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India , the picture is just the revers
the o0ld plant of TISCO and In Ir nd Steel is lower
compared 40 the plont of Hindustan Steel Limited, and here again
I quote from the report; in the case of TISCO, the cost of
material is 48.6 Ter cznt; in the case of Indian Iron it is
54.2 per cent. but in the case of Hindustan Steel it is RS.64.6
per cent.

Another poin% is with regard to rejection and
poor quality. It is tremendously high. After working
for 7 or 8 years, the rejection at the various stages
is gso large that it eats into the profits. It is very
mach high compared {o the other steel mills in India and <
compared to the steecl mills in the world. Serious remarks
have been given with regard to rejections by the ARC as
well as by the Public Undertakings Committee.

Cpa of the pleas advanced by the hon. Minister
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ia pertly due So thz fact that the exist ing aﬁge ﬁorda
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