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INTRODUCTION ,--

I, the Chairman of the. Public Accounts Committee as authorised 
by the Committee do present on their behalf this Hundred and Thirtv-
Ninth Report on paragraph 6 of the Report of Comptroller and 
Auditor General of India for the year ~  Union .Government 
(Defence Services) on Procurement and Utilisation of ~  chassis 
and vehicles built-thereon relating to tbe Ministry of Defence. 

2. The Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General of 
India for the year 1980-81, Union GovelJlment (Defence Services) 
was laid on the Table -of the House on 5 April, 1982. 

3. In the light of facts placed before them and the evidence 
tendered, the Committee have come to the conclusion that the deci-
sion to go in for large scale acquisition of 10'tonne vehicles despite 
adverse reports from the field as to their utility in an operational en-
vironment, was totally ill-conceived. As a result ~ e  tOMe vehicles 
procured at n cost of Re;. 700 lakhs have become surplus to require-
ments antI are being used for purposes other than for which they 
were procured just to utilise them somehow. It is regrettable that such 
carelessness should be shown in planning the replacement of equip-
ment for Defence Forces when Parliament is 'iuite generous in granting 
funds for Defence expenditure. The Committee expect that proper 
lessons would be drawn from this e e ie ~ at the Ministerial level 
so that the nation's precious resources are' not frittered away on such 
schemes in the guise of meeting urgent/operational requirements of 
the annetI forces. 

4. The C ~ i ee -(198-2.83) examined paragraph 6 at their 
sitting held on ~  December, 1982. The Committee considered antI 
finalised the Repoft at their sitting held on 31 March, 1983. Minutes 
of the sitting form Part II* of the Report. 

5. For facility of reference and convenience. the observations 
and recommendations of the Committee have been printed in thick 
type in the body of ~e Report ~d have also been reproduced in 
a consolidated fonn m AppendiX to the Report. 

6. The Committee would 1ike toexpreslJ their thanks to the 
~

~ ~  i~ d  (One ~ ed copy laid on the Table of the House and five coPies 
placed· in Parliament Library). 

( v) 



(vi) 

Officers of the Ministries of Defence for the cooperation extended by 
them in giving information to the C i e~  

7. The Committee place on record, their appreciation of the 
assistance rendered to them in the matte!' by the Officers of the Com-
ptroller and Auditor General of India. 

NEW DELHI; 

April 6, 1983. 

Chaitra 16, 1905 (S) 

SATISH AGARWAL 
Chairman 

Public Accounts Committee 



REPORT 

PROCUREMENT AND UTILISATION OF lO-TON CHASIS AND 
VEHICLES BUlL T THEREON 

" 
Audit Paragraph ~ 

1.1 Vehicles (lO-ton 6 x 4) were intended for use in the Army 
mainly for the following roles: 

General Services (GS) role. in the transport companies of the 
Army Service Corps (ASC); ond 

tractor role towing of 20-ton trailers. 

1.2 A test-check in audit, of the procurement and utilisation of 
10··ton chassis and vehicles built on these chassis for OS and tractor 
towing roles disclosed the following: 

(A) as role 
1.3 In October 1968, the Ministry of Defence sanctioned the 

raising of two lO-ton Transport Companies of ASC. In the provision 
reviews carried out by the Director of Ordnance Services (DOS) at 
the Army Headquarters (HQ) during 1969 and 1970, 680 numbers 
(taking into accollnt 330 numbers for 2 new transport companies) of 
10-ton vehicles were found deficient for GS role. To meet this defi-
ciency, 3 indents were placed by the DOS on the Director General, 
Supplies and Disposals (DGSD) in May 1969 (230 chassis), April 
1970 (150 chassis) ana May 1970 (300 chassis). 

The DGSD concluded two contracts with firm 'A' located at 
station '0' for supply of 680 numbers of 10-ton chassis manufactured 
indigenously at a total cost of Rs. 11.26 crores; the first contract was 
concluded for 230 chassis (cost : Rs.. 3.19 crores) in January, 1970 
(and modified in May 1970) and the second for 450 chassis (cost: 
Rs. 8.07 crores as revised) in July 1971. While 230 chassis against 
thet:'first contraCt were supplied by firm 'A' by August '1972, the 
suppJy of 450 chassis against the second contract was completed in 
February 1975 after 3 extensions to the scheduled delivery period were 
granted. All the 680 chassis were delivered to a Central Vehicle Depot 
(CVD) located at station 'X' (nearest to the location of firm 'A'). 

1.4 Soon after a i i~ indents on the DnSD for procurement of 
680 chassis. the DOS had also placed (June 1969, Mav 1970 and 
June 1970) 3 indents for fabrication and mounting of cabs and bodies 



2 

over the chassis (for 230, 150 and 300 nwltbers respectively). These 
indents were covered by the Department of Defence Supplies (DDS) 
by placing supply orders as under:-
--_. __ ._-------,--..... _ ...... ~ .. " ... _ .. -
Whcn placed Firm ~  which placed 

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

August 1971 'B' of New Delhi 

. October 1971. . 'C' of Bombay 

February 1975 . 'D' of Jullunc1ur 

Number of Rate per 
chassis to unit 
10 be 
fabricat.ed Rs. 

300 

25.0 

127 

9,530 

8,195 

to,250 

~  The remaining (3 as~ e e issued (June-July 1973) to Elec-
trical and Mechanical Engineering (EME) units (2 chassis). and an 
ordmmce factory (1 chassis) for development and trainingpprposes. 

1.5 Finns 'B'and 'C' completed fabrication of cabs and bodies 
on 300 and 250 chassis (contracted quantitits) by November 1975 
and. July 1977 after' () and 4 extensions to the scheduled completion 
period were granted to them respectively. Firm 'D' which was awarded 
(February 1975) the fabrication work of 127 chassis on the 6'asis 
of a limited tender e;tquiry was to commence body building work 
within 45 days atter approval of the prototype. One cshassis was issued. 
to firm 'n' for this purpose in June 1975 aftl.'f obtaining indemnity 
~ d and insurance cover. The prototype submitted by the firm in 
August 1975 was approved by the Director General of Inspection 
in October, 1975. Thereafter, 30 chassis were issued (January 1976) 
to f!fIn '0' from -the CvD at station 'Y' (to which station 427 chassis 
had been earlier moveo) for fabrication work (at the rote of 15 
bodies per month). As-fimi 'D' failed to deli\'er even a single built 
vehicle despite e'lttensions of time (lhe last extension up to 'July 1976 
was granted in May 1976), the supply order was cancelled (Janu1:1ry 
1977) at its risk and cost and it was asked to return all the :H chassis 
(jncluding the one issued for prototype). It was noticed ill audit that 
J.)D security deposit· was made by firm 'D', 

1.6 A Board of Officers held (August-September 1977) for the 
~ se of assessing the condition ~d coUecting the chassis from firm 
~  found that :  . 

the firm had.fabricated bodies on only 9chessis(including the 
~ but those' had certain ,deficien9ies; , 

Hoor and certain other cOrriixment" only had been fabricated 
on another_ chassis; and "  . 

no fabrication work had been dOIle on the remaining 21 as~ 

sis. 
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T e ~ e chassis, on which no work had been done by firm 
'D'. were taken over by the Board of Officers in September 1977. In 
order to enable firm '0' to complete work Oll the remai'ning 10 partly 
built chassis, the' supply order was partially ei s~a ed (September 
1977). The firm. however, failed to complete even the reinstated 
order. 

1.7 Another Board of Officers, concerned to take. over 10 partly 
built chassis from finn 'D', reported (October 1979) that all these 
chpssis were lying in the open with a large number of fitment items 
mis!>ing. As the whereabouts of the owner and ;or the partners of 
the finn were not known, the Board could not take over these chaSSIS. 
Yet another Board of Officers, detailed in February 1980, took pos-. 
session of these chassis with the help of civil police and municipal 
authorities. The cost of damagesideficiencies in these chassis was as~ 

sessed (June 1980) at Rs. 0.48 lakh by the workshop attached to the 
CVD at ~ a i  'Y'. It had not been po;;;siblc for the Ministry· to 
recover the amount from the firm so far (November 1981). 

'1.8 In the meantime, que to Ilon-availablity of adequate number 
.of 10-ton built vehicles, the units requiring 10-ton vehicles bad to 
be issued 3-ton e i e~  Consequently, the raising of one of the two 
10-tou transport companies of ASC, sanctioned in October 1968, was 
cancelled by the Ministry of Defence January 1976. The 
review carried out in October 1976, however, revealed a surplus of 
J 83 vehicles of 10-ton (built vehicles  : 66 awJ chassis : 117). 

1.9 While examinini a proposal of the General Staif Branch for-
utilisation of the surplus 10-ton vehicles for GS role in transport 
platoo11s of the ASC and in Ordnance units in pbce of 3-ton vehicles 
which es~  i ~ had been using. the Quarter Master General (OMO) 
and the Deputy DOS did not recommend (May and June 1977) the 
induction of 10-ton vehicles for GS role in pla<..c of . 3-tol1 vehicles. 
The QMG stated (May 1977) that there was very limited use for 10-
ton vehicles in an operational environment and suggested that the· 
existing fleet of lO-ton vehicles should be graduaHy replaced by 3-tOll 
4x4 vehicles. The Deputy DOS stated (June 1977) that lorries 10-
tnnne could not be usefully employed ill ordinance installations be-
cause transportation of such heavy loads was not a normal feature 
in the depots and that for day-to-day depot functioning, k.rries 3-
tonne had been found to be most suitable. Accordingly, he said, he 
had no requirement of lorries 10-tonne. 

1.10 With a view to utilising the 183 vehicles (builtvehicIes: 
66 and chassis: 117) rendered surplus (cost: Rs. 3.45 cr0'f.es), a 
proposal for· reorganisation of 3 existi ng 3 -ton independent transport, 
platoons (Civilian GT) into 10-ton platoons having been agreed to 
by an Anny Command, was mooted (ApriJ 1978) bV the GS Branch 
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and the same was ianctioned by the Ministry of Defence in May 1978. 
The total requirement of these (reorganised) platoons was wOJ,"ked 
out at 113 numbers of 10-ton vehicles, against which the DOS pro-
posed (June 1978) to issue to them 66 built vehicles held as surplus 
and 44 vehicles out of 117 surplus chassis, after getting cabs and 
bodies fabricated thereon. In October 1978, the Ministry of Finance 
(Defence) approved the fabrication of cabs and bodies on 44 t:hassis 
by the EMB at a total cost of Rs. 8.14 laldlS. At the request of the 
DOS: HQ Technical Group EME nominato.!d (November 1978) an 
Army Base Workshop located at station 'ZZ' to do the job as two 
other Army Base Workshops ~ located at station 'V' where the 
. CVD was holding the surplus chassis and the other at station 'YY') 
either did not have the requisite equipment and machinery C1r. were 
ftilly booked up to 19HO to fabricate cabs and bodies on chassis of 
another wake. All the 44 chassis were stock-moved (December 1979) 
from the CVD at station 'Y' to the CVD at station 'X' 
involvinG an expenditure of Rs. 1.1)2 lakhs on freight 
44 chassis were issued during January 1979-January 
1980 to the Workshop at station 'ZZ', which commenced work in 
April 1980 and completed fabrication of ~ chassis till the end of 
March 1981. 

1.11 With a view to utilising the remaining 73 chassis; it was 
decided (July 1979) to issue 18 as~is to Ordnance units for GS 
role. after fabrication of cabs and bodies thereon at an estimated cost 
of &S. 18,500 per vehicle. The authorisation of 18 lorries ffi-tl)n to 
11 ardinance!vehicle depots. by a corresponding reduction-. of 36 
lorries 3-ton was sanctioned by the Ministry of Defence in December 
1979. The "authorisation" of 18 vehicles was raised (J anuury 1980) 
to 23 by including a reserve of 25 per cent. These 23 chassis were 
moved (July 1980) from the OVD at station 'yo to ~e CVD at stl· 
tion 'X' (transportation cost: Rs. 0.60 lakh) for feeding the Anny 
Base W~ s  at statiO'l1 'ZZ' Dominated to undertake the job. Out 
of these 23 chassis, 22 were sent to the Workshop in March and July 
1981. As regards the remaining 50 surp]\!:\ chassis {held with . the 
CVO at station 'Y'), the Ministry of Defence stated (Novemher 19R 1 ) 
that a proposal haa been ipitiated for utilising 48 chassis for fabrica-
tion of 10 kilotitre petrol tankers. 

1.12 The -Ministry of Defence stated (November 1981) that ~ 

because of failure of body-building firm 'D', assi~ could not 
be built according to schedule ; I 

reduction in the requirements due to cancellation of raising of 
one transport company (1 ~  contributed to delay in utili· 
sation of chassis; and 

against the total commitment of 67 chassis, 51 had been a i~  
~a ed by the Workshop at station 'ZZ" till September 198 t 
and were under release to the units. 
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1.13 Thus, an e~e di e of Rs .. 2.27 crores on 117 chassis 
~  lying with the CVD at station 'Y', 51 built by Workshop at sta-
tion 'ZZ' up to September 1981 and awaiting release to units and 
the remaining 16 awaiting d ~i di  procured in ] 97 ~ 75 re-
mained unproductive for  over 5 years. 

(B> Tractor role 

1.14 Vehicles ~  6 x 4) were introduced in the Army .tor 
tractor role (towing of trailers) after the sa ~ were tried out s ~ess
fully in plains in 1971. A provision review as on 1 st October, 1971 
carried out by the DOS in respect of 1 ~  vehicles for tral!tor role 
revealed a deficiency of 462vehic1es, again.c;t which the DOS placed 
(July 1972) an indent on the DGSD for procurement of 400 num-
bers 01 10-ton ~ assis from firm 'A'. According t'o the indent, the 
chassis were required during 1973-74 anJ 1974·75 at the rate of 
200 ~ e s pe(=year and were to conform to a particularspecifica-
tion. The estimafed prke (per unit) of chassh, as indicated in the 
indent on the basis-'of last procurement rate, was Rs.· 1.44 lakhs . .. 

The indent could not, however, be processed by tbe . DGSD 
mainly becau..o;;e the Army HQ could not finalise the spedtkations for 
1-112 years (July 1972 to January 1974) hecause of the difficulties 
faced by the Director of Inspection (Vehicles), in finalising the draw-
ings for winches, tow hooks. power steering and tyre sizes. Another 
indent for procurement of 62 chassis (1 O-ton) was placed (January 
1975) by the DOS on the DGSD. / 

1.15 In a meeting (March 1975) attended byl the Engineers, the 
DOS decided to procure : 

200 chassis as per the existing-specification i.e. without power 
steering, within a year of the conclusion of contract ; and 

262 chassis to be procured later as per the revised specification 
(to be finalised after extensive technical trials). 

It was also decided (April 1975) that body-buildin'g on 200 and 
262 chassis would be entrusted to trade and the Army Base Workshop 
at stltion 'ZZ' respectively. 

1.16 In July 1975, the oqSD concluded a contract with firm 'A' 
for the supply of 200 cbac;sis wiUt tne existing specifit:ation at the rate 
of Rs. 2.*5 lakhs per chaSsis, -later reVised (June 1977) to Rs. 2.45 
lakhs (for 102 chassis) and Rs. 2.79 lakhs (for 98 chassis) per chassis. 
The chassis (200 numoors) were delivered by firm 'A' to the CVD 
at station 'X' during September 1975-Februarv 1977. Under the 
same contract, one more ,chassis was procured for the Director General 
Ordnance' factories. 



1.17 In December 1975, the DOS placed supply orders on firm 'E' 
and a public sector undertaking for fabricationuf bodies on 100 chassis 
each at Rs. 17,779 and Rs. 18,500 per chassis respectively. Firm 'E' 
and the undertaking were to commence Jehvery of built vehicles at 
the rate of 10 and 15 numbers per month respective); within 4 weeks 
after approval of prototype. While the undertaking completed supply 
of 1(JU vchicles in May 1977, firm 'E' was able to complete only 15 
out of 10 ass ~ fed "to it within the cxtendi!o dak of ddi,v.:ry (Novem-
ber 1977). At the request uf finn 'E' for otr·loading the ft.!mailling 
\\-ork to some other finns, the supply order .. vas short· closed (J anuary 
1978) at 15 numbers. However, as firm 'E' had d ~ l:crtain amount 
of fabrication work on the remaining ] 5 chassis, a separate supply 
order was placed (September 1978) Cn ;t for those 15 chassis Ilt 
~  16.500 per unit and the work was completed by 9th February 
1979. For the balance 70 chassis a supply order was placed (May 
1978) by-the DOS on firm 'F' at Rs. 1 (i.SOD per unit. Supplies 
were completed by flrm 'F' in April 1980. Out of 200 built vehicle!!, 
release orders were issued for 182 numhers against which 171 were 
released to various units during July J 977-July 1981. 

1.18 In the meantime, in a meeting held (July J 977) in the 
GS ~a  the Enginears ~ essed tlleir re:-.ervations lfbuut the 
suitability of 10-ton vehicles for tractor roic with particular reference 
to 'desert and riverineicanal based operations. It ,vas \ ~ di  

decided in this meeting that the Research nnd Development Estahlish-
ment (Vehicles) should undet!fke a pro,lcct to introduce certain 
m.odifications in the (built) vehlcles to enhanl.:c their performance 
and that the deficiency of 262 chassis shmlld be 1eft uncovered till 
a more suitable vehicle was de..wloped. Thereafter. Hrm 'J\' incor-
porated certain jmprovements (like power steeriJ;lg. $ingle rear wheel. 
etc.) in the chassis. As a result of review c<lrried. out on 1 st Octobc.T 
] 977 (which revealecf, surplus of 71 vehides} and after taking into 
account 71 Vehicles of another make a ~d  iss'ued to units, the 
DOS requested (March 1978) the nGSD ,to procure only 11 D (out 
of the balance requirement of 262 held in abeyance) a~sis with 
revised specification. As the price quoted by finn '''\'. viz. Rs, 3.R3 
lakhs per chassis (as. against ~s  ~  lakhs!.Rs. ~ lakhs for earlier 
o;u'Pply of 200 chasSIS) was "considerably hIgher. concurrence of the 
Ministry of Finance (Defence) was sou£!ht (;\Otb December 197!':). 
\\'hile the matter was Under consideration, firm 'A' increased the 
price to Rs. 4.4t'; lakhs per, cha'isis with effl!ct from 1 st April 1979. 
Si,nce the increased price demanded ~  firm 'A' was considered (July 
1979) by the DOS to be 'abnormal', opinion of the l!ngineer-in-
Chief waCJ60ught, who observed (19th July ] 979) that the ve1ticJe 
was not suitable for file role due to its poor cross-c('Iuntrv performance 
in the dc!':ert and riverinefcanal based terrain and should not be userl 
in this role. However, 127 (out of 171) vehkle<; were ~ a~d I 
issued to the Engineer units for maximum possible use as they had 
already heen procured. 
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·1.19 The requirement for balance quantity (262) of chassis was, 
thereupon, a e ~ in August 1979. However, in view of the 
de is~  ~d ead~ taken in,,April 1975 to entru!.t 262 ~assis for s~ 
tructlon of bodies to e~  Base Workshop at station 'ZZ', stores 
valuing Rs. 5.78 lakhs had been procured by it. Consequent on 
the above cancellation, the stores became surplos and instructions 
were issued (January 1980) for back-loading these stores to the 
depots concerned. 

1.20 The :Mini$try of Defence stated ~ e e  9S J) that 

the vehicles'were ~ ed for a specific role a'l tractor towing 
in plains after successful completion of trials and being 
a specialist '.'ehicle, its alternative utilisation inGS role 
would not be cost-effective ~ and 

the -actual position regarding' utilisation of items out of stores 
(value: Rs. 5.78 Jakhs) procuredagainsf the commit-
ment of construction of bodks on 262 chassis by the 
Army Base Workshop at station 'ZZ:. and rendered surplus 
due to subsequent cancellation of the commitment was 
<being ascertained. 

1.21 Summing up.-, The following are the main points that 
emerge : 

(A) GS role 

Fabrication of cabs and bodies on 127 chassis was entrusted 
(February 1975) by the DOS to firm '0' which could not deliver 
even a single built vehicle despite extension in the scheduled delivery # 

period (July' 1976). 

Although supply order on firm 'D' was cancelled (January 1977) 
at its risk and cost, 10 cJ1assis (partly built) held by the firm were 
found (October 1979) to be lying in the open with a large number 
of fitment items missing; the damagesldeficiencies to these chassis, 
on being taken over were assessed (June 1980) at Rs. 0.48 lakh. 

Due mainly to cancellation (January ) 976) of the sanction for 
r&ising one 1 ~  transport company as a result of nOll-availability 
of adequate number of built vehicles 66 built vehicles and 117 chassis 
became surplus to requirements (total cost : Rs. 3.45 crores) ; out 
01 these, 66 were issued to reorganised 10-ton platoons. 

An expenditure of Rs. 2.72 crores on 117 chassis (50 lying with 
CVD at station 'Y', 51 built by the Workshop at station ·zz· and 
awaiting release, and 16 awaiting body·building) procured in 1974-75 
remained wlproductive for over 5 years. 
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61 chassis were back-loaded to the CVD at station 'Y', involving 
freight charges of Rs. 2.52 lakhs, for fabrication by an Army Base 
Workshop at station 'ZZ'; out of these chassis the Workshop had 
fabricated bodies on 5 r chassis up to September 1981. 

. (B) Tractor role 

Due to .deja} of II years in finalising the specifications of chassis. 
200 chassis with existing specifications were procured at the rate of 
Rs. 2.45 lakhs (for 102 chassis) and Rs. 2.79 lakh:J (for 98 chassis) 
per chassis against the rate of Rs. 1.44 lakhs prevailing at the time 
Of placing the indent in July 1972. 

Despite the reservations of the Engineers that the vehicles .with 
exiliting specifications were not suitable for tractor role due to their 
poor cross-country performance in the desert and riverinelcanal based' 
terrain and their suggestion' that these vehicles should be utilised 
elsewhere due to their not meeting the QPerutional requirements, 
various Engineer units were saddled with 127 (out of, 171-) such 
built vehicles (cost : Rs. 3.55 crores). 

Stores valued at .Rs. 5.78 lakhs procurrd for' fahrication of 262 
chassis (with revised specifications) by the Army Base Workshop at 
station ezz' became surplus due to subsequent cancellation of the 
order. 

[P<lragraph 6 of the Report of the Comptroller and Auditor Genera] 
of India for 1I1e year 1980-81, Uninn Govcrnlnent (Defence 
Services) 1. . 

(;cneral Services Role 

1.22 The Committee desired to know the background in which the 
necessity for raising of two 1 ~ e transport companies of the Armed 
Service!> Corps. had arisenaBdspecific role assigned to these two 
trr.:n'sport companies. The Ministry of Defence.-stated in a note as 
follows :-

"In 1964 the requirement of transport for the Army was as fol-
lows :- . 

(a) Total requirement 

(b) Sanction accorded for 
(c) Balance was made up-

(i) 8 x 10 tonne platoons 
(ii) Petrol tankers 
(iii) Civilnsencies 

361 x 3 tonne platoons 
275, x 3 tonne platoons 

24 )( 3 t(mne platoons 
11 x  3 tonne platoons 
41 x  3 tonne platoons 

3S1 x 3 tonne platoons 
. ----------------
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The e i ~ e  in 1968 rose to 381 x 3 tonne platoons. Tbus the 
total shortfall then came to 30 x 3 tonne platoons or lOX 10 tonne pla-
toons· to meet the nonnal logistic commitments. It was then agreed 
to raL,e 10 tonne platoons. Accordingly the Ministry of Defence oJ). 
5 October, 1968 accorded sanction for raising of two transport 'com-
panics ASC 10 tonne. 

These two transport compE.nies were required to meet the transport 
commitments in Punjab and Jammu. Further, they were to relieve' 
proportionate number of 3 tonne transpon companies for employment 
in forward a eas ~ ~  

1.23 Explaining. the background in which the proposal for raising 
the 10 tonne Transport Companies was mooted, the Defence Secretary 
stated in evidence before the Conunittee: 

"In the late sixties f.! need was felt of a stronger tractor,"'-l strong 
prime mover for-performing a tractor's role because they 
wanted this to be able to carry a lot o£ their-hard-ware, 
particularly in the forward areas whether in the plains or 
in the hilly areas, and they wanted a beavy vehicle which 
can act as a prime mover. There were two roles as I said 
~ e was for· general service. Three-tonners can carry 
goods upto 3 tonnes. 1t would be of advantage if we can 
act as a prime mover. There were two roles as I said-
one was. for general service. Three-tonners can carry goods 
upto 3 tonnes. It would be of advantage if we CaD have 
one vehicle capable of carrying larger quantity of goods. 
The second role ellvi"aged for a 10 tanner was the role 
of a tractor, where it would be able to two heavier guns, 
heavier equipment, in these difficult .areas. This was the 
background which motivated the army to suggest to the 
government that there should be induction of a 10-tonne 
vehicle." 

1.24 The Committee desired to know the urea whose requirements 
were to be met by these companies. In reply, the representative of 
Army Headquarters stated :-

"This proposal was mooted by the Army Headquarters for two 
purposes. There were for too many lighter vehicles in the 
forward :;.oreas, which were targets to the enemy. There-
fore, it was decided to reduce the number of vehicles iR'the 
forward areas by bigger vehicles, having a carrying capa-
city of more tonnes, particularly in Punjab and J&K." 

1.25 The Defence Secretary further confirmed during evidence that 
the aforesaid proposal was mooted by the Army Heooquarters duril)g 
1964 and the decision to induct the higher tonnage vehicle was taken 
in 1968 so that we could have a larger tonnage movement capacity. 
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1.26 T ~ 9cputy Director of the Equipment'Directorate elabora-
ted the position as ~ ~s ;-

:'As has ~ ad  been pointed out, it was during the sixties that 
it was discovered that we have a very old World War II 
vintage fleet, which was not serving our purpose. So, a 
GSQR was floated in 1968 for ti:te development of a suit-
a e~  vehicle for operation in plains and deserts for carry-
ing out tasks which were envisaged for this vehicle. That 
wu; the background, the basis on which the Leylands 
produced a vehicle known as Hippos 614. This vehicle 
was then tried out. The trials were carried out in 1971 
in CME, which is the Mecca of trial and evaluation of 
such equipment, and it was found that this vehicle was 
suitable for plains. However, in the trials cai'riedout in 

,.. the deserts it was found that this vehicle was uns·uitable 
for the deserts. T e~a e  a view was taken and vehicle 
procured. " 

1.27 Clarifying the position about the trials, the witness stated :-

"There are two types of vehicles. One is the OS role vehicle, 
which normally. plies on easiet routes. The other is for 
tractor towing role, for operational purposes, for operating 
in the deserts. The trial that I ~ e mentioned about is 
for the trCl'ctor towing role. 

• 
Sir, for the GSRs no trials actually were conc:lucted because 

there were ~  requirements." 

1.28 Asked as to why the augmentation of three tonners was not 
favoured. the witness stated :-

"A heavier vehicle provides a higher load carrying capacity and 
hence it is e i ~  in the ~ run. Also, if for the 
same tonnage you s.ubstitute three-tonne vehicles. then you 
hav.c probably three vehicles. There is also a saving of 
manpower." 

1.29 The Committee enquired as to. when the raising of these two 
transport companies, sanctioned in October, 1968 was to be comple-
ted. The Ministry of Defence stated :- .. 

"The raising of these two transport companies was to be completed 
as follows ;- . 

(iJ) ,First cODloany during 1968-69. 

(b) Second ~ a  during 1969-70. 
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HoW(Wer ~  he raising. ',of the first· a~  company got delayed 
i,' ,and It was to be finally raised' by e ~  1971. ~a e  
, it was realised that 10 tonne vehicles, though suitable for 
lines of communication duties, did not have the requisite 
cross oCountry mobility tb, operate in forward areas during 

e ~ i s ... C ~ e  Govt. of dj~  Ministry of 
Defence on 29 January, 1976 amended the raisitlgorder 
from two to one transport company." .. 

1.30 The Committee desired to be furnished infonmltion on the 
following pOints :-

, (i) Was thcemcacy of rcPlaceme6't of3 ~  transport com, 
panics with to-ton transport companiesexamine.d in con-
sultation with the expert agencies ? If 'So, the names of • 
these agencies. their advice ~ d action taken thereon. 

(iJ) Why wa!' a thorough study, about the operation of 10-ton 
vehicles in the forward areas not made before aq;ording 
the initial sanctiol1 for two transport companies ? Has 
responsibility for this lapse since been. fixed '? . 

(iii) When and how was it realisea ~  to-tonne vehicles did 
not have the requisite cross country mobility to operate 
in forward areas during operatkms? 

TIle Ministry of Defence replied as follows :-' 

"In a policy recommendation regarding corps and army trans-
port in August 1967, it had been recommended byt,he 
AHQiQMG's Branch to the Ministry of Defence that in 
the Punjab "TId J&K States-, where National Highways 
(Class 70) connect the n!aintenance areas of a number of 
formations, the employment of Ib-"ton platoons in a higber 
proportion would be" economical and feasible!. ' 

Based on a,n examination carried out at Army HOes. in 1968, 
a ~e iCie  of 30 x 3 ton platoons wac; e ea ~d  Agaim,t 
this deficiency, the raising of 10 platoons, of 1O-ton vehi-
cles had been: proposed. ' 

The AHQ had informedon 7 August 1 ?68 that 200 x 100 ton 
HIPPO vehicles would be av3.ilable within six months of the 
date of order. The AHO had also informed the Ministry 
on 8 August 1968 that it would not be possiblt to raise ' 
24 plat60ns of 3 ton Jorries because, apart from other 
facton., it would involve a large increase in ~ e  

commitment (578 all ranks in the case of 8 Xl 0 platoans 
versus 1734 all ranks in the case of 3 ton platoon,s ). Due 
to reasons of economy of manpower, cost effectiveness and 

2 LSS/83---2 . 
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because of assured availability of 200 ~ 10· ton vehicles' 
within a short time frame of six months, the AHQ had 
recommended to the Ministry the raising of 8 x 10 ton 
platoons in order to make up the detlciency of 24 x 3 ton 
platoons" . 

1.3 t The Miniiitry of Defence have furthers!ated :-

"The 10 ton vehicles were not introduced for use in forward 
areas but wete approved for employment as 'third line 
transport' only in Punjab and J&K over metalled roads. 
They were not approved for cross-country employment. 

. . 
As regard!lcross-country mobility of the lO-ton vehicles,'it was 

brought out in the Trial Report in 1967, th(':t these vehicles 
lacked su<;h capability. It was because of this tnat ihis 
vehicle wa" specifically recommended for use on metalled 
roads only in the role of 'third line transport', (which means 
employment generally for load a i ~ purposes llpto the 
maintenance areas ~  opposed to employmoot in the role 
of 'second line' or 'first line' transport in the forward areas. ) 

The decision to introduce 10 ton whic1es for third line duties.in 
Punjilb and J&K appears to have been taken ufter proper 
user trials and due consideration of the Trial Report. The 
fixing of responsibility for any k"se, tilerl!forc,' does not-
arise." 

Procurement of Vehicles and fabrication and mOI(nting of cabs anti 
bodies thereon . 

1.32 It is seen from the Audit Paragraph that the UGSD "onclu-
ded. twu Contracts with nrm'A' located at station 'Q' for supply of 
(,80 numbers of IQ-ton chassis manufactured indigenously at c.: total 
cost of Ro;. 11.26 crores; the first contract was concluued for 230 
chassis (cost: Rs. 3.19crores) in January 1970 (and modified in May 
1970) and the second for 450 cha<;sis (cost: Rs. 8.07 crores) as e~ 

vised iQ. JUly 1971. While, 230 chassis against the tirst contract were 
supplied by firm 'A' by August 1972, the supply of '450 chassis agr.inst 
the s~ d contract was compkted in February 1975 after 3 extensions 
to the scheduled delivery period were granted. All the 680 chassis 
were delivered to a Central Vehicles Depot (CVD) located at station 
'X' (nearest to the location of firm 'A'). 

1.33 The Committee desired to know the posttlOnabout the receipt 
of c:hassis. -The representative of tpe Army Headquarters swted :-

"Fqr quantity 150 an indent was placed in April 1970. And 
the third indent was for; quantity 300 vehicles. These were 
a s~ received. The supply in respect of a~ i  450 was 

, completed by February 1975." · 
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1.34 The Committee enquired as to whethtr 10-ton chassis were 
procured from finn 'At for the first time for building vehicles thereon 
for use ·in transport companies of ASC. . The Ministry of Defence 
stated :-

uNo. 90 Nos. of 10-ton Leyland Hippo Chr.sS1S were procured 
a ai~s  the liability of 2 ASC companicsfrom firm 'A' 
for G. S. role vide·ATNo. SV-3110117311093!IIII1260. 
dated 11-10-1965." 

, '-
1.35 The '01l'i1mittee desireq to know the  reasons for granting 3 

extensions to the scheduled delivery period for 450 chassis against the 
second contract of July 1971 anc! also whether any liquidated damages 
were levied on 111m "A' for delay in supply of chassis. The Ministry 
of Defence stf..1:ed :-. 

"The extensions to· the finn were granted due to the following 
reasons :-

First extension upio 7-7-1974 was granted to the firm on account 
of lockout in the firm. 

Second extension was granted to the firm upte 31-12-1974 due 
to power-cut and non-availability of some components. 

Third extension was granted to the firm on the grounds of 
labpur dispute, powercut and approval of pilot sample. 
Ministry of ~  was consulted before granting the exten-
sion. It was decided to refix deliv:ery period ·upto 28-2-75 
subject to no price increase after 7-7-1974 and no liqui-
dated da a~es  

No liquidated damages were levied." 

1.36 The Committee enquired as to why the orders for the fabrica-
tion of cabs and bodies on 127 chassis were not placed simultaneously 
with the other two orders placed in ·finns 'B' aop 'CO I.e. ill 1971 itself. 
The Ministry of Defence stated :-

"The ~i  Committee enquired as to why the orders for the 
construction of cabs ~ d bodies on chassis 10-ton, 680 nos ~

. _ .... _. __ ._, .. _____ . __ •.. _J __ ...• _ .. _ 

S. No.lnden! No. and date 

1. 834S7!Pt3/17/B/69,'0S4A datdd 13-6·69 
! 

2. S3457/PC3j19j70/MG/OS4A dated'" 29·5-70 

3. 83457/PC3/5/B;79jMG/OS4A daled 17).6·70 

"'20-5-70 

._._ ... i .. ___ . __ 

Qty. 

230 nos. 

150 nos. 

300 nos. 
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To ~ e  the above indents, the following contracts were ~ ided 
by th\! Department of Defence Supplies. , , 

~ . ~~ ~ ~~ &: d~ie ._ ... ~ ~ ~i ~ ~ , 
No.. 

... _-
Qty. Rate 

-,--_ ..... -~ .. ~ .. -... , .... ,_._-.. ~ ~ ... ---.....--

1. CPO-32 dt. 15-6-1970 MIs. Globe Mlltors Worbhop, 
,Ptltidabad, 

130 Rs. 6.2C('(-, 
each 

2, 14(3)/71/DS/CrO"34t dt. 
. *15·8-1971 

Mis. Punj &. ~~ N"w Delhi 
(Finn '8') 

30() , Rs, ~

ro..:h ' 

250 uRt>. 8.500/· 
ea.ch . 

3. 14(3)/71/DS/CP0-349 
dt. 21-10-1971 

M!s. Jayal11111dKhh'aJ:lomb;;,y (Firm 
• C') 

. .. .. -... ~~ ., .. 

• 5-8·71 
.. Rs. 8195 

The supplies against contracts on finns 'B' and 'C' wer\! comp-
leted while C(ontract on Mis. Globe Motors Workshop, 
Faridabad . was subsequently cancelled for 130 noS. Ord-
nallce Dte,. vide note dated l3th August, 1974 requested 
the Deptt. of Defence Supplies to finalise the contract for 
130 nos. It was also intimated by the indentor that 2 
chassis had been i!'.sued to EME Units and one chm;sis to 
Ordnance Factory, Bhandara and, therefore, the halance 
qty. on which the body building work was to be done was 
only 127 nos. To cover this 127 nos, tend!fs were floated 
by tbis Department and contract was concluded with firm 
'D' in February 1975' for 127 nos, @ Rs. lO.250!-.lt will 
. thus be seen thr.1: although the entire ·qty. of 680 nos Was 
ordered by 1971, .130 nos. could not be supplied hy Mis 
Globe Motors Workshop and, therefore, another contract 
had'to be placed subsequently in February 1975 on Firm 
·D· .. • 

1.37 The Committee further enquired 'as to why ~ tot.tl ()rdel'S 
for 550 chassis were not placed on finn 'C' when its rate per unit 
(viz.Rs. 8,195) was lower than that of firm'B' (viz. Rs. 9,530). The 
Ministry of Defence stated '-' . 

•• 

"It wz.'S. intimated by the Anny'HQrs. that the reC:i\.lirement was 
of an operational nature and fabrioation of bodies of at 
least 130 chassis had to be completed by September II 
and bulk supplies commence immediately. It was also 
broUllht out bv AHO that the firm 'C' had not undertaken 
the development and couldl not, therefore, supply. the bo-
dies all quickly Ui they required. Moreover, e~A  ~d 

no organisation a1 Poonata feed vehicle chaE<sis to ' the 
.f\rm,to arrange for inspection, 'etc. It ~as a s  considered 
that for the' stores to be supplied by the firm, chassis would 
have to be removed from Delhi and considerable freight 
.charges would have to be incurred in supplying the chassis 
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to .the firm and getting them back. Apr .. rt fr6m tbis, the 
~  e~ a e of Mis; Globe. Motors. \ ~ not satiSfactory. 
Taking into a ~a  these aspects arid Pll11icularly ~ 
urgency of the requu-ement, the contracts . were concluded 
as mentioned above." 

. 1.38 It is seen from the Audit Paragraph that firms "B' and 'c" 
completed fabrication of cabs and bodies on 300' and 250' chassis 
(contracted quantity) by November 1975 arid July 1917 after 6 and 4 
extensions to the scheduled completion period were· grnnted to the""" 
respe\:tively. The Committee desired to know the details about the 
fabrication of ct.'bs and. borues on the 680 chassis received upto 1975. 
The e ese a i ~ of Army Headquarters s a~ :-. . . 

"The work for building-the body on (127) chassis was entrusted 
to Free India  Company in\Jullundur in February 1975. 
The second Jot was entrusted to Pun,i & Sons. It was for 
300 vehicles; . For these vehicles the order waspJaced 
in 1971 and "all of them were completed in 1975. And 
the third firm which was-entrusted was Khim & Co. It 
was an order fot 250 vehicles which wac;; placed in Octo. 
ber 1971 and the vehicles were received in July 1977, 
the bodies were built at various trmes on the 6g0vehicles 
and the last body was completed in the ~  1981." 

1.39 The C ~i ee desiretl to ~ the ~as s for se1e(;tiog firm 
'D' on the oasis of a· 'limited tender' enquiry and also whether the a a~ 

bility!fin:::Dcial standing of this firm was' verified before· awarding the 
contract in February 1975. The Ministry of Defence stated:-

"As per the practice of the Department, limited tender ~ i  

is floated on the firms in the compendium maintained in the 
Techn.ical Committee. Firnl 'D' wa.s included in the list 
Ofslll'pliers for the construction of bodies 011 di e ~  . 
chassis from 1970 in the compendium maintained by Tech· 
'nical Committee (Vehicles), In the past a)so the following 
ordc.rs were successfully completed by firm 'D' :--

r 
~ .... -----... -. ------------------,._-' ... ~ ~  _._----..... 
S. No. S.O. No. & dale Qty. Value 

L No. 14(43)i71/0S/CPO-388 <It. 15-10-71 for construction of 
Ambulance bodies in I ton Nissan a ~is  

2: No. 2m'i)/72!DSiCPO (VG)-103 dr. 21,9-7J for ~ i  
of Ambulance hody on I ton Nissa" Chassis. 

~ .. No. j ~  clt. ~  971 for construction of 
bodies onl9Q" w.h, TATA Chassis. 

No. Rs. 

ISS IR,33.000/-

13 1,26,750/-

21 ~ ~  
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Since the firm was considered capable and depending on the 
. past performance, the subject cOD.l!act was place.d on them 
in view of the fact that they were tbepast supplier. At the 
time of placement of order, there was no reason to doubt· 
the capability of the firm in executing the subject con-
tract." 

1.40 Asked as to how the quotation of firm '0' compared with ~  
of. other firms, the representative of the Ministry of Defence stated :-

"Jullundur finn's quotation was Rs. 12000, 127 numbers, fun 
quantity. Punj Sons quoted Rs. 16500 for 127 numbers 
Rs. 16400 for quantity 50 per cent Jmd 16300 for 100 
per cent more. Khira & Co. quoted price in different slabs 
ranging from 16250 to Rs. 16450 each. Therefore, the 
offer of Free India, lullundur. was the lowest." 

1.41 A~ ed whether there was any other firm in the fieid, the wit-
llesS stated that there were mr.ny others but their rates were higher. 

1.42 The Committee enquired whether the Minjstry had ~  this 
firm any experience with regard to work of this nature. The represell-
tative of the Ministry of Defence stated :-

"They had built. They had been in this body building busi-
ness earlier and they had completed recently an order p41ced 
in September, 1973". 

1.43 In reply to a pointed question whether this firm had at any. 
time e~ ie  fabricated bodies on 10-ton chassis, the wi.lness stared :-

"It is a type ~  work in which there should not have been diffi-
culty. There are three, cases-one order Wao; placed in 
October, 1971 for 188 numbers 1· ton cha.,sis. Second order 
was placed in October, 1971 for 21 Tata Chassis and 3rd 
order was placed in September. 1973 for 13 numbers of 
1 tonne Nissan chassis. The last order did not materjalise. 
It wa .. an unhappy experience. Technically, there was ap-
parently no difficulty because the firm did submit sample 
and got it approved. Production clearance was also 
grr.nted." 

1.44 Asked about the schedule of deliveries. the witness s a ed ~ 

"To start "bulk supply at the rate of 15 numbers per month 
commencing after 45 days of the grant Qtbulk prouuction 
clearance subject to availability of chassis. The bulk pro-
duction clean.nce was granted in the end of October, 
1975. The first lot of chassis wac; made available in Jan-
uary 1976. The bulk supplies were required to commence 
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at the rate of 15 numbers per month from sometime in the 
beginning of March, 1976. They were required to comp-
.lete by December, 1976. In June, 1976 We were told that 
they were not making enough progress and they had fman-
cial difticulties. We had meetings with them in July. 
1976 and they once ,-'gain a.ssured us that they would sup-
ply ten numbers by 31st July and ten numbers by 15th 
August. But they did not even do that. After that ~e 
examined the whole position. The ctmtractual delivery 
would have taken them upto December, 1976. We can-
celled the order in January. 1977." 

].45 The Committee desired to know the dates on whIch the ptc-
miscs of the firm were inspected by the Inspectors of the Directorate 
of Jnspection after January, 1976 and the observations of these ins-
pectors regarding the qudity of work and time required by the firm for 
completion of the job. In reply, the Ministry of Defence stated in a 
note :-

,.; I 

,,,. 

"lnspector visited the firm on the3rd February; 1 Y'/6. 'rhe 
firm promised that bulk production would start from 
15-2-76 and 15 nos. would be offered by ~  Firm 
also informed that the purchase of raw material like paints, 
rexinc. t:anvas, plywood etc. were in hana. 

Subsequent to this.' a mteting was held with the firm's reps. 
in the otlice of Additional Secret .. Ty (Defence Supplies) 
on 4-3·1976. 

Inspector visited the firm on the 22nd April, 1976 and found 
that the finn had undertaken the fabrication of only 4 
chassis out of 30 held by them and those <were found in 
the initial stages (fitment of side pannels, back pannel. 
roof. wind shield frames of the cab were only done). 

Inspector again visited the firm on 21-5-1976 and found that 
the progress was on 5 chassis. 

Inspector-visited the firm on the 14th June, 76 and found mat no 
further progress had been made. The matter was reported by the 
inspector to the Department of Defence Supplies on the 30th June, 76. 
Pursuant to this, a meeting was held with the finn's reps. in the office 
of the Additional Secretary (OS) on the 12th July. 76. 

Intimation received by that Inspector regarding offering of 10 vehi* 
c1es by the firm for inspection on the 2nd A.ugust, 76. Inspector yi'ii-
ted  the firm in the first week of 76 and found that the vehicles 
4endp,red were deficient in respect (l{ the followistg :-

(i) 2 Chassis deficient of cr:b doors. wind shield glasses hoop 
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Slticks.rear view minor, driver' and C d i ~  seats and 
-final finish of paints. - . 

(ii) 1 chassis with ,deficiency of cab door, tail, board, wind-
stJield . ~s and all above mentioned items. . 

(iii) 3 chassis fitted with cab structure only . 

• (jv )No other work done on other bodies. 

The ~ e  was reported to the Department of Defence Supptie:s 
OD the 14th September. 76 . 

. Inspector visited .the finn on 17th Septcmbel" 76 ::'11d his ohserva-
tions were as under :- . 

(j) Out of 30 Chassis, 3 chassis fitted. with cab <lnd bodies were 
deficient of many items such-as spare wheel carrier. tool 
-box, side tail board incomplete canopies etc. 

(ii) Other 3 chnssis were fitted with cabs With deficiency aLlCit· 
.. of items and po body work was done. . 

(iij)1 No work done on other 24 chassis. 

The matter was informed to the Department of Defence Supplies on 
the 22nd e e e ~ 76 rnd the ~  October, 76. 

InspectoTvisited the finn on the 20th November, 76 and on the 
spot study and discussion with the fiml, the following POUlts were re-
vealed :-

(i) Cabs andnodies have been almost completed in case of 3 
j. veJricles, with certain de i ie ie~  

(ii) Partial work wac; completed by the firm on 4 more vehicles. 

(iii) No work had been done on balance 23 chassis held by. the 
firm. 

The position was' informed to Department of DefCllC::! ie~ on 
4th December, 76." . 

1.46 TheComrnittee desired' to1\now the reasons for not obtain-
ing security deposit from firm '0' ~ d whether security deposits were 
made by the other two fIrms 'B' and ··C. In reply. the Ministry of 
~ e e state : 

I 

"As per the procedure e ai i ~a  that time regarding obtain-' 
. ing of security deposits from the firms, they were required 
to furnish security depos.it equivalent to ~ % of tbe. 
value of the order (limit Rs. 75,000) within 4 weeks 
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after approval of the' pilotsarnpte. In case, the security 
deposit was nOt 'furnished within this time, it was to be 
deducted from the first' bills of 'the bulk supplies by the 
Paying Authority. The security deposit, was w<.';ved in 
case of" firms were e js e e~ with the NSlqDGS&D. 

As mentioned above, in case the firm failed'to fUl'nish the secu-
rity deposit within 4 weeks of the approval of the pilot 
sample, the same \ was to be 'deducted from the first bills 
of the bulk supplies by the Paying Authority. Since in 
this particular contract no bulk supplies was made by the' 
firm 'D', no sccurityldepo'sit could be obtained from them. 

Security deposit clause Wl::ii waived in respect of firms 'k and 

, 1.47Elucidatiilg the ~i  about the security deposit by finn 
'D" the representative of the Ministry of Defence stated in evidence: 

"It a~ pmvided for but could not be taken from tl:lcm because 
the sc(;ul'ity deposit a s~ stated that they wnl deposit 
security (equivalent to) 2J % contract value within four 
weeks from the grant of bulk production ckaral1ce. If they 
did not deposit security on ~i  own, then the security 
could be deducted from their first supply hilil-.." 

, l 

1.48 Asked whether any earnest money w .. s taken from the finn, 
the witness stated :-

"We .do not take earnest money. Secu·rity deposit is taken as 
earnest flllmey. The only difference is that s~ i  de.-
posit. should be tuken immediately after placement of' the 
contrut:t s() that it holds good for the entire e i~  of 
the contract. induding samples and start of supplieS. We 
h4'Ve !;tarted doing it now.". \' . 

1.49 The Committee enquired if the clause regarding getting the 
work done by other agencies at the cost of firm 'D' was e ed~ In 
repJy the witness stated :-

"30 number of chassis were delivered to them out of 127. So 
the question of enforcement did not arise. Out of these' 
30 chassis, we recovered 20 chassis in 1978." 

1.50 The Committee were info'rmcd d i ~e id e that on the 
fai1ure of the firm to make any substantial progress inspile of repeated ... 
reminders, the representative ·of the firm was ~ ed for a discussioo in:t.' 
the i ii~  .on J 2th July, ·1976. The ('"ommittee desired to knowwbe-
thcrthe Inspector Had noticed any tampering with the model. In reply, 
the representative of the i is ~ of Defence replied. in'· the· negative. 
He further stated '-



20 

"On 12th July ~  saio that they will supply 10 bodies by' 
31st July, 1976. It was as a consequence of that the firm 
.oJleredlO bodies for inspection on 30th July. apparently 
to show that they had adhered to the promise ~ de by it. 
But the  Inspector went there and reported they had only 
offered the incomplete .vehicles for inspection. On slIch an 
occasion no detailed report is made as no payment was 
made to the firm.".,· 

Recover}, of Chassis from the firm 

1.51 . It is seen from the Audit Paragraph that a Bo.:ni of Officers. 
held August-September 1977 for the purpose of assessing the condition 
and col1eeting the chassis from firm 'D' found that ;-

the firm had fabricated bodies on only 9 chassis (indud-
ing the prototype) but those had e a~ deficiencies; 

Floor •. nd certain other components only had been fabri-
cated on another chassis: and,if' ., 

no fabrication work had been done on the remaining 21 
chassi!-.. 

J .52 Twenty-one chassis, on which no work had been done by 
firm '0', were taken over by the Board of Officers in September 1977. 
In order to enable firm 'D' to complete work on the remaining J 0 partly 
built chassis, the supply ortier was partially ei s ~ d (September 
1977). The finn, however, failed to complete 'e.vCIT the reinstated 
order. 

1.53 Asked about the reasons for delay in taking over the chassis 
till September, '77 and 'why these were not recovered in JanuarylFebru-
ary 1977 itself, tbe witness e ~i ed ~ 

"There W<.S a little problem because the chassis were to be 
banded over to the Board of officers representing various 
disciptines, viz . .vehicle inspector, LDME, DOS etc. That 
Board was to be· formed to go and see the conditions of 
'the vehicles' and then.to take over. That process took 
some time." 

1.54 The Committee enquired about the reasons why the supply 
tAJrder was partially reinstated in September. 1977 and at what level 
'the decision was t .. 'ken. In reply, the Ministry of Defence stated in a 
note:- . 

"The contract was cancelled ~  the entire qty. on 13th January, 
1977. After. that it was brought out by the firm that they 
. had done part fabrication on the 10 chassis and they 
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should be allowed to complete the ~ on these 10 chassis 
This position was also verified by the Department. In view 
of the £,-'Ct that the firm had done part tabrication on 10 
chassis, the contract was reinstated on 17th September, 
1977. The decision to reinstate the contract for 10 nos. 
was taken at the level of loint Secretary (Supplies)." 

1.55 The Committee desired to know the precautionary e~ es 

taken by the Department to ensure timely completions of woek after 
partially ei s ~ i  the order in view of the past experience with this 
finn and whether .. ny indemnity bond was obtained trom finn '0' even 
at that stage: The Ministry of Defence state.<l in a note: 

"After the reinstatement of the contract for partly built 10 nos, 
a review mccting was conycned wilh the firm's reprl!senta-
tive op. 22-3-1978. In this meeting, it was told to the firm 
that in ca'ie the vehicles were not delivered bv 15-5-1978. 
the a~sis will be recovered from them. Inspector visited 
finn's premises on 15-4-1918 to ensure tl1<:.t firm com-
. pie ted the vehicles. Firm vide this Department letter dated 
3rd l\,Iay 1978 was asked to ensure that 10 vehicles are 
delivered within extended delivery schedule. Inspite of 
exptJiting the firm constantly, since the Hrm' failed to 
supply these 10 vehicles, the contract was canceHecl on 
29-6-1978. . 

Indemnity bond was obtained from the firm at the 
time of giving the chassis initially to the firm." 

1.56 The Committee enquired whether tampering with the approved 
pilot did not constitute ... major offence and if so what action was taken 
against the firm. In reply. the Ministry of Defence stated: 

"The approved pilot sample is meant for guidance of the a ~ 

faeturer to manufacture the bulksllpply and for the guidance 
of the Inspector to carry out tAe inspection. In the report 
of Board of Officers of September 1977, it was only me'n. 
tioned th .. t some items wele removed by the firm from the 
pilot sample. It was not meritioned therein that the pilot 
sample was tampered with by the firm. The removal of 
certain hems from the pilot sample may not be construed 
as maJor offence since it does not affect the final product 
and the firm may not claim any payment since the pilot 
sample is "'gain checked before clearing it for delivery 
according to the d a i ~ and specifications." 

J.57 T? a query as to the precautionarY steps taken to guard ag\inst 
the tampenng of approved models, the Ministry stated;-' 



."! 
• 

22 
/ 

"The following precautionary stepshave been tt.'ken by the Deptt. 
oj Defence Supplies :-' ' 

(i) Pilot is kept in .a bond room wherever practicilble under 
lock and seal. . . .. ' 

(ii) The same i~ check¢ uurjng periodic vioits of 'InsP.Qf. 

(iii) Final product is checked as per drawing and 'specification; 
besides being ~ ed as per pijot. ' 

(iv) Pilot, sample., when finally released for supply is agdn 
examined for its acceptability and completeness," 

, ,', 

1.58 Referring to the findings of the Board of Officers (September 
19",77) that even the pilot vehiole, which had been a ~ \ d in OctObel. 
19"75 had' been tampered with. the Committee 'desired to know \vhy this 
did not come to the notice of the Inspector earlier. The r,cprescntativfl 
of the Ministry stated : ' 

"The report of the missing windscreen, etc. was in ~ e e  
1977. Before that, not only the inspector bllt ('yen. the 
~  of oflicers had \(isited them. According to the records 
available here, it was only the Board. when they went to 
takeover the, chassis. who noticed that incomplete \vork 
had been done and they ha<J removed something from the 
approved sample. Although the pilot s'ample was approved, 
it was not paid ~  It was in the possc:;sion of the finn. 
According to the pr,:pers avaij;lble with me ~ W  it looks 
as if the first time it came to notice was in this report of 
September, 1977f,. • 

,159 Asked about precautions taken to ensure that the pilot ~a e 

was not tampered with the ~se a i e of:lhe ,Ministry ~ a ed : 

'" 

"Normally the pi,lot is .kept with the firm to help the firm to repeat 
it so that the quality is uniform. It also heips the inspector 
to, point to the ~ se  accepted, cleared st.l1oard in case 
there is a dispute about the quality between the contractor 
and the inspector. G,merally, the pilot will be the last to 
leave the, firm. ' 

The pilot. once it is cleared, must he sealed so that it 
is not tampered with. But i.n the case of. a vehicle of t!ris 
category it wi11not ,be ~ a e to sez.'llt: 9ncc the ~  
is c1enrc!i and, tbe productton starts ott .. the ~  are penodi. 
cal. T a j ~ is changed it would tmmedtately come to' 
the. nO,tice of the inspeCtor.. ' 

" ,In the case of more deIicateand complicated e i e i~  
wetrv to see that the pilot that is cleared fsbonded. ThIS 
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is done in the case of highly sophistki'.:tedcquipment. These 
precautions are a ~e di  on the sophistl¢ation ot 
the equipment and the likelihood of change. I woul(tsay 
with some amount of confidence that, if one of these parts 
is replaced by something 1l1feriol' by the 11r01. they would 
not be able to hide it from us .... We .have a systeJ11.We • 
';call them 'inspection marks'. If there is a (lossibility of any-
thing, being removed. er i.nything being changed by some-

i ~ inferior, then we would indicate that portion by 
putting tapes or small knots or seals so that it is not removed 
or replaced." 

1.60 The Committee furtner enquired about the latest position of 
the recovery of dnmages on account of deficiencies i ~d in 21 chassis 
taken hack from firm '0' and steps. taken or proposed to be taken to 
'effect the recovery. The Ministry of Defence stated :-- ' 

"In the report of tz:king over of 21 chassis, certain deficiencies 
were observed by the B(lard of Officers. A ~ a  the firm 
promised to rectify these deficiencies, ee~  cost. Army 
H. Ors. have assessed the cost of da a e~  at Rs. 5.528. 
Since the firm is no longer in existence (l1ld ~ whereabout 
of its erstwhile partners are also not known, no'steps could 
be taken so far to recover the damages;" 

J.61 The Cominittee enquired about the z.mount of work done' 
III respect of 10 chassis by timl 'D' and whether any ~ e  for this 
work was made. The Committee also enquired about the latest. position 
e~a di  recovery of R ... 0.48 lakh on account of damages!def1Ciencies 
in lespect of 10 partially built chassis from firlu"'D'. The Ministry of 
Defence stated : 

"The r.mountof work done on 10 cassis has been assessed .as 
Rs. 11.050 by Senior Cost Accounts Officer and the. Inspec-
tor of this Department. No payment has been made to the 
firm for thillwork.· . 

Since the firm is not in existence, to file th{: claim on 
the p:utners of the firm, the matter was taken up with, 
Police a ij Ti ~es in Jullundur and also with RegistraF of 
'. C ~ ies  ~ d  The Police could not give tony trace 
about the pal1nersof ,the finn. The reply from Registrar of 
Companies. jul1undur is still awaited. After as e~ai i  
names and whereabout of the partners, legal action wiJI J;>e 
taken to effect recovery of Rs. O.48lakhs." 

1.62 The Committee desired to know the reasons for t'akingover 
the 1 Och(.'ssis iil February, 1980 only when the order was finally 
cancelled on 29 June, 1978. In reply the representative of the Ministry 
of Defence stated during evidence :' .. 



, . 
24 

"It was for two or three reasons. One was, after 1978, the fil1ll 
closed down its show and their partners played a sort of 
'not available' or 'not traCeable·, And the second reason 
is, a board of office" hLo to be constituted to go into these 
processes of taking ~ e  And the board of officers did go 
there. To quote one instance, in October, 1979, they found 
nobody was present 'at the firm premises. We wrote back 
to them and gave ~ e  a i~ that if nobody was found 
next t.ime. we wilJ unilaterally take them over.'f 

UtiUsadon of 10 TOil Vehicles for G.s. Role 

1.63 It is seen from the Audit Parf.:'graph that due to ~a ai a i i  

of adequate number of 10 ton built vehicles, the units requiring 100tan 
vehicles had to be issued 3-ton vehicles. Consequent1y, the raising of 
one of the two 10-ton transport companies of ASC sanctioned in October 
1968, was cancelled by the Ministry of Defence in January '1976. The 
review carried out in October 1976, however, revealed a surplus of 183 
vehicles \If lO-ton (bui]t vehicles: 66 ;:,:ad chassis: 117). The Committee 
desired to know the reasons for the cancellation of one of the two 10-ton 
transport companies of ASC sanctioned in Octoher, 1968. Thebefence 
Secretary explained : 

"As it appears, in 1968  and a little before that, the Army 
Headquarters felt that they should try and see whether a 
J O-tonner vehicles' should be introduced or can ~ intro-
duced. They ~ d laid down in GSQR for the' provision of 
6!6 vehicles. But 6:6 vehicle at that time was not availabJe 
indigenously. The only vehicle available at that time, with 
.Leylands., ~ 6:4 vehicles. So, they thought of trying this 
6)4 vehicle. Then they found that this could perfonn the 
role th"t they had in mind and they trie(! to do it only with 
two companies although the requirements of the Army wts 
much larger ... This kind of vehicle was tried on a variety 
of roads.· A~ far as plain driving over reasonable roads is 
conct':rned; it was successful. They went on trying it in 
different areas. In the desert it was not found successful. 
This was being tried for the first time. The two things were 
going 0!1 simultaneClUsly. ~ de s  for the induction of two 
compames were also Issdtd. Simultaneously, they were 
trying to see to what areas this role can be extended and 
what can be covered by this kind of induction. They found 
that the areas where thtli was not proving successful was 
getting larger. Later on based on the total -roles 'discovered. 
I get 2 feeling that they decided that it was not a very 
successful vehicle, and, therefore, in 1976 they decided to 
limit it to one transport company and cancellt:d the orders 
relating to the fonnation of a second transport company 
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for the ten-tonner vehicle. And when for one company they 
made. the assessment about the e i e ~ s of bodies . and 
chassIs, they found them surplus ,!nd then the question of 
distribution had their utilisation became the next exercise. 
Consistent with the limitations discovered in the role, they 
did not thereafter try to introduce.this. 

Then, a point was made whether the transport policy 
gets changed or reviewed or not. A pi)ysical count is tak.en 
by the Army Headquarters once every year, from October 
to March, second half of the financial year. B.:.'Sed on the 

si a ~ai a i i  taking into account the standard rate 
of depreciation as also certain varktions due to some 
reasons, they. made a tally of the· total d~ a ds as a1s,p the . 
avaiJabilityas per Jheir norms and then arrive t.t the defi-
ciencies. When the deficiencies grow very large over a period 
of time, then some of the orders are given to the private 
sector to the extent they can meet the demands in the cate-
gories where there are shortcomings. White every effort is 
lTlade to see that the orders are placed on the designated 
fLctories in the public sector, there are other kinds of pro-
blems which hinder or inhibit production at that level or at 
full level. Simultaneously there is a general programme now 
10 review the whole transport fleet si7.1.' and its contents." 

1.64 According to the Audit paragraph with a view to utilising the 
183 vehicles (built vehicles : 66 and chassis : 117) rendered surplus 
(cost: Rs. 3.45 crores). a proposal for  reorganisa.tion of 3 existing 3-ton 
independent tn:nsport platoons (Civilian GT) into 1 O-ton platoons having 
been agreed to hy an Army Command. was mooted in April 1978 by 
the GS Branch and the same was sanctioned by the Ministry of Defence 
in May 1978. The total requirement of these (re-organised) platoons was 
worked out at 113 numbers ot' 10-ton vehicles. against which the DOS 
proposed (June 1978) to issue to them 66 built vehicles held surplus and 
44 vehicles out of 117 surplus chassis. ::.fter gettin2 cabs and bodies 
fabricated thereon'. The Committee enquired whether besides ASC, there 
are any other formations where the 1 O·ton e i~ es were being put to 
use in General. Service Role. The Ministry of Defence stated: ., 

"Initially the 10 Tonne OS vehicles were intended for employ-
ment with ASC units. Subsequently ~s a result of examina .. 
tion to utilise the assets, the vehicles were issued to EME 
Ordnance. Engineering. Artillery units and AC.C&S Ahmed-
. nagar to whom these have been t'Uthorised in their PEs." 

1.65 The Con1mittee further ~ i ed as to why the OS Branch had 
pHt forward the proposal for utilisation of the surplus 10-ton vehides for 
GS role in the transport platoons of the ASC and whether these vehicles 
were being lISed earlier for this purpose. The Ministry of Defence stated: 
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<IGovernment sanction was ,accorded in 1968 for, the raising of 
16X 10 Tonne Transport Platoons. Subsequently. how-
ever. only 12 PlatoonS were raised. A sUfElus of 183 vehicles 
was,.'tvealedin PRF ofl October 1976. In order to utilise 
these surplus vehicles, an, exercise was undertaken in consul-, 
tation with So. Directorate and QMG's Branch. The QMG's / 
Branch (OL DTE) were then of the view ~a  these surplus 
vehicles be absorbed in the static unitS,ana training estabJish. 
ments. A number of meetings were, therefore, held .. t the 
level of the MOO. Also, the issue a~ discussed at the Army 
Commanders' C e e ~e from 14--19 November, 1977. 
Based on these deliberations, Commands were once again, 
approaclied to examine the utilisation of surplus vehicles in 
lieu of 3 Tonne vehicles; At this stage HQ Southern Com-
mand agreed to the conversion of their 3 X d ~  Tnmsport 
Platoon (Civil GT) into 10 Tonne Platoons. The proposal 
of Southern' Comnu:no was concurred in· bv the QMG's 
Branch." '-

\"; 

1.66 The Committee desired to know whether the OMG was 
consulted before raisjng of two 10 ton transport companies of the ASC 
in October 1969 and if so, how did his "iews a ~e in Mav 1977 
(about therlimited use of these vehicles in an operati0I1:'t1 enviroillllcnt). 
The Committee further enquired whether the i ~ i  of ~  

vehicle.:; for GS role had served the desired s~  Th,'! Ministry of ' 
Defence stated :' " -

"!tis regretted that no record is traceable in this rt'gard at this 
st<:g:e. In. the absence of ,any record. iiis not possible to • 
state 'anything categLirical about this aspect. During 1976, 
HOrs.Northern Command had pointed Q'ut that the t (I ton 
vehicles had restricted employability ,during operations as 
they could not be utilised on multi-purpose tasks and cou\d 
be utilised on metalled ads a d~ a e only. Similar 
views were, expressed by Her.oquarters West\!Tn Command 
also. Subsequently, during) the logistics conference held in 
April 1977 with representatives from the Command Head· 
quarters. representatives of Western and Northern ' 
Commands'were generally not in favour of accepting these 
, vehicles because of their restricted employability. 

The operational environment had changed from what 
it was in the late sixties when these 10 ton vehicles were 
introduced r.nd consequently the'requiremellt qf transport 
had i e ~ased  Commands· now preferred vehicles which 
could be. utilised on mUlti-purpose role in a war situation. 
The QMG had in 1977, apparently based his opinion on 
the views of C ~ ds  The authorities who had· e ~ 
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pressed their' opinion in '1968 and' 1977 were different 
persons andthey' had taken the deCisioosondfffel'ent opera· 
tional environment and pltons existing at thosl! points of 
time. Since these vehicles were introduced for employment 
in the, third line and lines of communication duties, they' 
did carry out the designed role." 

1.67 The Committee furtberenquired. the reason.:i!or llottaking into· 
account the views of the QMG expressed ill May, 1977 before is ~ i  

sanction in May 1978 for reorganisation of three 3 ton Independent 
Transport Platoons into 10 ton platoons. In reply, the Ministry of Defence 
stated: ' . . 

"The QMG's observation made in May 1977 reg<.Tding the 
limited useo! 10 ton vehicles was of a general nature. The 
proposal to reorganise three 3 ton traIlSport platoons into 
10 ton platoons was mooted during' the discussions held in· 
the Army Commanders' ~ e e e on 14--19 November, 
1977. This was with a view to utilising 10 ton vehicles 
rendered surplus as a result of cancellation of the rf.'ising 
of one 10 ton transport company ASC. Subsequently, the 
proposal was examined in detail by the Ann y and accepted 
by HQ SoUthern Command, QMGIOL Ole and the 
reorganisation of 3 ton platoon into 10 ton platoon was 
thereafter t.WfOved by the General Staff. By utilising the 
10 ton vehicles, 3· ton vehicles held by units became avail-
able for covering the pressing deficiencies in the forward 
areas." 

1.68 The Committee desired to know if the conversionot the e i~ i  
three 3 ton independent platoons into 10 ton platoons resulted in ~  

additional maintenance and operational expenditut:e and if so. to what 
extent. The MInistry 'of Defence stated·: 

"The conversion of three 3 ton platoons into 10 ton platoons 
has not resulted in any increase in the establishment of 
these platoons. However, due to higher load carrying capa· 
city of the 10 ton vehicle, the lift capacity of the platoons 
has been enhanced five to three-fold with the same man 
power entitlement, .thus effecting economy in expenditure 
• to the State." 1 

1.69 Further asked whether this ·conversion had affected the 
eHicieJ]cy of operations and if so, to what .extent. the Ministry of-Defence 
st&ted : 

~ e  of the 10 ton vehicles 011 3r(1' i ~ transport duties 

-Not vetted by Audit. 
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along the'lines of communications, has not ~d any adverse 
impact on the operational efficiency of the units." 

1.70 The Committee pointed out that jnspite of the fact that.lO-ton 
vehicles could not, be usefully employed in ordnance i s a i~~ as 
stated by the Dy. DOS in June 1977, it was decided in July 19791Janwuy 
1980 to issue 23 such lorries to Ordnance units for OS role. The Com-
mittee -desired to know on what considerations such a decision was taken 
and whether it was ensured that these lorries were usefully employed in 
the ord4ance formations. The representative of the Ministry of Defence 
stated in evidence :-

"This was the concept which was Wken into account and in spite 
of this objection by Dy. DOS, he later on, accepted to i~ 
lise 23 vehicles. There was a provision review and we 
thought how to utilise the surplus vehicles in some way or 
the other. Otherwise they would aU be lying in the depot 
being unutilised. It was decided that 23 cO\lld be employed 
by DOS to carry heavy load; though it was not then P<'Ssible 
for him to employ it, in spite of that, he took them for em-
ployment in the depot; subsequently there were other roles 
for these. It was decided to use them in Southern Command, 
which was a pldn area. Army Commander, Southern 
Command decided to use 90 vehicles in three platoons. 
Decision was taken that another 60 vehicle., would be em-
ployed; 12 of them for GS role, 48 for the BPL, for carry-
ina petrol. That was de i~ed so as to puttjng to best use· 
the surplus that was available." 

L71 In a subsequent note, the Ministry of Defence have stated· as 
foUows: . 

"The best uSe of the left over vehicles had to"be made. The 
vehicles were issued to Ordnance depots and were put to 
use to carry loads within the depots, These vehicles have 
been utilised in the 1epots satisfactorily. No adverse com· 
ments have come to notice of the Army HO." 

1.72 The Committee desired to know the latest position reglP'ding 
the fabrication of cabs L'Ild bodies on 22 of the 44 chassis sent to the 
Army Base Workshop at &tation 'ZZ' in March. and July, 1981. The 
Ministry of Defence stated : 

"The. fabrication of cabs and bodies on the 22 chassis sent to 
Army Base Workshop at station 'ZZ' bas since been 
completed:' . 

eNot vetted by Audit. 
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1.73 Asked about' the mf.'l1ner in which these vehicles have been 
utilised, tile Ministry of Defence stated : . 

"These vehicles have been issued to 3rd line transport ~ ii ies 
located in Northern Command and are being utilised fl>f 
carriage of maintenance requirements like supplies and 
ordnance stores  along the lines of communications." 

1.74 As regards the remaining 50 surplus ch,:ssis (held with the 
CVD at station 'Y'), the Ministry of Defence stated in November 1981 
that a proposal had been it;litiated for utilisin,g 48 chassis· for fabrication 
of 10-KilOlitre petrol tankers. ASked about 'the latest position in the 
matter, the Ministry of Defence stated in a note furnished in October 
1982 : 

"An indent for fabricatiOn of BPL Role 011 qty 48 chassis has 
already been placed on the Department of e ~ e Supplies 
during June 1982." 

1.75 In a subsequent note furnished in February 1983, the Ministry 
have stated : 

"In respeCt of this requirement, the drawings have not yet been 
finalised. Tender enquiries will be issued on finalisation of 
drawings. " 

Tractor Role 

1. 76 The Committee desired to know the reasons. for indenting 
400 number of 10 ton chessis in the first instance without first finalis-
ing the specifications and the reasons for delay in doing so. The Minis-
try of Defence stated : 

"'The deCision to procure 400 chassis against the requirement 
of 462 was taken in an. inter-departmental meeting held 
on 1st April 72 in the Min. of Def. This meeting was atten-
ded by the representative of Min. of Fin. (Def.),among 
others. .. The DGI has contended that there had been 
no delay on its part in finalising the drawings. According 
to it, repetitive amendments to the specifications were 
necessitated bv the changes brought about in the vehicle 
by the firm, viz. Mis. Ashok Leyland and the advice given 
by the Research & Development Organisation on various' 
issues like i~e  of winches, power steering and tyre 
size. DGI has· also stated that as soon as decisions were 
received from R&D (Vehicles.) , immediate action was 
taken to finalise the specifications and that there had been 
no delay on -its part. It has als<;l been brought to nonce. 
that the DGS&D raised querif$ on the specifications from 
time to time." 



30 

l.77 Acconfma to' the indent, the chassis were to conform' to a 
p'Lrticu]ar specincation. The Committee deo;irc.o to know whether the 
~ i a  specification was finalised before the placement of. the indent 
onDGS&D in July 1972 and if so, why copies thereof were sent to 
D3S&D separately in October 1972. The Ministry of Defence stated 
in a note :-

"An indent for qty. 400 chassis 10 ton 6 X4 Leyland Hippo 
fOr tractor role was placed on DGS&D on the 14th July 
1972. The specification quoted in the indent was No. 
LNDIVEHl0083 which had been finalised by the 001 in 
January 1972 in consultation with VRDE and the firm. 
Copies of the specification were forwarded to the DGS&D 
in October 197'l" . 

••. . . The specification No. lNDjVEHjOO83 was discussed by 
eIV with VRDE and the firm i.e. {\shok Leyland in Dec-
ember 1971 at Abmednagar and was agreed to by alL 
Copies of the. 'agreed' sp6Citication were forwarded bV 
DOl to Ordnance Dte., Army Headquarters in January 
1972 and the same was quoted by them in their indent 
placed on 14 July, 1972. 

However from the records available it appears that Ord. Dte 
Anny Headquarters while forwarding the above mentioned 
indent to OOS&D in advertently enclosed old specifica-
'tion e ~ i  to as Vehicles). On being pointed out 
by DG.s&Dj fresh copies of the appJicabh; specification 
were obtained by them from elv Ahmednagar and' were 
forwarded to DGS&Din October 1972. 

~ The Committee desired to'know the principal changes brought 
about in the e i e~ by, the firm, when was decision taken by R&D 
(vehicles) abo\:lt the fitment of winches, power steering and tyre sizes. 
the nature of queries made by DGS&D on the specifications and when 
were these resolved. In reply, the Ministry of Defence have stated iii 
a note : 

"After having agreed to speen. No. INDjVEH!OO83 in Dec-
ember 1971 at Ahmednagar and having once again con-
firmed to the same on 6 'February 1973 through their 
rep. in Delhi, the finn asked for certain deviations to 
specification while forwarding their quotation to DGS&D 
in a letter on 28-3-1973. Through this letter the} firm 
asked for changes in certain technical parameters of the 
vehicle. Smne of the changes in technical· parameters asked 
for by the firm were as follows : 

(i) Instead of alternators the firm wanted· to supply the 
vehicles with Generators. 
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(ii) Instead of Gabriel shock ahsorbers the firm wanted to 

supply some other makes of shock absorbers. 

(iii) The firm did not want to  supply 'road springs' to lSI 
Specifications . 

.(iv) The finn wanted to supply batteries other than Extde 
brand, which was indicated in the <;peon. 

(v) The firm did not want to supply boses to IS spoon. 

(vi) The firm was not in a position to supply rear view mir-
rors. 

o (vii) The firm did not want to guarantee the cross country 
performance of the vehicles as such and wanted cross 
country condition to be defined specifically. 

(viii) The firm reJl'etted their inability to carry out fitment 
of 'winch. 

(ix) The firm requested the deletion of tool kit from their 
scope of supply. 

To resolve the above paints, a meeting was held with the firm. 
(after few postponements at the instance of the firm) on 
6 July, 1973 and speon. No. IND!VEH!OO83 (a) 'was 
drawn up. .' 

"General Staff approval for introduction of the Hippo 10 tonne 
in tractor role was given in July 1971. Tractor role vehi-
cles were to be procured by the Army for the first time. 
Draft specification is prepared by R&D after carrying out 
technical trials on the vehicle. The draft specifications are 
then discussed by the DGI with the firm to incorporate 
clauses for i s~e i  Quality assurance, Quality audit, 
warranty and Itst out the vendors whose products havf' 
been approved and can be fitted on the chassis. A similar 

2 LSS/83-4 

procedure was followed in case of preparation of specifi 
cation for Hippo 10 tonne in tract<>r role. The draft speci-
fication was received from R&D vehicJes in the end of 
October 1971. The specificatiO'l1 was discussed with VRDE 
Ahmednagar and reps elf Ashok Leyland at Ahmednagar 
in December 1971. During 1ftle discussions the finn inti-
mated that they were not in a position to provide i ~  

but if winches were provided hy e e ~  they would install 
the same on the vehicles. Since the winch was an essential 
equipment to make the vehicle fit for the role it ~s nssign-
ed after consultation with VRDE and firm, it was decided 
to incorporate in the specification that the i e~ \vould 
be provided by Defence. Thf' specification No. IND1VEHl 
0083 was prepared in December 71 and 10 copies of' the 
same were forwarded to Ord. Dte. in January 1972. 
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Thereafter, R&D Vehicle suggested to General Staff at Army 
HQRS to utilise surplus winches lying in Ord. Depots. In 
May, 72, General Staff asked R&D to ielect and develov 
one of the 4 types of surplus winches available for instal-
lation on the vehicle. The R&D undertook the job which 
involved selection of a suitable winch, desigiring the instal-
lation, fabricating the different components, installing the 
same on the veh(d.! and carrying out detailed field trials. 
'This naturally was a time consuming ta:sk and,k&D com-
pleted it by January 74 and forwarded the finalised draw-
mgs to the finn. ' 

Sinlultaneously. trials were carried out to ascertain advantage 
of incorporating 'pOwer steering which had earlier been 
included in the specification in consultation with VRDE 
because of defect reports received from the users units on 
account of hardsteering in GS Vehicles. Exhaustive trials 
on indigenous power steering unit carried out by elV and 
VRDB ~ e ea ed that there was no distinct adVAntage in 
fitting the power booster., Similarly, the lyre size 
1400 X 20, though specified in the draft specificati<m of 
VRDB was not fOllnd suitable for this vehicle during ex-
haustive trials. It was, therefore, decided in Janu3ry 1974 
that the specifications should be amended to delete \ 
1400 X 20 tyres and power steering. 

From the above,· it will be seen that the period I! years 
(from June 72 to January 74) was in fact d'e iirne taken 
by R&D mainly for selection, development' and installation 
of winch. ,By doing so, they not only provided the Army 
with a suitable vehicle required by them for trar.;tor role 
but also saved foreign exchange by way of utilisation of . 
winches lying surplus in Army stock. 

After having received copies of specification in October 1972, 
• DGS&D vide their letter No. 101!71!267ITEC dt. 15th 

January 1973 raised J. query whether the speon, had been 
finalisd in consultation with the finn... local rep. of 
Ashok Leyland wa.C! called for discussions and on 6 Febr-
uary 1973. he once again confirmed that the speon had 
already been agreed to by the finn, and there wa., no 
doubt in this regard as far as the finn was concerned. This 
was conveyed to DGS&D on 7 Febntary 1973." 

1.19 The Committee desired to know' whether tho compar:ttive 
coats on body building .pn 200 and 262 chassis by trade and Anny 
Base W'Otkshop at station "12' were worked out and if so what the 
comparative costs Wefe, The :Mini5try of Defence stated. : 
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"The comparative costs of body building an 200 8nd 262 chas-
sis by trade and Army BaSe Workshop at station 'tt can-
not be given as the order for 262 chassis was cancelled." 

1.80 The Committee desired to know the reasons for revising the 
rate of 98 chassis in June, 1977 from Rs. 2.45 lakhs per chassis agreed 
to in July 75 to Rs. 2.79 lakhs in June 1977. In reply, the Ministry at 
Defence stated :- . 

''The AIT was placed on 17 July, 75. The price quoted w.as 
Rs. 2.45 lakh. In terms of price variation clause of the 
,AIT which called for .a revision in prices ruling on the 
date of supply ·on the strength 6f firm's internal auditor's 
certificate, the price for balance qty. 98 chassis was fixed 
as Rs. 2.79 lakbs." 
, 

1.81 Asked whe:ther the 200. chas6is were delivered by firm 'P: 
as per scheduled delivery period indicated in the contract of July 1975 
and if nat, whether any liquidated damages were recovered for delayed 
supplies, the Ministrv of Defence stated :  . 

"The 200 chassis were delivered by finn 'A' to CVD Avadi 
during September 75-Feb. 77 which was within the 
delivery period. No. liquidated damages were recovered 
as per contract deed."· 

Fabrication 0/ Bodies 

-1.82 It is seen that in December, 1975, the DOS placed supply 
ol'ders on finn ~  and a public sector undertaking for fabrication of 
bodies 011 100 chassis each at Rs. 17,770 and Rs. 18,500 per chassis' 
respectively. Firm 'E' and the undertaking were to commence delivery 
af built vehicles at the rate of 10 and 15 numbers per month respec-
tively within 4 weeks after approval of prototype. While the undertak-
ing completed supply of 100 vehicles inMav 1977, firm 'E' was able 
to complete only 15 out of 30 chassis fed to it within the extended 
date of delivery (November 1977). 

1.83 The Committee asked as to why finn 'E' was unable to com-
plete fabrication <Yf bodies on all the 100 chassis and whether its capa-
bility was asstssed before awarding the contract. The Ministrv of 
Defence stated :-

"Firm 'E' was unable to complete fabrication of bodies on aU 
the 1 00 a ~is because of the following reasons advan-
ced by the firm. from tim: to time :-

0) The finn being new in development of store they had 
ta face technical problems. 
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(ii) Power shortage and load shedding. 

(ill) Financial problems. 

As mentioned earlier limited tender enquiry is floated by the 
Department on the firms in the compendium maintained 
by Technical Committees. The firms are included in the 
compendium after getting their capability assessed. There-
fore, the firm's capability was assessed before including 
their name in the compendium." 

. 1.84 The Committee further desired to know whether any i i~ 

dated damages were realized from firm 'E' for shon-closing the con-
tract relating to 15 chassis and whether any payment was made to 
firm 'E' for some jobs done by it in the 15 chassis in respect of which 
the contract was short-closed. In a note. the Ministry of Defence 
stated .-

"LiquiW\ted damage of Rs. 3,732 has been realised from-firm 
'E' for the contract relating to 15 chassis. 

Payment has been made to firm 'E' in respect of 15 chassis. 
which were delivered to the consignee complete in all 
respects." 

1.85 It is seen from the Audit Paragraph that. firm 'F' was subse-
quently awarded the contract for fabrication of bodies on 70 cha'isis 
at Rs. 16,500 per unit as against the rate of Rs. 17,710 per unit in 
the contract with firm 'E'. The Committee, therefore, desired to knaw 
whether firm 'E' was selected on the basis of limited tender enqairy 
and also whether firm 'E' was invited to e d~ in the first instance. 
The Minisry of Defence stated :-

"Firm 'E' was selected from the list of the firms in the compen-
dium maintained by Technical Committee. Limited tender 
enquiry was floated to the firm 'E' and -they were selected 
on the basis of limitt.d tender enquiry. The finn 'P' was 
invited to tender in the first instance i.e. in December 14 
when the contract was placed an firm 'D'. Subsequently 
also when the contract was placed on firm 'E', firm "F' 
was invited to tender. Since on all these occasions the 
firm's offer was higber, the contract could not be placed 
on them." 

I 

1.86 It is seen that supplies were completed byfinn 'F in April 
1980. Further, oULof 200-built e i es ~ ease orders were issued for 
182 numbers against which 171 were released to various units during 
July 1917-July 1981. . 
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1.87 The CommiUee desired to kllOw the position about the re-
maining 19 vehicles (200-181). The Ministry of Defence stated : 

"Out of the remaining 19 vehicles qty. 4 has since been releas-
ed to units. BalanCe 15 vehicles are awaiting upgradation 
and classification." 

1.88 It is seen from the Audit Paragraph that the Engineer-in-
Chief observed on 19 July 1979 that the vehic1e was not suitable for 
the role due to its poor perfonnance in the desert and i ~ i ei a a  
based terrain. The·· Committee, therefore. desired to know 
whether the Engineer-in-Chief was consulted prior to "Placement of the 
orders and also whether the proposal was thoroughly examined-while 
taking a decision on the matters. The Ministry of Defence stated : 

"The trials on Leyland Hippo 10 ton 6 X 6 and 6 x 4 were 
carried out at the College of Military Engineering during 
February, 1971, an establishment under the control of 
E-in-C. Copies of the trials report were also sent to the 

i ~C and his comments obtained during April 71. Al-
though the E-tn-C Branch preferred the Leyland Hippo 
10 ton 6 x 6 over the 6 x 4, the 6 x 6 configuration .could 
not be procured since it was not under production. The 
E-in-C ,Branch had no objection to the introduction of. 
6 x 4 vehicle after incorporating the modifications as sug-
gested by the trial team at the production stage. 

The proposal for  introduction of vehicle was examined in depth 
in consultation with the User and technical authorities and 
a deliberate decision taken to procure the subject vehicle." 

1.89 It is also seen from the Audit Paragraph that in a meeting 
held on July 1 977 in the GS Branch, it was decided that the Research 
and Development &tablishment (Vehicles) should undertake a proiect 
to introduce certain modifications on the built vehicles to enhance their 
performance and that the deficiency· of 262 chassis should be left un-
covered till a more· suitable vehicle was developed. The Committee 
desired to know the outcome of the project undertaken by the Research 
and Development Establishment (Vehicles). The Ministry of Defence 
stated :-

'.'Modifications. to vehicle were not undertaken as the a ~ a  

improvements expected to be achieved were not commen-
surate with the expenses to be incurred." 

• 1.90 It ~s seen from the Audit Paragraph that the requirement for 
balance quantity (262) of chassis was cancdled in August 1979. How-
ever, ill view of the decision already taken in April 1975 to entrust 
262 cha.'l8is for construction of bodies to the Arroy'Base Workshop at 



station ~ stores valuing Rs.· 5.78 lakhshad been procured by it. 
Consequent on the above cancellation,thestores became surplus and 
imtruCtiQl1S were i~ (January 1980) for back-laadingthese stores 
to the depots concerned. 

I • • 

~  The Committee desired to know whether the Workshop was 
kept upprised concurrently about the stage -by-stage developments in 
this case and if 5.0, why' surplus stores of this ,order were procured. 
The 'Committee further enquired whetberrespowibility had boen .fiXed· 
fur theinfructuous expenditure. 

In reply, the Ministry. of Defence stated ; 

"Indents for procurement of chasis were initiated in 1972 for 
qty. 400 and in 1975, for qty. 62. As per the procedure 
with a view to ensure that stores are available against the 
fa\)rication commitments, procurement action has to be 
initiated 18 to 24 months in advance. )Accordingly,the 
orders for, ~ ~ e e  of stores ~ e e a ~d in 1975 and • 
stores matenabsed by 1977. 

v 

The indents for qty. 262' chassis were cancelled in 1978 & 
1979 much after the stores had already materialised. It is 
further stated that although tlK'rc had been reduction in 
~  supply df chassis, however, there has been no loss to 
the State. Most of the 'items tht..-s procured have been 
utilised a£uinst other fabrication commitments and 
balance ~~ i i~s huve e~~  merged in the working stock 
of the depot'S being. comDl.0n user item required for day 'to 
day issues." • 

1.92 Asked about the latest .. position of utilisation of the surplus 
stores worth Rs. 5.78 lakhs. The Ministry of Defence stated : 

"The cost ofsurplu-s stores show.n as worth Re;. 5.78 lakhs was 
inclusive of 5 per cent departmental charges. The revised 
figurcs of Rs. 5.30 lakhs has heen worked out .txcluding 
5 per cent Departmental charges. Out of this, ' stores 
worth Rs. 5, lO,4S71·bave nlready been utilised. Balance 
is beiagutilil,cd by the Depots." 

1.93 As early as 1964 the Army Headqllurtcl'J mooted a proposal 
for' induction of beavier 10-togpe vehidesfor Geoeral Serviees role 
m,the transport companies of the Anny Service Corps and for tractor 
role fOI' trying of e ~ traUel'5 as against 34onnel'lol, then in use 
in ,forward areas. User trials co .... d o1l;f in 1967 indicated. ~  

though the lo-tonne vehicle was suimllie for employment as 'third line 
transport' over metalled -roads, it did not have ..the requisite ·croIS 
country . mobility to operate In formtrd otess. . The proposal ,w. 
~ e  justified ondle gronndtkat there were. far too DUIIly lighter 
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velliclesiD tl\e forward areas, which. Weft targttts to the. enemy. forces 
and it was necessary to reduce the number by replacing them witll 
highel' carryiag ~aei  ~  MOR61'Cr, rahiiog . .of additional 
3.fonneplato0D5 would have <involved large increase in manpower. 
_ The Anny·Headquarten recommmdcd (August 1968) to the MiSJistry 
th1!nmin,fofax lOt6DDeplatoons M6n1er to make'np the d~ i e  
of 24 X 3 toone platoOIlS for General Services role  for reasens of cost 
eifc..'Cth'eness aad "assnri1 :?vailabiUty of 200 x 10 tonne vehicles within 
a tiJ11c' frame of six -months". In <>nober 1968tll<2 Minilitry.of Defence 
5allctioned·the raising .of two to-tonne a ~  compai1ics 16 rclieve 
pro,mrtionatenmober of 3 .. tonne tnnispcrt compnni'-'S [or emFloYlnent 
in forward areas. The a~i  of theflrst company W1IS to be comp-
letef! (lnrl!!g 1968·69 ad that oftbe second cllmllan:y doring 1969-70. 

1.94 C-onsequmt to the provision revre"s carried ootby tho 
Dir('C:or of Ordnance e i ~ at (he AmlY Headquarters during 1969 
and 1970, 680 ,numbers i d~  330 nnmbel's for 2 new transport 
companies) of to-tonne vl'hicles were fmmd deficient for General 
Senil't'S role. Accordingly, 1bree i ~ \ s for 1»)!OCUrelnent of die 
same 'were placed on D.G.S. & D. during May 1969.May 1970. 

1.95 The Committee find ¢Jlat raising nfthc second company was 
cancelkd on 29 January 1976ns it camet(} be realized that the 10-

e ~ e W:l., not suitahIe for deployment infor\\'aril area.'i during 
opcrntion... Cou..o;idcring the fact that the user trials clUTiedout in 
1%7 Ia.'ld cleariv cstablisltd tlm.t· the vt!tide was not s i ~ e for 
cross colmtry o;erations, the Commlttee ~  of the view that the 
Ministry of ~ e A  H;)ndquarters ~ d have l'rcceedcd in 
flu' a ~  of augmenting the fteet of these e ~ ~s with utmost cantion. 
Til" Dcf"'DCC. Secreta.,' infoftned the Committee in evidence that "they 
went on trying it in different areas. In the de5crt i~ was not fonnd 
SlIccc.o;sful •  •  • The area wbere -this was not provingsllccessful was 
~e i  larger. Lnter on, based OR the tot:ll role8 discovered, I get a 
feeliuj:! that e~  decid.oo that it was not a very successful vehicle and 
e ~  in 1976 tJley decided to limit 'I fo one transport comJ)8DY", 
It is obvious that the a i~ did and care to rt'--3.ssess the utility of 
the vt-hiclcs at dtetime ~ the provision ~i ~ of 1969 and 1970 or 
immediately. thereaf:fer even while the field frmh ~ e com;mtently tijs. 
cour.!ging. 'I11atibf' de1!."i5ion to cancel the d ~ f01 miqing the second 
~ a  was taken after as many as6 vears. ip,a S.'lr' re1iecfionon the , 
workb,. of the ArmvHeadquarters. T ~ Conlmittee CD!11IOt bnt ~ e 

a serious view of this lapse onth ... 1»art of the au.1borifll!S since tbis 
remlted -m considerable arnOtmt of infructuous .CX1lendture as wlllild 
be ~~  from tbesucceedmg a ~ s  < 

1.96 In qrder to meet file deficiencies of" lfl·totlne vehfdps, two 
(o.()nfntctR e e~ ded i A  A~  LcvJtmd,Madras) 
fOl ~  .230 (lo.tonne) chassis In Janm.1rv 1970 (mcdified iRMay 

, '. ... 
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1970) and .for 450 chassis in July 1971, i.e .. a total of 680 chassis, 
at a cost of Rs. 11.26 crores. Whereas  supplies against the first cont· 
raet were completed by the finn by August 1972. as many as. three 
e~i si s bad to be granted with regard to the supply against the 
second contract. The supply was completed as late as February, 1975. 
The extensions were granted to the finn. for reasons like 10ek-9ut. 
laboul diqtute, power cut and approved of pilot sample. No liqui-
dated damage'; '. vere levied on the firm at; "it was deci(lcd to ~ i  

delh'cry period upto 28·2.1975 subject to no price increase after 
7·7·1974". It is not undrstood why approval of pnot sample waS 
needed at this stage ,,,hen the finn had already !tllpplicd a nu1nber of 

a~~is a ai ~  dte first contract. The' ComIniti.;!\! consider that in 
UlCSC drcumstanceS, the MiniBtry would ~  been weU within their 
rigllb to cancel the order. It is regrettable that this was not done 
ami an opportunity was lost to get rid of vehicles for which they had 
litHe use. 

1.97 Three a ~ for fabrication of ~a s and bodies on 680 
10·tonne chassis were concluded by the Dt..-partmcmt of Defence 
SUppfifS for ·130, 300 and 250 numbers in June 1970, August J971 
and October 1971 on Mis. Globe Motors Wot'kshOl), Faridabad, M:s. 
Punj and Sons, New J)ellii (Finn B) and M's. JaYH!18nd 100ira, Bombay 
(Finn ~  at the per unit rate of RIJ. 6.200!-, R ... 9,530:-and Rs. 8.050!., 
rt>spl'cfivdy. The Committee e~ e  to ~e that despite the fact that 
the Anny Htadqnarter:s had empbasized that "the requirement was of 
an operational nature and fabricution of bodies 011 at least 130 assi~ 

had to be completed by . September 1971 ami hulk supplies commence 
imml'CIiaMy", the contracts were processed I) a i~  manner. The 
Committee. find that (be contract on M!s. Gluhe Motors Workshop, 
Fari'dahad for 130 chassis had to he cancelled for its failure to l'ffect 
n,e C;"'lnlli!s. It is unfortunate that the ~ i ie i waited for thret" 
Yfars to cancel the order on tbe firm for ~  performi4nce. 
This needs Jookhtg into. 

J .98 So far as firms 'B' and 'C' are concerned. the Committee find 
that (al)rication of cabs and bodies was completed by them in Ncwem· 
~  197 ~ and July J 977 respectively after tht!y were given extensions 
repeSl{cdly-6 in the case of fonuers and 4 in that of the latter. Thus, 
e ~i s w'!re liberally ~ ed  The ~~ e  did IIOt •• so 
choose to levy Jiquidated ~a a es for the dclayed supplies; This 
a~ ee of the matter needs to be adequately expla;nt.'tI. 

1.99 Consequent on the faDure of MIs. Globe Motors Workshop, 
Paricbhad to execute the contract, another contract was placed as 
" .)att> afi in February 1975 on Free India Industries. lullundur (firm 'D') 
lit a per unit rate of Rs. 10.2501. which WIIS mll.ch higher thaw the 
mtes aDowed to ftnns 'B' and 'C. According to the Ministry 01 
DC!'fence. tbe work was awarded to the 81'm, as their otter was the 
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lowesl a~ ~  time, and the firm had earlier. successfully completed 
tbe fabncation work on one-tonners. The Committee regret to note 
that in spite of a specific provision for security deposit at the rate of 
~ per cmt of the contract value, the authOlities chose not to obtain 
the same from the firm despite the fact that t'ley had a bad experience 
with Globe Motors. The Committee would like to know whether 
there was any provision in the contract with the finn for getting. the 
work done at the risk and cost of the fiml in ca"e of itl; failure to 
·cfiect tbe supplies as per the terms of tbe confract and if so, why it 
was not enforced. 

1.100 According to the contract, the finn WB4; fl.'quired to start 
bulk supply at the rate of t 5 numbers per month commencing after 
4S days of the grant of bulk production clearance. The prototype 
submitted by the firm in August 1975 was approved by the Director 
General of Inspection in October 1975 and consequently 30 chassis 
were ifisued in January 1976 to finn '0' for fabrication work. The 
('oounittee find that the firm miserably failed in the execution of the 
contract and not enn a single built vehicle was delivered despite re-
peated extensions of time upto Jllly 1976 •. Even as late as 20 NO"em-
her 1976 it was noticed that cabs and bodies had been almost c')mp-
Icted in case of only 3 vehicles, with certain modifications, partial 
work had been completed by the finn on 4 morl! vehicles and no work 
had bet'n done on balance 23 chassis. The Committee are surprised 
to find that despite the shocking report by the In.'ipector about the 
wurk, the authorities did not cancel the contract immediately and take 
over all the 30 vehicles to get the work completed at the risk and 
expense of the firm as agreed to at the meeting held with the repre· 
sentative of the firm on 12 July, 1976. The contract with firm fDY 
wao; finally cancelled as late aft January 1977. Thereafter, the autho-
rities did Rot take m'er tbe cbassis immediately. Tbis a ~ done after 
another 9 months. TIle Committee are not satisfied ,,,ith tbe argument 
ad,-anced by tlte Ministry for their failure to recover the chassis in 
January 1977 that "Board wa.s to be fonned to go and see the condi-
tions of the vehicles and then to' take over. That process took some 
time". It ~ unfortunate that it took more than 8 mouths to set up a 
Board of Officers for re-assessing the condition of the cba..c;sis and 
that these were finaUy taken over in September, 1977. Certain defi-
ciencies and the damages costing aft. 5,528 were assessed in respect of 
~e chassis. No recovery could be effected. The finn even tam-
pered with the ~ chassis kept with it, and the anthorities took no 
action against the firm for this grave violation of the terms of contract. 

I.JOI Strangely enough, despite the reported sad experience with 
the firm in the execution of the contract the authorities partiaUy 
reinstated the orders in September 1977 to enable the finn to complete 
work, un the remaining 10 partly built chasis. As the firm failed to 
2 LSSJ83-S 
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complete the reiDsfated order also, the Deparf.aJeDt was lea "itJi' ., 
·'Other altemative but to' cancel 'die order in JUDe 1978. Apia, tile' 
~ i ies failed to recover the 10 partially lMIiIt chassJs from the 
firm immediately after the ~ ei s a ed order was amcelled and' allowed 
the chassis to deteriorate at the premises oi the Inn. Another. Board 
of Officers convened ro take over these a~i  reported in October 
1979. tbat "aD these chassis were lying in the open with a large awnbel' 
'Of filment items missing". The ass~ were fiuaD, taken O'Ver in .. 
Fehruary 1980 with the help of civD police and municipal autr.oTities. 
The Committee view with a:rave concern the irresponsible beb-dviour 
o[ the authorities iu this case. The Committee also regret to note that 
the authorities have not so far been able to recover from the finn Rs. 0.48 
lakh on account of the cost of damages/ dcficieucitS t9 these 1 0, dia ~sis 

8S ussessed in June, 1980. ' 

1.102 The Committee desire that a ~ thorouglt enquiry should be 
instituted to go into the various acts of omis-siol1. and commi.;sitm parti-

~ with regard to the follo\\'ing i ~ :-

(i) whether proper procedures wer(! foHowcd in the selection 
of finns for fabrication of cnbs und bodies; 

(ii) why the specific provision for security deposit at the rate of 
~ per cent of the contract value was not enfottt,'tJ in a ~ 

of finn '0'; '. 

(iii) why the order with finn '0' was reinstated partially in 
September 1977 despite the failure of the firm to eu'Cute 
the order as per terms of the contract; and-

(h') ,why the chassis were not recovered from finn 'D' immediate-
ly after cancelling the order in a a ~ 1977 and why 
the 10 partly-built chassis were again not recovered from 
the finn in June 1978 when ~ partially rcinOlitated order 
was also cancelled. 

1.103 The Committee would like the ~~  to be gone into by a 
team of senior officers and their findings together with the 
action taken in pursuance thereof, reported to the Committee within 
Ijix months. The Committee would a ~ like to be a i~ d of the 
steps taken to recover the cost of damages,deficiencies from the llart-
ners of finn '0', a~ the finn itself i~ report!:dly not in existence now. 

'1.104 As a direct consequence of the unimaginath'c planning in 
this case, a surplus of 183 to·tonne vehicles (built vehicles--66 and . 
cflflSsis--117) was revealed in the provision re"'icw of October 1976 •. 
Iu ordu to utilize these surplus vehicles somehow, these were issued 
to static UDits, tanirung l'ftublishnlcnts and ordnance depots. The 
Committee observe that despite rl.'Servation. on the part of the rep-
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~ i es of Western aDd Noi1hem Comnumds about the utility of 
'c the 100tonne nlaicles. it was d~ided to con,ert 3·to_e independent 
transport platoolW into to"tonne platOons. An additional expenditure 
of Rs. 8.14 Iakhs was sanctioned on fabricating cabs aad bodies over 
44 out of 117 surplus a~is  An expenditure to the tune of Rs. 1.92 
a ~ s was incurred on their transportation. 

1.105 Of the balance 73 chassis, 23 ~ issued to ordnance units 
for ts Role after fabrication of cabs and bodies thereon at an estimated 
(:ost o( RoS. t8,500 per vehicle besides freight ~ a es of Rs. 0.60 
lakbs. Modificationlconvemon of another 48 chassis into bulk 
petroleum lorries was decided upon in .""'ebruary 1982. The C i ~ 

are surprised to find that relevant drawings for ~  lorries have not 
yet been finalised and 'it is stiD not known as to exactly when the 48 
(:hassis meant to be utilized as bulk petroleum lorries would be pressed 
into s ~ i e 

1.106 The Committee view with grave concern that au expendi. 
ture of Rs. 2.27 crores incurred on 117 chassis procured as co.lfly as 
1974.75 remained absolutely unproductive for more than 5 years. 

1 .107 So far as induction of 10·tonnc vehicles for tractor role 
._ . (towing of trailers) is concerned, the Committee find thut a provision 
review l'arried out in October 1971 revealed a deficiency of 462 

i ~  According to the indent placed b.V the Director of Orduanco 
Services in July 1972 on DGS&D for 400 numbers of to·tonne a ~is  

thc'ic ..:hassis were required to be supplied during 1973·74 and 1974·75 
at the rate of 200 numbers per year and were to confonn to a parti. 
cular specification. The Committee are perturbed to find Utat the 
revised specifications could be fina1i7..ed only in January 1974, i.e. after 
a delay of about 11 years. It was only in July 1975 that the J)GS&D 
could conclude a contract with Firnl 'A' for 200 chassis and that too 
with existingispecificatrons. The Committee are not convinced with 
the argument that "repetiti'Ve amendments to the specification were 
ne(,'cssifafed by the changes brought about in the vehicle by the finn. 
viz. Ml!l. Ashok Leyland and the advice gh cn by the es~  and 
Dev('lopment Organisation on "srious ilisues". Tile Committee ,-iew 
with cllncemthat the .delay resulted in an infruduolls expenditure of 
~  235.32 lakbs in the procurement of these 200 vehicles in so far a'l 
the chassis with existing specifications were procured at the rate of 
Rs. 2.451ak.hs (for 1 02 a~is  and Rs. 2.79 lakhs «(or 98 chassis) per 
chassL'" against the rate of R". 1.44 lakhs prt!vailing at the time of 
placing an indent in July 1972. Had the authoritit-'S been vigilant 
enougb. this expenditure could be avoided. 

1,108 The same a adi~i a  approach is evident froOl the manner 
in which the work of fabrication of cabs and bodies over the 200 
a~sis was proceeded with. W e ea~ fabrication of cabs and bodies 
on 100 chassis was entrusted to a public sector undertaking which 
C ~ ed it in ,May 1977, finn "E' (Mis. Jullundur Body Builders, 
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Delhi) to which fabrication work for another 100 chassis was awarded 
in December 1975 miSerably failed to execute tbe order as per scbedule. 
"''the firm could hardly complete 15 out of 30 chassis fed to it within 
the e ~ed date of delivery, viz. November 1977 and the order bad 
to be short-closed at 15 nos. in January 1978 and the rest 15 were 
again ordered to the same fonn in September. 1978. The Department's 
coutcmtioD that "the firm being new in d ~~ e  of. stores, they 
had to face technical problem" does not seen to be plausible that the 
selection of the firm was itself wrong. The Commitk.oe desire tIIlt the 
mattef may also be gone int'o by the team of officers recommended 
carlier ;tnd on the basis of its findings steps should be taken with a 
view fo obviating such lapses in the selection of firms in future. 

J.109 The Committee further find Itbat the wodi: for fabrication of 
bodies on the balance 70 chassis was entrusted in finn "[1'" (Mis. Pearey 
Lal & Songs, New Delhi) as late as May. 1978 and ~ completed in 
Apl'il, ] 980. Thus, the expenditure on these 70 chassis remained 1m-
produdive for nearly two years. 

1. t 10 As for the requirement of a a ~ quantity of %6% chassis. 
(he Committee find that the order was cancelled in A ~  1979 keep-
ing in view the observations made by the Engineer-in-Chief (.July,,1979) 
(0 the effect that the vehicle was not suitalJle for tractor role due to its 
poor cross country performance in the desert and reverinc!canal.batted 
terrain and should not be used in this role. 

1.] 11 Tbe Committee thus observe that 310-t 0 tonite vehicle of 
,,,hieh ]83 e ~ procured for General semce role and 127 for tractor 
rok at a cost of Rs. 700 lakhs have become surplus to requirements 
and are being used for purposes other than [or which they were pro-
cured just to utilise them somehow. In addition. expendihlre to the 
time of Rs. 2.52 lakhs incurred on freight a ~  for backloading 67 
chassis has become Infmctuous. The CommiUee are. then[ore. led 
to the ('onclosion that the de i~i  to go in for large scale acquisition of 
10·tonne vehicles in the face of adverse reporls from the field as to their 
utility in an operationa' environment, was totally ill-conceh·ed. It is 
highly regrettable that such carelessness should be shown in planning 
the leplacement of equipment for Defence Forces when Parliament is 
quite J!'enerolls in granting funds for Defence expenditure. , The 
COlllmittee trD..,t that tJm case would ad as on eye opener and that 
proper lessons would be 4raWD at the Milli4iterial level from this ex-
I)ericnce so that the natiori's precious es e ~ are not frittered away 
on."ueh schemes to the gui'ie of meeting urgent/operational requirements 
o(the armed forces. ' 

NEW DEUO; 

~~~i ~ ~  3 ____ _ 
Choltra 16, 1905 (S) 

SATISH A A~WA  

Chairman 

Public Accounts Committte. 
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APPENDIX 

Coadusioas aDd RecommeadatioDS 

Ministry Conclusion/Rocommendation 
concerned 

3 4 

Defence As early as 1964 the Army Headquarters 
mooted a proposal for induction of heavier 10-
tonne vehicles for General Services role in the 
transpon ,companies of the Army Service Corps 
and for tractor role for towing of 20-toooe trailers 
as against 3-tonners then in use in forward areas. 
User trials carried out in 1967 indicated that 
though the 1O-tonne vehicle was suitable ~ 

employment as 'third line transpon' over metalled 
roads, it did not have the requisite cross country 
mobility to operate in forward areas. The pro-
posal was however justified on the ground that 
there were far too many lighter vehicles in the 
forward areas, which were targets to the enemy 
forces and it was necessary to reduce the number 
by rep facing them with higher carrying capacity 
vehicles. Moreover. raising of additional 3-
tonne pl<c\toons would have involved large in-
crease in manpower. The Army Headquarters 
e e ded~ A s  1968) to the Ministry the 
raising of 8 x 10 tonne platoons in order to make 
up the deficiency of 24 x 3 tonne platoons for 
. General Services role for reasons of cost effec-
tiveness and "assured availability of 200 x to 
tonne vehicles within a time frame of six months". 
In October I 968 the Ministry of Defence sanc-
tioned the raising of two lO-tonne transport 
companies to relieve proportionate number of 
3-tonne transport companies for employment. 
in forward areas. The raising of the first ~ 

~
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pany was to ~ completed duriog 1968·69 and 
that of thel'second company during 1969-70. 

2  1 .94 Defence Consequent to the provision reviews carried 
out by the Director of Ordnance Services at the 
Army Headquarters during 1969 and 1970, 680 
numbers (including 330 numbers for 2 new trans-
port companies) of lG-tonne vehicles were found 
deficient for General Services role. Accordingly, 
three indents  for procurement of the same were 
placed on D.G.S. & D. during May 1969-May 
1970. ' 

3  1 .95 -do-, The Committee find that raising of the second 
company was cancelled on 29 January 1976 as 
it came to be realized that the to-tonne vehicle 
was not suitable for deployment in forward aleBs 
during operations. Considering the fact that 
the user trials carried out in 1967 had clearly esta-
blished that the vehicle was not suitable for cross 
country operations, the Committee are of t1te 
view that the Ministry of Defence/Army Head-
quarters should have proceeded in the matter of" 
augmenting the fleet of these vehicles with utmost 
caution. The Defence Secretary iI,forrned the 
Committee in evidence that ·'they went on trying 
it in different areas. In the desert it was not 
found successful The area where this was not 
proving successful, was getting larger. Later on. 
based on the total roles discovered, I get a feeling 
that they decided that it was not a very successful 
vehicle and therefore. in 1976 they deciaed to 
Limit it to one transport company. It is obvious 
that the autborities did not care to Ie-assess; he 
utility of the vehicles at the time of the proviSIOn 
reviews of 1969 and 1970 or immediately there-
a ~  even while the field trials were consistently 
discouraging. That the decbion to cancel the 
order for raising the second company was taken 
after as many as 6 years. is a sad reflection on 
the working of the Army Headquaners. The 
Committee cannot but take a serious view of 
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this lapse on the part of the authorities since this 
resulted in considerable amount of infructuous 
expenditure as would be seen from the succeeding 
paragrapils. 

4 . J. 96 Defence tn order to meet the deficiencies of 10 tonne 
vehicles, two contracts were concluded with fiim 
'A' (Mis. Ashok Leyland, Madras) for supply 
of 230 (lO·tonne) chassis in January 1970 (modi-
fied in May 1970) and for 450 chassis in July 
1971, i.e. a total of 680 chassis, at a cost of Rs. 
11 .26 crores. Whet eas supplies against the first 
con1ract were completed by the firm by August 
1972, as many as three extensions had to be 
granted with regard to the. supply against the 
second contract. The supply was completed as 
late as vebIuary 1975. The extensions were 
granted to the finn for reasons like lock-out, 
labour dispute, power cut and approval of pilot 
sample. No liquidate", damages were levied on 
the firm as "it was decided to refix delivery period 
upto 28-2-1975 subject to no price increase after 
7-7-1974". It is not understood why approval 
ofItlot sample was needed at this stage when the 
firm\ baa already supplied a number of chassis 
against the first contract. Ihe Committee con-
sider that in these circumstances, the Ministry 
would have been well within their rights to cancel 
the order. It is regrettable that tItis was not 
done and an opportunity was lost to get rid of 
vehicles for which they had little use. 

5 1.97 Defence Three contracts tor fabrication of cabs 'and 
bodies on. 680 10-tonne chassis were concluded 
by the Department of Defence Supplies for 
130, 300 and 250 numbers in June 1970, August 
1971 and October 1971 on MIs. Globe Motors 
Workshop, Faridabad, MIs. Punj and Sam;, 
New Delhi (Firm B) and Mis. Jayanaod Khira, 
Bombay (Fitm C) at the per unit rate of 
Rs. 6,200 Rs. 9,530 ano Rs. 8,050, respectively. 
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The Committee regtet to Dote that despite the 
fact that the Army Headquarters had emphasized 
that "the requirement was of an operational 
nature and fabrication of bodies on at least 130 
chassis had to be completed by September 1971 

and bulk supplies commence immediately", the 
contracts were processed in a leisurely manner. 
The Committee find that the contract 011 Mis. 
Globe Motors Workshop, Faridabad for 130 
chassis had to be cancelled for its failure to effect 
the supplies. It is unfonunate that the authorities 
waited for three yearsio cancel the order on the 
firm for unsatisfactory performance. This needs 
looking into. 

6 1.98 Defence So far as firms 'B' and 'C are concerned, tJle 
Committee find that fabrication of cabs and· 
bodies was completed by them in November 
1975 and July 1977 respectively after they were 
given extensions repeatedly--6 in the case of 
fonner and 4 in that of the latter. Thus, exten-
sions were liberally granted. The Department 
did not also choose to levy liquidated damages 
for the delayed _ IfJPplies. This as~  of the 
matter needs to tt adequately explained.· 

7  1 .99 Defence Consequent on the failure of Mis. GJobe 
Motors Workshop, Ffridabad to execute the 
contract, another contract was placed all late as 
in J1ebruary 1975 on Free India Industries, Jul-
lundur (Firm '0') at a per unit rate of Rs. 10,250 
which was much higher than the rates allowed 
to finns 'B' ard ·C'. According to the Ministry 
of Defence, the work was awarded to the firm, 
as their offer was the lowest tlt that time, and the 

firm had earlier successfully completed fabri-
cation wOlk on one-tonners. The Committee 
regret to note that in spite of a specific prQvision 
for security deposit at the rate of 21 % of the 
contract value, the authorities chose not "to 

obtain the same from the firm despite the fact 

----------_ .. _._-------- --------_ ... _._-
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that they had a bad experience with Globe Motors.· 
The' Committee would like to know whether 
there was any provision in the contract with tne 
firm for getting the work done at the 1 isk: and 
cost of the finn in case of its failure to \:tfoct the 
supplies as per the tenns of the contract and if 
so. why it was not enforced. 

8 1 .100 Defence According to the contract. the firm was re-

_._.,---_. __ ._--

quired to start bulk supply at the rale of 15 num-
bers per month commenciag after 45 days of 
the grant of bulk prvduction clearance. The 
prototype submitted by the firm in August 1975 
was approved by the Director General of Inspec-
tion 'in October 1975 and consequently 30 chassis 
were issued in January 1976 to firm 'D' for fabri-
cation work. The Committee find that the firm 
miserably failed in the execution of the contract 
and not even a single built vehicle was delivered 
despite repeated extensions of time upto July 
1976. Even as late as 20 November 1976 it 
was noticed that cabs and bodies had been almost 
completed in case of only 3 vehicles. with certain 
modifications, partial work had been completed 
by the firm on 4 more venicles and no work had 
been done on balance 23 chassis. TheCommittee 
are surprised to find that despite the shocking 
report by the Inspector about the work, the autho-
rities did not cancel the contract immediately 
and take over all the 30 vehicles to get the work 
completed at the risk and expense of the fIrm as 
agreed to at tile meeting held with the represen-
tative of the firm on 12 July, 1976. The contract 
with firm 'D' was finally cancelled as Jate as Jan-
uary 1977. 'rhereaft-er, the authorities did not 
take over. the chassis immediately. This was 
done after another 9 months .. The Committee 
are not satisfied with the argument advanced 
by the Ministry for their failure to recover the 
chassis in January 1977 that "Board was to be 
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formed to go and see the conditions of the e i~ 

c1es and then to take over. That protess took 
some time". It is unfortunate that it took more 
than 8 months to set up a' Board of Officers for 
re-assessing the condition of the c1lassis and that 
these were finally taken over in September, 1977. 
Certain deficiencies and damages costing Rs. 
5,528 were assessed in respect of these chassis. 
No recovery could be effected. The firm even 
tampered with the pUot chassis kept with it. and 
'the authorities took no action against the firm 
for this grave violation of the terms of contract. 

9 1. ]01 Defence Strangely enough, despite the reported sad 
experience with the firm in the execution of the 
contract the authorities partla]Jy reinstated the 
order in September ]977 to enable .the firm to 
complete work on the remainin.,. 10 partly built 
chassis. As the firm failed to complete the rem-
stated order also, the Department was left with 
no other alternative but to cancel the order in 
June 1978. Again, the authorities failed to recover 

the IO partially built chassis from the firm imme-
diately after the reinstated order was. cancelled 
and allowed the chassis to deteriorate at the pre-
mises of the firm. Another Board of Officers 

convened to take over these chassis, reported in 
October 1979, that "all these chassis were lying 
in the open with a btrge number of fitment items 
missing". The chassis were finally taken over in 
Jiebruary 1980 with the help of civil police and 
. municipal authorities. The Committee view 

with grave coru.:ern the irresponsible 'behaviour 
of the authorities in this case. The Committee 
also regret to note that the authorities have not 
so far been able to recoverfrom the finn Rs. 0.48 
lakh onaccount of the cost of damages/deficien-
cies to these 10 c hass is, as assessed in June, 1980. 

10 1.102 Defence The Committee desire tha t a thorough enquiry 
should be instituted to go into the various acts of 

-------.-----.. ~  
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omission a nd commission particularly with regard 
to the following points:-

(i) whether proper procedures were ~ed 
in the selection of firms for fabrication of 
cabs and bodies; 

(ii) why the specific provision for security 
deposit at the rate of 2-1/2 % of the con-
tract value was bot enforced in case of 
firm '0'; 

(iii) why the order with firm 'D' was reinstated 
partially in September 1977 despite the 
fa ilure of the firm to execute the order as 
p;:r terms of the contract; and 

(iv) why the chassis were not recovered from 
firm '0' immediately after cancelling the 
order in 1anuary ) 977 and why the 10 
partly-built chassis were again not re-
covered from the firm in June J 978 when 
the partially reinstated order was also 
cancelled. 

11 ) .103 Defence The Committee would like the matter to be 
gone into by a team of senior offiCers and their 
findings together with the action [taken in 
pursuance thereof, reported to the ',Committee 
within six months. The Committee would also, 
like to be apprised of the steps taken to recover 
the cost of damages/deficiencies from the partners 
of firm '0', as the firm itself is reportedly not in 
existence now. 

12 ) .104 Defence As a direct consequence of the u j a i a i ~ 

pta nning in this case, a surplus of 183 J O-tonne 
vehicles (built vehic1es-66 and chassis-l17) 
was revealed in the provision review of October 
1976. In order to utilize thCf'e surplus vehicles 
somehow, these 'were issued to static units. 
training establishments and ordnance depots. The 
'Committee observe lhat; despite reservations on 

._-_._._-----,._. __ ... _--------
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the part of the representatives of Western and 
Northern Commands about the utility of the t 0-
tonne vehicles. it was decide<. to convert 3-tonne 
independent transport platoons into JO tonne 
platoons. An ndditional expenditure of Rs. 
8. 14 lakhs was sa j e~ on fabricating cabl; \I nd 
bodies ovel 44 out ()f 117 surplus chassis. An 
expenditure to the tune of Rs. 1.92 lalahs was 
incurred on their transpor1ation. 

Defence Of the balance 73 ~ssis  23 were ISf>.1.1eO to 
ordnance units for GS Role after fabrication of 
cabs and bodies thereon at an estimated cost of 
Rs. 18.500 per vehicle besides freight chmges 

of Rs. 0.60 lakhs. Modification/conversion of 
another 48 chassis into 'bulk petrokum lorries 
wasdecideduponinFebruary 1982. The Commi-
ttee are surprised to find that relevant drawings 
for these lorries have not yet been finalised and 
it is still not known as toexactJy when the 48 
cha9Sis meant to be utilised as bulk petJ'olc:um 
lorries would be pressed into service. 

14 1.106 Defence The Commitke view with grave concern that 
an expenditure of Rs. 2.27 crores incurred on) 17 
chllssis procured as early as 1974-75 remained 
absolutely unproductive for more than 5 years. 

15 1.lO7 Defence So far as induction of IO-tonne vehicles for 
.... tractor role (towing of trailers) is concerned, 

the Committee find that a provisicn review carried 
out in October) 971 revealed a deficiency of 462 

vehicles. According to the indent placed by 

the Oil"ector of Ordnance Services in'July 1972 on 
DO S&O for 400 number of ] O.tonne cha!>sis. 
these chassis were required to be supplied durin!;, 
) 973-74 and 1974-75 at the rate of 200 numbers 
per year and were to c.onform to a particular spe-
cification. The ,0 Committee are perturbed to 

:find that the revised sPecifications could be fina-
liled only in January 1974, i.e. after a ,delay of 
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about 1-1/2 years. It was only'in July 1975 that 
the DOS&D could conclude a contract with 
Firm 'N for 200 chassis and that too with exist-
in.g/specifications. The Committee are not 
convinced with the argument that "repetitive 
amendments to the specification were necessitattd 
by the changes brought about in the vehicle by 

the firm, viz. Mis. Ashok Leyland and the advice 
given by the Research and Development a i~ 

sat ion on various issue·s". The Committee' view 
with concern that the delay rcsultt:d in 3.n infruc-
tuous expenditure of Rs. 235.32 lakhs in the pro-_ 
curement of these 200 vehicles in so far as the 
.. chassis with/existing specification& were procured 
attherateofRs.2.451akhs (forl02chassis) and 
Ri. 2. 791akhs (for 98 chassis) per chassis aE,ainst 
the rate of Rs. 1.44 lakhs prevailing at the time, 
of placing an indent in July 1972. Had the auth-
orities been vigilant enough, this expenditure 
could be a voided. 

1.108 Defence The same lackadaisical approach is evident 
from tilt manner in which the work of fabrication 
of cabs a nd bodies over the 200 chassis was pro-
ceeded with. Whereas fabrication of cabs and 
bodies on JOO chassis was entrusted to a public 
sector undertaking which completed ! it in May 
1971, firm 'E' (Mis Jullundur Body . Builders, 
Delhi) to which fabrication I work: for another 100 
chassis was awarded in December 1975 miserably 
failed to execute the order as per . schedule. The 
firm could hardly complete IS out of 30 chassis 
fed to it within the extended date of delivery, 
viz. November 1977 and the order had to be 
short-closed at 15 nos. in ~ January 1978 and the 
rest IS were again ordered to the same firm in 
September 1978. The Departmenfs contention 
that "the firm being new in development of stores, 
they had to face technical problem" does not seem 
to be plausible that the selection of the firm was 

---------------------------------------------------------------------. 
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itself ~  The Committee desire that the 

matter may also be gone into by the team of offi-
cers as recommended earlier and on the ba sis of 

its finding steps should be taken with a view to 
obviating such Japses in the selection of firms in 
future. 

17 ~ 109 Defence The Committee further find that the work for 

Ifabrication of bodies on the balance ,0 chassis 
was· entrusted to firm 'F' (Mis. Pearey Lal & 
Sons. New Delhi) as late as May 1978 and was 
completed in April 1980. Thus, the expenditure 

on these 70 chassis remained unprodL:ctive for 
nearly two years. 

18 . 1. 110 Defence As for the' rcquirt:ment of bal<lncc qnlnti1y 

of ~  chassis, the: Committee find that tl:e order 
was cancelled in August 1979 keeping in vicw the 
observations made by the Engineer-in-Chief 

(July 1979) to the effect that the vehicle was not 
suitable for tractor role due to its poor cross 

country performance in the desert ar..d riverine/ 

canal-based terrain and ~ \ d not be l'l>cd in 
jthis role. 

19 1.111 Defence )The Committee thus observe that 31 c-10 tonne 
vehicles :of which 183 were procured for 
"General service role and ] 27 fer tractor role at 

a cost of Rs. 700 lakhs ~a e become surplus to 

requirements and are being used for purposes 

other than for which they were procured just to 
utilise them somehow. fn addition, expenditure 

t.O the tune of Rs. 2.52 lakhs incuned on freight 

charges for. baclcloading 67 chassis has become 

infructuous. The Committee are, therefore, 

led to the conclusion that the decision to go in 
for large scale acquisition of IO·tonne vehicles 

in the face of adverse reports from the field as to 

their utility in an operational environment, was 
totally ilJ-conccivtd. It is highly repcttv.ble that 
slIch carelessness :.hould be shown in planning 

-----... _._---_._-------
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the replacement of equipment for Defence e~ 

when Parliament is quite generous in granting 
funds for Defence expenditure. The Committee 
trust that this case would act as an eye· opener and 
that proper lessons would be drawn at the Minis-
teriallevel from this experience sothat the nation's 
precious resotlrces are not frittered ~ a  on &t.:(;h 
, !>Cherne! in the guise of meeting urgent/operational 
re.quirements of the armed forces . 

.. ---......... ~ ~ 

MOIPRRND-2 ~  



" "'.: > ~~ i~ ..••. ,. i ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  '': ~ i~ ~ ~  
~~\  \ ~ ~ .. :,,< ,. '.< ;.;.;:. .>-" "»" 

:;. ~~ ~  

~ ~~ ~~C ~ ~  i: ,;,/.\:, .. ,.:.'-.:. ~ 

::.\ 

",".;, .. :' 
.'. . ., . 

•• I,. ~  ~~ ~ •. ~~ ~~ ~ ~ .. ~ . .,.;. ... ' 


	0001
	0002
	0003
	0005
	0007
	0009
	0010
	0011
	0012
	0013
	0014
	0015
	0016
	0017
	0018
	0019
	0020
	0021
	0022
	0023
	0024
	0025
	0026
	0027
	0028
	0029
	0030
	0031
	0032
	0033
	0034
	0035
	0036
	0037
	0038
	0039
	0040
	0041
	0042
	0043
	0044
	0045
	0046
	0047
	0048
	0049
	0050
	0051
	0052
	0053
	0054
	0055
	0056
	0057
	0058
	0059
	0060
	0061
	0062
	0063
	0065
	0066

