 1BP had opened their COCO
RO at Maripur on 10.12.2002 (average combined monthly saleis 60 KL) and
M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited (BPCL) opened an RO at Bathua
Bazar on 20.9.2003 (average combined monthly saleis107 KL).

On the request of the LOI-holder and prevailing market situation at Phulwaria,
the feasibility study was conducted for an aternate location between Badheya
More and BarahimaBazar on NH-28, District Gopalganj and it wasfound feasible
even after taking into consideration, the sales of the two ROs of M/s. BPCL
which are at 4 Kms' distance each, one towards Muzzafarpur and the other
towards Gopal ganj to the proposed location.

Since the policy guidelinesin vogue at the time did not have any provision for
changeof location at L Ol stage, |OC referred the matter to Ministry of Petroleum
& Natural Gas(MOP&NG) for approval.”

131 Inresponse to a question as to what action was taken on the representatin
from 10OCL, Pathaand the matter, the MOP& NG in their written reply vide communication
dated 04.01.2006 stated asunder: —

“Indian Oil Corporation Limited (I0OC), Mumbai, vide their | etter dated 6.4.2005
informed MOP&NG that based on the request of the LOI-holder, feasibility
study was conducted by their Bihar State Office for an aternative location
(between BadheyaMore and BarahimaBazar), Distt. Gopalganj and that it was
found feasible. 10C proposed to thisMinistry to favourably consider change of
location from Phulwaria.

It may be mentioned that in the meantime, framing of revised guidelines on
resitement of deal erships/distributorships was under consideration of the Oil
Marketing Companies (OMCs).

In connection with the processing of 10C's letter dated 6.4.2005, mentioned
above, certaininformation/clarificationswere called for by MOP& NG on 17.6.2005.
10C'sreply wasreceived on 30.8.2005 and further information received on 6.9.2005.
After processing |OC'sreply, further clarificationswere sought from the company
0n 7.10.2005. Thesewerereceived on 17.11.2005.

In the meantime, after review of the existing guidelines on some marketing
issues, including resitement of dealerships and in consultation with OMCs,
MOP& NG issued broad guidelinesto the OM Cson 17.11.2005 with the request
that OMCs may frametheir detailed gudielines on thisbasis.



13

After consideration of the proposal contained in 10OCs aforesaid letter dated
6.4.2005 and subsequent clarifications received from them, it has been observed
that the first-empaneled candidate had not offered land within the advertised
| ocation on the date of field investigation on 24.4.2002. Therefore, the LOI should
not have beenissued to himon 16.5.002. Evenwhen LOI wasissued to him, he
could not offer land within the adverti sed |ocation within the stipul ated time limit
of 2months, i.e. by 16.7.2002. Thedelay, onthepart of IOC, inwithdrawing the
LOI on 16.7.2002 | ed to unreasonabl e demand of the deal er-select, for resitement
at L Ol stage, which should not have been entertained by |OC.

1OC has been advised to take appropriate action in the matter as per the guidelines
to beframed by 10C in pursuant to MOP& NG’ sbroad guidelinesdated 17.11.2005,
regarding resitement of deal erships/distributorships.

132 Responding to another question as to whether the IBP and other companies
had opened their petrol pumpsat village Phulwariaand if so, what wasthe difficulties
if another outlet was opened by IOCL , the MOP& NG commented as under:—

“Yesin Phulwariatrading area, M/s1BP Co. Limited has opened their COCO RO
at Maripur on 10.12.2002 (average combined monthly saleis 60 KL) and M/s
Barat Petroleum Corporation Limited opened an RO at BathuaBazar on 20.9.2003
(average combined monthly saleis 107 KL). Ontherequest of the L Ol-holder,
10C proposed for change of location to a more feasible location, as Phulwaria
wasnot commercialy viable.”

133 TheCommitteetook oral evidence of the representatives of the MOP& NG on
05.01.2006 but theissue under examination could not be taken for discussion.

ObservationgRecommendations

1.34 TheCommitteenotethat onepetrol pump wasallotted to Shri Saroj Kumar
by |OCL in VillagePhulwaria, district Gopalganj, Bihar in 2002. Hewasalsoissued
L Ol for thesameon 16.5.2002. I nthemeantime, acontrover sy arosein themedia, in
July-August, 2002 over irregularitiesin selection of dealer gdistributor sof petroleum
productsby the Dealer Selection Board (DSBs) from January, 2000 onwards. The
matter wasr eviewed by the Gover nment and on 09.08.2002, the Gover nment cancelled
all allotments of retail outlet dealer ships, L PG distributorshipsand SKO-LDO
dealer shipsmadeon the basisof selection by the DSBsfrom January, 2000 onwar ds.
Subsequently based on litigationsfrom theaffected parties, the SupremeCourt inits
judgement dated 20.12.2002 quashed the Gover nment’ scancellation order dated
09.08.2002 except in respect of caseswhich werereported in themedia. Subsequent
tothisjudgement, the Gover nment advised the Oil M ar keting Companies(OM Cs) to
take further action in respect of selection made by DSBs except in the cases
highlighted in themediawhich wasr eferred to atwo-judge committeeappointed by
the SupremeCourt for examination. SincetheRO at Phulwaria, alsocameunder the
purview of thesaid cancellation order dated 09.08.2002 of the Gover nment, L Ol
issued to Shri Saroj Kumar waswithdrawn by thecompany on 14.08.2002. Further,
in pursuance to the order by the Supreme Court on 20.12.2002, L Ol issued to
Shri Sarof Kumar wasr estor ed on 28.01.2003 and hewasasked to proceed with the
proposed dealer ship.
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1.35 TheCommitteefurther notethat thepetitioner madearequest on 24.02.2003
for changeof location on theground that M/sI BP and other companieshad alr eady
st up retail outletsat that location and hencetherewasnofurther viability for anew
RO. Sincethepolicy guidelinesin vogueat that timedid not haveany provision for
changeof location at L Ol stage, |IOCL referred thematter totheM OP& NG accor ding
tother approval. It wasobserved by theM OP& NG that thefir s empandled candidate
had not offered land within theadvertised location onthedateof fidld investigation on
24.4.2002. Therefore, accordingtotheM OP& NG, theL Ol should not havebeen
issued tohim on 16.05.2002. Even when L Ol wasissued tohim, hecould not offer land
within theadvertised location within the stipulated timelimit of two monthsi.e. by
16.07.2002. Thedelay, onthepart of IOCL, in withdrawingtheL Ol on 16.07.2002
led tounreasonabledemand of thedealer-select, for resitement at L Ol stage, which
should not havebeen entertained by |OCL. TheM OP& NG had advised |OCL totake
appropriateactioninthematter asper theguiddinestobeframed by |OCL pursuant
to the MOP& NG’s broad guidelines dated 17.11.2005, regarding resitement of
dealer shipg/digtributor ships.

1.36 TheCommitteeobservethat thedealer-select failed to offer land within the
advertised location either on thedate of field investigation or within the stipulated
timelimit of two monthsafter issuance of L Ol tohim. In such circumstances, the
L Ol issued tothedealer-sdect should havebeen withdrawn immediately in accor dance
with the norms/guidelines prevalent during that period. Further, the guidelines/
normsin vogueat that timedid not haveany provision for change of location and
therefore, the demand of the dealer-select for resitement should not have been
entertained by |OCL . The Committee, ther efor e, do not wish to pur suethematter
further. However, the Committeewould likethat action taken in thematter by |OCL
may beinformed to Committee.



CHAPTERII

REPRESENTATION REGARDING UTILIZATION OF NAPTHABY SETTINGUP
PETROCHEMICAL BASED PLANT IN THEBARAUNI REFINERY OF
INDIAN OIL CORPORATION LIMITED UNDER BIHARREGION

21  ShriAjit Kumar Singh, MPforwarded arepresentation signed by Shri Pramod
Sharma, Ex-MLA, SarvodayaNagar, Begusarai, Bihar regarding utilization of Naptha
by setting up of petrochemical based plant in the Barauni Refinery of Indian Oil
Corporation Limited (IOCL).

22 In the representation, the petitioner inter-alia stated that there is one very
old and established refinery of IOCL at Barauni in Begusarai district of Bihar. He
further stated that Napthais extracted asaresidual matter in adequate quantity during
the refining of oil in Barauni Refinery. But there is no such plant installed in the
Barauni refinery for utilisation of Naptha, therefore, it istransported outside and as a
result thereof heavy amount of revenueislost. The petitioner a so added that production
cost of the products being manufactured al so increases. According to him, if Napthais
utilised in the Barauni refinery itself, thelossincurred by therefinery could be contained
and production cost of the products being manufactured from Naptha could also be
reduced. If petrochemical based plant for the utilisation of Napthaisinstaled in the
Barauni Refinery itself, therewould be no need to send the Naptha produced in Barauni
refinery to outside places and the same could be used in the Barauni itself thereby
saving revenue of IOCL.

The petitioner, therefore, requested that a petrochemical based plant in Barauni
Refinery may beinstalled so that the residual Naptha coming out from the refinery be
utilised in Barauni refinery itself and the revenue in transporting the Naptha outside
the refinery could be saved.

2.3 Therepresentation wasforwarded to the MOP& NG on 16th March, 2006 for
furnishing their comments on the points raised therein.

24  Inresponse, thereof, the MOP& NG videtheir communication dated 27th March,
2006 furni shed thefollowing comments.—

“Napthaproduced from Barauni Refinery isused for production of 600 Thousand
Metric Tonnes Per Annum (TMTPA) of Motor Spirit (MS) presently, which is
fed to Bihar and adjoining States to meet the MS demand. Balance Naptha of
about 180-200 TMTPA issupplied to IFFCO Phulpur and DIL Panki to meet the
fertilizer industries demand, which is also a core sector for Indian economy.
Even if the available surplus Napthais not supplied to the fertilizer plants, itis
not economically viableto install petrochemical plant dueto economy of scalein
view of limited feedstock availability.”

15
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2.5 After perusal of the comments, the Committee took oral evidence of the
representatives of the MOP& NG on 18th April, 2006.

2.6 During the evidence, the Committee desired to know about the capacity of
Barauni Refinery and utilisation of Napthain the Refinery. Replying to thiswitness,
the Chairman and Managing Director of IOCL stated asunder: —

“Theinstalled capacity of Barauni refinery issix million tonnes per annum. You
would kindly recall that in the last meeting | had said that Barauni Refinery
historically was processing |l ess than about three million tonnes. With the help
of the Government, the Indian Oil laid crude oil pipelinefrom Haldiato Barauni.
We have supplemented Assam crude which was very restricted. Now, infact it
isat zerolevel. Theentire Barauni Refinery which was designed for processing
Assam Crude is now processing imported crude from Haldia. It isrunning its
installed capacity at six. Itisnearing six; it may be about 90to 92 per cent but it
isrunning at near full capacity. Let me assure you that as far as Naptha is
concerned, about 6,00,000 tonnes of Naptha which is produced, most of it is
blended for production of motor gas, motor spirit whichispetrol. Sir, about 15to
18 thousand tonnesis basically going into two fertilizer plants, namely, IFFCO
Phul pur and Panki in western Uttar Pradesh. Thereason for Barauni Refinery’s
capacity isnot napthaat all. We can produce more Naptha. There arefertilizer
units, NTPC is aso prepared to take in UP. The reason is that it is an inland
refinery anditscapacity issix. Infact Barauni product movesright uptoAllahabad
and Kanpur through the Barauni—K anpur pipeline after saturating the requirement
at Patnaand then at Mughal Sarai. Itisnotthat at all. Barauni Refinery will run
uptosixty. | canasotell youinthe same bresth that amongst all therefineries,
Barauni Refinery istheleast profitable Refinery for the Indian Oil mainly because
the positioning of crude ail is the most expensive. Anything that we do to
increase the capacity and sell beyond its economic zone will not be worthwhile.
Barauni is runningwell. If wecanreachit at six itself, itisagood thing, and we
will be meeting the requirements of north Bihar.”

The witness also added: —

“The constraint is not absorption of Naptha. If we produce more, it will be
absorption of other products including diesel.”

2.7 On being pointed out that the petrochemical unit is the long term demand of
Barauni, the witness responded as under: —

“Now we are coming to petrochemicals. As the Secretary just mentioned, a
petrochemical unit can be aromatics which means benzene, toulene or polyster
fibre or it may be aNaptha cracker ethylene, propylene based. For an economic
size of naptha cracker, we need about 2.3 million tonnes of Naptha. For an
economic size of an aromatic plant, which is benzene, toulene and polyster, we
need about 500 to 600. If we work backwards, the first charge of Napthais
blending for gasoline because we need motor spirit for our transportation fuel.
Thequantity that isavailableis 150 thousand and 180 thousand whichis 30 or 20
per cent of an economic size.
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Firstly, thereisno feedstock of Napthaavailable to make an economic size of the
plant. Infact, we haveto congregate the entire Naptha pool at Panipat wherethe
demand is and move Naptha from places like Gujarat and Mathura to make an
economic size of acracker plant. So, Barauni’sturn may come eventualy at a
much later day. Firstly there must be a demand and secondly there must be a
feedstock. Today we are struggling to reach six million tonnes at Barauni to
absorb productsthere at not very profitable refinery margins compared to other
refineries. North East, for instance, we have 50 per cent exciserelief. So, our
grossrefining marginismuch higher. The cost of processing crude at Barauni is
the highest. So, these are some of theissues. As| said, Barauni isrunning at
near full capacity. It wasdesigned at six milliontonnesand it never did six million
tonnes.

Sir, Barauni-Kanpur pipeline operates at less than 2.1 or 2.2. So, how do we
evacuate the product? From where doesit go? It cannot go to the East. Weare
back freighting. It cannot go up North because Mathuraisthere, and Panipat is
getting expanded. It can only meet its requirements of Bihar, partly Nepal and
Eastern U.P. whichitisdoing. So, today weare happy that Barauni isdoing well.
Inthe long-term wewill see and we have an open mind. But for Naptha cracker
plant, today we are executing aproject at Panipat with the feedstock of Naptha
from other locations.”

2.8 Supplementing the point, the witness, the Secretary, MOP& NG submitted as
under: —

“The minimum economic sizefor an Ethylene plant today isabout eight hundred
thousand tonnes, and even thisis under review by the globally technologically
competent company like UOPwho arein the process of revisingitto 1.25 million
tonnesof Ethylene. But take the present minimum economicrate. Itiseight lakh
tonnes of Ethylene. To produce this capacity, you need a Naptha stock of 2.25
million tonnes per annum. Now, assuming that Barauni operatesat 100 per cent
capacity at six milliontonnes. Naptha production roughly in arefinery today, as
per the configuration, is 11 per cent. You get only 6,60,000 tonnes which is
hardly 30 per cent of what is required to produce a minimum economic size of
Ethylene plant. That is the position today. In fact, Mathura and Panipat are
expanding to much bigger capacities. They are pooling together the Naptha
from adjoining refineriesto set up acracker plant. Evenitsviability, | think, will
be proved only over time. That isthe position today. Thereisno possibility of
aviable petrochemical plant given the present capacity of Barauni evenif it were
to operate at 150 per cent of the designed capacity. That isthe position.”

2.9 Toaquery about increasing the capacity of Barauni Refinery, thewitness, the
Secretary, MOP& NG replied asunder: —

“Sir, apetrochemical plant is purely atechnical and economic subject. We are
officers. We will not introduce any other element other than economics and
technicality intothis. Itisfor the Government tofinally decide. If the Government
finally takesaconscious decision asthemagjority ownersof most of oil companies,
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then the oil companieswill get the subject considered intheir Board, andin case
they get adequatelending from the banksand Flsthey will implement it. Otherwise,
given today’s capacity of Barauni Refinery, thereis no possibility. That is
number one. Secondly, regarding Inland refineries, each State has its own
aspirations. In fact, each State wants a refinery today. Once you locate a
refinery invarious States, you cannot go on expanding. Infact, economically it
is advantageous to expand coast-based refineries so that at least you could
exploit the export potential. Ininland refinery, that potential is not very high.
That isthe correct position.

You areawarethat in Assam we havefour refineries; in Bihar we have one; in UP
we havetwo refineries; Rajasthan hasaready asked for onerefinery. InMadhya
Pradesh, BPCL isin the process of setting up one refinery. In Uttar Pradesh,
thereis ademand for another refinery. In Tamil Nadu, thereis one refinery. In
AndhraPradesh, thereisalready onerefinery, and two morerefineriesare being
asked for. Each Stateisasking for arefinery. So, thisbeing the case, it israther
difficult. Now, the Government, the Ministry of Chemicalsand Petrochemicalsis
in the process of identifying different regions in the country for setting up
Petrochemical Project Investment Regions, they arecalled PCPIR. | think, if the
Committee could make a recommendation to thiseffect, certainly, | think, wewill
be very glad to forward it to the Department of petrochemicals so that awhole
package could be worked out for examining the possiblity of setting up a
Petrochemical Investment Region at Barauni also. Definitely it would be
considered.”

210 Inthiscontext, thewitnessfrom |OCL further added: —

“Sir, a Naptha cracker and petrochemical plant would cost anything over
Rs. 10,000 crore today. The Government can decide. We have independent
Directors. IntheBoard, it goesthrough avery detailed scrutiny. Asthe Secretary
has said, we must find bankersto support this. Unlessthereisaminimum ideal
rate of 14 to 16 per cent, nobody will do this project. We are talking about
investment of Rs. 10,000 crore with Naptha. Without Naptha you must have a
gas cracker. We do not have gas. These are not small investments. Naptha
cracker islikeputting two refineries.”

211 When the Committee asked asto whether asmall sized plant can be started,
the witness, from IOCL stated as under: —

“Then, it isnot an economic size and we cannot compete. Economy of scaleis
important. Itislike saying, “Canwe put athree million tonnesrefinery?’ We
cannot. How arewe going to compete globally? So, petrochemical productsare
freeproductsand importsarealso coming. Then, theentire company will collapse.
Wewill not be ableto do such investment unlessit meetsthe due rates of return
and it must cross our minimum yardstick.”

The Secretary, MOP& NG also added asunder: —

“That iswhy, Sir, | said very clearly, the Government asthe owner, evenif they
consider this proposal, the Board has to consider it, and they have to find
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lenders. These are not very easy decisions. As| mentioned, we can definitely
furnishtothe Committeeall thepointsin thisregard. Based onthat, the Committee
if it choose it can make arecommendation. Definitely wewill forward it to the
Department of Chemicalsand Petrochemical swhichisin the process of selecting
the Petrochemical Project Investment Regionsin the country. L et them shortlist
it. Then, I think, the chances may improve.”

ObservationgRecommendations

2.12 TheCommitteenotethat thereisonevery old and established refinery of
IOCL at Barauni in Begusarai district of Bihar. Thepetitioner stated that Napthaas
aresidual matter isextracted in adequate quantity during the refining of oil in
Barauni refinery but the same is not utilized in Barauni Refinery itself and is
transported outsidefor itsutilisation. Asaresult thereof, thereisaheavy loss of
revenueto the company. According to the petitioner if Napthaisutilised in the
Barauni Refinery itself, thelossincurred by therefinery could be contained and
production cost of thepr oductsbeing manufactur ed from Napthacould also ber educed.
Thepetitioner, therefore, requested that a petrochemical based plant in Barauni
Refinery may beingtalled for utilisation of residual Naptha produced by ther efinery
for manufacturing productsand ther eby saving revenuein transportation of Naptha
outsidetherefinery.

2.13 TheCommitteeobser ved that the Naptha produced from Bar auni Refinery
isused for production of 600 Thousand M etric TonnesPer Annum (TM TPA) of M otor
Spirit (MS) presently which isfed to Bihar and adjoining Statesto meet theM S
demand. BalanceNapthaof about 180-200 TM TPA issupplied to | FFCO, Phulpur
and DIL Panki in Wester n Uttar Pradesh to meet thefertilizer industriesdemand,
whichisalsoacoresector of | ndian economy. Evenif theavailablesurplusNapthais
not supplied to thefertilizer plants, it would not be economically viabletoinstal
petrochemical plant. Duringtheevidence, the Committeewer ealso infor med that
amongst all therefineriesBarauni Refinery istheleast profitablerefinery for the
company. Asregardsthedemand for setting up of petr ochemical unit at Bar auni, the
Committeewer einfor med that a petr ochemical unit can bear omaticswhich means
benzene, touleneor polyster fiber or it may beaNaptha cracker ethylene, propylene
based. Theminimum economicsizefor an ethyeneplant isabout 8,00,000 tonnesof
ethyleneand even thisisunder review by the globally technologically competent
company like UOP who arein the process of revising it to 1.25 million tonnes of
ethylene. Accordingtothewitness, even if thepresent minimum economic sizeof the
plant istaken, aNaptha stock of 2.25million tonesper annum would berequired to
produce 8,00,000 tonnes of ethylene. Asper the configur ation, Naptha production
from theBarauni Refinery isroughly 11 per cent and assuming that Bar auni oper ates
at 100 per cent capacity at six million tonnes, only 6,60,000 tonnesof ethylenewill be
produced whichishardly 30 per cent of what isrequired toinstal aminimum economic
sizeof ethyleneplant. Thus, accordingtotheMinistry thereisno possibility of a
viablepetrochemical plant given thepresent capacity of Barauni evenif it wereto
operateat 150 per cent of thedesigned capacity. It wasalsoinformed that the cost of
processing crudeat Bar auni isthehighest and isrunning at near full capacity. If the



20

Gover nment takesa consciousdecision toincreasethe capacity of Barauni Refinery,
then thesubject matter could be consider ed by theoil companiesin that Board and
will implement thedecision provided they get adequatelending from banksand financial
ingtitutions. Economically, it would beadvantageousto expand coast based refineries
sothat export potential could beexploited asfor inland refinery, the potential isnot
very high. However, the Secretary MOP& NG stated “ .....now the Gover nment, the
Ministry of Chemicalsand Petr ochemicalsisin the processof identifying different
regionsin thecountry for setting up Petrochemical Project | nvestment Regions,
they arecalled PCPIR. | think, wewill bevery glad toforwar d it tothe Department of
Petrochemicals so that a whole package could be worked out for setting up a
Petr ochemical Investment Region at Barauni also. Definitely it would beconsidered.”
Inthiscontext, thewitnessalso sated that aNaptha Cracker and Petrochemical Plan
would cost anything over Rs.10000 crore. It isnot possibleto set up asmall sized
plant asthe samewould not be an economic sizeand competible. Thereforesuch
investment could not bemadeunlessit givesduer atesof return and crossesminimum
yard stick.

2.14 Keeping all the aspect in view, the Committee observethat possibilities
could beexplored to set up Napthabased petr ochemicalsplant at Barauni sothat
napthaextracted asaresidual matter from therefinery could beutilised profitably.
For an economicsizeof anapthaplant, about 800000tonnesof Napthaisrequired and
thequantity of napthathat isproduced asan extract from Bar auni Refinery isabout
6,60,000tonnesat itsoptimum capacity. TheCommitteefed that theshortageagainst
therequirement of napthafor an economic sizeof aplant worksout barely 15 per
cent for which economic meanscould beworked out to get therequisitequantity of
Napthafor thepurpose. Sinceidentification of different regionsin thecountry for
setting up of PCPIR isalready under process, the Committee recommend that
possibility of setting up anapthabased project at Bar auni may alsobeactively explored.
TheCommitteealso expressthehopethat the Gover nment will take necessary steps
inthisregard expeditioudly.

New DeLHI; PRABHUNATH SINGH,
22 August, 2006 Chairman,
31 Sravana, 1928 (Saka) Commiittee on Petitions.
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Shri M.S. Srinivasan — Additional Secretary
Shri Prabh Das — Joint Secretary
Shri Avinash Srivastava — Joint Secretary
Shri PK. Sinha — Joint Secretary & Financial Advisor
Shri Vijayaraghawan — Director, Petroleum Planning & Analysis
Cdl
Shri Tarun Shridhar — Director
Shri Pramod Nangia — Director
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Representatives of Oil Sector PSUs

Shri M.S. Ramanandan
Shri S. Radhakrishnan
Dr.N.G Kannan

Shri S. Roy Choudhury
Shri S.P. Chaudhury
Shri Pellav Ghosh

Shri l. SrinivasRao

Shri A.C. Kelkar
Shri B.B. Vohra
Shri SK. Diwan

Shri S. Muttoo

Shri Anup Kakkar

Shri K. RgjeshwaraRao

Chairman,1.0.C.
Director (M), B.RC.L.

Director (M), 1.0.C. & Managing Director
-1.B.P.

Director (Marketing), HPCL
Executive Director (Retail), HPCL
General Manager - (Retail), BPCL

Deputy General Manager (LPG) Sdles,
BPCL

Executive Director (LPG) Sales, IOC
ExecutiveDirector (LPG) Marketing, IBP

Deputy General Manager (Retail) Sales,
I0C

Deputy General Manager (Co-ordination),
IoC

Deputy General Manager, Marketing -
(Co-ordination), IBP

Joint Director, PPAC

2. At the outset, the Chairman welcomed the representatives of the Ministry of
Petroleum and Natural Gasand the Oil Companiesand drew their attentionto Direction
55(1) of the Directions by the Speaker regarding confidentiality of the proceedings.
The Chairman al so expressed the Committee's concern over the absence of CMDs of
BPCL and HPCL and not intimating the Committee about the reasonsfor their absence
in advance. Hea soinstructed Secretary, Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gasto be
more careful in such cases in future and that the Committee should be invariably
informed about such matters.

3. Thereafter, the Chairman and Members of the Committee sought clarifications
on the representations regarding (i) irregularities committed in awarding oil
distributorships; and (ii) sale of adulterated oil.

4. Thefollowing important pointswere discussed by the Committee:—

(i) the existing policy of the Government for awarding of petrol pumps/oil

distributorships, etc.;

(i) therevisionintheguidelinesafter taking up the matter by the Supreme Court
and the Committee appointed by the Supreme Court to look into certain

specific cases;

(i) the requirements/qualifications for selection of candidates for oil

distributorship, etc.;



(iv)

V)
(i)
(vii)
(viii)

®
()
(xii)

(i)

(xiv)

(xv)

(xvi)

(xvii)
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the machinery/set up in the Ministry to look into the grievances/complaints
in regard to award of dealerships;
action taken on mal afidefirregul arities on the part of officersof oil companies;
therole of Anti-adulteration Cell;
specific complaints made by Shri D.P. Yadav, M.P. and others;

the complaints of Ms. Meena Kumari and Ms. Nisha Singh regarding their
non-selection for dealerships;

complaintsregarding oil companies preferring old dealersin awarding more
dealerships;

system in the Ministry for preventing adulteration;
role of State Governmentsin monitoring sale of petroleum products etc.;

powers of State Governments/Consumer Forato examine complaints of the
consumers about adulteration;

specific efforts by Ministry/PSUs to check adulteration in rural areas;

penalties etc. against dealers found guilty of adulteration and steps taken by
Ministry/PSUs to educate consumers;

meeting with the Chief Secretaries of State Governments to work out a
mechanism to check the sale of adulterated petroleum products;

need of Coordination among Petroleum Ministry, Oil Companies and State
Governments; and

revision of criteriafor selection of membersof Boards.

5. The Committee directed the witnesses to send written replies to some of the
points on which replies were not readily available with them during the evidence.

6. A copy of the verbatim proceedings of the sitting of the Committee was kept on

record.

The witnesses then withdrew.

The Committee then adjourned.



MINUTESOF THETWENTY-SEVENTH SITTING OF THECOMMITTEEON
PETITIONS(FOURTEENTH LOK SABHA)

The Committee on Petitions sat on Thursday, 5th January, 2006 from 1400 hrs. to
1645 hrs. in Committee Room 'B', Ground Floor, Parliament House Annexe, New Delhi.

PRESENT
Shri Prabhunath Singh  —  Chairman
MEMBERS
2 Shri Nandkumar Singh Chauhan
3 ShriN.SV. Chitthan
4. Shri BaliramKashyap
5 Shri Suresh Kurup
6.  Smt. NiveditaMane
7. Mohd. Muqueem
8  Shri DharmendraPradhan
SECRETARIAT

Shri P. Sreedharan — Joint Secretary

Shri A.K. Singh — Director

Shri U.B.S. Negi — Under Secretary

WITNESSES
Representatives of the Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas

1 Shri M.S. Srinivasan — Secretary
2  ShriAjay Tyagi — Joint Secretary
3 Shri Pramod Nangia — Director
4, Shri V.K. Dewangan — Deputy Secretary
5 Dr.N.G Kannan — Director (Marketing)
6. ShriA.M.K.Sinha — GM (AS)

Indian Oil Corporation Ltd.
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Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.

Shri S. Roychowdhury — Director (Marketing)
Shri S. Radhakrishnan — Director, (Marketing)
Shri Sanjay Krishnamurti — Executive Director (Retail)

2. At the outset, the Chairman welcome the representatives of the Ministry of
Petroleum & Natural Gasand drew their attention to Direction 55 (1) of the Directions
by the Speaker, Lok Sabha regarding confidentiality of the proceedings. The
Chairman also drew attention to Direction 95 with referenceto their letter addressed
to the Secretary-General which contains certain suggestions relating to the
Committee.

3. Thereafter, the Committee took oral evidence of the representatives of the
Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas on 26 representations regarding sel ection of
petrol/diesel deal ership/distributorships, transfer of customers between LPG
Agencies, adulteration in petrol and diesel etc. including on some of the items
which were discussed earlier. The witness apprised the Committee on the follow-
up action initiated by the Companies on their Officers based on some of the
infirmities and defects noticed by them and the need for transparent and objective
guidelines/parameters regarding selection for dealerships and distributorships. It
was also informed that the Ministry had also constituted a Committee to go into
the complaints against selection of dealers, awards of tenders and casesinvolving
adulteration etc. Thereafter, the Committee discussed all the cases one by onein
order to arrive at a decision. In the process, the following issues/points were
discussed:—

(i) Location of Retail Outlets or LPG distributorships on commercial
considerationsincluding potential of retail outlets at Jalalpur.

(i) lrregularities in the selection of dealerships/distributorships by the oil
companies and the action taken/being against officers concerned.

(iii) Guidelinesawarding marksat thetime of holding interviewsfor selection of
dealerships.

(iv) Mechanism to check adulterationin oil/diesdl.

(v) Needfor formulation of guidelinesby the oil companiesrelating to transfer of
customers/connections from one Agency to another Agency for the
convenience of the people.

4. After due deliberation ontheissues/pointsin the representations, the Committee
decided asfollows.—

(i) that Shri Neergi Kumar SinghwhowasNo. 1 after investigation/re-examination
of the case, be appointed as |OC dealer at Supaul within 30 days subject to
decision of the Hon'ble Court and the Committee be apprised of the action
taken in that regard.
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that LOI beissued to Smt. Rambha Sinhafor allotment of L PG distributorship
at Basantpur. Distt Siwan, Bihar on the basis of FIR within 30 days and the
action be taken against the officer concerned for his malafide intention and
harrasment of the selected candidate and the Committee be apprised of the
action taken in that regard.

that Smt. Nisha Singh's case be closed in view of the report that outlet is
being commissioned and none of the allegations made by her were
substantiated.

that LOI be issued to Shri Ajay Kumar Singh for alotment of SKO-LDO
Agency at Jalalpur, Distt. Saran, Bihar within 30 days and the action be taken
against the officer responsible in the matter for inordinate delay in issuing
L Ol and the Committee be apprised of the action taken in that regard.

that LOI beissued to Shri Subhash Singh for operating SKO-LDO agency at
Dharaunda, Distt. Siwan, Bihar within 30 daysand the action betaken against
the officer responsiblein the matter for inordinate delay inissuing LOI.

that allegation of irregularitiesmade by Shri Tarkeshwar Singh inthe selection
of RO dealership to fleet operators at Maghar in Distt. Saran, Bihar be
investigated by a senior officer of the company.

that complaint from Shri Kamlesh Kumar Singh against Shri Shashi Shekhar
Singh, Ist empanelled candidate alleging for production of forged residential
proof for award of RO dealership under the Kisan Sewa Kendra Scheme at
Phelpura, Distt. Siwan, Bihar be investigated and the matter be settled. A
report in that regard be expedited to the Committee.

that case of Smt. Sharda Rani Singh be dropped in view of the fact that the
vigilance investigation did not bring out any fact.

that case of Smt. Manju Devi be dropped but full facts of the case be sent to
the Committee.

that Ministry of HomeAffairsor the District Magistrate be asked to confirm
as to whether all the three selected candidates were freedom fighters for
award of LPG distributorship against Freedom Fighter Category at Kahra,
Distt. Saharsa, Bihar.

that case of Shri Alok Ranjan Singh regarding award of L PG Distributorship
at Lalganj, Vaishali, Bihar be kept pending and the factsfound on the basi s of
investigation be sent to the Committee.

that case of Smt. Promila Singh, Proprietor M/s. Bright Gas agency (10C),
Kolkata be dropped. However, action be taken as per rules of the company
and the Committee be apprised of the action taken in that regard.

that issuesrelating to transfer of customers/connectionsfrom oneAgency to
another Agency as raised by Smt. Asha Kumari, Shri Anil Kumar Singh,
Shri RanaPratap Singh and Smt. UrmilaDevi be settled at ocal level without
delay.
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5. The Committee also decided that the issues pertaining to adulteration of oil,
dealer's commission would be taken up and discussed a ongwith the officersfrom the
State Government at their next sitting.

6. Asregardsthe casesof Shri AwadhaBihari Singh and Shyam Bihari Singh regarding
employment of their sons, the Committee wereinformed that their land was being used
for some community development programme and as such their names did not appear
inthelist of land losersfor Bottling Plant at Gidha. So far asthe petition of Shri Rgjiv
Kumar Singh was concerned, it wasinformed that the problem had since been sorted
out. He had been given suppliesin linewith the average and that new connections had
also been released.

7. The Committee directed the witnessto send the replies on pointswhich were not
supplied or readily available with them during the course of evidence.

8. A copy of the verbatim proceedings of the sitting of the Committee was kept on
record.

The witnesses then withdrew.

The Committee then adjourned.



MINUTESOFTHETHIRTY-SXTH SITTING OF THECOMMITTEE ON
PETITIONS(FOURTEENTH LOK SABHA)

The Committee on Petitions sat on Tuesday, 18th April, 2006 from 1400 hrs. to
1700 hrs. in Committee Room No. 53, First Floor, Parliament House, New Delhi.

PRESENT
Shri Prabhunath Singh  —  Chairman
MEMBERS
2. Shri Nandkumar Singh Chauhan
3. Shrimati NiveditaMane
4, Adv. Suresh Kurup
5 Shri Baliram Kashyap
6.  Shri Rgj Babbar
7. ShriVijoy Krishna
8  Mohd. Muqueem
SECRETARIAT
1. ShriA.K.Singh — Director
2. ShriU.B.S. Negi — Under Secretary

SPECIAL INVITEE
1  ShriRgjivRanjan Singh'Lalan’, MP

- *xk * ok
WITNESSES
Representatives of the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas
1 Shri M.S. Srinivasan — Secretary
2  ShriAnil Rgzan — Additional Secretary
3 ShriAjay Tyagi — Joint Secretary
4. Shri S.Behuria — CMD, IOCL
5 Shri N.G Kannan — Director (Marketing), |IOCL
6.  Shri S.Radhekrishnan  — Director (Marketing), BPCL
7. Shri S.P. Chaudhry — Executive Director (Detail.), HPCL
- *xk * ok
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6. At the outset, the Chairman welcomed the representatives of the Ministry of
Petroleum and Natural Gas and the representatives of Oil Companies and drew their
attention to the Direction 55(1) of the Directionsby the Speaker regarding confidentiality
of the proceedings. The Chairman also drew attention to Direction 95 which clearly
stipulates that the Committee shall also meet as often as necessary to consider
representations, letter, telegrams from variousindividual s, associations etc. which are
not covered by the rules relating to petitions and give directions for their disposals.

7. Before taking oral evidence of the represenatives of the Ministry of Petroleum
and Natural Gas, the Committee drew attention to some of the observations of the past
Speakers of the Lok Sabhathrowing light on various aspects of therole and functions
of the Committee on Petitions and its significance and importance in redressal of
public grievances.

Thereafter, the Committee discussed al the cases one by one as stated in the
succeeding paragraphs.

*k* * k% *kk

(V) Representation from Shri Pramod Kumar

Initiating the issue Hon'bel Chairman stated that the peitioner had given
representations lelating to the utilisation of Napthain Barauni Refinery. During the
course of evidence on the issue, the following points were discussed by the
Committee—

(i) Utilisation of Napthafrom the Barauni Refinery for setting up of aPetrochemical
plant.
(i) Variouspossibilitiesof utilising Naptha.
(iii) Minimum economic sizefor setting of apetrochemical plant.
(iv) Installed capacity of Barauni Refinery and its upgradation in terms of its
capacity.
(V) Investment required for setting up of Naptha plant.
The Committee, thereafter, directed the witness to send a detailed note on the

pointsraised by the Committee and al so the suggestionsfor recommending install ation
of petrochemical plantin Barauni Refinery.

*k* * k% *kk

9. A copy of the verbatim proceeding of the sitting of the Committee was kept on
records.

The Committee then adjourned.



MINUTESOF THEFORTY-THIRD SITTINGOFTHECOMMITTEEON
PETITIONS(FOURTEENTH LOK SABHA)

The Committee on Petitions sat on Tuesday, 22nd August, 2006 from 1500 hrs. to
1540 hrs. in Chairman Room No. 45-11, Parliament House, New Delhi.

PRESENT
Shri Prabhunath Singh  —  Chairman
MEMBERS
2. Adv. Suresh Kurup
3. Shrimati NiveditaMane
4, Mohd. Muqueem
5. Shri Damodar Barku Shingda
6.  ShriVijoy Krishna
SECRETARIAT
1. ShriA.K.Singh — Director
2. ShriU.B.S Negi — Under Secretary

2. At the outset, the Committee considered and adopted the Sixteenth, Seventeenth,
Eighteenth and Nineteenth Reports with certain amendments as shown in the
Appendix-1.

3. The Committee al so authorized the Chairman to finalise and present the Reports
to the House.

The Committee then adjourned.
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APPENDIX-|
(See Para-2 of Minutes dated 22 August, 2006)
(A) AMENDMENT MADEBY THECOMMITTEEON PETITIONSIN THEDRAFT
SEVENTEENTH REPORT
(i) Page29, Para3.23, Line5from bottom
Delete —  theworld'minority'
(i) Page32, Para3.28, Line5from bottom

Delete —  'particularly by the same yardstick astheriots of 1984'
(i) Page32, Para3.28, Lines2-3from bottom

For —  'or & least lesson the burden of'

Substitute —  'the’

(B) AMENDMENT MADEBY THECOMMITTEEON PETITIONSIN THEDRAFT
EIGHTEENTH REPORT
(i) Insert beforethe last sentence of the para 23 on page 10 as under:—

"The Committeefurther desire that the Minsitry of Tourismin cooperation with
State Government of Bihar should chalk out suitable plan for places like
Baikathpur Mahadev Sthan, Birth place of Guru Govind Singh, Chhoti Patan
Devi, Badi Patan Devi and Kumhrar in Patna District to bring them on thetourist

map and provide wayside amenities on these places considering their religious
and historical significance.”
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