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INTRODUcnON 

I, the Chairman, Committee on Public Undertakings having .been 
authorised by the Committee to submit tfte Report on tbeir behalf, present 
this 10th Report on Action Taken by Government on the recommenda-
tions contained in the 58th Report of the Committee on Public Undertak-
iJigs (Eighth Lot Sabba) on Air India-Undue benefit to private 
operators. 

2. The 58th Report of tbe Committee on Public Undertakings was 
presented to Lot Sabba on 27 April, 1989. Replies of Govel'llJllent to all 
the recommendations contained in the Report duly vetted by Audit were 
received on 30 November, 1990. The replies of Government were 
considered and the report adopted by the Committee at their sitting held 
on 6th Maroh, 1991. 

3. An analysis of the action taken by Government on the recommenda-
tions contained in the 58th Report (1988-89) of the Committee is given in 
Appendix If. 

NEW DELH.; 

8 March, 1991 

17 PhalgUM, 1912 (Saka) 
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BASUDEB ACHARlA, 
Chairman, 

Co"""uue on Public UI'I/lertillcings. 



CIIAPI'ER i 

REPORT 

The Report of the Committee deals with the action taken by the 
Government on the recommendations contained in th~ Fifty-Eighth Repgn 
(Eighth Lok Sabha) of the Committee on Public Undertakings on Air 
India - Undue benefit to private operatorS which was presented to Lok 
Sabha on 27 April, 1989. 

2. Action Taken replies have been received from the Government in 
respect of all the 15 recommendations contained in the Report. These bave 
been categorised as follows : 

(i) Recommendations I observations that have been accepted by the 
Govenunent: . 
SI. Nos. 5, 8, 9, and 11 to 15 

(ij) Recommendations I observations which the Committee do not 
desire to pursue in view of the Government's repli~: 

-NIL-
(iii) Recommendations I observations in respect of which replies of the 

Government have not been acc:epted by the Committee: 
SI. Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 10 

(iv) Recommendations I observations in respect of which final replies 
of the Government are still awaited: 

-NIL-
3. The Committee wiD now deal with the action taken by the Govern-

ment on some of their recommendations:-
A. Grant of permission to private airlines 

ReconuneudatioDs . 81. Nos. 2, .3 and .. 
4. Taking note of the fact that Air India opposed the proposal in 1978 

of a private Airline Pushpak Aviation for permission to operate cargo 
flights from Bombay to Sharjah and also to carry passengers on the ground 
that it would have an adverse impact on the traffic carried by Air India, 
the Committee were sarprised that,. in total diu-egaul of the commercial 
interestS of the Corporaaion, permission was granted to Pusbpak Aviation 
to operate such flights. Referring to admission of the Sqcretary of Ministry 
of Civil Aviation during evidence that this was done at the instance of the 
then Minister of Civil Aviation who, "by his persuasive charms managed to 
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persuade Air India" to agree to· the operation of Pushpak Aviation, the 
Committee expressed their displeasure on such interference in the work-
ing of the Corporation. 

S. The Committee also pointed out that the one and only rea!JIm for 
granting traffic rights to private Airlines was to uplift the perishable cargo 
from Bombay to Sharjah on account of inadequacy of A,ir India's cargo 
capacity. However. when there was permanent decline in demand for 
cargo capacity. consequent on the ban on meat export in April. 1980. 
what one would have expected of Govt. was to withdraw the traffic rights 
granted to private Airlines. Regrettably this was not done. Instead 
Pushpak Aviation was also permitted to carry SOO passengers per month 
from Bombay to Sharjah to compensate the loss of cargo load. According 
to the Committee. the reasons for taking such strange decisions were 
inexplicable. 

6. In their reply the Ministry have inter alia stated that sometimes 
commercial interests have to subserve the needs of exports and tourism. 
However, when asked further to clarify and to support with statistical 
data as to how granting of permission to Pushpak Aviation was prompted 
by the needs of exPorts and Tourism. the Ministry stated that the reply 
of Govt. was of the nature of general statement indicating that the 
considerations before the Government in taking decisions are larger and 
different from those of Air India. The Ministry have also stated that it 
would have· been undesirable to withdraw the carriage rights in view of 
the fact that there was heavy demand for \lther perishables such as 
vegetables, fruits and mangoes. It· would not have been desirable to 
withdraw permission merely because the export of meat had been banned 
temporarily. 

7. The Committee regret to note that the replies furnished by the 
MiDistry are too g~eral and evasive. The Ministry have tried to Justify 
the gnmting of permission for. operation to Pushpak Aviation despite 
objection from Air IDdIa on lhe p-ound tut sometimes commercial 
interests have to subserve the needs of exports and tourism and the 
CODSiderations before the Govt. in taking decisions were larger and 
cUlrerent from those of Air india without clarifying as to wbat were these 
considerations or how it served the .-eeds of exports and tourism and to 
support their contention with facts and "gures. SimUarly the Ministry uve 
IOUght to defend the permission granted to increase in the number of 
........,. which could be carried by the private airlines instead of 
wlthdrawIDg the tramc right on the decline in demand for cargo capacity, 
CGIIIIequent upon the ban on meat export in April, 1980, on the ground 
that there was heavy demand for other perisbables such as vegetables, 
fruits aad 1II8JIIOe8. If that "as so, It was aU the more desirable that the 
....... IIbouId bave been asked to carry more of other perishable articles 
..... to ...... t them permission to carry increasiDg Dumber of pallCnprl 
wIddI 8II'ec:ted the COIIUIIeI'daI iDteresta of Air india. The Committee 
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tllerefore auanot belp reiteratiaa that the cIedIIoa of Govt. to ...... . 
perm_ion to the private airlinelt to carry ........ en aad to ......... vely 
IacnaIe the number of lOCh p8SIeIIIeI'S was not jutlfled. 

B. Air Corporations' Act 1953 

Reeommendadon SI. No. 6 

8. The Committee were distressed at the manner in which the provision 
of the Air Corporations' Act had been flagrantly misused in order to 
benefit the private operators. Under the Air corporations' Act it is 
unlawful for anyone other than the Corporation' or its associates to 
operate any scheduled air transport service which is provided by the 
Corporation. In order to circumvent this legal obstacle, Air India entered 
into an agreement with Pushpak Aviation and Huns Air to operate as 
associates of Air India. The Committee observed that as a result, the 
Associaleship status granted to the private ope rotors to operrate interna-
tional scheduled services not only siphened away Air India's legitimate 
tniffic and revenue but also resulted in much wide repercussions to the 
detriment of the country's Aviation policies and objectives. In effect a 
situation had been created wherein international air services had been 
denationalised through back door without a conscious decision of the 
Government. 

9. In their reply the Government have stated as foUows;-

,. 

"Both operators Pushpak Aviation and Huns Air were Indian non-
scheduled operators which operated old aircraft taken from Indian 
Airlines. Having purchased the aircraft from Indian Airlines it is only 
natural th~t these operators would like to put these aircraft into U$e. 
Maintenance of these aircraft involves heavy overheads. It cannOl be 
said that there is anything wrong. in case the Government decides to 
utilise this capacity for promotion of exports. WhetheI to aUow an 
exclusive right to the nationalised airlines or to allow private airlines 
also into the' field is a legitimate policy question in which the 
Government can take a decision. The Govemment has to balance the 
commercial interests with overall national interest like optimum 
utilisation of its resources for export promotion etc. It may be 
mentioned that very rigid policy on the part of Govel1lllJent would 
only discourage the private sector from entering into Civil Aviation 
field especially during the' present tiDaes when important coaunittees 
like the National Committee on Tourism and Working Group on 8th 
Plan have found that the National Carriers would not be a,l)le to. 
generate enoup resources t~ acquire the requirod ~ti and have 
recommended partial privaWon. It may also be mentioned ibat the 
Government bas already announced the Air Taxi Scheme where 
~ includina those in the private . aector wouJd be able· to 
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operate Air Tuis between approved domestic airports to supplement 
. the efforts uf national" .carrieo." 

10. In afunber reply furnished to the Committee, the Government have 
stated that the air taXi operations, at present. undertak~ noo-scheduled 
operatibns and therefore the provisions of Section 18 of the Air Corpora-
tions' Act are not attracted. 

11. Tbe Coaun1ttee bad poIDted out bow tbe provisions of the Air 
CorpontIaaI' Act were circuJD'feDted jJy Air India by enterini into an 
...... with the two private AirIiaes to benefit them to the detriment of 
AIr ....... '. COIDIIIeI'CiaI intk'est5. The '6ovemment in their reply have 
..... t.~ Justify It OD the IfOUDd tha&. GoYemment have to balance the 
.COIIIIIIeI'daI latta'ests with overall DBiIoaaI.a.terest like optimum utilisation 
allr. I'fIOUJ'Ca fOr export promotion, etc. As pointed out by the COlDmlttee 
eIII'IIer, tile Goveroment have DOt clarified as to how the progressive 
laerease la the Dumber of" passeDlers whlcb could be CBrried by the two 
aIrIbies served the national interest. The Committee are, therefore, not 
coavlnced by tbe reply furnished by Government. 

12. The MInistry have also referred iD this connection to the Air Taxi 
Scheme were operators indudiDg those in the private sectOl' are able to 
operate Air Taxis between approved domestic airports to sapplement fhe 
efforts aI national carriers. AccOlllliIll to Section l8 of Air Corporations' 
Act, 1953. however. It is not lawful for any person other than the 
Corporations or their associates to operate any scheduled air transport 
service from. to. ill or across India except that which is not provided by 
either of the Corporations or their IISSOCiates. As per reply furnished by 
GoYerament Air Taxi operations' at present undertake non-scheduled 
opentioaa aDd therefore, tbe provisions or Section 18 of Air Corporations' 
Act are DOt attnded. The Committee. howe"er. find thaI air taxis 
opentioDl are permitted to all airports in the country which are open to 
scheduled operations. The restriction that air taxis should operate two hours 
before or after the scheduled time of the nights of Indian Airlines and 
Vayadoot .... aIIo beeR aboUsbed. The taxi operators h8\le also got fixed 
dale IdIeduIe for their flights. The COIIUIlittee, therefore. fail to understand 
• to how the II!nIcei provided UDCler Air Taxis scheme could be considered 
............... operatIoas. The Committee, therefore are of the view that 
tile .. lui opendoas areaot covera: by the Air Corporations' Act and the 
....uer ..... to be examined further in the IiPt of the provisions or the Air 
COl .......... ' Ad •. 

C. CBl enquiry into the episode 
ReeommeDdatioD SI. NOI. 7 and 10 

13. The Committee observed that the startling discloUia in this case 
incIiaate the need for a thorough probe into the wh()le episode starting with 
die iIIue of annul traffic riJbts to Pusbpak Aviation in 1978 and ending 
... die joint opention of Air Jiadia with ~ Private airlines from 1981 to 



1983. Taking note of the fad that DO iDvestiption was conducted int'O the 
matter despite obvious improprieties and c1bUbtful c:lOIIduct by those in 
power at that time inJhe Ministry df OWl Aviation 'as-weD as,.. Air India, 
the Committee desired that the whole case should be refermlto C.B.I. for 
a probe with a view to finding out who weR responsible *t various 'stages 
in the episOde and the· exteftt of the role played by them. The Conubittee 
desired to be infonned of the outcome of' the' probe' and 'adioD taken 
against those found guilty. 

14. In their reply the Govenunent have stated that ,permission granted 
to the private operators could very well have been due to a genuine desire 
for utilisation of the capacity available with them for export promotion. 
Considering that acquisition of aircraft capacity is a costly affair and. there 
is persistent shortage of funds with die natiOnal carriers, such a polic:y ~ 
not appear to be entirely oUt of place. The Gotemment have stated 
furthe .. that on considering the fact that there is very little in the records'to 
prove otherwise and many of the officers who were ia\ the Ministry of ' Civil 
A viatioll,.ai'e Jio mote in scmce. lin eftquiry will' serve very little pur))O$c at 
this . stage. The' Government' have ~r stated that on the Conttary 
constitution of a CD] liaquiry at this stage may onlyfrigbtell away 
prospective priv. sector entrepreneurs from entermg into the field elf 
Civil Aviation and that officers dealing with sa proposals may also be 
reluctant to take decisions fo( fear "f enquiries. 

15. The Com ..... depiec:ate tile ............ .., GoYena.t .. repnI 
to their ................ f ....... ' ..... cal......,. In ... dlle.1"IIey r.o 
to UIIdentud as tb .... tile iIMI*Y .. dill aile Wa.Id "...... away 
plaepedive priy_ .......... e lean ........... lido tile .... 01 CIYII 
Avladoa, If the ... 10 uIIe, 01' to iMke GIllan' ' ........ .... 
........ reIadat to tMe ..,.. lor tar _ laqalrlet 10 1oiIa-. ,DO 

uDIaIr meaas 11ft ....... 'to ~IICI ., tIecIIIlc-. at the Go.p-a .... 
the c:oadaet at the .................................. 011 die 
COIItnIrJ, .tIIe Inq*y .. .... lite play to book ... .. at • • 
deterreat lor oIIIen .. faIare. ,.., 0- 'Ute, lMaefare, nirentte GIll tile. 
wIIoIe aile IhoaId be ....... CBI. far • probe ...... Ci' ... _ 
.......... ~the...aa.e 



CHAPI'ER 0 

RECOMMENDATIONS THAT HAVE BEEN ACCEPTED 
BY TIlE GOVERNMENT 

RecoiIuDeadatIo SerW No. 5 
As a tall out from above, Huns Air also sought authorisation in August 

1980 to carry P-'PF,rs from Bombay to Sbarjah. Air India opposed. this 
proposal pointing out that if the request of Huns Air w .. acx:eded to Air 
India would stand to loose about RI. 3.61~s per month in revenue. The 
then Civil Aviation Secretary also recorded a note in this connection 
stating that "we btve td work out a proper balance between allowing the 
private airlines to function and ensuring that- they do not adversely affect 
Air India serviees. H ir comes to withdrawing the facility given to Pushp~ 
Airlines, we should not hesitate to do so, if ultimately that·is the only 
alternative left to us." Subsequently. however, Air India conveyed its "No 
Objec:t'ion" to the 'proposal and Huns Air was allowed tcf' carry SOO 
paaengen from September, 1980. The Committee have reasons to believe 
that in this case also pressure was brought on Air India to yield to the 
request of Huns Air. The Committee. deprecate this. 

Reply of the GoYenuaeal 
'-. 

"" per • records of this Ministry, Air India bad initially not agreed to 
grant of permission to carry SOO p8S5Cngers per month on'sector Bombay-
Sbarjah to Halll Air. Subsequently a talex was received frolh Air India 
conveying their no objection to Hans· Air to carty SOO deck class 
puseaprs. This was granted with the' apprc:f\'a1 c#. the then MOuster of 
Civil Aviation. It could not be ascertained Oil die basis of records whetber 
any preuure was brought on Air· India to dlanje ibcir stud. 

'[Ministry of Civil Amtion It: Tourism O.M. No. A V. 140281 3 1 86-PIN 
. Dated' 1~.12.1989] 

Rea-wMldatioD SerIal No •• 

Yet another instance which the Committee are distrelled to find relates 
to the renewal of 'aasociatesbip' agreement with Pushpak Aviation in 1983. 
The original agreement with Pusbpak Aviatiod whidl Gpired on 9.3.1983 
-did not contain a renewal clause. 1betben 0Iairman of Air India (Sbri 
Ragbu Raj) however, asreed to the extension of the apeement with 
PushpU Aviation for a further period of three yean without the prior 
approval of the Government and without even mocIifyiDg to their advan-
tage the terms and conditions of the original agreement. According to Air 
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India its records do not indicate the reasons 'for this action of the then 
Chairman of Air India. The Committee observe' that the Director of 
Replations and Infom'aat~on in the Office of the Direclor General of Civil 

. Aviation also accorded clearance to the extension of the agreement. The 
Ministry of Civil A viation su~uently, howl:ver, raised an objection to 
the extension and directed Air India to place the matter before the BQard 
of Directors. The Board however, refused the exttnsic7n of the agreement.. 

Thereafter, the operations of Pushpak Aviation and Huns Air, were 
terminated. Meanwhile, Pushpak Aviatiofl continued t~operated for about 
four months and Huns Air for aboUt three weeks \vithout the authorisation. 
of the Government. 

Reply of tile GovenuneDt 

It bas been indicated in Air India's letter No. MKT I GSR I 20-8 of June 
19, 1983 to the then Secretary, Ministry of Civil AViation, that in January 
1983, MIs Pushpak Aviation requested Air India to extend their "Associ~ 
ateship Agreement" for It furtber period of seven years from 1983. Air 
Ihdia conveyed its 'No Objection' to extending the validity of tbe 
"Associateship" bUt only for three. years. The doverflment at thiS stage 
asked Air India to go to the Board for approval of the e'XtenSion of the 
commercial agreement for three years. As the Board had not approved the 
extensi~n, the agreement was not extended beyond 9.3.83 in the' case of 
Pushpak Aviation. The actual operation however continued upto IS.7.83 in 
anticipation of approval. 

[Ministry of Civil Aviation & Tourism O.M. No. A V. 1402813 I 86-PIN 
Dated 13.12.1989] 

Reconuneadadoa SerIal No. , 

On grounds of their equipment being inferior to the equipment used by 
Air India and Gulf Air, Pushpak Aviation and Huns Air bad beeri allowed 
by the GovernmeDl to charge fares lower than, the published fare. In 
addition to the formal price advantage granted to these private operators, 
they reportedly offered further price inducements in the market place-. As 
a result they had been able to make serious inroads into Air India's traffic 
between Bombay and ~harjah 1 Dubai. The Committee are of the view 
that the decisions of Government to approve lATA established fares and 
rates for scheduled operations on one hand and then grant authorisatioDi 
to private operations for operatioD parallel services at reduced fares on the 
other was totally against the prndent commercial practices. 

7 



Reply fJI die Gota .. 

It would not have been practical. to enfon:e the lATA fares for this non-
scheduled operators. In, tlie first instance the non-scheduled operators wert 
operating with old aircraft wbic:h were phased out by the Indian Airlines 
It is only natural that. their operating cost would have been more. Further, 
,because these operators had a couple of aircraft only, the economies of 
,scale would not be there. The product of noo-.cheduled operators was also 

, inferior in terms of dependability, safety and passeoger amenities. Accord-
ingly it is also possible that most of the passengers using these 000-
scheduled aira'aft would have travelk!'d by sea bad this facility not been 
there. In,fact, the perusal Of Air India load factor during the period 1981-
83, when the associateship with Pushpak Aviatioo and Hans Air was in 
progr6Is does not show any do~ trend. On the contrary the load 
factor had inaeased during this period~ 

[Ministry of Ovil Aviation & Tourism O:M. No. AV. 14028/3/86-PIN 
Dated 13.12.1989] 

v ..... ae.a.n. fJI AIIdIt 

The ldualload factor duriag the period .1981-83 was between 25% and 
S4% wbidl was lower than other period. Thus, the load factor has not 
inc:reaIed. 

...., fJI ... Go,a" t 

No QmuDentJ. Aa:epted. 

(Ministry of CiW Aviation O.M. No. AV. 14f1]J1, 13J;,j6-AA Dated 
30.11.1990] 

.......................... ., ... c.. 'ttze 

(Ret O.M. ~. 11" I 2(1)-D-PU /-89 dt. 23.11.90) 

Air India COIIIIIIeDCed ctircc:t fIiabtJ to Slwjab only 'm March, 1981. 
PIeue IUbitantiate tbe above' aaertioD of the Government 'with the data' 
relatini to Air '1DCii8'. load fKtor on' tile Sector Bombay I Trivandrum-
Sbaijah duriDc l l981=83 in the Sector Bombay-Dabai during 1978-81. 

......... ....., ", ... Go,. r , 

Air IJMtia cIoeI DOt maintain recon:II of load, t.Cton OD individ..alfOUlall, 
.. CJDIy OD IIeCtOraI baiiI. AuaalioD is aIIo iIlvited to the reply elf tIie 
Govea...... on the veuiaa ranarb of die audit, pertaiDiDJ .., this 
..... "...tatioD. 

(M 'fbi 01 OW A¥iatiaa O;M. No. AV. 14028/3'I86-AA Dated 
Il. U. 1990) 
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RecoauneadatioD Serial No. II 
The Committee observe that no approval of Board of Directors was 

taken on the question of entering into "associatioDship" agreements with 
private airlines although Air India had taken a stand that the operations by 
private airlines were detrimental to the commercial interests of the 
organisation and resulted in dilution of the declared aviation policy of the 
the Government. The Committee do not. agree with Air India's contention 
that the approval of Board of Directors for such commercial agreements is 
not necessary. as it is a matter to be handled at the level of the 
Departmental Heads of Planning and commercial with the approval of the 
Chief Executive. Evidently there had .been misuse of power by the Chief 
Executives from time to time. whatever be t'he circumstances responsible 
for this. The Committee. therefore. desire that in future. the justifications 
and implications of entering into 'Associationship' agreement, if at all a 
need arise, should be considered and decided by the Board before seeking 
the prior approval of the Government. The Committee need hardly point 
out that the officers holding ,responsible positions should display absolute 
integrity and total commitment to the organisation, howsoever testing the 
circumstances may be. The Committee expect them to take a principled 
stand in such situations in public interest and also in the overall fnterests of 
the organisatiun. 

Reply or the Government 
The Committec's rccommendations are bein/! conveyed tu Air India for 

future I4,lmpliancc. 
[Ministry of Civil Aviation O.M. No. AV. 14028/3/86-AA Dated 

30.11.1990) 

Vettinl Remarks or Audit 
The Committee's recommendations have not been conveyed to Air India 

so far. 
Reply or tbe Government 

Recommendations of the COPU have been conveyed to Air Indi'l. 
{Ministry of Civil Aviation O.M.No. AV. 14028 I 3 I H6-AA Dated 

~.II.I9'J()1 

Recoaunendatioa Serial No. 12 
For international operations where operations b~ the non-scheduled 

carriers are considered' necessary, 5% royally paymenr is generally sought 
by Air India as compensation. The CommiUee regret to observe that no 
rovally payment was collected from the non-scheduled private operators till 
March 1981 although the estimated loss to Air 1ndia from January 1975 to 
March 1981 due to carriage of passengers by these operators works out to 
be Rs. 233.S2 laths. In this connection. during evidence. when asked 
whether Air India claimed royalty compensation from non-scheduled 
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operators for their operations during 1975 to 1981, the Managing Director, 
Air India stated that the question of claiming royalties from the private 
operaton!; did not raise as they w~re allowed to operate in consultation 
with Air India and in the interest of carrying cargo out of India. Air India 
reportedly started pressing for royalties from 1978. The Committee would 
like to know as to why Government did not determine the royalties to be 
claimed from the private operators for the period from 1978 to 1981 as 
required under Section 18(1) (e) of the Air Corporations's Act and what 
action was taken against the persons found responsible for this lapse. 

Reply of the Government 

From available r~cord in Air India, the basis. of determining royalty 
amounts is not available. Obviously, the low level of royalty amounts was 
based on the claim of these private carriers tha' their operations were not 
economical or barely economical.. Section 18(1) (e) of Air Corporations 
Act does not lay down any guidelines in regards to rates of royalties. The 
royalty, if any to be charged, is determined by Commercial considerations. 

[Ministry of Civil Aviation & Tourism O.M. No. AV. 14028/31 86-PIN.I 
Dated 13.12.1989) 

Vetting Remarks of Audit 

The Government's reply to the recommendation is not specific. Ministry 
has stated that Se~tion 18(1) (e) of the Air Corporations Act does not lay 
down any guidelines in regard to rates of royalty ,and 'If royalty is to be 
charged it should be on commercial considerations. It is clear that 
commercial considerations of Air India were not kept in view while 
deciding the quantum of compenastion. The inaction on the part of the 
Government in not determina the royalty in Air Indi!l's interest has not 
been answered by Goverment. 

Reply of the Govern .... t 

Royalties in international operations are determined by route ch.l,"ac:-
leristies and nature of operations. The SPirit behind the COPU observation 
has, however, been noted for future guidance. 

[Ministry of Civil Aviation O.M.No. AV. 140281 31 86-AA Dated 
30.11.1990] 

Further iDlormatioD cded lor by the Committee 
[Ref. O.M. No. 1112(1)-II-PU/89 dt. 23.11.90) 

Please give specific reJ'iy explaining the reasons for not determiD. the 
royalties to be claimed· from be private operators during 1979 to 1981. 
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Royalties in international operations are determined by route charac-
teristics and nature of operations. The spirit behind the COPU observa-
tion, however, has been noted for future guidance. 

[Ministry of Civil Aviation O.M.No. 140281 3/86-AA Dated 13.l2.90] 

RecGIIIIDeIIdIId SerW No. 13 

Attending to the formula for sharing of revenues for operating on the 
domestic sector, 55% of the revenues (lately 40%) earned by Air India are 
paid tolDdian Airlines. The Committee feel that wheD Pushpak Aviation 
and Huas Air were permitted to operate scheduled air services in 
association with Air India during 1981-83. Air India ought to have claimed 
compensation on revenue sharing basis according to the above formula. 
This has not, however, been done. The Committee are astonished to note 
that Air Indijl charged only a royalty of Rs. 1000 per flight from Pushpak 
Aviation and Rs. 500 per flight from Huns Air which, in Committee's view 
is ridiculoUs. Even the Secretary, Civil Aviation was candid enough to 
admit during- the course of evidence that in the case of Pushpak Aviation 
the royalty was less than even the fare of one passenger. Against a net 
revenue loss of Rs. 552 ~hs from April, 1981 to July, 1983, only a 
nominal ""yalty compensation of Rs. 11.95 lakhs was recovered frOm these 
airlines. The Committee have been informed that no reasons have been 
recorded on Air India's files for claiming low level of royalty compensa-
tion. The reasons are, however, not difficult to understand when a private 
party is giver undue advantage at the cost of the Corporation. According 
to the Secretary, Civil Aviation, "so for as the terms of agreement with the 
private airlines are concerned. the Government does not come into the 
picture and it is entirely for the Air India Board to consider it." The 
Committee feel that the Government cannot absolve themselves of the 
responsibility in this matter. They should have examined the justification of 
the terms and conditions of the agreement before according their approval. 

Reply of the GovenuBeDt 

The 55% :45% formula was applied 10 Domestic carriage within India. 
Indian Airlines are die Domestic Carrier within India and therefore they 
had a share of the domestic revenue earned by Air India. The same basis 
n'*<l not hold good f.,r arrangements ·with Pusbpak ~ viation and HUDS Air 
who operated international air services under a low yjeld situation. It may 
be mentioned that in international sectors Air India has no monopoly and 
,ny other airlines in~luding Indian Airlines in some sectors are operating. 

[Ministry of Civil Aviation and Tourism O.MINo. AV. ·14028/3/86-
PIN. Dated 13.12.1989] 



12 

VeIIIIIa ..... .6 ... A.-
WbeD the traffic rights of Air India is transfefI'CCI to private airlines, a 

sq;tabIe revenue sharing fonnula jusa as in the C8Ie of Air India pool 
partners should have been worked out. 1bis bas DOl belen done and the 
Govenunent bas also kept silent on this point. 

Reply crI tile Go.. , I I 

It is not possible ef apply revenue sIIariDa formulae informally to all 
situations. Each case has to be looked into on merit. 1be spirit behind the 
COPU observation. however, has been DOted for future reference. 

[Ministry of avil Aviation.O.M.No. I\V. 14028/3186-AA Dated 
30.11.1990] 

,....... ............. CIIIIed ... bJ tile () Mlee 

[Ref. O.M.No. 11-2(1)-II-PU 189 dt. 23.11.90) 
Please explain why Government did POt examine the justification terms 

aIKl c:lODditions of the agreement entered into by Air India with private 
airlines. 

Fartber reply crI tile Got. 2 

It is not possible to apply revenue sharing formula uniformly to all 
situations. Each case has to be looked into on merits. 1be spirit behind the 
COPU observation. however, has been noted for future reference. 

(Ministry of avil Aviation O.M.No. AV. 14028/31 86-AA Dated 
13-12-90) 

a ...................... No. 14 
'" Air India's load factor on Bombay 1 Trivandrum 1 Sbariah settor during 

April, 1981 to MardI. 1983 was reported to be only between 25 and 54 per 
cent which dearly indicates that Air India ~ have absorbed the 
pellCDFr tnfIic permitted to be carried by Pushpak Aviation and Huns 
Air. It is surprising that Air India's load factor was never reviewed while 
IIUlborisina progressive increase in the number of passengerS to be lifted by 
the IIOD-ICbcduIed operators and also when the private operators were 
allowed to opentC as ASSOciates of Air India. All this indicates how the 
COIIIIDeI'CiIII iDteieiII at the national carrier were disregarded in order to 
beoefit the private operators . 

....., fII ... Ge.. 1 

Air India', load factor during 1981-83 period OR the Gulf sector are as 
foIIow:-
iIIDwi. 
1981-«2 
1912-83 
lE-84 
1984-85 

Po L.F. (%) 
67.0 
fIJ.7 
65.5 
62.9 

Ov. L.F. (%) 
57.3 
61.8 
60.8 
59.3 
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The approval for signing of commerical agreement with Pusbpak 
Aviation and Hps Air were given after Air India approached the 
Government for clearance. The Commercial aspect of the agreement 
was also negotiated by Air India itself with the concerned companies. 
The loss of as. 551.88 lakhs calculated to have been incun'ed by Air 
India is only a notional figure on the basis of the calculation tbat Air 
India would have carried 40% of the traffic carried by the two airlines 
(on tbe basis of Air India's 40% market share). This assumption also 
pre-suppose that no fresh traffic 'bas been generated due to the 
marketing efforts on ~pak 1 Huns Air. It also neglects the possibility 
that this traffic would have been cariied by sea, but for the reduced fare 
offered by these airlines. 

[Ministry of Civil Aviation &: Tourism O.M.No. AV. 14028/3/86-
PIN. Dated 13.12.1989) 

V ..... IleaIub ~ Aadit 

The pax load factor and overall load factors's of Air India of Indian 1 
Gulf Sector as stated in Government's reply is correct. However, it may 
be stated that tbe COPU Report is related to the load factor of Air 
Iodia On Bombay-Sbarjah Sector which was between 25% and 54% 
durinc t,he period 1981-83. 

Reply rl tile Go,." ? 1 
No o--n 

[Ministry of Civil Aviation O.M.No. AV. 14028/3/86-AA Dated 
30.11.1990 ) 

Jtec:cw ................ No. 15 

The Committee were surprised to learn from Air India that it does 
not have records relating to its activities for the yearS prior to 1980. 
Though Air India claimed that it usually keeps records for 10 yean" it 
does not have records for the years 1978 and 1979 on its own ~saion. 
Moreover, since records are the memory of an organisation, the 
Committee. desire that Air India in consultation with the Comptroller" 
Auditor General of India and Government, should redetermine the 
re~ntion period of records with a view t~ prcsening evidence of its 
intGmal and external traDsactions. ~ to Secretary, Civil Avia-
tion, air India has destroyed even the doc:uments pertaiaing to the 
extension of agreement with Pushpak Aviation in 1983. Tbis is hiply 
unsatisfactory and the Committee have been left with' an uncomfortable 
feeling about these partieuIar records Dot beins found apecielly in view 
of the fact that productioa of these records would have 6ed proper lipt 
on the metter. 
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R .... y of the GoveraI.-al 
The record retention schedule of Air India is determined by the 

Corporation on their own and this Ministry bas DOt given any directions 
on this matter. 

[Ministry ·of Civil Aviation &: Tourism O.M .. No.AV. 1402813186-PIN. 
Dated 13.12.1989.) 

Vetdng Remarks or Audit 
The retention schedule is no doubt determined by air-India. However, 

in view of tile recommendation of the Committee· Air India in 
consultation with the administrative Ministry (and not the ComptroUer 
&: Auditor General of India) may like to review this schedule which may 
require revision from time to time based on experiences gained. 

Reply of the Govenuaeat 

The record retention schedule, particularly of the co~ nerdal and 
accounts departments of Air India are being reviewed in the light of the 
recommendations of the COPU and the Audit. 

[Ministry of Civil Aviation O.M. No.AV. 1402813186-AA Date(j 
30.11.1990.] 

Further bafonnattoa called for by the CoaIadUee 
[Ref. O.M.No. 11-2(1)-D-PU/89 dt. 23.11.90J 

Pleased indicate the action taken by Air India on this recommenda-
tion. 

Furtber reply 01 tile ~t 
Air India have reviewed their record retention lCheduies in'. light 

of the recommendations of the COPU, in consultation with the Ministry 
of Civil Aviation. It has been decided that henceforth all documents 
relating to operations by private operators in association with Air India 
would be preserved, permanently. both in the Accounts and Commer-
cial departments. 

[Ministry of Civil Aviation O.M .. Ne.AV. 1402813186-AA Dated 
13.12.1990.) 
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CIIAPTER IV 

RECOMMENDATIONS IN RESPECT OF WHICH REPUES OF 
1HE GOVERNMENT HAVE NOT BEEN ACCEPTED 

BY 1HE COMMllTEE. 

JIemz=.d ..... SerIal No. 1 

The Committee find that in 1974 Government in consultation with air 
India granted permission to a· privale operator Trans-ShaIjah Airlines 
for carriage of meat from Bombay to Sharjah in view of shortage of 
capacity faced by Air India during the pack demand period. On the 
representation made by Trans-Sb8ljab Airlines that carrying cargo only 
resulted in a loss, Government agroed in February 1975 to the lifting of 
five passengers per flight subject to a maximum of 70 passengers per 
month cx-SbaIjab. Subsequently. BIlotber private operator-Huns Air 
sougbt similar facility 8Dd Government agreed in June 1976 that a total 
of 170·pusengers per month be shared by the two airlines. When Trans-
Sharjah withdrew its operations in 1976, Huns Air was given the 
authority to carry 170 passengers per month. The ~ee fail to 
understand why, in tile firstiutancc,~ ,mvate operators were allowed 
to operate non-tdleduled c8rao flights- throughout the year wben the 
shortage of capacity faced by Air India bad been only of occasional and 
uni-direc:tional nature. 1be Committee would like to be apprised 
whether Govemment faced any difficulty in leasing or hiring cargo 
capacity from time to time depending upon tbe extent· and duration of 
capacity requirements, as is done presently. 

Bulk of the exports by "air from India m items with low density and 
low intrinsic value lib pcrishalel,. prments and leather. In-Bound 
cargo from deitinationsabroad is insignificant. It, therefore, makes 
cargo operatiODl for Air India uneconomic. Even today, Air India is not 
able to provide the cargo capllCity required by Indian exporters. 
Consequently. the Government had declared an open sky .PolicY wberein 
scheduled and non-sdleduled operators both Inaian ~ foreign are 
allowed to operate any nUlliber of flights out of India. lnitially, to 
poticy was 8IIIIOIIDCCd for peak lCason but had to be extended for the 
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full calendar year. Under the directions of the Board of Trade. Air 
India has agreed to increase its cargo capacity. but have asked for 
undeN1triting of their losses. which is under consideration. 
[Ministry of Ovil Aviation &. Tourism, O.M. No. AV.14028/3/86-PIN 

Dated 13.12.1989.] 
Further information called for by the Committee 

[Ref. O.M.No. 1112(1)-II-PU-59 dt. 23.11.90.] 
Please give specific reply as to whether Government faced any 

difficulty in leasing or hiring cargo capacity depending upon the extent 
and duration of capacity requirements when the private operators were 
granted permission in 1974 and 1976. 

Further reply of the Government 
It is submitted for the information of the Committee that in tbe 

absence of relevant records of the period. it is not possible to give a 
specifIC reply to this question. However. it ;Ilay be stated that there was 
definitely a cargo capacity shortage. so far as Air India was concerned at 
that time. 

[Ministry of Civil Aviation. O.M. No. AV.14028/3/86-AA; 
Dated 13.12.90) 

Comments of the Committee 
The reply of the Government is not satisfactory. The Committee. 

therefore. reiterate that it should have been possible for. the Govern-
ment to lease or hire cargo capacity from time to time depending upon 
the extent and duration of capacity requirements. as is done presently. 

Reccnnmenclation Serial No. 2 
The 1978. another airline-Pushpak Aviation sought permission to 

operate cargo flights from Bombay to Sharjab and also to carry 
passengers. Air India opposed the proposal for carriage of .passengers on 
the grdund that it was already operating five flights a week to Dubai 
which is just 15 minutes' drive from Sbarjab and tbat its return 
passenger load factor was only 65%. Besides. the private operators were 
charging only 50% of the' normal fare wbich had an adverse impact on 
the traffic carried by Air India. The Committee are surprised' to learn 
tbat in total disregard to the commercial interests of the Corporation. 
permission was granted to Pushpak Aviation to operate cargo fligbts and 
also to carry passengers. The Secretary. Civil Aviation was candid in his 
admission that this was do~e at the instari~ of the tlfen Minister of Civil 
Aviation who "by his persuBsivecharms. managed to persuade Air 
India" to agree to the operation of Pushpak Aviation. The Committee 
cannot but express their displeasure on such interference in the working 
of the Corporation. 
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Reply of tbe GoYet'IUIIeDt 

o..;ng to absence of cargo on return flights '0 India., Pu~hpak 
Aviation had' initially sought clearance for carrying sOme passengers 01: 

the return flights. In liuernational operatiohs, an overall annual load' 
factor of 65% is considered reasonably good. Since the private operators 
were flying a very inferior product in terms of aircraft service, frequency 
of service, they could not have charged normal fares. Such non-
scheduled charter operations are not covered by IAT A .• li may also be 
mentioned that the private operators proposed to lift deck-class passen-
gers. Sometimes, commercial interests have to subserve the needs of 
exports and tourism. The approval of mandatory freight rates for leather 
and perishables which are considerably lower than the existing lATA 
'rates, is one such example. Similarly, under the tourist charter guideli-
nes, charter operators are permitted to bring foreign tourists into India 
during . the tourist season. 

[Ministry of Civil Aviation & Tourism O.M. 'No.AV. 1402813186-PIN 
Dated 13.12.1989.] 

Further lnIonnatioa called for by the .Committee 
[Ref. O.M. No. 11/2(1)·U·PU·S9 dt. 23.11.90.] 

Please indicate how granting of -permission to Pushpak Aviation in 
1978 was prompted by the needs of exports on tourism. The reply may 
be supported by statistical d'ta in this regard. 

Further' reply of the Govel'lUDeDt 

The reply of the Government was of the nature of a general. statement 
indicating that the considerations before the Government In taking 
decisions are larger and different from those of Air India. The reason 
for permitting the operations of Pushpak have already been indicated in 
the earlier reply. 

[Ministry of Ovil Aviation, O.M. No. AV.I4028/3/86-AA 
Dated 13.12.90.] 

Coauneab of the COIDIIIittee 

Please see paragraph 7 of Chapter I of the report. 
Recoaunendatloa Serial No. 3 

The Committee find that the numbet of passengers authorised to be 
lifted Ex-Sharjah by the private operators increased progressively from 
time to time on the plea of iocrease in cost of operations. In tbe case of 
Pushpak' Aviation the quota per month was iocreased from. 200 in April 
1979 to 350 in February 1980 and to SOO in April 1980. In the case of 
Huns Air, the number was increued from 170 in June 1976 to 400 in 
JllJluary 1980. The Committee arc sboc:ked to note that pr'OpeIIive 
increase in the authorisation wu JrIUItc!d to private operaton at the COlt 
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of Air India. Rather the private airlines should have been asked to raise 
the fare which was reported to be SO% less than the normal fare 
charged by Air India. 

Reply of tile GoVenuDlllt 
The Pusbpak A via'tion was flying an old €aravelle Aircraft while 

Huns Air was flying piston engine still older Viscount aircraft They also 
planned to lift deckclass puscnFD. There~ore, on account of unattrac-
tive equipment, iaf "requent flights, class of passengers to be served etc. 
they offered a much inferior product and had to charge a lower fare. 

[Ministry of Civil Aviation &: Tourism, O.M. No.AV. 1402813186-PIN 
Dated 13.12.1989] 

eo ......... ts of tile COIDIIIJUee 
Ple.. see paragraph 7 of ChapJer I of the report. 

RecomllMllMlation Serial No. 4 
The one and only reason-for granting traffic rights to private airlines 

was to uplift the perishable cargo from Bombay to Sharjah on account 
of inadequacy of Air India's cargo capacity_ When there was permanent 
decline in demand for cargo capacity consequent on the ban on meat 
export in April, 1980, what one would have expected of Government is 
to withdraw the traffic rights granted to private airlines. Regretably this 
was not done. Instead Pushpak Aviation was also permitted to carry SOO 
passengers per month from Bombay to Sharjah to compensate the loss 
of cargo load. The reason for taking such a strange decision are 
inexplicable _ 

Reply of the GovenuDlllt 
It would have been undesirable to withdraw the carriage rights in view 

of the fact that there was heavy demand for other perishables, such as 
vegetables, fruits and mangoes. It may also be mentioned that the 
company had incurred" a lot of expenditure to keep itS; aircraft idle, like 
salaries to the staff, maintenance, rent for the hanger etc. Also in order 
to maintain its operations it has to make various arrangements with the 
concerned aviation authorities, sales agents etc. As such \t would not be 
practicable to give permission on a short-term basis. Similarly, it would 
not have been desirable to withdraw the permission merely because the 
export of meat had been banned temporarily. 

[Ministry of Civil Aviation & Tourism, O.M:No.AV.I4028/3/86-PIN 
Dated 13.12.1989] 

Farther iDfonaadoD adIed. for by the COIDIDIItee 
[Ref. O.M.No.1l/2(1)-II-PU/89 dt. 23.U.90.] 

If ihis was indeed the case, please state what was the rationale for 
Pushpak Aviation being permitted carriage of additional number of 



20 

passeflgers on the pretext of decline in cargo traffic due to ban on meat 
export. 

Fudber reply of the G4mnuaeDt 
It was anticipated that the ban on meat export would be temporary 

and keeping in view the heavy investment made, private operators were 
allowed, to a&ry passengers, in addition to export of other perishable 
cargo, to tide over a period of fall in demand for reasons beyond their 
control. 

[Ministry of Civil Aviation, O.M. No. AV.I4028/3/~AA. 
Dated 13.12.1990.] 

Comments of the COIIUIIIttee 
Please see paragraph 7 of Chapter I of the report. 

RecommendatIoa SerIal No. 6 
What is more distressing to the Committee is when one considers how 

the provision of the Air Corporation's Act was flagrantly misused in 
order to benefit the private operators. Under the Air Corporation's Aq 
it is unlawful for anyone other than the Corporation or its associates to 
operate any scheduled air transport service which is provided by the 
Corporation. As such after Air India commenced direct flights to 
Sharjah in March, 1981, it was not legal to allow the private airlines to 
continue their operations to Sharjah. In order to circumvent this legal 
obstar'e, Air India with the prior approval of Government, entered into 
an agreement with Pushpak Aviation and Huns Air under Section 7 (2) 
(h) of the Act to operate as associates of Air India for a perl.~ of two 
years from 10.3.1981 in the case of the former and ~om l.S.1981 in the 
case of the latter. Evidently, the justification aDd implications of 
entering into associateship agreement with the private airlines were 
neither examined by Air India nor by Government. As a result the 
Associateship status granted to the private operators to operate interna-
tional scheduled services not only syphoned away Air India's legitimate 
traffic and revenue as brought out in succeeding paragraphs but also 
resulted in much wide repercussions to the detriment of the country's 
A vialion policies and objectives. In effect a situation had been created 
wherein international air services had beep ~nationalised through back 
door without a conscious decision of the Government. 

Reply of the Govenuaent 

Both operators Pushpak Aviation and Huns Air were Indian non-
scheduled operatOR which operated old aircrafts taken from Indian 
Airlines. Having purchased ~e aircraft from Indian Airlines it is only 
natural that these operators would like to put these aircraft into use. 
Maintenance of these aircrafts involves heavy overheads. It cannot be 
said that there is any thing wrong, in case the Government decides to 
utilise this capacity for promotion of exports. Whether to allow on 



21 

exclusive right to the nationalised airlines or to allow private airlines 
also into the field is a legitimate policy question in which the 
Government can take a decision. The Government has to balance the 
commercial interests with overall national interest like optimum utilisa-
tion of its resources for export promotion etc. It may be mentioned that 
very rigid policy on the part of Government would only discourage the 
private sector from entering into Civil Aviation field especially during 
the present times wben important committees like the National Commit-
tee on Tourism and Working Group on 8th Plan have found that the 
National Carriers would not be able to generate enough resources to 
acquire the required capacity and have recommended partial privatisa-
tion. It may also be mentioned that the Government has already 
announced the Air Taxi Scheme where operators including those in tbe 
private sector would be able to operate Air Taxis between approved 
domestic airports to supplement the efforts of national carriers. 

[Ministry of Civil Aviation & Tourism O.M. No. AV. 14028/3/86-PIN' 
dated 13.12.89j 

VettbIg Remarks of Audit 

There is no .specific provision in Air Corporations Act, 1953 which 
permits Government to take such a policy decision. Government have 
not categorically brought out whetber the justification and implications 
of entering into associate agreements with the private airlines were 
examined by Air India or Government. 

Reply of tile Government 

As already indicated 'in the reply of this Ministry, the private 
operators were given associate status in consultation with Air India. This 
decision was taken after examining all the implications. 

[Ministry of Civil Aviation O.M. No. AV. 14028/3/86-AA; dated 
30.11.19901. 

IWtIIer iDlonaadoa called for by tile Committee 

[Ref. O.M. No. 1 Jtl20)-I1-PU/89; dt.23.10.1990] 

Attention is invited in this connection to Section 18 of the Air 
Corporatiops Act which prohibits, operation of any scheduled air 
transport service by any person other than the Air Corporations. The 
Ministry of Civil Aviation are, therefore, requested to clarify wbether 
the decision to operate air taxi scheme was in aa:ordance with the 
provisions of the Air Corporations Act and if so, please cite the relevant 
provisions in the Act which permitted luch operations. 
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Further reply of the GovenIBIIIIt 
Air Taxi Operations, at present, undertake non-scheduled operatioDl 

, and therefore the provisions of Section 18 of the Air Corporatioas Act 
are not attracted. 
[Ministry of Ovil Aviation C.M. No. AV. l402B/3/86-M; dated 

7.1.1991] 

Coauaeats of the CoauaIttee 
Please _ paragraphs 11 and 12 of Chapter I of the report. 

JlemnunendetII. SeaUI No, 7 

The Committee find that in January 1981 Air India bad taken i stand 
that once Air India commences operations to Sharjah, Huns Air and 
Pusbpak Aviation Should not be permitted ·,to carry p8S$engers as it 
would be detrimental to Air Indja '5 commercial interests. Subsequently, 
on a proposal made by Air India for permitting Pusbpak A vialion to 
continue their operations, there were deliberations by the officials witbin 
the Ministry and also with the officials of Air India at the instance of 
the then Minister of Civil Aviation. This was followed by a letter frol\l 
Air India on 5.3.1981 seekina prior approval of the Government to 
enter into an agreement with Pushpak Aviation. All. this requires 
thoroup inveatiptian for ~rtainina the role played by those resport-
SIble tor this epiSOde. 

Reply 01 tile eoven.-t 
Air India had initially expressed reservations about the operations of 

Huns Air and Pushpak. Aviation but bad later-on sought clearance for 
associateship status under Section 7(2) (b) of the Air Corporalions Act. 
There does not appear to be any evidence on record to establish use of 
unfair means to influence sucb a decision. Since none of the func-
tionaries are in service anywhere, it is 'felt that no purpose might be 
served by an enquiry at tbis -ae. 
[Ministry of Civil Aviation &: Tourism O.M. No. AV. 14028/3/86-PIN; 

dated 13.12.~J 
Conunenu of the Coaunlttee 

Please Set paragraph 15 of Chapter I of the report. 
R .............. atIoD Serial No, 10 

The startling disclosures in the foregoing paragraphs indicate the need 
for a thorough probe into tbe whole episode starting with the issue of 
granting traffic rights to Pushpak Aviation in 1978 and ending with the 
joint operation of Air India with the private airlines from 1981 to 1983. 
The Committee regret to learn from the Ovil Aviation Secretary that no 
investiaation was conducted into the matter despite obvious improprities 
and doubtful conduct .by those in power at that time in the MinistrY of 
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Ovil Aviation as weD as in Air India. The Committee desire that the 
whole case should be referred to CBI for a probe with a view to finding 
out who were responsible at various stages in the episode and the ext":nt 
of the role played by them. The Committee would like to be informed 
of the outcome of the probe and the action taken against those found 
guilty. 

Reply f1I die ~t 
Permission Jl'anted to the private operators could very well have been 

due to a genuine desire for utilisation of" the capacity available with 
them for export promotion. Considering that acquisition of aircraft 
capacity is a costly affair and there is pc!rsistent shortage of funds with 
the national carriers. such a policy does not appear to be entirely out of 
place. Considering the fact that there is very little in the records to 
prove otherwise and many of the officers who were in the Ministry of 
Civil Aviation are no more in service, an enquiry will serve very little 
purpose at this stage. On the contrary. constitution of a CBI Enquiry at 
this stage may only frighten· away . prospective private sector entrep-
reneurs from entering into the field of Civil Aviation. Officers dealing 
with such proposals may also be reluctant to take decisions for fear of 
enquiries. 
[Ministry of Civil Aviation & Tourism O.M. No. AV. 14028/3/86-PIN; 

dated 13.12.89] 
Conunents or the Committee 

Please see paragraph 15 of Chapter I of the report. 



CHAPI'ER V 

RECOMMENDA nONS IN RESPECT OF WHICH FINAL REPLIES 
OF TIlE GOVERNMENT ARE STILL AWAITED 

NEW DELHI; 

8 March. /99/ 

J7 Phalguna. 1912 (Saka) 

-NIL-

BASUDEB ACHARIA, 
Chairl'PlDn. 

Comm;lt~e on Public Undertakings. 
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APPENDIX I 
MiIuUa of 1M 35th .rUling 01 the Commiltft on PubIk Untkrtakings 

Mid on 6th Mtuda, 1991. 
The Committee sat from 15.30 ·brI. to 17.30 hn. 

Sbri Buudeb Acbaria -

2. Sbri Manoranjan Bhakta 
3. Dr. A.K. Patel 
4. Shri Piyus Tanky 
S. Shri Yuvraj 

PRESBHI' 
Clullmum. 
MIiMBERs 

6. Smt. RenuU Otowdhury 
7. Shri Dipen Ghosh 
8. Shri Mobinder Singh Lather 

1. Shri S.C. Gupta -
2. SIari K.K. Sharma -
3. SaIl. P.Jt. Sandhu -

SECRETARIAT 

Joint S«retiuy 
Diret:tor 
Uruler Secrntlry 

The CoJDJDittee took evidenc:e of the representatives of the Ministry of 
Energy (Department of Coal) in connection with examination of Coal 
India Limited. 

••• ••• • •• 
The Committee thereafter conIideRd and adopted the foUowing draft 

Reports subject to the amendment shown in the Annexure: 
••• • •• • •• 

(ii) Draft report on Action Taken by Govel'lUllellt on the recommen-
dations contained in the 58th report of ~ on Public 
Undertakinp 1988-89) on Air India-Undue benefit to private 
operaton. 

The Committee authoriJed the Chairman to finaliae the reports on tbI 
basis of factual verificatidn by the Miniltties/Undertakinp concerned and 
Audit and to present the same to Parliament. 

The Co~ then fIIljoumed . 

••• MiIIu ... "' ...... 10 ... IMdealc of die ....... 1Iiws of Depanmeot of Coal ill 
CCIDDICIioa wida ........... 01 eo.a ..... IJmited .... beea kept IIpIntely. 



ANNEXURE 
A1Mrubnent mIIIU in drtlft Action TfIkm Report 011 Ai, India-Undue 
benefit to private opertllOn. 

The last sentence in para 12 of chapter ] "1bey therefore recommend 
.................... suitably" may be substituted by the following sentence: 

"The Committee, therefore, are of the view that the air taxi 
operations are not covered by the Air Corporations Act and the 
matter needs to be examined further in the light of tile provisions of 
the Air Corporations Act." 



APPENDIX D 
(ViM Para 3 of the Introduction) 

Alllllylis 0/ 1M Action Tcrkm by 1M Govel'PllMnt on the TeCOl'fII1VndtltiOIlS 
conllliMd In the 58th Report' 01 the Conrmiltft on Public UnUrtGlcings 
(Eighth Lot StlbhD) 

I. 

II. 

m. 

IV. 

v. 

Total number of recommendations ................. . 

Recommendations that have been accepted by 
the Govenuncat (Vide recommendations at 51. 
Nos. 5,8,9 and 11 to IS) ................. .............. . 

IS 

8 

Percentage to total ....................................... 530/0 

Rcconunendatioos which the Committee do not 
desire to pursue in view of the Government's 
replies 

Recommendatiou'iIJ respect of whicb replies of 
the Government have not been accepted by the 
Committee (Vidr recommendations at SI. Nos. 
1,2,3,4,6,7 and ........................................... .. 

NIL 

7 

Percentage to total ,'" ~................................... 47% 

Rcc:ommenCIatioDa in respect of which final 
replies of the Govenunent are still awaited ...... . NIL 
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