
Lee. 0 ( c.P.L ) No. ~a 

COMMI'I'I'EE . 
ON ~. 

PAPERS LAID ON THE TABLE 
. (.1977~78 ) 

(SIXTH LOK SABHA) 

TlURD REPORT 

1/ 

LOK SA,BA SBCRBTARIA'! 
NBW DBLHI 



CDKRI GO I>JDA 
10 

1HIRD REPORT OF CDMnIT1EE ON PAPERS 
LAID ON THE TABLE 

( Presented ,n 14-4-1978) 

Page para Line For ~ 

18 2.24 13 reasons for at that time, 
rot laying the statement 
the reports should be 1 aid 
and if the on the Table 
House was rot wi thi n seve n 
in session 

20 (iv) 4 Ministry Mi ni ster 
8 the report the se repo rt s 

21 2.37 5 question que stions 

37 (iv) 11 the report the se reports 



CONTENTS 

~"POsrrrOlf OP TBI COInlt1"nE 

IlITJU)Ducnoll 

-OR"'"" I 

eRA-PT ... II 

t. 

II. 

III. 

IV. 

v. 

D :Iay in layin! Annual Accouna and Audit Repora thereon of 
Major Port Trusa . . . . . . • • 

Dday in laying Annual Repora fOl' the ye .. 1 g74"'75 and 197'-76 
of the Indian Telephone Industria Limited, BapIore and 
Hindustan Teleprinten Limited, Madru. 

ApPINDICBS 

Statement Ihowiag the date-wile positioD of the Annual Accoun a 
and Audit Repora of Major Port Trusa for the year 1972-73 
at various .tages 

Statement Ihowiag the date-wile position of the Annual Ac:eountl 
and Audit ReporaofMajor Port Trusa for the year 1973-7. at 
various -rase' . 

Statement showiq the date-wile position of the Annual Accouna 
and Audit Repora of Major Port Trusa for the year 1974-75 
at various stages 

Letter No. PGA-8/77, dated the 30th March, 1977 regardins 
reviled time schedUle for fiIlalisation of Audit Reportl and 
AccouDtI of the Major Port Trusa . 

Sl1l1l~l\ry of Recommendations/Oblervationa contained in the 
Report 

(i; 

(iii) 

(v) 

II 

13 

14 

lI5 



COMPOSITION OF THE COMMITTEE ON PAPERS LAID ON 
THE TABLE 

(1977-78) 

Soo Kanwar La! Gupta-ChainnaR. 

MEMBERS 
2. Shri S. R. A. S. Appalanaidu 
3. Shrimati Chandravati 
4. Shri Sudhir Ghosal 
5. Shri L. L. Kapoor 
6. Shri Harishankar Mahale 
7. Shri Mangal Deo 
8. Shri Laxmi Narayan N ayak 
9. Shri Sivaji Patnaik 

10. Shri Janardhana Poojary 
11. Shri K. Ramamurthy 
12. Shri Ramachandra Rath 
13. Shri Ebrahim Sulaiman Sait 
14. Shri Shankersinhji Vaghela 

*15. Shri Faquir Ali Ansari 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri K. K. Saxena-Chief Examiner of Bills and Resolu-
tions. 

Shri N. N. Mehra-Senior Table OtJicer. 

·Nommated w.e.1. 20-2-1978 t1ice C;hri Z.illlqulIrulla resigned from the 
Committee. 

(iii) 



INTRODUCTION 

I, the Chairman of the Committee on Papers laid on the Table 
of the House, having been authorised by the Committee to present 
the Report on their behalf, present this their Third Report. 

2. On examination of certain papers laid during the Fifteenth. 
Sixteenth and Seventeenth Sessions (Fifth Lok Sabha) and First, 
Second and Fourth Sessions (Sixth Lok Sabha) the Committee 
have come to certain conclusions in regard to delay in laying of 
(i) Anlnual Accounts and Audit Reports thereon of Major Port 
Trusts and (ti) Annual Repbrts of the Indian Telephone Industries 
Limited, Bangalore and Hindustan Teleprinters Limited, Madras. 

3. On the 5th October, 1977, the Committee took evidence of the 
representatives of the Ministry of Communications regarding delay 
in laying of Annual Reports of the Indian Telephone Industries 
Limited, Bangalore and Hindustan Teleprinters Limited, Madras. 

4. The Committee wish to express their thanks to the MiniStry 
of Communications for furnishing information desired by the 
Committee. 

5. The Committee considered and adopted this Report at their 
sitting held on the 28th March, 1978. 

6. A statement giving summary of recommendationslobservatioDs 
of the Committee is appended to the Report (Appendix-V). 

NEW DELHI; 
April 5, 1978 
Chaitra 15, 1900 (Saka) 

(v) 

KANWAR LAL GUPT~ 
Chairman, 

Committee on Paper, laid 
on the T4re. 



CHAPTER I 

~DELAY IN LAYING ANNUAL ACCOUNTS AND AUDIT 
REPORTS THEREON OF MAJOR PORT TRUSTS 

The Annual Accounts and Audit Reports thereon in respect of 
Major Port Trusts of Paradip, Kancila and Visakhapatnam for 
1973-74 were laid on the Table of Lok Sabha on 8 January, 1976 
under Section 103(2) of the Major Port Trusts Act, 1963 which 
reads as under: 

"The Central Government shall cause every audit report to 
be laid for not less than thirty days before each House 
of Parliament as soon as may be after such report is 
received by that Government." 

No statement explaining the reasons for delay in laying the Audit 
Reports was laid On the Table. 

1.2. When the Reports were being laid on the Table of Lok 
Sabha, a Member raised an objection to the delay in laying of the 
Reports relating to 1973-74 in 1976. ., 

1.3. On being asked' to intimate the reasons -for delay in laying 
'the above Repotts, the Ministry of Shipping and Transport in their 
-communication dated 8 July, 1976 explained the reasons as under: 

".As per normal scliedule, the Ports under reference were 
reqttired to submit Annual Accounts for 1973-74 to Audit 
by 30-6-1974. silnilarly, the Reports from tlte Audit 
were also required to be submitted to the M~nistt')',. by 
31-12-1974 ... _ ..... {taradip, VUiakhapatnam ,and Kandla 
Port Trusts submitted their Aru\ual AccountJ n973~14), 
to AUdit on 1-1G-74, 2-7-14 and le:.7-74, respec~vely! While 
there was no delay 41 respect of Visakhapatllam, . there 
was a minor delay of about 16 days in regard to Kandla 
Port Trust. There was, however, a delay of three mollths 
bY the Paradfp Port Trust. Paradip Port Trust _ informed 
that the delay-' was' due to the deployment of staff ~r ,tlie 
election duties (1974 Election) and delav in receipt of 
prtn~ ledgers from the presses for more than six months. 
Kandla Port Trust also explained that the delay was 
mainly due to certain discrepancies noticed on ftnal bal-
&Dee drawn before cloaing the aceounts and consequential 
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correction required therefor ..... " The reports from: 
the audit in respect of the above Port Trusts were-
received in the Ministry only during the middle of 197!)-
and requisite copies of both Hindi and English versions 
of Reports from the concerned Ports were received 
during July to September, 1975. As there was no session 
thereafter, the reports were accordingly laid en the Table 
of the House in January, 1976." 

1.4. So far as the delay in receiving the Audit Reports is con-
cerned', the Ministry have furnished the following l'emarks of. 
C.&AG.:-

" ...... the accounts for 1973-74 for Kandla Port Trust were 
received with minor delay. 

Paradip Port Trust delayed the submission of the initial 
accounts by three months and Visakhapatnam Port Trust, 
though it submitted the initial accounts on the due date, 
it had to revise the same and this delayed tlie submission. 
by three months. 

Thereafter, time was taken in obtaining clarifications in 
regard to audit and in making necessary verifications in· 
response to audit queries. Hindi translation or the-
accounts also took some time. Every effort is being made 
to enSUre that such delays are avoided in future." 

U. In order to know the extent of delay in laying the Audit 
Reports in respect of aU the Major Port Trusts for 19T.l-73, 1973-74 
and 1974-75, the Ministry were asked to furni&h requisite iDforma-
tion in regard thereto. Three statements showing the date-wise 
position of Audit Reports of Major Port Trusts for the years 1972-73, 
1973~74 and 1974-75 (prepared on the basis of information supplied 
by the Ministry and the information gathered from Lok Sabha 
Bulletin Part-l dated 6-4-77) are at Appendix I, Appendix II and 
AJ)'pe~dix III respectively. These statements $how that while the 
accounts have been submitted by various Port Truata for audit 
more or less by due date i.e. 30th June every year, there has been 
a major delay of about 11 months in 1972-73, 5 montba delay in 
19'73-74 and 1-112 months delay in 1974-'15 m c~ of Cochin Port 
Trust. As regards Paradip Port Trust there baa- been a delay I)f 3 
mOllths in 1973-74 and of 2 months in lWl4-75. ' 

. I· •.. L 

Delay in submission of accounts of Kandla Port.Tru.t for the-
year 19?'3-74 came to 16 days only. ' 
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1.6. Reasons for delay in submission of Accounts of Cochin Port 
Trust for 1972-73 mentioned in the statement laid on the Table on 
2-11-1976 are: -

"The revised accounting system was introduCed in the Port 
from 1969 onwards. There was considerable resistance 
from the staff to this new system. During August. 1971 
the services of an officer from the Accountant General'& 
office were obtained for training up the staff in accounting 
procedures. But the staff went on agitation on the induc-
tion of the new officer and ultimately the Administration 
had conceded the demand of the Port staff and the 
officer was sent back to his parent organisation in Decem-
ber, 1971. During the short period, the officer could not 
do anything practically to train the staff. The grave 
atmosphere of indiscipline which grew along with this~ 

gained momlmtum and assumed a dangerou!lly serious 
shape by the end of December. 1972. The Port sta1f 
struck work for 44 days from January, 1973 to February, 
1973. The strike was settled at the level of Government. 
Discipline was at a low ebb from this period. The Dock 
labourers again went' on strike in February, 1974 on 
certain demands. However the strike was settled ami-
cably ~thout the Administration surrendering to the 
unreasonable stand of the staff. Only after this the tide 
was turned and the Port could concentrate on t:he clear-
ance of arrears accumulated by then." 

1.7. On perusal of the statements regarding reasons for delay in 
laying Audit Reports of Cochin Port Trust for the yeSTS 1973-74 and 
1974-75 laid on the Table of Lok Sabha on 6-4-1977 the Committee 
observed that in both cases reasons assigned to the delay are identf. 
cal to those given in respect of the Report for 1972-'13. 

1.8. In the case of Paradip Port Trust delay of 3 months in sub-
mission of Annual Accounts for 1973-74 has been attributed to the 
deployment of staff for the election duties (1974 Election) and dela~ 
in receipt of printed ledgers from the Presses for more than £lb. 
months. As regards the delay of 2 months in case of Report for 
1974-75 the poaition stated in the-statement showing reasons for 
delay is: .. 

"Even though the Accounts were ready 8nd unauthenticated 
copies were furnished to Audit in time, there W:lS deJ3y 
of ODe month and 20 days in furnishing the autbentiented 
copy of the Aceotmts by the Port Trust to the Accountant 
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General, Orissa after getting the approval of the Board 
of Trustees 01 the Port." 

1.9. The Committee noted that according to internal arrangement 
'between C.&AG. and the Ministry, prescribed time for completion 
.of audit and submission of Audit Report to the Government w;;s f) 
months and accordingly the due date for receipt cf Audit Ueport hy 
Government was 31st December every year. However, there was 
delay of 10 to 18 months in receipt of Audit Reports irON thp AuJil 
for the period 1972-73 to 1974-75 in case of Cochin Port Trust. In 
"other cases, the actual delay in receipt of Audit Report ranged from 
2 to 5 months in the case of reports for 1972-73, 3 to 9 months in the 
case of reports for 1973-74 and 3 to 8 months in the case of reports 
for 1974-75. Again, an additional time of H months (cn an aver-
age) was taken by the Audit in supp'lying the Hindi version of the 
Audit Reports. So far as printing of English and Hindi version of 
Audit Reports is concerned the Port Trusts took, on an average, 2 
to 3 months for the purpose. However, in 1972-73, 7 months were 
taken in case of Audit Reports of Kandla Port Trust and in 1973-74 
more than 5 months were taken in case of Audit Report o[ Cl!ICl1tta 
Port Trust. 

1.10. At their sitting held on 31st December, 1976 the Committee 
'noted that the major reason for delay in laying the Audit Repmts 
had been the delay on the part of Audit. The Committee. thcre[cre, 
(:uggested that the Ministry of Shipping and Transport Should take 
necessary steps to ensure that such delays were avoided in future 

'and that the Ministry 0' Finance might be requested to suggest 
wa.yS and means to avoid ~elay in Audit. 

r1.l1. When asked to explain the reasons for delay on the part of 
Audit in complet:lDg the Audit Report within the stipulated period, 
the Ministry ofSBlpJring' and Transport intimated: 

........ it has" been' observed that while majority of the Polts 
had submltted their initial accounts to the Audit witbill 
time spet:tfted for this purpoSe, delays took' place after' 
preliminary audit observatrons. CorretlmOndence' betwi!eri . 
the Audit on the one hand and Ports" on th ~ other" was' 
necessary for Audit to obtain clariftcations an~~ ports to 
furnish them to the satisfaction of Audit." 

1.12. On being' asked to suggest ways and means to cut down 
delay in auditing of accounts and laying befor~ Parliament Audit 
fteports of the Port Trusts in" time. the MlniStrv of Shlppir.:! and 

"Transport, in cOhS\tltatioc wHb the Com<pttOller aIu1 Auc!ftor General 
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of India, revised their earlier time schedule and rtdvised lhl! Chair-
men of all the, Major Port Trusts vide their circular No. PGA-8/77 
dated the 30th March, 1977 (Appendi~-IV) to strictly foaow the 
time schedule laid down by the Committee in re~pect o~ laying on 
the Table the accounts for the year 1976-77 and 'nward<; 

1.13. According to the revised time schedule, the Accountant 
General would receive the approved accounts from the Ports by 
Wh June every year and during the next 5i months ali necessary 
formalities would be gone through and requisite number of printed 
copies of the Audit Report and Accounts made availa;,l l! t.1 the 
Ministry by 15th De::-ember every year sO as to enable them to lay 
the reports before Parliament in time. 

1.14. The Audit Reports of all the major Port Trusts :el the year 
1975-76 were laid on the Table of Lok Sabha on the 6th Ap'Iil, 1977. 

1.15. The Committee noted that the Audit Reports of the Port 
Trusts for the year 1976-77 had not been laid before Parliament till 
the end of 1977 by which time these Reports were required to be 
laid as per recommendation of the Conurlittee contained ;'1 p:\r3 1.16 
d the First Report (Fifth Lok Sabha). The reports of !JlornJup,ao, 
Bombay and Madras Port Trusts were laid on the Table on 1-3-1978 
i.e. qfter a delay of about 2 months. The Audit Report of Visakha-
patnam Port 'trust was laid on the Table of Lok Sabha (In 15-3-11;78 
and of Kandla and· PaI'adip Port Trusts on 22-3-1978, again after a 
period of about 3 months of the prescribed period of 9 months of 
laying of the Reports. 

Aaaual Beporie 

1.16:' As regards' AtUiual Reports of the Port Trusts, there is no 
lItetutory piovision . in' t~'Major Port Trusts Act, 1963 for prf'pnra-
tion and',la)iing of sueb Reports before. Parliament. Hllw;-vcr.-
Annual Administratioll Reports of Port Trusts are submltte 1 to the 
'CeIitnd Goveminent every year under Section 106 of the Mt. 
·SeCtion 106 of th~ MajOr 'Port TrUsts Act la,s down: 

"106. AS soon as may be after tbe first day of April in every 
year and not later than such date as n.ay be ftxecl in this' 
behalf by the Central Government, every ~ard shnU 
submit to the Central Government a ,detailed report ot 
tbe .. Administration of the port c:luring the' precediJlt year 
eading .. o~..t.be thirty,.first day"Ol March, in such tom: :11 
the Central Government may direct." 

'!'he last date fixed. by. the Govemment for rubmiliSion of.theAnnual 
A~mjDjstration:Jleport to the- Central Government. is 31st ()ct(\ber, 
'following the _ of the financial year to wtlich·the l'eport"relales. 
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According to the form prescribed by the Government, the Annual 
Administration Reports should comprise of the following parts:-

Part I-Descriptive, covering Porf operation, Shipping. 
Financial position and Labour Welfare and Industrial-
Relations. 

Part II--dealing with Statistics other than Accounts. 
Part III--dealing with accounts. 

The Annual Administration Reports for 1975-76 for all the 8 Port 
Trusts were received in the Ministry in October \ November, WIG. 
After the receipt thereof a 'review' of each Report was prepar",rl i:l 
the Ministry and submitted to the Minister for information. Tht:se 
reports were not laid on the Table of the House. 

1.17. The Committee are concerned to note tbat in spite of a 
time scbedule laid down by tbe Ministry for submission of Annual 
Accounts by tbe Port Trusts to tJte Audit and submission of Audit 
Report by tbe Audit to Government, tbe Audit Reports in respect. 
of aU tbe Port Trusts for the years 1972-73, 1973-74 and 1974--
75 were laid on tbe Table after considerable delay. The Audit 
Reports for 1972-73 of all tbe major Port Trusts were laid before-
Parliament after a lapse of 12 to 41 months of the close of tbe ac-
counting year and the Audit Reports for 1973-74 after 13 to 35 
months of tbe dOlie of the accounting yeu. Similarly, in the case 
of the Audit Reports for 1174-75 the time taken in laying the 
Bame before Parliament ranges from 14 to Z4 months after the close 
of the accounting year. 

1.18. The Committee are not CODvinced with the reasons advanced< 
by the Ministry for tbe delay in laying the AU4lit Report of Cochla 
Port Trust for the year It7!-n. The Committee are of the view 
that the first strike in the Cochin Port Trust being over in January-
Febmlary, 1973. the Port Trust authorities got full ODe year till 
February, 1974, when the Dock labourers went on strike once again, 
and tbe interveninK period was sulicient to eemplete the IlCC01IDts 
and to submit the same to the Audit, whereas the Port Trust eoulll' 
send the accounts In May, l.974 only. The Committee are surprised 
that the reasons given for delay In respect of the Audit Reports for 
1973-74 and 1974-75 are identical to those given in tbe case of 1972-73. 
Although tbe second strike of Dock labourers was called oft in tbe 
early months of 1974 yet tbe time schedule laid down for completing 
tbe accounts was not adbered to in respect of the Reports for 1973-7(, 
and 1974-75. 

I.U. 'l'he Committee also note that the prescribed time for audi-
ting of accounts and sul!mlssion of Audit Reports for 1$7!-73, 1173-

14 ad 11T4-75 to the Government was 6 months but the AucHt 
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~UJd not adhere to that time schedule. The Committee, after 
perusing the delay statements laid along with the Audit Reports 
before Parliament, feel that the time taken by the Audit could be 
reduced, if the ac:counts were prepared carefully leaving no scope 
for queries by the Audit. It is of no use if accounts are prepared 
within the time specified therefor and haaded over to the Audit 
without ensuring that the accounts are complete in every respect. 
'The Committee are, therefore, of the opinion that the Mmistry 
should impress l'POn all the Major Port Trusts to ensure th.t their 
llCCOunts are submitted to the Audit not only in time but also com. 
plete in every respect. Thereafter if, for any reason, a query is 
made by the Audit that should be attended to and resolved care-
lully and with prompti9ide. Where feasible clarifications sought 
by the Audit may be given at a meeting of the officers conducting 
the audit and the accounts officers of the Port Trust and all points 
settled thereat after discussion instead of entering into long and 
.protracted correspondence. 

I.ZO. The Committee are happy to note that the Audit Reports 
'of all the Major Port TrUsts for the year 1975-76 which were laid 
'on 6-4-1977 were in time. Since Parliament was not in ses!lion dur· 
ing the month of December, 1976 when the Reports were required 
to be laid, the Reports could only be laid in the next session of 
Lok Sabha held from 23·3·1977 to 7-4-1977. 

1.21. As regards the Audit Reports for 1976-77 which have not 
been laid before Parliament within nine months of the close of 
the accounting year i.e. by 31st December, 1977, the Committee feel 
that the instructions issued by the Ministry to the Major Port TrU!lts 
vide their Circular dated 30·3·1977 and the recommendation made 
by the Committee in this regard have not been followed. The 
Committee are of the view that in case the cf~lies of the Audit Re-
ports of Port Trusts are not forthcoming within the time prescribed 
for the purpose, the Ministry should promptly take up the qUeStion 
of delay with the Port Trusts to find out where the delay was and 
"luggest measures to expedite the finalisation or printing ete. of the 
Reports. 

1.22. The Committee need hardly streSs that the Annual Ac-
counts and Audit Reports thereon in respect of Port Trusts wherein 
huge investments have been made by Government should be laid 
before Parliament in time so that Parliament may be apprised of 
their actual working from year to year. Such bel "ted action in 
laying these accounts defeates the very purpose of giving a true 
picture to Parliament of their activities and working and also pre-
vents Parliament from suggesting corrective action in time where 
n~sary. 
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1.%3. The (»mmittee, therefore, ftitel'lllte their earlier reeom-
meDdation made in para 1.16 of the Fint Report (Fifth Lok Sabha) 
that after the close of the accoUDting year aU the Major Port Trusts 
should also complete their accounts within a period of 3 months and 
make them available for auditing. Auditing of accounts and fur-
niBhing replies to audit objections, if any, and also translation and 
printing of Reports should be completed within the next six months 
so that the Reports and audited accounts are laid before Parliament 
within nine months, after the close of the accounting year. U for 
any reason the report and audited accounts cannot be laid within 
the stipulated period of nine months, the concerned Ministry should 
lay within 30 days of the expiry of the prescribed period 
or as IOOIl as the HOUle meets, wldehever is later, a state-
ment explaining the reasons why the report and accounts could 
not be laid within the stipulated period. 

1.24. The Committee find that additional time taken by the Audit 
for supply of Hindi version of the Audit Report as also the delay on 
the part of Port Trasts in getting the Reports printed, both the 
EngliBh and Hindi versions, further adds to the delay in laying the 
Reports before Parliament. The Committee would like to impress 
upon the Ministry to ensure compliance with their recommenda-
tions made in the First Report (Fifth Lok Sabha) vide paras 2.17 
and 2.18 that the Hindi version of Reports and Accounts sbould be 
prepared concurrently with the English version thereof in order that 
both the versions can be laid on the Table simultaneously. To 
achieve that end action should be taken in advance to settle the 
rates etc. with the printing presses so that such negotiations at the 
eleventh hour are avoi4ed. 

1.25. The Committee also re-emphasise their recommendation 
contained in para 2.15 of First Report (Fifth Lok Sabha) which lays 
down that ordinarily both the English and Hindi versious of Reports 
should be laid on the Table simultaneously. However, in exc.eptional 
cases, where it is not possible to lay both the versions simultaneoUSly 
Ministry while laying ODe version should invariably lay a statement 
explaining the reasons for not laying the other version. In SUch 
cases the other version should he laid on the Table either in the 
same Session or at the most by the end of the next session. 

1.28. The Committee note that the Annual Reports of the Port 
Trusts are not laid before Parliament. The Committee also note 
that Section 108 of the Major Port Trusts Act, L973, provides for 
submission of detailed report of admiDistration of the Ports to the 
Central Government every year. The last date for submission of 
Annual Administration Reports to the Government is 31st October, 
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every year and thereafter a 'Review' of each Report is prepared 
and submitted to the Minister for his information. These Reports 
are not laid before Parliament. 

1.27. The Public Accounts Committee in paragraph 18 of their 
18th Report (1958·59) had recommended as under.-

"In Committee's opinion, Parliament is not fully informed 
of the working of these autonomous Boards. Since large 
sums of money are voted by Parliament for payment to 
these Boards as grants-in-aid it is only proper that Parlia-
ment and the Public Accounts Committee shOUld be ap-
rl'i§ed of their activities. The Committee desire that the 
.Almual Reports on the working of the autonomous Boards 
viz., Silk Board, etc. should be placed befOre Parliament. 
They also recommend that the C.&A.G. who is respon-
sible for their audit should in addition to the normal ex-
penditure audit undertake an achievement audit of these 
organisations indicating inter alia their original targets 
and achievement." 

1.28. The Committee on Papers laid on the Table had also recom-
mended in para 1.14 of their First Report (Fifth Lok Sabha) and 
para 1.12 of their Second Report (Sixth Lok Sabha) respectively as 
folIow:-

"1.14. The Committee need hardly stress that the Annual Re-
port and Accounts of Autonomous bodies like Indian 
Museum, Calcutta receiving grants from Government 
should be laid before Parliament in time so tbat Parlia-
ment may be apprised of their actual working from year 
to year. SUch belated action in laying these Reports and 
Accounts defeats the very purpose of giving a true 
picture to Parliament of their activities and working and 
also disables Parliament from sugpsting timely correc-
tive action where necessary." 

"1.12. ....... all Statutory/Autonomous organisations, Public 
Undertakings, Corporations, Joint ventures, Societies etc., 
wbicb are financed out of funds drawn from the Conso-
lidated Fund of India, after being voted by tbe Parlia-
ment in the form of shares subsidies, grants-in-aid etc.,. 
either wholly or partly should lay their Annual Reports I 
Audit Reports (both English and Hindi versions) befOl'e 
both Houses of Parliament irrespective of the fact whether-
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the Statutes, Rules or Regulations of such organisatioDs 
provide therefor or not and whether they are registered 
under the Companies Act, 1956 or not." 

1.21. The Committee are therefore of the opinion that the Annual 
Administration Reports- which apart from dealing with accounts, 
cover many other important activities like Port operations, shipping, 
financial position, labour welfare and industrial relations etc. of the 
Port Trusts, should be laid before Parliament along with 'Review' 
thereof in addition to the laying of the Audit Reports so that Parlia-
ment may have the complete picture of the functioning and activi-
ties of the Port Trusts. The Committee trust that the Ministry will 
take necessary steps in this regard. 



CBAPl'BR D 
DELAY IN LAYING ANNUAL REPORTS FOR THE YEARS 197f-
75 AND 1975-76 OF THE INDIAN TELEPHONE INDUSTRIES 

LIMITED, BANGALORE AND HINDUSTAN TELEPRINTERS 
LIMITED, MADRAS. 

The Annual Reports of the Indian Telephone Industries Ltd. and 
the Hindustan Teleprinters Ltd.. for the years 197f-75 and 1975-76 
together with the statements giving reasons for delay were laid on 
the Table of Lok Sabha on the 23rd June, 1977 under Section 6l9A (1) 
of the Companies Act, 1956 which reads as under:-

"619A(1) Where the Central Government is a member of a 
Government Company, the Central Government shall 
cause an annual report on the working and affairs of that 
companY'to be-

<a) prepared within three months of its annual general meet-
ing before whieh the audit report is plaeed under SU"b-
section (5) of section 619; and 

(b) as 900n as may be after such preparation, laid before both 
Houses of Parliament together with a copy of the audit 
report and any comments upon, or supplement to the 
audit report, made by the Comptroller and Auditor-Gene-
ra.l of India." 

2.2. While the Annual Reports were being laid on the Table of 
the House on 23rd June, 19'17, Shri Vayalar Ravl, M. P., raised an 
objection regaMing delay in laying of the Reports. Thereupon the 
Speoaker obeerved inter alia as follows: 

" .... These things will l:ertainly be referred to the Committee 
" 

2.3. In the statements laid on the Table giving reasons for :ieJay 
in laying the above-mentioned Reports, the Ministry of Communi-
eatioM have stated: 

(i) Annual Report JOT 1974-7S: 

"This Ministry had been laying Annual Reports of the 
public enterprises under the control of this Ministry 
before both Houses of Parliament both in English and 

11 
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Hindi versions simultaneously. Hitheto, these under-
takings had been sending English versions of their 
Annual Report to thiS Ministry for translation. After 
Hindi translation of tbe reports, the reports were got 
printed by the concerned public enterprises. 

Printed Hindi versions of the AnilUal Reports of 
Indian Telephone Industries Ltd., BangalorelHindustan 
Teleprinters Ltd., Madras were received in this Ministry 
during the second half of 1976. After the receipt of the 
Hindi version of the Report (English version of the Report 
was received earlier), there was a short session of Parlia-
ment in November, 1976 which was devoted to the consi-
deration of the Constitution's 4200 Amendment Bill. There 
was another short session of the new Lok Sabha and the 
Rajya Sabha in March, 1977. 

Commencing from the year 1975-76,- th~,public under-
takings under the control of this Ministry have made 
their own arrangements fM translation of their Annual 
~ in Hindi to avoid delay in placing the reports in 
Parlia1m!nt. The Reports for 1975-'76 . are also being 
placed on the Table of both the Houses." 

(it) Annual Report for 1975-76: 

"This Ministry had been laying the Annual. Reports of 
the public enterprises under the .control of this Ministry 
before both Hou!les ('If Parliament both in English and 
Hindi versions \ simultaneously. The printed Hindi 
versions of the Ari~ual Reports of the two Companies for 
1975-76 were received in thi" Ministrv durin/learly 1977. 
As there was only a v.ery short and bUSy session of Lok 
Sabha and Raj:va Sabh"l in March. 1977, these reports 
could n~t be pbced on the tables of the two Houses during 
that session. 

Instructions have been is!lued to both ITI and HTL to 
ensure that both the Hindi and English versions of the 
Annual Reporb; for the vear 1976-77 onwards should be 
sent to this Minic;trv sufficiently in tiP"le so that these 
are placecl rn tl-te Tables of th~ two Houses of Parliament. 
within a period. of nine months from clOSe of the financial 
year." 

2.4. The Committee considered at their sittin£! he~d on the 1st 
September. 1977 the e'CnhTl"ltinn 'liv!"n bv the Ministrv of Communi-
cations. The Committee felt that the reasons advanced bv th .. 
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Ministry for delay in laying the Reports were not satisfactory. The 
Committee, therefore, invited the representatives of the Ministry to 
place before the Committee on 5th October, 1977 the facts which 
led to delay in laying the reports. 

2.5. On being asked during evidence the date on which the 
Annual Reports for 1974-75 and 1975-76 of the Indian Telephone 
Industries Limited and Hindustan Teleprinters Limited were 
required to be laid t~ representative of the Ministry of Communi-
cations stated that guidelines laid down by the Committee in the 
matter were received by them in May, 1976 according to which the 
Reports were to be laid witnin nine months of the close of the 
financial year i.e. by the 31st December, 1976. The witness further 
stated that as provided under the Companies Act, 1956 the Annual 
General Meetings of these two companies were held within six 
months of the close of the financial year and at these sittings the 
reports were approved. 

2.6. When asked about the action taken thereafter, the witness 
stated that printed copies of EngHsh version of the Report of Indian 
Telephone Industries Limited for 1974-75 were received by the 
Ministry on 1-11-75 i.e., within two months. The practice followed 
by the Ministry was to lay both Hindi and English versions 
together. Typed copy of Hindi version was received for scrutiny 
,>n 19-12-75 and the Ministry took about six months in vetting that 
~eport. In between two reminders were received from the Indian 
Telephone Industries Limited but no reply was sent to the under-
taking; only the Hindi Section of the Ministry was reminded. When 
asked whether English and Hindi Reports were not prepared 
Simultaneously, the witness repl;f'd in the negative and added that 
the Hindi vet'Sion was prep3rej onlv for laying before Parliament. 
The witness further stat~rl that at the time of issuing notice for the 
annual general meeting of either company, only cyclostyled report 
was circulated. 

2.7. In reply to a question about the date of receipt of the Second 
Report of Committee on Papers !~id on the Table (Fifth Lok Sabha) 
and the time taken for its circulation to the concerned undertakings, 
~he witness informed the Committee that the Report was received 
':in 18-5-1976 and was circulated rn 19-6-1976, with detailed instruc-
tions. 

2.8. On being asked about the machinery set up or any officer 
~oPOinted by the Ministry to putsue this m.,tter. the witness stated 
that every month delay ca!;es were reviewed. C2.ses which were 
delayet! f~r more than one mooth were shown as pending cases. 
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. 2.9. In a written note fumiabed on 19th Odober, 1977 giving 

information about the number of monthly pending cases dUring 
June-November, 1976, the Ministry have stated: 

"The cases relating to the placing of Atmual Reports of Indian 
Telephone Industries and Hindustan Teleprinters Limited 
before Parliament were not included in the statements of 
monthly pending cases from June-November, 19'16 due 
to oversight which is regretted." 

2.10. When asked about the officer responsible for delay, the 
witness stated:-

"The responsibility is that of the Section Officer because in 
his Section a particular thing is being delayed. "nte 
procedure is that every month a report relating to this 
must be submitted to the Under Secretary or the Deputy 
Secretary concerned and after every three months, cases 
are su~ to be submitted to the Joint Secretary or the 
Additional Secretary." 

Re, however, admitted that in the present case no action seemed to 
have been taken. 

2.11. Asked about the steps Drop~sed to be taken to avoid delay 
tn laying, the witness stated that the job was being entrusted to 
the Deputy Secretary incharLJ,e elf Parliament Section. 

2.12. It was pointed out to the witness that according to the 
recommendation of the CGmmittee. when b~th the versions were 
not ready, the version which. was readY could be laid on the Table 
and the other version could be laid l'lter on. Explaining non-
compliance of the rec"mmendation. the witness stated that the 
Ministrv follower! the practice which was be;nll followed in the 
earlier years. When pointed out that in the face of a specific 
.. p.commendation of thf> Committee. there was no question (If follow-
in'Jl the past prrtcti"p. the wit.,e<;<; sht"!.; th~t nn officer of the 
Ministrv h"ld point.ed out th~t the Hindi version could be laid subse-
Quently. Th,'> w1tno!lC: ,,'1;0 ,(tJmittprl thllt no pcti'"n had been taken 
hy the Ministry to imolement this recommendation. 

2.13 The witn<><;<: infnrm"r! the Committoe thllt n .. ;nt~ cooie.; of 
'1indi V,,","sion nf tl, .. 'R .. no .. t "'I"r", 'l'll'!ceived on 12-11-1976 lInd were 
hirl n., the 'rQbl .... "f L~'\, ~qbh" <Inri 'R~ivn SlIhhll on 23-6-1977 'md 
')4-6-19'77 respectivelv. Whell Mkerl about the reaSOns fo," not lav-
inQ the R",nnrtc: (ill";"" the Lok SabhQ Sec;sioft!l heM in November. 
1976 an,l Mq""h 1~7'7 tl, .. witnpl'ls <;taterl that. theRe were short 
Sessions Rnd fnrther their practice was to lav thece papers on the 
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clay allotted to that M1nis1.ry for questions. It was however, polllteci 
out to the witness tbat the November, 1976 se8S1on was from ~10-7ij 
to 5-11-7ti and when the report was received only on 12-11-76, the 
question of laying 1t in .November session coUld not arise. 

2.14. Asked abuut the reasons for not sending the Reports to Lok 
Sabha Secretal'iat soon after their receipt on 12-U-7ti, tne wit.nesl> 
stated that the procedure was tJl&t the Mimstry ascertamed the 
wiShes of the lVJ.lruster as to when he wou1d lJ.1te to lay them on 
the Table and further such papers were lald belore the House on 
a day allotted to the MinIster for answermg questiuns. Asked about 
the date on which these reports were put to the MiniSter, the witness 
stated that these were PUt up in March, 1977. The Committee pointed 
out tha.t the Ministry was perhaps not serious even in preparing 
the delay statement and it contained factual inaccuracy inasmuch as 
the Hindi version of the report was received only after termination 
of the session in November, 1976 whereas the Mmistry h~d s~ted 
that it was not laid in November session as the session was of short 
duration. This Clearly showed that the note prepared for being laid 
on the Table of Lok Sabha had not been checked carefully even 
though it prassed throUgh the Deputy Secretary and Secretary. The 
witness tried to explain that thiS confusion had arisen because delay 
statement related both to the reports of the Hindustan Teleprinters 
Ltd. and Indian Telephone Industries Ltd. At the same time he ad-
mitted that the officers had not applied their mind to this aspect and 
the-report given to the House was not correct in this case. He also 
admitted that before June, 1977 orders of the MiniSter had not been 
sought a.bout laying of these reports and the reports could be laid 
even if the session was for a day. When asked as to whether the 
explanation given was an after-thought, the witness stated: 

''The explanation is given afterwards, to that extent it is an 
after-thought. .. 

2.15. Subsequently, in a note turnished to the Committee on 
19-10-77 the Ministry have stated that the reports were submitted 
t.o the Minister for his information and authentication on 16-6-1977 
and were authenticated by him on 1'7-6-197'7. 

2.1~. Asked about the reasons for delay in laying the annual 
report of Hindustan Teleprinters for 1974-75, the witness stated that 
annual meeting was held on 26-9-1975 and printed copies of Englisb 
version were received on 27-2-1976. Asked about the action taken 
by them thereafter, the witness stated that the following reminder 
was sent to the Secretary, Hindustan Teleprinters Limited on 
10-12-1975:-
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"Kindly send us 220 copies of the English version of the annual 

report of Hindustan Teleprinters Ltd. if printed copies 
are ready. The annual report has to be translated into Hindi 
and placed before both Houses of Parliament as early as 
possible." 

The attention of the witness was dra.wn that the Hindustan Tele-
printers Ltd. was not told by the Ministry that the report should 
be laid within nine months. 

2.17. Referring to the provisions of section 619A(1) of the Com-
panies Act, 1956, it was pointed out that when the annual general 
:'Deeting was held in September, 1975, the report should have been 
prepared by December, 1975 and the undertaking reminded to lay it 
within three or four months. On the other hand the reminder was 
sent only in December. 

2.18. The Committee were informed that reminders were issued 
to the Company on 9-6-76, 6-7-76 and 28-7-76 regarding Hindi 
translation of the Report. Asked as to whether any reference to the 
IecommendatiCtn of the Committee was made in the reminders issued 
to Hindustan Teleprinters Ltd., the witness stated that a specific 
reference to it was made. When askej whether on receipt of the 
report it was brought to the notice of the Minister that it was to be 
laid on the Table, the witness replied in the negative. 

2.l9. Asked about the specific arrangements mad. for printing 
and laying of Reports in future, the witness stated that within one 
month of the date of the annual meeting, the rep~rts would be got 
printed both in English add Hindi and for this purpose Hindi Cells 
had been opened in Madras and Bttngalore. Further the Deputy 
Secretary dealing with Parliamentary Ce~l would ensure that the 
reports were placed on the Table immediately in the next session 
after its receipt. The witness agreed with the suggestion that the 
reporta should be laid whether there was Question Hour or not and 
wHether it was a short session or not. 

2.20. Asked about the pIOBition with regard to 1976-77 reports·, 
the witness stated that the fe-ports would be laid in the next session 
of Lok Sabha. In regard to a suggestion that if printing caused 
delay, cyclostyled copies could be laid on the Table, the witness 
stated that there was no difficulty in getting the reports printed. 

2.21. The C~' mmittee enauired about the money invested in the 
two Undertakings; viz. Indian Telephone Industries Ltd. and 

---_._-_. - ---------- ------_ ... _--_ .. _-----
-Laid on 1-12-197'1. 
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Hiodustan Teleprinters Ltd. The tepresentative of the Ministry 
stated as 10ilows:~ 

"The paid up capiial 01 the l.T.!. is Rs. 5 croreS. The iotal 
invested amoWlt was of the order of Rs. 20 crores by 
Government in the l.T.l. but m the H.T. Ltd., it would 
be about 1.23 crores. Karnataka Government bas a 
share. There are some foreign shareholders also. !SEC 
is a private company who have got some share. PrevioU$lY 
there were two foreign shareholders. Now, the total 
share capital is held by three parties. In the l.Tl. there 
are three of which one is the Government of India who 
holds about 80 per cent of shares out of Rs. 5 crores 
invested.." 

Asked about the exact figures for 1975-76, the representative of the 
Ministry stated that they had lumped up in the balance sheet, share 
of the three. So, the exact figures were not available at that time. 

1 

2.2.2. When enquired whether the Ministry had reviewed the 
.l:eport .aft~ ita receipt, the witness stated that the report was 
reviewed.8y the Ministry and they had no comments to offer. Asked 
whet. the review was treated a mere formality and the same text 
was repeated without applying the mind, the witness stated that 
either they agreed or did not agree and where they did not aaree 
they made their comments. On being asked about the persons who 
iooIr.ed into this matter, the witness stated: 

.~ Board of Directors of the Companies have on their 
i. Boards the representatives of the Ministry. Even before 

the report is presented to the company, they examine the 
report and they attend the meetings of the companies. 
After hearing the comments in the meetings, they deciae 
what should be done in the next meeting. To that extent, 
the report is amended and corrected and approved. Now 
once it is approved in a meeting of the Board of Directors 
in which most of the officers are from the Government 
of India,the Government of India accepts the report." . 

2.23." Asked as to whether the review report would be the same 
in aU the coming years, the witness stated that whenever they 
cHffered, they gave their comments. 

2.U. 'I'Iae Committee are eOllCel'Ded to IIOte that Annual Reports 
fortt'74--'J5 aad 1975-76 of the Indian TeleJtltone Industries Limited, 
BImplere.and Bindustan Teleprinters Limited, Madras were laid to-
pth« on die Tableef !.ok Sabha as late lIS %3-6-1177 in spite of 



18 

their recommendation made in para f.16 of Secoad Report (Fifth Lok 
Sabha)-presented on 12-~I976-that rePOrts of GoYenmeDt; ea.. 
panies pertaining to the periods upto the end of 1974-75 should be 
laid on the Table a10ngwith statements showing reasons for delay 
III laying, by 31st December, 1976. The Committee had also rec0m-
mended tbat reports for the year L9'l5-76 and subsequent years should 
be laid on the Table within , months of the close of the accounting 
year. The Committee had further recommended that where it was 
not possible for the Government to lay the Report of any company 
within tbat period they should lay on the Table within 30 days from 
the expiry of the period of nine months a statement explaining the 
reasons for not laying the Reports and if the House was not in session 
reasons for not laying the Reports and if the ROUSe was not in session 
days of re-assembly of the House. 

2.25. The Committee are constrained to observe that despite the 
clear guidelines laid down by them for laying the repor~ of G0-
vernment Companies on the Table neither the prescribed time 
lChedale has been observed by the M"mistry in laying the reports of 
bdian Telephone Industries Limited and IIIndustan Teleprhatlen 
Limited for the years It7~T5 and It7~71 nor any statements aIlow-
lftI ..... ona for not laylna tile reports within preseribed t.... laid 
within time. 

2.M. The Committee need hardly re-emphuise that with a view 
to give timely informatiea t. Parliament of the activities of thae 
companies, reports of Government Companies should in future be 
laid on the Table within 9 months of the close of the accounting yeIIr 
as laid down in para 4.16 of their Second Report (Fifth Lok Sabha) 
and where this is not possible for any reasons, a statement should be 
laid on the Table of the House explaining the reasons why it is not 
possible to lay the report within the prescribed time and when was 
the report expected to be laid on the Table. 

2.27. The Committee note that printed copies of English version 
of the Reports of Indian Telephone Industries Limited and Hindustan 
Teleprinters Umited for 1174-75 were received in the Ministry on 
1-11-1975 and 27-%-1976, respectively, but the same were laid OR the 
Table on 231-1977 i.e. after 20 months and 16 months, respectively, 
of their receipt from the concerned company. 

2.28. From the explanation of the Ministry the COIMIlittee also 
ftnd that printed copies of Hindi version of the Reporis for ,,"4-15 
of both the companies were received in the M"mlstry en 12-11-1116 
and for J975-76 in early 1977. The Committee ful'ther ftGte that 
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typei cepy ef lliadi versioB of the report for 1914-15 of the Indiau 
Tela, hone In_tdes Limited; WItS received in the M"mistry for 
acnatiny on 1"1.2-75 but the Ministry took about six months in 
vettiac tIaat report. 

1.29: The Committee ara DCtt conviaced. with tile explauation ot 
the Ministry that the reports for ],976-75 anti 1975-71 eauld not be 
laid on the Table earlier thau 23-6-77 as there were only two shon 
sessions of Lo.k. Sabha held from %5-1&-1976 to 5-11-1976 aud 
15-3-1I'l7 to 14-1t'17. 'dte Committee also feel that the practiee be-
iA& foIlowe4 by the Ministry to lay the EDgHsh and Hindi version, 
at tile ........ tepther OIlly en a day allotted to the Ministry for 
auswerin, questions should not be blindly followed and under no 
circumstances it should be made a ground for dellQinc the layinl 
of papers before Parliament. 

2.39. The Committee are sony to say that the statements of rea-
SOIlS for delay, laid alon,with the reports, were not prepared by the 
Mbaistry with due care. The Committee are Bot convinc:ed with the 
explaDations of the MInistry liven in support of their haw.. cle-
tared the layin£ of reports and are constrained to observe that: 

.. 

(i) .IIort ... ions do aot pnhiWt lliaistries froIa .. ,..., tIIeIr 
reports on the Table. As there is "ways a ..... _t-
ween the date ef issue of notificad.a reprdiaf eoameDce-
-.t aI tile session and the actual date of com-.. t ..... 
., the seMioo, eHh Miaistry is expected to iaki .... cdDa 
as 808n as ate for commence ...... of the _icna '- _-
nOUDced, for layin, on the Table of the Rouse the ..... , 
which are ready; at the earliest opportunity durin, the 
.. sion; 

(ii) the questiOll of layiDa of reports for 191M5 in either 
version during the shert session held from %5-10-7& to 
5-11-1978 does not arise as the Hindi venioas of tile re-
ports were received in the Ministry on 12-11-197& wbereas 
tbe session bad terminated on 5-11-1976. The Ministry 
have misled the House by giving the incorrect infol1llatiOD. 
Steps should be taken to ensure that similar situaticnas do 
DGt~. 

(iii) it is not neces_ry that reports and other papers should 
be laid on the Table only on days allotted to the Ministry 
for a~ questions. Under DO ~es the 
mere faet that no day bad been allotteli to a Minister for 
answerin, questions sbould be made a pound for delaym, 
the layiq af the paper. 
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(iv) it is, cJe.u from the written informatien furDishecl tit the 
Committee that the matter re&arding ,laying .f reports of 
both the companies (for both the years) before Parliament 
was brought to the notice of the Ministry of CemmIUlica-
tionl only in June, 1977 although the papers to be laid 
were ayaibble much earlier .• There has beeD avoidable 
.Ielay on the part of the Ministry in laying on the Table 
the report. 

,! 2.~.\,The ~oDUD.ittee feel that if the Ministry had been .Yigilant 
and had taken prompt action in the matter, the reports for It74-7i 
aJ,Id 1975-76, ,«=o¥ldhave been laid durine the Session heW in Marclt, 
1977., 

2.32.""e Co.mittee are of the view that if both the mndi and 
Enelish versions of the reports were not ready for laying within the 
prescribed period of nine months, tJte EngI,ishveJ;'sioo, which was 
ready, should have been laid in time. The procedure fO!' meetin& 
such contingencies is' already lllid down by theCoJ;llJllittee in peal 
%.l50f tJU,ir 'First RePOr,t (Filth Lok Sab~)' which provides that 
or'di1l&riJy both the _nsh and Hindi verSions of Reports/Docu-
ment. should be laid on the Table simultaneously ,however, in ex-
eeJJtional dl8eB, where it is net poasible to' lay both the', versions 
simultan ....... y, the HinistTyjDepartment. should lay the version 
which is I'eady and while laying that ver8ionthey should invariably 
lay • statement explaining the reasons for aot laying the other ver-
sioD. In sw:h. caMs the otber venion should be laid OD the Table 
either in the same aessioD: or at the most by the end of the Dext ....... 

2.33. The Committee are surprised to note that 1M o8icer of the 
Ministry had pointed out that Hindi version could be laid subse-
qUII!titly in term. of the I'ecommendatitln of the COIIUDittee. The 
Committee take '8 serious view of non-compliance of their recom-
mend.tion. The I Committee reiterate their recommendatioD made 
in para US of First Report (Fifth Lok Sabha) and'trust that the 
Ministries would follow in future directions of the Committee in 
their letter and spirit. 

2.34. The Committee note that in order to cut 4elays in laying 
~he reports in future the job of translation and printine of reports 
has been entrusted to Hindi Cells which have beeD opened 
in Banplore and Madras and that within one month of, the date of 
boldin, of Annual~eral Meeting of the Company both versions 
of the reports would be got printed and placed before Parliament 
in the Session foilowine the receipt of reports in the Ministry. The 
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Committee trust that the Ministry win observe these norms in 
future. 

2.35. The Committee also note that the job of supervising the 
work relating to the laying of reports before Parliament within the 
stipulated period is being entrusted to the Deputy Secretary in-
charge of Parliament Section of the Ministry. The Committee trust 
that the Ministry would be quite watchful in future and the work 
relating to the laying of reports before Parliament would not be 
allowed to fall into arrears. The Committee hope that the Ministry 
will keep rapport with the concerned company and see that the 
report is laid on the Table within the scheduled time. The Com-
mittee also hope that progress of papers required to be laid on the 
Table of the House will be reviewed by the Ministry every month. 
The Committee feel that had the statement of pending cases prepared 
by the Ministry for the period from June to November, 1976 cor-
rectly reflected the positiou regarding laying of reports of Indian 
Telephone Industries Limited and Hindustan Teleprinters Limited, 
the delays in laying these reports would have been cut short. Wher-
ever any delay is involved the statement of pending cases will show 
a faithful record .f the progress and steps taken to cut delay and no 
case relating to a paper to be laid on the Table will be left unrecor-
ded. 

2.36. The Committee recommend that Ministries before laying 
reports or other papers on the Table of the House should thoroughly 
check them to ensure that the facts stated therein are correct in 
all respects. In this connection it may be noted that presentation 
of incorrect statement of facts before the House is a serious matter 
and may be taken to constitute a breach of privilege and contempt of 
the House. 

2.37. The Committee also recommend that MinistrieslDepartments 
should lay their Reports and other documents on the Table of the 
House, within the prescribed time limit, no matter if session held 
after the papers are ready is a short one or no day has been allotted 
to a Ministry for answering question in that session. 

Nzw DELHI; 
March 28, 1978. 
Chaitrm i,lgoo-(5iko) 

KANWAR LAL GUPl'A, 
Chairman, 

Committee on Papers laid on the Table 
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APPENDIX IV 

GoVEBNMENT OF INDIA 

MINISTRY OF SHIPPING AND ~SPOl;tT 

(Transport· Wing) 

No: 'PaA-8I77. New Delhi, th~ 30th MaTch, 1977 

To 

Sir, 

The Chairman, 
,Major Port Trusts. 

SUB: Revise4 time schedule tOT finalisation of Audit Re-
ports and A.ccounts of the M.ajor PM,; TTtUta. 

I am directed to refer to this Ministry's letter No, 10-PG 
(76)172 dated the 30th April, 1972, communicating a,time schedule 
for sUbmission of accounts and finalisation of audi t. reports of the 
Major Port TnIsts and' further instruetions issued lnWs behalf vide 
our letter No. PGA-21!76 dated the 1st May. 19'16. It has been 
observed that in spite of the instructions ismed on the sub-
ject, there have been delays in the submission 'and finalisation of 
audit reports in ceM;ain cases. Since the Cornwitteeon Papers laid 
on the Table of ParIi;unent have expressed concern over such delays, 
the matter was further> examined in consultation with the Comp-
troller and Auditor General of India snd it has been agreed that 
every attempt should be :'made to complete the audit well in time 
and have the reports ready for discussion between'the Financial Ad-
viser and Chief Accounts Officer and the Accountant' Generals at 
the end of the thr~e months from the date of receipt oi the a~counts. 
At such a,meeting the outstanding issues should be further CqJ1Si-
dered and S()rted out S() that reports can be finaw.l 'by Audit 'by 
22nd October. For this purpose, it would be necessary for the Port 
Trusts to see that the accounts are submitted to audit in complete 
shape by the due date. 

2. In order to' ~nable the Financial Adviser and Chief Accounts 
Offic:er and the Chaitman of the Port Trusts and the A.G. concerned • 
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to IOrt out the outstanding issues and verify the facts etc. at meet-
ings suggested above, a revised time schedule has been drawn up 
in consultation with the C & AG which is as under:-

1. Receipt of approved accounts by Ac- By ----
countant General from the Ports. 30th June 

2. Completion of audit and iSSue of objec-
tion memos, ~on ftp)l"ta and 
draft separate audit reports with 
copy endorsed to C & AG. 31st August 

3. Receipt of reply from Port Trust to 
the separate audit report. 22nd September 

4. Discussion between FA & CAOs and 
AGs. 1st October 

5. Finalisation of audit report in the 
Ught of observations by C & AG 
and repiies of port trusts and after 
sorting out the issues, if necessary 
in the meetings with the FA & CAO 
and Chairman of Port Trust and 
forwarding to C & AG for final ap-
proval. 22nd October 

6. <a> Issue of apptoved audit reports 
<English veraioo) to Ministry with 
2 copes to C && AG for translation 
into Hindi. 31st November 

(b) Iasue of approved audit report 
(Hindi version) to Ministry by Ports. 30th November 

7. Furnishing of required number of 
printed copies of the Audit ~rt 
and Accounts to the Ministry by 
Ports. 15th December. 

It is requested that the above time schedule may kindly be 
followed strictly in respect of the accounts for the year 1976-77 to en-
able this Ministry to lay the Audit Reports on the Table of the 
ParUament in time .. 

Yours faithfully, 
Sdl-

(M. R. GATHW AL) 
Unde1- SIJC"reta.ry to the Gout. of India.. 
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Copy forwarded to the Comptroller and Auditor General of India. 
Bahadurshah Zafar Marg, New Delhi with reference to his letter 
No. 1322-Rep(C)1302-76 dated the 27th December, 1976, with the 
request that necessary instructions may please be issued to the con-
cerned AGs with a copy to this Ministry. 

Copy also forwarded to:-

Accountant General, Central, Calcutta. 
Accountant General, Orissa, Bhubaneswar. 
Accountant General, Tamil Nadu, Madras. 
Accoun~t General, Kerala, Trivandrum. 
Accountant General, Central Bombay. 
Accountant General, Gujarat, Ahmedabad.-
Accountant General, Andhra Pradesh, Hyderabad. 

Sd/-
(M. R GATHWAL) 

Undff Secret4'11 to the Government of India 



APPENDIX V 
Stllm:mary of RecommendaRmulObMrWations ccmtainecl in the Report 

S. No. 

(1) 

Reference to 
Para No. of 
the Report 

(2) 

Summary of Rec:ummeDdatioDsl 
Observations 

, (3) 
---- .. -------------

1 1.17 The Committee are concerned to note that 
in spite of a time schedule . laid down by the 
MinIstry fot submission of Annual Accounts by 
the Port TrUsts to the Audit and submission of 
Audit Report by the Audit to Government, the 
Audit Reports in respect of all the Port Trusts 
Jor the years 19'7~73. 19'73--74 and 1974-75 were 
laid on tbe Table after consider~le delay. The 
A~t Reports for 1972-73 of all the major Port 
'I'nlsts were laid before Parliament after a lapse 
of 12 to 41 months of the close of the accounting 
year and the Audit Reports for 1973-74 after 13 to 
35 months of the close of the accounting year. 
Similarly, in the case of the Audit Reports for 
1974-75 the time taken in laying the same before 
Parli~ent ranges from 14 to 24 months after 
the cl~ of the account~g year. 

2 1.18 The Committee are not convinced with the 
reasons advanced by the Ministry for the delay 
in laYing the Audit Report of Cochin Port Trust 
for the year 1972-73. The Committee are of the 
view that the first strike in the Cochin Port Trust 
being over in January-February, 1973, the Port 
Trust authorities got full one year till February. 
1974, when the Dock labourers went On strike 
once &'gain and the intervening period was sufll-
cient to complete the aecounts and to submit the 
same to the Audit, whereas the Port Trust could 
send the ltCOunts in May. 1974 only. 'nle Com-
mittee are surprised that the reasons given, for 
delay in respect of the Audit Reports for 1973-74 
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an:d: ~974-75 are identical to those given in the 
case of 1972-73: Although the second strike of 
DOck)8bouiers was c6lled off in the early months 
of 1974 yet the time schedule laid down for com-
pleting the acCO\mts was not adhered to in respect 
of ~e Reports for 1973-74 and 1974-75. . 

1.19 The Committee also no~ that the prescribed 
time f(,r auditing of accounts and submission of 
Audit RepOrts for 1972-"la, 1973-74 and 1974-75 to 
the GoVernment was 6 months but the Audit 
could hot ad.here to that time schedule. The 
Committee, after perusing the delay statements 
laid along with the Audit Reports before Parlia-
ment, feel that the time taken by the Audit could 
be reduced if the accoun~ were prepared care-
fully leaVing no scope for queries by the Audit. 
It Is of nb use if accounts are prepared within 
the time specified tlierefo~ and handed over to 
the Audit Without ensurinp. that the accounts 
are complete in every respect. The Committee 
are, therefore, of the opinion that the Mini,try 
should 'iinpress upOn all the Major Port Trusts 
to ensUre that their accounts are, .submitted to 
the-Audit nOt onlv in time but also complete in 
every respect. '!'hereafter if, for any reason, a 
query is' made by the Audit th~t should be 
attenaed to 'ana resolveCi carefully and with 
promptitude. 'Whe--e feasi61e clart3catIODI 
sought by the audit may be given at a meeting of 
the oftlcers crinductingtbe audit and the accounts 
officerS of the Port TruSt....and all points settled 
the~at after diSC1,lssion instead of entering into 
iIong an4 protracted oorresponderiCe: 

1.20 The Committee are happy to note that th!! 
Audit Reports of aIi *e ¥.ajor Port Trusts for , 
the year 1975-76 which' were laid on 6-4-1977 
WC!I'e in time. Since Partiament was not in 
session during the month' of December, 1976 
when tJJe Reports ~erf! required t,o be laid, the 
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Repol't& could only be laid in the next session of 
Lok Sabha held from 23-3-1977 to 7-4-1977. 

1.21 As regards the Audit _ Reports for 1976-77 
which have not been laid before Parliament 
within nine months of the close of the account-
ling year i.e. by 31st December, 1977, the Com-
mittee feel that the illStTUetions issued bv the 
Ministry to the Major Port Trusts vidp. their cir-
cular dated ~]977 and the recommendation 
.made by the Committee in thi!l regard have not 
been followed. The Committee are of the view 
that in case the ropies of the Audit Reports of 
Port Trusts are not forthcominl! within the time 
preecribed for thp. pUrpose. the Ministl"V !lhoold 
promptly take- up the question of delay with the 
Port Tnurts to find out where the delav was and 
suggest: measures ~ expedHe the finalisation or 
printing etc. of the Reports. 

1.22 The Committee need hardlv stress that the 

1.23 

Annual Accountc; anrl Au1it Renort!'; thereon in 
1"e8pI!C't of Port Trusts wherein ht1~e inve!ltments 
have been miuie bv Government should be laid 
before Parliament in time so that Parliament 
may be apprised (If thP.ir :!ctu'tl workin~ from 
year to year. Such belated action in larn!! these 
aecounts defeat" th~ v~l"V flUl-""se of ~vin~ a 
true picture to Parliament of their activities and 
working and alao prevent!'; Parliament from sug-
gesting corrective action in time where necessary. 

The Committee, therefore. reiterate their 
earlier recommendation made in para 1.16 of the 
F'ir!rt Report (Fifth Loll" Sabha) tbat aft~r the 
close of the sccountin'!' year all the MaioI' Port 
Trusts should alao romplete their accl)unts with' 
a period of 3 months and make them avail b;n 
foT' auditing. Anditinl!" of S(,C01lntc; nnli fllrn~R"'~ 
fng replies to aUdit objections. it any. and also 
translation and printinl' of Report., ~hould ~eo 
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completed within the next six months so that the 
reports and audited accounts are laid before 
Parliament within nine DlOJIlths, after the .~lose 
of the accounting year. If for 8IJ¥ reason the 
report and audited accounts cannot be laid within 
the stipulated period of nine months, the con-
cerned Ministry should lay within 30 days of 
the expiry of the pl'escribeci period or as soon as 
the House meets, whichever is later, a statement 
explaining the reasons why the report and 
accounts could not be laid within the stipulated 
period. 

8 1.24 The Committee find that additional time 
taken by the Audit for supply of Hindi version 
of the Audit Report as also the delay on the part 
of Port Trusts in getting the Reports printed, 
both the EngUsh and Hindi versions, further 
adds to the delay in laying the Reports before 
Parliament. The Committee would like to 
impress upon the Ministry to ensure compliance 
with their recommendations made in the First 
Report (Fifth Lok Sabha) vide paras 2.17 and 
2.18 that the Hindi version of Reports and 
Accounts should be prepared concurrently with 
Jhe English version thereof in order that both 
the versions can be laid on the Table simultane-
ously. To achieve that end action should be 
taken in advance to settle the rates etc. with the 
printing pre88es so that such negotiations at the 
eleventh hour are avoided. 

9 1.25 The Committee also re-emphasise t6eir 
recommendation contained in para 2.15 of First 
Report (Fifth Lok Sabha) which lays down that 
ordinarily both the English and Hindi versions of 

. Reports should be laid OIl the Table simulta-
neously. However, in exceptional cases, where it 
Is not possible to lay both the versions simulta-
neously Ministry while laying one version should 
invariably lay a statement explaining the re&son. 
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for not la~ the other version. In such cases 
tb4' other version should be laid on the Table 
eitb.er in thes8me Session or at the most by the 
end Ofihe nextsesSiOll. 

The Committee note that the Annual Reports 
of the Port TrlISts are not laid before Parliament. 
The Committee also note ~t Section 106 of the 
Major Port Trusts Act, 1~, provides for sub-
miPion of detailed report of administration of 
the Ports to the Central Government every year. 
The last date fOr submlsaion of Annual Adminis-• tration Reports to the Government is 31st Octo-
~, eVery year tmd'thereafter a 'Review' of each 
~tt is 'prepared qd submitted to the Minister 
tOr histn'to~tion. TheSe Reports are not laid 
~!le Pimli8inent. 

The ~bUc Accoun1;s Committee in para-
graph 18 of their 18th Report (1958-59) had 
recommended a. ~qer:-

"In tbe CQmmiUee'8 opinion, Parliament is 
not fully infor.meQ. of the working of 
tbeae autonomous Boards. Since large 
8Ul1l8 of mon~ are voted by Parliament 
for J)4lyn)ellt to ~ Boards as grant&-

,in.,ajd it is only proper that Parliament 
and tM pubU~ ,Accounts Committee 
abould be apd.sed of their activities. The 
CcmutU.it~ desire that the Annual 
Report. OQ the working of the autono-
mous Boards viz., Silk Board, etc. should 
be pl~ before Parliament. They also 

"recoQlJDend that ~ C.&A.G. who is ~­
.pons:ibie for their 'audit should in addi-
ti~ to, the normal expenditure audit 
uDd~ 'an aemevtment audit of these 
or,aiiiSations' indicitting inter alia their 
original targets,.and achievement." 

The Committee on Papers laid on the Table 
hadaJso recOmtnen.ded' in para 1.14 of their First 
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Report (Fifth Lok Sabha) aftd para 1.12 of their 
Seelmd Report (Sixth Lok Sabha) respectively 
as follows:-

"1.14. The Committee need hardly stress that 
the Annual Report Mld Accounts of Auto. 
nomous bodIes like Indian Museum, Cal-
cutta reoeIi.ving grants from Government 
should be laid before Parliament in time 
so that Parliament may be apprised of 
their actual WOI"king from year to year, 
Such belated actiQn in laying these 
Reports and Accounts defeats the very 
purpose of giving a true picture to Parli-
ament of their activities and working 
and also disables Parliament from sug-
gesting timely corrective action where 
necessary," 

"1.12, ..... all Statutory I Autonomous Organi-
sations, Public Undertakings, ,Corpo-
·rations, Joint Ventures, Societies etc., 
which are 'financed out of funds drawn 
from the Consolidated Fund of India 
after being voted by the Parliament, in 
the form-of sbares, subsidies, grants-in-
aid etc., either wholly or partly should 
hay ·their AmtualReportslAudit Reports 
'(both Bnglish andFlindi versions) before 
both Houses of Parliament irrespective of 
the faet wnether the Statutes, Rules or 
Regulations of such organisations pro-
vide therefor or not and whether they 
are llegiItered under the Companies Act, 
,1ai6 or not." 

TIle Committee are therefore, of the opinion 
that the AnnuaJ Administration Reports whicli 
apart from dealing with accounts, cover many 
other important acnvities like Port operations, 
shipping, financial position, labour welfare and 
industrial'relations etc. of the Port Trusts, should 
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be laid before Parliament along with 'Review' 
thereof in additiQll to the laying of the Audit 
Reports so that Parliament may have the com-
plete picture of the functioning and activities of 
the Port Trusts. The Committee trust that the 
Ministry will take necessary steps in this 
regard. 

14 224 The Committee are concerned to note that 
the Annual Reports for 1974-75 and 1975-76 of the 
Indian Telephone Industt'ies Limited, Bangalore 
and Hindustan Teleprinters Limited, Madras were 
ilaid together on the Table of Lok Sabha as late 
as 23-6-1977 in spite of their recommendation 
made in para 4.16 of Second Report (Fifth Lok 
Sabha)-presented on 12-5-1976-that reports of 
Government companies pertaining to the periods 
upto the end of 1974-75 should be laid on the 
Table, alongwith statements showing reasons for 
delay in laying, by 31st December, 1976. The 
Committee had also recomnlE'nded that reports 
for the year 197~76 and subsequent years should 
be laid on the Table within S months of the close 
of. t~ accounting year. The Committee had fur-
the!' leCommended that where it was not possi-
ble for' the Government to lay the Report of any 
company within that period they should lay on 
/the Table within 30 days from the expiry of the 
period of nine DlODths' a statement explaining the 
reasons for not laying the Reports and if the 
House was not in session at that time, the state-
~t should be laid on the Table within seven 
days of re-assembly of the House. 

15 2.25 1be Committee are constrained to observe 
that despite the clear guidelines laid down by 
them for laying the reports of Government Com-
panies on the Table neither the prescribed time 
schedule has been observed by the Ministry in 
laying the reports of Indian Telephone Industries 
Limited and Hindustan Teleprinters Limited for 
Ithe years 1974-75 and 197~76 nor any statem~ts 

---------,-----
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showing reasons tornot laying the reports with-
in prescribed time, laid within time. 

16 2.26 The Committee need hardly re-emphasise 
that with a view to give timely infonnation to 
Parliament ot the activities of these companies, 
reports of Government Companies should in 
future be laid on the Table within 9 months of 
the close of the accounting year as laid down in 
para 4.16 of their Second Report (Io'ifth Lok 
Sabha) and where this is not possiDle for any 
reasons, a statement should be laid on the Table 
of the House explaining the reasons why it is not 
possible to lay the report within the prescribed 
time and when was the report expected to be 
laid on the Table. 

17 2.27 The Committte note that printed copies of 
English version of the Reports of Indian Tele-
phone Industries Limited and Hindustan Tele-
printers Limited for 1974-75 were received in the 
Ministry on 1-11-1975 and 27-2-1976, respectively, 
but the same were laid on the Table on 23-6-1977, 
i.e., after 20 months and 16 months, respectively, 
of their receipt from the concerned company. 

18 2.28 From the explanation of the Miniatry the 
Committee also find that printed copies of Hindi 
version of the Reports for 1974-75 of both the 
companies were received in the Ministry on 
12-11-1976 and! for 1976-76 in early 1977. The 
Committee further note that typed copy of Hindi 
version of the report for 1974-75 of the Indian 
Telephone Industries Limited was received in the 
Ministry for scrutiny on 19-12-1975 but the 
Ministry took about six months in vetting that 
report. 

19 2.29 The Committee are not convinced with the 
explanation of the Ministry that the reports for 
1974-75 and 1975-76 could not be laid on the Table 
earlier than 23-6-1977 as there were only two 
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abort __ ons of Lok Sabha held from 25-10-11n6 
to 5-11-1976 and 25-3-umto 1-4-.1977. The Com-
mittee also feel that the pra.ctice being followed 
by the ·Ministry to lay the English and Hindi 
vemioaa of the Reports toeetber only on a day 
alJetaed, ;0 the MiniIItI"y f« aaswering questions 
ehould ROt be bliDdly foLlowed and under no cir-
CUJJJMall,* it ahould be made a ground for delay-
. ., tbe .lay~ of IN'peDI. before Parliament. 

The Comm1ttee are sorrty to say that the 
statements ot reasons for delay, laid along with 
the reports, were not prepared by the Ministry 
with due care. 'nleCommittee are not convinc-
ed with 'the explanations of the Ministry given in 
support of their having delayed the laying of re-
ports and are constrabled to observe that-

(1) short sessions do not prohibit Ministries 
from laYing 'theirreports on the Table. 
As there is always a time gap between 
·the date of iSI!IUe dfnotification regard-
ing cc:imrtlencement of the session and the 
actual date of commencement of the 
session, each lWniatry is expected to 
iQitiate .etlon as a>on as date for com-
mencement of the session rill ,announced, 
for laying on the Table of the House the 
papenI, which.De ready, at the earliest 
opportunUy ci.udq. the session; 

, I 11) the qU81tion Gf laying of reports for 
'l97~?5 in eUherwnion during the short 
watiooheld from ~10-1976 to 5-11-1976 
. does not ari8e as'the Hindi versions of 
the 'reports were reeeived in the Minis-
try on 12 .. U-l9Y6 whereas the session 
had terminated· Ob $.11-1976. The Minis-
try have mialed. the House by giving the 
incorrect information. Steps should be 
taken to ensure that similar situations 
do not recur. 

-----_.- --- .. --------------
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(iii) It is Jd DeCunry that reports and 
'otller papers sbould be laid on the Table 
only Oft days allotted to the Ministry for 
tlDSVt'eriDgqUelltidDa. Under no circum-
atam:es the mere fact that no day had 
been a.1lotted. to a Minister for answer-
ing q¥eStions should be made a ground 
b- delaying the a-ying of the paper. 

(iv) It Is Clear from tfte written infonnation 
furnished to the C()mmittee that the 
'ma:tter l-egardin.g -laying of reports of 
bdththe co~ '{for both the years) 
~bre -Patliai!tentwas brought to the 
notiCe at the :Miaister _ of Communica-
tioDl O.Dly in JUDe, 1m althqugh the 
ptUJeI'a. to be laid. were av8.ilable much 
..-lier. ~ baa been avoidable 
.lay on the, ~I!rt of the Ministry in lay· 
iDg on the Table the report. 

~1 't.-31 The Committee feel that if the Ministry had 
been viglbmt and bacl ....... prompt action in the 
JJiMtier', the repom. for 1974r75 and 1975-76 could 
haVe been laidc:lurinc the Session held in March, 
1977. 

22 2:32 'nle "Committee ate of the view that if both 
'the Hindi and English ...... ions of the reports 
WI!!I!e not ready for layiJag within the prescribed 
period of'Dine mon ..... the English version, which 
was Nady,-1hould'biaYebeen l~d in time. The 
procedure for meethtg such contingencies is al-
-.dy laid' down by the -<::onunIttee in para 2.15 
of their P'lnrt Report (Fitth Lok Sebha) which 
-provides that Ol'dinarily -both the English and 
Hindi. -veniolls of-Reports/Documents should be 

. Iaid- oh the Tabtemn~usly, however, in ex. 
~ cues, ·where it is not possible to lay 
both the·v.ersioDa simI,ltMe<.>usl3', the Ministry I 
Depuotment should lay the "ersion which u 
ready -and -white laytngtbltt version they should 
invariably lay a statement explaining the reasons ----._----------------
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for not laying the other version. In such cases 
the other version shoWd be laid on the Table 
eithel- in the same session or at the most by the 
end of the next session. 

The Committee are surprised to note that no 
officer of the Ministry had pointed out that Hindi 
version could be laid subsequently in terms of 
the recommer,dation of the Committee. The 
Committee take a serious view of non-compliance 
of their recommendation. TOe CommIttee reite-
;rate their recommendation made in para 2.15 of 
First Report (Fifth Lok Sabha-) and trust that 
the Ministries would follow in 'future directions 
of the Committee in their letter and spirit. 

24 2.34 The Committee note that in order to cut 
delays in laying the reports in future the job of 
!translation and printing of reports has been en-
trusted to Hindi Cells which have been opened 
in Bangalore and Madras and that within one 
month of the date of holding of Annual General 
Meeting of the Company both versions of the re-
ports would be got printed and placed before 
Parliainent in the Sllaion following the receipt 
of repor.ts in the Ministry. The Committee trust 
that the Ministry will observe these norms in 
future. 

25 2.35 The Committee abo note that the job of 
aupenrising the work relating to the laying of 
reports before Parliament within the stipulated 
period is being entrusted to the Deputy Secretary 
in-cbaqe of Parliament Section of the Ministry. 
The Committee trust that the Ministry would be 
quite watchful in ftrture and the work ~ting 
to the laying of reports before Parliament would 
not be allowed to fall inte arrears. The Com-
mittee hope that the Ministry will loeep rapport 
with the concerned company and see that the re-
port is laid on the 'l'atNe within the scheduled 
time. The Committee also hope that progress of 



(1) 
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papers required to be laid on the Table of the 
House will be reviewed by the Ministry every 
month. The Committee feel that had the state-
ment of pending cases prepared by the Ministry 
for the period from June to November, 1976 cor-
rectly reflected the position regarding laying of 
reports of Indian Telephone Industries Limited 
and Hindustan Teleprinters Limited, the delays 
in laying these reports would have been cut 
short. Wherever any delay is involved the 
statement of pending cases will show a faithful 
record of the progress and steps taken to cut 
delay and no case relating to a paper to be laid 
on the Table will be left unrecorded. 

The Committee recommend that Ministrief 
before laying reports or other papers on thf 
Table of the House should thorQUghly check them 
to ensure that the facts stated therein are con·cc. 
in all respects. In this connection it may be 
noted that presentation of incorrect statement of 
facts before the House is a serious matter and 
may be taken to constitute a breach of privilege 
and contempt of the House. 

27 2.27 The Committee also recommend that Minis. 
'tries!Departments should lay their Reports and 
other documents on the Table of the House, with. 
in the prescribed time limit, no matte!: if session 
held after the papers are ready is a short one or 
DO day has been allotted to a Ministry for answer. 
ing questions in that session 

_._-------------------------- ---------
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