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INTRODUCTION 

I. the Chairman, Committee on Public Undertakings having been 
authorised by the Committee to submit the Report on their behalf, prescnt 
this Twentieth Report on Action Taken by Government on the recommen-
dations contained in the Fifty Sixth Report of the Committee on Public 
Undertakings (Eighth Lok Sabha) on Oil & Natural Gas Commission-
Undue benefit of Rs. 5.10 crores to a contractor. 

2. The Fifty Sixth Report of the Committee on Public Undertakings 
(1988-89) was presented to Lok Sabha on 25th April, 1989. Replies of 
Government to all the recommendations contained in the Report duly 
vetted by Audit were received on 27th February. 1992. The replies of 
Government were considered by the Action Taken Sub-Committee of thc 
Committee on Public Undertakings on 27th April, 1993. The Committee 
also considered and adopted this Report at their sitting held on 27th April. 
1993. 

3. An analysis of the action taken by Government on the recommen-
dations contained in the Fifty Sixth Report (1988-89) of the Committee is 
given in Appendix-IV. 

NEW DELJlI; 
29 April, 1993 

Vaisakha 9, 1915 (Saka) 

A.R. ANTULAY, 
Chairman, 

Committee on Public Undertakings. 

(vii) 



CHAPTER I 

REPORT 

The Report of the Committee deals with the action taken by 
Government on their recommendations contained in the Fifty-Sixth Report 
(Eighth lok Sabha) of the Committee on Public Undertakings on Oil & 
Natural Gas Commission-Undue benefit of Rs. 5.10 crores to 8 
contractor which was presented to lok Sabha on 25th April, 1989. 

2. Action Taken Notes have been received from Government in respect 
of all the 15 recommendations contained in the Report. These have been 
categorised a~ follows: 

(i) Recommendations/observations that have been accepted by 
Government 
S1. Nos. 1, 2, 4, 10 and 15 

(ii) Recommendations/observations in which the Committee do 
not desire to pursue in view of Government's replies 
SI. Nos. 6, 11, 12, 13 and 14 

(iii) Recommendations/observations in respect of which Replies 
of Government have not been accepted by the Committee 
Sl. Nos. 3, 5, 7, 8 and 9 

(iv) Recommendations/observations in respect of which final 
replies of Government are still awaited. 
-NIL-

3. The Committee are constrained to polnt out that action taken repUes 
relatlna to the Fifty-Sixth Report han been Inordinately delayed. The 
Committee have recorded their comments In this recard In their Tenth 
Report (1992·93). 

4. The Committee will now deal with the action taken' by Government 
on some of their recommendations. 

A. Scrutiny of Contract 
(Recommendations SI. Nos. 3, 5, 7 and 8) 

5. ONGC floated global tenders in September, 1981 for design, 
procurement, fabrication, start up and commissioning of three off-shore 
well platforms called KVX project in Bombay High area. The terms and 
conditions stipulated in the bid package were prepared by Commission's 
consultant Engineers India limited (Ell). Among other things, Clause 25 
of the bid package stipulated that the contract price would be fum subject 
to adjustment for variations in the weight of structural steel used 
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and the length of the pipelines laid in accordance with the unit price per 
tonne as given in the Schedule of prices. Ws. ETPM of France to whom 
the contract was finally awarded in March. 1982 had stipulated in their 
original offer that upward variation in the actual weight of steel would be 
adjusted but there would be no adjustment for downward variation in the 
weight of steel. As a result of negotiations; the firm agreed to conform to 
the original bid package. The telex of intent had specifically mentioned 
that contract was as per the scope of the work. prices shown thereunder. 
specifications and other requirements as well as other terms and conditions 
as stipulated in the bid package and as further agreed to by the contractor. 
However. at the time of executing the final agreement in August, 1982, the 
old exception relating to Clause 25 of the bid package. withdrawn earlier. 
was incorporated in the final agreement to the disadvantage of the 
Commission without bringing it to the notice of the Competent Authority 
i.e. the Chairman. ONGC. 

The Committee noted that under ONGC Act. 1959 and rules framed 
thereunder. Commission was fully empowered to enter into any contl'llct 
irrespective of its value provided the provision therefor exists in the budget 
or in the plan and the scheme had also been approved by the Government. 
The Government's role was stated to be confined only to according 
approval to the release of foreign exchange and not for approval of details 
of drawn up agreement. 

The Committee felt that Government was certainly not barred from 
examining in general the provisions of the contract before tl\.C release of 
foreign exchange. In Committee's view. had the Ministry been 'vigilant in 
this case, the loss to the tune of Rs. 5.10 crores suffered by ONGC could 
have been avoided. 

6. In their action taken reply the Government have stated as under: 
"Ws. ETPM of France to whom the contract was awarded by the 
ONGC in March. 1982 had given their bid on the basis of 9063 metric 
tonncs (structural steel). ONGC in their tcndet, based on the 
estimation made by ElL had assl.amcd a weight of 9805 metric tonnes. 
With reference to Section 25 of the General conditions of contract. 
which provided infer alia:-

'Should the actual weight of steel as measured according to the 
provisions of Section 12 vary from the estimated weights provided 
in the contract. the credit or debit to the contract price will be 
made in accordance with the unit rates specified in the contract for 
such structural weight variation.' 

Ws. ETPM stated: 
'Should the actual weight of steel vary upwards from the estimated 
weight provided in the contract. the contract price will be adjusted 
in accordance with the unit rates specified in the price schedule or 
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pursuant to Section 10 change order of the contract for such 
structural upward weight variation. However. weight reduction 
resulting from detailed engineering by the contractor shall not be 
subject to price adjustment. Should any upward revisions of size, 
quantity. capacity and other specification requirement of any 
equipment against those provided for in the Equipment 
Specification and Drawings in the Bid package be made to meet 
Design Criteria by Contractor during Enginecring, then price 
adjustment shall be carried out on a mutually agreed basis.' 

"Subsequently, Ws. ETPM agreed to make their price applicable 
for the rate assumed by ONGC. i.e. the Firm withdrew the 
variation in structural steel tonnage because of which their offer 
had been loaded by ONGC for indicating their steel requirements 
as 9063 metric tonnes as against the estimated requirement of 9805 
MT. The exception taken by the bidder about not passing on to 
ONGC. the benefit of downward price revision on account of less 
steel used, mentioned in their original quotation was ncver 
withdrawn. However. at the time of executing the final agreement 
with the contractor in August. 1982 the exception relating to 
Clause 2S of the Bid package (not withdrawn earlier) was 
incorporated in the final agreement without hrining it to the notice 
of the Competent Authority i.e. the Chairman. ONGC. The 
Ministry have accepted that changes in the original terms and 
conditions of the tender must be approved by the Competent 
Authority within ONGC. 

CBI who investigated this case has now informed this Ministry 
that nothing has come on record against the officers accused in the 
FIR and their names stand completely cleared as far as 
investigation of this case is concerned. 

As per ONGC's delegation of powers in existence during 1982, 
General Managers were authoriscd to execute and sign contracts 
concerning to their respective sphcre of function subject to the 
condition that the Financial Sanction of the Competent Authority 
exists and the contract is vetted by the Legal and the appropriate 
finance. In this case before the contract was signed it was vetted by 
the Legal Department and the Finance Department. '0 

7. The Committee are not at aU happy with the reply of tbe Government. 
They feel that thoup CBI have, after InvestlgatJon of the case, cleared the 
offkerl accused in tbe FIR yet the ract Is thai tbe omeers In tbe Leaal and 
Finance DepartmfDts of the Commission who vetted the contract before it 
was sllned failed to dlscharle their duties In scrutinizing the terms of the 
contract properly which landed ONGC In an avoidable loss of Rs. 5.10 
c.rores. The Minlltry have in no unmistakable terms Itated In their reply 
that chanps In the original terms and condltons of tbe tender must be 
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approved by the Competent Authority in ONCC. Durina their evidence 
ONGC had admitted that exception to Clause 2S of the contract wu 
iDcorporated in the Onal aareement without brin&ln& it to the notice of the 
Chalrman, ONCC who was the Competent Authority. The Committee, 
therefore, recommend that the responsibility of the omcen who committed 
these costly lapses in scrutinizing the contract before it was slped should be 
ftxed, appropriate action taken against them and the Committee be apprised 
of the action taken. 

B. Approval and execution of contracts In ONCC 
(Recommendation SI. No.9) 

8. The Committee were distressed to note that when the ChairmaJi, 
ONGC was the Competent Authority in thc Commission to enter into any 
contract, how was it that the exception relating to Clause 25 of the bid 
package which had been withdrawn earlier by the contractor after 
negotiations was surrepetitiously incorporated in the agreement without 
bringing that to his notice. The Committee were led to believe that there 
was something wrong with the working of the Commission which needed 
to be thoroughly examined so as to cnsure that sueh serious lapses did not 
recur in future. The Committee desired to be apprised of the steps taken 
in that regard. 

9. In their action taken note the Government have stated that the 
delegation of powers in ONGC during 1982 authorised General Managers 
to execute and sign contracts concerning to their respecti~e sphere of 
functions subject to the condition that thc financial sanction of the 
Competent Authority exists and the contract is vettcd by the Legal and the 
appropriate finance. 

Subsequently, however, the various dclcgatcd powers to different 
functionaries such as Members etc. including the powers to execute and 
sign contracts have been rcvised and restrictcd by the ONGC from 
February, 1988. Now in the case of the high value contractslagreements 
exceeding Rs. 20 crores, Secretary to the Commission has been given full 
powers to exeeutc and sign these for and on behalf of th,e Commission 
where financial sanction of Competent Authority exists and contracts! 
agreements have been vetted from legal and financial angle. Chairman, 
ONGC, however. at his discretion may authorise the signing of contractsl 
agreements of any value to any person on behalf of the Commission. 

10. The Committee are not In agreement with tbe present Iystem of 
execution of the contracts Introduced since February, 1988 where Secretary 
to the Commission bas been liven full powers to execute and silO the 
contracts exceedlnl Rs. 20 crores and the Chairman ONGC at bls discretion 
tan authorise the sllnilll of the contractslall'eements of any value to any 
person on behalf of the Commission. The Committee feel that misuse of the 
deletation of.authorlty by the Chairman by any person In the commission 10 
authorised to slan contracts of any value and especlally contracts of hlah 
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value of Rs. 20 crores and above cannot be completely ruled out. The 
Committee have no doubt tbat had the terms of tbe contract in tbe Instant 
case been nnally approved at the Chairman's level, since he was the 
Competent Authority to enter into all contracts, the ambiguity wblch crept 
in framing the relevant clause of tbe General conditions of contract and 
whicb proved very costly to tbe Commission later would not have occured. 
The Committee, therefore, need hardly stress tbat all contracts sbould in 
future be tboroughly scrutinised In the commission leavin& no scope for 
doubt and nnally approved and si&ned by the Cbairman. The Committee 
would like to be apprised of tbe action taken In the matter. 



CHAPTER D 

RECOMMENDATIONS THAT HAVE BEEN ACCEPTED BY 
GOVERNMENT 

Reeommendatlon Serial No. 1 

The Committee note that ONGC floated global tenders in September, 
1981 for design, procurement, fabrication, start up and 'commissioning of 
three off-shore well platforms called KVX project in Bombay High area. 
The terms and conditions stipulated in the bid package were prepared by 
Commission's consultants Engineers India Limited (ElL). Among other 
things, Clause 25 of the bid package stipulated that the contract pike 
would be firm subject to adjustment for variations in the weight of 
structural steel used and the length of the pipelines laid in accordance with 
the unit price per tonne as given in the Schedule of prices. 

Reply of the Government 

Factual, no comments. 

[Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas O.M. No. 0-27012(1189-0NGI 
US(EO) dated 27 Feb. 1992] 

Recommendation Serial No. 1 
The Committee also note that in response to tenders invitation, seven 

bids, were received from foreign contractors. On technical evaluation of 
bids, it was found that majority of the bidders had included in their offers 
certain technical and tech-commercial exceptions to the bid package. As a 
result of negotiations, thc tenderers withdrew the exceptions including the 
one relating to aause 25 of the bid package and the contract was finally 
awarded to Ws. ETPM of France in March, 1982, at a lump-sum price of 
USS 81.216 million. 

Reply or the Government 

No comments. 

[Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas O.M. No. 0-2701211189-0NGI 
US(EO) dated 27 Feb. 1992] 

Recommendation Serial No. 4 

The Committee examination has revealed several shortcomings in the 
signin, of the contract and also in the execution of the project. These have 
been dealt with in the succeeding paragraphs. 

6 
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Reply of the Government 

No comments. 

[Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas O.M. No. 0-2701211/89-0NG/ 
US(EO) dated 27 Feb. 1992] 

Recommendation Serial No. 10 

The Committee are surprised at the views expressed by ONGC that the 
issue of weight adjustment according to clause 2S which was there in the 
bid document was neither a rejection criterion nor a loading criterion in 
terms of their evaluation. The Chairman. ONGC, however. admitted 
during evidence that it was an issue which should have been brought up 
even though it was not a rejection or loading criterion. The Project Team 
is also reported to have held the view that what the firm (ETPM) had 
agreed to withdraw was only that portion of their bid which related to 
loading on the higher side but their condition of no adjustment in lump 
sum price in the reduction in the weight of the steel remained as it was 
there in their quotation. The Secretary of the Ministry also stated during 
evidence that the firm had only agreed to the quantification of the steel 
and they did not accept that there would be less payment if they used le5.4i 
steel. 

Reply of the Government 

Factual. no comments. 

[Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas O.M. No. 0-2701211/89-0NG/ 
US(EO) dated 27 Feb. 1992] 

Recommendation Serial No. 15 

The Committee find that in response to the tcnder invitation all the bids 
for KVX Project were received only from the foreign contractors. It has 
also been observed that the indigenous competence in the fabrication of 
offshore wells platforms had not been developed so far in the country and 
the country continues to depend on the foreign sources in this vital field. 
However. the Committee were informed during evidence that three 
companies in Public Sector viz. Mazagon Docks. Hindustan Shipyard and 
Burn Standard and one in private sector i.e. Larsen and Toubro have 
developed certain degree of competence in oil related equipments, material 
and services. A decision is also reported to have been taken recently to 
form a consortium with the help of Confederation of Engineering 
Industries by involving them in the Planning process so that the country's 
oil related requirements could be assessed much in advance and indicated 
to the indigenous firms to enable them to plan their future plans 
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accordingly. The Committee regard it as a step in the right direction 
because the development of indigenous competence in the fabrication of 
offshore well-platforms would not only lead to self-reliance but go a long 
way in conserving foreign exchange resources. 

Reply of the Government 
No comments. 

[Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas O.M. No. 0-2701211J89-0NG/ 
US(EO) dated 27 Feb. 1992] 



CHAPTER m 

RECOMMEND A nONS WHICH THE COMMITIEE DO NOT 
DESIRE TO PURSUE IN VIEW OF GOVERNMENT'S REPLIES 

RecommendatIon Serial No. 6 
The Committee are shocked to note that in spite of the various checks 

exercised by different Committees in the Commission and also by the 
Steering Committee at the Government level, such material change has 
bren introduced in the present contract entered into with ETPM firm of 
France to the disadvantage of the ONGC and benefit t.o the contractors 
and for which responsibility is not fixed on any individual or group of 
individuals. 

Reply of the Government 
The whole matter relating to the incorporation in the contract of the 

exception taken by Ws. ETPM regarding the provisions about not 
compensating ONGC for variations in the weight of structural steel used 
and the length of pipeline laid in accordance with the unit price per tonne 
as given in the schedule of prices was examined in considerable detail by 
the ONGC. After conducting three departmental inquiries in ONGC into 
this matter, the case was referred to the CBI. The CBI has now informed 
this Ministry that nothing has come on record against the officers accused 
in the FIR and their names stand completely cleared as far as investigation 
of this case is concerned. 

[Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas O.M. No. 0-2701211189-0NG/ 
US(EO) dated 27 Feb. 1992] 

Recommendation Serial No. 11 
The Committee arc not convinced of the stand taken by the 

GovernmentiONGC because when this irregularity in the contract was 
brought out by audit, the Government had themselves not accepted the 
explanation of the Commission in that regard and after having upheld the 
views expressed by audit had asked the Commission to fix responsibility on 
the person responsible for the lapse. Therefore, the Committee do not see 
any justification on the part of Government to change their stand. 

Reply of the Government 
There has been no change in the stand of the Govt. in this matter. 

Initially on receipt of the audit para, ONGC were asked to fix 
responsibility in this case. Thereafter despite the findings of the reports of 

9 
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the departmental enquiries conducted by the ONGC to the effect that no 
body could be held responsible. Government agreed with the suggestion of 
the Chairman. ONGC for referring the matter to the CBI. The CBI has 
also now concluded that nothing has come on record against the officers 
accussed in the FIR and their namcs stand completely cleared as far as 
investigation of this case is concerned. 

[Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas O.M. No. 0-2701211/89-0NG/ 
US(EO) dated 27 Feb. 1992] 

Recommendation Serial No. 1l 
The Committee arc fully inclined to agree with audit that the bidder 

(ETPM) in order to gain thc contract had agreed to withdraw their 
exception relating to Clausc 25 but later got it surreptitiously incorporated 
in the final agreemcnt to the disadvantage of the commission. The 
Committee feel that this could not have been done without manipulation 
and connivance of ONGC officials with the firm (ETPM). The Committee 
are of the view that after the matter was brought to the notice of the ' 
GovernmentiONGC by Audit. the firm should have been blacklisted 
which has not been done in the judgement of Government and ONGC. 

Reply of the Government 
Mis. ETPM of France to whom thc contract was awarded by the ONGC 

in March, 1982 had given their bid on thc basis of 9063 metric tonnes 
(structural steel). ONGC in their tendcr. based on the estimation made by 
ElL had assumed a weight of 9805 metric tonnes. With refet8nee to 
section 25 of the General conditions of Contract, which provided inler alia: 

'Should the actual wcight of steel as measured according to the 
provisions of Section 12 vary from the estimated weights provided in 
the contract. the credit or debit to the contract price will be made in 
accordance with the unit rates specified in the contract for such 
strucutral weight variation.' 

MIS. ETPM statcd: 
'Should the actual weight of :;teel vary upwards from the estimated 

wdght provided in the contract the contract price witl be adjusted in 
accordance with the unit rates specified in the price schedule or pursuant 
to Section 10 change order of thc contract for such structural upward 
weight variation. However, wcight reduction resulting from detailed 
engineering by the contractor shall not be subject to price adjustment. 
Should any upward revisions of size. quantity, capacity and other 
specification reqUirement of any equipment against those provided for in 
the Equipment Specification and Drawings in the Bid Packagc be made to 
meet Design Criteria by contractor during Engineering. then price 
adjustment shall be carried out on a mutually agreed basis.' 

Subseqoently. Ws. ETPM agreed to make their price applicable for rate 
assumed by ONGC. i.e. the Firm withdrcw the variation in structural steel 
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tonnage because of which their offer had been loaded by ONGC for 
indicating their steel requirements as 9063 metrie tonnes as against the 
estimated requirement of 9805 MT. The exception taken by the bidder 
about not passing on to ONGC, the benefit of downward price revision on 
account of less steel used, mentioned in their original quotation was never 
withdrawn. 

2. The question of black listing of the firm was examined by the ONGC 
on advice of the Government. Based on the legal advice tendered in the 
matter, they came to the conclusion that in view of the. facts of the case 
there was no case to warrant the black listing of Mis. ETPM. In view of 
this, no action was taken to black list the firm. 

3. CBI who investigated this case has now informed this Ministry that 
nothing has come on record against the officers accused in the FIR and 
their names stand completely cleared as far as investigation of this case is 
concerned. 

4. Audit in its vetting remarks has observed as under:- . 
Mis. ETPM of France stipulated in their offer that upward variation in 

the actual weight of steel would be adjusted but there would be no 
adjustment for reduction in the weight of steel. The firm however, agreed 
later vide their letters dated 6.3.82 and 21.3.82 to withdraw this and to 
conform to the original bid package of downward/upward adjustment of 
variations in the weight of structural steel used. The telex of intent was 
issued on 25.3.82 accordingly. However. at the time of executing the final 
agreement with Mis. ETPM the exception of the firm was incorporD1Pu 
which resulted in undue benefit of Rs. 5.10 crores to the contractor. nle 
draft para was issued to the commission as well as to the Ministry. but at 
no stage were the facts disputed. Moreover, the Ministry while agr~flillg 

with the contention of audit requested the Chairman, ON(JC ttl fix 
responsibility for the deviation. The point of actual requirement of steel as 
against estimated one was raised only at the COPU meeting but the fact 
remains that there was a deviation in including the c1atlse at the time of 
executing the agreement. The basis on which the CBY reached their 
conclusions arc not apparent. 

A copy of the CBI report is annexed. (Appendix II) 
In regard to the statement made by Audit that the cxccp'ion relating to 

clause 25 of the bid package was withdrawn by Mil'. ETPM, it may be 
stated that in the tender document, based on the advice of ElL, ONGC, 
had indicated a weight of 9805 MT for the entire structure. As against this, 
Ws. ETPM in their bid had indicated a weight of ~3 MT (structural 
steel), ONGC, therefore, in terms of the provisions of tender document 
loaded the offer of Mis. ETPM on account of the above difference in 
weight. Thereafter during negotiations Ws. ETPM agreed to accept the 
estimated weight of 9805 MT, as indicated I"ly ONGC in the tender 
document. From the above, it is clear that the exception to clause 25 of 
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the bid document relating to upward/downward revision was not 
withdrawn by Ws. MTPM and what Ws. ETPM had withdrawn v;d~ their 
letter dated 6.3.82 was only the variation in structural steel tonnage and 
not the exception to clause 25 of the bid package. 
[Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas O.M. No. 0-2701Vl/89-0NGI 

US(EO) dated 27 Feb. 1992] 
Recommendation Serial No. 13 

The Committee have also been informed that discussion for adjustment 
with regard to variation in the actual weight of steel etc. took place at the 
level of Member Off-shore who was serving in the organisation at that 
point of time and he had specifically recommended that the condition for 
no adjustment for reduction in weight of steel, as laid down by the firm 
might be accepted. The Member Off-shore is now reported to have left the 
service of ONGC in 1985 with all the terminal benefits. This alarming 
irregularity in the contract was brought out by audit in 1987. 

Reply or tbe Government 
The CBI who investigated this case have now informed this Ministry that 

nothing has come on record against the officers accused in the FIR and 
their names stand completely cleared as far as investigation of this case is 
concerned. 

[Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas O.M. No. 0-270121 1/89-0NGI 
US (EO) dated 27th feb. 1992] 

Recommendation Serial No. 14 
The Committee have also been informed that as per delegation of 

powers, Member Offshore had the full authority to sign the contract or to 
delegate powers further to the General Manager to sign the contract. The 
contract is reported to have been signed with the firm at the level of 
General Manager. While signing the contract, the General Manager had 
also recorded that the Member Offshore bad authorised him on phone to 
sign the contract and that the final authority in writing in that regard 
would be sent later. Unfortunately the authority in writing was not 
received later from the Member Offshore. The General Manager after 
signing the contract also did precious little to obtain the written authority 
from the Member Offshore and also did not bother to bring the matter to 
the notice of the Chairman at any stage. In fact, the Chairman, ONGC 
had also admitted before the Committee in this regard that it was a lapse 
and the matter should have been brought to the notice of the Chairman by 
Project Team and also to the Government through the Steering 
Committee. The Committee are astonished to note that in the absence of 
the written authority from the Member Offshore, the General Manager 
signed the contract just on the basis of telephonic conversation and waived 
the vital condition of the tender document approved by Government. The 
whole issue smacks of shady deal. The Committee do not approve of the 
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system whereby the General Manager is given absolute authority to sign 
the final agreement on the basis of telephonic conversation under tbe 
pretext of delegation of powers. While expressing their displeasure over 
signing of the agreement by the General Manager. the Committee do not 
wish to comment further on this issue at this stage as the matter is being 
investigated by CBl. The Committee hope that Government would have 
the CBI enquiry expedited. They would like to be appris,ed of the findings 
of the CBI enquiry and action taken thereon at the earliest. 

Reply of tbe Government 
As already stated earlier in respect of Recommendation No.3, the 

delegation of powers in ONGC during 1982 authorised General Managers 
to execute and sign contracts concerning to their respective sphere of 
functions subject to the condition that the financial sanction of the 
competent authority exists and the contract is vetted by the Legal and the 
appropriate finance. 

2. Subsequently, however, the various delegated powers to different 
functionaries such as Members etc. including the powers to execute and 
sign contracts have been revised and restricted by the ONGC from 
February, 1988. Now in the case of the high value contractslagreements 
exceeding Rs. 20 crores, Secretary to the Commission has been given full 
powers to execute and sign these for and on behalf of the Commission 
where financial sanction of competent authority exists and contractsl 
agreements have been vetted from legal and financial angle. Chairman, 
ONGC, however. at his discretion may authorise the signing of contracts! 
agreements of any value to any person on behalf of the Commission. 

3. In addition. the matter was also investigated by CBI. The CBI have 
informed this Ministry that nothing has come on record against the officers 
accused in the FIR and their names stand completely.c1eared as far as 
investigation of this case is concerned. A copy of the report of the CBI is 
annexed in reply to recommendation at para no. 12. 
[Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas O.M. No. O·2701211189·0NGIUS 

(EO) dated 27th Feb. 1992] 



CHAPTER IV 

RECOMMEND A nONS IN RESPECf OF WHICH REPLIES OF 
GOVERNMENT HA VE NOT BEEN ACCEPTED BY THE 

COMMITTEE 

Recommendation Serial No. 3 
The Committee also note that in their original offer, Mis. ETPM had 

stipulated that upward variation in the actual weight of steel would be 
adjusted but there would be no adjustment for downward variation in the 
weight of steel. However, the firm, as a result of negotiations, agreed to 
conform to the original bid package and tclex of intent was issued by 
ONGC on March 25, 1982 awarding thc contract to Mis. ETPM. The telex 
of intent had specifically mentioned that contract was as per the scope of 
the work, prices shown there under, specifications and other requirements 
as well as other tenns and conditions as stipulated in the bid package and 
as further agreed to by the contractor through his letters dated 6th and 
21st March 'S2. HowevBr, at the time of executing the final agreement with 
the contractor in August 1982, the old exception relating to Qause 25 of 
the bid package, withdrawn earlier. was incorporated hi the final 
agreement to the disadvantage of the Commission without bringing it to 
the notice of competent authority. i.e. the Chairman, ONGC. 

Reply of the Government 
Mis. ETPM of France to whom the contract was awarded by the ONGC 

in March, 1982 had given their bid on the basis of 9063 metric tonnes 
(structural steel). ONGC in their tender. based on the estimation made by 
ElL had assumed a weight of 9805 m~tric tonnes. With reference to 
Section 25 of the General conditions of contract, which provided inter 
alia:-

'Should the actual weight of steel as measured according to the 
provisions of Section 12 vary from the estimated weights provided in 
the contract, the credit or debit to the contract price will be made in 
accordance with the unit rates. specified in the contract for such 
structural weight variation.' 

Mis. ETPM stated:-
"Should the actual weight of steel vary upwards from the estimated 
weight provided in the contract. the contract price will be adjusted in 
accordance with the unit rates specified in the price schedule or 
pursuant to. Section 10 change order of the contract for such 

14 
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structural upward weight variation. However, weight reduction 
resulting from detailed engineering by the contractor shall not be 
subjcct to price adjustment. Should any upward revisions of size, 
quantity. capacity and other specification requirement of any 
equipment against those provided for in the Equipment Specification 
and Drawings in the Bid package be made to meet Design Criteria by 
Contractor during Engineering, then price adjustment shall be carried 
out on a mutually agreed basis". 

Subsequently, Mis. ETPM agreed to make their price applicable for the 
rate assumed by ONGC, i.e. the Firm withdrew the variation in structural 
steel tonnage because of which their offer had been loaded by ONGC for 
indicating their steel requirements as 9063 metric tonnes as against the 
estimated requirement of 9805 MT. The exception taken by the bidder 
about not passing on to ONGC, the benefit of downward price revision on 
account of less steel used, mentioned in their original quotation was never 
withdrawn. However, at the time of executing the final agreement with the 
contractor in August, 1982, the exception relating to clause 25 of the Bid 
package (not withdrawn earlier) was incorporated in the final agreement 
without bringing it to the notice of the Competent Authority, i.e. the 
Chairman, ONGC. CBI who investigated this case has now informed this 
Ministry that nothing has come on record against the officers accused in 
the FIR and their names stand completely cleared as far as investigation of 
this case is concerned. 

Incidentally as per ONGC's delegation of powers in existence during 
1982, General Managers were authorised to execute and sign contracts 
concerning to their respective sphere of function subject to the condition 
that the Financial sanction of the competent authority exists and the 
contract is vetted by the Legal and the appropriate finance. In this case 
before the contract was signed it was vetted by the Legal Department and 
the Finance Deptt. Thus the contract was signed in accordance with the 
procedure in vogue during 1982. 

[Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas O.M. No. 0-270121 1/89-0NG/ 
US (EO) dated 27th Feb. 1992] 

Comments of the Committee 

(Please stt Paragraph No. 7 of Chapter I of the Report.) 

Recommendation Serial No. 5 

The Committee are informed that according to established procedure 
tenders on receipt arc sent to ElL, the consultants of ONGC, for 
evaluation and on their recommendation, these are further evaluated by 
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Tender Committee. Tender reports to Purchase Committee which in tum 
submits its recommendations to Stores Committee. Recommendations are 
finally submitted to the Chairman of ONGC and thereafter sent to 
Government for approval. At the Government level, the matter is 
examined by Steering Committee consisting of representatives of ONGC, 
Administrative Ministry and Ministry of Finance. The Committee have also 
been informed that under ONGC Act, 1959 and rules framed thereunder, 
Commission is funy empowered to enter into any contract irrespective of 
its value provided the provision therefor exist in the budget or in the Plan 
and the scheme has also been approved by the Government. The 
Government's role for according approval is stated to be confined only to 
the release of foreign exchange and not for approval of details of drawn up 
agreement. 

Reply of the Government 

Factual, subject to the change that the proposals for release of foreign 
exchange in such cases amounting to more than Rupees two crores are 
received by the Government after the recommendations of the Tender/ 
Purchase Committee have been examined by the Steering Committee 
consisting of representatives of ONGC. Deptt. of Petroleum & Natural 
Gas, Ministry of Finance (this is an in house committee of ONGC) and 
approved by the Chairman, ONGC. 

'. 
When proposals were submitted to the Government for release of 

foreign exchange these included inter alia the salient feature of the Bid 
documents especially the Bid evaluation criteria etc. Contracts were 
entered into by ONGC subsequent to the release of foreign exchange by 
Government and as such it is not correct to assume that copies of the 
contract were sent to the Government alongwith the proposal for release 
of foreign exchange. 

[Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas O.M. No. O·2701211189·0NG/ 
US(EO) dated 27th Feb. 1992] 

Comments of the Committee 

(Please see Paragraph No.7 of Chapter I of the Report.) 

Recommendation Serial No. 7 

The Committee also do not share the views expressed by Government 
~t under the ONGC Act, 1959, the Government's role in according 
approval is restricted only to the release of foreign exchange and not for 
approving details of drawn up agreement. There is no denying that had the 
final agreement been drawn in accordance with the tender scheme as 
approved by Government. further approval of Government to the details 
of drawn up agr~ement would not be necessary. But in the present case 
there was a material deviation which changed th~ scope and characteristic 
of the tender conditions for adjustment of weight structure and as such the 
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approval of the Government with regard to deviations made from the bid 
documents approved by the Government earlier and incorporated in the 
final agreement was all the more necessary. 

Reply of the Government 
The interpretation of the provisions of the ONGC Act and the 

regulations framed thereunder given by this Ministry appear to be correct. 
Government does not approve the tender scheme, i.e. the terms and 
conditions of the tender when it is originally floated. Nor does 
Government approve the final contract signed between ONGC and the 
contractor. However, it is accepted that changes in the original terms and 
conditions of the tender must be approved by the competent authority 
within ONGC. 

It has never been the practice of obtaining Government's approval for 
changes in the tenders conditions. ONGC has full powers in this regard. 

[Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas O.M. No. O·2701VlI89-0NGI 
US(EO) dated 27 Feb. 1992] 

Comments of the Committee 
(Please see Paragraph No. 7 of Chapter I of the Report.) 

Recommendation Serial No. 8 
Even if it is admittcd that the Governmcnt's role is confined to the 

release of foreign exchange needed for the project and they are not 
supposed to go into the details of drawn-up agreement, they are certainly 
not barred from examining in general the provisions of tlie contract before 
the release of foreigp exchange. As such they cannot escape the 
responsibility of ensuring that there is no unauthorised deviation from tbe 
agreed terms and conditions of contract. Furthermore, since the 
administrative Ministry is answerable to Parliament for all acts of omission 
and commission and irregulariaties. committed. if any, by the undertakings 
under its control. the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas cannot 
absolve itself from the responsibility for the deliberate lapse committed by 
officers of Commission on the pretext of delegation of powers under the 
Act. In Committee's view, had the Ministry been vigilant in this case, the 
loss to the tune of Rs. 5.10 crores suffered by ONGC could have been 
avoided. The Committee have already commented in their SSth Report 
dealing with the installation of two LPG Bottling Plants at Bangalore with 
regard to the ineffective monitoring system followed by the Ministry of 
Petroleum and Natural Gas. That holds good for this particular case also. 

Reply of the Government 
With a view to giving autonomy to the Public Sector Undertakings in 

their operations, delegation of various powers have been made to them. It 
is not considered necessary for Government to scrutinise all the clauses of 
the contract with each selected bidder. A foreign exchange release by 
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Government is usually followed by the issue of a Letter of Intent to the 
vendor by ONOC and the detailed contract is only signed subsequently by 
ONGC. Government does not ordinarily scrutinize the detailed provisions 
of each contract. Nor does Government have the machinery to scrutinize 
such contracts. For this purpose, ONGC which has in house financial, 
technical and legal expcrtise has evolved model contract clauses. In so far 
as monitoring the activities of ONGC is concerned, there is a constant 
interaction between this Deptt. and ONGC at various levcls. The 
observations of the Committee have been noted. The implementation of 
projects costing over Rs. 20 crores is being reviewed through a Monitoring 
Cell created by Government for this purpose. Besides, the progress is also 
reviewed at periodic review and other meetings and follow-up action is 
taken to ensure timely completion of projects. 

The implementation of the projects is responsibility of ONGC. Earlier 
ONGC had powers to release foreign exchange upto an amount of 
Ri. 1 crore; and beyond this amount and upto Rs. 5 crores the 
Department of Petroleum and Natural Gas was competent to approve the 
release of foreign exchange. The proposals involving release of foreign 
exchangc beyond Rs. 5 crores, were approved with the concurrence of the 
Deptt. of Economic Affairs in the Ministry of Finance. However, at 
present full powers have been delegated to ONGC in regard to the release 
of foreign exchange. subject to certain conditions. under this Ministry 
letter No. 0-220121SOI9O-0NGqV) dated 10th August, 1990 (Appendix 
III). -

[Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas O.M. No. 0-2701211/89-0NG/ 
US(EO) dated 27 Feb. 1992] 

Comments of the Committee 
(Please see Paragraph No. 7 of Chapter I of this Report.) 

Recommendation Serial No.9 
The Committee are distressed to note that when the Chairman, ONGC 

is the competent authority in the Commission to enter into any contract, 
how is it that the exception relating to Clause 25 of the bid package which 
had been withdrawn earlier by the contractor after negotiations was 
surrepctitiously incorporated in the agreement without bringing it to his 
notice. Obviously, this creates an impression in the mind of the Committee 
that there is something wrong with the working of the Commission which 
needs to be thoroughly examined so as to ensure that such serious lapses 
do not recur in future. The Committee would like to be apprised of the 
steps taken in this regard. 

Reply of tbe Government 
As already stated earlier in respect of recommendation No.3, the 

delegation of powers in ONGC during 1982 authorised General Managers 
to execute and sign contracts concerning to their respective sphere of 
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functions subject to the condition that the financial sanction of the 
competent authority exists nnd the contract is vetted by the Legal and the 
appropriate finance. 

Subsequently, however, the various delegated powers to different 
functionaries such as Members etc. including the powers to execute and 
sign contracts have been revised and restricted by the ONGC from 
Feb. 88. Now in the case of the high value contracts/agreements exceeding 
Rs. 20 crores, Secretary to the Commission has been given full powers to 
execute and sign these for and on behalf of the Commission where 
financial sanction of competent authority exists and contracts/agreements 
have been vetted from legal and financial angle. Chairman, ONGC, 
however, at his discretion may authorise the signing of contracts! 
agreements of any value to any person on behalf of the Commission. 

[Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas O.M. No. O·2701211J89-0NGI 
US(EO) dated 27 Feb. 1992] 

Comments of the Committee 
(Please see Paragraph No. 10 of Chapter I of the Report ) 



CHAPTER V 

RECOMMENDATIONS IN RESPECT OF WHICH FINAL REPLIES 
OF GOVERNMENT ARE STILL A WAITED 

NEWDELIlI; 
April 29, 1993 

Vaisakha 9, 1915 (Saka) 

-NIL-
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A.R. ANTULAY, 
Chairman, 

Committee on Public Undert4kings. 



APPENDIX I 

Minutes of the 57th Sitting of Committee 0" Public Undertakings held on 
27th April, 1993 

The Committee sat from 1500 hrs. to 1800 hrs. 
PRESENT 

1. Shrj Basudeb Acharia - In the Chair 
2. Shri Madan Lal Khurana 
3. Dr. P. Vallal Peruman 
4. Shri Sushil Chandra Verma 
5. Prof.{Smt.) Rita Verma 
6. Shri Oevendra Prasad Yadav 
7. Dr. Narrcddy Thulasi Rcddy 

SECRETARIAT 

1. Shri G.L. Batra - Additional Secretary 
2. Smt. P.K. Sandhu - Deputy Secretary 
3. Shri T.R. Sharma - Under Secretory 

OFFICE OF TIIE CoMPTROLLER AND AUDITOR GENERAL OF INDIA 

1. Shri N. Sivasubramanian, Oy-Comptroller & Auditor General 
(Commercial)-cum-Chairman, Audit Board, New Delhi. 

2. Shri K.S. Menon. Principal Director (Commercial) and Member 
Secretary. Audit Board, Office of the C&AG of Ibdia. New Delhi. 

3. Shri B.B. Manocha. Director (Commercial), Office of the 
Comptroller & Auditor General of India. New Delhi. 

The Committee considered and adopted thc following draft Reports:-
(i) Action Taken by Government on the recommendations contained in 

Fifty-Sixth Report of Committee on Public Undertakings (1988-89) 
on Oil & Natural Gas Commission Undue benefit of Rs. 5.10 crores 
to a contractor. 

(ii) .. •• • • • • 
2 .•• .... •• • • •• 
3. The Committee authorised the Chairman to finalise the Reports on 

the basis of factual verification by the MinistrylUndertakings concerned 
and, audit in respect of reports mentioned in Para (i) and to present the 
same to Parliament. 

The Committee then adjourned. 
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APPENDIX II 
Copy of CBI Confidential Letter No. J903/3/J(A)/89-At:.I/ACU.1I Dated 
25th September, 1990 Addressed 10 Joint Secretary, Ministry of Petroleum &: 

Natural Gas, . 
(Vide reply to Recommendation No. 12 in Chapter III of the Report) 
SUB:-RC. 1(AY89-ACU-II-investigation into the payment of 

US $ 5.4 million (Rs. 5.10 crores) to Mis. ETPM due to deviation 
from the general conditions of the contract pertaining to KVX 
Platforms. 

Sir, 
Kindly refer to your DO No. 0-22014/4/87-0NGIUS(EO) 

dated 17.1.90 addressed to Dr. A.P. Mukherjee on the subject noted 
above. 

After a thorough investigation into the above noted case it was found 
that the allegations have not been substantiated. Result of the investigation 
conducted by CBI is enclosed, herewith. for your information. It is 
suggested that the result of the investigation may be communicated to the 
officers concerned in a suitable way. 
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"---

Yours faithfully, 

(J.K. DUTI) 
Dy. Inspr. Gen!. of Police, 

CBI: AC.I New Delhi. 



CENTRAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
SPECIAL POueE ESTABLISHMENT 

ACU (m: NEW DELm 
Result of I"vestigation in Case RC J(A)189.ACU(Il) which has been closed 

after Investigation 

SPE Crime 
No. IIld date 
01 reIn. 

1 

RC l(AY 
89-ACU.1I 
Dlted 
17.1.1989 

Name(s) of 
the ICCU$Cd 

2 

I. Dr. A.K. Malhot· 
ra formerly 
Member (Off· 
shore) ONGC. 
Bombay "mently 
working with 
WCII'ld Bank It 
Washington. 
USA. 

2. Sh. C.K. Barua. 
formerly General 
Manager(C). 
ONGC. Bombay. 
Pl'C1Iently working 
a. Consultant to 
ONGC. 

l. Shri J.G. Pcndse. 
formerly Jt. Oi· 
I'CC'tor (F&A). 
ONOC. Bombay 
Presently posted 
as Dy. Commls· 
sioner Income 
Tax. Pune. 

Alleptlon Result of iovestialtion 
investipted 

into by S.P.E. 

J 4 

" was IHeged that Dr. Inve~tigltinn has nevealed that ONGC 
A.K. Malhotra. the then had invited .Iobel tenden for f.bricl· 
Member (OffshCll'e). tlon. Instillation and commiuioning of 
ONOC. Shri C.K. KVX Plltforms in Bombay High on 
aarua. the then GM(C). turnkey basis dining September 1981. 
ONOC. Sh. J.G. Pend· FCII' the fin! tintC two bid »yslem '11'8' 
se. then JI. Director introduced for cvaluatin. the bids for 
(FAA). ONGC. Bom· this project. Bid evaluation criteria was 
bay " certain other of· formulated in I roectlnJ held on l1-1AI2 
fac:en of ONGC had en- which was duly Ipproved by purchase 
tcred into a criminll Committee Includinl the Chairman. 
conspiracy wilh WI. Technical bids were opened on 2S1I82 
ETI'M of Paris (France) and· after lhat discuulons were held 
and purAiant to Ihal wilh Ihe bidden between lY2182 to 17/ 
criminal ~'On!lpiracy 2ItI2 re .... dina variou5 exceptions taken 
caused undue pecuniary by them and after lettinl Iheir response 
advantlle to the tunc or towards these nception~. the priced 
Rs. S.10 crDres to Mil. llids were opened on 19l21li2. The Ten· 
ETI'M by abuling their der Committee melinl was held on W 
official position IK public 2182 which rerommended the bid of MI 
servants by amendinl I. ETPM Cor acceptance to the Steering 
Liause 25.2 oC the bid· Committee. In between all the bidden 
package to the dnadvBn· were furnished structural tonnases as 
taae oC the Commioion. estillllted by ElL. ElL had estimated 
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the structural tonnage 10 be 980$ Metrie 
Tonnes whefClK estimation of all the 
bidden raoaed between 8091 MT to 
9166 MT. Mis. ETI'M had submitted 
their response to EIL's estimltion vide 
their Jener dated 1912182 Indicatioa 
therein that they had JOt the eilimltion 
dleckcd from three different quarters 
Ind that their own estilllltion was quite 
rcalistil: II the Ivnnaaes will not exceed 
906J MT. Steerina Committee in its 
meetina held on IJ31112 IUJlCSted furth· 
er dlseualOM with the three bidders i.c. 
W •.. ETPM. McDermott and Mis. Hy· 
unciaL The InstructionR oC Steerina 
Committee were complied wilh by 
ONGC and meetings were held with 
them on 4th A Sth of March. 11/82. 
Another Tender Committee meetina 
was abo held on 4Il"82 in Which 1oId· 
logs relardina liquidated dam.. and 
exccptlon to the basil of biddlnsldcsiF 
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rreteria were Rnallled. Since MIs. ETPM 
were apln the Jowcst .. OIl 211.3.8Z die 
difference between lowest ud the IOCIOIId 
lowest belns of tbe order or US S 
B.'Il.om. MIs. ETPM bid wltbdran..n-
_ except10ns taken to the bid ..... 
by thero Includiq that of acceptinl ElL 
IOIUIIpI Yidc letter dt. 6131'82. MIs. 
ETPM _I withdrew their cRqMiOll to 
clause 2'.2 of the bid p!ICkIF. WI. 
ETPM further lowered their price by US S 
2.25 million vide their letter dt. ZlIliI2 
IpprdIendina that MI.. McDermott IDlY 
be the lowest. This circumstllllCe itself 
shows tbat none of the ofRcen In\IOIYcd 
In the ~ .. of Rllllilltion of this tender 
bad connived wltb MIs. ETPM beCIIUIC 
there wu no question of W,. ETPM 
kMcrIng their price had they known tbat 
they were already tbe lowest and the 
difference between them and the sccond 
lowest was of tbe order DC more than US S 
8 million. 

Invcstiption lis further revelled thlt 
II _ MIs. ETPM only who had quoted 
the Ilrm date reprdins pte-__ 
~mi .. ioning of KVX Platforms. MIs. 
ETPM hAd 1110 liken the risk of JOInI 
IIptO ElL tonnaacs. tboup they were 
c:onfident that they wiD COIIIpIe~ lbe 
work within their own estimation of \1063 
MT. wltbout Increuilll their price. Under 
these clrcumstanc:es there _ no qllOltlon 
of MIl. ETPM I,reeln. to cIallSC 25.2 of 
the bid backaac. On !he other band 
ONGC office... connected with the _ 
IrK! negotiation did tbelr best to protoc:t 
ONGC's interest toward. hiper IOnAlpS 
by lacludlnl the structural tonD.". II 
estimaled by ElL and IS eltlmaled by 
;;TPM. whichever WIS on hlpr sI •• ill 
the contrKt. PrevlOlll CllJIClIence bid 
shown that contractors had a tendency to 
Il1CI"CJIsc lhe final tonnqes IInce they UMd 
to quote 2 diferent rates for downwIrd 
and IIpward adjustments and ONGC had 
to pay m~h more than the Initial con .... 
lUll price. Whole of Ibe slructure .... 
fabricated. installed Ind commissioaed 
under the close supervision of ElL A 
ONGC officers and the structllre WII • 
per approved drawinp and spedt1catioaf 
without Iny deviations. MIs. ETPM 11M 
Installed the lI.I"ueture euctly .. per line-
IIIral IICCJ lonnlac estimated by tbnt 
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I.e. 9063 MT. Under these circulMle~ 
no undae benefit wu shown 10 die __ 
trlll:fOl'. The formal contrlll:f docIuDolII 
•• siped on 141&182 by the then OM 
(Construction). Mr. C.K. nal'Wl which 
bad been duly appmwd by the Fmanc:e .t 
Lepl Department of ONOC and IS per 
book of delepted ~n he _ fully 
authorised to sip this contrKt. 

Under the aforesaid eiraam.tllllCCS no-
thilll hIS come on record ... insl the 
officen accused in the FIR and theit 
names stand completely cleared II far • 
investiption of this c:ue is c:onc:emed. 

After f1nalislllioD of inYcstiption final 
Report 1111 17 Cr.PC. _ also submillCd 
in the court of Spoc:ill Jud.. Greeter 
Bombay preyillJ for elo!lilll this _ 1m! 
the Hon'ble Court wu pleased to order 
the closure 0( lhis elle vide order deted 
211.8.90. 



APPENDIX In 
Copy of Ministry of Perroleum &: Natural Gas leffer No.O·220121BOI901 
ONGID (V) dated 10th August, 1990 addressed to Chairman, ONGC 
(Vide Reply to recommendation No. 8 in Chapter IV of the Report) 

SUBJECT:-Release of foreign exchange to ONGC - Delegation of Powers. 
Sir. 

I am directed to refer to Ministry of Finance, Deptt. of Economic 
Affairs Resolution No.4(SY FEB.l/90 dated 26.6.90 published in the 
Gazette Extraordinary of India Part I Section I dated 26.6.90 regarding 
delegation of powers for release of foreign exchange by Government 
Departments (copy enclosed) and to say that in terms of Para 3(i)(i) of the 
said Resoluton, it has been decided to delcgate full powers to Oil & 
Natural Gas Commission for release of foreign exchange to the extent of 
75% of their approved foreign exchange budget for the financial year 
without reference of individual cases to this DepartmentIDepartment of 
Economic Affairs. This delegation of powers would, however, be subject 
to aU the stipulations indicated in the Department of Economic Affairs 
Resolution mentioned above including those in para 3 thereof. This would 
also be subject to the condition that the standing instructions given by the 
Empowered Committee on Indigenisation are followed. 

2. ONGC would funish to the Department of Petroleum & Natural Gas 
monthly returns of outgo of foreign exchange and value of fresh import 
commitments in the prescribed format by the 7th of every month for the 
previous month. 

3. In view of the above mentioned delegation of powers, it has also 'betn 
decided to reconstitute the Steering Committee of ONGC as follows:-

(i) Chairman, ONGC as Chairman 
(ii) All functional Member of ONGC. 

(iii) Additional Secretary & Financial Adviser, Deptt. of Petroleum & 
Natural Gas. 

(iv) Joint Secretary (Exploration), Deptt. of Petroleum & Natural Gas. 
(v) Joint SecretarylDirector (POL). Dept~. of Economic Affairs. 
4. The financial limit in respect of ca.~s to be brought before the 

Steering Committee would continue to be the same as at present. 
However. individual foreign exchange proposals in excess of 'the existing 
delegation of powers of ONGC (i.e. Rs. One Crore) which are to be 
cleared under the proposed higher delegation of powers will be brought 
before the Steering Committee. 

Yours faithfully. 

(NARESH DAYAL) 
Joint Secretary to t~ Govt. of India 
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APPENDIX IV 
(Vidt Para 3 of the introduction) 

Aaalysis of the Action Taken by Government on thc recommendatioaa 
contained in the 56th Report of the Committee on Public Undertakin. 
(Ei,hth Lok Sabha) on Oil & Natural Gas Commission. 

I. Total number of recommendations 15 
n. Recommendations that have been accepted by the 

Government (Vide recommendations at SI. Nos. 1, 2, 
4, 10, and 15 S 

III. Recommendations which the Committee do not 
dcsire to pursue in view of the Government's replies 
(Vide recommendations at SI. Nos. 6, 11. 12, 13 
and 14) 
Percentasc to total 

IV. Recommendations in respect of which replies of 
Government have not been accepted by the Commit-
tee (Vide recommendations at SI. Nos. 3, 5, 7, 8 
and 9) 
Percentage to total 

V. Recommendations in respect of which final replies of 
Government are still awaited 
Percentase to total 
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33.33% 

5 
33.33% 

NIL. 
NA 



· UST Of AlTIlIORISED AGENTS fOR mE SALE OF LOK SABHA 
SECRETAlUAT PUBUCATIONS 

SI. 
No. 

Name of Apnt 

ANDHRA PRADESH 
1. Mis. Vijay Book Agooey. 

11-1-477. Mylargadda, 
Secunderabad-50036I. 

BIHAR 
2. Mis. Crown Book Depol. Upper 

Bazar. Ranchi (Bihar). 
GUJARAT 

3. The New Order Book Company, 
Ellis Bridge, Ahmedabad-380006. 
(T. No. 79(65). 

MADHY A PRADESH 
4. Modern Book House. 

Shiv Vilas Palace, Indore City. 
(T. No. 35289). 

MAHARASHTRA 
5. Mis. Sunderdas Gian Chand, 

601. Girgaum Road, Near Princes 
Street. Bombay-400002. 

6. The International Book Service. 
Deccen Gymkhana. Poona-4. 

7. The Cum:nt Book House. Marutio 
Lane. Raghunath Dadaji Street, 
Bombay-40000l. 

8. Mis. Usha Book Depot. 'Law 
Book Seller and Publishers' 
Agents Govt. Publications 
585. Chira Bazar Khan Ho,*, 
Bombay-400002 .. 

9. M&J Services, Publisbers. Repre-
sentative Accounts Ii Law Book 
sellers, Mohan Kunj, 
Ground Roor 68, Jyotiba 
Fuele Road, Nalgaurn-Dadar, 
Bombay-400014. 

10. Subscribers Subscription Services 
lDdia, 21, Raghunath Dadaji 
Street, 2nd Roor, 
Bombay-40000l. 

TAMIL NADU 
11. Mis. M. M. Subscription Agen-

ciel, 14th Murali Street, (ht 
floor) Mahalingapuram, Nungam-
bakkam, Madru..(j()O()34. 
(T. No. 476558). 

tnT AR PRADESH 
12. Law Publisben, Sardar Patel 

Mara. P. B. No. 77. AlIababad. 
U.P. 

SI. 
No. 

Name of A,ent 

WEST BENGAL 
13. Mis. Manimala. Buys Ii Sells. 

123, Bow Bazar Street. 
Calcutta-I. 

DELHI 
14. MIs. Jain Book Ageocy. 

C-9. Connaught Place, New 
Delhi.(T. No. 351663 Ii 350806). 

15. MIs. J. M. Jaina Ii Brothers. 
P. Box 1020, Mon Gate, Delhi-
11<XXl6. (T. No. 2915064 Ii 
23(936). 

16. MIs. Oxford Book Ii Stationery 
Co .• Scindia House. Connauab' 
Place, New Delhi-l1(llOl. 
(T. No. 3315308 Ii 45896). 

11. MIs. BookweU. 2/n, San. Nir .... 
kan Colony, Kingsway Camp, 
Delhi-llOOO9. IT. No. 71123(9). 

18. Mis. RajencIra Book Aae..:y 
IV-DRS9, Lajpat N...... Old, 
Double Storey. New DeIIi-
110024. (T. No. 6412362 a 
6412131). 

19. MIs. Asbok Boo~ AJency, 
BH-82 , Poorvi Shalimar Bap. 
Delhi-ll0033. 

20. MIs. Venus Enterprises, 
B-2I85. Phase-II. Ashok Vihar, 
Delhi. 

21. MIs. Central News Agency Pvt. 
Ltd., 23/90, Connauaht Circus 
New Delhi-ll000l. (T. No. 
344448, 322705. 34<U78 tl 
3445(8). 

22. Mia. Amrit Book Co. 
N-21 , Canna.t CircuI, 
New Delhi. 

23. Mis. Boob India Corporation 
Publishers, Importers Ii Eapor-
ters, L-V. SbaItri Napr, 
Delbi-llOOS2. (T. No. 269631 A 
714465). 

24. Mia. Sanpm Book Depot, 
4378/4B, Murari LaI Stnet, 
ADIari Road, Dary. GIDj, 'J,:' • 

New DeIbi-ll(1lO2. 
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