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NOTE. 

The estimated cost of the Tariff Board during its enquiry into 
the Shipbuilding Industry is as follows:-

(1) Salaries of members and" staff . 
(2) Travelling allowance" (including daily allow

ance) 
(3) Printing 

(4) Contingencies 

Rs. A.!'. 

15,36S 12 0 

2,540 11 0 
840 0 0 
330 2 0 
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Report. 



Report of the Indian Tariff Board regarding the. grant 
of protection to the Ship-building Industry. 

The Tariff Board were directed to examine the question of the 
import duties on imported boats, barges, 

Reference to the Board. flats and steamers and on the imports of 
shaped and fabricated parts for such vessels, by the Resolution of 
the Government of India in the Commerce Department, No. 22Vf, 
dated the 28th March, 1925, which is' printed below:-

" In paragraph 16 of the second portion of the original Report 
regarding the grant of protection to the Steel Industry, 
the Tariff Board considered as a general conclusion 
that an increase in duties on unfabricated steel did not 
necessitate any increase in the duties on imported boats, 
barges, flats, steamers, etc. The Board did not arrive 
at any distinct finding as to the duties which ought t() 

be imposed when such vessels were imported as shaped 
and fabricated parts for erection iIi India, as that ques-· 
tion was not brought to the notice of the Tariff Board. 
This question is now referred to the Tariff Board for 
enquiry and report with special reference to a representa
tion received from the Irrawaddy Flotil:la Company that 
the general conclusion of the Tariff Board should be 
held to cover the imports of shaped and fabricated parls 
for such vessels. 

2. Firms or persons interested in the above enquiry should 
address their representations direct to the Secretary of 
the Tariff Board." 

No increase in the duty 2. In paragraph 16 of their Second Report 
on llhips proposed by the on the Grant of Protection to the Steel 
Tariff Board in 1924. Industry, the Board wrote as follows:-

" 16. A considerable number of steamers, tugs, flats, barges, 
etc., are manufactured at present, principally at 
Calcutta and in Rangoon. The evidence we have taken 
suggests that in this branch of manufacture the engineer
ing firms have little to fear from foreign competition 
and no serious comp'laints have been made. This may 
be due to the fact that the component parts of these 
vessels are' bulky in proportion to their weight; and the 
freight payable on imported materials is therefore 
higher than in the case of ordinary structurail steel. In 
effect, therefore, ~hese products enjoy a certain degree 
of natural protection. We are not satisfied that there 
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are sufficient reasons at present for raising the 10 per 
cent. ad valorem duty in the case of vessels of this kind. 
It is possible of course that, with the increased cost of 
unfabricated steel, prices may rise to a level at which 
the foreign manufacturer would find it possible to com
pete. But there is no real evidence at present that 
the risk is great or imminent and we think the danger 
we have referred to must be dealt with specially when 
it arises." 

It will· be clear fro.m this passage that the Board did not propose to 
increase the Customs duty on imported ships and they left the 
entry in the Tariff Schedule unchanged. This entry (statutory 
No. el) reads as follows:~ 

" Ships an~ other vessels for inland and harbour navigation, 
including steamers, launches, boats and barges imported 
entire or in sections: Provided that articles of 
machinery as defined in No. 51 or No. 51A shall, when 
separately imported, not be deemed to be included here
under." 

Under this entry, which is exactly as it was before the Steel 
Industry (Protection) Act was passed, the steel hulls of vesseils are 
subject to a duty of 10 per cent. and flie machinery to a. duty of 
2t per cent. U ntH 1924, "ships and other inland vessels" had 
always been subject to the same rate of duty as iron an!I steel, 
1\nd so lc;mg as this was the case, it was a matter of indifference to 
aH concerned whether the duty was levied on the hulls as ' ships ' 
or as fabricated steel. It was not foreseen that, when the duty on 
fabricated steel was ..raised to 25 per cent. a question of interpreta
tion might arise as to the meaning of the phrase 'entire or in 
sections.' The method of importation was not specially considered 
py the Board in the first enquiry, and the orily firm, which gave 
evidence about ships, stated distinctly that imported vessels were 
dutiable under No. 64. . 

3. Soon after the Steel Industry (Protection) Act became law, 
the Central Board of Revenue considered 

Ruling of the Central what rate of duty was app!J.icable to the 
"Board of Revenue. b . .. 

. fa rlCat-ed steel parts of ShIpS, and on the 
21st June, 1924, they issued the following ruling:~ 

H(I) Plates and other fabricated steel materials being parts 
of a ship or vessel for inland or harbour navigation 
which has 'been dismantleil for shipment--Such ships 
and vessels, if imported entire or in sections, are liable 
to duty at 10 per cent., item 64 of the Import T8.l'iff 
Schedule. In the opinion of the Board, if this phrase 
'entire or in sections' is read as a whole, the word 
I sections' cannot mean a collection of dismantled units, 
even if that collection is complete, but must be used in 
",hat is the ordinary dictionary sense, ::.nd also in the 
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sense, which it has in trade practice, namely, erected and 
complete divisions of a ship or vesse~ which are in them
selves entire and have not been dismantled. With 
regard to the ordinary use of the expression 'sections ' 
in the trade, the Board is satisfied from reference to 
catalogues of two British manufacturing firms, 'Viz., 
Messrs. Alley and MacLellan, Limited, Glasgow, and 
Messrs. Ritchie, Graham and Milne, Glasgow, that this 
word is used in the sense above given, the practice being 
to make these sections, which can be launched separately 
and fastened together in the water, for faci:lity of trans
port and handling. It also appears that manufacturers 
quote separately for vessels made in sections in this 
manner and for vessels which have been dismantled with 
a view to the re-erection of the materiaJIs at their desti
nation. Such dismantled elements of a ship or barge 
will be liable to duty at the proper rate under Parts IV, 
V and VII of the Import Tariff Schedule. It is believed 
that these parts will mostly consist of fabricated steel 
angles, or of fabricated iron or steel plates 1 of an inch 
thick or over, the rate of duty for both these articles 
being 25 per cent. ad 'Valorem." 

4. The effect of the rulin~ of the Central Board of Revenue is 

Effect of the ruling of 
the Central Board of 
Revenue. 

that, unless the hulls of vessels are imported 
entire or in built-up sections which can be 
launched separately and fastened together 
in the water, the fabricated steel from which 

the hull is made is liable to a protective duty of 25 per cent. Small 
boats may occasionally be imported entire, but no vessel of any 
Eize could be imported in this way, while none of the shipbuilding 
or shipowning firms ever heard of a case in which a vessel has been 
imported into India in built-up 'sections'. When vessels are 
made abroad, the fabricated steel parts are erected in the builder's. 
yard and are subsequently dismantled and shipped to India sepa
rately. What passes through the Custom House is a collection of 
fabricated plates, angles, beams, and sheets, and vessels are not 
imported in any other way. The result of the ruling, therefore, 
is that every inland vessel imported into India is sub.iect to a 
protecfive duty which the Tariff Board did not recommend. 

5. Representatio.ns were made to the Government of India 
The Board's procedure. against the ruling of the Central. 'Board of 

FeYpnue bv the Irrawaddy Flotilla Com
pany, Limited, and by the India 'General NaviO"ation and Railwav 
Company. J.Jimited, a~d these 'representations h~ve been referrpd t"o 
us. At the outset of our enquiry we drew up two questionnaires
(1) for the companies which desired the reduction of the duty to HI 
per c~nt., and (2) for the enginee;ing firms that:13uild ships in India. 
Rpphes to the former were received from both the companies cou
cerned, and to the latter from the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company, 
T,imited, from Uessrs. Burn and Company, Limited, from the 
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.Shalima;r -yvorks! LimHed a~d from Messrs .• John King and Coni • 

. pany, Llmlte.d. Representatives of all the companies except the last 
gave. oral eVIdence in the first half of January, 1926. The Board 
are mdebted to, all of them for the full information supplied on 
points which seemed obscure or doubtful. 

6. Since the circumstances of the case' are somewhat unusual . , 
Scope of the enquiry. It inay be well ~o de~ne at th.e ~utset exactly 

· . . . what the question IS to whICh we have to 
find an answer. The shipbuilding industry lias existed in India 

· for many years and has been firmly established for at least a 
quarter of a century. In this line of work Ind,ia's natural advant. 

· ages are considerable, so great indeed that in the pre-war period, 
when steel and ships alike were free of duty, and the industry 

_onjoyed no tariff assistance, it was able to capture a large part 
of the market which had previously been supplied from the 
United Kingdom. Shipbuilding work is'of a kind which can 
be done cheaply. and efficiently by Indian labour, and there are 
~no physical reasons why, in course of time, the whole of the 
country's needs should not be supplied by' Indian firms. The 
industry has strong claims to assistance, if assistance be needed, 
for it is a branch of the steel industry, which the Legislature has 
decided to protect. 'fhe Board refrained in 1924 froin recommend
ing a higher duty on imported ships, but it was influenced not by 
doubts whether shipbuilding in India ought to be encouraged, but 
by the feeling that a higher duty was unnecessary. The question 
on which they have now to advise is. not whether the shipbui[ding 
industry deserves protection but whether it needs it. If it can be 
shewn that, with a 10 per cent. duty, orders which are at present 
placed in India are likely to be placed abroad, then a case for a 
higher duty would be established .. In the opinion of the Tariff 
Board the shipbuilding firms ·failed in the first enquiry to make 
out a case for a higher duty. It rested with them, therefore, in 

. this enquiry to prove that a higher duty was needed by placing 
before the Board facts which were not brought to light in 1923, or by 
-showing the circumstances have clianged to their disadvantage since 
1923. It is from this point of view that we have considered the 
ease. 

7. We have reproduced in Appendix A an extract from the oral 
evidence given in the Board's first enquiry 

EvideI!-ce .on. behalf of by Mr. A. Cochran on beha!lf of Messrs. Burn 
the shipbuildmg firms d C L' 't a b 't h' in the first enquiry. an ompany, Imi e, ecause 1 was IS 

evidence which [ed the Board to believe 
that the Indian shipbuilder has little to fear from foreign competi
tion. , The following are the important points:-

{I) The gleat bulk of the inland vessels in India are to be 
found in (a) Bengal and Assam and (b) Burma. The 
demand of Western India. is confined to the tugs and 
.other harb'our vessels needed at Bombay and Karachi. 
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(2) All tthe fials and barges and most of the steamships re
quired for Bengal and Assam are made in India. 

{3) In Burma more vessels are imported but Messrs. Burn and 
Company have sometimes succeeded in obtaining orders 
there also. 

(4) Companies, which formerly imported river and harbour 
craft, now build or purchase them in India. 

(5) The hulls of inland vessels can be made entirely in India 
.out of 'Indian materials·. The boillers and engines of 
small ~aunches can be made in India, but for all the 
larger vessels they are imported. 

(6) Substantive protection· was not asked for, but only an 
increase in the duty on imported vessels sufficient to, 
compensate. for the higher price the Indian builder' 
would have to pay for his steel if steel was protected. 

8. The natural inference to be drawn from Mr. Cochran's evi
. . . . dence was tliat for supplying the require~ 
S~rong P?Slti?n of t~e ments of BengalI and Assam the position of 

Indian Shipbwlders In hId' h' b 'I-d 
Bengal and .Assam. ten Ian s Ip Ul er was very strong 

indeed. At a time when steel and ships 
alike were free of dutyt, the river steamship companies (some of 
which are British owned) began to make or buy in India vessels 
which they had been in the habit of importing. They would not 
have changed their policy in this way unless they could effect a 
substantial economy by doing so, for in such cases there is always 
the opposition of vested interests to be overcome. The fact that 
Messrs. Burn and Company had been able to obtain orders from 
Burma in competition with British firms is also· significant. It 
would have been impossible to do this if their advantage in Bengal 
and Assam over the foreign builder had not been substantial, for 
either the vessel must be towed to Rangoon, and this' is possible 
only for four months in the year, or else the material is erected in 
th~ shipyard at Calcutta, then dismantled and shipped to Burma 
and finally erected at oestination. If the Calcutta firm can meet 
the cost of the freight to Rangoon and the double cost of erection, and 
still underquote the British builder, the latter stands no chance at 
Calcutta where the Indian builder has no extra freight to pay and 
the vessel is erected once only. 

9. In this enquiry evidence was given, not only by three 
. . shipbuilding firms, out also by tw<.' 

EVidence of ~he river river steamer companies. The Irrawaady 
-steamer compames. FI '11 C -d h h '1' ~ ob a ompany state t at t ey bUl t'lll 

* This was Mr. Cochran's statement in 1923. It requires Bome qualification 
in the light of the evidence given in the enquiry. See paragraph 9. 

t This was the case up to 1916 .. 



Rangoon all' their flats· and barges, and the smaller steam vess1s 
up to 100 feet)n length,. but imported all their larger steamer.s, 
because they dId not conslaer that they could be constructed satis
factorily in India. It w.as not only a question of price. The 
machinery had in any case to be imported, and it was a convenience 
to place the order for the hull and the machinery with the same 
firm. The home builders were fatniliar with the ('oustrnrtjlJll 
of the types of vessel required by the company and to place orders 
elsewhere would involve trouble and expense. Finally, the river 
water in Burma necessitated the use of gabanized material in the 
construction of the vessels, and there was no means in Rangoon 
of galvanizing plates and angles after they had been furnaced and 
shaped. Whatevel; the rates of duty might lie, tlie Company would 
continue to build its flats and· barges, and to import the larger 
steamers. The written evidence of the India General N uyigatilJn 
and Railway Company was to the same effect, except that this 
company does not use galvanized material. in the hulls. In oral 
examination, however, it was explained that it was only when new 
or special types of vessel were required, that the order was in
variably placed abroad. The first one or two vessels of a type 
would be designed and built in England, but if more vessels of the 
same type were needed. they would be built in India in the Com-· 
pany's dockyard, provided it was not fully occupied with repair 
work and other construction. They could build a steamer of 300 
feet in length, and had actuaHy built steamers of 249 feet. The 
workmanship of the Indian bui:It steamers was satisfactory, but.not 
quite so fine as that of the imported vessels, and in India they had 
not the same facilitIes for light construction, a very important 
matter in river navigation. The result was that the Indian built 
vessel was a little heavier than the vessel built abroad. 

10. The evidence of the river steamer companies is important 
. and brings out certain points clearly. They 

Important points in would not build all their flats and barges 
-",dence of t.he river and the smaller power craft in India, unl.ess 
steamer companies. it were cheaper. to do so, and the IndIan 

. builder has nothing to fear from foreign 
competition, so fat as these vessels are concerned. Steamers of the 
largest size in use on the Indian rivers can be and have been made 

It Extract from the Oral Evidence of Mr. K. MacGibbon recorded at 
Oalcutta on Friday, the 8th January 1926. 

* * * * • * 
lIfr. MacGibbon :-These (five cargo Hats) were ordered in 1919 but they 

actually arrived and were put together in 1920. The reason for th!1't is a; 
particular one. At the end of the war we found ourselves faced With the 
position of being extremely short of Hats. The Go!ernment had comma~-. 
deered a great ·many of them. We were very short mdeed and we found It 
necessary to build 11 Hats ill a hurry to meet our current needs. We cou!d 
not from the point of view both of space and time, construct the whole· In 

our'Dalia dockyard. We ordered five from home and we built six at our 
works in Rangoon. That WM a particular case, however. 
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in India, but if it is advantageous to use galvanized material in 
the hulls (as is claimed by the Irrawaddy' Flotilla Company), the 
steamer would have to be imported. Apart from the galvanizing 
difficulty, particular firms may prefer to place an order in England 
because there is a British builder who knows all their require
ru~nts, because the vessel is of a new or unusual type, or because 
light construction is of special importance. But there is no. evidence 
at all that the·British built steamer is the cheaper, and when an 
order is placed abroad it is not the price which is the deciosive 
factor. The Irrawaddy Flotilla Company will continue to import 
its larger steamers whatever the rate of duty may be, for hulls of 
galvanized materia'l cannot be made in India at present. Some 
steamers will also. be imported by the river steamer companies 
whose vessels ply on the Ganges and the Brahmaputra, but the 
number is not likely to be great, and many _ of the larger vessels 
will be built in India. The Indian shipbuilder has to face com
petition from abroad in the case of the larger steamers, but it has 
not been shewn that the foreign builder can undersell him. 

Little evidence of Bri
tish builders obtaining 
<l1'ders because their 
prices were lower. 

11. In the questionnaire addressed to the 
Engineering firms the following question 
was included:-

" As a result of their first enquiry into the Steel industry 
the Tariff Board came to the conclusion that, in Benga'l 
and Assam at any rate, there was a margin between the 
cost of manufacturing vessels in India and of importing 
the~, and that the necessity of increasing the Customs 
duties on vessels and their component pal'ts had not 
been established. Can you mention any facts not 
broug-ht to the notice of the Board in tneir first enquiry 
which might have led them to take a different view?" 

To this question all the firms who sent answers replied in the 
negative, and one shipbuilding firm-the Shalimar Works, Limited 
-added that they agreed with the Board's conclusion. In these 
'Circumstances attention was natural:ly concentrated during the oral 
-examination of the witnesses on the changes which have occurred 
"since 1923. The best evidence of the need for a protective duty 
would be the citation of actual cases in which the Indian builders 
failed to obtain an order because the price of the imported vessel 
was the lower. Very little evidence of this kind has been tendered. 
Messrs. Burn and Company referred to the purchase of two light 
vessels in England by the Port Commissioners in 1923, but this can 
hardly be taken as a typical case for the steel hulls of the vessels 
were to be sheathed in teakwood, and Mr. Cameron of the Shalimar 
Works informed us that he believed the order had been placed 
abroad because it was thought there would be difficulty in working 
the timber at the forward and after ends of the vessel. In this 
case the unfabricated steel in the hull accounted for only 161 per" 
cent. of the tota'! cost of the vessel, as against 33 or 34 per cent. 
in the case of flats and barges. 
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12. The only other instance quoted was an order for two t~s-
The SukkiIr til s.' for the Sukkur Barrage for which :Mess s. 

, g Burn and Company tendered unsuccessfu ly 
in June, 1925. ,This case also cannot be regarded as .typical or 
several reasons. The Calcutta engineering firms are at a is. 
advantage when the vessel ordered is to ply on the lower Indus, 
for it m\lst first be erected in the shipyard on the Hooghly, then
Jiismantled and dispatched by, rail and finally erected 
at destination. The railwayfl'eight on the material to Sukkur 
would have amounted to nearly Rs. 11,00'0 and would have added· 
5 per cent. to the cost of vessel, but the additional cost occasioned. 
by the double, erection has not been ascertained. From the in
formation supplied by 'the Chief ControMer of Stores it would' 
seem that the British tender was the lowest, but the exchange com
plication entered into the comparison of prices, and it is exceedingly 
difficult, to 'get exact figures. The British tender was apparently 
for, vessels complying in all respects with' the published Bpecifi~ 
cations whereas, :Messrs. Burn and Company submitted two alterna. 
tive tenders in both of which the dimensions ,of the vessels exceeded' 
those laid down. They could not guarantee the towing speed 
j'equired except with a vessel 32 feet longer, It ;feet broader ftnd G 
inches deeper than the specified:dimensions, and,even the alternative
vessel, of which the towing speed was not guaranteed, woul~ have 
been' 19t feet l()nger. It is obvious that a vessel 132 feet long 
will contain much more steel than: a vessel 100 feet long and the 
cost will be proportionately higher. 'J'he decis~ve factor, however, 
which lea to the oraer oeing placed in England was not the price
but the date of delivery. The tugs were ordered in July, 1925" 
and were to be delivered afloat at Karachi, one after 6 months 
and one after "( months, whereas :Messrs. Burn and Company could 
not' undertake to comp[ete the erection at 8ukkur in less than 19-
months after the order was received. It may be added that the 
Chief Engineer, SUKkur Barrage, informed us in February, 1926, 
that the material for neither of the tugs had yet passed through 
the Customs House, and as the erection at Karachi will take two or 
three months, the advantage expected from prompt <Ielivery is 
likely to be illusory. 

13. For the last three or four years the shipbuil~ing industry 
Depression in the in Ind~a has been depressed ana ;)rders have 

Indian shipbuilding in- beendlfficullt to obtaIn, but the cause' of the 
dustry .n?t due to foreign depression is the scarcity of orders and not 
competltlOn. 'foreign competition. Apart from the stea. 
mers purchased by the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company, which owing' 
to the use of galvanized material cannot be made in India, and
vessels of a special type such as the dredgers, which have been 
brought out since the war both to Calcutta and to Bombay, very 
few vessels have· been imported. The India General N8:vigation 
and Railway Company, for example, has imported 'none since 192(). 
The river steamer companies indeed are finding it'much more diffi
cult than before the war to run their steainer services at a profit,. 
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and the replacement of obsolescent vessels is being postponed until 
conditions improve. In these circumstances, a protective duty on 
imported ships, if it raised the cost of steamers to purchasers in 
India, might be adverse to the interest of the shipbuilding industry 
itself because fewer orders are likely to be placed. Tlie absence 
of foreign competition is of even greater significance from another 
point of view, for it confirms the impression that, so far as costs 
are concerned, the advantage is not with the foreign shipbuilder 
but with the Indian. No facts have been brought to light in this 
enquiry which invalidate the Board's conclusion that in shipbuild
ing the Indian engineering firms have an advantage which they d(} 
not possess in other kinds of fabricated steel work to the same ex
tent. The evidence given does suggest, however, that the 'expla
nation put forward in the Board's original report, viz., that the' 
fabricated parts of ships are bulky in proportion to their weight 
and consequently pay a higher sea freight, may not be entirely 
correct and does not fully account for the facts. There are pro
bably other factors which are more important. 

14. The engineering firms, who gave evidence, denied that tlie 
Sea freight on fabrica- fabricated s!eel parts of vessels, owing t() 

ted steel parts of inland the shape gIven to tnem, were more bu!lky 
vessels. in proportion to tlieir weight than unjabri
cated steel and consequently chargeable with a higher sea freight. 
Mr. Balfour, on behalf of Messrs. Burn ana Company, pointed out 
that only a small proportion of the plates required for a flat or 
barge were shaped, and that they would occupy very little more 
space in the hold of a ship than uniabricated plates. On the other 
hand, the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company pointed out that in a steam 
vessel there is a much higher proportion of shaped plates and angles 
than in a flat, and stated in their answers to tlie questionnaire tliat 
the fabricated parts of ships were more bulky and more liable t(} 
damage than unfabricated and that the actual freight paid by 
them was £3 a ton. The sea freight on unfabricated steel imported 
from the United Kin~dom is £1-2-6 a ton, so that if the fabricated 
parts of vessels invariably paid £3 a ton, the Indian builder would 
have an advantage of £1-17-6 (=Rs. 25) a ton in that respect alone. 
The point is of some little importance and we endeavoured to as
certain the freight paid on fabricated parts of vessels imported 
into Calcutta, but none of the Calcutta firms could give us the 
information. It is difficult in these circumstances to arrive at a 
definite finding, but we think the evidence justifies the following 
conclusions: -

(1) 

(2) 

It is possible that the freight on the fabricated material for 
flats and barges may be as [ow as the freight on un

. fabricated steel, but the point is of mtle importance for 
such vessels are seldom imported. 

It is probable that the fabricated steel parts of steamshipS' 
and other power craft are on the .average more bulky in 
proportion to their weight than unfabricated steel imd 



(3) 

lQ 

more liable to dam/l.ge. The sea freight on such p~s 
may be higher than on unfabricated steel. 

According to the evidence of the Irrawaddy F:lotilla C -
pany, the high freight of £3 a ton on the shipw rk 
imported by them is due not only to the bulkiness and 
liability to damage of the parts. out also to the fact 
that much of the material is galvanized and consequently 
has a high value. The Company give the cost of the 
fabricated steel they import as from Rs. 720 to Rs. 840 
a ton. 

15. There is another reason more important than any difference 
. in sea freight, wnich to some extent explains 

Co~t of unported vea· why the Indian shipbuilder has an advant. 
llels Increased by neces- h" B 'C d Th . 
lIityof erecting twice. age over IS rIva'l aDrOa . e foreIgn 

builder erects the vessel jn his own yard and 
dismantles it again before shipment, while on arrival in India it 
must be erected a second time. The Calcutta b;uilder, when the 
-vessel is to be used in Bengal or Assam, and the Rangoon builder, 
when it is to be used in Burma, erects the vessel once only and it 
IS then ready for launching. The double cost of er!l.ction is a 
'serious addition to the foreign builder's costs. We do not suggest 
that the whole cost of erection in India has to be met twice over 

'when a ~essel is imported. When a vessel intended for :India is 
-erected in a foreign yard, the parts ,would be boIted together and 
comparatively little rivetting would be done, and it is to be remem. 
"bered that the Indian cost of erection includes the fitting of the 
-timber work which is purchased locally. But even when allowance 
:is made for these items, the balance must be su.bstantial. It would 
'have assisted us in our enquiry if it had been possible to estimate 
-the addition to the foreign builder's costs necessitated by erecting 
a vessel twice, but none of the river steamship or engineering firms 
,could give us even an approximate figure, nor could we obtain 
from the latter the difference between the erection charges on a 

'vessel intended for use in Bengal and the same charges on a similar 
·vessel intended for use in Burma. In these circumstances, no esti
'mate can be made. 

16. In three respects the position of the Indian shipbuilder is 
Ch 'nce 1923 weaker now than it was in 1923. In the 

anges 51 . first place, the protective duties on steel 
-raised the cost of the fabricated parts of ships by about Rs. 17-8-0 
,a ton. The Board did not consider, however, in 1924 that this 
:fact justified a higher duty on imported ships. In the second 

'place, ther~ has be7n a marked fall in t~e r\~pee price of .unfabr~cated 
:steel, ascrIbable In part to a re.duchon In the sterlIng price of 
. steel, and in part to the rise in .the sterling value of the rupee 
from Is. 4d. to Is. 6d. This fall in the price of steel affects the 
Indian and the foreign shipbuilder alike and is no disadvantage to 
the former, save in so far as it increases the disparity between the 

'llrotective duties and 'a 10 per cent. rate. In 1923, the duty on 
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plates and structural sections was Rs. 15 a tou but would not in 
1926 be more than Rs. 12 a ton. The result is that the protecth'~ 
duty of Rs. 30 a ton on these kinds of steel exceeds the 10 per 
cent. duty not by Rs. 15 but by Rs. 18. The Indian shipbuilder 
therefore pays about Rs. 20 more per ton of unfabricated material 
than he would do if the duty were 10 per cent. and his position 
is worse than it was in June 1924 by Rs. 2-8-0 a ton. In the third 
place, the rise in the rupee sterling exchange reduces the· foreign 
shipbuilder's fabrication and erection costs by 11 per cent. This is 
really the only chang-e in the circumstances whIch might justify 
a hig-her duty than 10 per cent. on the hulls of ships and other 
inland vessels' and must be considered in detail. 

17. When the question of additiona:l protection for the -engineer-
C.i.f. price of fabrica. il!'g industry general~y was. under considera

ted steel work in import· hon, one of the dIfficultIes was that the 
ed vessels not ascertain· British cust of fabrication was unknown, 
NiM.. and the advantage which the British 
engineering firm derived from the rise in the exchange could not 
be c~lculated precis~ly. But in that case a near approximation ~as. 
pOSSIble and the dIfficulty could be overcome. The actual c.l.f. 
prices at which bridgework had been imported into India were 
known, and the approximate cost of the unfabricated steel used by 
the manufacturer could be determined. The balance left when the. 
latter figure is deducted from the former can fairly be taken as the 
BI·itish cost of fabrication in this sense, that it is the sum which 
the engineering firm receives to cover all charges after the cost of 
the raw material has been met. It would be natural to apply the 
same method to the fabricated steel parts of ships, but unfortunate
ly the essential figure is wanting. In paragraph 64 of the Board's 
Report on the Grant of Supplementary Protection to the Steel 
Industry, it was estimated that in July, 1925, the c.i.f. price of 
imported fabricated steel was about Rs. 205 a ton, bridgework being 
rather more expensive and other kinds of steel somewhat cheaper. 
But this figure cannot be applied to shipwork. Much more work 
is done on the material in a steamship or other power craft than 
on the material in a bridge, and the cost of fabrication must be
substantially higher. Before any calculations can be made, the 
actual price per ton at which the hulls of inland vessels are imported 
must be ascertained, and this has proved to be impossible. The 
only evidence tendered on this point is the statement of the Irra
~addy !lotilla Company that the c.L£. price of the shipwork they 
Import IS from Rs. 720 to Rs. 840 a ton. If these figures could be 
taken as typical, it would be certain that protect.ion was unnecessary, 
for they are more than double the Indian cost of shipwol'k as gh"en 
by Messrs. Burn and Company. The whole comparison is vitiated, 
however, by the fact that the irrawaddy Flotilla Company's price is 
increased substantially~y the h~gh pr?portion of galvanized mate
rial used. The apprOXImate c.l.£. pnce per ton of ungalvanized 
fabricated steel work in the hull of an imported vessel cannot .be 
determined. 



!l8. Acco~ding to ,thee;v.idence giveIl. by Messrs. Burn and Co~
, .. " pany, th~ cost of fabricating the steel w,ork 
The rIse 'lQ the .ex. lIJ. a flat IS Rs. 9011. ton. If the British ;Cost 

1lhange not a snfliClent . th th I'd' . h h' h ' -
reason lor a. higher duty IS e same !loS, e n Ian .WIt. t e exc ange 
.on i~ported ships,' at ls:6d., It would be hIgher by Rs •. 12a . 

ton, If the exchange fell to 1.Y. 4d: The cost 
of 'fabricating the steel in the hull of a power craft would be higher 
th~Lll in. a flat, but how much high,e:r: it is impossible to say, for iII. 
the evidence give:D,by .the engineering firms fabrkation and erec
tion charges have not been separated. It is the power-craft which 
are important, for the importatio~ of. flats and barges is improbable, 
-and the effect produced by the rIse lIJ. the exchange cannot be caI~ 
culated, for neither the Indian nor' the British cost of fabrication 
.is .known. . :But even if our information were less incomplete than 
It IS, we should not be prepared to recommend a higher duty on 
imparted vessels than. 10 per cent. merel, because of a rise in the 
ilxchange,. When the rate of duty apphcable to the products of a 
protected lJ;ldustry has been fixed on. the basis of a particular rate 
o'f exchange, and the value of the rupee subsequently rises, there 
is a p1'ima facie case 'for an increase in the duty. But an industry 
for which no scale of prot~ction has yet been fixed has no valid 
claim to a higher duty on that ground alone. Before its claim can 
be admitted, it must be established not only that the conditions are 
less favourable than they were, but also that, owing to the changed 
conditions, foreign competition has become real and formidable. It 
is in this respect that the 'evidence given on behalf of the shipbuild
ing industry is defective. It has not been shown that, owing to the 
rise in the exchange, it is probable that orders for vessels, which 
otherwise might have been placed in India, are likely to be placed 
abroad. In these circumstances, the rise in the exchange does not 
justify the imposition of a higher duty than 10 per cent. The fact 
must be recognized, however, that the conditions are less favourable 
to the shipbuilding industry than they were in 1923, and the Indian 
shipbuilder can fairly ask that the duty on the fabricated steel hulls 
of imported vessels should at any rate not be less than the duty 
which he has to pay on the unfabricated steel he purchases. In 
other words, even though the claim to protection fails, the ship
builder is entitled to equality of tariff treatment iiI the sense that 

his position should not be worse than it would be if there were no 
'Customs duty either on unfabricat41d steel or on ships. 

19. It will be desirable to summarise briefly the facts brought 
'S I th out in the evidence and tlie conclusion which 

ummary 0 e 'case. they suggest. It is clear that before the 
war the Indian shipbuilding industry did not require protection, 
for materials and finished product alike were free of duty, and the 
industry grew and prospered. It has not been shown that present 
day conditions are more unfavourable to the Indian shipbuilder 
than they were formerly, except in respect of Ca) the protective 
duties on steel and (b) the rise in the exchange, there is no I'vi
dence that the British builder can underquote the Indian builder 
-and very few ships have been imported. The natural inference is 
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that, if there were no duty on unfabricated steel and the exchange 
were at Is. 4d., no duty on imported ships would be necessary. The 
protective duties on steel increase the costs of the Indian builder 
by Rs. 35 per ton of fabricated material, and a specific duty of the 
same amount on imported material would equalIze matters in this 
respect. A 10 per cent. duty on the galvanized material imported 
by the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company would amount to froIl]. Rs. 72 
to Rs. 84 a ton, _and obviously a higher duty is not needed. What 
a 10 per cent. Quty on ungalvanized shipwork would amount to 
cannot be ascertained, but if the British costs are approximately 
the same as the Indian, it would be about Rs. 24 a ton on flats and 
barges and Rs. 30 a ton or more on power craft. The effect of the 
rise in the exchange on the cost of the imported material cannot be 
calculated precisely, because the British cost of fabrication is un
known. There are reasons for believing however, that the In·lian 
builder has the advantage in this respect, for flats and barges are 
almost never imported, and when orders for steamers and other 
craft are placed in Englana the price is not the decisive factor. 
The rise in the exchange is not itself a sufficient ground :for im
posing on imported vessels a higher duty than 10 per cent., but it 
makes it more necessary to ensure that the duty on the fabricated 
steel hulls of imported vessels should not be less than the duty which 
the Indian builder has to pay on the unfabricated steel which he 
purchases. It is only to this extent that there are sufficient reaSons 
for imposing a higher duty than 10 per cent. on imported ships. 

20. Our proposal is that the duty on the fabricated steel parts of 
ships and other inland vessels should be fixed 

The Board's proposal. at 10 per cent. but subj ect to the proviso that 
the duty shall in no case be less than Rs. 35 

a ton. There will then be no danger that the Indian builder will 
pay a higher duty on the material he purchases than the importer 
pays on the finished product. The minimum rate of duty proposed 
is based on the existing rates of duty on plates and structural sec
tions, and may require modification if, as a result of the statutory 
enquiry which is about to commence, the duties on unfabricated 
steel are changed. It will be a simple matter, however, to make 
the necessary alteration, for full information has been obtained in 
this enquiry as to the proportion of the various kinds of unfabri
f:ated steel in several types of vessel and the extent to which the 
Indian shipbuilder's costs are increased by the protective duties can 
be calculated without difficulty. The modifications which should 
be made in the Tariff Schedule to give effect to our proposal are 
indicated in Appendix B. 

c. B. B. CLEE-Secretary, 

14th April 1926. 

G. RAINY-President, 

P. P. GINW ALA} 
Members. 

J. MATTHAI 
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APPENDIX A. 

Oral evidence of Mr. A. Cochran, C.B.E., of Messrs. Burn q.nd Com
pany, Limited, IIowrah, recorded at Calcutta on the 21st 
September 1923. 

• • • • • * • 

President.-Under what head of the Tariff are steamers, launches and so 
on dutiable at present? 

Mr. Cochran.-Under clause 136 of the Tariff Schedule-a general 10 per 
cent. duty. 

President.-The point I rather wanted to ascertain here was-take for 
iust.ance flats and barges-what proportion of the total Indian demand was 
produo.:ccl ir. the country and how much was imported. 

lIfr. Coch.·an-.-I tried to obtain these figures but there was none that I 
was able to get. I should say that there are very few flats and barges import
ed-practically none--on this side of India ·in any case. A large number an 
imported into Burma. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Not as much as before. 
Mr. Cochran.-But these Companies here who used to import many years 

ago their barges and flats either build these themselves now or get them built 
by us or other firms. 

President.-So that is a branch of commerce in which at the present time 
the Indian manufacturer holds t4e field? 

Mr. Cochran.-Certainly as regards the local district here. 
President.-You mean in Bengal and Assam? 
Mr. Cochran.-Yes. 
President.-Who are your principal customers in respect of these barges 

and flats? 
Mr. Cochran.-'l'he local firm~ steamer companies

ii 
local shipping com

panies, Port Commissioners and tiovernment to a sma extent. 

President.-What is the position as regards steam vessels? What class of 
steam'vessels do you manufacture? 

Mr. Cochran.-The largest that we con.structed was a steamer of 1,000 
ions during the war. The usual class of steamer is the river steamer. There 
is no demand for sea-going steamships. 

President.-\Vhat you manufacture at present is largely for river naviga
tion and for harbour work? 

Mr. Cochran.-Yes. 
President.-What is the position as regards tugs? .Are they manufac 

tured in England? 
Mr. Cochran.-In Calcutta and Assam very few are imported. In Burma 

the Irrawady Flotilla Company imports steamers. A small number of tug~ 
lvas imported for Karachi and Bombay. 

President.-I take it that Burma and Bengal between them must have & 

very large proportion of the total Indian demand. 

Mr. Cochran.-Yes. Because in Bombay, Karachi and Aden" they are 
required only for harbour work. They have not got river traffic there. 

Mr. Ginwala.-What about the Indus? I think on the Indus they hav~ 
got a flotilla. 

President.-It used to be very big at one time. 
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Mr. Oochran.-It is very small now. Before they built the railways, they 
had a very big flotilla on the Indus but the only steamers that are there now 
bel9ng to the railway company. There is no service on 'the Indus correspond
ing to our service here on the Ganges or Brahmaputra or like the Irrawady 
Flotilla Company in Burma. The railways did away with all that. 

President.-In the case of launches and steamers, the cost of steel appar. 
ently is quite a small part of the total capital cost? 

Mr . .oodhran.-That is accounted for by machinery and boilers. They 
form half the cost. The other half is the hull of which the steel is 15 per cent. 

President.-But in the case of flats and barges the cost of. the steel :ill half 
the total cost or something more? -

Mr. Oochran.-Yes, .because there are no. machinery and boilers there. 
The other half of the cost is distributed between the woodwork and outfit, 
etc. 

President.-Is it your contention that, if the duty on steel were raised to. 
33~ per (:ent., the duty on flats and barges should also be raised to. that 
figure? 

Mr. Oochran.-I think probably somewhere about-15 per cent. would leave 
us in the same position as we are in now. 

President.-Could you tell us the approximate date from which the Indian 
manufacturer here practically got control of the production of flats and barges 
iIi this part o.f the country? How long is it since foreign products ceased to-
come in on the whole? -

Mr. Oochran.-I have been in Burn and Company for 21 years now, and 
even when I first came out there was very little coming out to Calcutta from 
home. Of course it is much more reduced now. Certainly it is in the last. 
L5 years that the river steam _ companies changed their 'policy. 

President.~That being so, it is difficult to estimate what advantage the 
Indian manufacturer has at present over -the foreign manufacturer, because
it is so long since there has been competition between them. 

Mr. Oochran.-Here also the same thing happens as in the case of engines. 
We seldom get orders for two boats which are the same. If you get a boat. 
from home it has got to be taken down a!l'ain there and put up together here 
when it comes out. It is a very bulky artIcle. . 

President.-It is a case in which .the bulk of the article is a disadvantage· 
to the importer. You mean the work has to be done twice over. 

Mr. Oochran.-This is a class of work-I mean steam launches, etc., for' 
river traffic-in which we are iIi a much more favourable position. It would. 
be quite another thing if we are building sea-going ships. 

President.-That I understand. I take it that the competition in regard. 
to sea-going ships is at present even more strenuous than that in other steel 
trades? . . 

Can you tell me whether the recommendations made in the Report of the' 
Stores Purchase Committee--pages 67-71-'are of a general nature or have
they any special reference to steamers and launches P 

Mr. Oochran.-It lays down what should be built in India, how tenders. 
should be called for and how works should be looked after. 

Pr6sident.-Do they apply to all classes of stores? 
Mr. Oochran.-No. To ships only. 
President.-Is the demand of Government in respect of steamers, launch6&' 

and so on, smaller than that of private firms? 
Mr. Oochran.-It is very small. 

Pre8ident.-So that lOU naturally want the recommendation of the Com
mittee to be carried ou , 'but it is not of so much importance in this connee-
tion as it is in others? 

Mr. Oochran.-No. That was the only point on which both the majority 
and the minority on the Committee agreed. I mean as regards shipbuilding. 
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Mr. Ginwala.-There is a Committee now sitting enquiring into the· Indian 
mercantile marine. Are you giving evidence before them? -

Mr. Cochran.-We have not quite made up our mind whether to give 
evidence or not. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Have you submitted a written stateme:r;tt? 
Mr. Cochran.-There is a draft statement in preparation in answer to their 

questionnaire. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Does that deal with steam launches? Has it auy reference 
to small craft? 

Mr. Cochran.-I do not think it has any reference to small craft. It is a 
Mercantile Marine Committee. I have always understood that they apply to 
sea-going vessels. 

Mr. Ginwala.-I do not know what the conditions are in Bengal-I have 
not followed them in detail. But in Burma the Irrawady Flotilla Company 
holds a practical monopoly. They are not bound to give any orders any
where. Supposing you put a duty of 15 per cent. on steel parts, they can, 
if they like, still get their steam launches from England and complete them 
in their own yard. They will probably transfer the additional cost to the 
people, so that it is impossible to make the Irrawady Flotilla Company pay 
out of its own pocket. Don't you see that the position is very difficult in the 
case of steam launches? It is more difficult than it otherwise would be. 

Mr. Cochran.-Whyp 
Mr. Ginwala.-The main customers are people who either manufacture 

their own steam launches or import them. They have their vested interests 
in England: they have their head offices in Glasgow and other places. That 
is a situation far more serious than in the case of railways. Do you really 
think that if a duty of 15 per cent. was added, you would get orders? 

Mr. Cochran.-We never had orders from the Flotilla and never expect 
to get any. 

Mr. Ginwala.-So you are left to your Bengal companies? 
Mr. Cochran.-But we can compete with them as regards building. 
Mr. Ginwala.-You think you can? Do they tender for steam launches 

here? 

Mr. Cochran.-Not here. They tender in Rangoon and Burma and so do 
we. 

Mr. GinwaZa.-Have you been able to get orders from Burma? 

Mr. Cochran.-From private firms in Burma and from the railways and 
the Port Trust in competition with others. Of course the Flotilla Company 
do not exist for private people. They exist for themselves; they exist there 
to run a steamer service. It is not their business to build for other people. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Is there any other firm here in Calcutta who manufacture 
launches, barges, etc., besides yourselves? 

Mr. Cochran.-Messrs. John King and Company, the Hooghly Docking 
Company, Messrs. Turner Morrison and Company, the Shalimar Works, the 
River Steam Navigation Company, Garden Reach Workshop. They all do 
exactly the same sort of work as we do here, both as regards size and quality. 
There are no orders for anything bigger than for use in rivers. 

Mr. Ginwala.-What is the tonnage of an ordinary river launch? 
Mr. Cochran.-40 tons if it is 100' long. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Are they capable of carrying passengers and cal'go? Do 
they also do towing? 

Mr. Cochran.-Launches of that kind are used for towing and they a),o 
take a few passengers. They are not really passenger boats. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Don't you have the kind of passenger boats on this rive .. 
as in Burma? 
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lJ.(~. Oochrall.-They lire not as big as the Rangoon boats. They are about 
three-fourths of the. size of those boats. 

Mr. Ginwala.-In the manufacture of a steam launch of that size about 
half the material will have to be imported? 

Mr. Cochran.-~o. Ever since we have been able to get angles and plates 
from Tata's we use these. 

Mr. Ginwala.-The boilers will have to be imported as also the other 
m.:J.chinery!' 

Mr. C~chran.-We have made small boilers for two sizes of launches and 
thret' sizes of marine engines but all other sizes we import. 

Mr. Ginu:ala.-For steam launches of 40 or 50 ton could you make boilers 
to fit them? 

Mr. Cochran.-No .. . We could make a boiler for a launch of about 60'. 
Mr. GinwaZa.-What would be the tonnage? 
Mr. Cochran.-It would only be about 15 tons. 
Mr. Ginwal(l.-So far as these are concerned, you mallufacture the whole 

thing here. As regards the bigger sizes what have you to import? 
Mr. Cochran.-Boilers, engines and auxiliaries .. 
Mr. GinwaZa.-These would absorb about half the value of the launch? 

Mr. Cochmn.-Yes, and we only pay a 21 per cent. duty on engines and 
boilers. 

Mr. GintvaZa.~The position is reversed in your favour. 
Mr. Cochran.-But it does not pay. 
Mr. GinlcaZa.-On half the cost you are getting 71 per cent. and on the 

other half 10 per cent. and that enables you to compete if orders are given 
to you. . 

Mr. Cochran.-We used to compete in the old days too. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Are the Hats, etc., you manufacture only a very small per 

centage of the requirements for the river? 

Mr. Cochran.-I think we get our fair share of the orders placed in a year. 
Mr. Ginlcala.--Can you let us have the figures of the requirements here? 
Mr. Cochran.-I don't think so. For the last two years the trade has 

been very bad. 

Mr . . Gintvala.-The Port Commissioners keep registers of Hats, barges, 
steam launches, etc. ,-can they give us the figures? 

Mr. Cochran.-They can give you the number that are on the river during 
the year. 

Mr. Ginwala.-In Burma, as far as I recollect, there are two registers kept; 
one contains the list of boats, and, when a new boat has got a certificate, 
that is registered in a' separate register so that you can tell pretty nearly 
what they are. 

lIlr. Cochran.-I don't know how they keep their registers here. 

Mr. Ginwala.-That would give us an idea what tonnage and number of 
Hats are required. But these figures that are available here (in the State
ment of Seaborne trade for India-1921-22) they give the value of steam 
launches and parts of ships imported. It is a very small figure; in 1921-22-
85 lakhs, 1920-21-20 lakhs and in 1919-20--27 lakhs. 

Mr. Cochran.-They must be putting ill some Royal Indian Marine 
steamers. 

liir. Gl7Iwala.-I don't think so. 

Mi'. Cochall.-Is this for the whole of India and Burma? 
1I1r. Giuwala.-Yes. 

!Jr. eochmlL.-Then that includes perhaps the Flotilla Company. 
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Mr. Ginwala.-That shows that so far as this industry is concerned there 
is little competition. 

Mr. Cochran.-Yes. So far as we are concerned, we can sa:v there is very 
little. They may try and get orders but I think we can compete with them. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Except to the extent to which you use local steel there is 
no necessity for any further protection so far as this industry is con~rned. 

Mr. Cochran.-No, we don't ask for it. If we get the Stores Committee's 
recommendations carried out, then we shall be all right. •. 

Mr. "inwala.-But in respect of the steel that you use you want addi-
tional protection? 

Mr. Cochran.-Yes, if you raise the duty on steel. 
Mr. Ginwala.-You want the same protection or the difference? 
Mr. Cochran.-We want to be in the same position as we are now. 
President.-Let us be clear on this point. You said that if we raise the 

duty on steel you would require 15 per cent. on the finished product? It is 
for you to tell us what you want. It is quite conceivable that in a case of 
this kind your advantage over the foreign competitor is fairly considerable? 

Mr. Cochran.-We don't wish you to take away all our advantages. 
President.-It is for you to say, if the duty on steel is raised to 331 per 

cent., at what rate should, in your opinion, duty be levied on imported flats 
and barges so that you will not be prejudiced? 

Mr. Cochran.-We would ask you to put on another 15 per cent. . . 
P·resident.-How do you justify that? 
Mr. Cochran.-On the price at which you are importing the barges. 
President.-The addition is 231 per cent. As far as I can see on your 

own figure you would not pay more than 3/5th of that. Is it 15 per cent. in 
addition to the 10 per cent., which is already in force? 

Mr. Cochran.-Yes. Another 15 per cent. to pay for the extra cost I 
should have to pay on steel. 

President.-But on your own figure it does not justify quite so much. 
Mr. Cochran.-121 per cent. in addition taking it on the approximate rise 

of 50 per cent. That would make, plus the 10 per cent. that they are now 
paying, 221 per cent. 

President.-Can you give us any basis for calculating the amount of steel 
in a flat or in a steam launch on the basis of its tonnage? 

Mr. Cochran.-No. The tonnage is worked out in a certain way to pay 
port dues. Boats may have very different tonnages but be almost the same 
size. 

Presidefit.-So that in this case I take it that the duty must always be 
ad'mlorem? 

.'Jr. Cochran.-Yes, there is no other way. 
Mr. Ginwala.-I suppose you have got the British price for imported 

articles, say, a steam launch of 40 tons. 
Mr. Cochran.-'Ve have got no figures. 
lIlr. Ginwala.-So that there is no basis for comparison between your price 

and the British price. 
Mr. Cochran.-What do you mean? 
lIlr. Ginwala.-We are considering the relative advantages and disadvant

ages that you have with reference to your competitors. The main competi
tion is from the United Kingdom. Therefore we ought to be able to compare 
the cost. Suppose we take a 40 ton launch 100' long, and another. type that 
you manufacture 15 tons 60' long. If launches of that type were imported 
how much would it cost against the price you quote? . 

.lIr. Cochran.-I don't know. I have not got the figures. 
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Mr. Cochran.---'-N 0. 

Mr. Ginwala.-You claim that at present your rates cannot be higher than 
the imported price of these articles, because 'in that case they would be 
imported .. 

Mr. Cochran..~That is so. They are. not imported because you can buy 
--them cheaper in this country. 

Mr. Ginwala.-So that to determine how much it would-cost this country 
if we tale your price and add the ad valorem duty we can get the British 
~~ . 

·Mr. Cochran.-That everybody knows. 
Mr. Ginwala.-But you· are not able to give us the information. May 

we take those as the ;figures which you propose for the increased duty? 
Mr. Cochran.-I wiII work them out for you as a typical one in each 'case 

but we may cal1 it 15 per cent. to be on the safe side. If you put an increas
ed duty on steel, it would raise the price of steel so much and we want to be 
in the same position as we are now. 

Mr. Ginwala.-WiII you work them out and give us the figures. In each 
case according to the proportion. 

Mr. Cochran.-Tes. 
Mr. Gintvala.-I take it the steel that you require for this particular 

department of yours is 11.11 obtainable in this country? 
Mr. Cochran.-Now that we can get plates from Tata's we can get every

thing we want for these works 10cal1y. 
Mr. Ginwala.-There is no other steel that you use which cannot be had 

here except fittings, etc., which you will always have to import. 
Mr. Cochran.-No. F'ittings, etc., are made of cast iron. . 
Mr. Ginwala.~Have you ever made them? 
1.11'. Cochran.-',l'he only thing we cannot make is chains. We make 

anchors, . 
Mr. Ginwala.-Chains require special steel. 
Mr. Cochran.-'-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.~Do you deliver the launches in a ·finished stag~ere is 

nothing further to be done? 
Mr. Cochran.-Sometimes we send them away in pieces. We send laun

ches as far away as Mauritius, Marmagoa and other parts, but the export is 
quite small. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Did you tender for these orders or did they send order to 
youP 

/Mr. Cochran.-We were asked to quote. We don't know whether any 
others were asked to quote. 

Mr. Gintvala.-That is only as regards launches. 
Mr. Cochran.-I don't think we exported any barges as far as I remember. 
Mr. Gintvala.-Don't you build any of these rice and oil boats for BurmaP 
lIr. Cochran.-We built oilllats for Burma, but no rice. boats. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Is that for the Burma Oil CompanyP 
Mr. Cochmn.-It was for the other Oil Company. That was about 13 

years ago. 
Mr. Ginwala.-I take it that most of your products are used loca11y1 
Mr. Cochran.-Yes. 
President.-I find that out of the 85 lakhs worth of imported ships, etc., iJt. 

1921-22 the share of Bengal was 65 lakhs. 
Mr. Cochran.-I remember what it was now. They include three dredgers 

for the Public Works Department. That is a case in point. They could 
have been quite easily built here. No tenders were caIIed for here; the orders 
were placed in England. 
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Pre3ident.-The point I want to put to you about compensating protec
tion is this. The duty on botb· steamers and on iron and' steel' was raised to-
10 per cent. comparatively recently. Yau donlt. llemember when the change
was made. 

Mr. Cochran.-It has always been the same as steel.. It used to be 21 per 
cent. 

President.-With a 10 per cent. duty 011 the steamer you get an extra bit 
of protection which is more than compensated for by tlie duty on steel. What 
I want to put you is this, that you cannot start on the basis that a 10 per 
cent. is the normal state of affairs. If you add 15 per cent. to the 10 per 
cent. you are really more than protected. Hitherto the duties have always 
heen on a revenue basis; but ou a protection basis your protection should be 
based on the price of steel. According to your proposals you will be getting 
more protection than is required.. I think that is a point we liave got to> 
consider. 
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APPENDIX B. 

P"oposed sections of tke Tariff Sckedules emhodying tke Board'8 recom
mendations regarding Fahricated Steel part8 oJahip., and vessel,. 

Unit or 
No. Names of articles. method of 

assessment. 
Duty. 

--

147 Iron or steel plates not under i-inch thick in-
cluding sheets i·inch thick or over-

(b) Fabricated, all qualities, except the 
component parts of ships and other 
vessels as defined in No. 64. 

Ad valorem. 25 per cent. 

(e) Fabricated, being the component parts Ad valorem. 10 per cent. or Rs. 35 
of ships and vessels 88 defined in per ton whichever 
No.64. IS higher. 

(d) Cuttings, all qualities. Ton Rs.25. 

148 Iron or steel sheets under i-inch thick-

(b) Fabricated, all qualities. except the Ad valorem. 25 per cent. 
component parts of ships and vessels 

I as defined in No. 64. 

(e) Fabricated, being the component parts Ad valorem. 10 per cent. or Rs. 35 
of ships and vessels as defined in per ton whichever 
No.6'. is higher. 

(d) Cuttings, black or galvanized Ad valorem. 15 per cent. 

150 Steel, angle and tee, not galvanized, tinned, 
or lead coated and beam, channel, zed, 
trough plate, piling and other structnral 
sections-

(a) Fabricated, all qna.lities, except the Ad vallJrem • 25 per cent. 
component parts of ships and vessels 
as defined in No. 64. 

(b) Fabricated, being the component parts Ad valorem. 10 per cent. or Rs. 35 
of ships and vessels as defined in per ton whichever 
No.M. is higher. 

(e) Not fabricated Ton Re.30. 

153 Steel structures, fabricated partially or wholly, Ad valorem. 25 per cent 
not otherwise specified, if made mainly or 
wholly of steel bars, sections. plates or sheets, 
for the construction of buildings, bridges, 
tanks, well cnrbs, tresties, towers and similar 
structnres or for parts therefor, but not in-
cluding builders' hardware (see No. 90) or 

I 
articles specified in Nos 51, lilA, M or 87, or 
the component parts of ships and other 
vessels as defined in No. 6·i. 



Evidence. 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE. 

RESOLUTION. 

TARIFFS. 

Delhi, the 28th },larch 1925. 

No. 221-T.-In paragraph 16 of the second portion of the ori. 
ginal Report regarding the grant of protection to the Steel Industry, 
the ~'arifi Board considered as a general conclusion that an increase 
in duties on unfabricated steel did not necessitate any increase in 
the duties on imported boats, barges, flats, steamers, etc. T~e 
'Board did not arrive at any distinct finding as to the duties which 
ought t.o be imposed when such vessels were imported as shaped 
and fabricated parts for erection in India, as that question 
was not brought to the notice of the Tariff Hoard. rJ'his 
question is now "referred to the Tariff Board for enquiry and report 
,vith special reference to a representation received from the Irra
waddy Flotilla Company that the geneal conclusion of the Tariff 
Board should be held to cover the imports of shr.ped and fabricated 
parts of such vessels. 

:2 E irms or persons interested in the a hove enquiry should 
address their representations direct to the Secret9.ry of the Tariff 
Tloard. 

ORDER.-Ordered that.a copy of the above Resolution be com
municated to all Local Governments and Administrations, all 
Departments of the Government of India, the Director General of 
Commercial Intelligence, the Indian Trade Commissioner in J.ondon 
and the Secretary of the Tariff Board. 

Ordered also that it be published in the Gazette oj lnclia. 

D. T. CHADWICK, 
Secy. to the Govt. oj India. 
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QUESl'IONN AIRE FOR·THE IRRAWADDY :E'LOTTI, LA. COlf
PANY AND THE INDI! GENEItAL NAVIGATION AND 
RAILW.A:Y COMPANY} ISSUED ON THE 17'1lH SEPTEM
BER 1925. 

~. 1Vhat classes of inland v~se! do t1l.e Company retl'lire for 
theIr own use, e.g., cargo, tOWIng and passenger steamers, tllg.s-,. 
steam launches, cargo boats and Hats? 

2. How many orders fOi'vesselsof eae:h dasS' 1iav~ oE!'en
(a) placed in India; 
(b) placed in Europe, 

p.m,-ing ~~h.qf, ~he.last five yea;r~? .. .. 
. 3. Does the decision wh,ether to purchase in india or t~ irill?ort 

depend merely on the prIce or are other factors> atso taken mtO' 
.account? , 
, 4. Areaily vessels habitually imported because owing to their 
type or their size, they cannot, in: the opinion of the Companv, be-
8atisfactorily constructed iii. India? If s6, whai aTe the Iipecia1! 
types, and what are the limits of size? 

5. Can the Company supply the Board witn any comparative
:figures for the years 1923, 1924 and 1925 showing the ('ost of lOcally 
purchased vessels as compared with the cost of imporlred niiseh of 
the same type and class ? 

6. Ate the imported vessels erected after importation bv the Com
pany themselves, or by some local engineering firm? • 

7. If the Company erect their own vessels, do they also under
take the ere.ction of vessl;lls for other firms and persons?' 
·S.When iii brdet 'for !J. vessel ill placed in Europe,. ate any of 
~hE materials purchased in India (e.g., woodwork or other fittings) 
and built into the vesse1at the time of erectionP If l!O', what are
they? 

9. Do the steel parts of vessels imported by the Company come' 
out completely fabricated or is any fabrication done Itlter importa'
tion? 

10. Wha.t is the approximate total cost at present of a vessel of 
each 01 theclas'ses usually imported by the Company? The approxi
mate dimension ol the vessel taken as typical in each class ~hould be 
stated and whether the cost given is that of an'imported nssel or 
of a vessel purchased in India. 

11. What percentage of the total cost of a vessel (If each rla!>s is: 
accounted for by-

(a) fabricated steel parts, 
(b) machinery, 
(c) other imported materials or parts, 

·r 

(d) other materials or parts not imported, 
(e) erection i. India. 



12. By what percentage would the total cost of a HS5t'1 of ~ach 
dass be reduced, if the duty on the fabricated steel parts were 
reduced from 25 per cent. to 10 per cent.? 

13. 'Vhat is the present average c.i.I. cost (without duty) rer 
ion of the fabricated steel parts of imported vessels whieh ale charg-
.ed with duty at 2':; per cent. adt'Olorem? . 

14. Are the fabricated steel parts, owing to the shape 'ginn to 
them, more bulI..-y in proportion to their weight than unfabricated 
material? 

15. What is the average rate at which sea. freight is paid on the 
imported fabricated steel parts of vessels? 

16. Have the Company ever imported a vessel in sections in the 
:sense in which that term has been defined by the Central Board of 
.Revenue? 

17. Duty is at present payable at 25 per cent. on the imported 
1>arts of fabricated steel, and at 21 per cent. on imported machinery. 
_-\t what rate is duty commonly charged on other imported materials 
-required for the construction of an inland vessel? 

18. Have the Company any suggestions to make as to the manner 
~n which the Tariff Schedule should be amended, if it is decided 
that the duty on the fabricated steel parts of vessels should be 
Ieduced!» 

19. The imposition of protective duties has increased the cost of 
the fabricated steel parts of vessels, but on the other hand there has 
been a substantial fall in the sterling price of steel. Also the rhe 
in the value of the rupee has reduced the cost of all imported mate
-xials and parts. To what extent, if at all, has the c.i.f. cost in 
sterling of-

(a) imported machinery, 
(b) imported materials and parts, 

(excluding fabricated steel). 

:fallen since 1923 P 

B2 



QUESTION~AIRE FOR THE ENGINEERING FIRMS 
ISSUED ON THE 17TH SEPTEMBER 192G. 

1. What classes of inland vessel are constructed by your firm, 
«.g., cargo, towing and passenger steamers, tugs, steam"launches, 
cargo boats and flats P 

2. What is the approximate total cost at present of E:'ach dass 
of vessel constructed by your firm P The approximate dimensions 
of the vess~l taken. as typical in each class should be stated. 

3. The cost of a vessel constructed in India may be roughly 
classified under the following heads: - , . 

(a) Unlabricated steel subject to protective duties. 
(b) Machinery. 
(c) Other imported materials. 
(d) Other materials locally purchased. 
(e) Fabrication and erection. 

What percen:tag~ approximately of the total cost ot a vessel of each 
class is accounted lor by the cost under each of thesehead~? 

4. What percentage of the cost of the unfabricated steel used 
in the construction of ,a vessel is accounted for by the l'l'otective 
dtuies on unfabdcated steel P , 
, 5., Taking the total quantity of' uD.fabri~ated steel (subject to 

protective duties)~used.in the construction of a vessel as 100, what 
percentages of the total are accounted for by-

(a) plates, 
(b) structural sections (i.e., beams, angles, channels, tees and 

similar shapes), 
(c) bars, 
(d) other classes of steel which shoUld be specified. 

6. The imposition of protective duties has increased the cost of 
the unfabricated steel used in the construction of vessels, but on the 
other hand there has been a substantial fall in the sterling price of 
steel. Also the rise in the value of the rupees has reduced the cost 
of all imported materials. To what extent if at all has the c.i.f. 
cost in sterling of-

(a) imported machinery, and 
(b) imported materials and parts (excluding lm£abricated 

steel), 
fallen since 1923 P 

7. In 1923 Mr. Cochran giving evidence on behaH of Messrs. 
Burn and Company, Limited, put forward the view that, if the duties 
on unfabricated steel remained at 10 per cent., no protection was 
needed for vessels. If, however, the duties on unfabricated steel 
were raised, he considered that the duties on vessels arId their com-



ponent parts should be increased to the extent necessary to CClm. 
pensate for the increase in costs. Do you agree with this' view as a 
statement of the position in 1923? 

8. As a result of their enquiry into the Steel industry the 
Tariff Board came to the conclusion that, in Bengal and .Assam at 
nny rate, there was a margin between the cost of manufact.Ul-inO" 
,"essels in India and of importing them, and that the necessity (J 
increasing the Customs duty on vessels and their component parts 
to compensate for the increase in costs due to the protective duties 
on steel had not been established. Can you mention any facts not 
brought to the notice of the Boar~ in th~ir first enquiry (see paB'es 
396 to 402 of Volume II of the EVIdence m the first enquiry) whICh 
might have led them to take a different view? 

9. Is the need for protective duties on imported yessels and their 
component parts greater now than in 1923? If so, from what 
changes in the circumstances has this increased need arisen? 

10. Can_ you give the Board any definite e-iidenc~ as to the 
difference between the cost of constructing any class of vessel in 
India and the cost of importation, e.g., specific cases in which ontel"S 
fOl" vessels required for use in Bengal or Assam were placea. abroad, 
though they might have been constructed in India? If any such 
cases are known to you, the price at which and the date t'!! which 
the order was placed should be stated. 

11. What is approximately the largest size of vessel in each class, 
which your firm would undertake to construct? 

12. May the wastage which occurs in the fabrication of the steel 
parts of Indian vessels be taken at 10 per cent. approximately. 

13. If the wastage is taken at 10 per cent. the protective duties 
on plates, beams, angles, channels, etc., add Rs. 33 a ton and the 
duty on bars Rs. 44 a ton to the cost of the fabricated steel used for 
the construction of inland vessels. What percentages of the c.i.z. 
cost of impOl·ted fabricated steel parts would these surus repl"eSellt1' 



Letter, dated the 17th September 1925,.lrom Secretary, Tariff Board, to ths 
, Engineering Association, Calcutta. ' 

'rhe Tariff Board have been directed to enquire into representations receiv. 
~d from the Irrawady Flotilla Company, Limited, and from the India General 
Navigation.and Railway Company, Limited, protesting against the increase 
in the duty on the fabricated steel parts of steamers and other inland vessels 
from 10 to 25 per cent. This increase in the duty has resulted from the actual 
wording of the amendments made in the 'l'ariff Schedule by the Steel Industry. 
(Protection) Act. Under entry 64 in the statutory schedule, ships and other 
vessels for inland aId harbour navigation imported entire or in sections, are 
subject to duty at 10 per cent., but the Central Board of Revenue have ruled 
that the words .. in sections" refer to the importation of a vessel in sections 
which can be launched separately and fastened together in the water for facio 
lity of transport and handling, and not to a collection of dismantled units, 
even if the collection is complete. It appears that vessels are rarely, if ever, 
imported into India 'in -sections' ,if ,the phrase is used in the sense, and only 
the smallest vessels could be imported .. entire." For practical purposes, 
therefore, all imported vessels, in so far' as they consist of fabricated steel are 
subject to a duty of 25- per cent. ad valorem. .. 

2. Under the Tariff Schedule, as it stood before the passing of the Steel 
Industry (Protection) Act, the fabricated steel parts of imported vessels were 
subject to a duty of 10 per cent. ad valorem, whether they were classified for 
Customs purposes as fabricated steel or 3S component parts of ships and other 
vessels, and the exact interpretation to be placed on the phrase 'in section' 
could not affect the amount of the duty. For this reason, no doubt, the atten· 
tion of .the Board was not called to the point in their original enquiry. It 
was not in fact their intention that the duty on the fabricated steel parts of 
ships and other inland vessels should be increased, and if the point had been 
raised the amended schedule would have been so worded as to make their 
intention clear. Since'1923, however, when the Board first took evidence on 
this subject, circumstances have changed materially and it does not follow that, 
because no increase in. the 10 per cent. duty was needed then, a higher rate 
of duty may not be required now. It is necessary, therefore, to ascertain 
what the position is at present, and in order to elucidate the facts the Board 
have drawn up a questionnaire for the engineering firlDs who .are interested 
in.the construction of ships and other inland vessels. A copy has been sent to 
Messrs. Burn and Company, Limited, the only engineering firm who gave 
.oral evidence on the subject in the Board's first enquiry. I am directed to 
.enclose 12 spare copies of the questionnaire and to request that copies may 
be forwarded to those members of your Association who undertake the con· 
struction of ships and other inland vessels. I am to say that the Board would 
be glad to receive not later than the 15th October 1925, the written answers 
{with five spare copies) of those firms who desire to put their views before the 
Board and to be informed in each case whether the firm wishes to give oral 
~vidence. I am also to enclose for the information of the Association a copy 
(If the questionnaire which has been sent to the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company, 
Limited, and the Indian General Navigation and Railway Company, 
1.hnited 
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Witness No.1. 

mE IRRAWADDY FLOTILLA COMPANY, LIMITED. 
A.-WlUTTEN. 

Representation, dated the 21st August 192.&, to the Central Board 01 Ret,enue, 
India, through the Collector 01 Customs, Rangoon. 

The report of the Indian Tariff Board regarding the grant of protection 
to the Steel industry contained the following reference to river craft:-

" A considerable number of steamers, tugs, fiats, barges, etc., are manu
factured at present principally at Calcutta and in Rangoon. The 
evidence we have taken suggests that in this branch of manufac
ture the engineering firms have little to fear froin foreign competi. 
tion, and no serious complaints have been made. This may be 
due to the fact that the component parts of these vessels are
bulky in proportion to their weight, and the freight payable Olb 

imported materials is therefore higher than in the case of ordi
nary structural steel. In effect, therefore, these products enjoy 
a certain degree of natural protection. We are not satisfied! 
that there are sufficient reasons at present for raising the 10 
per cent. ad valorem duty in the case of vessels of this kind. It is 
possible, of course, that, with the increased cost of unfabricated·. 
steel, prices may rise to a level at which the foreign manufacturer
would find it possible to compete. But there is no real evidence
at present that the risk is great or imminent, and we think the
danger we have referred to must be dealt with specially when it 
arises." 

and it would appear to be clear, therefore, from this that the Tariff Board 
contemplated no increase in respect to vessels built, say, Britain and after
wards dismantled and shipped out in parts for re-erection in India. 

The Tariff Board would be aware when they made this reference that pro
bably at no time in the history of India or Burma has any vessel been imported 
in " sections" as now defined by the recent ruling of the Central Board of 
Revenue and their remarks must, therefore, have been directed towards the 
existing custom of importing such vessels in shaped and rivetted pieces and 
parts, otherwise such prominence would not have been given to the subject. 

The ruling that the word .. sections" is now to be used in the ordinary 
dictionary sense and that vessels hulls built abroad and imported in parts for 
re-erection are to be charged as " fabricated steel," thus raising the rate of 
duty from 10 per cent. to 25 per cent., throws an excessively heavy burden 
on those Inland Shipping Companies in India and Burma who desire to main
tain a high standard in respect to their fieet replacements and additions. 

Prior to year 1916 inland vessels were imported free of duty. In 1916 a 
duty of 2! per cent. was imposed which in 1922 was increased to 10 per cent. 
and which now, in virtue of this new ruling, has attained the excessive figure 
of 25 per cent. 

Inland vessels, except the very smallest, could not be brought out in 
.. sections" (as now defined) and the very high class vessels with which this 
Company maintains its mail and passenger services cannot be built in India 
c.r Burma and perforce must be imported. 

Inland shipping has much to contend with in the shape of railway and 
native boat opposition and the high rate of duty now imposed is throwing an 
intolerable burden upon it which is bound to retard the development of water 
communications. Rates and fares are already high and the increased duty 

. cannot be recovered from the public without injury to trade. 
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However great the need for protection of the Steel industry is, I submit 
it should not be enforced at the expense of communication the development 
of which is one of the most crying needs of the Indian Empire. 

The burden of duty which' imported inla~d vessels now have to bear OD 

top of the enormously increased post-wa!: cost, must of necessity result in 
vessels Df a cheaper and poorer class being built in future, to take the place 
of the fine vessels now plying when these drop out through old age, and the 
travelling and trading public and the ,'country generally will be the losers 
thereby. 

I trust that this matter will receive your sympathetic consideration and 
that it will be found possible in the public interests to make some very consi
derable reduction in the existing duty of 25 per cent. 

P.S.-The dimensions of our mail steamers are 326 feet long by 46 feet 
broad and 11 feet depth of hull., They have double decks and their gross 
tonnage is about 1.700 tons., 

Statement I1.~LetteT, dated thll 12th Octo'beT 1925. 

1 have the honour to acknowledge receipt of your letter No. 519 of 
17th September 1925 enclosing copy of a questionnaire from the Tariff Board 
in connection with this Company's application for a reconsideration of t.he 
decision of the Central Board of that new vessels, partially constructed and 
put together in the United Kingdom and then dismantled and brought out 
to Burma for re-erection and completion, do not come under the category of 
II Inland Vessels in Sections" as laid down in the Tariff Schedule. 

I have pleasure in enclosing, as requested, six copies of my replies to the 
questionnaire, but I should ,like to comment in this letter on certain points 
which arise in connection therewith. . 

It is unnecessary to recapitulate the arguments put forth in my letter of 
21stA.ugust 1924 except perhaps to, emphasize-

(1) the obvious original intention of the Tariff Board that the wordll 
"Vessels in Sections" should apply to vessels such as oura 
brought out in pieces for re-erection. This point has been 
admitted and there is little reason to doubt that, if the Tariff 
Board, at their original deliberations, had contemplated any 
other reading of the phrase, they would have taken steps to safe
guard such vessels. 

(2) that the larger units of our fleet cannot be constructed in India, for 
, reasons given in our answers to questionnaire. The smaller 

vessels which can be built here are only of subsidiary importance, 
viz., harbour launches, tugs, pilot launches and cargo boats. 
These constitute a very small fraction of the capital value of 
our fleet and our real interests lie in the larger vessels which 
,actually are employed in the carriage of passengers and cargo 
and which form such a vital part in the commerce and develop
ment of this Province. These .latter vessels are now subject io 
the higher rate of duty, and our contention is that the tariff 
does not, on the one hand, afford any protection in this instance 
to, the Indian Steel Industry, while it puts a severe handicap 
upon commerce here. We build, and will continue to build in 
Burma such of our vessels as our large and efficient Dockyard can 
undertake. The others we must continue to order from Europe. 

This Company has built or is building during this year, for completion 
before Slst December 1925, vessels for its own use alone which amount in value 
to twelve lakhs of rupees. This, we contend, is 8ufficient evidence in itself 
that we build in India all such vessels as can be constructed here. We would 
gladly extend this to other classes of vessels, if this were possible. We there
fore consider as reasonable our request that such vessels as we must imporl 
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should be allowed in at the lower rate of duty, since, in the circumstances, 
they affect the Indian Steel industry neither one way nor the other. 

As regards the questionnaire itself, certain answers are somewhat difficult 
to give in the detail asked for. Our fleet consists of several types of vessels 
and many of these types only come up for renewal at intervals. Consequently 
it is not possible for us to give the required information as to the present day 
~ost of some of them which we have not recently imported (see questions 10 
and 11); Furthermore I would refer you to our answer to question 19 (b) 
:vhich explains why certain comparative figures of costs are not available. 

With reference to Question No. 19, there is a possible implication therein 
that the tariff on steel has had the effect of forcing home manufacturers to 
reduce prices and that thereby firms like ourselves obtain a compensating 
benefit from the tariff. "1e have heard this argument put forward and would 
simply record the counter argument that the present price of steel from 
Europe is brought about by many world wide considerations, of which the 
Indian Tariff is only one, and that we are entitled in any case to the benefit 
of the reduction from the inflated prices of the post war years. We cannot 
see that any justification of the retention of the tariff as regards 
imported vessels can be drawn from the recent decrease in the price of steel. 
Similarly with the question of the present more favourable exchange. In our 
correspondence with you we claim to show that the present high duty on 
imported vessels is not necessary for the protection of the steel industry in 
India and if the justice of this c1aim be admitted, no question of the compen
sating effect of improved prices and favourable exchange should be allowed t~ 
operate against the reduction in duty to which we feel the Inland Shipping 
Companies are entitled. 

With regard to the questionnaire to Engineering Firms which we have 
also received we hope to forward our replies by next mail. 

1. 
1. Large Paddle 8teamers. • 326')C 46' )C 11' 
2. Intennediate Paddle Steamers 232'" 30')C 8' 

Passenger a"d cargo-
1'0. 

s. Ferry Paddle Steamers 185' x 30' x 7'6" 
4. Sternwheel Steamers • 132' x 31' x 4'9" 
5. Steam Barges 100' x 20' x 8' 
6. Creek Stfamers. double-decked 115")C 25'.. 7'6" 
7. Single Decked Launches 80' x 16' x 7' 
8. Pilot Lllunches 50' )C 11')( 5'3" 
9. Cargo Flats . 225' " 34')( 9' 

10. Cargo Boats 91' )( 18')C 7' 

flo. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

NOrE.-We have variations of all the above types in use, but the 
have been chosen as representative of modern practice in each class. 

2. 
Class as pel' Question 1. 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

In India. 
Nil. 
Ifil. 
1m. 
lifl. 
8 

Nil. 
6 
7 

H 

In Europe. 
]f'-Z. 

1 
6 
~ 

Nil. 
8 

3"Ti!. 
1o-i1. 
5 

10 1o-a. 10' il. 

above 

NOTE.-Vessels" shewn as " ordered)n India" were actually constructea. or 
are under construction by ourselves, with imported Machinery whtre power 
driven. 
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Vessels shewn as "ordered in Europe" were imported in pieces and erected 

here. 
3. Price is not the only consideration. Our Home builders are entirely 

familiar with the construction of all the types of vessels we use and with all 
our requirements in connection with the detail thereof. Apart from minor 
improvements, orders for new craft almost always follow the lines of vessels 
previously built, of which the builders possess the plans and templates. It 
\Would consequently involve both trouble and expense to order vessels elsewhere. 

III addition, all machinery for our craft has to be obtained in Europe in 
any case. 

The waters of the rivers of Burma, and more especially of the Delta, neces
sitate the use of galva~ised material in the construction of our vessels. This 
in itself prevents us from building all our larger types (say above 100 feet) in 
Burma, since we have no means of galvanising plates and angles after they 
have been furnaced and shaped. 

4. Yes, all vessels of Classes 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6 (of dimensions as shewn 
in Answer 1) could not be satisfactorily constructed in India. As stated in 
Answer 4, the making of the machinery and the galvanising of the hull 
materials after they have been fabricated prevent this. 

Certain types, e.g., Hats and cargo boats which are of- simple lines and 
-construction, we build here entirely, others-the larger types-we obtain 
entirely from the United Kingdom, while others again, such as harbour 
launches and steam barges we build in Burma except for the machinery 
which we <.lbta.in from Europe. 

We recognise one hundred feet as being about the limit of size of steam 
-driven vessels which we care to construct ourselves and 225 feet as the limit 
for Hats. 

5. No. We have purchased no vessels in India during the period men
-tioned. 

As indicated in Answer 4, certain types of vessels we always build bere, 
while the others are always ordered in Europe. Consequently we have no 
!ligures to put against one another. 

6. Erected by the Company. 
7. Yes, the Company undertake the re-erection of vessels for other firms 

·or persons. This is, however, a class of work which we are very seldom 
oasked to do. This Company is the only commercial undertaking in Burma 
which owns inland vessels of any size. The requirements of other firms are 
;practically confined to tugs, harbour and towing launches and cargo boats, 
oand we are usually asked to construct such craft entirely in our Dockyard 
-(the machinery being imported from home) .. 

8. Yes, all timber for the necessary woodwork is purchased in Burma, 
-also glass for windows and ports. All ropes are of local manufacture, and 
-castings (apart from those incorporated in the machinery) are made in our 
'Own Foundry. These are the principal items of local manufacture, but other 
'stores and fittings, e.g., canvas, paints, bolts, etc., are issued from our own 
Store, which, however, obtains most of its stocks from the United Kingdom. 

9. Completely fabricated. 
10. It is impossible to give the present total cost of each of the imported 

vessels mentioned in Answer 1. Our larger types are only replaced at 
intervals, and we have neither imported nor constructed here any vessels of 
-Classes 1, 3, 4, and 10 since the imposition of the new duties. 

Of the remaining classes mentioned in Answer 1, the approximate total 
-cost of a vessel of 

Class 2 would be £35,000 
6 would be £15,000 
5 would be £6,150 
7 would be £4,000 
8 would be £3,500 
9 would be £9,500 

imported from Europe. 
imported from Europe. 

} 
built in Rangoon with 

machinery.' 

built in Rangoon. 

British 
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. 11. Taking as an exampl~ Class 6 (i.e., Creek Steamer of 115 teet) which 
IS the o~ly class of ,:esse.l whIch we have imported since the imposition of the 
new. dutIes, and whICh IS the class which we would most frequently be pur
chaslllg, the percentages are:-

(a) 321 per cent.; (b) 40 per cent.; (c) 1! per cent.; (d) 111 per cent.; 
(e) 14 per cent. 

12. Taking Class 6 as above the total cost of the vessel would'be decreased 
by 3'9 per cent. if the duty on fabricated steel were reduced from 25 per cent. 
to 10 per cent. 

13. The present average c.i.f. cost of the fabricated steel parts of imported 
vessels chargeable to duty at 25 per cent. varies according to the size of the 
vessel concerned but it is roughly between Rs. 720 and Rs. 840 per ton, to. 
which duty has to be added. 

14. Fabricated parts are more bulky and more liable to damage than un
fabricated. 

15. £3 per ton. 
16. No, we have no record of any such vessel, nor do we consider it likely 

that anyone would import a vessel -in that condition into any port where 
facilities for .re-erection from pjeces are available. 

17. Duty is payable at Rs. 45 per ton on galvanised corrugated sheets. 
Duty is payable at Rs. 10 per cent. on bolts, nuts, and washers. 
Duty is payable at Rs. 15 per cent. on ships tackle, hand pumps, fittingll, 

etc. 
18. We consider that our vessels, imported in pieces, should be treated 

as "vessels in sections." Such treatment was contemplated by the Taritf 
Board at their original deliberations and the whole question simply hinges on 
the interpretation given to. the word "sections." As vessels, except of the very 
smallest type, would never be imported in "sectio.ns," (in the sense of tW() 
or three cOlhplete pieces of hull ready to be rivetted together) the implication 
is strong, and almost irresistible, that· vessels such as we import for re-erec
tion, are the ones contemplated under the Act. 

19. (a) For a duplicate set of machinery received this month, we ha~e 
paia exactly the same price ail for a set ordered in 1923. There was however
a considerable fall between the years 1922 and 1923 probably 10 per cent. 

(b) We cannot definitely answer this question. Before the introduction 
of the new duties, when a vessel W8.3 brought out for re-erection and comple
tion here, duty was payable at 10 per cent. on the complete hull. Conse
quently we received no invoices shewing separately the different values of 
the various materials making up the hulL We simply obtained a lump sum 
invoice for the hull and another for the machinery. We have therefore no. 
comparative figures to go on, but would estimate the fall in prices at 7i p'er 
cent, to 10 per cent. . 

Statement III.-Letter from the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company, Limited, dated 
the 14th October 19.'J5, forwarding replies to questionnaire for the Engi
neering l'irms. 

With reference to your letter No. 51\} of 17th September and further to 
our letter of the 12th October, I have the honour to send herewith our replies 
to the questionnaire submitted by the Tariff Board to Engineering Firms 
interested in the construction of vessels for inland navigation. 

Replies to questionnaire for the Engineering Firms. 

1. Steam Barges, Harbour Launches, Cargo Flats, Cargo Boats, Pilot 
Launches. 

2. Of the above we have not built recently any of the two last named 
types and cannot state their cost. 



34 

'Of the others the present cost of a-

Steam Barge 100' long is . 

Harbour Launch 75' long is 

Cargo Flat 225' long is . 

3. The percentages are as follows:-

Steam Barge. 

(a) 22 
(b) 22 
(e) 15 
(d) 7 
(e) 34 

R.s. 

81,150 
70,000 

1,27,000 

wunch. Cargo Flat. 

231 401 
251 Nil. 
16 141 

81 61 
27 381 

4. The duty on the unfabricated galvanised steel used in· the construction 
of a steam barge as above is equivalent to 10·5 per cent. of the landed cost of 
the steel. . 

5. 
Cargo Flat. Steam: Barge. Launch. Cargo Boat. 

per cent. per cent. per cent. per cent. 
(a) 76 73 75 72 
(b) 221 251 23 26 
(c) 1 ! 1 1 
(d) I Jl 1 1 • 

The last two items are practically negligible in each case, but corrugated 
iron sheet, which is not in~luded above, is a considerable item in some vessels . 

. 6. (a) Nil. The drop in machinery prices took place in 1922. 
(b) About 8 per cent. 

7. NO". l\Ir. Cochran's statement, as reported, is too sweeping. No dis
crimination is made between small vessels which can be btillt in India and 
the larger ones which cannot. Nor is allowance made for the high rate of 
freight charged on imported fabricated steel, nor for the comparative cheap
ness of labour in Calcutta as compared with . the United Kingdom. Both of 
these act as a protective measure and, in addition, there is the fact that 
prospective purchasers of small vessels much prefer to have them built in 
India, where details can be more readily discussed and progress watched, and 
where they have the builders local knowledge of conditions always available. 
~his might not apply with a firm who were constantly orderiI!g vessels of a 
standard pattern, but there are very few, if any, such firms. 

8. No. 

9. No. It is simply a question of the margin of profit which the Indian 
. builder wants. Even allowing for the recent drop in imported steel pric~J 
it is still profitable to· build in India such vessels as can be built there. 
Other considerations than the price of steel are in operation (see Answer 7). 
This Company would still continue to build its smaller vessels in R.angoon if 
the present duty on imported vessels were removed (see also Answer 10). 

~O. No .. Certain types of our own vessels are now always built here, 
whIle certaIn other types are always import.ed owing to size, etc. So we 
lIave no comparative figures. . 
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We can, however, instance a recent order from an outside firm which we 
received, against keen home competition, and in this case we afterwL.-diJ 
discovered that the purchasers, when considering the Home quotations, had, 
all along (under a misapprehension as to the meaning of the words "vessels 
in sections" in the Tariff Schedule) been estimating that they could import 
the Home vessel at 10 per cent. We may. therefore, say that we got this 
order as against the former rates of duty. 

ll. 
St~am Barges 
Launchea 
Flats 
Cargo Boats 

1()()1 

1()()1 

225' 
1()()1 

12. For the construction of the types ot vessels usually constructed in 
India a wastage of 10 per cent. is approximately correct. The larger the 
vessel, however, the smaller would be the wastage while vessels like cargo boats, 
where there is no roof and no engine room, would shew less than a steamer. 

13. 41 per cent. and 51 per cent. 

Statemefl,' IV.-ITTauxuldy Flotilla Oompany. 

FLEBT.l925. 

Classification according to thB lid gi"en in ~eply '0 Question No. 1 0/ CAB 
Board's Questionnaire. 

Large Paddle Steamers 
Ferry and Feeder Steamers 

St~rn Wheelers 
Twin Screw Steamers 

Creek Screw Steamers 
Single Deck Steamers 
Barges 

Tugs 

Salvage Vessel 
Rock Puncher and Dredger 
Superintendent of Pilot's Launch 

Water Steamer Barge 

Flats 
Cargo Boats 
lloulmein Cargo Boats 

Pontoons 
Double Deek Barge 

Station Hulks 

TOTAL 

• Very seldom replaced, say once in 25 years. 

20 
26 
10 

6 

96 
M 
17 
9 

11 

H 
120 

135 
Ii 

10 
1 

30 

523 
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Tonnage and l'assengINI. 
Reg. GrOBB. P&'!EIengers; 

Assam 1,171 1,668 2,575 
'Ceylell 832 1,321 2,575 
M:indoon 915 1,250 '2,840 
Shivelon 327 438 968 
Kinu 196 310 793 
Saga -180 214 522 
Pago 63 163 380' 
GaIIio 74 158 454 
Bassein 22 88 
.Peturin 68 117 113 
.Flat 225" 7'11 
C. B. 90" 150 

Statement V.-Letter, dated the 8th. Feb1"llary '1.926, {rom the IrrawaddY. 
Flotilla Oompany, Limited. 

We attach hereto answers to the ~upplementary questions put to us in 
connection with our evidence on the subject of duty on imported vessels and' 
trust that the informa'tibn 'given is What YO'll"requil'e. 

As regards the question of the necessity for the galvanising of the mate.· 
rials for our vessels, we desire very strongly to emphasise our firm conviction 
9n this important point. From the fact that the Calcutta firms have not
!fbund it necessary to take this step, 'an inference may 'have been arawn that, 
while this Company prefers :galvanised materials, there may be no real' 
necessity for it. A lengthy experience has forced us to a definitely contrary. 
view. 

We 'are unable to say wherein lies the difference 'between the waters of' 
the Ganges and Irrawaddy Deltas, but in view of the evidence now available
ail to the length of life which can be attained 'by ungalvanised craft on the 
former, there can be no doubt that some injurious element, which we have to' 
combat here, is absent there. It is possihle that the Government analysts 
could supply the information required. We have only once had any of our' 
creek waters analysed ·and understand from the analysts' report that the' 
sample water sent them was of a most injurious type and highly destructive 
of steel plates, etc. 

In view of 'the stress laid on this question we would cite a few facts regard •. 
ing one vessel which we dill build of uJ;lgalvanised material,· namely our' 
steamer" Ava" which was -completed in the latter half of 1903. Her first 
docking took place in less than a year (August '1.904) and the report attached' 
to the defect list at that time states, "The 'shaH plating below the light water 
mark is showing signs of pittjng very much, in places along the landings and 
just above the 4' mark, also the bottom plates are badly pitted in places." A 
report of this sort would never be found regarding any of our galvanise<f 
vessels, ·doing the same work, in anything less than seven years from their' 
construction. By 1907, the report on the same steamer reads, .. Deterioration 
of the hul1 is strongly in evidence." In spite of careful attention and very 
large annual docking biIIs, this vessel ultimately reached the stage that in 
1921 her life as a plying unit was over. We then proposed fol1owing our' 
usual practice of converting her for use as a station 1anding stage, but after 
the work of dismantling had been started, she was found to be in such very
bad condition as to make her useless even for that purpose, without very 
heavy expenditure, and she had perforce to be disposed of by sinking. This 
vessel therefore lasted altogether under 18 years, against 25 years' plying
life, pl.us ·a-n indefinite number of .years as. a station flat which. we get from 
galvanised huUs. Furthermore it is to be noted that during her whole'c'ai-eer 
she was plying "from Rangoon to Upper Burma and that consequently for' 
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Tiver, wbereas many of our other 'c1assesare constantly in Delta water and 
-subject all tbe time to the corroSive 'llrlion of same. . 

In the same connection we wou1d note .further that certain cargoes which 
we carry in large quantities are very de1eterious to the holds and decks of 
1lur vessels. One of the chief of t'hese "is mgapee, a paste compounded of semi
putrescent fish and salt, which exudes ·a liquid which is highly injurious to 
steel. A by-product. of this, ngapee 'Water, is another item which' is very 
largely shipped, and since it is frequently put on board in defective tins, is 
just as destructive as the other. These articles are both manufactured in the 
Delta, and from t'here are carried all over the country by our steamers. It is 
largely on account of tliis trade that tne decks of our otherwise ungalvanised 
flats are made of galvanised steel. "We understand that the production of 
ngapee is confined to ]'Jurma. . 

Cargoes of groundnuts and "kuppas,wnich are two of the principal staples 
-carried, both have the effect of setting up sweating in the holds. of our 
steamers, and black iron vessels have constantly to be treated internally' with 
:anti-corroSives. .:A.pant from nee, t'herefore, our principal items of shipment
ngapee, ngapee water, salt, cottoJ]. and groundnuts-are all injurious to black 
steel \·essels. 

In addition, thepercerrtage of humidity is high in Lower Burma, which 
has a much longer rainy !!"eason t'han Bengal, and a very large rainfall. All 
.exposed black steel is affected by this. 

Regarding fhe ·matter frflmanother point of view, the question of steamers' 
-drafts is also 'important. If !lngalvanised material were used, heavier plates, 
etc., would be necessary, ,,;hicli would be a serious handicap, as, during the 
10w water season, drafts are of the greatest importance, and every inch is 
valuable. We ply over 1,000 miles up the Irrawaddy and on practically the 
'Whole of dlhat distance river conditions are such as to make it essential that 
.every means shoUld be taken to achieve light draft in order to avoid interrup
tion and uislocahion of services. 

It has been urged that, if we can get along with ungalvanised Hats, our 
·steamers can be dea'lt ",it'h similarly. We may say that the question of gal
-vanising certain Hats 'is 'having our consideration. This procedure would be 
:advisable in some cases ·and on some grounds, but there are also certain points 
.against it as a general proposition.' Firstly, our Hats are not all in use all 
-the year round. In Burma the off season for produce coincides with the high 
'water season. The deeper drafts attainable at that time by the steamers, 
.combined with the shortage of cargo offering, .permit of a large proportion of 
1:he carriage of same being undertaken by the steamers alone without the aid 
o()f Hats. This operates in two ways. It enables us i() lay up the idle Hats for 
:a considerable part of the year in the dear waters of Upper Burma,. where 
·cor.rosive action is negligible, and it also means that the docking of a Hat in 
tliis off season does not necessitate the removal and replacement of a plying 
vessel which would otlterwise be earning money. The docking of Hats, there;
fore, isa simple matter, whereas the docking of a big steamer and itsr6-

. placement while an dock isa matter of careful -and elaborate arrangement.; 
:a:ISQ ef c8nSifulrabie expense. In the case of the steamers it is essential that 
they should :require to be brought to dock as seltlom as possible, and when in 
.dock, remain there as short a time as possible. 

Secondly, a c€lnsiderable number of our Hats are used for the carriage of 
,petroleum only, and this has the effect of dojng away entirely with internal 
.corrosion, even of black steel. Our steamers are not allowed to carry bulk 
petroleum. 

And thirdly, a Hat when it reaches the scrapping stage, has no machinery, 
.cabins, etc., which would have to be scrap'ped at the same time, whereas if a 
-steamer had to be scrapped at the end of, say, 113 years, while she still had 
machinery in her fit to carryon for another 10 yoars, the remaining capital 
·value of that machinery would be lost to the Company. 

From our experience we find that, in the wa.ters here, galvanised shell 
;plates do not as a rule show signs of shedding the galvanising till they arlt 
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about seven years old, and can go a further two yelus or so thereafter without 
repair. On the other hand black plates shew pitting after two years and in 
some cases plate landings have been found affected after one year. We hold 
therefore that a reversion to the use of black steel would be entirely a retro
gressive step, and a very expensive one. It is to be remembered that the 
fabrication of a vessel is the expensive item in its cost and it would be false 
economy to put out all the necessary large amount of labour on material which 
would not last. 

A_u, to fl. w .. "~.ta,.,, .,.",,~. ! 
Q. I.-Reference Question No. 1 of original questionnaire, what is thit 

total tonnage in each class of the steamers which the Company at present 
~ossessi' 

A.-The gross tonnage in each class is as follows:-

Class I! 2 I 3 I 4 , __ 5 ___ 6_1-_7 ___ 8_
1 
___ II_f_l0 

--1--'--1--1'-
19,400 ! 2,300 I 7,100 i 1,900 1,950 10,800 I,GOO 300. 81,700 I 17,000 

Q. B.-What tonnage could be constructed per annum in the Company's 
existing Dockyard i' 

A.-This depends entirely on the class of vessels required. It is, for 
instance, easier, and takes much less time, to build Hats than to build steamers 
of the same tonnage capaoity. Of the vessels of which we at present under
take entire construction we could build 7 Hats, 3 cargo boats, 3 steam barges, 
4 small launches and 2 tugs, giving a total of about 6,500 tons. Assuming 
that 10 per cent. of this construction would be for outside firms, the total 
outturn for our own purposes would be about 6,000 tons. Our Dockyard 
exists primarily for the docking and repair of our own Heet and the above 
figures represent what could be done after allowing for same, since the main
tenance and repair of the Heet must be our first consideration and cannot be 
done anywhere else. If, however, steamers had to be built instead of some 
of the Hats, the tonnage figure given above would be much reduced, since a 
steamer would take more than twice as long to construct as one Hat of the 
same tonnage. 

Q. B.-To what extent would the Company's Dockyard require to be ex
tended if all Heet requirements were to be built there i' 

A.-This question is extremely djfficult to answer owing to the fact that 
in some years large construction programmes are necessary, while in others 
very little construction is undertaken. If we assume it as possible that the
necessities of construction could be so controlled as to· distribute all building 
evenly over the various years, and if the present size of our Heet did not 
require to be increased, our probable annual building programme for our-. 
selves alone would be (at an outside estimate) one large paddle steamer, one
ferry paddler, one sternwheeler (every second year), four creek steamers, one
steam barge, two single deckers, five Hats and six cargo boats. Since the
last five items represent the extreme limit of our present capacity (after 
allowing for the necessary docking and repair of our Heet and a small amount 
of outside work) the other three items, which are the largest ones, could not 
be built in our present Dockyard. Same is not now capable of any further 
extension and a new and separate establishment would have to be set up. 

Necessary construction, however, never could be evenly distributed over 
the years, and in some cases the excess over present capacity would be much. 
larger than indicated above, while in others our requirements might not 
exceed present capacity. We would therefore require to make allowance for 
a separate new establishment about 50 per cent. as large as the existing one, 
and as a nstural result, the capital expenditure on the necessary ground. 
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buildings and tools for same, would, in many years, lie idle, and would be a 
source of heavy loss to the Company. 

Another, aspect of the case is that, as our labour is largely Indian, it 
would be extremely difficult to collect it for a busy' year after it had been 
disbanded in a slack one, since Indian labour, when unemployed, does not 
remain in Burma, but immediately returns to India. 

Q. 4.-What are the particular parts of the larger steamers, which, owing 
to the necessity of using galvanised material, you would find difficulty in 
working into shape P 

A.-All sections which are too heavy to work cold and require heating or 
furnacing. The difficulty .here is not one of the size of any particular plate 
or angle, so much as its section. Galvanised material cannot be ·furnaced to. 
bring it into shape and must be fabricated cold. The heavier sections required 
for web-frames, parts of boiler stools and engine seating, and such angle 
frames, etc., as must be welded all present difficulty in this respect. 

The frames of our larger steamers are up to 34 feet long and the plat6ll 
t:ql to 16 feet. 

Q. 5.-In connection with vessels imported from Europe what is the pro.. 
bable percentage cost of the extra erection and dismantlement necessary 
before shipment? 

A.-Probably about 5 per cent. of cost, including double berth rent, build-
ing blocks, service bolts, superintendence, packing and removal. 

Q. 6.-What amount of corrugat.ed steel is used in a 225' flat? 
A.-10 tOllS. 

Q. 7.-With reference to Question 3 in the questionnaire to Engineering 
firms, what is the nett cost of the un fabricated steel, etc., used in the construc
tion of a 225' flat? 

A.-We have recently completed a flat of this type and can supply up-to
date figures as follows:-

Tons. 
Unfabricated steel 166 
Unfabricated steel, galvanised 44 
Corrugated sheet 10 
Other imported material 
Local material 
Fabrication (including overhead and 

profit) 

!'OTAL 

Rs. 
31,250 British. 
11,000 " 
3,000 " 

12,700 
7,600 

57,450 
--'-' 
123,000 

Q. B.-Did the Company order any vessel from Europe in 1919 for re-erec
tion in Burma, and if so, what was the price of the fabricated steel per ton 
c.i.f. P 

A.-No. 
Q. 9.-Wha~ is the cost. of .fabricated material for. a flat in Burma up to. 

the point at whIch a flat bUIlt 111 Europe would be fabricated? 
A.-The cost of the material and fabrication of same for a 225' flat up to. 

the point at which rivetting begins would be Rs. 77,350 against a completed 
cost of Rs. 1,23.000. 
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'THE I~AWADDY FLOTILLA COMPANY, LIMITED. 

B.-QBAL. 

tEvidenc\, of Mr. K. Mac Gibbon recorded at Calcutta on Fr:day, 
8th January 1926. 

President.-Perhaps you would be able to tell us the number 
-that you have in your fleet of the various types. Have you got 

t1. 
of vess s 
a list f 

-them? ' 1 

Mr. MacGibbon.-I have got it here with me. I have also ·an abstract 'of 
·the total number of boats in each class. (Handed in.)* 

President.-That shows the number of each class, but it does not give 
-any particulars. If there is a printed fleet list, perhaps you will be able to 
.send us a copy. 

Mr. MacGibbon.~I am afraid not. We only have a few copies and they 
-(lome from home. Th!ly are all in use-in our different departments, but I 
(lan give you any details that you require. I can make copies and send them 
-to you. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Have you got anywhere the total tonnage for each of 
,:these classes of vessels? 

:Mr. MacGibbon.-No, it could be worked out and sent to you. 
-Mr. Ginwala.-We should require the dimensions of the typipal vessels. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Here is a note showing tlie tonnage and the number of 

lpassengers carried. * 
President.-The position is that your flats and cargo boats, in' fact all 

\ vessels that are not power driven, you make in India . 
. Mr. lIfacGibbon.-That is so. 
President.-Then all other boats-apparently something like 115' and 

. oYer-are of the types you usually import. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-We import classes Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 and 6. There are 

·certain vessels on the list just handed you, which are not mentioned in the 
original classification-llpecial types such as the Salvage Bo'at and Rock 

. Puncher. Also there are some 30 station hulks, which are simply converted 
·out of our own scrapped vessels. 

President.-The ones that ar.e marked are the types that you usually 
'import and they come to 158 out of your total fleet. 

Mr. ],facGibbon.-We have 158 of the types which are imported from 
-home and 320 of the types which we build ourselves, that is excluding those 
odd vessels-llalvage vessels, etc.-which are built only once in a very long 

-time. 
President.-So that, in numbers, it is only about a third of your fleet yo~ 

;usually import. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes, in numbers. 
President.-In actuaT ton~ge it is probably more than that, because they 

,are of the larger types. 
MI'. MacGibbon.-Yes, the imported classes. They include larger vE'ssels 

and in money they are very much more,because flats, cargo boats and single 
. deckers are very much less expensive than the larger vessels. 

President.-It is only the fabricated steel parts that enter into our 
··enquiry. The cost of the machinery is not affected by protective auties on 
-e.ieel. 

* Statement IV. 
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Mr. MarGibbon.-The c~st of the mat'hinerv i .. not in itself affected but
~he fact i~ that .8 boat, to accommodate machi'nery. has got to be fabri~ated 
m an entIrE.'ly different manner to 1\ flat.. A lIat is made more or less in the
shape of a box which is quite simple, hut the steamer is entirE.'ly different. 

p,.nident.-Messrs. Burn and Company gal'e us 1\ modE.'l which we have
always -got before our eyes. 

Mr. lIfarGil,boll.-IIl the cllse of flats, frames arE' more or less E'xactly 
the slime and they lE.'nd themsE.'lvE's- E'asily to mass production, whE'reas in the 
case of a stE.'amE.'r, the vE'ssel is shaped right from stem to stern. 

Presidellt.-The flat is more or less like a box. 
Mr. MacGibboll.-If you take the 115' lE'ngth stE.'amE'rs, which are probably 

the commonest type that we import just now, you will find that there are
hardly any two framE'S which are similar, so that the fabrication of a lauDch 
or steamer is VE.'ry much more E'xpensive and very much more difficult than 
the fabrication of a thing like a flat and even more so whE'n galvanizing
entE.'rs into the questiou. 

Dr. Matthai.-May I know why you imported fi"e of these cargo fiats
during the past five years? 

Mr. Mat'Gibbon,.-These werE' ordE.'red in 1919 but they actually arri"ed 
and were put together in 1920. The reason for that is a particular one. 
At the E'nd of the war, WE' found ourselyE's faced with the position of bE'ing 
E'xtrE'mely short of flats. The GOYE'rnment had commandeered a great many 
of them. W'e were "E'ry short indE.'E'd and we found it nE'CE.'ssary to build 11 
flats in a hurry to meet our current nE'eds. We could not, from the point of 
viE.'W both of space and timE', construct the whole in our Dalla dockyard. 
We orderE'd fil'e from home and we built six at our works in Rangoon. That 
was a particular case, however. 

Presidellt.-'l'hat was due to the special circumstances that flats were 
required to be completed in a gil'en time? 

Mr. MacGibbOIl.-That was so. 
p,.esidellt.-Can you give us any idea of what your normal rE'placements 

would be of the -vessels in your fleE.'t? 
MI'. Mat'Gibbon,.-They vary according to the class. If we take a flat, 

it has got to be replaced in 25 yenrs at the outside. That is 4 per cent. 
and for a stenmE'r as a 1st class plying unit it would probably be less-2(} 
to 25 yE.'nrs. I think it would be snfe to sny 4 per <'ent., taking it year by 
yE'nr. 

Mr. Gillll'ala.-Would it mean entire scrapping at the end of the period? 

.1lr. MarGibboll.-No. As I said, we takE.' the opportunity of constructing 
out of 1\ scrapped steamer something in the nature of a pontoon-landing 
stage or othE.'r l'essE.'1 of that kind. 

Preside/d.-Let us take the steamers with which WE' are principally con
cE.'rnE.'d in this E.'nquiry. If you buila your flnts in this country, you would_ 
not be affectE.'dby the duty on fabricated stE.'el. 

Mr. MacGibboll.-That is so. 
p,.eside/d.-The duty on unfabricated stE.'E.'1 is not before us in this

enquiry. 
Mr. MacGibboll.-So ,far as flats and bargE.'s arE.' con<'ernE.'d, we are not 

particularly intE.'rested. 
Prc.::idl'/if.-ThE.'rE.'forE', it is thE.' stE.'amE.'rs that we nre cOll<'erned with in 

this E.'uquir". The point I am aiming at is this. Taking 20 years as the life
of n stE.'lIlner, that would be 5 pE.'r cent. You hnl'e told us ill your answers 
to the qUE.'sHoIlnaire thnt if the 25 pE.'r <'ent. duty were redu<'ed to 10 per 
<'ent., it would reduce the cost of your stE.'amE.'r by 3'9 per CE.'nt. In round 
fio-urE.'s thE.'rE.'forE', you cnn say that a protective duty incrE.'asE.'s the cost of 
y~ur ,·~ssE.'1 bv 4. per cent. Could you tE.'ll us appronmately what proportion 
~f the total ;ost of running a stE.'amE.'r would bE.' represE.'ntE.'d by dE.'preciation. 
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on the value of the steamer, and interest on the capital invested on itP 
These are the two items which are increased by the protective duty. The 
other items which are not affected by the protective duty would be things 
like wages, coal, .repairs, head office expenses and so on. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Interest, depreciation and insurance on vessels such as 
I am talking of, ,;iz., 115' Creek Steamers which we are importing at the I 
present moment in some numbers, would be £2,100 per annum. The running 
costs of the same vessel would be £2,250. 

President.-If the life of a steamer is 20. years, it cannot be mor~ that 
5 per cent. for depreciation. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-That is right. I have taken 6 per cent. for interest, 
5 per cent. for dePreciation and 3 per cent. for insurance. 

President.-That is £2,100 for these charges and how much would it be for 
the other charges? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-The running costs would be £2,250 per annum. But 
these are only average figures. 

President.-So that it is a little short of half and half. 
Mr. MacGibbon . .....:.Yes. 
President.-In that case, the duty on fabricated steel increases the cost 

of running your steamElr by a little less than 2 per cent. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes. 
President.-And it becomes operative gradually as you have to replace the 

vessels of your fieet. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes. 
President.-It would not be fully operative at once? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-No. 
President.-The main part of the case you put before us is whereas flnts 

and cargo boats and smaller laun<:.hes and barges you make in India at 
present, and will continue to make them, the larger vessels you have to 
import and will continue to import notwithstanding the protective duty. 
What it practically comes to is this. For some reason or . other, . the larger 
types of vessels cannot be constructed in India. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-No. 
President.-I have not been able .to understand clearly what precisely the 

reasons are and why it is that the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company think that 
they cannot be built in India, becaus6.Jlndoubtedly steamers well over 100' in 
length have been built in Calcutta. 

Mr. lIfacGtbl,on.-As we pointed out in our answers to the questionnairc, 
one (If the reasons is the gah'llnizing of the material. 

President.-You have given in your answer to question 3, three reasons. It 
would be convenient to take this galvanising as the last of the three. The 
nrst explanation you give is "Our Home builders are entirely familiar 
with the construction of 611 the types of vessels we use and with all our 
requirements in connection with the detail thereof. Apart from minor 
improvements, orders for iIlew craft almost always follow the lines of vessels 
previously built, of which the builders possess the plans and templates. It 
would consequently involve both trouble and expense to oraer vessels else
where." As far as that is concerned, there is no question of jmpossibiIity 
there. It is merely a question of convenience and expense. . 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Expense of course is a primary consideration .. 
President.-Even so, it is only temporary. Supposing you abandDned 

importing, .you would either make them yourselves in Rangoon or purchase 
them in India from one· of the engineering firms. In that case, either you 
yourselves or the firm whom you employ would acquire the necessary ex
perience. There might be inconvenience and expense at the time of the 
.change-over, but surely it is not a permanent disability. 
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Mr. MacGibbon.-No, but. I think it is generally admitted that the class 
of workmanship obtainable from Europe is better than can be obtained 
here. 

Presidenf.-It is your view and you are entitied to urge that. I don't 
think that It is generally admitted. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-1t is our opinion anyhow that the workmanship obtain
ed from home is better than can be obtained in India. We construct quite 
a large number of vessels ourselves and that is our opinion from our own 
experience. 

President.-Might I tell you what the representatives of the India General 
Navigation Company told us yesterday? They said that, as far as their 
Company was concerned, whenever they were making a new departure or 
introducing improvements in the types of vessels, they would import two or 
three of the new types, because they would get the advantage of the ex
perience and skill of the home builders, and after that they would construct 
any further vessels of the same class which they .required in their own yard 
in Calcutta. In certain respects, they said, the work done in India was not 
quite so good ail the work done at home, and they particularly mentioned 
that they had to make their work a little heavier, and ~at they were not 
quite so good where light construction was required. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-That is a very important point. Light construction is 
essential in shallow craft. 

President.-But they believed that they could construct aD the types of 
vessels they required in their own yard, and their largest vessel I think is 
305 feet long. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-There is no physical impossibility about it. Of course, 
it could be done. I suppose we. could construct somehow or other any 
vessel that we use, but we could not construct it economically, nor could we 
construct it up to tae standard which we insist on for our fleet and which is 
a. high one. 

President.---{Jan you develop that point a little because I want to under
stand just what kind of work is not so well done in India? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-There is always a certain finish about frames and so 
forth built at home. Fabrication of frames is an important part of a vessel. 
It is necessary to have them very exact. 

President.-You find that the Indian workmanship is not sufficiently 
precise, is that it? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Even under European supernsioni' 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-That is your experience. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes, but of course the workmanship is impronng. 

President.-What it comes to is this. If you had always imported your 
vessels hitherto your staff have had no opportunity of learning the more 
difficult work. If they were always confined to the simpler form of construc
tion, it is difficult to see how they can ever acquire the necessary skill for 
more difficult kinds of construction. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-That is so. The heavier work is more or less beyond 
the people out he.re. You are suggesting that we should go to the expense 
of experimenting with the labour here in order to improve it? 

Pr.sident.-My suggestion is really this, that I should be very slow to 
accept any statement of the permanent incapacity of Indians to do certain 
work. It is likely that they may take time to learn it. It may be some 
years before labour can be trained,_ but it does not seem to me to be a con
clusive argument against the construction of these larger vessels in India. 
For the time being, the standard of workmanship might not be so good as 
the standard of workmanship in an imported vessel. 
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Mr. MarGibbon.-Experimental work is ~lways expensive, that is, it 
would probably cost a great deal more to train the men here to do th& 
heavier work in connection with our mail steamers than it would to bring 
the stuff out from home and pay the duty. ' 

Mr. Ginwala.-other firms have done it here. So far, the evidence i& 
that they had no practical difficulty in training the Indian labour both 
Navigation Companies and other Engineering firms. ' . 

Mr: MacGibbon.-As I say it depends on the class of workmanship that 
they insist on. Our experience is that these people could not do it 'at 
present, and of course I am talking about Burma where we have a limited 
number of men to draw on and where probably we don't always get the best 
of Indian labour because it naturally stays here in Calcutta. 

Dr. Matthai.-Is your labour mostly Indian labour? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes. 
President.-Even if it is not found satisfactory to build these steamen 

yourselves in Burma, there is still the alternative of ordering them from 
Calcutta. I understand that for four months in a year vessels can be towed 
-down to Rangoon. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes, it has been done. 
Pre8ident.-So it is not a question of inculTing all the expense of erecting 

first and dismantling in Calcutta and then shipping and re-erecting it again 
in Burma. It will be simply towed down. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-There is the question of freight. 
President.-Tha:t comes to something anyhow. 
Mr. lIfacGibbon.-And insurance. 
President.-We are rather interested on that point. We asked Messn. 

Burn and Company to let us have a list of the ships th.,r sent to Rangoon. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Would it be more than the freight on the imported articl& 

and the insurance? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-The insurance would be more from Calcutta t~ 

Rangoon. 
Mr. Ginwala.-What about the freight? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-1 have no idea about the freight. 

President.-I find .from lIessrs. Burn and Company's list that they hav& 
sent something like three or four hoats of various kinds to Rangoon during 
the last 30 years, so that obviously there is quite a possibility of ships being 
built in Calcutta and sent to Burma. The second reason you give is that 
all the machinery must be imported. Why is that an argument against 
construction in India? After all, you use imported machinery in the barges 
and launches you make in India. If you can import machinery for launches 
and barges, what difficulty is there in installing imported machinery in th& 
larger steamers P 

Mr. MacGibbtm.-This is simply a question of convenience only. Th& 
machinery is got from the same engineering firm at .home and the vessel is 
made by them complete with the machinery. That, I admit, is not an 
important argument at all. 

President.-Surely there is no difficulty in having the. hull made by on& 
manufacturer and the engine and other things by another? It is only a 
matter of accuracy of work and accurac:y of design, is it not P ~. . 

Mr. MacGibbon.-That is so: 

President.-That brings us to the third reason and that is the fa~t :that 
you have to galvanize a certan proportion of your plates in your vessels. 
Can you tell us 'Why you.have to do thap 

Mr. lIfacGibbon.-It lengthens the life of the vessel considerably. The 
river water in Burma (the Delta water particularly) is very severe on huUIP 
and we alwsys have the plates galvanized to lengthen the life of the boat. 
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President.-What proportion of the plates in a vessel would be galva-
nized. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-All the hull plates and deck plates. 
President.-You galvanize the whole of the hull? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes, in the steamers. 
Presiflent.-Why do you not find it necessary in the case of a barge or 

-a launch? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Launches too; in all steam-driven vessels. 
President .-But then you build these yourselves? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-These are small launches and the shaping of the parts is 

not very difficult. 
President.-But I understood that galvanizing could not be done in 

India? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-We import the galvanized plates and shape them in 

Rangoon. That is all very well where there is very slight shaping to be done, 
but when it comes to extensive shaping, which has got to be done cold, the 
continuous hammering necessary to get the particular parts into shape 
would destroy the galvanizing. 

Presidwt.-That, I take it, is your most fundamental reason for import
ing? 

Mr. MacGi~bn" .. --I would not say entirely, but it is avery important 
matter. As we have mentioned, we also attach some importance to the fact 
that our suppliers at home have been familiar with our requirements of 
vessels for many years and they know exactly what we want, and it saves 
us a great deal of trouble when we want to renew such and such a type of 
vessel or when we want them to design a new type of vessel for us. 

President.-I admit it is convenient to deal with people who know your 
'business but there is no reason why your vessels should not be built in India 
if it is merely a repeat order, because once your dockyard has become familiar 
with a thing, you can get it done here. However, we have dealt with that 
'Point~efore and we need not go over the same grounds again. But as 
regards galvanizing, I may put it to you this way. Supposing for some reason, 
it becomes a physical impossibility to import, how are you going to deal with 
the matter? The assumption is that you would be compelled to build in 
India, what would you do to get out of the difficulty? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-You mean if we are unable to obtain galvanized plates 
from any source whatever? 

President.-8upposing you could not import and have to build in India 
·somehow, would you abstain from using galvanized plates and make the 
plates thicker or would you endeavour to galvanize in India? 

Mr. lIIacGibbon.-There is no galvanizing plant in Burma at all. We 
·cannot do that. In the remote possibility suggested by you, I suppose the 
cheapc.<;t thing would be to enct a galvanizing plant. If it became impos
·sible to get galvanized plates, some enterprising people might start a galva
nizing plant in Burma. 

President.-Not very long ago the Tariff Board had before them applica
tion for protection'from the galvanizing industry. The evidence we had in 
that enquiry was that there was not a big demand for galvanizing work in 
India and if it is doubtful whether even in Calcutta the demand is sufficient, 
I should imagine that the demand in Rangoon w8uld be smaller, and there
fore continuous working of the plant would be problematical. There is the 
waste of spelter and so on to be considered. 

'Mr. MacGibbon.-I don't think there is room for a galvanizing plant in 
Burma. 

President.-Then you do regard this difficulty about galvanizing as .. 
6erious one? 
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Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-I take it your firm has a very long experience of ship

building in India P 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Fairly long. The dockyard was started originally for 

repairs in ~868 but it was a very small affair in those days. It was originally 
with a view to repairs' and docking that the dockyard was acquired. 

Mr. Ginwala.-When did you IItart huilding your own craft? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-our first Hat was built in 1902 and I think the second 

one, two years after that, and with the experience we thus acquired we ulti
mately came to the conclusion that we coula build Hats cheaper in Burma. 
I think the building o,f cargo boats goes slightly further back, about 1899. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Then you had to train Indian labour for the purpose and 
you succeeded in training that labour, so far as the kind of craft you build 
in the country are concerned? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-But you don't think that you would be able to train your 

Indian labour further to build bigger craft, though of course, as I have 
already said, the experience of other firms out- here is different I' 

Mr. MacGibbon.-1 suppose we could get labour which could be trained 
to build bigger vessels than we do now. 

Mr. Ginwala.-The India General 'Navigation Company said they could 
build vessels 305' x 71' 6" x 1{)1 6/1, and Messrs. Burn and Company have built 
the same kind of thing that you use. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-They are ungalvanized. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Leave alone galvanizing for the present. We put the 

question to Messrs. Burn and Company and they said they could build these 
and they have given a very long list of orders they have carried out in the 
past which substantiates their statement that they can build big river craft. 
Except that you feel that it may be difficult to train Indian labour you have 
no really strong ground for thinking that equally good work cannot be 
turned out in Burma. Is not that sol' 

Mr. MacGibbon.-I.suppose we should be, able to build boats ultirD.ately 
as large as Messrs. Burn and Crmpany build with trained Indian labour. I 
don't know what the labour conditions are here, how efficient it is and so on. 
I have no experience. . 

Mr. Ginwala.-As you know, shipbuilding is a part of the engineering 
industry and there is a good deal of engineering work done in Calcutta and 
other parts of India and it has been possible for firms to get sufficient Indian 
labour for engineering works of all kinds. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-There is one point which you have perhaps overlooked 
in connection with this question why we cannot do what Messrs. Burn and 
Company can do and that is this, that labour in Rangoon is very much more 
expensive than here and it would cost us a great deal more than what it 
would cost them. 

Mr. Ginwala.-But then you would charge higher rates for your products 
than they would do in Calcutta. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-1 am speaking ef boats for our own use. That is a s"J'ious 
point about labour in Burma. I don't know whether the Board quite realize· 
how much it means. 

Mr. Ginwala.-I have lived 20 years in Burma and I ought to know some
thing about it. But that is not .the point because that will take us into a 
very big field of enquiry. It would raise the whole question of cost of living 
and so on in Burma. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-You are asking us whether we could not build large 
vessels just as cheaply in Burma as Messrs. Burn and Company do in 
Calcutta. Even supposing we can build them, it is going to cost us more and< 
it would still be cheaper for us to get them from home. 
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Mr. Ginu,ala.-They can be built in India. If you cannot get labour in 

Burma as cheaply as you do in Calcutta, then the question arises why you 
should not send your orders to India where the work can be done foryouP 

President.-It is apparently economical for you to build Hats and launches 
• in Rang.oon. n~twithstanding the high wages you pay to your labour and I 

-don't thmk It IS an. argument against building in India, because if the high 
wages do not count In the case of launches and Hats there is no reason why it 
should count in the case of vessels. ' 

Mr. Ginwala.-Your idea seems to be that, even if you could irain the 
labour in Burma, it would be more expensive to carry out the work in Burma 
than in Calcutta? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-It would naturally be more expensive. 
Mr. Ginwala.-But, on the whole, if there was no question of galvanizing 

to be considered, would it be more economical to build in Burma than getting 
them out from Europe? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-I should not think it would be. 
Mr. Ginwala.-You have found no difficulty in the case of the smaller 

craft? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-These smaller crafts, Hats, cargo boats __ and so on, are 

different. There is not the same amount of detail and precision required as 
in the case of the larger vessels. Flats are the only large vessels we build in 
Burma because they are of simple construction and within the scope of the 
labour we have available there and of course the frames of our Hats are not 
galvanized. 

Mr. Ginwala.--Judging by your own experience, it does not seem as though 
it costs you more to build in Burma than it would in Europe. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Our position I think I can safely say is this, that we 
would build everything we possibly can build in Burma provided the costs 
are the same or less than that at which we could import. We are a business
concern and we would naturally buy in the cheapest market. If we are 
buying certain of our boats from home now it is because we are making a 
better bargain. It is the question of cost that really counts and when I 
-talk of cost, I am not thinking only of original cost. Efficiency in the run
ning of a boat counts. That has to be considered along with the price that we 
pay. That is, we take the cheapest all-round proposition including original 
cost, probable length of life of a steamer, efficiency that would be obtained 
in running it-taking all these into consideration we order from home . 

. Mr. Ginwala.-But have you given yourselves a chance 'by trying to 
build them here? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-We carried out a very large programme of work last 
year. We built vessels of the value of Rs. 231 lakhs in our dockyard last 
year. That surely is a big sum. 

President.-That was all more or less confined to smaller crafts. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-They were all economically and satisfactorily built in 

Burma. I can tell you what they were. We built seven Hats, two steam 
barges and three single deckers for ourselves. We built for other people one 
steam launch aud two barges. We were also just completing the re-erection 
of two creek steamers imported from home and I have inCluded them in our 
last year's figures. The total value of the work including these is Rs. 231 
lakhs. Our programme for this year, even as already foreshadowed, is some
where in the neighbourhood of Rs. 17 lakhs for ourselves, 80 that we are 
certainly training labour. There is no doubt about that and with such a 
large programme as that it becomes a question of room ultimately, if you 
suggest that we should build everything in Burma. 

Mr. Ginwala.--What is your capacity? Let us take the length. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-The largest boat we built is a 225' Hat. 
President.-Taking the length of slipways, depths of water into which you 

launch, etc., what would be your capacity? 
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-·Mr. MacGibbon.-That I could not say. We can re-erect any vessel, s(} 
far as room is concerned. The biggest thing that we have ever undertllkcll 
is a 325' mail steamer, that is,' re-erection and launching. 

Mr. Ginwala.jOn that score there is no difficulty. 
Mr. MacGibbtm.-No, if we do one at a time only. 

- Mr. Gintvala.-What is the total capacity in tonnage you can turn out in 
a year? 

,Mr. MacGibbon.-That depends entirely on ~rcumstances. Last year we
built, for instance, mostly flats. The tonnage of each of these flats is 770 tons 
and we built seven of them. With the steam barges and single deckers, these 
come to about 6,000 tons. The other two launches which we re-erected are-
300 tons. You can put a 100 tons down for the rest of the outside work. 

Mr. Ginwala.-That comes to 6,500 tons. 
Mr. MacGibbon.~Yes. On the other hand, you must remember that a 

flat is 770 tons for a length of 225'. A mail steamer is 1,600 tons for a length 
of 325', but the mail steamer occupies the berth very much longer. You can 
turn aut several flats in the time you re-erect a mail steamer, so that tonnage
outturn depends largely on the class of vessel which is mostly being construct-
ed in -any particular year. -

Mr. Gi-ntuala.-'-As far as :your own Company is concerned, I don't want you 
to commit yourself to any exact figure, but how much would you require, in 
tonnage, in a :year by way of replacements and renewals-, of your own fleet? 

Mr. MacGibbon.---It is very difficult to say, in tons. Our programme for 
this year consists of entirely different types from last. We are not doing: 
any flatS. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Therefore, I don't want you to commit yourself to any 
particular figure. ' 

Mr. }IacGibbon.-Flats ,upset the calculations. If you bring in 1Iats in. 
large numbers, you swell your total at once, if you take it by tonnage, though 
the actual work and time involved are less. 

President.-On thinking it over, you might be able to give a satisfactory 
answer. You have told us what you think the average life of a 1Iat is. Here-
you have given the total number which is 120. If you have 120 flats and if 
the average life of a flat is 25 years, then you are replacing five a year. If 
you apply the same kind of ratio to the other things, you can get an average 
figure and arrive at what your tonnage will be. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-I think if we take last year's figure, viz., 6,500 tons, it-
would be about the maximum. * -

Mr.Ginwala.~You have given 770 tons as the capacity of the flats. I 
want' YOll to convert them into steam launches; What I want to know is. 
this. We want to get some idea of your capacity to build ships as you are 
equipped at the present moment. Then we want to find out what your re
quirements are and, therefore, how much extension you might require in 
order to cope with all your requirements in the country, That is roughly 
the kind, of information that we should like you to give. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Is it not enough for you to know <since we are erecting. 
everything we can) what our present capacity is II That indicates it suffi
ciently,_ 6,500 tons. 

President.~The only thing is this, if you are going to build your steame~8' 
in India, they will be occupying the space in the yard longer than they do' 
at present. 

Mr. Ginwala.-I will tell you what the other Company have told us., 
They say that they would save two months by importing. 

Mr. MacGibbon.--:-Yes. 

*Statement V. 
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President.-That is to say, the yards were occupied for a period less by 
two months. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-That again is rather a sweeping statement. It depends 
entirely on the size of the boat. 

President.-It would not apply to all kinds of steamers? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-If you said that 25 per cent. of the time required or 

i)omething of that sort would be saved, it would be more reasonable. You 
cannot really lay down a defi,nite figure like two months for all types. 

President.-In percentage how much time do you save, supposing you have 
to build here a double decked creek steamer? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-It will take us about 4 months .... 
President.-That is to say, to finish the whole thing? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-That is to finish the tlie re-erection of the imported 

¥essel. 
Mr. Ginwala.-How much time would you take to build it here? 
Mr. MacGibbon;-The trouble is we don't import the types we build. 

We have no material for comparison. I cannot really say how long it would 
take. . 

Mr. Ginwala.-Supposing I give you an order for a creek launch of 115', 
how long will it take you to supply me? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-1 think we should probably take nine months. 
;;,d. Ginwala.-That is to say, you would take five months more. 
Mr. MacGibbo'n.-Yes, again it depends on whether the boats have got 

.extensive cabin accommodation and electric light, or other elaborate 
fittings. 

President.-You may be able to·give the information which Mr. Ginwala 
wants in a rather different form. Take it this way. Let us suppose that 
for some reason you have got to build the whole of your steamers from star1i 
to finish in Burma. Could you do that in your existing Dalla dockyard or 
to what extent would it require to be extended? 

.fIr. MacGibbon.-There is no doubt that at present in our Dalla dock
yard space is fully engaged. Unless we were able to make arrangements 
whereby we modified our constructional programmes, so that the bigger units 
came into the slacker years in our present classes of work, the dockyard is 
incapable of building all our requirements. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Even if you didn't take any outside order? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes. Outside orders don't count very much. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Can you give us any idea by what percentage you will fall 
short of. your requirements? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-1 really cannot. It is a little difficult and I am not a 
dockyard man. I cannot answer that question with authority, but I can 
easily get the information.· 

Mr. Ginwala.-We would like to get some idea of your capacity. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-I can certainly get something more definite than I can 
offer just now myself. * 

Mr. Ginwala.-Dr. Matthai asked you about the importation of five fiats. 
What I want to know is whether you made any attempt to secure these fiats 
in India. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-We made no attempt. The duty was not on then. 
Mr. Ginwala.-May I take it that if you cannot build any craft in India 

:yourselves, you generally go home for it and you don't make any enquiries 
in India. 

*Statement V. 
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Mr. MacGibbon.-No. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Is there any reason? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-There is no one here to build them according to our 

ideas? 
Mr. Ginwala.-What do you mean? Is there no one to build flats and 

things like that according to your ideas iI!. India? 
Mr. MacGibbon.--Flats could probably have been built here, but we are 

convinced that we can get things cheaper from home. When these things 
were ordered, the new duty was not on. 

Mr. Ginwala.~The duty may be an incentive to get things done here. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-That is another point altogether. Are you trying to 
protect Indian labour or Indian steel? You are trying to force us to train 
lndian labour since we cannot get Indian steel. That is your. point more 
or less. 

President.-That does not follow at all. You say that flats cannot be 
mad~ in India to suit your requirements, but you never tried. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-We know pretty well what can be done. 
President.-But you· have yourself admitted that labour is cheaper in 

Calcutta than in Burma. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-I said labour was cheaper. 
President.-What I gathered from what you said earlier was that perhaps 

labour in Burma was not quite so good as in Calcutta. • 

Mr. MacGibbon.-It may be. I have no experience of Calcutta. I am. 
unable to express any. opinion about it. 

Mr. Ginwala.-What it comes to is tiis. It was unnecessary for you tit 
make any enquiries in India for your requirements, because there was no 
duty, that is one thing and, secondly, because you had your own manufac-
turers at home. These are. the two points. . 

Mr. MacGibbQn.-Yes and because we are convinced th8,t we get a. very 
much more satisfactory job from home. 

Mr. Ginwala.-When you have not ordered· anything in India and when 
you have not used it; is it reasonable to say that you cannot get any article
turned out here that will meet. with ;Y~ur"approval? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-We do think that we get better stUff from home. 
l'resident.-That hardly applies to flats, because you don't usually get 

them from home. What it means is the Burma flat is good enough for you 
but the Indian flat is not. 

Mr. MacGibbon.'-:'It is a question of price again. If we are to decide 
between our regular suppliers for many years at home and another firm 
whose work we have no experience of and whose work is probably not a bit 
cheaper, then we, as business people, naturally go to the person from whom 
we expect to get the best job at the best price. Besides, we were in a hurry 
at that time. That was the sole reason for the job going home, and not 
being done in Burma. 

Mr. Ginwala.-That is a different matter if you thought that by placing 
the order in India you could not get delivery in time. Those are special 
circumstances. But you have not made any attempt to find out whether 

. your requirements can be met in the country. 

Now as regards this galvanizing, what is the greatest length of the plate 
that will have to be galvanized for your purposesI' 

Mr. MacGibbon.-I have not that .information here. I can send· it to 
you later.* 

·Statement V. 
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Mr. Ginwala.-We have been informed that plates 12 to 15 feet long can 
be galvanized in Calcutta and we want to know whether that would be within 
the range of your requirements. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-I cannot say off hand. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Supposing you had to galvanize plates, would you install 

a galvanizing plant? Would it be very expensive? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-We have never made any effort to find out what a 

galvanizing plant costs and what it costs to run it. 
Mr. Ginwala.--<>ne of the witnesses told us that the plant was not 

expensive but that the process was. 
Mr. lIfacGibbon.-It means of course the training of special labour. 
President.-If you had not enough work to keep the plant ce.nstantiy 

employed, it would become expensive because ilome of the spelter would be 
wasted. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Look at our particular case in such circumstances. \Ye 
sometimes do not import any vessel in the course of 18 months. 

Mr. Ginwala.-I take it that the main reason for galvanizing some parts 
of your vessels is the corrosion which the delta water causes. Is it due to 
the acid in the water? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-1t is due to some chemical in the water. I don't know 
what is the particular thing that causes it; I suppose all delta. water is 
more or less liketp.at. 

Prr8ident.-They have not found it necessary to adopt that in Bengal and 
Assam. One does not quite see what particular reason there could be, why 
the water of one delta should be more deleterious than the water of another. 

Mr. 1IIacGibbon.-Neither do I, but the people on this side may not con· 
sider that their fleets should be kept up to the same standard as we do. If 
we dou't galvanize, then we have got to keep on replacing plates. It is a 
question whether we are going in for the initial eXpense of ;!avanizing the 
material or whether we are going to increase our docking costs year by year 
in replacing plates which have gone bad. 

President.-Take a company like the India General Navigation and Rail. 
way Compimy. They are exactly in the same position as your Company. 
The", are also business people. They will adopt it if they think that it 
will" pay them. Evidently it pays them better not to galvanize. They m .. e 
probably using illightly heavier plates believing that the cost of repairs will 
be less than the cost of galvanizing. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-The question of galvanizing received our careful con
sideration. It is the opinion of our experts that it should be so, With refer
ence to the suggestion that one delta water should be very much the lIame 
as another, I may mention that we have a fleet of small launches in M:oulmein 
which is only a few miles away from Rangoon. The two rivers e'lter the sea 
at nearly the same place. yet a vessel could stay out of dock three years in 
Moulmein to one year in Rangoon and not show anymore deterioration, though 
t~y are of the same type. So ~hat there is something in the water. 

1I1r. GinU!ala.-.Are you talking of the vicinity of Rangoon? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes. 
lifT. Ginwala.-But I understood that it was in the delta. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-In the delta, in the neighbourhood of Rangoon, I mean 

the ",essels plying from Rangoon. 
Mr. Ginu·ala.-Do you mean the steamers plying between Rangoon and 

Mandalay, Rangoon and Henzada and Rangoon and Bassein? 
MT. 1IIacGibbon.-Yes. 
lIfr. Ginwala.-Qn the Moulmein side you don't have to galvanize your 

material. 
Mr. 1IIacGibbon.-We don't make any distinction .. .As a matter of fact 

the vessels used are interchangeable but we purchased a large proportion of 
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"the fleet that we run at Mouhncin, we didnpt build them, and these arEl all 
'ungalvanized. . 

Mr. Ginwala.-When did you start using galvanized material,,? 
}.fr. MacGibb0'l'.-It goes beyond the life of the present fleet anyhow. 
Mr. Ginwala.-You say that the use of galvanized material lengthens the 

life of a vessel. Supposing you don.'t do. galvanizing, I take it that ;}'OI,J will. 
nave to write ofi your depreciation at a hi~her rate. 

Pre8ident.-I take it that it is rather the life of individual plates that ill 
.shortened by not galvanizing rather than the life of the vessel. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-I was going to say that. 
President.-It means higher repairs. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-;-Yes, except that you will ultimately have to decide 

-carlier wh~ther there are too many plates requiring to be replaced or repaired 
to make it worth while. 

Mr. Ginwala.-What does it represent in terms of money? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-It is very difficult to put it in termR of ll10ney. 
President.-Have you got others which are not galvanized 'I 
Mr. MacGibbol1.-We have some which are hot galvanize:l. 
Pre8ident.,,-Flats, for instance, are not galvanized. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-our flats are docked once a year. It is l'Ot only thEl 

-expense of replacing plates that counts. It is also the expense of bringing 
the vessel into dock and the waste of time while it is docking. ThE' longer 
we can make our steamers last without docking the better it is. 'With flats 
it is difierent. 

President.--It is not obvious why it is necessary in the case {of Ii ~teamer 
:and why it is not necessary in the case of a flat. 

Mr. MacGib1!on.-A fiat is mOl;"e easily docked, that is to say, there is not 
the same expense involved in docking a 200 ft. flat as there is in d.ocking 
a 200 ft. steamer. A steamer is a more valuable unit than a fiat to have 
.(lut of commission during docking, is more difficult to replace and takes longer 
to overhaul.' . 

President.-The fact that you galvanize one type of vessel and uot another 
'8uggests, does it not, that there is not a great deal in it? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-As I said pefore, from the experience of ('ur technical 
advisers we go in for this. 

Mr. Ginwala.-There are the Burma Railways, for instance. 'rhey have 
·got, M you l-now, a ferry service at Henzada. They get their ferry boats 
huilt here. 'l.~hey don,'t have any galvanized hulls, do they? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-I don't know. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Henzada is in the Delta? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes, at the top of it. 

Mr. Ginwala.-The Railways are able to use them. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-There is n\> question of not being able to ui,Je \lngalvaniz~d 

bulls. It is only a question of how long you can use the,m. 

Mr. Ginwala.-If it was the case that they required frequent replacement 
·of plates, the Burma Railways would not think of using a ohip whieh had 
not galvanized plates. AI! far as you know, have they got any spare ferries? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-I know very little about them. 

Mr. Ginwala.-I am just trying to point out that if it was the ease thafl 
those plates which were not galvanized required frequent replllCement, the 
Burma Railways would not ordinarily use ungalvanized plates. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-After all we want galvanized plates. Why should we 
be forced to do without them? You are suggesting, by :p:/,eaU$ of the tarifi, to 
force us to do without; them. 
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Pre8ident.-In protection there is always a certain degree of compuisioIll 
involved. 

Dr. Matthai.-I want to be clear about the reason for, your importing; 
these steam vessels of over 100 feet. What you say is this that even if it 
costs you more to import that type of vessel from England than it costs you. 
to build in Burma, you would prefer to buy the imported vessel because in 
point of quality that vessel is much better. Is that your position? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes, we consider on the whole that the workmanship is
better. 

Dr. Matthai.-As a matter of actual fact, what do you think is the posi
tion? If you import to-day a vessel of that type, would the English c.i.f. 
price be lel:ls than what it WQuld cost you to build? Is it a double adyantage
if you import it now? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-In so far as inexperienced labour is more expensive, r 
ehould think the home price would be less. 

Dr. Matthai.~With regard to the other-kinds of vessels of under 100 feet~ 
what is the position now? Supposing I put it to you this way: you can 
build in Burma vessels of equal quality with imported vesSels and it is cheaper 
to build in Burma, would that be correct? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-We have trained the labour for that kind of work. We
have been training it for years to do that. 

Pre8ident.-To go on to another point. What you have suggested in your 
representation is that the smaller classes of vessels do not require protection 
because it is cheaper to build them in India and that the larger ones do I:ot 
require protection because they won't in any case be built in India. Suppos
jng we accepted that view, would it be possible in the tariff to discriminate 
ill that way between a larger veslSel and a smaller vessel P Supposing we said 
dlat materials intended for a vessel of 130 feet would pay a pr<1tective duty 
and those above that would not. Is that a practical proposition at E.11? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-It might force a man wanting to build a 130' boat too 
build a 132' boat. 

President.-Supposing we took your figure of 100', then in order to escape' 
the duty, he would have to add 32' to his boat which would be expensive ift 
what he wanted was only a 100' boat. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes. That would be raising the whole thing beyond the
class which is most commonly made by ua out here. The vessels that 'are
usually built in Burma are launches of 60' to 85', tugs up to 90' and soon. 

Pre8ident.-As regards your 100 feet as the limit, you wOuld have to put 
up the tariff limit a little higher anyhow to prevent the obviolls eva8ioDs. 
Supposing it was 110 feet, would that be sufficient to prevent the evasion? 
Would that be a workable arrangement at all? Would the CustoID8 people be
a.ble to work it? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-I think in Burma they could do it easily, as we are
practically the only importers of river craft. 

Pre8ident.-I am afraid we cannot consider only Burma. In the case 
of every importation, they may have to satisfy themselves that it comes within 
the prescribed dimensions. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-I can foresee difficulties in India if the import of these
vessels is likely to be big at all. 

Pr68ident.-There is a certain anomaly in that. There may be a vessel 
oC a very special type which cannot be made in India. ' It 'might be less than 
100 feet long. It then becomes subject to the protective duty. 

Mr. MacGibbnn.-We h~ve got some types of vessels like that, Rock 
Punchers, Salvage vessel, etc. 

President.-These are special types. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes, all under 130'-
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Pre8ident.-What, I am asking you is would there be any praet.icel diffi. 
eulty in differentiating like that? I have no idea what the import of ve.;~el!l 
into India amounts to at all. 

Mr. MacGibbon,-If it were carried on to any extent I think the Customs 
authorities would not like B system of that sort but we ourselves \ .. euId be 
<luite prepared to accept that; it, would not adversely affect us at all, and 
I think I can safely say, we are the people wp.o are most considerablv concerned 
with,the question of the duty on inland vessels. • 

Pre8ident.-The India General Navigation Company say that the total 
number of 'vessels in their :fleet is a little more than 600.' Very few vessels 
have been replaced in the last 30 years and the vessels built and purchased 
have increased the size of the fleet. Apparently even in the absence of 
galvanized plates, the vessels have lasted pretty well. However, I only 
wanted to refer to this point about possible discrimination. I think there 
might be very great difficulty about working a system of discriminating 
according to size, and also it is illogical to suggest that Indian shipworks should 
not build beyond a certain lengiili. That is a very strong step to take. 
However, I don't regard it as very important. Let us go ,on to another very 
important point. The whole question is, whether protection is required? 
The position the Board took up in the original enquiry was that they were not 
tlatisfied at that time that it was required. Since then circumstances have 
changed and on the whole the changes have been such as to favour the foreign 
manufacturer, that is to say, the rupee sterling exchange has risen and there 
has not yet been, so far as we know, any such re-adjustment in wages and so 
on as to bring thinr to a level. In order to come to some conclusion about 
that matter, it is 0 great importance to see if we can in some' way get com~ 
parative Dg'\lres for the cost per ton of the fabricated steel work in an Indian 
vessel, according as it is made in India or in England, and that is why in 
the que.;tionnaire we endeavoured to get figures of that kind. We have not 
been very sucCJessful. Your statement is that you can never get a compari
son as anyone type is either built in India or in Europe. The India General 
Navigation Company say they have not imported anything in the laRt Ii years, 
nor have they built in India, and therefore they cannot give any comparison. 
The engineering firms can give the cost of building in India but they (·annot 
say what it costs to import. 

Mr. Ma,cGibbon.-If you want to get beyond the years you ask for, fay 
1919-

Pr68ident.-In 1919 prices were abnormal. 
Mr. Ginwala,-Can you give us the pre-war years, say 1913, for purposes 

of comparison? ' 
Mr. MacGibbon.-No. I can give you for 1919. 
Pr6Bident.-It might be useful if you could give us for the steel ","orI{ in 

a :flat. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-We can only give Y9u the difference in total price. 

When we imported we get an invoice for, say, £10,000. We didn't know 
hOll' much of that was fabricated materials and so forth but we can give 
you the difference· in the :finished price of the two :flats, one brought out 
from home and the other built here-Reo 10,000. 

Pr68id6nt.-Whichw~ the more expensive? 
M'f. MacGibbon.-The home one. You said that plates, labour and 80 

forth where very abnormally charged at home at that time, but the fiat \Te 
built was constructed with imported steel also at the "abnortr:.al price, which 
levels the two things up. The price of fabricated steel was high at home but 
80 was thEi steel we imported for the flats we built here. 

Mr. Ginwala.-And you make a difference of Rs. 10,000 in your favour? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes. 
PreBident.-You have given us figures for the average cost. You say in 

answer to question 13 .. The present average c.i.f. cost of the Iabricated st.eel 
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pa~ of imported vessels chargeable to duty at 25 per cent. "aries accord. 
ing to the size of the, vessel concerned but it is roughly between Rs. 720 
and Rs. 840 per ton to which duty has to be added." These figures look very 
high indeed. How exactly have you arrived at them? 

Mr. l\IacGibbon.-Here is the invoice (produced). The total tonnage is 70 
tons. Total price £4,151. The thing about this figure is that, when we make 
.a contract to purchase a vessel at home the total amount of the invoice 
presented to us does not represent only the actual value of the fabricated 
steel as such. This figure includes fees for designing the vessel; it includes 
builders' profit j it includes erection at home, dismantling there (all extras) 
and it also includes of course a percentage-whatever it is-of their overhead 
eharges. 

President.-Except the erection and dismantling, it is the same for all 
engineering works. When it is the repeat of a previous type there is no 
special charge for designing in that case? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-No. 
President.-These creek steamers are one of your ordinary type, aren't 

t.hey? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes. 
Pr/J8ident.-In this particular case is there any departure in the design? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Not a very great deal. They were all ordered more or 

less of the one design. 
President.-Wlll you give me the figure of the tonnage of steel in the 

creek steamer? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-70 tons. 
PTeBident.-Is that all steel? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-There are one or two small items but they can be taken 

as negligible. It is practically all steel. 
President.-May I have the figure in pounds given for the cost of the ,steel P 
Mr. MacGibbon.-£3,950 plu8 freight about £200 or a total of £4,150. 
Mr. Ginwala.-What is the amount of the insurance? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-£8. 
PreBident.-'rhat will make just under Rs. 800 a ton. Taking the fabri. 

cated steel work of a fla.tr-you have given us a figure about that-would it 
be possible to work out and let us have the cost of the fabricated steel in 
the flat that you built yourselves? It may only be an approximate figure 
.and I think you may be able to give that off.hand. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-I think we have given you that. 
Pr6Bident.-What you have given is for a cargo flat of 770 tons. 401 

per cent. is the unfabricated steel. Fabrication and erection is 38 per CE.'nt. 
but unless fabrication and erection can be broken up in some way it won't 
be comparable with the figure for thl) imported fabricated steel. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-I shall get that for you.* 
President.-I would like to have that as regards your cargo flat. What 

I would like to get if possible would be this, to get the cost of the fabri
cated steel work in a flat 118 nearly as possible at the stage at which the 
imported ,;tuff would arrive. ' 

Mr. MacGibbon.-I shall endeavour to give that though it may be difficult.* 
President.-It may be difficult, I quite recognise that. What MessTs. Bum 

and Company have given us is this : 
Rs.· 

... Approximate rate per t<>n for finished steel work of a 
typical I. G. fiat whilst lying on blocks. . ,325 

Flat ('ompJete afloat and E.'quipped l:if) 
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It should be noted that these prices are for plain straight barge work 
and in the case of power craft these figures would be enhanced any
thing froln 20 per cent. to 35 per eent." 

Flat complete afloat and equipped obviously cannot be compared with the' 
c.i.f. cost. It i~ the other figure that is approximately comparable. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-You want the figure for. the material lind labour up t(), 
rivetting of steel plates. We collect all our fabricated plates and ~les 
together before we take them on to building berth. Up to that point we
could probably give you fairly accurate figures. 

President.-Even supposing it is not absolutely accurate,. at any rate, you< 
might be able to give 'Us a figure pretty clo~e to that. 

Mr. lIIacGibbon.-Yes.* 
President.-Taking their figure of Rs. 325 f(:)1" a fiat built in India, it comes 

to a little over Rs. 400 a ton or say Rs. 450 for a power vessel as against 
your figure of Rs. 720 to Rs. 840 for the imported stuff. If. these figures couldi 
be directly compared, clearly there is no need for protection" Of course,. one
has got to remember that your vessels are. already galvanized and that would 
add very considerably to the cost. 

Mr. MacGibbon.~It would. 
President.-The only way of determining what difference that makes is., 

~ far as I can see, to compare the cost of ordinary black sheet with the 
price of plain galvanized sheet. Then you would get some sort of idea what 
addition to the cost, the cost of galvanizing is. The difference in the price
between ordinary black sheet and galvanized sheet would give a fair idea of 
what the British manufacturer charges extra for the galvanized materiaL 
instead of the plain material. I don't know any other way in which one couldi 
guess the difference. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-The difference is roughly £6 a ton f.o.b. Then, there is, 
a difference in freight too. 

lIfr. Ginwala.--They have to pay a higher rate of duty? 
Mr. MacGibllOn.-\t!< 
President.-Making allowance for the wastage, the extra charge for using: 

galvanized plates rather than ordinary plates would be something less than. 
Rs. 100 a ton. ' 

Mr. lIfacGibbon.-Yes. 
President.-Even so, if you deduct Rs. 100 from your average figure of: 

, Rs. 780, that brings you down to Rs. 680, whereas Messrs. Durn and Com., 
pany's figure is only Rs. 450 for a power driven vessel. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-But then how do their overhead charges and profits gO' 
OD. to the price given here? 

President.-They have given the cost of the vessel. I think we were told 
by their representatives that these were prices they would like to get for their' 
vessels. rrhat being so they have divided up in percentage:! the cost of the 
unfabricated material and other imported materials and so on. I take it that 
all the overhead charges aud profit, if any, comes under fabrication and erec
tion entry. That is the place where it would accrue. The figure they have 
given for the cost pel' ton ()f fabricated steel is a little higher than I had 
worked it out on the data they had Bupplied. They looked to me a.~ i! they 
h"d not made sufficient allowance for their overhead and so on. I cannot 
a.~k you to accept these figures, but I am bound to put them to vou to explain. 
the kind of difficulty the Board are in in making up their mind. 

:Mr. MacGibbon.-I have supplied you with a figure now. 

lIlr. Ginwala.-According to that you don't need any protection. The 
British manufacturer "'ould require protection against you. 
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l'resident.-Messrs. Burn and Company expressed an ardent de~ire to i·uild 
vessels for you at Rs. 840 0. ton, but they are not in 0. position to galvanize 
the materia.l. It has been the position from start to finish in the case of 
inland vessels, we can't get comparative figures. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Is it possible that in your invoice there is something very 
unusual included? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Nothing more than the cost of erect,ion and dismantling 
at home if it was to be erected here. You have got three processes, you 
ho.ve got to erect it, dismantle it and then re-erect it. 

President.-There is one other thing on which you might probably throw some 
light. In 1919 you ordered five flats from home and in the same year or in 
tho j·)liowing year did you order for any steam driven vessel~? 

Mr. 1rtacGibbon.-1 don't think so. 
Pl'esident.-What I was thinking of is this. Messrs. Burn and Company 

oC8!1 tell us from their own experience of how much extra. the !abri(~ation cost 
of a. steam driven vessel as compared with 0. flat is. You have olready told 
us tlHlt fabrico.tion work is more difficult and expensive in 0. power driven 
vessel than on 0. thing like 0. flat. You unfortunately cannot give us what 
we want. What I am trying to get at the moment is just what the extro. 
cost in percentajle is on a. power driven vessel as compo.red with a flat. If 
you had orderea a. power driven vessel in 1919, we might be able to get a 
comparison as to the increased cost, in percentage, of the fabricated work 
1n a. launch. That was the 'only reason why I asked that. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-I cannot say whether we did or not. Even if we did, 
J can not give you any figures for that now. 

President.-You have already told us the rate for fabricated steel which 
varies from Rs. 720 to Rs. 840 a ton. Would it be higher or smaller on 
your big mail steamer or on ,Your creek ste~lIner? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Higher per ton on the creek steamer than on the big 
mail steamer, because there is not so much shaping in some of the material 
for a big steamer. 

President.-It would be useful if you could give U9 the total quantity 
,of un fabricated steel that you use in making cargo flats. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Do you mean the original total quantity of steel I'e· 
,<!uired to build a 225' flat? 

Preside·nt.-Yes. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-208 tons to 210 tons. • 
P,·csident.-The reason why I ask you that is Messrs. Burn and Company 

·gave us figures for their 240' flat. I will give you its dimensions:-
Length 240', beam 35, depth 9'. 

whereas the dimensions of your flat are:-
Length 225', beam 34 and depth 9'. 

The beam o.nd the depth are the same, though in point of length it is 
9 little shorter, but there is a very great difference in the quantity of steel 
used. They say they use 334 tons. 

JIr. MacGibbon.-ls that for plates and angles alone? 
President.-I will tell you how it is made up. 

Steel plates 
Angles, etc. 
Galvanized plates, etc., for roofing and so on 
Bars 

Tons. 
198 
105 
25 
6.6 

TOTAL ;,54 

c2 



58 

Mr. lIlacGibbon.-I am not including 10 tons of corrugated sheets iD 
our total, only plates and angles. 

President.-Why notP 
lIlr. MacGibbo~.-That will make it 218 tons. 
P,·esident.-The point is rather this. They have given the cost of their 

unfabricated steel. It works out to something like Rs. 53,727 and by 
applying your percentage of 401 per cent. I worked out the approximate 
cost of your steel as Rs. 51,118. 

Mr. 1I1acGibbon.-That is correct. 
Preside'nt.-The dimensions of the two vessels being approximately the 

same, the cost was also approximately thH same. It looks as if the tW() 
things fitted together well enough, b~t if our tonnage is very much smaller, 
then your cost per ton must be bigbnl. • 

Mr. MacGibbo,,,,.-Yes. 
P'l'esident.-1 don't understand why the cost of unfabricated steel per 

ton should be so much higher, because i~fter all the price of steel in India 
and Burma is regulated by the price of imported steel. 

Mr. 1I1acGibbon.-There again how do Messrs. Burn and Company treats 
,their overhead and profit? 

Preside7l:t.-There is no qtiestion of profit. It is merely the cost of 
unfabricated steel. They don't allocate the projit at that stage. Tn giving 
these percentages have you spread the profit over all these items P 

lIlr. MacGibbon.-Yes. We have taken the total cost and divided it into 
fabricated steel and so on. Consequently, as the total cost of Rs. 1,27,000 
includes the overhead and profit, the total of each individual item mentioned 
includes a share of overhead and profit. ' 

President.-If you have adopted that system it will explain the discre
pancies between your figures and those C'f other firms in Calcutta. It would 
be useful if you could revise these percentages. The only two items that 
really matter are fabrication and erection and steel. I don't think the 
other things really matter. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes.* 
President.-As regards your answer to question 11 of the other question

naire, have you adopted the same system there? 
Mr. lIlacGibbon.-Yes. 
President.-That again in a way accounts for the higher figure per tOD 

'of fabricated material. I was just wondering whether it would not be 
better to have it in rupees instead of percentages. The percentage method 
was an attempt to get the figures of the various firms on some common 
basis. I do not know whether we have been particularly successful. It has 
created a great many more riddles. I think it would be really better if 
you could give us in rupees leaving out the profit. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes, I can get you that.t 
President.-There is just one small point which has not been brought 

out. When was this creek steamer for which you gave us the cost imported P 
Mr. lIIacGibbon.-In August 1925. 
Mr. Ginwala.-What type did you say it wasP 
Mr. MacGibbon.-No. 6, creek steamer, 115' in length. . 
President.-In your answer to question 15, you have given the freight 

on fabricated steel parts as £3 a ton. We mentioned that figure to 
Messrs. Burn and Company and they were inclined to think that it could 
not be as high as that. I had better explain to you the way they put it. 
What they said was that a very large proportion of the hull in a vessel 
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woLld be flat .so that there would be no question of payment by measure 
ment. Acco~dmg to them! there was no particular reason why the freight 
Ilhould be hIgher on fabrIcated steel than on unfabricated steel. 

Mr. MacGib~on.-That is so. There are in a big vessel several fabricated 
",teel p~ates whICh take :UP no more room than an ordinary plate of the 
f;ame SIze when not fabrIcated. Some of them have simply holes punched. 
ff you want evidence as to freight rates I can show you (produced &n invoiC'e; 
tbat we have been actually charged £3 a ton. 

P-resident.-What precisely is the reason for charging such a high rate 
(lU those fabricated pieces that you importP 

Mr. MacGibbon.-ln the case of that particular vessel, being only 115 
feet long, there are very few pieces that are straight. Most of the hull 
plates' and frames are shaped. In a ,"('ssel of that size there are few 
Iltraight pieces at all. Nevertheless, Ihat is an over-all rate, that is the 
charge for fabricated steel. It is probably a litte higher than would he 
justified in the ca!e of a vessel like a flat where the plates are fairly 
litraight-at least a considerable proportion of them. The shipping com· 
panies probably strike an average between the highly shaped pieces and 
tile moderately flat ones. 

Preside-nt.-Is that rate higher than it otherwise would be because the 
material is galvanized P 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes. 
President.-Do they charge something extra for that? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes. I think I have some freight rates hue. 
President.-If you could give us for one or two of the larger steamers 

it would be useful. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-1 am afraid I cannot give you that. 
President.-You have riot imported within the last two years anything 

bigge~ than the creek steamer. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-No, but three years rigo we were paying 60 shillings 011 

a vessel of 180 feet long. The present rates for 1" unfabricated galvanized 
and black plates are £1-12-6 and £1-5-0, a difference of more than 25 pet 
cent. extra on account of plates being galvanized. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Is it because they have to take more care of them or 
what? 

Mr. lIIacGibbon.-Freight rates usually vary according to the value of 
the substance carried. If there are any claims, the carriers will have ta. 
pay more. Also bulky articles pay more. 

President.-It is not the case that those parts which you import are 
joined together in some ways to make them bulky. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-They are all entirely separate, except that some frames 
have small knee brackets attached and It certain number have the floor 
plates attached. These, howE!ver, do not render the pieces appreciably more 
bulky than if they were separate. 

President.-The actual freight that you have been charged is as good. 
evidence as one can get. 

Mr. Ginwala.-You must have got the freight on unfabricated steel. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-25 shillings for ordinary black plates i" thick Hllir 

32/6 for ordinary galvanized. 
President.-You do not import fabricated steel parts, for other types 

of engineering work, I suppose? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-We don't import fabricated steel parts for other work. 
President.-The point about the freight rates is that they vary. It is 

really our endeavour to see just precisely what the advantage to the Indian 
shipbuilder is. As compared with other kinds of engineering work, it appears 
-that the Indian firm is more favourably situated and that competition 
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from abroad is not so keen. That was l\.lessrs. Burn and Company's state
ment in the first enquiry. We are trying to ascertain wherein the advantage 
lies and apparently it is in the. higher freight on fabricated materials. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-1 have one or two things to say on the subject (.f where 
the advantage lies. 

P1·esident.-We will be grateful to you for any information you can give 
us. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-1 have just jotted down some points which I shall 
I'ead with your permission. "We may mention one or two factors which 
tend to afford protection to local manufacture. As already indicated to 
you, when a firm like ourselves order a vessel from home, we receive an 
invoice, not in terms of so much fabricated steel, but which represents the 
total inclusive cost of the whole hull. If, however, we were to take each piece 
.of stt'el separately, their actual value as such would not total up to unything 
like the amount of the invoice, the difference being con~ructors' charges for 
,designing, for superintendence for erection and dismantling and for all 
overhead charges whatever, including of course, profit. Certain of these 

-charges are very much higher in the· case of ships than on other kinds of 
structural work, yet duty is paid on all. Our contention is that, even if 25 
iPer cent. is a fair duty on fabricated steel, when the fabrication represents 
little more than half the cost of the material, it is not a fair duty where the 
fabrication cost· represents several times the cost of the material (as when 
we pay Rs. 720 per ton). Since the labour does not require the lIame e~tent 
of protection as the steel, then the higher the percentage of labour in any 
particular type of work, the lower the percentage of duty required." 

" And again, in connection with the additional erection and dismantling 
necessary in an imported steamer, it is to he noted that it is not possible 
to fit only certain sections together at the preliminary erection; . the whole 
vessel has to be completed right t~ the roof of the upper deck and this 
constitutes a very considerable advantage to the Indian constructor. ·Not 
only do erection costs enter twice into the price, but the charge for the 
berth on which the boat is built and for all building accessories, loss of 
service bolts and hooks come in twice also." 

President.-That was one of the points we have had in view all along. 
We shall be glad to have any' sort of estimates of what it amounts to. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Another point I have Doted here is that in the case of 
vessels such as can be built out here--launches, .tugs, etc.-where there is 
not a great sum of money involved, the local purchasers prefer to have 
them built on the spot if they can; in fact they probably even go the length 
of paying a little more in order to have them built on the spot. There 
is a certain advantage in having the work done under their eye. Home 
firms do not always understand exactly what local conditions are like. The 
people out here know how to build a vessel which will be suitable to climatic 
<conditions, both as regards heat and weather. In that respect, therefore, there 
is another small item of protection afforded. .As a matter of fact, some of 
the vessels that have come out from home from different people have had 
lto undergo considerable alterations after arrival just because they were 
not exactly as they should be for the country for which they were built. 
In some vessels that came out in 1912, the accommodaiton provided for 
Europeans was entirely unsuitable and a considerable sum had to be spent 
in putting them right. That is just an instance of what might happen. 
We know from personal experience that a. firm ordering a. small launch 
'for harbour work would give us the preference definitely, unless there was 
a large difference in price, in order that their engineers and others interest
·ed in the boat might go to our dockyard and see how things were getting 
.on. 

President.-In addition to the freight YOll have mentioned, there are 
three other charges, one is for designing the vessel, the second is the cost 
.of erection and dismantling and the third is t.he advantage of local construe-
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tion whe~e the purchas.er can see that· tte vessel is made according to his 
own reqUirements. "\VhlCh of these you consider to be the most important? 

M:. MacGi~bon.-~ th~nk, so far as money is concerned, the point about 
e~ectIOn and dlsman.thn~ IS the most important. We hold also that the very 
h.lgh degree ,of fa~rIca~IOn necessary constitutes a degree of natural protec
tIOn. I don t think It has been proved that fabrication costs are very 
much higher than we have given. 

President.-But there is always the difficulty of finding out ,,"hat the 
fabrication costs are. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-May I refer to the statement at page 40 of the Tariff 
Board's Supplementary Report on the Steel Industry which has a certain 
bearing on the point-" In the Board's Report on the Grant of Protection 
to the Steel Industry, the estimated average price at which imported fabri
cated steel was likely to be landed in India free of duty was Rs. 250 a ton. 
The fair selling price of steel fabricated in I ndia was calculated as follows;-

Rs. 
Cost of the unfabricated steel (lto tonI!!) without duty 160 
Add duty at Rs. 30 a ton 33 

Total cost of unfabricated steel 193 
Cost of fabrication . 117 

Total cost of fabricated steel 310 

I notice that in the above estimate the cost of fabrication is put down" 
at Rs. 117 whereas further on in the paragraph it is stated that the cost 
of European fabrication is Rs. 80 a ton. 

President.-Rs. 90 was the original, exchange modified it to Rs. 80. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-The point is that this estimate of Rs. 80 is arrived at 

arithmetically, not from actual quotation. It is arrived at by deducting one 
figure from another. The difference between Rs. 80 and Rs. 117 is about 
45 per cent. That is a very large difference and it seeIns to me that it 
requires a little examination. I don't think it has ever been proved that 
that is the actual position. 

President.-It is pure inference. 
Mr. Ginwala.-It is possible that a certain amount of additional fabri

cation may have to be done on the F~uropean fabricated material that 
comes out. Probably no allowance has been made for that. In India the 
fabrication is more or less complete. 

Mr. MacGibbon.--Gur experience is, so far as small vessels are concerned, 
that the difference in fabrication cannot be anything like so high otherwise 
we could not get orders for them at all. We supply boats to the Port 
Trust and others in Rangoon. 

President.-The point is that you are thinking chiefly of shipbuilding. 
We never made any statements about the cost of fabrication in shipbuilding. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-You are nevertheless applying the cost of fabrication 
of other steel to the question of the duty necessary on fabricated steel for 
shipbuilding. 

President.-No, we never did. Our idea originally was that for some 
reason the cost of the British manufacturer was higher in the case of vessels 
than in the case of other art.icles. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-That was not however given effect to. 
President.-The Central Board of Revenue are merely interpretin~ th ... 

law as they find it. They are merely concerned with what the wordmg in 
the Act really means. 



lIIr . .lIacGibbon.-What we want is that the Board should emphasize the 
original recommend~tions. We quite l'ecugn,ize that the' original Report 
.was in favour of leaving the duty as it was at the time and we are naturally 
anxious of course th~t it should be put into the schedule in such terms. 

President.-I think we have diverged a little from the point we were 
on. What we were really getting at is 'bhe suggestion that in shipbuilding 
there is no great difference between the European and the Indian costs 
of fabrication, and in support of that you suggest that even in the case 
of other structural work it is not based on actual cost of European manufac
ture, it is purely an inference. The assumption is that the manufacturer 
in India and the manufacturer in England get their steel at the same price. 
;If you know the price per ton of fabricated steel in each case, you can :lind 
.out what each manufacturer thinks he can charge. 

Mr. lIIacGibbon.-The duty on ?rdinary fabricated steel is calculated on 
the figures which are worked out in this paragraph I have just read out. 
and as we are being charged on our ship's fabricated steel on that basis-

Prcsident.-That is the basis on which you a.re charged 25 per cent., I 
quite agree. . 

Mr . .lIacGibbon.-We consider that if the above 'figures of Rs. 117 and 
Rs. 80 are correct, then· the difference between Indian and European fabri
cation for ships cannot be so large as in the case ·of ordinary constructional 
&t.eel, and therefore the shi.pbuilding side should be treated as n separate 
thing altogether. 

President.~That is exactly what (lUI' questions are directed to. We want 
to ascertain whether there is any difference. 

Jlr. MacGibbon.-We think that in view of the very great amoun~ of 
fabrication which exists in the steel in the ships, it amounts to so much ('8 

to justify the inclusion of these under a separat~ section altogether from 
ordinary fabricated steel. The percentage of our fabrication is very much 
higher than in the case of bridgework, which I take it was the basis of 
the calculation quoted above. These angles of ours are fabricated every inch 
or two of their length and everyone of the angles in these vessels are shaped. 
Take girder work. You may get one very large piec.e which is only fabri~ 
cated at the extreme ends, whereas in our case it is never so, and we think 
that justifies the inclusion of vessels under a separate category altogether. 

Pl'esident.-That brings Il,le on to question 13 of the questionaairt) to the 
Engineering firms. The importance of that question is just this, what ]l"rcentage 
oi the c.i.f. price of fabricated steel would countervail the duty that the Indian 
manufacturer has to pay on his material. Of course, a great deal depends 
upon that. Taking yo~r own figure which lv(orks out to about Rs. 790 a ton 
for a creek steamer, if it is mostly plates and angles, till) duty is Rs. 30 
a ton, but taking another Rs. 100 off from your price for the cost of galvaniz
ing it comes down to Rs. 690, a duty of 5 percent. would countervail the 
duty on the unfabricated material. It is ol:l.ly Rs. 33 per ton on the un
tll.~ricated material. That was the object of that question. Of course, unless 
we can get a fairly accurate figure for the c.i.f. price of the fabricated 
material we may go astray altogether. But even on Messrs. Burn and 
Company's latest figures, the incidence of the cost on fabricated material 
in a ship is a good deal higher than in the case of bridgework. Is it part 
of your contention that the cost of fabricati,)ll in ships is very substantially 
higher than the cost of fabrication in things like bridgework? 

lib'. lIIacGibbon.-Yes, very.much so and you have not made allowallce 
for the cost of double erection. . 

President.-I quite understand that, If I could get a fairly accurate 
figure for the cost of double erection and dismaI:ltling, that would be very 
useful indeed This is one of the things we are most 'anxious to get. 
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Mr. MacGibbon.-Unfortunately, .the home figures I have here are total 
m~nufacturers' ~gures and are not detailed and I have no idea what they 
might be chargmg for erection and dismantling. 

President.-I don't know whether the work you do in your own yard 
would give you any sort of idea. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-1 think we could give you an indication at least.* 
~resi~ent.-In answer to question 5 of the questionnaire issued to 

Engmeermg firms, you say "Corrugated iron, which is not included above 
is a C'onsiderable item in some vessels." That would be for fiats would 
U not? ' 

Mr. 1I1acGibbon.-Yes. 
P1·esident.-Taking your 225 feet fiat, can you give us the quantity of 

corrugated sheet you used for that? 
Mr. 1I1acGibbon.-We will send you the exact figure.* 
P1'fsident.-Can you give us any further particulars about the case in 

which you obtained an outside order againl:!t foreign competition at Rangoon? 
What size of vessel was it? . 

Mr. 1I1acGibbon.-It was a 75 feet .launch and We know these people 
. called for tenders from several· firms at home-more firms at home than ill 
India, I should think-and we got the order. As we mentioned in our reply, 
we afterwards heard that the purchasers had in their minds the wrong 
meaning of the words "vessels in sections" iii the Tariff schedule, and had 
been estimating that they could import 011 the 10 percent. basis. 

lilT. Gin1l'ala.-Your contentiol) is that,. so far as your ships are con
cerned, we must revert to the old 10 per cent. ad valorem basis. 

Mr. 1IIacGibbon.-That is what we want. . . 

111,.. Ginwala.-When you build your own ships you ilse imported materials? 
Mr. MacGibbon.--:Yes, we cannot use any other, because of the freight 

from India. . 
M,.. Ginwala.-And you pay the ordinary tariff rates, that is to say, Rs. 3(} 

a ton for angles and Rs. 40 for bars and so on? 
1111'. MacGibbon.-Yes. 
1111'. Ginwala.-Take a ship like the one you are importing. You have 

this figure of £3,950 plus £200 for freight, that is a total of £4,150. It> 
that there are 70 tons of steel? 

1111'. 1I1acGibbon.-Yes, approximately. 
IIb-. Ginwala.-If we get back to this 10 per cent. ad valorem, on this 

70 tons of unfabricated steel that is there-sa.y 10 per cent. more allowing 
for the wastage-you escape the ordinary duties that you would otherwise 
pt.ly. You would have to pay the duty on the unfabricated steel in any case. 

1111'. MacGibbon.-Yes. 
1If.r. Ginwala.-So that the result is this. If we accept your proposal to 

reduce the ad l'alorem duty to 10 per cent., would you object to a duty being. 
imposed at the present rate on the unfabricated metal that is used in it, that 
is to say, on 70 tons? 

1111'. 1I1acGibbon.-1 am not clear as to that. Do you mean that it might 
be arranged that only the fabricated steel in a vessel might come in at 10 per 
cent. and all the other items at the present duty? . 

1111'. Ginwala.-No. Supposing you were fabricating 70 tons of steel here, 
ill any case you will have to pay on this Rs. 30 a ton .. Is not that so? 

Mr. MacGibbon.~That is right. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Why should you want to escape from that if you import it!' 
ltJ· ... 1Iloc(Jibbon.~You mean to bring it into line with the' ordinary unfabri-

ented steel, we should. at least pay as much as we would 011 unfabrieated steel? 

* Statement V. 
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Mr. Ginwala.-To .put you in line with the people manufacturing ships in 
ihis country. 

President.-The suggestion is, is that the minimum? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-The minimum payable by us to be the present ordinary 

Tate on unfabricated steel? 
Prseident.-As a matter of fact, if the c.i.f. price of the imported fabricated 

iltuff is not less than Rs. 330 a ton, it is all right, because 10 per cent. of that 
is Rs. 33, i.e., on lfotons of unfabricated material. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-We never could import it less than that. I think the 
-figures you have go to prove that. 

President.-Your figures and the latest figures that Messrs. Burn and Co. 
have given do establish that. 

Mr. Ginwala.-The idea is that the domestic manufacturer should not be 
placed at a disadvantage compared to you. The way to do it would be, 
supposing you were left as you were, with the 10 per cent. duty ad valorem, 
you must be made to pay an additional duty in order to put the domestic 
manufacturer on the same level as yourself. His cost 'of raw materials would 
go up by Rs. 30 a ton. Do you agree to that? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-That is right. It is a point that won't enter into the 
.question, will it, so far as we are concerned? . 

President.-I am not quite sure I got the point. 
Mr. MacGibbon.:-Do you mean that we should be made to pay not less 

than Rs. 33 a ton? 
Mr. Ginwala . ......,You shouid not get your unfabricated steel at a smaller rate 

than the domestic manufacturer. . 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Which is Rs. 33; that is what it amounts to. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Yes. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-As I say, the point would never arise. So far as we can 

make out from the figures available, the fabricated steel parts of vessels could 
not be imported into Burma at less than Re. 330. 

Mr. Ginwala.-I don't know whether I have made my point clear to you. 
President.-Messrs . . Burn and Co. say the approximate rate per ton for 

'finished steel work of a typical I. G. flat whilst lying on blocks is Rs. 325. 
'That is very close to Rs. 330. If any safeguard is' needed on that, it would 
not be impossible to provide in the schedule, 10 per cent. ad valorem subject 
to a minimum valuation of Rs. 330. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-It would not affect us as our steel is always more than 
the minimum. 

Mr. Ginwala.-The point is that 10 per cent. ad valorem you were already 
paying. That included the duty on the unfabricated as well as the fabricated 
1C0st. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Now so far as the domestic manufacturer is'concerned, his 

material has gone up. . 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Why should you not pay the whole of that in addition to 

the tariff valuation,. that is to say, why should you not be made to pay the 10 
per cent. duty plu,s this specific duty of Re. 15 a ton? 

Mr~ MacGibbon.-RiI. 15 a ton on weight, plu,s 10 per cent. ad valorem? 
President.-The suggestion is simply this. The duty on the unfabricated 

material has gone up which has raised the cost of the Indian builder by Rs. 16 
.or Rs. 17 per ton of fabricated material. The suggestion is that Rs. 16 or 
iRs. 17 per ton should be added to the ad valorem 10 per cent. duty which 
'Would make very little difference to you. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-1 am not going to admit the justice of that. I am here 
.J;o stand out for the reversion of· the old rate, on grounds already explained. 



MI'. Ginwala.-You ha'\"'e got to help us also to determine what-would be 
equitable between you a'nd the domestic manufacturer. If it was a case of 
manufacturin~ y?ur Qwn bo~ts, that is quite a different proposition, but we 
are now consldermg the equlty of the case as between the foreign producer 
and the domestic manufacturer. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Your suggestion is that there might be an extra Rs. 15 
per ton. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Or whatever figure may be necessary in order at least to' 
put the domestic manufacturer on the same fOQting as the foreign manufac
turer. 

JJfr. MacGibbon.-That comes to Rs. 87, on a basis of Rs. 720 per ton. 
President.-Then the Indian producer would be no worse off than you were. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-AIl I can say about that is it is certainly to our advant-

age compared with our present position. 
Mr. Ginwala.-I am asking you to put yourself in our position and just 

see whether it would be fair. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-It seems to me to be fair. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Then there is the next point. He should be left where he 

was, so far as unfabricated part of the work goes. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Now if we are to make that recommendation, we must also 

see that in the fabricated part of the work the Indian manufacturer can com
pete on even tenns with the foreign manufacturer. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes, for the type of vessel which is built here. 
Mr. Ginwala.-On what evidence can we say that? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-I produced evidence in Question 13 Qf the questionnaire 

for the engineering firms. Besides we build a very large number of vessels in. 
Rangoon. We would not have built them unless it was profitable for us to 
do so. 

Mr. Ginwala.-In your case there are other questions besides that of the 
cost, such as convenience, keeping your works fully employed, personal super
vision and various other things for which you might be prepared to' pay a little: 
more. You have got a big dockyard and you have got to keep it going. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-We have equipped the dock to dO' that type of work. It 
was cheaper to build some types in Rangoon, Qtherwise we shouldn't have Qur 
works there. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Even if it costs yQU a little more, it will pay you to' spend 
that rather than shut down your wQrks for the time being. That is one Qf 
the factors. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-That applies to every business. 
President.-That WQuld not apply to a purchaser who has not got a dQck

yard. 
Mr. Ginwala.-In his case it would only be a questiQn Qf cost. In your 

case it is not necessarily so. Have we not got to assume therefore that the 
Indian manufacturer can compete against the foreign manufacturer without 
any assistance P 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes, we say sO' definitefy., _ .,After all, your proposition: 
about keeping Qur dockyard running and fully employed) applies to Messrs .. 
Burn and CO'. and others just the same, and thereby affects th .. {>urchaser~ 
There are plenty of people all over the world who are selling things JUb",.a,bout 
cost price to keep their works going. ~_ 

President.-Any number of them. 
Mr. Ginwala.-In the case Qf girder work" we are not able to assume that 

the Indian manufacturer can hold his own against the foreign manufacturer. 
Mr. -MacGibbon.-No. Can we not take it, however, from what 

Mr Cochran said in 1923 that he more or less agrees with our contention. 
Th~ PQsition has admittedly altered to a certain extent since then. He was 
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quite clear on the point that the import of flats and barges ta India had 
ceased and had not existed for some years. There was a margin in favour of 
India. To what extent there was a margin, we can't say. He couldn't say 
an:vhow what the margin was. There might have been a margin of 25 per cent. 
The assumption is w\len there were no flats coming in at all, the margin was 
very large and it may still be large enough to cover any possibility of a boat 
comihg in on· a 10 per cent. duty. 

Mr. Ginwala.-I don't think we can go much further than that. I put to 
you a question from the general point of view. Now you yourself have said 
that up to now you have not attempted to build anything bigger than 100'. 

Mr. MacGibbon.~Apart from flats, yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-We have evidence that bigger craft can be built in this 

')ountry, but the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company won't themselves build bigger 
craft and they don't consider it worth while getting them built here by others. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes. We shall begin to manufacture the bigger craft 
as soon as it begins' to pay us to do so. That is our policy. We find the 
margin has been reached just now about a hundred feet. 

Mr. Ginwala.-If you think that these things can be built here in this 
~ountry and that they ought to be built in the national interests-but you 
won't start building until you find it would begin to pay-what are we to do? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-The suggestion is that you might propose taxing us to 
~uch an extent ·until it would pay us to manufacture the bigger craft here? 

Mr. Ginwala.-To put you on your mettle and make you do things. 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Look at our position. ;Indian steel is sold here at a 

.certain figure which is based on the imported price of steel from Europe. 
We pay Rs. 18 freight to get it from here to Rangoon. 

Mr. Ginwala.-I am not suggesting to you that you should use Indian 
steel. You could import the steel. Tak;ing the shipbuilding industry by itself, 
don't you think that it is an industry which ought to be developed in the 
country? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-I thought the whole object of this enquiry was the pro
tection of the steel industry of India. If you admit that Rangoon must im
:lort her steel in any case, why begin protecting the labour in the shipbuilding 
industry in India, which is all you would be doing. 

Mr. Ginwala.-It is not a question of protecting the shipbuilding industry 
in that sense. It is a question of establishing a shipbuilding industry in the 
country by means of protection. How is that going to be done? So far as 
you are concerned, you cannot get Indian steel, that is admitted at present. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-You are the only big company that can go in for shipbuild

ing on a fairly big scale, so far as river craft is concerned in Burma. Here 
.are these companies which can build the kind of ships that you require. Now 
if that industry is to be developed in the country . . . . 

Mr. MacGibbon.-They can build them and export. It comes to a question 
o()f export, which adds to expense. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Don't imagine that I am discussing anything that we have 
decided to do because at this st-age nothing can be decided, We are simply 
discussing it from. all point.s of view. Burma is anyhow part of India just 
now and look at it from the Indian point of view which includes the Burma 
point of view. . If it was thought advisable that shipbuilding ought to 
be enQQuraged ill the country, the question that arose was: what steps ought 
tlle country to take? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-I do not know but I think in the meantime at any rate 
we should continue to buy our ,boats at home. The point that I have men
tioned about local supervision comes in hep'i. We have our works in Rangoon 
and we have our head office in .Glasgow. We can supervise in Rangoon and 
we can supervise the stuff at home. We can not keep a man to .supervise 
construction here. That is one point only, more expense. 



·Mr. f.lintmla.-But then you can build yourselves • 
• 'lIr . .'IlacGibbon.-In that case we cannot get the Indian steel. 
President.-The suggestion is that you may use imported steel. 
!Il~ . .'IlacGibbon.-Then it is no longer a question of protecting the Indian 

-steel Industry. It becomes a question of protecting an entirely different in-
-dustry altogether. 

Mr. Ginwala.-It is before us just now . 
• 'lIr. MacGibbon.-You are asking me questions on the basis of a different 

'<;ubject altogether. 
Pl'esidcnt.-The whole question of ships arose as part of the steel enquiry • 
• 'lIr. MacGibbo7t.-The duty on fabricated steel was first of all imposed in 

.order to safeguard the industry which was supposed to use Indian steel. If 
you depart from that, admit that we in Burma cannot get Indian steel and 
-then put a duty on fabricated imported steel, you are simply protecting the 
,shipbuilding industry. It has nothing to do with Indian steel. Am I not 
:rightP 

. President.-I don't in any way say that it will be outside the terms of 
'reference to consider the shipbuilding industry on its own merits, but I do 
-say that the whole question arose out of the general steel reference. 

Mr. Ginwala.-That is undoubtedly so as to the origin. You have put in 
an appli('ation for the ~eduction of the duty. Messrs. Burn and Company 
Ilave applied that the duty should be kept at the present level on the ground 
that this industry needs that duty. We have got to go into that question. I 
.am trying simply to get at real facts as to what the position is. Their case is 
-that it originally was intended that this 25 per cent. should be applied to 
-ships . 

• 'lIr .• 'lIacGibbon.-They have proved nothing. They have not yet given you 
.any figures which show that there is the slightest danger of vessels coming in 
frolll home. Since the duty came on, there has been no importation of any 
,ships. 

Mr. Ginu'tlla.-They say that ships have not been imported because of the 
application of the duty in that form. That is what they say. 

p,.esident.-They say so but they have not given any evidence to establish 
-that. 

"II'. "IarGibllon.-Under either set of circumstances, both before and after 
the institution of the duty, none came in . 

.11,.. Gillu-ala.-Certinly ships have been imported. It is not quite clear 
-who imported them and under what circumstances. 

Prcsident.-Unquestionably there have been some imports. 
Mr. Ginu·ala.-They may be your own imports. 
-'Ir. MarGibbon.-If there were any imports, they might be ours, or they 

might be special vessels. Do Messrs. Burn and Company profess to build 
dredgers? 

President.-I don't think so. 
Mr. Ginwala.-They say that ships have been imported. They have given 

-two instances which they know, one at Karachi and the other at Calcutta. 
Mr. MarGibbon.-Ka.rachi is a different place, which is somewhat like 

Burma. It has few constructional facilities for big craft and the sea journey 
.is \"ery long from Calcutta. So Karachi may import, but then where there 
are any constructional facilities as there are in Rangoon and Calcutta, the 
·danger of import is very small indeed. 

JIr. Ginlcala.-Your contention is that as Indian steel cannot be used !n 
Burma, there is no special reason why shipbuilding should be encouraged In 
Burma . 

• 'lIr. JIacGibbon.-We are the only people who do construction to any greAt 
-extent o\"er there. We represent the industry. We ?ertainly represe!lt tile 
ilwner importer entirely. It is part of our contentlOn that although th~ 
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Legislature refused special consideration to Burma when the Act came up on' 
general grounds, this particular industry which we are discussing has head
quarters in Burma where the tariff is only operative in one way, and that 
in the wrong way so far as we are concerned, and that it is entitled to special 
consideration as a pa'rticular industry situated in a particular part of the 
lildian Empire, where the duty is not going to do anybody any good and' 
where it can only do harm. 

Dr. Matthai.-With regard to this question of advantage which the Indian 
shipbuilder has as compared with other engineering firms, I want to ask you 
whether one of the reasons is not this that in regard to ordinary structural' 
work, it is generally made to certain standard sizes, that is to say, there is. 
more standardisation in constructional work than in shipbuilding. 

lIfr. lIIacGibbon.-That is so. 
Dr. lIiatthai.-If that is so, the firms in the" United Kingdom who produce· 

on a large scale, would have an advantage with regard to bridgework or things. 
of that sort which they don't have with regard to shipbuilding. In the case 
of shipbuilding, standardisation is not possible to the same extent. I was 
wondering whether you would consider that as one reason for the shipbuild-. 
ing industry being in an advantage as compared with other .engineering works. 

Mr. lIIacGibbon.-:Mass production of course is aiways in favour of the 
home producer. In the case of our launches,' mass production is entirely out. 
of the question. There are no two frames alike in . launches, and no two· 
firms ordering the same kind of vessels. 
. Dr. lIlatthai.-Speaking of shipbuilding as a whole, don't you say that· 

there is less room for mass production? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-Certainly. If we order a steamer from people at home,. 

it is very unlikely that anybody else within a period of ten years has ordered' 
a similar vessel. 

Dr. lIiatthai.-There is another point with regard to the same question. 
The market for shipbuilding in India is much more limited than the market· 
for ordinary structural work. 

lIlr. lIfacGibbon.-Yes. 
Dr. lIiatthai.-Therefore, it is not worth while for big firms in the United: 

Kingdom to form connections with the Indian market by accepting small 
orders. In regard to bridge work, they might be prepared to accept relatively' 
small orders. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-That is one of the points I had noted dowiI. A certain 
amount of protection is afforded by the fact that competition for the type of' 
vessel which we use is small. There are not very many firms who go in for' 
that type of work at all at home and competition is absent to a certain extent. 
But competition is extremely high for other branches of structural work. 

President.-And for sea going ships also? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-There is not so much just now. 
President.-They are very short of shipbuilding orders on the Clyde. 

Mr. MacGibbon.-cThey are not doing very much there. I don't think that. 
you will find very many firms who, buiid shallow craft. 

Dr. lIlatthl}i.-There is a point .which you make about the cost of labour 
which I don't understand. In your answer to Question 7 of the questionnaire
for the engineering firms, you say" Nor is allowance made for the high rate
of freight charged on imported fabricated steel, nor for the comparative cheap
ness of labour in Calcutta as compared with the United Kingdom." I do not 
know what your aim is jn saying that. 

M·r. lIIacGibbon.-'-The scale of wages is lower in India. 

Dr. lIIatthai.-:Money wages are lower but the cost of labour on the wholo' 
i· not lower in India than at home, if you compare the money wages with I,ho
olltturn and other charges of supervision. 
• President.-Low wages do not mean cheap labour. 
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Mr.\MacGibbon.-You mean it takes two men here to do one man's job? 
. Dr. M~tt~ai.-Yes, you have not gone on any real evidence. You are 

sImply thInkmg of the money wages, arell't you? • 

. Mr: ~acGibbon.-:-Of course it would be more correct to say that the scale 
of mdlvldual wages IS low in India. . 

Dr. Mattltai.-We are not concerned so much with the scale of wages as 
-with the cost of output. 

Then as regards rates and fares, you say that supposing the duty is going 
to affect your costs, it would not be possible for you to pass the burden on to 
the p~blic because your rates are high enough, so that you cannot raise them 
·any h.1gher. Has there been any very considerable increase in rates and fares 
during the past two years? 

Mr. MacGibbon.-No. 
President.-How do they compare with ·pre-war rates? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-About 20 per cent. more. 
Presidcnt.-Does that apply to both goods as well as passenger traffic? 
Mr. MacGibbon.-To both. These increases were of course made quite 

"irrespective of shipbuilding costs. They were due to the fact that we had 
to raise our crew's wages by 50 per cent. and to the fact that prices of stores 
.had gone up, after the war. . 

Dr. Matthai.-From your experience of the actual result of this increase 
jn rates and fares since pre-war, do you think that it cannot be increased any 
d'urther without injury to trade. . 

Mr. MacGibbolt.-To a certain extent, it is always difficult to raise rates 
.and .fares. Popular opinion is against it and we do not desire to raise them 
.at all unless it is absolutely necessary. We have had some very good excuses 
recently but we did not increase the rates. We very much deprecate 
:the necessity to do it. 

Dr. Matthai.-Supposing, for example, this duty is maintained at 25 per 
cent., it is quite clear from your statement, as far as the cost of transport to 
the public .is concerned, it is not going to be affected, if it is already as high 
.as possible . 

. Mr. MacGibbon.-We are not making any promises of that sort. 
Dr. Matthai.-That is what necessarily follows from your statement. I 

.am referring to your letter to the Central Board in which you first protested 

.against this thing. Please look at the last sentence on the 1st page. "The 
l'ates and fares are already high and the increased duty cannot be recovered 
,without .injury to trade." 

Mr. MacGibbon.-That means of course that if we put up the fares it is 
;going to be detrimental to the trade of the country. It does not mean that 
we cannot .put the fares up. 

Dr. Matthai.-As far as yourselves are concerned, ~t cannot increase your 
-costs except to the extent that there are renewals to your fleet, is not that so? 

Mr. MacGibbolt.-Yes. In that connection, regarding the passing of the 
iburden on ,to the public, I would just like to say this. As you are aware, the 
question of communications in Burma has recently been seriously engaging 
the attention of Government and they have realised that the lack of good 
·communications in that province has been operative in retarding its develop
ment to a considerable extent. They have now instituted large projects for 
.roads and railways with the object of putting this right. We used to build 
a launch of the type I have mentioned (i.e., 115' long) for £8,000. It now 
:costs £15,000. There· are many runs in Burma which we are plying on just 
now which only pay because we are using pre-war boats with small capital 
-costs and smail overhead charges. These boats are getting old and they are 
.reaching their limit. When it comes to the question of replacing them, if 
we have to s'pend £15,000, what is going to happen to these lines? They will 
ib.e dro'pped. They are in the poorer districts of the province, where we cannot 
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raise fares. and recoup ourselves. The only result will be that certain lines 
of communication in Burma which can only be reached by river, are going to
be abandoned. rhat is contrary to Government policy at the present moment 
and we are in a considerable sense assisting Government in the development 
of the province by plying boats. We are a public utility company and deserve 
a certain amount of consideratjon in that respect too. It is quite clear that 
a boat which costs twice as much cannot be run with rates and fares remain
ing at their present level. There are several runs like that round about the
Delta which are only just maintainable by these old boats and I would ask 
Y011 to consider that point too. We are serving the country to a considerable
ell:ten~. The Delta in Burma does not permit of railways. 

P1'esident."'-That is a perfectly fair point and one of the aspects of the
case, which we have got to consider. 
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Witness No.2. 

THE INDIA GENERAL NAVIGATION AND RAiLWAY COMPANY~ 
L1MITED. 

A.-WRITTEN. 

Statement I.-Representation, dated 29th April 1925. 

With reference to Resolution No. 22l-T.-Department of Commerce--Tariffs-
-dated Delhi, 28th March 1925-which appeared in the Gazette of India of 

that date, we have the honour to support the representation niade by the 
Irrawaddy Flotilla Company, Limited, Rangoon, that the general conclusion of 
the Tariff Board should he held to cover the imports of shaped and fabricated 
parts for Inland vessels built in Great Britain, dismantled and shipped out to
this country for re-erection here. 

If the Inland Steamer Services are to be maintained up to the standard 
of efficiency hitherto obtaining, it will be. necessary for many years to come
to import certain classes of River Craft and in view of the competition which 
inland shipping generally has to contend with in the shape of railways and 
native craft, the high rate of duty now imposed is adding a burden which is
likely to affect adversely the development of water communications, which 
is a matter of the greatest importance so far as this side of India particularly
is concerned. 

We trust therefore that this question will receive. sympathetic considera
tion and that it will be found possible to make some considerable reduction. 
in the existing duty of 25 per cent. 

Statement 1I.-Letter dated the 4th Novembe-r 1925, from the India Generat. 
Navigation and Railway Company, Limited, forwarding replies to ques
tionnaire. 

We have the honour to acknowledge receipt of your letter No. 520, dated 
the 17th September 1925, enclosing copy of Questionnaire from the Tariff 
Board in connection with representations made by us for a reduction of the
duty on fabricated materials imported for the construction of Inland vessels, 
and for a definition of the term " Inland vessels in Sections" in conformity
with the generally accepted, and obviously original intention of the Tariff 
Board. 

We have pleasure in enclosing herewith, as requested, six copies of OlLr 
replies to the questionnaire, and consider that in view of the general opinion 
that the intentions of the Board have been erroneously interpreted by the 
term " Inland vessels in section" further comment or arguments on our part
would appear to be superfluous. 

It might be as well to emphasise the fact that for several years now our
building programme has been curtailed owing to excessive cost of new vessels
and if reduced prices due to a return to normal conditions of the steel and 
ship-building industries are to be coilnteracted by excessive tariff duties it: 
can only tend to retard expansion of the transport facilities of the country_ 

Our replies to the questiolmaire to Engineering Firms will follow. 

Replies to Questionnaire. 

1. A Passenger and Cargo Steamers up to 305 x 71' 6" X 10' 6". 

B TO'Ying Steamers up to 236x60x10. 
C Creek Steamers up to 105 X 24' 611 x 7' 6". 
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V Steam Launches up to 135x24' 6"x8' on. 
E Small ,Motor Launches. 
F Flats from 200 tons to 1,000 tons. 
G Barges from 50 tons to 100 tons. 

:2. (a) 1920 A; B, E, G Classes Nil. 
" 0 Class 2 Creeks 105'x24' 6"x7' 6". 
" D Class 2 Launches 94'x15'x8' 9". 
" F Class 10 Flats 240'x27'x9' 6 11 • 

1921

1 ~~~~ Nil in all Classes. 
1924 

'(b) 1920 B Class 2 'rowing Steamers 230'x30'x9'3". 

1921 J 
1922 'v'l . II Cl 1923 ., I In a asses. 
1924 

-3. There are many other factors besides price to be taken into account. 
'There are for example:-

Designs. 
Supply of materials. 
Quality of material and workmanship. 
Time of delivery. 
Capacity of the Dockyard to deal with the work. 

Also as most of our vessels are repeats of types already in use, the previous 
.iBuilders are not only familiar with our requirements but also possess the 
.patterns, jigs and dies for the various parts. 

4. All Towing, Cargo and Passenger .steamers over 100 feet in length. 
S. No. 
6. By the Company themselves. 
7. No. 
8. All wood-work for decks, cabins, cabin fittings, furniture, bridge and 

·,steering houses, hold and ceilings. Also cast iron deck fittings, bollards, fair • 
.. heads, etc. 

9. Entirely fabricated with the exception of a small quantity of material 
1;0 complete the work which is fabricated here. 

10. It is impossible to give the present total cost of each of the classes 
mentioned in Answer 1 as owing to the high prices ruling construction has 
''been reduced to a minimum and in most classes no new vessels have been 
,ordered of recent years, as shewn in Answer to Question 2. 

11. 

a 
b 
c 
d 
e 

12. Approximately 3·5 per cent. 

B class built 
in Europe. 

25% 
48% 
1% 

21% 
5% 

C class built 
ill Indh. 

14i% 
54i% 

1% 
111% 
19% 

13. We have not imported any fabricated steel parts since the duty 
'Was ~ncreased and are therefore not in a position to say what the present 
1IOst IS. 

14. Yes. 
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15. Not having imported any fabricated materials of recent years we ar6' 

not in a position to say, and as fabricated materials and machinery are often 
included in the same shipping documents it would be difficult to apportion 
them to particular details. 

16. No. 
17. Some 10 per cent. other articles 15 per cent. 
18. In the first instance and with immediate effect the term" Vessels in 

Sections" should be given, the only practical definition, and that which it. 
was originally intended to convey, and should include all plates, angles, tees, 
beams, etc., forming part of a vessel imported for erection or re-erection in 
India. 

19. We have no data in this connection. 

Statement llI.-Letter dated the 21st January 1926, from the India General 
Navigation and Rai.lway Company, Limited, Calcutta. 

In continuation of our letter No. G.-442, dated the 18th instant, we have 
the honour to give the following information as desired:-

1. The· following vessels were added to our Heet during the years 1900 to 
1914:-

-- No. built. In Indh. In England. 
~ 

StE'aml'rs and la • .mches 45 23 22 

Flats and Blrgc's 166 14~ 22 

TOTAL 211 167 44 

2. The depreciation and interest on the capital cost of a steamer is 
approximately equivalent to 25 per cent. of the total running cost of th& 
vessel. 

R.eO'arding the cost of erecting and dismantling a vessel in our builders' 
yard at homl', we rcgrct that we are not in a position to give this information. 
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INDIA GENERAL NAVIGATION AND RAILWAY 
COMPANY, LIMITED. 

B.-OBAL. 

Evidence of Messrs. P. PARROTT and A. HEWISON, recorded at 
Calcutta, on 7th January 1926. 

President.~We are much indebted to you for coming this morning. We 
-quite recognize· that you have not got any up-to-date figures. 

Mr. Parrott.-Tha,t is our trouble. 
President.-But still there are certain points we hope you may be able 

-to help us about. It has not been easy to get the kind of information we 
want in this particular case and we cannot overlook any chance of getting 
it. Can you tell us what is the total number of vessels you have .in your 
ileet and roughly how it is divided into various classes P 

Mr. Parrott.-We have r.ltogether 624 vessels which are divided up into 
ipassenger and cargo steamers, towing steamers and so on. . 

President.-Does that painphlet contain the number in each case P 
Mr. Parrott.-Yes. 
President.-If you could give us a copy of that, that would be the simples' 

way to have the information. 
(A copy of the pamphlet han,ded in.) 
One of the points that arises in this enquiry is that the larger boats will 

nave to be imported both by yourselves and the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company. 
Mr. Panott.-Yes. 
Prcsident.-We would have to find out what proportion of the fleet is mad" 

up of these larger vessels. What would be the average life of a vessel P 
Mr. Parrott.-It is very difficult to say. We have got craft running as fa .. ' 

oack as 1864. 
President.-·What was in my mind was this. In normal circumstances 

now lUany new vessels would you probably be building or importing in a year 
-to maintain your fleet at its present sizeP 

Mr. Parrott.-It is very difficult to say. During my connection with the 
·Company extending over 30 years very few vessels have been actually replaced, 
i.e., thrown out entirely and replaced by a similar type. Our building pro
gramme has been one of gradual extension and development, and our Fleet 
List shows the long life of the vessels. We are now considering the replace
ment of a certain class which are shown in the list, viz., passenger mail boats 
J.86 feet long built in 1889. We are considering the question of replacing 
that type, as we have found they are more or less obsolete for present day 
~onditions which require more up-to-date passenger boats-better accommoda
-tion, speed and so many other things. We intend to gradually replace 8 of 
:i.hese boats, There are no doubt others which will require improvement and 
we may have to take another type in hand and gradually replace them. It 
·does not follow that these replaced vessels will be scrapped~ As long as their 
boilers hold out and their hulls are worth repairing there is always work to 
,be found for them. 

President.-It is easy to understand, if you have not been replacinO' at all 
for the last 30 years, that it is time to think of doing so. ., 

Mr. Pal·rott.-We re-boiler many of our vessels and keep them efficient by 
spending a lot of money on repairs. Our steamers come to Calcutta every 
three years at least and are thoroughly overhauled in our own dockyard and 
if the boiler of a particular type of vessel is giving out and it is found'that 
-the type has become obsolete and not worth re-boilering, it is only then 
.scrapped and replaced. 



President.-You have told us in your answer to question 4 that you im-
1l0rt all towing, cargo and passenger steamers over 100 feet in length. 

Mr. Parrott.-I am afraid that sentence is rather loosely worded. What 
we mean is, where new and special types of vessels are concerned, our custom 
is to have the first one or two such vessels designed and built by our builders 
;at Home and then sent out for erection here. 

President.-What is the largest steamer that you would build in this 
-::ountry supposing it was. of some standard type? 

Mr. Parrott.-We have built steamers of our second largest type which is 
"249 feet in length. 

Mr. Ginwala.--You built that in your own yard? 
. Mr. Parrott.-Yes, as repeats of vessels originally designed at Home. 
Mr. Ginwalq.-Is there !lny physical difficulty in connection with the size 

()f the yard or the depth of the water which would prevent your building 
larger types? 

Mr. Parrott.-No. We can build up to 300 feet. This is the limit of our 
present accommodation. 

President.-That is practically the size of the largest steamer you have? 
Mr. Pal'rott.-305 feet is the present largest steamer. We have two of 

that type. 
President.-Are the vessels that you are going to replace of the largest 

size? 
Mr. Parrott.-They are 186 feet in length. 
President.-By what size of vessel would you replace these? 
Mr. Parrott.-They may be a little larger; on the other hand we may 

build boats specially for m.ail and passenger traffic which may be smaller, 
out they will be roughly about the same size as the existing boats. 

President.-I take it these vessels would be of a new design? 
Mr. Parrott.-Yes. 
President.-.!nd for that reason the first of them at any rate you would 

nave built at Home? 
Mr. Parrott.-Yes. 
President.-But after bringing out one or two you would be tempted to 

build any more you require in India? 

Mr. Parrott.-All depends on what our dockyard can do in the way of 
building and this is limited because so much of our accommodation is occu
pied in repair work. To get a steamer out from Home and erect it out here 
means a saving of two months in time against our building the boat here 
from raw material. That saving in time is a great consideration. 

P·resident.--could you tell us what amount of construction your yard can 
undertake in addition to the repair work? 

Mr. Hewison.-Approximately 5,000 tons in a year. That is the weight 
()f the steel. 

President.--can you give us any idea what would be the tonnage of steel 
in one of the biggest steamers? 

Mr. Hewison.--About 370 tons of steel and 153 tons of machinery. 
President.-In which type would that be? 
1.[.r. Parrott.-In one of the 249 feet boats. 
President.-What would be the tonnage of that? 
Mr. Hewison.-About 800 to 850 gross tons. 
President.-What would be the quantity of steel in o.'e of these flats of 

~O feet? 
Mr. Hewison.-Roughly about 300 tons of steel. 
i'resident.-That is not very far off from the quantity in th .. ' steamer? 
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lIr. Hewison.-No. 
President.-That means that if you can deal with 5,000 tons of steel yOIl 

can build a fair number of vessels in a year, because, as far as the actual 
steel work is concerned, you can deal with about 10 of these larger steamers
or flats and I think you would be still within your capacity? 

Mr. Hewison.-We could deal with 8 of the largest steamers or 10 flats in 
the. year. 

President.-You would build your flats and barges in India entirely? 
Mr. Hewison.-They are always built in India now-a-days. A few in the 

past have been built in England. 
President.-Then there is one question that you have raised, namely that 

you are naturally averse to !lny increase in the cost of running your steamers, 
because you have got to compete with country boat traffic, a~d the railways. 
Of course the Board recognize that Ii. tax on transportation is not a good tax, 
and for that reason when dealing with railway wagons and rails t~ey dealt 
with the matter on other lines so as to avoid increasing the railway costs. 
But I would like to get an idea, if I can, what in this case this 25 per cent. 
duty on fabricated steel parts actually means. The Irrawaddy Flotilla Com
pany have given us some figures. In question 12 we asked " By what per
centage would the total cost of a vessel of each class be reduced, if the duty 
on the fabricated steel parts were reduced. from 25 per cent. to 10 per cent. p" 
Your answer is " Approximately 3·5 per cent." 

Mr. Parrott.-That is so. 
President.-The Irrawaddy Flotilla Company gave 3'9 per cent. They 

were taking one or two types of steamer as typical and the two figures are 
pretty close together. As regards the running cost of a vessel the two items 
that are increased by the protective duties would be interest on the capital 
invested on the steamer and the depreciation that has got to be written off. 

Mr. Parrott.-Yes. 
President.-These items would apparently go up by 3t per cent. in conse

quence of the increased duties that might be imposed, but what proportion 
would these items be of the total cost of running a vessel? Have you any 
idea how the running expenses compare with the overhead charges that has 
got to be brought in at the end of the year P 

Mr. Parrott.-I am afraid I cannot give it to you off-hand. 
President.-Would it be possible to give some sort of an approximate

figure by looking into your books? 
Mr. Parrott.-Yes. I can doubtless give you fairly reliable figures after 

looking into our books. 
President.-After all it is not a very big increase so that if we can get 

a figure correct to 5 per cent. that is near enough to get the approximate
percentage of increase in your total cost. . 

Mr. Parrott.-We will endeavour to get that for you.* You want the
percentage of the increase on the total running cost P 

President.-Yes. What we wish to ascertain is, what it would cost YOll 
to run a vessel at the end of the year. You have got to take into account 
the wages and salaries, the coal that you burn and the annual repairs, the 
share of the head office expeJises and, finally, the capital charges connected 
with the vessel, that is to say interest on the capital invested and the depre
ciation that has to be writen off annually. These are probably the principal 
items, and then the percentage that the depreciation and the interest on the
capital invested in the vessel bear to the total. 

In your answer to question 11 you have given the percentages of the total 
cost of a vessel accounted for by various items. Your cost of what period were
you working on P 

Mr. Parrott.-1920 in both cases. 

* Statement III, para. 2. 
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~resident.-I am not quite sure about the figures for the C class built in 
IndIa because there you have to start with unfabricated not with fabricated 
·steel pans. 

Mr. Parrott.-Yes. 
President.-This 141 per cent. in your answer is the cost of the unfabri

.cated steel? 
Mr. Parrott.-Yes. The idea was just to give the proportion of the two 

·classe:;. 

President.-Then the cost of the fabricated comes under the last heading, 
what we call in our question" erection in India." 

Mr. Parrott.-Yes. 

Pre8ident.-The cost of fabrication comes under the last entry .. erection 
in India. " We are anxious to get the approximate average cost per ton of 
fabricated steel parts of the vessel. As you have not actually imported trese, 
there will be difficulty in giving it. But take your pre-war experience. At 
·that time were the fabricated steel parts of vessels more expensive than, 
let us say, fabricated steel parts in bridge work or something of that kind 
or were they much about the same? 

Mr. PaTrott.-I don't think there would be any great difierence between 
the two. 

p,.esident.-The Irrawaddy Flotilla Company have given us a somewhat 
-startling figure of Rs. 720 to Rs. 840 a ton. They are coming to-morrow and 
we shall have to ask them what exactly these figures mean. The question was: 

.. What is the present average c.i.f. cost (without duty) per ton (,f the 
fabricated steel parts of imported vessels which are (,.harged with 
duty at 25 per cent. ad 'Va~orem?" 

They say: 

.. The present average c.Lf. cost of the fabricated steel I)arts of im
ported vessels chargeable to duty at· 25 'Per cent. varies accord
ing to the size of the vessel concerned but it is roughly between 
Rs. 720 and Rs. 840 per ton, to which duty has to be added." 

,Ve put these figures to Messrs. Burn and Company and they expressed an 
ardent desire to build vessels for the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company at these 
prices. 

Mr. PaTTott.-I can't understand these figures. 

Pre8ident.--In our original Steel enquiry the figure we at'rived at was 
Rs. 250 a ton for fabricated steel. It has subsequently fallen owing to 
various causes. 

Mr. ParTott.-They don't say when that 'Particular stuff was impoded_ 
Pre8ident.-They have been importing quite a fair number of vessels 

irecently. 
Mr. PaTTott.-I believe so. 
Pre8ident.-They profess to be giving tho present day costs. The reason 

why we are anxious to get it is that, unless we have got something to com
pa~e with the India~ cost, it is almost impossi?le to say w~at th~ real p~i
;tion is between the lmported vessel and the IndIan vessel. 'lhe mam questIOn 
we have to answer is whether protection is required and, if so, how much. Up 
Ito date very little information hll8 been given us to answer that question. 
Messrs. Burn and Company told us that you had ordered three flats from 
:them las!; year. 

MT. PaTTott.-Yea. 
Pre8ident.-You didn't on that oflcasion call for any tenders .. You have 

already told me you always made them in India. 
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Mr. ParTott.-It was all a question of time in this particular case. We 
'Wanted them for the busy jute season. At a short notice they were able to 
build and that wlls how they got the order. 

Pre8ident.-WQ!il it simply a question of time? 
Mr. Parrott.-Yes. 
Presidenf.-""-In o'rdinaty circU.mstances you would have built them your

selves? 
Mr. ParTott.-Yes, but in this case we could not have built them in the 

requisite time. 
Pre8ident.~I WQ!il in hopes that you might have called for tenders and that 

you ~ould be able to give us the information. 
Mr. ParTott.-No. Unfortunately we cannot give more information as. 

owing mainly to the financial stringency, we have been unable to build 
iluring the last four or, five years. 

Pre8ident.-one recognises that. Also you are not able to give the 
r.verage freight rate on the fabricated steel parts. 

Mr. Parrott.-We can only give that by going back probably to 1919 or 
1920. • 

Pre8ident.-I am afraid the freight rates ,of 1919 or 1920 would not be of 
much use to us. . 

Mr. Parrott.-There has been little or nothing fabricated' imported at aU 
since then. 
. Pre8ident.~We discussed this question with Messrs. Bum and Company. 
The Irrawaddy Flotilla Company have given £3 a ton as the freight rate. 
We put that figure to Uessrs. Bum and Company and they said it could not be 
as high as that. Plates and the hull formed the bulk and they would be practi
cally flat. There was no reason why a higher freight. should be (·harged on 
them, because they would not occupy more room. 

Mr. Hewi8on.-only on certain parts they may have to pay more freight. 
For example the Bow and Stern plates of a vessel may come out bent,. also 
the bilge plates in which case more freight may be charged on such parts. 

PTe8ident.~I take it on the plates that are not bent, the !'ate is probably 
the same as the ordinary rate for steel. 

Mr. Parrott.-Yes. 
P,'e8ident.-As regards the fabricated parts which come out to you from 

the home builder, do you do the j.oining up out here or are there auy parts 
coming out joined up there? 

Mr. Hewi8on.-In some cases where angles have to be joined together by 
bracket, the latter may be rivetted to one angle, otherwise the pieces come
out entirely separate. We bring them out and rivet them here. 

Pre8ident.-In question 18 we asked: 

"Have the Company any suggestions to make as to the manner in. 
which the Tariff Schedule should be amended, if it is decided 
that the duty on the fabricated steel parts of vessels should be
reduced?" 

What you >lay is : 
" The term "vessels ~n sections ". should be given only the practical: 

definition.' , 

I am afraid that it is not an admissible solution of the problem, because, 
when the final authority, whatever it ill, says what a certain phrase r.:eans,. 
you cannot go beyond that. If that meaning is not acceptable, then you must: 
find other words. 

Mr. Parrott.-That meaning has not been applied for very mnny years. 

Pre8ident.-Nobody raised .the question whether they were ,-essfl'.s in sec
tions or whether they were fabricated steel, because the duty was the same. 
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Mr. Parrott.-Quite so. 

Pre8ident.~I do not know wh~l},.L, you have looked at our Ihst Steel 
Report. What we did there was this. We took all the various fabricated 
~teel e~trie~ in t~e schedule, for. instance, iron or steel plates not ·./Uder itb 
Inch thIcl: mcludmg sheets lth lOch thick or over-

(b) fabricated all qualitie~, except the comp,tent parts of ship~ !lnd other 
"Vessels. Leaving them out under each of these e~tries then you would have 
to. add. another ~ntry .. component parts of the ships and vessel;; so much." 
I Imagme that If the Board do make any proposal of that kind, they would 
probably take some such shape, but I take it providec. the thing is done and 
~ffectivejy you don't attach very great importance to the mdhoJ that is 
precisely followed. 

Mr. Parrott.-We don't. 
President.-Practically would there be any difficulty for the Customs autho

Tities in ascertaining whether the particular plates or particular girders and 
so on that came out were actually intended for use in the construction of 
ca vessel? 

Mr. Parrott.-I don't think so. They are all marl,ed. All parts coming 
<Jut for re-erection here are marked with the name of the vessel. 

Pr6sid6nt.-Is that invariably the case? 
Mr. Parrott.-That is invariably done. It is really required for our own 

pu~ose. 

:'r68ident:-Is that a custom to your own firm or is than common to others? 
Mr. Hewi8on.~I think all firms must have it, because they would have 

a lot of material arriving and they have got to find out which is which. 
President.-Otherwise they might get mixed up P 
),[T. Parrott.-Yes. 
President.-I take it also the Customs authorities will be in a position 

to insist on the production of the brand of the vessel P 
Mr. Pa1'1'ott.-Yes. 
Pre8id6nt.-But there is also this point to be considered. It is not ('nly 

new steel cominr out for a new vessel, but also steel coming out br repairs 
to vessels 

Mr. Parrott.-That wQuld come out in packages simply marked with the 
Company's name. In no case would it bear a vessel's name. 

Pr6sident.-As regards repairs you buy unfabricated steel and fabricate 
it yourself, in which case that question hardly arises. 

Mr. Parrott.-Yes. 
P1'6sident.-What was running in my mind was thill. If the cost d fabri

cated plates was Rs. 200 a ton c.i.f. and if the duty was 10 per cent., then 
it· will be Rs. 20. 

Mr. PaT1'ott.-Yes. 
Pr68ident.-If the duty on unfabrica,ted plates is Rs. 30, do you think 

it is conceivable that it might be worth anybody's while to drill a few ~oles 
and bring them out as the component parts of the ship? 

ltIr. Parrott.-It will be up to the Customs authorities to make sure of the 
posit.ion before passing the stuff. 

P1'68ident.-Let me ,pu.t it the other way round. Would it be ea::;y for the 
bona. fide importer of a vessel to satisfy the Customs authorities that the 
steel is required for that particular purposeP 

Mr. Parrott.-V·,Te could do that easily as far as our imports are concerned. 

President.-You yourselves are not' only importers, but bunders apd there 
is one aspee.t of the case in which you might be able to help us. It was (·Iear 
fl'Qll1 Mr. Cochran's evidence in our first enquiry that as regards the building 
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of inland vessel.s the Indian engineering firms had all advantage which they 
did not have in the case of fabricated steel. 'Ve never ascertained where 
precisely the advantage lay, but the main point he urged was that there was 
less competition fliom abroad in the case of construction of inland ,-essels 
than 'in the case of any other kind of engineering steel work. Do you agree
with that as far as your information goes? 

lb. PClTTott.-Yes. 
Pl'esident.-In what precisely does the advantage consist M regards the' 

inland vessels? Why is competition less keen and why is it more diffiCUlt' 
for the foreign manufacturer to get the order? 

_ Mr. Hewison.-I suppose the price is the only factor. I should not think 
for one thing that there are many foreign builders who cater for this class 
of work. ' 

Pl'e8ident.-1 am thinking of Great Britain and practically it has been. 
Great Britain hitherto, has it not? 

Mr. PaTrott.-Yes. 
P're8ident.-What the future may have, one doesn't know. Accordinl;( to' 

the evidence we have had from the engineering firms, the British bridge 
builder's competition is very severely felt, but it is not so as regards the
construction of inland vessels. What we are trying to ascertain, if we canr 
is just where the difference lies. In our original report we ,-entured the
surmise that there might be a heavier freight on the component parts of a 
ship. However the plates come out flat and it doesn't look as if there walt 
much as that. Take the case of your own fla.ts. I take them rather than the
steamers, because they are always constructed in India. I take it that you 
do that, because you believe this is the cheapest way of doing it. 

Mr. PaTTott.-Yes. 
Pl'esident.-If you could effect any economy by building them at home, 

there is no reason why you should not do it. 
Mr. PaTrott.-Quite so. 
President.-In the case of a Company like yourselves you must have a yarcJ' 

in any case for repair work. There may be this element in it. If you can 
so to speak get the full value out of your yard by doing a certain amount of 
construction that wi,ll affect the cost of your repairs. 

Mr. Parrott.-Our policy, as far as possible, is to keep our yard fully em· 
played throughout the year either with new construction or repair work and.. 
as the latter is confined as much as possible to our slack traffic season we try 
to keep the yard worked to its full capacity for the remainder of the year
with new construction. 

President.-That of course doesn't apply to people like Messrs. Burn and! 
Company, and yet they themselves admit that there is less competition for 
inland vessels than in the case of other fabricated steel work. One of th&'" 
reasons was that in the case of imported vessels there is a certain amount of 
work to be done twice over, that is erection, although it is not the whole of the
erection. Is there any way in which one could discover just what that was 
likely to amount to per ton of material? 

Mr. Parrott.-That information we could probably give the Board.* 

President . ...:...If you could, it would be useful to us. We are asking all the
witnesses equally on that point. 

Mr. Parrott.-It is really the cost of what the builder at home would 
charge for the erection of a vessel and also for dismantling it. 

President.-There is another aspect of the case that has been suggested. 
Supposing for some reason or other your yard was fully employed and YOIl 
had an imported vessel coming in, which- had to be erected, you would have to-' 

* Information not supplied-see Statement III, para. 8. 
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emp10y another engineering firm to erect it for you. Would that be mOr& 
expensive than erecting it in your own yard? 

Mr. Parrott.-I don't recollect a case of that kind arising. 
President.-What I am really thinking of is people like the railway com

.panies who have no shipping yard and who have to get the work done by 
somebody else. What was suggested to us was this, that in such cases there 
was an advantage in getting the whole thing done in India. If the engineer
ing firms only got the work of erection, they would probably try to make more 
profit out of that, as the work must be done in India in any case. What do 
EOU think of that? There might be competition between the various engi
neering firms. 

Mr. Parrott.-I think that it will be safe to say that it would cost us more 
If we go outside and have a vessel re-erected. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Messrs. Kilburn and Company are the managing agents of 
four Company P 

Mr. Parrott.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-How long has this company been in existence? 
Mr. Parrott.-8ince 1844. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Can you give us some idea-yours is a very big fleet-of the 

number of vessels that you have actually built in this country and the number 
which you have imported either now or second-hand? I suppose some of them 
might have been picked up second-hand. 

Mr. Parrott.-A few have been taken over from different companies. I 
.am afraid I cannot give you off-hand what part of the fleet has been actually 
.built out here and what part has been built at home. 

President.-Supposing you could give us from 1900 up to the beginning of 
the war the number of vessels built at home and the number built here, it 
:would be useful. 

M'r. Parrott.-Yes.* 
Mr. Giltwala.-Is this passenger and cargo service combined? 
Mr. Parrott.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-What parts do you serve mainly? 
Mr. Parrott.-We run as far as Dibrugarb in Assam which is about 1,000 

miles. We serve up to Buxar on the Ganges and up to Silchar in Cachar and 
.$.11 round the Ganges Delta, in fact, all over Eastern Bengal wherever navi
gation is possible. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Taking your gross total takings what are the propor!ions of 
.goods traffic and passenger traffic? 

Mr. Parrott.-I am afraid it is not possible to give that information off-
hand. . 

Mr. Ginwala.-Can you let us have a copy of your last published balance 
,sheet? 

Mr. Parrott.-Yes, with pleasure.t 
Mr. Ginwala.-I should like to see what your gross earnings and expendi

ture are, what is your block account, what is your subscribed capital and so 
on. Since the war, practically you have not been renewing your fleet very 
much? 

Mr. Parrott.-Not much. 
Mr. Ginwala.-But previous to that, can you give us some idea of the 

number of renewals that actually took place? 
M'T. Parrott.-This information is easily ascertainable from the Fleet List 

-that we have given you. 

* Statement III, para. 1. 
t Not printed. 



, :J.lr. Ginwala.=It is very difficult to find that out. You don't scrap any~ 
thing apparently. 

Mr. Parrott.-I would not like to say that we don't scrap anything. 
Mr. Ginwala.,That is the difficulty. I cannot ascertain what is the pro

portion of your renewals and replacements to yo.ur t~al block account ... You 
will have to show by some sort of figures what IS gomg to be the add1tIonal 
butden in the matter of replacements and renewals and .repairs whatever it is. 
As you stand just now you don't go in for any very large renewals. That 
means it would be very difficult to ascertain that figure. What we would like
to have is information as regards replacements and renewals in proportion to· 
the fleet or as a business man what 'you would allow for renewals and replac~ 
ments in a normal year. 

Mr. Parrott.-It is extremely difficult to give you any information; Actual 
replacements, as such, have been few and far between. I don't think there
have been any actual replacement in my time though there have been large:t 
additions to our fleet to meet an expanding business. . 

Mr. Ginwala.-In that case, you have nothing to fear from the duty. 
Mr. Parrott:-We have certaInly got to look. to the future and every 1() 

or 15 thousand rupees added to the cost of a ship might in time make a very 
considerable difference to us in mainta.ining the efficiency of our service. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Why anticipate the time by such a long way? 
Mr. Pan'ott.~ne has to in these things unfortunatt:lly. I will give YOll 

such information as loaD.. 
Mr. Ginwala.-You say in one place that shipbuilding costs have gone up SI> . 

very much .that you have not thought it worth while going in for renewals. 
Surely in shipbuilding you cannot say that costs have gone up as much as 
costs, in other industries? 

Mr. Parrott.-That reply really refers to the general financial stringency' 
which has kept us back from building. 

Mr. Ginwa1a.-I will put it to you this way. I take it that like other firms 
doing transport business you have increased your rates and fares since the
warP 

Mr. l!a7Tott.-Yes. 
Mr. Gintvala.-'-What do you think the percentage will be? 
Mr. Pan'ott.-Since pre-war I should sayan all round average of. 10 per 

cent. on goods traffic. Probably it is a little more in passenger fares but I 
should say 10 per cent. is a fair average as far as goods traffic is concerned. I 
might say here that we have had to revise the rates again since we raised 
them. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Then in shipbuilding, the costs have not gone up enol'''' 
mously. Since the war, there has been such a big slump I 

Mr. Parrott.~ur reply referred more' to the financial position of the
Company which like the financial position' of many other concerns, during the 
last four or five years, has stood in the way of development. 

Mr. Ginwala.-What is the deciding· factor in determining whether you 
should build a certain ship here or import it? 

Mr. Parrott.-The type of vessel in the first place. 

Mr. Gi/lu'ulu.-That is to say, whether it is the. type which caJ;l or cannot be 
manufactured hereby you or anybody else? 

Mr. Parrott.-I would not go as far as that but we have builders at home 
who have been 'building for us for very many years and we look upon them as 
advisers as well as builders. 

Mr. Ginwala.-That is merely convenience. You cannot say that if you go 
on building here you won't have the same facilities. What is there that com-
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pels you, apart from the question of. convenience, that you send your orderS' 
abroad? 

Mr. Pa.rrott.-We feel that we can get the work done better at home than 
WE' ran get in this country at present. 

lIlr. Ginwala.-In what way? 
]j[ r. Parrott.-We can rely upon our experienced Home builders better t~ 

give us what we want and with their experience they are able to suggest cer~ 
tain improvements and details which we may not have thought of at the time· 
of ordering a vessel. 

Mr. Ginwala.-That might apply to a new type. Supposing you wanted t~ 
be 'l'ery up to date and you wanted something quite new, I can understand 
your wishing to go abroad for it. Once you have got that, why should you 
go home for repeat orders? 

lIlr. Parroft.-I don't think we do wish to go abroad unless we want t() 
construct a new type. As I said, we do build here. Once we get a vessel or 
two of the new type, we start building ourselves. 

Mr. Ginu:ala.-In that case what it comes to is this. So far as you are 
concerned, it is only with reference to entirely new types that it would be 
necessary to send orders abroad? 

III /'. Parrott.-Quite correct. 
Mr. Ginwala.-And that is a very small percentage of your requirements. 
M,.. Parrott.-Yes. 
lIlr. Gimmla.-You may require a ship or two of that type in two or three 

years. With regard to the rest you build them here either in your own works 
or elsewhere. . 

Mr. Parrott.-That is correct. 
lIlr. Ginwala.-Do you have to build your steamers elsewhere in India? 
lIfr. Parrott.-My recollection is we have never gone outside our own yard 

and our builders at home for anything except fiats, launches and barges. We 
ha'l'e IJe'l'er had a steamer built by an outside firm to my knowledge. 

Mr. Ginwala.-So you cannot give an opinion as to the kind of work that 
is turned out here? 

lIlr. Parrott.-No. 

lIfr. Ginwala.-So far as your own works are concerned, I suppose you can 
build ships as good as imported ones? 

lIlr. Hewison.~We have built recently two boats which are almost exactly 
the same as those imported and re-erected by us. They are satisfactory in 
every way, but the workmanship in some respects is not so fine as that in the 
imported vessels. 

Mr. Gimvala.-What size is that? 
lIlr. Hewison.-These are steamers 230 feet long. We ourselves have not 

the same facilities as the builders at home for doing work which mll-kes for 
light construction. We have to make it a bit heavier. That is because of the 
lack 'of facilities in India. The question of draught is a very serious thing 
with our ships. . 

lIlr. Ginwala.-So far, you have been able to overcome that? 

. lib'. Hewison.-All our ships are slightly heavier than the ships built at 
home. 

lIlr. Ginwala.-Have you found any navigation difficulty? 
lIlr. Parrott.-There is a disadvantage. 

. Mr. Ginwala.-But the disadvantage has not been so great that you have 
thought of importing these ships? 

Mr. Parrott.-No. Not on that account alone. 
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Mr. Ginwala.-The 25 per cent. ~uty applies to fab~icated ~aterial 
in which, apparently, at present your Imported vessels are lllcluded, If they 
are not brought out in sections. 'Ve recommended that a. duty of 25.per 
cent. ad valorem should be imposed on certain classes of fabrIcated materIals, 
which happen to be more or less similar to yours. In that, there are two 
elements. One is that the duty on unfabricated steel went up from 10 per 
cent. ad valorem to 25 per cent. ad valorem. The result was that the price 
of the raw material to the domestic manufacturer went up by the difference 
between the two. .Also there is the wastage of 10 per cent. On that also he 
had to pay a higher duty. Now if you get this exemption which yo'u are 
asking for or if the duty is reduced to 10 per cent., then on the unfabricated 
part of the metal you would be paying only 10 per cent., whereas the other 
consumers of stmilar material have to pay 25 per cent. 

Mr. Parrott.-I don't quite follow why we should pay only 10 per cent. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Because the whole duty is reduced to 10 per cent. ad 

v(llorem.. 
Mr. Parl'ott.-That is only on fabricated material. 
Mr. Ginwala.-on the unfabricated steel used in making fabricated it 

'Would also be 10 per cent. 
Mr. Parrott.-I see what you mean. 
President.-.As a vessel consists mostly of plates and structurals, the duty 

:is &S. 30 a ton. If you add the 10 per cent. wastage, it comes to Rs. 33 per 
ton. The Indian manufacturer is taxed to the extent of Rs. 33 a ton on what 
.he builds, whereas if the duty is reduced to 10 per cent. on the imported 
.fabricated material, a company like yours would be paying a little over Rs. 20 
.per ton. The result of reducing the duty to 10 per cent. would be that the 
.Indian shipbuilder would be directly at a disadvantage. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Why should you be put at an advantage of 10 pe.r cent. or 
whatever it is. Look at yourselves as a general consumer. Other consumers 
..of plates and structurals pay at a higher rate. Why should you want to pay 
.-at a little lower rate? You must explain on what grounds you claim this. 

Mr. Parrott.-It is rather difficult to reply to that question. .As a con
.cern serving the public interests and developing the country's natural re
sources I think we might be given some advantage over an ordinary person 
who is, say, building a house for instance, or a bridge. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Take railway bridges. 
Mr. Parrott.-.Are all materials for railway bridges subject to the duty? 
Mr. Ginwala.-Yes. .Apart from your claim that you are serving the publio 

'you don't want to be put on a different footing from other consumers? 
Mr. Pan·ott.-I don't think so. 

Mr. Ginwala.-In our previous Report, dealing with another aspect of the 
.engineering industry, this is what we called compensating protection. It means 
this: the price of raw materials used by the domestic producer go up in 
.consequence of the higher duty by his being granted compensating protection 
he is put in the same position as he was before the additional duties on his 
raw materials were imposed. In our Jirst enquiry we considered that of 
the total duty of Rs. 62, Rs. 33 would btl accounted for by this compensating 
protection and &s. 29 by fabrication, so that the proportion is 33: 29. It is 
roughly equal, that is what it comes to. 

Mr. Parrott.-Yes. 
President.-Supposing this view was taken that it was Hot reasonable that 

the tariff should be adjusted in such a way that the Indian shipbuilder is at 
a definite disadvantage, roughly on 'the figures I have worked out if the duty 
were 15 per cent. on the imported fabricated parts of ships, that would practi. 
-cally exactly cOUlrterbalance the duty he has to pay on his material. 011 th~t 
basis if you think it is reasonable that the duty should be at any rate not ~~ 
than that, we may get what we call equality of tariff treatment. 
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Mr Parrott.-I think it is quite reasonable. 
President.-I am assuming that no more is required, but without eveD' 

answering that question, one might say " we don't think the duties on fabri
cated parts of ships should be less than the duty the Indian builder will have
to pay on his material." 'Vould that be an unreasonable view to takeP 

lIr. Parrott.-No, it would not. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Would you agree that it would be in the interest of the

country as a whole to promote shipbuilding as much as possible? 

Mr. Parrott.-U ndoubtedly. 

Mr. Ginwala.-And that if by the removal of this duty, which has acci
dentally come to apply to your ships, we might not accelerate shipbuilding 
in this country. From that point of view it would be advisable for the country 
to say "the duty has already come in, let it stay"? 

Mr. Parrott.-Looking at it from that point of view I think you are quit.e
right; from the local shipbuilding point of view it is quite correct. 

President.-1f, on the other hand, the duty on the vessels means a very 
heavy tax on transportation, you would ask us to consider that aspect of the' 
case, is that so P 

Mr. Parrott.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Let me put it to you this way. Eliminating what I jusir 

now put as compensating protection, only a small amount of protection re
mains which from your point of view may be considered as injurious. Having: 
regard to that fact would you object to it from the national point of vjewP , 

Mr. Parrott.-No, we cannot object from that point of view. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Do you consider that among the engineering fr!'~s that tli 

in for shipbuilding there is reasonable competition? . 
Mr. Parrott.-Yes, there is. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Is there a combine or anything of the kind. to· regulate the

ratesP 
lIlr. Parrott.-Not that I know of. 'Then we intend building locally' 

outside our own yard we usually call for tenders from the different firms in 
Calcutta and from results I don't think there has been any question of 
a combine. 

Mr. Ginwala.-When you place orders locally for barges, fiats, eic., do you. 
find the work satisfactory? -

lIlr. Parrott.-Yes. 
lIlr. Ginwala.-Has there been any difficulty in getting delivery in timeP
lIlr. Parrott.-No. 
Mr. Ginwala.-I think you said in some part of your evidence that you1 

save two months' time by sending orders for ships abroad? 
Mr. Parrott.-Yes. Taking the time on a re-erection job as compared with! 

the time taken in the construction of a new vessel there is a saving of about 
two months' time in favour of a re-erected vessel which has come out from' 
Home. 

Mr. Ginwala.-That depends on the condition of trade at Home? 
Mr. Parrot.-I mean from the time the parts arrive from Home and re

erection commences. 
Mr. Ginwala.-There will not be a saving of time necessarily. You may.' 

send out an order and it may be very much delayed. 
Mr. Parrott.-We try and arrange to get the parts that we ,,:ant in time_ 

There is a difference of two months so far as the work in the yard IS concerned_ 
President.-It occupies your yard for a shorter time, is that it? 

Mr. Parrott.-Yes. 
M'r. Ginwala.-That may be sometimes an adva~tage, but on the other 

hand by placing orders here you may be better off lD other ways. You can. 
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inspect the work yourself, you can supervise the work, you can see what 
materials are used, and you can give oral instructions about any changes and 
110 on, so .that the advantage is not entirely-on the side of the foreign builder. 

Mr. Parrott.-Yes, there are certain advantages. 
Mr. Ginwala.-From your answer to Question 8 as far as I can see you 

"Would import practically the hull and the machinery, that is what it comes toP 
Mr. Parrott.-Yes, and the rest of the vessel is locally manufactured. 
President.-There may be one or two small fittings, pU:mps and so on P 
Mr. Parrott.-That would come as part of the machinery. 
Mr. Ginwala.-,--So far as your requirements are concerned, I think YOll 

~aid that you could de practically the whole thing here in the matter of ship
building, except when you want a new type of vessel, that so far as the process 
()f manufacture is concerned you can carry that out here? 

Mr. Parrott.~Yes, with the exception of machinery. 
Mr. Ginwala.-The Irrawaddy Flotilla Company say that on some types of 

vessels they have got to use galvanized sheets in the hull and that the gal
vimizing has to be done after furnacing and shaping and that this cannot 
be done here. 

Mr. Hewison.-We don't use galvanized plates. 
Mr. Ginwala.-You have not found it a disadvantage? 
Mr. Hewison.-No. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Did you do ·any galvanizing here before? 
Mr. Hewison.-We used to have galvanized plates out from Home. The 

(lnly galvanized plates we used were those used on ships which were built at 
J:!:ome and re-erected out here. 

Mr. Ginwala.-You have not used them in your own worksi' 
Mr. Hewison.-No. 
President.~The Irrawaddy Flotilla Company suggest that it would be eco

nomical to have galvanized sheets because you would not have to allow so much 
margin for corrosion. 

Mr. Ginwala.-What is the lightest draft out here? 
Mr. Parrott.-1' lO". Such vessels run in very shallow rivers. 
Mr. Ginwala.-:-What is the load it would carry? 
Mr. Parrott.-About 1,500 maunds of cargo and probably 200 passengers. 
Mr. Ginwala.-What is the length of the launch? 
Mr. Parrott.-87 feet •. We call them stern wheel feeder service steamers. 
Mr. Ginwala.-In your creek steamers have you got·a launch ·about 

115' x 25' x 76'? 
Mr. Parrott.-No. Our nearest type is about 105 feet long. 

Mr. Ginwala.-What is the loaded draft of that? 

Mr. Parrott.-5 f~et. 
President.-In your Answer 1 to the questionnaire you mention one steamer 

105' x 24' 6"x7' 6". Is that the one you are thinking of? 

Mr. Parrott.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-You don't use any galvanized bottoms for that? 

Mr. Parrott.-No. 
Mr. Ginwala.-That is to say, apart from the question of any effect of, 

corrosion you would not use any galvanized plates? 
Mr. Parrott.-We don't u;e any galvanized plates at all in the construc

tion of our vessels. 
Dr. Matthai.~With regard to the question that Mr. Ginwala put to you as 

to whether there is any special ground on which you can base your case for 
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exceptional treatment, I want to put it to yO:J whether you consider this 1\ 

tenable suggestion, namely that of all the various forms of transport you have 
in India river transport is the least de,'eloped? 

Mr. Parrott.-Yes. 

Dr .• Vatthai.-And it is specially important that you should do all that 
you can to develop it, so that supposing it happened that this duty was going 
to tell upon the cost of that transport, it is a serious matter from the natiOllal 
point of view and it is very important that we should treat this in the same 
way in which we treat the railways. Do you consider that a reasonable sugges
tion? 

Mr. Pal'l'ott.-1 accept that as a reasonable suggestion. What I would add 
is, as far as the present duty is concerned, if we found that the duty was 

.telling against our building at hOllle a lllore efficient type of vessel, than we 
('ould build here. I don't think it would stop us from continuing our opera
tions. We should build if at all possible in this country and run the risk of 
not being quite so efficient in our services. 

Dr. Matthai.-Now with regard to the question of rates and fares, you 
said in answer to a question that there has been a rise of about 10 per cent. 
since pre-war. 

Mr. Parrott.-Yes. 
Dr. Matthai.-I think the suggestion is made in a representation we had 

from the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company that it is almost impossible, down there 
at any rate, to raise the rates and fares above the present limit. Their sug
gestion seems to me, as far as I gathered it, that the rates now are almost the 
highest the traffic can bear. If you put it any higher, you will lose traffic. 
Would that be true with regard to your position? 

Mr. Parl'ott.-I think there may be certain directions in which we would 
probably get a little extra freight, but speaking generally we think we have 
about reached the limit as regards increased rates since the war. 

Dr. Matthai.-There is anotp.er suggestion that they make and that is with 
regard to wages that labour is cheaper in Calcutta in shipbuilding. I want 
to ask you a question on that. Would you say if you take the shipbuildbg 
industry in India as compared with shipbuilding in the United Kingdom that 
labour is cheaper in India. 

Mr. Hewison.-I don't think it is cheaper really. 
Dr. Matthai.-Could you give us any sort of typical figures? If you take 

wages in relation to outturn, is it at all possible to say that labour in India is 
cheaper in shipbuilding P 

Mr. Parl'ott.-No. 
Dr. Matthai.-I was looking through the evidence given by one of the ship

builders in Calcutta before the Mercantile Marine Committee and one of them 
who has had apparently experience both of India and of United Kingdom said 
in regard to rivetting, the rate of wages in the United Kingdom is three times 
as high as in India whereas the outturn in the United Kingdom is three times 
more than it is in India. That means the position is the same more or less 
in both countries. 'Where, however, it is more expensive is, in his opinion, in 
reO'ard to supervision which is an item that you have got to incur. Would 
yo~ take that as the correct position? 

Mr. Hewison.-Yes. Another point is this, that the rivetting done in 
Europe is much more efficient than the rj.vetting done here owing to the habits 
of workmen. Another thing is less wastage of material there. 

Dr. Matthai.-The President was asking you whether there was any kind 
of advantage that the shipbuilding industry .had in. India .wh~ch the o~her 
engineering industries don't have compared WIth the mdustrles m the UDlted 
Kingdom. N ow I want to put to you one or. t,,:o suggestions ~nd see whether 
you think they are reasonable. One ~f them IS, If you take ordmary str~ctural 
work like bridges and so on, ~her~ IS a v:ery large ~arket for t.hat k~n~ of 
work in India, but if you take rIver shIP constructlOn, ther9 1S a hlll1tei 

. D 
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market. It is not likely that British firms would like to form connections 
with Indian market when there is not a possibility of a steady flow of orders. 
Would you take tbat as a possible reason why there is not the same amount 
of competition in regard to inland shipbuilding? 

Mr. Parrott.-I should think it is very likely a factor. 
Dr. Matthai.--Orders are rare and on the whole they are small orders • 

. Mr. Parrott.-Yes. 
President.-I take it that all river steamship companies have got their own 

companies to deal with. The bulk of the orders will only be coming from. 
them, so that what is left is the odds and requirements of the Port Commis
sioners and so on-that is a still more limited market. 

Mr. Parrott.-Quite so. 
Dr. Matthai.-There is just one other point that I want to ask you. What. 

is your own general impression with regard to the deml!:nd there is for th~ 
building of inland ships in India? Do you think that the shipbuilding plant. 
in this country is really in excess of the demand for ships in the country? 

Mr. Parrott.-l think so. 
President.-There is just one question I want to ask for comparing with! 

the figures given by the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company. What would be the 
quantity of steel you use in making your creek steamer, which is item C in 
your answer to Question I? 

Mr. Htwison.-75 tons. 
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Witness No.3. 

THE SHALIMAR WORKS, LIMITED 

A.--WRITTar. 

Statement I.-Lettel·, dated the 12th, October 1925. 

With reference to your No. 517 of the 17th September 1925, addressed to 
the Secretary, the Indian Engineering Association, Calcutta, regarding the 
subject of import duty on ships and other vessels for inland and harbour 
navigation, the Secretary of the Engineering Association has handed one copy 
of the questionnaire to us intimating that we may make our own representa
tion to the Tariff Board. 

We have the honour to answer the questionnaire as follows:-

1. Our firm construct vessels of the following type:

(a) Combined passenger and cargo vessels. 
(b) Tugs fitted with steam machinery. 
(c) Tugs fitted with internal combustion machinery. 
(d) Launches fitted with steam machinery. 
(e) Launches fitted with internal combustion machinery. 
(/) Cargo boats and barges ranging from 25 to 130 tons capacity. 
(g) Flats. 
~h,) Pontoons. 

2. (a) Rs. 2,30,000 13()1 0" x23' 0.7 x 9' 0". 
(b) Rs. 1,87,000 8()1 0"x21' O"xlI' 0". 
(c) Rs. 47,000 6()1 0"x14' O"x 7' 6". 
(d) Rs. 1,85,000 84' 6" x 15' 0" x 6' 9". 
<e) Rs. 20,000 65' 0" x 14' O"x 5' 41". 
(f) Rs. 8,500 for boats 52'0" x 15' 0" x 8' 0" up to 

Rs. 34,000 for boats 85' 0"x22' 0"x8' 0". 
(g) Rs. 90,000 20()l 0"x28' 0"x9' 6". 
(h,) Rs. 14,400 60' 0" x 16' 0" x 6' 2". 

3. For power-driven vessels. For barges and pontoons. 
l\lachir:ery imported. 

(a) 15 per cent. 38 per cent. to 52 per cent. according to typt'l 
(b) 48 per cent. 
(c) 5 per cent. 
(d) 12 per cent. 
(e) 20 per cent. 

15 per cent. to 8 per cent. 
47 per cent. to 40 per cent. 

4. 14 per cent. for steel plates and 11 per cent. for steel angles. 
5. (a) 58 per cent. 

(b) 18 per cent. 
(c) 14 per cent. 
(d) 10 per cent. (consists of galvanised sheets, bolts and nuts). 

~. (a) Approximately 5 per cent. 
(b) Approximately 10 per cent. to 20 per cent. 

7. The answer is in the affirmative. 
-n 2 
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8. We agree with the Tariff Board's conclusion, and are not aware of any 
facts that could have been brought to the notice of the Board to have led 
&hem to take another view. 

9. No. ' 
10. No such specific cases have arisen in our firm. 
11. (a) 180' 0". 

(b) 120' 0". 
(c) 80' 0". 
(d) 100' 0". 
(e) 80' 0". 
(I) 180' on. 
(g) 200' 0". 
(h) 120' 0". 

12. The answer is in the affirmative. 
13. 20 per cent. and 27 per cent. 

Statement Il.-Letter, dated the 8th January 1926, from The Shalimar Works 
Limited, 'Howrah. 

In my oral evidence I promised to try and obtain some information for the 
President as to the c.i.f. price of fabricated steel parts and I will give you a 
concrete example. 

A few months ago, my firm called for tenders for a new Saw mill measur
ing 80' 0" x 80' 0" with galvanized roof and a firm quoted us on the 10th 
December last Rs. 19,826 lump sum for the supply and delivery at Shalimar 
of materials for this building. 

Approximate weight-1,293 cwts. 
Erection on our foundations-Rs. 3,264. 

These people also offered a building of Home manufacture and I called 
them up on the 'phone the other day for a c.i.f. price for the same materials 
and they replied also by 'phone that the Home price came to within Rs. 100 
of the Calcutta price when the 25 per cent. customs duty was added. 

On the face of these figures, therefore, it seems absolutely essential to the 
Indian Shipbuilders' interests to maintain. the duty on fabricated steel sec
tions at 25 per cent. If it is reduced, it would put them to a great dis
a.dvantage. 

Statement IlI.-Letter dated 8th February 1926, from the Shalimar Work,. 
Limited, Howrah. 

We return herewith the copy of the record of evidence tendered before the 
Tariff Board by our Mr. Cameron duly corrected. There are some statements 
given in error, which require to be amended and we comment on these below. 

(1) Cost of erecting a vessel in England and dismantling. 

We regret we have been unable to get any information on this point from 
ou:.- records. 

(2) Freight. 

We have no records as we havc not imported any vessels. 
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~3) Maximum length QI 3teamers. 
We have built and engined two coasting steamers "Penguin" and 

.. Cormorant " of the following dimensions:-

Length 145' 0" B. P. 
Breadth 27' 0". 
Depth 11' 0". 
Carrying capacity 500 tons .. dead" weight. 
And 4 Hats 220' x 30' x9' having a carrying capacity of 830 tons. 

(4) Outfit 01 vessels. 

We attach a statement showing the number of vessels built and delivered 
in 1925, also at the bottom the totals for our maximum year 1913. 

The actual weight of steel used in the construction of new vessels built by 
us, was as follows:-

1925 337 tons carrying capacity 1,117. 
1924 160 

" " " 
630. 

1923 . 208 
" " " 

537. 
1922 291 

" " " 
975. 

1921 602 
" " " 

2,342. 

(5) O.I.F. prices. 

We are sorry we are unable to obtain any information. 

(6) Tonnage. 

6,000 tons is an error. We deal with the capacity and weight in the pre
vious statements but for further information regarding the actual weight of 
the steel used by us in any year, please kindly refer to our letter to the Tariff 
Board, dated the nth September 1923. 
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THE SHAUMAR WORKS, UMITED. 

B.-oBAL. 

Evidence of Mr. A. CAMERON, recorded at Calcutta on Tuesday, 
the 5th January 1926. 

President.-I think it would be most convenient to begin with your answers 
to questions 7, 8 and 9 of the questionnaire. It is not perfectly clear and I 
am not quite certain w:hat your attitude is in the matter, because you say 
you agree with what Mr. Cochran said that only compensating protection is. 
needed. You also agree with the Board that no protection is needed. 

Mr. Oameron.-It is rather conflicting but we contend protection is 
required. 

Presid.ent.-The answers are very brief, but it is necessary that we should 
understand clearly what your 'position is in the matter. I think probably you 
misunderstood one of the questions. 

Mr. Oameron.-I think we have. 
President.-Let me put it in a different way. The Irrawaddy Flotilla 

Company want the 25 per cent. duty to be back to 10 per cent. What is your 
view about that? 

Mr. Oamcron.-I am against that. 
President.-Do you want to retain the 25 per cent. duty? 
Mr: Oameron.-Yes. As any advantages we may have should not be taken 

away. 
President.-Messrs. Burn and Company were giving their evidence yester

day and their view was that the 25 per cent. duty ought to be increased to the 
same extent as the duty on fabricated steel may be increased generally. All 
that you want is merely the retention of the existing duty. or are you asking 
for an increase. . 

Mr. Oameron.-I am quite satisfied with retention of the existing duty, but 
as fabricated steel is similar to shipbuilding they should be on the same basis. 

President.-In answer to question 9, you say the need for protective 
duties is not greater than it was in 1923. Your view is that .25 per cent. 
duty was wanted in 1923 and is wanted now. 

Mr. Oameron.-That is exactly what we want. 
President.-What view do you take about the rise in the rupee sterling 

exchange? 
Mr. Oameron.-It certainly affects the landed cost of steel here. 
President.-Practically, does not the foreign manufacturer benefit to the 

same extent? 
Mr. Oameron.-Yes. 
President.-He fabricates his steel and sends it out. !5till he gets the 

benefit. The exchange affects the raw steel which is part of the fabricated 
steel, so to speak. 

Mr. Oameron.-He is getting the benefit more than the Indian shipbuilder. 
President.-At any rate you don't lay any stress on the rise in the exchange. 
Mr. Oameron.-I don't. 
Preside1!-t.-What Messrs. Burn and Company told us was that it affected 

the Indian manufacturer unfavourably, in so fa:r as it reduced the fabrication 
cost of the foreign manufacturer. So far as it merely affected the price of the 
unfabricated steel, it was the same for both parties. They thought that 
whatever the foreign manufacturer had to spend on fabricating the steel, 
when translated into rupees, became less. 
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Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 
President.-However your firm don't lay stress on that point. 
Mr. Cameron'.-No, as this part did not occur to me. 
P1'esident.-The Board's original view was that the case even for compen

sating protection was not clearly established in the case of vessels. 
Mr. Cameron.-No, as only general evidence was given. 
Prtlsident.-What it practically came to is this that on the evidence we 

received, especially Mr. Cochran's evidence, on behalf of Messrs. Burn and 
Company, the Indian manufacturer had an advantage as regards the manu
facture of steamers and other Indian vessels, which he has not got in the case 
of fabricated steel generally. The difficulty was we could not determine what 
the amount of that advantage was. I am afraid we are very much in the 
same position now. Had the duty actually remained at 10 per cent., we might. 
by this time be getting better evidence. As the duty was'raised it is still 
exceedingly difficult to get any direct comparison between the price of the 
vessel made in India and the price of the imported vessel. You say you are 
not in !t position to give us any facts. 

Mr. Cameron.-I am afraid I can't help you very far in that respect. 
President.-It puts the Board .in a somewhat difficult position, because' 

there is no virtue in the 25 per cent. That is merely the rate considered 
appropriate in 1923-1924 for fabricated steel generally. Since then we have 
made another enquiry and we have recommended that the duty on fabricated 
steel should be raised to 32l per cent. The 25 per cent. duty on ships and 
other Indian vessels is, so to speak, an accident. There is nothing behind it. 
It might have been 30, 40, or almost any figure you choose to name. It is 
very difficult, therefore, for the Board to determine what is the fair measure 
of protection assuming that protection is required at aU. 

Mr. Cameron.-I don't know whether anybody will be able to help you, but 
I understand that the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company have placed an order with 
Vickers of Dublin for a number of vessels. 

Pr,..~ident.-They are coming to give evidence on Friday. 
Mr. Cameron.-They may be able to give you the price they are paying for 

their vessels. They will be sent out for r~rection in India. 
President.-What they have told us is that they make the smaller vessels 

in India, and will continue to do so even though the duty is reduced to 10 per 
cent. The larger vessels they import now and they will continue to import. 
I don't think that they will ever purchase vessels from Calcutta Engineering 
firms. 

Mr. Cameron.-Quite, but I think they could be satisfactorily built here. 
President.-The mere fact that they do build in India-however, small the 

size of the vessel may be--is evidence that Indian manufacturer has' an 
advantage. 

Mr. Cameron.-Admittedly there may be an advantage. 
President.-What would you say that that advantage was due to? 
Mr. Cameron.-Are you speaking of barges, and launches or what? 
President.-There are more flats and barges than powercraft, I take it, 

manufactured in India P 
Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 
President.-Let us take flats, as an example. 
Mr. Cameron.-Unfortunately, during my time we have not built ~ts in 

our works. 
President.-If that is not a suitable example, take any other type you like. 
Mr. Cameron.-our general run of construction is 50 ton and 100 ton 

barges. I think the advantage probably lies more in labour charges than in 
anything else. 

President.-Wouldn't that fact affect equally all kinds of fabricated steel? 
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Mr. Cameron.-I would not say it does. 
President.-Why is it that che.ap labour isa greater advantage as regarda 

the construction of barges than as regards the other work? 
Mr. Cameron.-In structural steel work there is a difference in the rates of 

labour as distinct from ship or boat construction. 
President.-What is the difference? 
Mr. Cameron.-Probably Rs. 2 to Rs~ 3 a cwt. 
President.-Which way it isP 
Mr. Cameron.-It is dearer in the case of the barge than it is in structural 

work. 
President.-Unless there is a corresponding difference abroad, one does not 

see that that should give. you an advantage. It is rather a disadvantage. 
Mr. Cameron.-I don't quite follow your point. 
P1·esident.-You say in respect of labour, Indian labour works out·cheaper 

when you are making barges than when you are making bridges. 
Mr. Cameron.-Yes, but the overhead charges are much less. 
President.-What you have to pay per ton for labour in the case of a boat 

is higher than in the case of a bridge? 
Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 
President.-I don't quite see how that gives you an advantage if you have 

got to pay more. 
Mr. Cameron.-Are you referring to the difference between the cost of the 

boat imported and the cost of a boat built here? 
President.-The point is this. Take a bridge as typical. On the one side, 

the evidence we have had in our enquiry is that competition is very keen 
and that the foreign manufacturer is constantly getting the order. As regards 
ships and other inland vessels; the evidence is that competition is not so keen 
and that the foreign manufacturer cannot get the order at any rate in 
Calcutta. The inference is, as it was admitted' by Mr. Cochran in respect of 
boats and flats, the Indian manufacturer has got some advantage which he 
has not got in making bridges and other structural work. The point I am 
trying to get at is what is the advantage. How is it that competition is not 
so keen from abroad for .ships and boats? What precisely is the reason? Let 
me put to you the two reasons that have been suggested to us. One of them 
1S that when a foreign manufacturer is asked to build an inland vessel for 
use in India, he has got to erect it in his own works in the process of making 
it, and then he has got to dismantle it and then it has got to be re-created in . 
India. Therefore, in the case of the imported vessel, part of the work has got 
to be done twice over. That means an addition to the cost. What do you 
think of that? Do you think that that affects the matter much? 

Mr. Cameron.-No doubt it does. It all adds to the cost by the time that 
it is finished and delivered afloat, but they may have other reasons with re
gard to the difference between a boat and a bridge. 

President.-The difference there would· be this that the Indian Engi
... eering firm has also got to erect the span or whatever it is in its own work
shop and then dismantle it, send it by rail and then re-erectit. In that case 
it also has got to incur the double cosi., so that there is no advantage. In the 
~'I&se of boats and ships, would it be possible to put a figure on the extra cost 
~f erecting twice over? . 

Jlr. Cameron.-There is one case that occurs to my mind. That is the 
fire flol>t. plying fOl: the Port Commissioners but it is an exceptional type of 
vessel, The extra cost there is re~resented by ~s. 30,000 to Rs. 40,000 in 
the value of the boat. 

Pusident.-What is the total value of that boat? 
Mr. Cameron.-Approximately Rs. 3,00,000. 
President.-Do you think it would add as much as that? 
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Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Do you mean that the cost of re-erection in this country 

would be Rs. 40,000? 
Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-That is hardly a point we are asking about. 
President.-The cost of erecting a vessel after it has 'arrived is Rs. 40,000. 

The whole of that is not double cost. 
Mr. Cameron.-They don't spend Rs. 40,000 in erecting it at home. If 

the vessel. had co~e under i.ts own .power, it would have come under 21 per 
cent. If It came in as fabricated, It would have come under 10 per cent. in 
those days. 

President.-The question of the duty does not come in at the moment. 
It is simply this that Rs. 40,000 would be incurred in any case whetheF the 
vessel was built in India or built abroad. The point that ~ are after i~ 
what is the additional cost which the foreign manufacturer has to incur in 
England for the work which was done twice over. That is what we are trying 
to get at and I am afraid that it is not likely to amount to anything like. 
20 V!lr tent. of the value of the vessel. 

Mr. Ginwala.-As I understand it, duplication of work is involved at one 
stage in both countries. First of all you have got to erect the thing whether 
you build it here or abroad. Supposing you build a ship here or build it at 
home, the first thing you do is to build it. 

Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-In this country you go on straight from that to rivetting. 

You remove the bolts and go on to rivetting. 
Mr. Camel"on.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-At home you put the bolts in and you have got to remove 

the bolts. That is all the additional work involved, is not that so? 
Mr. Came1'on.-Yes. 
Pl"esident.-It is very difficult to say. There is a certain amount of 

handling quite apart from the actual rivetting. You have got to dismantle 
it. I am trying to find out what it is. 

Mr. Cameron.-I will look into the question and see if we can give you any 
reliable information.· 

President.-We should be very grateful if you could. What we want is. 
what you have got to spend for erecting in England and dismantling it. The· 
Indian manufacturer has got to do neither the one nor the other. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Before rivetting is done here, don't you have to put in the 
bolts? 

Mr. Cameron.-They have got to be screwed up. 

Mr. Ginwala.-And then you go onto rivet, is that not soP 
Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-At home the same process will be followed except that the 

rivetting will not be done there. 
Mr. Cameron.-They would do only part of the rivetting. 

President.-Another reason mentioned, which gives the Indian m~nufac. 
turer a certain advantage, is that unless the importer has got a yard of hIS o!,n~ 
where he can erect it himself, he has got 10 get the work done by the IndIan 
manufacturer. His charge will not be so low·~s it would be if he was asked 
to make the whole of the vessel himself. Therefo~the purchaser who has not 
got a yard of his own may find it more convenient to (iQal direct with an Indian 
firm and have the whole thing done in this country. Tha.whole thing will be 
in the hand of one firm from start. to finish. Do you think---that that is th~ 
correct attitude of the purchaser? . '-

* Information not available (Statement III). 
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Mr. Cameron.-I don't think so; sometimes it may be. 
President.-Take the case of a railway company who wants a steamer for 

its ferry service. I take it, when a ferry is imported, it has got to be erected 
at Calcutta. I don't think that the Indian railway have got facilities for 
that. 

Mr. Cameron.-They call for comparative tenders from various ship build
ing firms. 

President.-Would not there be an advantage to the purchaser supposing 
the difference in price was not great, in dealing with the firm on the spot who 
would put the whole thing through from start to finish I' 

Mr. Cameron.-It is certainly more satisfactory to do it here than to have 
it made partly at home 'and then re-erected here by another firm altogether. 

President.-The third thing that has been mentioned to us is whether the 
freight on fabricated steel parts. is not higher than the freight on the un
fabricated steel. The evidence we have had from the Irrawaddy Flotilla Com. 
pany is that they pay £3 a ton on the fabricated steel parts of imported vessels. 
That figure was challenged by Messrs. Burn and Company and they don't think 
that it would be as much as that. We believe the plates would be charged by 
weight and not by measurement. Can you give us any information as to the 
freight payable on the fabricated steel parts of imported vesselsI' 

Mr. Cameron.-I will look that up.· 
President.-Then there are a few questions I want to put to you about 

some of the answers that you have given. In your answer. to question 2 you 
say that the maximUm length of any steamer you constructed is about 130 ft., 
whereas in answer to question 11 you give the largest length of the steamer you 
can construct as 180 ft. 

Mr. Cameron.-It should not be a steamer. It should be a flat. 
President.-I think not. It comes under (a) "Combined passenger .and 

Cargo vessels." 
Mr •. Cameron.-That is a mistake. 
President.-What is the largest size that you have built? -
Mr. Cameron.-We can take flats up to 180 feet. 
President.-That is all you' are equipped to manufacture at present? 
Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 
President.-What would be the total amount of work that you can put 

tlarough in a year? Perhaps the easiest way of getting it is what tonnage of 
steel could you deal with in making inland vessels of various kinds in a year? 

Mr. Cafueron.-I will send it to you later.t 
President.-Let us have your actual output of vessels during the last five 

.. 'years and if in one of these years, you have not reached your maximum output 
then the output of the year in which 'your output was largest. 

Mr. Oa,meron.-Yes. t . 
Preside';;t.~.And it would be useful to have the dimensions of the vessels 

cOllGtructed in each ease. 
Mr. Cameroo.-Yes. t 
Mr. Ginwala.-l.lso the tonnage? 
Mr. Cameron.-Do you mean the total weight of steel? 
Mr; Ginwala.-I want to know the carrying capacity. 
Mr. Oamerti1\..-Yes. t 
Pre8ideM.-In answer.to 'question 3, ~ou have given the percentages of the 

total cost of a vessel. represented by varIOUS classes of expenditure. I notice 
that in the case ()f),a.rges and pontoons you have not given any percentage 

...... .-. Information not available (Statement III) • 
. t Statement m. 
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figure under "other imported materials." Is that actually so P Do yoU not 
use any imported material P 

Mr. Cameron.-Not much. 
President.-I think it is not quite the same with Messrs. Burn and Com-

pany. They are doing a large amount of fiats. You say you don't do fiats. 
Mr. Cameron.-No. 
President~-That very likely explains the difference. 
Mr. Cameron.-They use galvanizea sheets which are all imported. 
President.-What is the locally purchased material which you use in the 

case of a barge P 
Mr. Cameron.-Principally wood work and pig iron. 
President.-Pig iron you use in making your oWn castingsP 
Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 
President.-In answer to question 5, you give the percentage of other kinds 

of steel as 10 per cent., which you say consists of galvanized sheets bolts and 
nuts. It is a very small point. I don't think that bolts and nuts are pro
tected, are they P 

Mr. Cameron.-No. 
President.-Strictly speaking, they ought not to be there being a very small 

item. 
Mr. Cameron.-Quite negligible. 
President.-I take it that they would be between 1 and 2 per cent. which 

would be the maximum. 
Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 
President.-What is the galvanized sheet used for P What part of the 

vessel is made out of the galvanized sheet? I take it that these percentages 
refer to barges and pontoons. 

Mr. Cameron.-Very little galvanized sheet is used. 
President.-If it is a fiat it will be used for roofing it and so on. 
Mr. Cameron.-Yes.-Galvanized sheet may be used in the construction of 

a small water tank or something like that and that is plain galvanized sheet. 
President.-The Irrawaddy Flotilla Company have told us in Burma, espe

cially in the Delta, they have to make the hull and certain other parts out of 
galvanized plates, because of the corrosion of the river there. Have you ever 
to do thatP 

Mr. Cameron.-No. 
President.-8o that point does not come in. 
Mr. Cameron.-No. 
President.-In your answer to question 13, I am afraid I don't understlUld 

the percentages. The question was " If the wastage is taken at 10 per cent. 
the protective duties on plates, beams, angles, channels, etc., Add Rs. 33 a 
ton and the duty on bars Re. 44 a ton to the cost of the fabricated steel used 
for the construction of inland ~~els. What percentages of the c.i.f. cost of 
imported fabricated steel parts would these sums represent?" The answer 
you have given means that the co~t of fabricated steel parts is only about 
Rs. 165, which seems to me to be rath~r a low figure. 

Mr. Cameron.-I think we had some-difficulty in making out this question. 
President.-What we were thinking ~---~his. The Indian manufacturer 

is subject to duties on unfabricated s~l~"\;~~e are definite amounts and 
when we know the rate of wastage we can tell ~t that means per ton of 
fabricated material. To know to what extent he iS~ndicapped when com
pared with the foreign manufacturer, we have got to kn~at what price the 
foreign manufacturer is sending his stuff out. - Then we can 1i~out the addi- -
tional burden imposed on the Indian manufacturer by the prot~ duties 
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as compared with the price of the imported stuff. Have you any idea a.t all.' 
Just take the fabricated steel parts, let us say hull. What do you thlnl;t It 
would cost per ton c.i.f.? I know it is very difficult to get the information, 
but it is very important to us if you can give it. 

Mr. Cameron.-I cannot speak from memory, but we- had a case before us 
'IL month or ,two ago in connection with an enquiry from Arracan, Flot~lla 
Company. They were calling for tenders at home and they were also call1llg 
for tenders out here and I don't remember what the price was for the imported 
vessel. 

President.-Do you think by looking up your records you might be able to 
give us some information? 

Mr. Cameron.-I will,look up and see.· 
President.-Don't mi~d the percentages. What we want is the c.i.f. cost 

per ton of the imported fabricated material. Supposing the Board came to 
the conclusion that no case for protection had been made out and recommended 
that the duty should go back to the 10 per cent.-and let us suppose that the 
Government of India and the Legislative Assembly approved of tha1i-what do 
you think would be the result? 

Mr. Cameron.-To be quite frank, I don't think we have been able'to put 
forward any case from our side for an increase 'of duty above 25 per cent. 

President.-Are you apprehensive that a number of orders would begin to 
be placed abroad instead of being placed in India? 

Mr. Cameron.-No, so long as the protection duty remains at 25 per cent. 
President.-That is as regards the kind of vessels that you makeP 
Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 
President.-It is interesting to get your views. None of us knows what 

might happen, that is the, trouble. ,There 'js so little direct evidence as to 
how the two prices compare. Are the vessels which you make run in and round 
:about Calcutta? 

Mr. Cameron.-Yes'. 
Prendent.-Bengal and Assam, speaking generally? 
}tIr. Cameron.-Yes. 
Prelident.-Have you ever sent,vessels further afield than that? 
Mr. Camero1~.-We have sent 6 barges to Vizagapatam. We have 2 more 

under construction for them. , 
President.-How would they be sent? 
Mr. Cameron.-TheY are towed down. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Were they recent orders? 
Mr. Cameron.-They placed the order with. us 'last year at the beginning 

'bf ,1925. 
M1'.Ginwala.-Were the orders received by you after the imposition of the 

new duties?· ' 

Mr. Cameron.-They W"l"e placed after that. 
, Mr. Ginwala . ..:.....It IS just possible that yoU might not have got them except 

fcir the duty. Are your shops equipped to do general engineering as well or 
do you only specialise in shipb~ilding? 

Mr. Cameron.-We are equipped for general engineering too. 
llr. Ginwala.-What do you do in general engineering? 
Mr. Cameron.~Allllorts of caFwlngs arid pipes. 
Mr. Ginwilla.-Doyou do .. ny fabrication work such as girder work? 
Mr. Cam,eron.-We d ..... 't do anything like that • 

.. Mr. Ginwala.-.-V"u don't do any structural work? 

* ~nformation not available (Statement III). 
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~iIl:,. Oameron.-No structural work at all. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Except shipbuilding? 
Mr. Cameron.-And marine engineering, shafting, plummer, blocks, etc. 
Mr. Ginwala.-How many years have your works been in existence? 
Mr. Cameron.-Upwards of 33 years. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Does your shipbuilding experience extend to about 35 years' 
Mr. Cameron.-Our works were first started as a sort of repair workshop 

in connection with the Asiatic Steamship Company. They gradually deve
loped and extended to the size they are to-day. 

Mr. Ginwala.-When did you commence shipbuilding? 
Mr. Cameron.-About 22 years ago. 
Mr. Ginwala.-What is the maximum capacity of your shops in shipbuild-

ing in tonnage? 
Mr. Cameron.-Speaking from memory, it is about 6,000· tons of steel. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Do you mean raw steel? 
Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-How much carrying capacity would that represent? 
Mr. Camerolt.-That I cannot say. I cannot speak from memory' abou1. 

that but I have a record. I will send it to you later. 
Mr. Ginwala.-I want to get an idea as to what your maximum capacity 

for building ships in tonnage is. 
Mr. Cameron.-We keep a record of the ships we build every year. 
Mr. Ginwala.-I am asking you about the maximum capacity that your 

works can turn out. 
Mr. Cameron.-We have nine building berths. 
Mr. Ginwala.-What is the length of the slips? 
Mr. Cameron.-We can build a flat up to 180 feet long. We can only 

take steamers up to 130 feet. 
Mr. Ginwala.-That is because of the shortage of berths. 
Mr. Cameron.-They are short. Also the depth of water at the end of 

the slips is not much. 
Mr. Ginwala.-What is the biggest tonnage that you can constructP 
Mr. Cameron.-About 500. 
Mr~ Ginwala.-That would apply to steamersP' 
Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Where are your works situated? 
Mr. Cameron.-Situated 'opposite to the entrance to the Kidderpore Dock

yards on the Shalimar side. 
Mr. Ginwala.-So far as the process of engineering goes, is there any sub

stantial difference between the processes used in shipbuilding -and in .other 
structural work? 

Mr. Cameron.-There is. 
Mr. Ginwala.-What is the main difference? 
Mr. Cameron.-There is more specialised work in structural engineering 

than there is in shipbuilding. 
Mr. Ginwala.-It is of the same kind, is it not? 
Mr. Cameron.-Practically the same machinery serves for- both. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Supposing. you had, say for the time being, to go in for 
.other structural work, can you use the same plant? 

Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 

• But see Statement III. 
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Mr. Ginwala.-Then, as regards labour, is it also adaptableP 
Mr. Cameron.-There would not be any great difficulty in training the 

labour, but we would require specially trained assistants in that branch :)f 
engineering. 

Mr. 'Ginwala.-You don't regard the shipbuilding engineering as a bran~:: 
of engineering distinct froIll the ordinary structural work. 

Mr. CamerOft..--I do, to a certain extent. 
President.-What :Mr, Ginwala is thinking of is this. Taking the capacity 

of the Indian labour for what it is, is there any great difficulty in training 
it to build ships than in training it to make bridgesP 

Mr. Cameron.-There is no greater difficulty. 
President.-They are on the same leven 
Mr. Cameron.~Yes: 
President.-And the processes are similar though not identical? 

,Mr. Cameron.---Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Take the case of other structural work. There you have to 

do forging, rivetting, etc. Do you do similar kind of work in shipbuildingP 
Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 

, Mr. Ginwala.-As regards the comparison of costs, is there much difference 
between the two brancbes? 

Mr. Cameron.-Do you want to know the difference in the cost of labouri'-
Mr. Ginwala.-I mean the whole cost. ' 
Mr. Cameron.-It would be dearer in the case of boats as there is more 

furnace work to be done than it would in the case of other structural work. 
Mr. Ginwala.-WoUld it be a very high percentage? 
Mr. Cameron.-No. . 
Mr. Ginwala.-Supposing .you got an order for bridgework and you. said 

you wanted Rs. 175 a ton, would you ask for much more if you supplied 
fabricated parts of a ship? 

Mr. Cameron..-No. 
Mr. Ginwala.-It would be much about the same. 
Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 
Mr; Ginwala.-As regards galvanizing, the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company 

say in the case of their creek steamers of 115' and upwards they require 
certain parts to be galvanized. Is there any galvanizing plant in your shop P 

Mr. Cameron.-We do not have a galvanizing plant. There is the Indian 
GrJvanizing Company at Howrah. We get all our parts galvanized there. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Can they galvanize plates of 50 feet? 
Mr. Cam~ron.-I do not know whether they are equipped to do that. 
Mr. Ginwala.-They Bay that galvanizing has to be done after the parts 

have been fixed. 
Mr. Cameron.-That is so. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Supposing you got an order from Burma would you be able 

to carry it out? 
Mr. Cameron.-No.We would have to specially construct those parts re

quired to be galvanized. . They would have to be constructed big enough and 
small enough to fit those parts. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Then, it would require alterations in the specificationsP 
Mr. Cameron.-Very probably it would. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Is it an expensive or a difficult processP 

Mr. Cameron.-It is an eipensiv~ process. 
Mr. Ginwala.-But is the plant very expensive? 

.• Mr.'iJa':';'er()n~"':"I should say no. 
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Mr. Ginwala.-Then I take it that a substantial proportion of the -::ost of 
galvanizing would be represented by the cost involved in the process. 

Mr. Cameron.-Th~ process and the spelter required. 
Mr. Ginwala.-That, of course, alters the situation a great deal. If the 

plant itself is very expensive, then you cannot expect a shipbuilder on a 
timan scale to possess that plant, but if the plant is cheap and the proces. 
~ostly, the position is different. 

Mr. Cameron.-I have often thought of putting it down here but we do 
not think that it is worth while doing so because we don't prod~cethe 
'quantity of galvanized sheets required to warrant. the putting down of a 
plant. Once it is put down, you have got to keep the bath going all the 
time, otherwise you would lose the spelter. 

President.-It requires continuous operation? 
Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Who are your principal customers? 
Mr. Cameron.-We have supplied bal'ges to all the managing agents in 

Calcutta, viz., Messrs. Macneil and Co., Mackinnon Mackenzie and Co., Bird 
and Co., Hailgers and Co., Jardine Skinner and Co. and Macleod and Co. 
We have also supplied even to the India General Navigation Company in years 
past, and Retriever Flotilla Company which is one of our Associated 
Companies. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Have you ever had a flotilla of your own? 
Mr. Cameron.-Turner Morrison's have. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Turner Morrison's are the managing agents of the Shalimar 

Works? 
Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-You are more 'or less in the same .position as the other 

Flotilla Companies to some extent, that is to say, you build some craft that you 
run. 

Mr. Cameron.-We build our own launches and boats that we want in" 
'Connection with our own service. We have a very large ship repairing business 
which perhaps runs to 50 per cent. of our work. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Do you import any? 
Mr. Cameron.-No, we don't. 
Mr. Gi-nwala.-Do Turner Morrisons import any? 
Mr. Cameron.-No. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Can you give us some idea of the kind of ships that are 

imported? 
Mr. Cameron.-Messrs. Shaw Wallace and Co. import a few launches now 

.and again. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Are they the kind of launches that cannot be bu:lt in this 

'Country? 
Mr. Cameron.-They can be built in thi:! country. The Port Commissioners 

bave also placed orders for vessels which can be built in this country. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Have they done so recently? 
Mr. Cameron.-Yes. Last year they imported two light vessela built by 

'Thornycroft. 
President.-They were also mentioned by Messrs. Burn and Co. We were 

told that they had wooden' hulls. 
Mr. Cameron.-They had teak wood hulls. 
President.-They are not so important from our point of view all they 

would be if they had been steel hulls. 
Mr. Cameron.-They are steel hulls sheaved with wood. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Could they be built here? 
Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 
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Mr. Ginwala.-Did you tender for them? 
Mr. Oameron.-Yes. The reason for that order going home was that there 

might be some difficulty in working the timber"at the forward and after ends 
of the vessel. . 

Mr. Ginwala.-Di~ they consider them a special type? 
Mr. Oamerlm.-They thought perhaps that firms in Calcutta were not equal 

to Thornycroft. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Do you think that firms in India could have done them? 
Mr. Oameron.-I am quite sure of that, as Burn and Co. have already built 

one vessel similar to these entered. " 
Mr. Ginwala.-Do you know that the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company have 

double decks in their creek l<;unches? 
Mr. Oameron.~1 do."" 
Mr. Ginwala.~an you build such launches? 
Mr. Oameron.-Yes, except for the galvanizing part of it. 
Mr. Ginwala.~an you give us an.idea as to the actual cost of fabricating 

one ton of steel for shipbuilding? I am only referring to steel. I am not 
referring to other things? 

Mr. Oameron.-How do you want me to analyse the cost for you? 
President.--'-All charges incurred on steel apart from its actual cost. 
M1·. Oameron.-That is labour, overhead, etc. 
President.-The cost of all the work that you do before it is erected. 
M"r. Oameron.-It would be about Rs. 30 a ton. 
President.-Does that include overhead? 
Mr. Oameron.-Yes. 
President.-It is very much lower than any figure we have had from any 

engineering firm for ordinary fabricated steel. 
Mr. Ginwala.-I don't wish you to commit' yourself to any opinion because, 

as the President has just pointed out, it is very much lower than anything 
we have ever had before from any other company. 

Mr. Oameron.-I think I can give you what you want. Probably it would 
be something like Rs. 125. 'I'hat takes in labour and charges and Ii. margin 
of 10 per cent. 

Mr. Ginwala.-That represents your all-in cost? 
Mr. Oameron.-We have got to add the cost of the steel on to that. That 

is only fabrication. 
Mr. Ginwala.-I take it that in the kind of work that you do you can USE!' 

all Indian steel except rivets? 
Mr. Oa1neron.-We have used Indian made rivets but we have not had sO' 

far any experience of Tata's plates. 
Mr. Ginwala.-You require basic steel for your purpose? 
lJi,:,. Oameron.-Yes, we can use steel produced in the country. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Do you make your own paint? 
Mr. Oameron.-We get them from the Shalimar Paint Works. 
Mr. Ginwala.---On general grounds is it your opinion that the shipbuilding 

industry in t.his country ought to be encouraged P 
Mr.Oameron.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Do you consider it reasonably equipped for that purpose? 
Mr. Oameron.-It is up to a certain size. 
Mr. Ginwala.-And you think labour is available in reMonabl1! quantities

I mean skilled labour of the kind required. 
1I1r. Oameron.-Yes. 
1I1r. Ginwala.-As regards your repair work, do you execute repairs to 

sea-going ships P 
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Mr. Cameron.-Yes, deep sea vessels. 
Mr. Ginwala.-That part of the engineering you run in connection with 

your shipbuilding? 
Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Is that a very large percentage of your works? 
Mr. Cameron.-In normal times it will be about 50 per cent. 
Mr. Ginwala.-I take it that the kind of plant that is required for repair 

work is very much the same as for shipbuilding? 
Mr. Cameron.-It is. 
Mr. Ginwala.-What is the total quantity of steel that you would use in 

a year? 
Mr. Cameron.-It would 1>e somewhere about 6,000 tons, but I have made 

a note of this point and will let you know. 
Dr. Matthai.-I suppose on the whole there is more competition from 

foreign importers with regard to steam vessels than with regard to other kind 
of vessels? 

Mr. Cameron.-Yes. 
Dr. Matthai.-What is the reason for that? 
Mr. Cameron.-ordinarily, there are no enquiries sent out for other kinds 

of vessels. 
Dr. Matthai.-one of the reasons may be this, that in regard to things 

like barges and flats, it would not be necessary to make them of the same 
quality of materials and workmanship and so on, because they are not subject 
to the same amount of strain as a power-driven vessel. Do you think there is 
any force in that? 

lIlr. Cameron.-I think the quality of the labour out here can be compared 
favourably with the labour at Home. 

Dr. lIlatthai.-8upposing shipbuilding firms in India got all the orders 
which were available in the country now, do you think it would help the 
industry out of its present depression? Supposing we gave you protection 
and you were able to secure every available order in this country, even· then 
would there not be serious depression in the shipbuilding industry? 

Mr. Cameron.-It would improve the situation very considerably. 
Dr. Matthai.-I was thinking of the answer you gave to the President 

this morning that, as far as the type of vessels you build are concerned, the 
question of competition does not arise. Supposing you got protection, the 
advantage you would get in that way would be in the shape of orders in this 
country. That advantage is very little. So I take it that your position 
comes to this. Your industry is passing through a difficult time but that is 
due not so much to foreign competition but to the fact that the shipbuilding 
industry is passing through (t period of great stress. 

Mr. Cameron.-I quite agree. 
Dr. Matthai.-Can you give me a rough"idea of the total capacity to which 

you are working now? 
Mr. Cameron.-On the whole, the year just concluded has been quite favour

able to us, considering the depression in the industry, but actually it was only 
a small percentage of our total output. 
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WitDe.ss No.4. 

MESSRS. BURN AND COMPANY, UMITED. 

A.-WRITTEN. 

Letter datea 19th October 19S5. 

With reference to your letter No. 518 of the 17th ultimo forwarding your 
iQuestionnaire regarding fabricated steel· parts of imported ships and other 
-vessels for Inland and. Harbour Navigation, we beg to enclose our replies 
-together with five spare copies. 

We much regret it has been impossible to obtain prices of imported vessels 
-similar to those we illustrate so that comparative costs could have been made. 

We would mention that the Shipbuilding trade in India has been very, 
-depressed since 1923 and at no time has our Ship Yard worked at over 20 
per cent. of its capacity with the result that any work which has been done 
:has been undertaken below cost price in o~ effort to retain our labour. 

We enclose Silver Photographs- of the craft enumerated in our replies to 
four Questionnaire. 

Please note the answers given under item No.3 are confidential and are' 
ll10t . for publication. t 

We shall be pleased to give oral evidence should you desire. 

- Not printed. 
t This stipulation was subsequently withdrawn. 



Replica to Q1tcationnaire. 

\ 1) Cm'go, Towing and PaM' .. Prosperous .. 
senger Steamer. TYJ.le. 

Tugs and LauncheR .. Bomagore It 
Type. 

Cargo Boats Standard 200 standard 100 StandardW 
Tons. Tons. Tons. 

',Flats "I. G. It Type 
... 

· 
(2) "Prosperolls It Type Single Screw Length, 

. 
Deam ,24'·3· Depth 12' f." n~. 2,119,337 · ... 

Vargo and 
Passenger 
Steamer. '""" 0 

~, Bamagore It Type Single Screw Length Benm IIl'-O" Depth S' fi" lli,709 
~ 

Sel'vice D.P, 
Launch. 9(1' 

Standard 200 tons • Length'10D' Deoni'~O' Depth S',O" 
" 

2,~,1f7 

Standard 100 tons • Length 75' Deam IS' Depth 7'_OM 
" 

1S1.9';9 

Standard uO tons Length 52' Beam 11>' Depth S'-O" ., 11,041 

"I, G. It Type · Jute Flat Length 240' Deam au' Depth' Il' ·C/' 
, " l,53,94G 

.. D. A~ It Type · Jute Flat Lengtll 20D' Deam 28' Depth 1l'-6" .. 95,030 

(3) "Prosperous" Type A 16'86% B 17'87% C 11'32% D 17'1)6% E 3639% ... 
" Darnagore" Type · A 12'23% B t3'S1% C 4'81% D lO'S9~ E 28'76% ... 

• .! .. " 



Replie8 to Q uesU9lJn"irll-:contd. 

200 Tons , A SIr., B Nil 0 6'80% D 26'IG% E 36-10% 

100 Tons ASHI% B " c 6% D 26'70% E 36% 

50 Tons · A 31'8% B " 
c 6'60% D 29'20% E 32'4.0% 

. I, G." Type · A 340'9% B " c 979% D 20'77% E 34 .. 540% 

lC·ll, A.. "Type · A. 32% 1l .. C 10'90% D 23'22% E 33'88% 

(4) 1. Prosperous" Type il"l>% 

II Barnagore" Type U'6% ... 
200 Tons • 11'6% ... 
100 Tons 11'S% 

C 
Q:I 

liO Tons 11:6% ... < ••• 

"I, G," Type " · 10'48" ... ... .,. 
"'B, A." Type 10'1>4% ,,, 

(5) .. Prosperous" Type "A" Plates 67'62% "B" Structural 
Seotions. 

26'63r., "0" BIU'B 0'75% "D"N.-z. 

II Btol'llllgore " Type .. 66'13% .. 21'42% 01 6'4-S/'. It 

200 Tons .. 68''38% .. 24'45% .. 6'67% " 
100 Tons " 63'21% .. 28'90% " 7'89% " 
50 Tons " 7l'4t3% .. 23'81% " 4'76% " 



"1. G." Type 

"n. A." Type 
" 
" 

69'17% 

57'al% .. 
31'38% 

3NX)% 

.. 
.. 

Galvd. sheets 
1'47% 

Galvd. sheets 
8'19% 

(6) (a) The landed cost 0 a Twin Set of Marine Machinery 8" and It1" X 10" a.r.d Boiler 9'-0" X 8'-6" which we imported in Illi3 was 
Rs. 28,000 at an li:xchange of 18. 'ld. At the current rate of Exchange, fJiz., 18. 6l"d. the landed cost in Rupees would be about 
.~m~~ll~~~~ . 

(b) Imported materials and parts received by us at the same time cost Rs. 5,~!l6 at the same Exchange At the cul'l'ent raw of Exchange, 
viz, la. 6~d. the landed cost in Rupees would be about ltupees 5,060 or say n per cent. less. We have not imported similar size 
of Machinery since 1923 and do not know how the prices have varied. 

(7) Yes. . 
(8) No. 
(9) Yes. (1) Imposition of protective duty on Steel and Galvanized Sheet. 

(2) Hise in exchange affecting Home fabrication costs. . 
(3) Fall in the price of Steel. 

We have taken the" I. G, " Type of flat as an example and append our calculations showing the disadvantage since 19113. 

Steel Plates 198 Tons. 
Angles, etc. • 105 .. 
Galvd. Plates, etc. 25 .. 
Bal's 6'6" 

Herewith a Table showing how we are affected by the new duty. 

Items. 

Steel Plates 
Angles, etc. 
Galvd. Plates, etc. 
Bars, etc. 

Tons. 

198 
105 
26 

6'6 

Present c. i. f. 
Pl'iceCalcutta 

Ex. at la. 6/id. 

Ra. A. P. 

124 0 0 
111 2 0 
2417 0 0 
130 12 0 

Old Duty. 

Ra. A. 

15 0 
15 0 
30 0 
13 8 

Total. New Duty. 

P. R8. A.. P. Ra. A.. P. 

0 27,522 0 0 30 0 0 
0 13,243 0 0 30 0 0 
0 6,925 0 0 45 0 0 
0 950 0 0 40 0 0 

Tot~l. Difference. 

R8. A. P. R8. A... P. 

30,492 0 0 2,970 0 0 
14.818 0 0 1,675 0 0 
7,300 0 0 375 0 0 
1,126 0 0 176 0 0 ----.-

0,096 0 0 

.... 
o ... .. 



(1) Effect of increase in duty 

(2) Effect of Exchange 

(3) Fall in the pl'ice of Steel. 

11.1 per detRils below ;-

SUMMARY. 

.' 

Difference due to tke fall in tke p1;('e of Steel. 

809'6 Tons of Plat"s, A.ngles, 'and BarB at Ra. 2·8 per ton • 

25 Toni of Galvanized Corrugated sbeet. and plates at Rs. 2·40 per ton 

Fall in Material, Galvaniilled ,Plate8, 

" 

C. I. F. Pri~e (If 22 Gauge Galvanized Plato1s in 1923 A.ugust=£21 at 18. 4d. exohange 

10 per cent. on Tal'iff Valuation of Rs. SOO per t<lD 

C. 1. F. Pl'ice of 22 Gauge Galvllnized Plates now=£18·10 at I,. "d. exo3Rnge 

.10 per cent. Duty • 

" ... ,,8. 
5,093 

3,406 

830 

9,332 

Difference we al'e at a disadvantage of 10 per cent. is put aD the finished sbip, i.e" Rs. 24 per ton. 

R~. A, 

774 0 
..... 
0 
(X) 

56 4 
----
880 40 ----

:115 CI 

30 0 
----
277 8 

27 ]2 



l?all in Material (Angle, and Bars). 

C. I. F. Price of Angles in August 1923=£10-0-6 at Is. 411. es:changd • 

Duty, t.e., ::.n per cent. on Rs. 150 

C. I. V. PI'ice of Angles at preR.ent=£8-B at ]s. 4d. t'xcllange 

Duty 10 pel' cent. • 

Increase owin!! to fall in price of Anglt's, i.e., Rs. 2-13 per tOil. 

Fall of 1Waterial (Plates). 

C.!. F. Pl'ice of Plates in August 1923=£10·16 at Is. 4d .. exchange 

Duty, i.t'., 10 pel' cent. on Rs. 1110 

C. I. F_ Price of Plate~ at present=£9·7-6 at ls. 4tl. exchnnge 

Duty 10 pel' cent. • 

Increase owing to the fall in the pl·ice of P,lates, i.e., Rs. 2·8 per ton. 

150 0 

11) n 

126 n 

12 8 

16~ 0 

15 0 

125 0 

12 8 

.... 
o 
CO' 



SUMMARY-contd. 

Reduction in cost of Fabrication dUB to ExchangB. 

Tot8.1 Co.t of Flat, i.e. 

Total Fabricated Cost, i.e., 34'04 'Pel' (~eDt. 

Le88 Erection in India 

l'.4d. Excbange 

la.6 hd. • 
DiffHeDce 

Rs. 
1,53,945 

63,173 

24,500 

28,613 

25,267 

3,406 ---
(10) On the Brd January 1923 we submitted a Tenderm the Caloutta POt't Commissioners for the supply and delivery adoat Calcutta of Two ~ 

Composite Li~ht Vessels at an estimated cost of Rs. 2,61,000 only each. This ordet' was placed at Home. You will note this tender was ~ 
based on Steel materials being received from Britain before the extra duty was imposed on Steel. c:> 

The percentage being as follows ;-
, Rs. Per cent. 

Unfabricated Steel • 42,900 16} 
Machinery • • Nil 
Other Imported material 71,646 27t 
Other materials locally purchased 69,713 23 
Fabrication and Erection • 86,741 33t 

On the 13th June 192j we tendered to the Chief Controller of Stot'es, Indian Stores Department. Engineel'ing Section, Simla. Tendel' 
for Order No. N.-2376 for the supply of 2-Paddle Tugs for service at Sukkur, Our pl'ice beingRs. 2,41,807 per Tng delivered complete aftoat 
Sukkur. In letter No, N.-23i6. dated Simla, 7th July 1925 we were I\otified by the L'hief Vontrollel' of Stores that th~ Ol'der has been placed in 
England throngh the Director-Genel'al of Stores, London, We do not know if ow' tender was rejeoted on the question of cost, but no doubt if 
you 80 desh'e this information you could obtain direct from Simla. 
(11) We can build Ve8sels np to 350 ft. long which length pl'actically covers the maximum size of each class required' in India. 
(12) With good and effioient. 8npel'Vi~ion 5 pel: cen~, to 7 per cent, 8~ould cover the wastage. 
(13) We do not have auyprlces for Imported fabricated steel for ships. . 



Iil 

Statemr.nt H.-Letter, dated the 6th .January 1926, from MeurB. Bum ~ Co., 
Ld., IIowrah. 

As .promised by Mr. Balfour to the President of the Tariff Board we forward 
you details as requested, photo· of the Steamer" Bhadra " showing Dimen. 
sions and Tonnage, also Profile Arrangement· of a Sea-going Cargo Steamer 
showing Dimensions and Tonnage and which we contemplated building during 
the war. 

Enclosure I. 
Paddle Steamer lor Lloyd, Barrage, Sukkur. 

Dimensions-Length O. A. 132' 0". B. P. 125' 0". Beam 19' 6". Depth 
6' 0". 

Registered Gross Tonnage-110 tons. 
Total erected price afloat Sukkur-Rs. 2,41,807. 

Price f.o.r. Howrah • 
Freight to Sukkur • __ . 
Re_erection, etc., at si~ 

Enclosure II. 
List 01 Production Irom 1912. 

Year. No. of ve38e~8. 
1912 37 
1913 62 
1914 31 
1915 33 
1916 

} 1917 178 
1918 
1919 36 
1920 26 
1921 22 
1922 28 
1923 12 
1924 3 
1925 9 

Enclosure III. 
Name, 01 Constituents Irom 1912. 

Railu:ays-
Assam-Bengal Railway. 
Bengal Nagpur Railway. 
Burma Railways. 
East Indian Railway. 
Eastern Bengal Railway. 
Lower Ganges Bridge. 

Rs. 
1,85,947 

10,958 
44,902 

2,41,807 

Registered Tonnage. 
7,794 
1,118 
7,681 
1,943 

10,132 

1,530 
1,016 
5,565 
3,996 
1,474 

307 
2,390 
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River Shipping Companiea-
Bengal-Assam Steamship Company (Managing Agents, Andrew Yule 

and Company). 
British India Steam Navigation Company (Managing Agents, Mackin

non, Mackenzie and Company). 
India General Navigation and Railway Company (Managing Agents, 

Kilburn and Company). 
Rivers Steam Navigation Company (Managing Agents, Macneill and 

Company). 
Gladstone Wyllie and Company. 
Fraser and Company. 
Binny and Company, Madras. 
Gordon, Woodroffe and Company, Madras. 

Jute Mills, etc.-
Alliance Jute Mills. 
Nuddea Jute Mills. 
Gourepore Company, Limited. 
-Barnagore Jute Mills. 
Titaghur Paper Mills. 
M. David and Company, Narayanganj. 

Port Trust
Madras. 

Public Works Departlllent

Mysore. 
Aligarh. 
Calcutta. 

Port Office

Calcutta. 
Chittagong. 
Madras. 

Port Commissionera
Calcutta. 

Oil Companiea-
The Standard Oil Company, Ltd., Calcutta. 
The Asiatic Petroleum Company, Ltd., Calcutta. 
The British Burma Petroleum Company, Ltd., Rangoon. 

Other Government Departmenta-
Pearl and Chank Fisheries, Tuticorin. 
Telegraph Stores, Alipore. 
Commissioner of Orissa, Cuttack. 
Back Bay Reclamation Scheme, Bombay. 
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Enclosure IV. 

Furnaced plates can be galvanized in Calcutta in lengths of from 12 ft. to 
15' 0". 

Enclosurb V. 

List 01 Boat or Boat3 Delivered at Rangoon. 

One Paddle Steamer" Bassein'" (1905). Dimensions-Length O. A. 
195' Oli. B. P. 190' 0". Beam 27' 0". Depth 8' 2'. For Burma 
Railway!>, 

Three Side Loading Barges (1907). Dimensions-Length 190' 0". 
Beam 37' 6". Depth 8' 0". For Burma Railways. 

One End Loading Barge (1907). Dimensions-Length 125' 0". Beam 
26' 0". Depth 6' 4l". For Burma Railways. 

Two Landing Stages (1907). Dimensions-Length 120' Or.. Beam 40' 
0". Depth 7' 5". For Burma Railways. 

Two Pontoon Bridges (1907). Dimensions-Length 7CY 0". Breadth 
13' 0". Depth 5' 0" amidship. For Burma Railways. . 

Two Appro!1ch Girders and Trolley Girders (1907) for Burma Rail
ways. 

One Side Loading Barge (1907). Dimensions-Length 190' 0". Beam 
37' 6". Depth 8'. For Burma Railways. 

Two Oil Barges (1909). Dimensions-Length ISO'. Beam 32'. Depth 
6' 6". For Messrs. Mower Cotterwell & Co., Rangoon. 

Twelve Oil Barges (1909-10). Dimensions~Length 160'. Beam 32'. 
Depth 8'. For Messrs. Mower Cotterwell & Co., Rangoon. 

Two Steel Barge~ (1910). Dimensions-Length 60'. Beam 20'. 
Depth 5'. For the Superintending Engineer, Maritime Circle, 
Rangoon. 

One Twin Screw Tunnel Launch" Maiwang " (in loose plates, angles, 
etc.) in 1910. Dimensions-Length 67'. Beam 13'. Depth 4'. Fo!' 
Messrs. Mower Cotterwell & Co., Rangoon. 

One Steel Barge (1910). Dimensions-Length 50'. Beam 10'. Depth 
3' 6". For Messrs. Mower Cotterwell & Co., Rangoon. . 

One Steel Pontoon (in loose plates, angles, etc.) in 1910. Dimensions 
-Length 50'. Beam 15' •. Depth 4'. For Mosque Road Jetty, 
Bassein. 

One Twill Screw Steam Launch" Kyar-Wi" (in 1913). Dimension3-
Length O. A. 76'. B. P. 72'. Beam 12'. Depth 5'. For the 
British Burma Petroleum Co., Ld., Rangoon. 

One House Boat" Kyar.Wat" in (1913) Dimensions-Length 45'. 
Beam 10'. Depth 3' 7". For British Burma Petroleum Co., Ran
goon. 

One Steam Passenger and Cargo Steamer "Yengyua" (in 1914). 
Dimensions-Length O:A. 141'. B. P. 136'. Beam 23'. Depth 8'. 
For British India Steam Navigation Company, Li.mited. 

One Steel Passenger and Cargo Steamer" Tarotyua " (in 1914). 
Dimensions-Length O. A. lOS'. B. P. 100'. Beam 20'. Depth 8'. 
For British India Steam Navigation Company, Limited. 

Two Transverse Loading Barges (in 1923-24). Dimensions-Length 
190' 0". Beam 37' 6". Depth 8' 0". For Burma Railways. 
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Enclosure VI. 

Oomposite Attended Light Ship for the Commissioners for the Port of 
Calcutta. 

Dimensions-Length B. P. lOS' 0". Beam 24'. Depth 15' 0". 
Registered Tonnage 220 tons. 

Ra. 
Approximate rate per ton for finished steelwork of a 

typical I. G. Flat whilst lying on Blocks. • • 325 
Approximate rate per ton for above Flat complete 

afloat and equipped . 450 

It should be noted ·that these prices are for plain straight barge work and 
ill. the case of power craft these figures would be enhanced anything from 2() 
per cent. to 35 per cent. 

Statement Ill.-Letter, dated 12th January 1926,. from MesBrs. Burn &: CO. y 

HowraA • 

. We beg to thank you for your No. 11, dated January 8th, 1926, forward
ing copies of the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company's replies to the Board's ques
tionnaire, contents of which we note. We forward herewith general arrange-
ment drawings·· of the largest paddle steamers we have actually built and 
which are typical of river craft. 

(1) P. S. II Bassein;" Length O. A. 195' 0". B. P. 190' 0". Beam 
extreme 46' 6". Beam moulded 'J7' 0". Depth 8' 2". Draft 
4' 0". 

Registered tonnage 250 tons. 

(2) P. S ... Barbara." Length O. A. 175' 0". B. P. 17()1 0". Beam 
extreme 49' 0". Beam moulded 3()1 0". Depth 8' 0". Draft 
3' 6". 

Registered tonnage 245 tons. 

2. We were asked to tender for the supply of a paddle steamer for service 
for the Assam Government but owing to retrenchment the construction was. 
not proceeded with. We herewith enclose the design- for your reference and: 
guidance. The dimensions being-Length O. A. 250' 0". B. P. 245' 0". Beam 
extreme 50' V~. Beam moulded 3()1 0". Depth 9' 0". Draft 4' 6". Regis. 
tered tonnage 400 tons. 

3. We have facilities for constructing the largest craft, the dimensions of 
which are given in the Irrawaddy replies to your questionnaire, but as you 
are aware the machinery installations will have to be imported from Britain, 
likewise the Deck machinery. 

• Not printed. 
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MESSRS. EURN AND COMPANY, LIMITED. 

B.-QRAL. 

E'\-idence of Messrs. J. D. BALFOUR AND J. H. BATES recarded at 
Calcutta on 4th January 1926. 

Prnident.-This question that we have to consider as regards ships and 
other vessels, has arisen in rather a peculiar way. It was not the intention 
of the Board in their original enquiry to recommend that the duty should be 
raised, and they formulated their proposals in such a way that no change in 
the tariff entry about ships was made. But a ruling has been given by the 
Central Board of Revenue, the effect of which is that the fabricated steel 
parts of ships and other vessels are subject to the protective duty of 25 per 
cent. Tn a certain sense the onus of proof in this enquiry is on the engineer
ing firms because they did not succeed in satisfying the Board on the last 
occasion that an increase in the duty was necessary, and if you wish the 25 
per cent. duty retained, you will have to satisfy us now. The Board recognize, 
of course, that the circumstances are not exactly the same as they were in 
1923. In various respects the position is different, and particularly in respect 
of the rate of the rupee sterling exchange which has affected the position 
materially. You have given certain figures in your answer to question 9. 
You have given three items in which you consider the circumstances have 
changed. First of all, you say the effect of the increase in the duty is to 
increase the cost of the material on the type of vessel you have taken as 
typical by Rs. 5,096. In the second place, you say the effect of the rise in the 
exchange is that it has given an advantage to the foreign manufacturer of 
Rs. 3,406 as c/)mpared with what it was in 1923. 

Mr. Ballotlr.-That is correct. 
President.-And finally, you say that the fall in the price of steel has made 

a difference of Rs. 830. That last item puzzled me a good deal at first. I 
take it what you mean is this. In arriving at your figure of Rs. 830 you 
compared the 1923 tariff valuation with the new specific rates of duties. 

Mr. Ballour.-That is right. 
President.-And for that reason you ought to make a further addition 

because the 10 per cent. duty would now be lower owing to the fall in the 
price of steel since 1923, so that, strictly speaking, instead of saying a fall in 
the price of steel, pernaps it would be more correct to say a reduction in the 
10 per cent. duty owing to the fall in the price of steel. Is that so? 

Mr. Ballour.-Yes. 
Pre_~ident.-Taking the cost of the steel in the vessel, as you have given it, 

as 43,000 and odd rupees-
Mr. Ballo1t'r.-We gave it as Rs. 53,000. 
President.-That includes the duty. I am talking of the c.i.f. cost without 

the duty. Taking the cost of the steel as Rs. 43,000, Rs. 5,096 would mean 
an addition of nearly 12 per cent. to the 10 per cent. duty. The disadvantage 
of Rs. 3,400 due to the exchange would be another 8 per cent., and the final 
item is roughly about 2 per cent., so that the total works out to 22 per cent., 
and if that is added to the 10 per cent. duty, the duty required would b9 
approximately 32 per cent. That is in effect what you are asking the Board 
to recommend, is it not? 

Mr. Bal/our.-Yes. 

President.-I wanted to make sure that the figures I had worked out cor
respond with the views you have put forward. There is one other point I 
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-want to get cleared. up. In your answer to question 4 which is .. What 
-percentage of the cost of the unfabricated steel used in the construction of a 
-vessel is accounted for by the protective duties on unfabricated steel?" you 
-have given your answer for the different types, and they are all in the neigh-
-bourhood of 11 per 'cent. That puzzled me at first because taking the rates 
of duties as they actually are, the percentages ought to work out higher. I 
·think what you have done is this, yoUr percentage represents not the whole 

.-'tiuty, but the difference between the 10 per cent. duty and the specific duty. 
Mr. Ballour.-That is so. 
President.-As regards compensating protection, i.e., an increase in the 

. duty sufficient to cover the increase in your costs due to the imposition of 
protective duty on unfabricated steel, as I said at the outset, you have still 

- to satisfy the Board that it is necessary. In our view in the original enquiry 
- you were not able to satisfy us on this point. 

Mr. Ballour.-You then turned down our request simply because, you say 
-in your Report, "the component parts of vessels are bulky in proportion to 
-the weight." Our contention is that they are not. They are similar to the 
-ordinary structural steel. They are not any bulkier than structural steel. 

Mr. Ginwala.~But you must remember :that, if the vessels are imported 
in sections in the sense in which the Central.Board of Revenue have inter

<,preted that phrase, would not the bulk be bigger!' 
Mr. Ballour.-We have brought a. model with us for demonstration, if 

~necessary. 

Mr. Ginwala.-My own impression was that ships were either brought out 
~ a whole in the case of the smaller ones, or that the bigger ones were split 
up into parts. I never thought that you could split it up into joists, bars, 

·.flats and things like that. 
Mr.Ballour.-Fro~ the model we have with us here you 'can see how we could 

'import fabricated ship materials. You may take it that ships are never 
-'imported in sections. You will see how easily any part of a ship of this 
model, which may be taken as typical, can be taken to pieces. There is 
nothing about that model that cannot be nested and brought out on ordinary 
freight rates, that is to say, we would pay on weight and not on bulk, that is 

"not by cubic measure. 
President.-We put that question specially to the river steamer companies 

-and I should like to read the answer .of the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company. The 
question was H Are the fabricated steel parts, owing to the shape given to 

-them, more bulky in proportion to their weight than unfabricated materialP" 
'The answer given is "Fabricated parts are more bulky and more liable to 

"damage than unfabricated." The next question was "What is the average 
~rate at which sea freight is paid on the imported fabricated steel parts of 
vessels P" . The answer is "£3 per ton." If it is in fact £3 a ton it is a 

.-good deal more than the freight on unfabricated steel. . 
Mr. Ballour.-This model IJ-ere is practically the section of any paddle 

boat or 75 per cent. of the boats that are running in Rangoon at the present 
.. moment. . 

Mr. Ginwala.-What is the length of boats of that type? 
Mr. Ballour.-The ordinary length of a Bangoon steamer is somewhere 

.:.about 300 feet. 
Mr. Ginwala.-The creek steamers there are about 150 feet in length? 

Mr. Ballour.-Yes. As I said, practically 75 per cent. of the paddle boats 
: nre represented by this model and there is ·nothing there that cannot be nested 
-together. Even the bilge plates you can nest, so I fail to see why they 
. should pay £3 per ton when we get our freight at 228. 6d. 

President.-When their representatives come to give evidence we will ask 
-them what exactly £3 means, but I put that point to you to find out what 
._yo~ have go~ to say about it •. Do you challenge their statement? Do you 
-,thInk the frelght could be as hlgh as that? 
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Mr. Ballour.-I do not. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Is it your contention that whether these sections are paidi' 

for by measurement or by weight the duty would be more or less the same? 
Mr. Ballour.-Fabricated steel parts of vessels can always be imported' 

in such a form that the freight would be paid for by weight and not by 
measurement, at least a very large percEllltage of our requirements. 

Mr. Ginwala.-If it was imported (say) in five sections, could these five' 
section, be so packed that the freight by measurement would be the same as by' 
weight? 

Mr. Ballour.-No. 
President.-Your reply to that is that they are never imported in sections? 
Mr. Ballour.-No. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Even the smaller steamers? 
Mr. Bal/our.-I have seen some shipped from Glasgow on the deck ot· 

steamers, but these are only very small ones, about 60 to 70 feet. 
Mr. Ginwala.-In that case would the freight be by measurement or would' 

it be an arbitrary figure? 
Mr. Ballour.-An arbitrary figure. 
Mr. Ginwala.-It would be as for unpacked cargo? 
Mr. Ballour.-I can't say. 
P·resident.-At any rate both the river steamer companies and the engi-· 

neering firms are agreed that the import of ships " in sections" is negligible._ 
Mr. Ballour.-That is what J think. 
President.-It is of some importance to know what the freight on fabri

cated steel parts of vessels is. I worked it out on the basis of your tonnage._ 
You use 334 tons of steel for the" I. G." type of fiat. Taking your freight 
at 22&. 6d. which is Rs. 15 at the present rate of exchange, that comes to
Rs. 5,019. Allowing for 7 per cent. wastage (you say 5 to 7 per cent. wastage)· 
the weight of the fabricated parts, if the vessel were imported, would be-· 
roughly 313 tons. 

Mr. Ballour.-That is so. 
President.-If that freight rate is correct, it is Rs. 40 a ton which comes-· 

to Rs. 12,500. So that if the figures are correct, the Indian firms have a~ 
advantage of Rs. 7,500 on the freight. 

Mr. Ballour.-I can't imagine any firm importing fabricated ships and' 
having to pay any excess freight on practically the whole of the plates and'. 
angles for the hull. 

President.-I am not an expert in these matters and all I can do is to put~ 
it to you. 

Mr. Ballour.-Here is a model of a typical steamer or fiat. These plates 
are actually fiat on the bottom, the sides and the deck for 75 per cent. of the
length. The only plates which are not straight out of that 75 per cent. of the
hull, are bilge plates, an~ these can also be nested, so that they would actually 
have to pay on weight and not on bulk. 

President.-The point is, it is no help to us to say that the thing ought-· 
to be so. Can you think of any way in which you can help us by a definite-
statement to the contrary? 

Mr. Ballour.-If we bundle the plates or have them sent loose for the
manufacture of ordinary structural steel and pay only 228. 6d., why should 
importers of ships have to pay anything in excess of that? 

President.-I don't know why, but in this world there are a good many
things which I don't understand, especially in connection with freight 
matters I I quite see your point that the actual form in which fabricated' 
plates will come out is such that they take up no more room than unfabricated·' 
staal. We will put that point to the steamer companies, but can you sugges~-
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any moans by whioh the Board can satisfy themselves as to what the rate 
actually is? 

M·r. Balfo1tr.-We are not importers of ships. 
Mr. Ginwala.-We may enquire of the Port Commissioners and the Sukkur 

Barrage people who may be importing launches. 
Pl·esident.-We asked the India General Navigation Company but they 

were unable to give any reply. What they say is that they have not imported 
any since 1923. What they say is "Not having imported any fabricated 
materials of recent years we are not in a position to say, and as fabricated 
materials and machinery are often included in the same shipping doeuments, 
it would be difficult to &.pportion them to particular details." There is a 
possible explanation in the case of the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company. If the 
freight of £3 a ton is the freight rate for fabricated steel and machinery, that 
is a possibility. 

Mr. Bal/o1tr.-£3 is not the rate for fabricated steel, it may be for 
fabricated ships, but not for fabricated steel. I don't see why they should 
make a difference between fabricated steel and fabricated ship steel. 

President.-I understand your position and we will put this point to the 
Irrawaddy Flotilla Company when their representatives come to give evidence . 
.As I said, it is an important point to get clear· about, because if their rate is 
correct the dIfference is considerable. 

Mr. Balfour.-We don't agree with them. 
President.-There is another point that arises as regards this question of 

compensating protection. When you erect, let us say, a flat it goes straight 
off to where it is going to be used. Take the case of a vessel for· the Ganges 
or the Brahmaputra. I take it that the British manufacturer has got to 
erect that vessel in his yard and has got to dismantle it again and send it out. 
In .that respect the foreign manufacturer is handicapped by the fact that the 
same work has to be done twice' over, that is to say, the purchaser out here has 
got to erect it again, whereas in the case of a ship erected by you, you .do 
the thing once for all. 

Mr. Balfour.-Quite so. 
P'resident.-In that respect there is a difference between the construction 

of ships and other fabricated. steel works. 
Mr'. Ballou'r.-That is not a very big item, the actual erecting of the ship. 

Where the great labour comes in is in the rivetting. 
Mr, Ginwala.-That is part of the erection, is it not? 
Mr. Baljour.-Yes, but what the President said was that there are two 

erectioils. 
President.-The British firm would do a certain amount of rivettingin his 

own work? 
Mr. Bates.-They would merely bolt the things together. They might do 

a certain amount of rivetting round the bottom of the frame, but they would 
not do the actual rivetting. That kind of erection is done by unskilled labour 
and the skilled labour comes in in rivetting which comes later on. . 

Mr. Ginwala.-Then your point is that the bulk of the rivetting has to 
be done here. . 

Mr; Balfour.-.At least 80 per cent. has to be done. 
President.-Take the case of these tugs that you tendered for Sukkur 

Barrage. In that case, I take it, you would have been in the same position 
as the British firms. . 

Mr. Bal/our.-"-Yes. 

President.-Could you work out at all on the figures of that tender what 
the difference in cost would have been if it had been used in the Booghly 
river instead of being sent to the IndusP 

Mr. Balfour.-I dare say we ceuld. 
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Prrs;,f('11f.-If you could it w<)ulJ be useful, hecause (\n~ of our difficulties 
in dealing with the case last time was that it did seem clear from llr. Coch
ran's el'idence that the engineering firms were more fal'ourably situated as 
r~gards ships than as regards the other works they were doing. Their posi
tion was stronger. That was quite d .... u from his el'ideuce. What was not 
dear was prec·isely what the reason was. It would be u"eful jf we could arrh'e 
at something like definite figures as to what this double erection means as an 
addition to the cost. 

-'Ir. BaJ/our.-We will gil'e you our e:>timated eost for the erection and 
ril'etting at Sukkur which we hal'e in our estimates." 

Prr~idc/lt.-We re<'"Ognise that it is only an estimate. I take it you took 
into a('("ount the work that you would hal'e to do at Sukkur. 

)fro BaT/our.-Yes. 
Presidcrlf.-Probably you had that separated now. 
-'Ir. Ba1!our.-Exactly. 
President.-Would you send the launch to Sukkur in the same condition 

as it would be sent from England? 
)fro BaT/auT.-Exactly, similar to what would be imported from England. 
Presidcnt.-To pass on to the Se<'"Oud it€lu the effect of the exchange anj 

the difference that it makes to you, that is also in answer to question 9, I think 
You gil'e the total cost of fabricntiou aud erec·tioll as Rs •. 53,000. 

)fro Bal/auT.-That is right. 
PresiJent.-.A.nd then you deduct erec·tiou iu India Rs. 24,500 which 

leal'es Rs. 28,6;3. Then in effect what you do is you tran"late it into pounds 
~t Is. 4<1. and ~hen translate it. i~to rupees at Is. 6s\i. My first comment 
IS that Is. &1. IS a better rate, It IS unnecessary to bother about the odd fil"e 
thirty-seconds. However, that is a very Slllall point. The main point is this, 
what in effect you do is you assume that the British co;;t of fahrication is 
identical with yours. 

JIr. Bal/aur.-Yes. 
Presidcflt.-That, of course, we don't know. 
)fro BaT/aur.-We are in tile same difficulty. 
PresiJellt.-It is a little difficult to see whether this is a reasonable basis 

()n which to work. Could you tell us how you arril'ed at these figures and how 
you divided it up between fabrication and erection? 

Jlr. Bal/aur.-From our own actual cost. 
PrcsiJetn.-What would you include under erection as opposed to fabrica

tion? 
Mr. Bal/our.-Erection in India means erecting the boat, rivetting, launch-

ing and handing it over. 
Prcsidelit.-Would not the total figure of Rs ... 5:3,OOO illdude th~ cost of 

putting the thing togetheri' . .A.part from steel there. are other materials tha~ 
go into it. There is a certaIn amount of woo~ work "to be done. . . 

)f,.. Bal!aur.-Yes. That is the total erectIOn cos~. It comes out III plec:es, 
not in sections, fabricated. We erect t}le pieces. n.l'et th(,lll, do. el'e:ytlung 
necessary, including wood work and fittmgs-Iaunehmg and handlllg It Ol'er. 

PrcsiJent.-The point is this. .:\S ;;teel is not the o~lly lll<lteri~1 ~seJ ~n 
the construction of the l"essel, your f,.bric"tion and erection costs WIll ll]("I\:.le 
'Work which is d~!:!e on other materials as well as on ~te.:l. 

JIr. Ba1jollr-Yes. 
P,.csidt'lif.-That is hardly relel'ant to the question of the duty on steel 

parts. Do you see what I mean? 
)fro Bal!aItT.-The example we hal'e taken is a flat. Th('rl" i~ very little 

wood work in it. 

• Statem('ut II, Enclosure I. 
E 
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President.-Let us see what figures you hav~ given for that. You have
given for the 1. G. fiat the other imported matel'lals as 9'79 per cent. and th41 
locally purchased material as 20'77 per cent. The two together cost almost. 
as much as ste-a!. 

Mr. Ballour-Y~~~ 
President.-31 and 34 roughly. 
Mr. Ballour.-You were speaking now on the actual cost of erection in. 

India. These items "other materials" consist of anchors, pumps, chains, 
wire ropes and items like that. They are simply· put on the boat and there jp 
no work to be done. 

President.-Anchors would not require any work to be done, but I take it. 
the pump has got to be rivetted down. 

Mr. Ballour.-They are portable pumps, one pump for each hull. 
President.-Then there is not much work to be done. 
Mr. Ballour.-Not on the other imported materials, just the handling of 

them. . 
President.-What about the locally purchased materials? 
Mr. Ballour.-These consist of wood, fittings s1,lch as capstans, bollards, 

fairleads, paint, etc. 
President.-In your percentages there would be a fair amount of work: 

done on such materials, would there not P 
Mr. Ballour.-Yes, we make our own capsta~s, in fact all castings, and in 

addition the whole of the wood work. 
President.-UIl~er, which head would you put the cost of the castings? 

Would it be under local purchase or fabrication? I presume that the casting
of the iron would be included in the cost of materials, and only the work done
after included in the fabricatiQn cost. 

Mr. Ballour-Yes. 
President.-And how about the wood? 
Mr. Ballour.-The timber will be included in this, but labour will be under-

erection. . 
President.-Any work that you did on the timber in your works would be

included under fabrication? 
Mr. Ballour-Yes. 
President.-I notice you give a round figure of Rs. 24,500 as the cost of 

erection. Let me put it this way. Which figure did you arrive at first, the
cost of fabrication or the cost of erection P 

Mr. Ballour.-We got the fabrication from our actual costs. The other' 
figure is estimated. 

President.-Which do you mean by the other figure I' 
Mr. Ballour.-Less erect~on in India is the real figure. 
President.-In arriving at your figure for fabrication, did you take into

account only the work done on steel? 

lIlr. Ballour.-On the hull and the wood work and the fitting of the-
capstans, etc., on the ship. . 

President.-Is that fabrication or erection I' 
Mr. Ballour.-That is fabrication. 

President.-I am afraid we are getting into cross purposes. You have got· 
a total figure of Rs. 53,000 for fabrication and erection and then it is divided 
into two parts, the cost of erection in India as Rs. 24,500 and the balance 
which is the cost of fabrication, assumed to be the same for the British and> 
the Indian manufacturer, which is Rs. 28,000 and odd. What. I am trying 
to get at is did you get both these figures by an examination of your books, 
or did you arrive at one of them by an examination of your books and then. 
by deducting it from the total determine the other. 
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Mr. Bal/our.-We arrived at the total fabricated cost of Rs. 53,000 from 
our actual cost sheets. The other item "erection in India" is an estimate. 
We have estimated this figure of Rs. 24,500 on the basis of the ships being 
sent out with the holes completely drilled and frames completely rivetted. It 
is like this. If auy of these Companies came along and said we want you to 
erect a boat which has been imported from Home, what will be your cost, we 
would quote Rs. 24,500. 

President.-That is exactly what I wanted to know, not how you got the 
total figure, but how you divided it between fabrication and erection. 

Mr. Bal/ouT.-That would be our quoted figure for the erection of a 200 ft. 
flat. 

Mr. Ginlmla.-That would be the same as you do in the case of wagons 
in comparing charges for erection. 

Mr. Bal/our-Yes. 
President.-There is just one point which occurred to me in connection 

with the locally purchased material. The division of the percentages given 
by the different firms shows rather surprising variations, particularly as 
between Calcutta and Rangoon. I think the variations were so wide that it 
looked as if the question had been differently interpreted by different firms, 
but I take it there is no danger of the Jamshedpur steel getting into the 
locally purchased material. 

Mr. Bal/our.-8teel is a different item. 
President.-Quite. Your locally purchased material seems to be higher in 

some cases than some of the other firms. 
Mr. Bal/our.-We can give you a detailed figure just what exactly we 

included. 
President.-I want to be quite sure that any steel you get from Jamshed

pur goes to the unfabricated steel and not to the locally purchased materials. 
Mr. Bal/our.-That is unfabricated.. That figure varies greatly with the 

specification. 
President.-In the case of flats, for what purposes do you use the galvanized 

sheet!' 
Mr. Ba1/our.-For the roof and the sides of the superstructure. 
Pre~ide71t.-The reason why I ask you is this that the Irrawaddy Flotilla 

Company apparently use a certain amount of galvanized sheet for a different 
reason. What they say is this: 

cc The waters of the rivers of Burma, and more especially of the Delta, 
necessitate the use of galvallized material in the construction of 
aur vessels. This in itself prevents us from building all our 
larger types (say above 100 feet) in Burma, since we have no 
means of galvanizing plates and angles after they have been fur
naced and shaped." 

That does not occur so far as you are concerned. 
Mr. Bal/our.-Not in Bengal. 
P,"esiJeld.-I ..,ather from your answer to question 5 that in a flat, abou~ 

60 per cent. of the material consists of plates, 30 per cent. of stru~tural 
sections and the balance is mostly galvanized sheet and a small quantIty of 
bars. 

Mr. Ba1/our.-Yes. 
Presidcllf.-You ha'\""e told us about the two cases in which you tried to 

secure an order and were not successful in doing so. One of them was in 
January 1923 that is before the imposition of the new duties, and that was 
a tender to the Calcutta Port Commissioners for the supply and delivery 
afloat Calcutta of two Composite LilJ:ht Vessels. I not!ce in this case tho 
unfabricated steel formed a comparatively small proportIon of the cost. 

Mr. Bal/our.-Yes. 
E2 
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President.-'-And therefore the inference rather seems to be that it was 
not the question of the cost of steel that affected your position as regards 
that tender. The cost of the other materials was more than three times the 
cost of the steel. 

Mr. Balfour.-Teakwood hull and steel frame work. 
President.-It is rather an unusual type of vessel. 
Mr. Balfour.-It is only a particular case. 
President.-Can that particular case be regarded as a typical one? 
Mr. Balfour.-Another reason why we brought it to your notice was that 

we were disappointed when we didn't get that order. 
President.-Is it a type of vessel which is much in JIse? 
lIIr. Balfour.-It is extremely difficult to get comparative costs. We 

thought we might have' had comparative costs for paddle steamers for the 
Sukkur Barrage. The prices are generally quoted in the Indian Trade 
Journal, but so far I have not seen them. 

President.-My point is this. Assuming that you have certain advan
tages over the foreign manufacturer as regards vessels for use in Bengal and 
Assam owing. to the double cost of erection and possibly owing to the higher 
freight on the materials, assuming that you have these advantages, you will 
lose them both as regards the construction of vessels for use on the Indus, 
because you have got to incur double cost of erection and also you have got 
to pay the freight to Karachi on the parts. 

Mr. Balfour.-What we are anxious to have is this. We have successfully 
competed on the Indus in the manufacture of a large wagon ferry service for 
the North Western Railway. 

President.-When was that? 
Mr. Balfour.-In 1911. We C!ompleted the scheme in 1912. The contract 

consisted of one paddle boat, two landing stages, three wagon barges. We 
have also built ferry steamers for Assam. . 

President.-In the case of Assain those steamers would go under their own 
steam. 

Mr. Balfour.-Yes. 
President.-As far as Assam is concerned, your position is the same as in 

Bengal. ' 
Mr. Balfour.-The point is we have successfully competed before the im

position of the extra duty, or rather bE'fore the war, on the Indus. 
President.-The inference I should be inclined to draw from that is before 

the war you must have had a very considerable advantage so far as Assam 
and Be!1gal were concerned, if you could compete on the Indus. Let us take 
the ordinary J amshedpur steel. It can't compete at Karachi. It can't get 
to Karachi at all. . 

Mr. Balfour.-'Ve are very anxious to be left in the same position as we 
were then in 1911 and 1912. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Who has been left in the· same position as he was in 1911 
and 1912? 

President.-We have not protected steel sufficiently to enable it to compete 
successfully in Karachi and Bombay. Therefore to propose that fabricated 
steel should be protected on a scale sufficiently high to conquer markets, which 
the unfabricated steel cannot capture, would be going rather further than we 
have gone so far. 

·Mr. Balfour.-We don't want any of our advantages taken away from us. 

President.-I dare say you don't. We have got to recognise that. 

Mr. Ginwala.-If that advantage had been taken away by some recom
mendation made by the Tariff Board and accepted by the Government of India, 
then there might be something in your claim, but if you had some advan-
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tage with which the Board or the present policy of the Government had 
nothing to do, how do you support your claim? 

President.-Your point would be this, if there were no protection, you 
would ha,'e been able to get the order for the tugs, rthink it would be useful 
to find out from the Stores Department what the difference was between your 
tender and the successful tender. The point is we have already asked you 
to let us have, if ~'ou can, the additional cost due to double erection and also 
the freight on materials from Culeutta to Karachi. 

Mr. Bal/our.-There is also a point here. We understand that the duty 
is refunded by the Government of India to the Sukkur Barrage. The import 
duties are refunded and recredited to the various schemes. 

I'resident.-It is refunded to the Loeal Government. The Finance De
partment of the Loeal Government do not refund the amount to the Irriga
tion Department. The last I heard on this question was Sir Basil Blackett's 
speeeh at the time of the last Budget debate. What he said was this that in 
order not to disturb the question of the provincial contributions, the Local 
Go,'ernment recei,'ed from the Government of India at the end of the year 
a refund of the duty paid on imported stores. But there was no question ot 
refund to individual departments. Sir Basil added that in view of the fact 
that a part of the provineial contributions was being remitted he intended to 
diseuss with the Local Governments the question whether the refund ought 
not now to stop. What the result of this discussion may ha,'e been, I don't 
know. I don't think there has been any announcement. 

Mr. Ba/four.-Don't you think that the officers when comparing an Indian 
tender with a tender abroad, will naturally place the order abroad in pre
ference to placing it in India knowing full well that their Prodnce will get 
the benefit of the refund of the duty? 

President.-I should be very reluctant to believe that. 

Mr. Ginlmla.-When a scheme is finaneed by the Local Government itself, 
then your eontention is sound. "'hen the scheme is not financed by the Local 
Government itself and, if the Local Government retains the money, how does 
tha t seheme benefit by a refund? 

Mr. Ba/four.-That is so. I made a reference to the Sukkur Barrage. 
I'resident.-The order is perfectly explicit that the duty should be taken 

into account when comparing costs and there is no question about that. 
MI'. Ba/follr.-·Still there is alwa~'s thE' possibility in a case like that of 

offieers knowing well that the duty is to be refunded to the Province on 
accepting a tender for stores from a broad. 

President.-I doubt it very mueh. As I say, the Irrigation Department 
would not get it back. The Finanee Department will hang up to it. "'hat
ever the merits of the question may be, it is a little off the point. At any 
rate you are not asking us to put on a protective duty on that account. . 

lJIr. Bal/our.-The point is' that the Provincial Governments send their 
spedal offieers home to. purehase their stores and it is quite possible that 
the Indian manufaeturers do not reeei,'e the enquiry. 

President.-I don't quite see how you ea~ ~aise a general question of this 
kind in this enquiry, which is only s~bsldlary brll:nch .of the st~el en
quiry. I don't think it is worth pu~sumg furthe~ Idn fthls tChonnlectiOnd' d I 
want to draw your attention to the endence fwehrecelve. ro~ te trhrawEa ! 
Flotilla Company. In answer to question 9 0 t e questIOnnaIre 0 e ngl-
neering firms, they say: 

" E,'en allowing for the reeent drop in imported steel prices, .it is still 
'profitable to build in India sueh .vessels as can b~ bUllt th~re. 
Other considerations than the pl'lee of steel are 111 .0peratlOn. 
This Company would still continue to build its smaller vessels in 
Rangoon if the present duty on imported vessels were removed." 
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In answer to question 10 they say: 
" We can, however, instance a recent order from an outside firm which 

we received, against keen home competition, and in this case we 
afterwards discovered that the purchasers, when considering the 
Home quotations, had all along (under a misapprehension as to 
the meaning of the words 'vessels in sections' in the Tariff 
Schedule) been estimating that they could import the Home 
vessel at 10 per cent. We may, therefore, say that we got this 
order as against the former rates of duty." 

We will have to find out more about these things from their representatives 
when they come to give their evidence, but I thought I had better mention 
them to you. It is additional evidence that in the construction of ships and 
steamers firms in India have advantages which they have not got in the case 
of fabricated steel generally. 

Mr. Balfour.-If the difference is very small between the imported price 
and the price at which we can manufacture in India, the firms here who use 
ships will send home their orders. Each of them have yards and can build 
ships or re-erect ships. They have to maintain these yards for the running of 
their fleet. 

President.-I don't quite follow. 
Mr. Balfour.-These companies have yards which they have to maintain 

for the maintenance of their fleet. If the difference in price is so small 
between the imported article and the article manufactured in India, they will 
place the order at home because they will be able to cover certain amount of 
charges by erecting imported ships in their yards, i.e., instead of the whole 
overhead charges being distributed over the maintenance of their fleet, it 
would be distributed over the. maintenance of the fleet plus the erection of 
ships out here. 

President.-I don't quite see that this has any bearing on the Irrawaddy 
Flotilla Company. In this particular instance which they have given, they 
built this vessel in their yards at Rangoon for an outside firm. 

Mr. Balfour.-Quite so, but if the difference in price is so small, naturally 
they will go home for these vessels. 

President.-Who will go home? 
Mr. Balfour.-The companies who use ships. 
President.--In this case, the purchaser is not the Irrawaddy Flotilla Com

pany. They are the sellers. 
Mr. Balfour.-Yes, that is only a single instance. I am pointing out here 

what may occur if all our advantages are taken away from us. 
President.-But surely you don't contemplate that vessels would be made 

in Calcutta for service in Burma . 
. Mr. Balfour.-We often do. 

President.-In our original enquiry l\:lr. Cochran said that your firm never 
had an order from the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company and never expected to 
get one. • 

Mr. Balfour.-That is· from the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company. 
President.-Supposing the duty on imported vessels were raised to a figure 

which made it definitely cheaper, very much cheaper to build in India than 
to import, it is probable that the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company would get the 
orders for the steamers required for use in Burma. They have a distinct 
advantage over you for they have not got to meet the cost of double erection. 

Mr. Balfour.-When we build ships for use in Burma, they are towed down. 
We don't ·re-erect them in Rangoon or anywhere else. We can always tow 
down ships for four months in a year. 

President.-When did you last build a ship for use in Burma? 
Mr. Ralf(iur.-January last year. 
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Mr. Bates.-Two for the Burma Railways. 
President.-Apart from the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company there is not a 

'Very big demand for ships in Burma, is there? 
Mr. Bal/our.-No. 
President.-There is another point which has been brought out by the 

India General Navigation and Railway Company. They say" There are many 
other factors besides price to be taken into account. There are, for example, 
designs, supply of materials, quality of material and workmanship, time of 
delivery and capacity of the dockyard to deal with the work. Also as most 
of our vessels are repeats of types already in use, the previous builders are not 
(lnly familiar with our requirements but also possess the patterns, jigs and dies 
for the various parts." Similarly the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company give very 
much the same kind of reply. They say" Price is not the only consideration. 
Our home builders are entirely familiar with the construction of all the types 
of vessels we use and with all our requirements in connection with the detail 
thereof. Apart from minor improvements, orders for new craft almost always 
follow the lines of vessels previously built of which the builders possess the 
plans and templates. It would consequently involve both trouble and expense 
to order vessels elsewhere." That is a point which cuts both ways, as far as 
I can see. If a firm has got into the habit of placing an order in India, it . 
will require a considerable change in price to induce it to place the order 
elsewhere, and, 'l'ice vena., if a firm has got into the habit of placing its orders 
in England it requires a bit of shake up before it will change. Therefore, as 
I say, the argument cuts both ways. But I mentioned it in case you had any
thing to tell us on that question as to how far it was a question of price and 
now far other considerations played . 

• lIr. BQ-l/our.-It greatly depends on how much they do in their own dock. 
yards. 

President.-I think that the India General Navigation Company also 
.construct ships themselves. 

Mr. Bal/our.-Yes. 
President.-That being so, they would construct themsel'Ves. Supposing 

the duty were raised, they would not buy from you, they would almost cer
tainly extend their yards to some extent and construct ships themselves. 

Mr. Bal/our.-Not necessarily, if they could get them cheaper from us. 

President.-That is precisely the point. They would be getting more work 
.out of their yard. 

Mr. Balfowr.-Because their yard is full. 
President.-For four years they have not bought at all from you I think. 
Mr. Bal/our.-We built three for them last year. 
PJ·esident.-In 1924? 
:Mr. Bal/our.-No, in 1925. 
President.-What class of vessels were they? 
Mr. Bal/our.-I. G. Flats. The order was mostly given to us on delivery. 
President.-What do you mean? 
Mr. Bal/our.-We took the order and promised to deliver them in time for 

-the jute season. 
Mr. Bates.-We delivered two on the 30th August and one on the 15th 

September. 
President.-Here is an order which you got in spite of the protective duty? 
Mr. Bal/ou'I'.-They could not have got them from England and erected 

l.hem in time. 
President.-We shall ask the India Genel'nl Navigation Company about 

-this particular order and the circumstances which made it advantageous to 
place the order in India. You think that they did not hav~ time to place the 
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order at home and bring them out here and that was the reason why you got 
them. . 

Mr. Bal/our.-Yes. If they missed the jute season there was no necessity 
for the fiats that season. For the next jute season they would order now. W& 
ourselves could not h'ave done it if we had not the assistance of Tata's. 

P-resident.-That points to the advantage of having the steel industry in 
India. 

Mr. Bal/our.-It is a great advantage. 
M':". Ginwala.-Since we reported last, the position has altered a bit in 

this sense that we must take this application of yours as more or less being 
opposed to the removal of the duty. For that reason we ought to satisfy 
ourselves whether you are sufficiently well equipped to deserve such assistance. 
That j .. one point .. Secondly, whatever scheme we may propose we must 
eliminate those kinds of manufacture or those kinds of ships which cannot be 
built in. this country. Do you unaerstand what I mean? It is no good saying 
that all ships must have a tariff of 25 per cent, ad 'Valor·em, even if they cannot 
be manufactured in India. It is only with reference to these two points that 
I want to put you some questions. What is your experience of ship-building? 
How many years have you been building ships? . 

MI'. Ba.l/our.-At least 60 years-probably more. 
Mr. Ginwala.-What is the full capacity of your works, supposing you got 

all the orders that you could execute? 
MI". Bal/ouT.-About 3 to 4 thousand tons. 
MT. Gjnwala.-Of course much would depend on the type of boat to be 

built. We will take the two extremes. If the construction was of a simple 
nature like barges or fiats, would it run up to 8,000 tons? 

1111-. Bal/our.-Yes. 
lIlr. Ginwala.-Supposing the whole construction was of. an intricat& 

nature? 
Mr. Bal/our.-About 3 to 4 thousand tons. Of course, much would depend 

on the size of vessels. 
lilT. Ginwala.-Have you seen the list of the kinds of craft which the Irra

waddy Flotilla Company require P 
MT. Bal/our.-'-No. 
lIfr. Ginwala.-In your statement at the end you say that you could 

manufacture a ship up to a length of 350 feet. Then, you give the different 
classes of steamers that you could build. Look at the types given by the 
Irrawaddy Flotilla Company on page 2 of their Statement No. I. There you 
will find that they have separated them into two classes, those which can be 
built in India and those which they build in Europe and which they maintain 
they cannot build in India. 

Mr. Bal/our.-We don't agree with what they have stated. 
Mr. Ginwala.-They say" all vessels of classes 1, 2, 3,: 4 and 6 (of dimen

sions as shewn in Answer L) could not be satisfactorily constructed in India." 
The length of class 3 vessel is 185 feet. 

Mr. Bal/our.-We have built even bigger than that. We have built ships 
of about the same size as class No.2. . 

Mr. Ginwala.-What I wa~t 150 know is whether you can build, ;;upposing 
you get an order, this particular type of boat that they say cannot be 
~onveniently built in India. 

Mr. BfLl/our.-We have actually manufactured ships of that size. 
Mr. Ginwala.-They say that the dimensions of their mail steamers are 

326'x46'xll'. They have double decks and their gross tonnage is 1,700 tons. 
Could you run to anything as big as that? 

Mr. Bal/ouT.-Yes, but we would have to import the machinery. 
lIfr.· Girltl'alq.-I am talking of the hull. You can run up to as much as 

1,700 tons .. 
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Mr. Bal/ou1·.-Yes. We offered to build for Government during the war. 
Mr. Gimvala.-I am coming to that. What is the size of the largest shi~ 

that you can build? Give me in tonnage. 
Mr. Bates.-3,OOO tons dead weight. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Have you built any? 
Mr. Bal/our.-No. 
Mr. Ginwala.-You say that you can build up to 3,000 tons. 
Mr. Ba1/our.-Yes. 
1JJr. Ginll:ala.-'Vhat will be the length of that yessel? 
Mr. Ba1/oltr.-About 300 feet. 
1JJr. Ginwala.-Do I understand that your yard is equipped to build such: 

big ships or is it only that you think that you can build them? 
Mr. Bal/our.-We ha,'e the necessary equipment to do that. 
M'r. Gimmla.-Can you give us your actual figures of production? 
1JJr. Bal/our.-We will send them later.* But there has not been very much 

for the last two ~·enrs. 
!II,.. Ginu·ala.-Will you give us your figures of production for the last five 

or ten years and the largest output you reached in alW particular year, so 
that we lllay get an idea of your eapacity which has been proved by actual 
figures. 

lIlr. Bal/our.-Yes. * 
Mr. Ginn·ala.-Is the ship of 3,000 tons you were speaking of, a s()a going. 

ship? 
Mr. Bates.-Yes. 
lIlr. Ginwala.-Have you built any sea going ship?, 
!lIr. Bal/our.-Not of that size. 
!lIr. Gillll"ula.-Any size? 
lIlr. !3al/our.-Yes, we have built a sea going v!"ssel whose length is 205'. 
Mr. Ginwala.-What is the gross tonnage? 
Mr. Bal/our.-About 500 tons. 
1Il r. Ginwala.-Is the 'Prosperous' the smallest type of sea-going ship? 
!III'. Bal/our.-We designed and built the whole thing here. 
President.-There is this point to be remembered. You ("annot put pro-

tecth'e duties on sea going ,'essels. 
lIlr. Ginll'ala.-The question 'we are, considering for the moment is: 

whethel' the building of ships, sea going or other, should be encouraged ill, 
India. 

Presidwt.-The two things stand 011 a different basis. The llleans taken 
to secure the de,'elopment of building of sea going ships in India ('ould not 
be a prote('th'e duty whi('h "'ould be useless for that purpose. 

!III'. Ginll"ala.-The question of protecting sea going ,'essels lllay have 
to be dealt with differently, but the point I am trying to satisfy myself is, 
supposing we wish to build sea going ships, can you build them in your 
yards as you are I'quippl'd just now ? 

Mr. Bul/ollr.-Up to a point. 
Mr. Gillirala.-You can build sea going ships? 
MI'. Bal/ollr.-Yes. . 
MI'. Ginu'ul(t.-Have you built any? 
MI'. Ba1/our.-Yes, S.S. 'Bhadra.' 
Mr. Ginn·ala.-When WIIS that? 
Mr. Bal/olu.-In 1920. 
Presidellt.-How does that ~ompa.re with S.S. 'Prosperous'? 

• Statement II, Enclosure. II. 
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Mr. Bates.-It is larger, being 250' long. As regards tonnage, it is about 
.500 tons. The original 'Bhadra' was imported by one of the S1leamer Com
panies. She was taken away from the river during the war and put on 
patrol work in the G;ulf. It was found afterwards the machinery and boiler 
were in good condition and these were installed in a new hull which we 
llUilt. 

Mr. Ginwala.-I don't want to go into much detail. But what is the dif
:ference briefly between a sea going ship and a river going ship i' 

Mr. Bates.-The proportions are very different. In the case of ocean going 
ships we have to follow Lloyds or Classification Societies Rules, whereas in 
the case of river going vessels we follow the Board of Trade's Rules which are 
applicable to rivllr craft, the chief difference between the two being that in 
the case of sea going ships the depth is greater. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Is that from the point of view of safetyi' 
Mr. Bates.-Yes, because of the design the vessel will be stiffer in that 

-case. Moreover river crafts are much more lightly constructed. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Take the case of a Paddle Steamer. 
Mr. Bates.-The depth may be 11', whereas in the other case it may be 17' 

·.for a boat of similar tonnage. 
Mr. Ginwala.-That is the main difference. 
Mr. Bates.-Yes, as regards structure. 
Mr. Ginll;ala.-Will you let us have your production of the different typesi' 
Mr. Ballour.-Yes.-
Mr. Ginwala.-At present who are your principal customersi' 
Mr. Ballour.-We will send you a list.t 
Mr. Ginwala.-Will.you mention in that list the kind of people who buy 

-these? 
Mr. Ballour.-Yes.t 
Mr. Ginwala.-{)an you give us any idea of the type of ship that is actually 

being imported into the country? 
MI". Ballour.-We don't know of any being imported at all at the present 

·.time. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Except' that the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company say that they 

.import these creek steamers. But· of course they have not imported any 
recently. They make one or two points in connection with these boats they 
import. They say that they do not want to go beyond 100 feet, so far as 
'Passenger steamers are concerned, though in respect of barges and flats they 
-go up to 225 feet. The next point they make is that they have no means of 
galvanizing the plates and angles after they have been furnaced and shaped. 
Is it a very difficult process? 

lIlr. Ballour.-Not difficult. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Does a galvanizing plant require a very large outlay? 
President.-In connection with our enquiry about the duty on spelter the 

tlonclusion we came to, or rather the evidence that was put before us, was 
-that there was not a very large amount of work even in Calcutta to be done 
'by the galvanizing firms, and therefore, if it is not possible in Calcutta, it is 
very doubtful whether it would pay to put up galvanizing works at Rangoon. 

Mr. Bates.-Take a creek steamer; there would be about 35 plates to be 
galvanized after furnacing and shaping. 

Mr. Ginwala.-You have got to keep a plant for the purposei' 
Mr. Bates.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Would it be worth anybody's while to put up a galvanizing 

'plant? Supposing you got an order from Burma in which it is necessary 
-that a certain proportion of the plates should be galvanized, what would you 

• Statement II, Enclosure II. 
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.do? What tho Irrawaddy Flotilla say is that the galvanizing has t~ be done 
after the plates have been furnaced and shaped. Could you do that here? 

Mr. Bal/our.-We would have to send them to one of the galvanizing com-
'Panies here. 

President.-Is this galvanizing done here? 
Mr. Bal/our.-Yes. 
President.-Here in Calcutta? 
Mr. Bal/our.-I think so. 
Mr. Ginwala.-If it is established that the galvanizing has to be done 

-after furnacing and shaping, that is an essential part of the process and 
that it cannot be performed in this country, the objection may be fatal to 
'your case from one point of view.· 

Mr. Bates.-Really speaking, a galvanized ship is a speciality in itself. 
N one of the companies here use galvanized plates. 

Mr. Ginwala.-But the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company say it is essential for 
their purpose, because the water there is brackish. 

Mr. Bates.-"\\'e have built ships for Burma and we have not been asked 
to do the galvanizing. This is all a question of lightness. Their boats carry 
a certain amount of load in a certain draft, which means the materials used 
in construction are light. In tne case of galvanized plates, the thickness of 
the plate may be only quarter of an inch or 5/16 inch, whereas in the case of 
-ordinary plate the thickness must be greater to have the same life. 

Mr. Ginu,ala.-What would you suggest in their case? It is a very 
important point. What they say is this. "The waters of the rivers of 
Burma and especially of the Delta necessitate the use of galvanized material 
in the construction of our vessels. This in itself prevents us from building 
all our larger types (say above 100 feet) in Burma, since we have no means 
of galvanizing plates and angles after they have been furnaced and shaped." 
You have got to meet this objection. 

President.-Apparently, their smaller vessels do not require to be 
galvanized. 

~ir. Bal/our.-We have not very much experience of the working of ships 
in Burma. 

Mr. Ginwala.-You cannot use galvanized plates to start with, because 
in furnacing and shaping they will be spoiled, so that the galvanizing must 
be done after they are shaped. 

Mr. Bates.-We built three or four barges for Burma and they are still 
working. We delivered the barges to the Burma Railways in 1923. 

Mr. Ginwala.-We do not know where these launches go. However, you 
may think it over and let us have an answer. 

Mr. Bal/our.-We will.t 
Mr. Ginwala.-Have you any idea of the cost of a galvanizing plant? 
Mr. Bal/our.-I am afraid I have not. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Your contention, I take it, is that though it may be desir

able to galvanize some of the plates, in fact you have supplied launches to 
Burma which were not galvanized? 

Mr. Bal/our.-That is so. 
Mr. Ginwala.-With regard to your answer to question 2, you have given 

the prices for various types. Are these actual prices in every case? 
Mr. Bal/our.-Most of them are actuals. 
President.-Where they were actual before the imposition of the duties, 

have you taken account of the duties? 
Mr. Bal/our.-We have. These are the present day prices . 
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'1Ifr. Ginwala.-TlJ.e 'Prosperous' was built some years ago. You have 
given the price of that as Rs, 2,99,337. Is that the present day price? 

lIlr. Bal/our.-That is the present day price. That is what we would 
quote if anyone as~ed us to build it to-day. We have quoted for all the 
crafts during last year with the exception of the 'Prosperous'. 

lIlr. Ginwala.-The erection of a ship is divided under five headings in 
your answer to question 3. 'With regard to the unfabricated steel used sub
ject to protective duties, is there any steel used in the erection of these 
ships which is of a kind not produced in India? 

Mr. Bal/our.-No, unless the galvanized plates are. Tata's did not manu
facture galvanized plates before the imposition of the new duties but I think 
'tney are makng them now. There is no special steel; it is all British standard 
specificaiion. There is·no question of" B" ,( C" or""D" steels as used in 
a .wagon. 

1111'. Ginwala.-So far as your principal material is concerned, it can be· 
Indian? 

lIfr. Bal/our.-Yes. 
lIfr. Ginwala.-As regards the machinery, I think, you said during the 

original enquiry that you manufacture some on a small scale, but I presume 
the' bulk of it will have to lie imported; , 

lIfr. Bal/oul'.~We can manufacture the machinery, but the great diffi
culty is this, that we seldom get two orders for which the engines are the 
same, that is, in one boat it might be 8" and 16", in another 10" and 20" and 
yet another 12" and 24" or larger. If we are to manufacture the whole of the 
sizes necessary, it would mean a large capital outlay in patterns which we 
would never reco.er. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Therefore, the machinery has to be imported? 
11fT. Bal/our.-Yes. 
President.-And you are not asking, for an increase in the duties on 

,machinery? 
lIfr. Bal/our.-No. 
President.-It must be left out ltltogether? 
lib. Bal/oU1·.-Yes. During the war we had to manufacture engines and 

we did it successfully up to 500 H. P. 
1111'. Ginwala .. -Was that it marine engine? 
lIfr. Bal/ouT.-Yes. Complete with shafting, propeller, and all fittings. 
P1·esident.-It is really a question of price? 
lIlr. Bal/our.-Yes. 
lIlr. Ginwala.-Ofthe ~ther impci~ted materials there"are the tackles, 

chains, wire ropes, etc? 
lIlr. Bal/oll1·.-Yes, all the accessories. 
lIlr. (itnwala.-Can these be manufactured in the country? 
lIlr. Bal/our.-We have done anchors. 
lilT. Ginwala.-'rhen these materials that are locally purchased, are they 

of local nIanufacture? 
lIf'r. Bal/ouT.-Yes, with the exception of wood. Capstans, bollards, 

paints are all local manufacture. 
lIll'. Ginwala.-Do you use local timber? 
lIfr. Bal/ouT.-Yes. 
1111'. Ginwala.-What I want to know is, is -ijJere any real difference between 

the cost of fabrication in ship building and, sny, bridge building? 
lIf'/'. Bal/ouT.-Yes, about 2 to 3 times the actual labour costs., 
lilT'. Ginwala.-In the previous enquiry I did not notice so much differ~ 

ence: 'There 1 thinK yo'u' bave given it as about 40 per cent. of the total cost. 
President.-In that case it was fabrication only, no question of erection. 
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Mr. Ballour.-Take the local materials. For instance, we have put down 
labour on the manufacture of capstans, bollards, etc. That would not come 
in under fabrication, but under erection. 

President.-The point is this, that it does not really help you because the 
Rs. 28,000 is the all-in cost of fabrication in the case of the fabricated steel 
in your own figure. The c. i. f. cost of the steel is Rs. 43,000, with 10 per 
cent. duty it would get on to Rs. 53,000. That is not in the proportion of 
16 to 40; it is not in the proportion of 16 to 30. That is the point. 

Mr. Ballour.-We will think it over during tiffin time. 
Mr. Ginwala.-You will find from your statement during the previous 

enquiry that there ought not to be very much difference. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Have you been able to discover anything with regard to 

the question I put to you this morning whether there is any real difference 
between the costs of fabrication in ship building and bridge work? 

Mr. Ballour.-Generally' speaking, so far as fabrication is concerned, 
between girder work and ship building, there is not much difference. 

Mr. Ginwala.-In answer to question 6 you stated that there was a drop 
in the landed cost of a Twin Set of Marine Machinery and there was a 
difference of 11 per cent. 

Mr. Ballour.-Approximately, that was according to the rate of exchange. 
Mr. Ginwala.-The Irrawaddy Flotilla Company say that they found the 

price precisely the same. We put the same question in their special ques
tionnaire. 

President.-There might be no difference in sterling although in rupees 
there would be. 

Mr. Ballour.-There is a slight fall though it is not; very much. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Then in answer to question 9 you have stated that owing 

to the fall in the price of steel, you claim Rs. 830 and the effect of exchange 
you have given as Rs. 3,406, but. there must be something set off against that 
on the other side? 

President.-As against the effect of exchange. 
Mr. Ginwala.-As well as against the fall in the price of steel. So far as 

the price of steel is concerned, the Tata Iron and Steel Company are getting, 
in addition to their protection by means of enhanced duty, a certain amount 
of bounty, the idea of it being that the price of steel should not go up and 
some allowance must be made for that. Is there no reduction in your own 
cost compared to 1923? 

Mr. Bal/our.-There is no reduction in labour. 
Mr. Ginwala.-But in the case of the imported materials, in the cost of 

fuel, and the like P 
Mr. Ballour.-There is a slight reduction in the cost of coal, but the 

.amount of coal required in building a ship is not very much. 
Mr. Ginwala.-If the difference is so small may it be treated as 

negligible? 
Mr. Ballour.-It is not a big item. 
Mr. Ginwala.-'With regard to your own purchase of steel, has the grant 

·of bounty made any difference to your prices? 
Mr. Balfour.-'Ve got steel at a very favourable rate until three months 

.ago. 
President.-'Vas that a special order? Does that affect your purchases 

generally? 
Mr. Balfour.-That was for a special order. 
Mr. Ginwala.-One of the reasons for giving a bounty was that they were 

unable to compete against the cheaper steel coming in. Has the bounty 
-entirely gone into their pockets or have you benefited by it? 

Mr. Balfour.-Of course in the case of wagons we benefited as we get a 
:flat rate from Tata's. 
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. PTesident.-That has always been treated as a special case and it is not: 
directly relevant to this one. As regards your ordinary purchases are you. 
still purchasing at the same terms relatively to British prices P , 

liT. Bal/ouT.-We are paying more now. Tata's used to give us Rs. 5 
per ton reduction on' home rates. I think it was three or four months ago. 
that they knocked that off. Now we are paying the same rate to Tata's all' 
we are paying for imported plates. I asked Tata's to advise the Tariff Board, 
they had done this. . 

PTesident.-Are there any special reasons which might induce Tata's to. 
give special terms for plates required in ship building? 

Mr. Bal/ouT.-Two months ago we had an enquiry for two Hats. Tata'it 
haPl?ened to be very slack in their plate work. Knowing this enquiry was 
commg along, we got plates from Tata's at very favourable rates. This waif. 
the only instance. 

President.-That was, so to speak, accidental. If any of their mills 
happened to be short of orders, it might be worth their while to cut their 
price to get the business. 

Mr. Bal/our.-That is what they have done. 
President.-It was not 'Something special for ship plates? 
Mr. Bal/our.~No. We had this enquiry and they asked us to give them 

a stock order for plates. 
President.-It is difficult to keep the plate mill· at Jamshedpur fully

employed. 
Mr. Bal/our.-That was not my experience last year. 
President.-If they are going to work one shift only, it may not be. That. 

again depends on something else. It depends on the output of ingots. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Then as regards the illustration you have given in answer 

to question 9, is it an actual case or a hypothetical case? 
Mr. Bal/our.-This would be an actual case if we had an order at the· 

present day. 
Mr. Ginwala.-It is rather hypothetical, then, is it not? 
Mr. Bal/oUT.-After all we did three Hats and delivered them all last year_ 
Mr. Ginwala.-Have you actualIy built them according to these figures? 
Mr. Bal/our.-We must have delivered on these figures? 
President.-You got your cost of fabrication from your actuals, whereas 

as regards the cost of the material, you have brought it up to date. In so· 
far as it is not a question of materials it is practically based on actuals. 

Mr. Bal/our.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-With regard to your answer to question. 10, have you been. 

able to find out why this order was not given to you by the Port 
Commissioners P . 

Mr. Bal/our.-I understand it was a question of delivery. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Do you mean date of delivery? 
lfr. Bal/our.-We quoted 12 and 15 months, 12 for one and 15 for another. 

The Home manufacturer said 11 and 13 months, whereas they were actually' 
delivered one year late. . 

P-resident.-The point is: what affected the mind of the Port Commis-· 
sioners? Was it the question of delivery? 

Mr. Bal/our.-Delivery had a good deal to do with it. 
President.-But for that, there has not been much difference in prioo. 
Mr. Bal/our.-Very little. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Can you give us the specifications for the light vessels? 
Mr. Bal/our.-It can't be given off hand. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Why did you require such a long time? Had you much! 

work on hand P 
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M·r. Bal/ou-r.-It is a pretty heavy work and it would take a long time to
do it. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Will you give us the specifications, length, breadth, ton
nage and so on P 

Mr. BaZlour.-Yes.* 
Mr. Ginwala.-Please give us the same information as regards the Sukkur 

Barrage tug. 
Mr. BaZ/our.-Yes.* 
Mr. Ginwala.-Now I come to the most important point, that is to say, 

the measure of protection. You will remember in our last enquiry we haei 
to find out first of all the c. i. f. landed price of fabricated steel; then we had 
to come to some finding about the price that you ought to get; and the
difference between the two was the measure of protection. Here we have to do 
the same thing if we make any proposals, but so far we have not got suffi
cient information. We are more or less in the same position as we were 
then. 

Mr. Bal/our.-We have given you all the information at our disposal. If 
·we can give you any more, we shall be very pleased to give it. 

Mr. Ginwala.-It was for that reason this morning I asked you whether 
there is any difference between the cost of fabrication of girder work anc! 
ship building. If you cannot give us the c. i. f. price of fabricated ship 
work, you will have to give us some idea as to what the c. i. f. price of girder 
or bridge work is. 

Mr. BaZ/our.-It is even more difficult to make these comparisons with> 
ships, because Government import is so few. 

:Mr. Ginwala.-How do you suggest we should determine the measure of 
protection P We had to take a rough and ready method last time which waS' 
the only thing we could do. 

Mr. Bal/our.-I am afraid we have no information at all. If you take
any type, we can give you the details, if you wish. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Taking the I. G. Hat as typical I want the cost of fabrica
tion and erection per ton to be broken up. Please refer to page 114 of the 
Steel Report and see what we did there .. I want to know the actual figures,. 
you may be able to give me this information. We want to determine what 
the position is. There we have taken the cost of unfabricated steel (ly\; 
tons) without duty. 

President.-H the was}age is smaller, take the .smaller percentage. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Then you have the duty that you are paying now. 
Mr. Bal/our.-Would you include the wood work and the castings? 
Mr. Ginwala.-I would if you could give the cost separately. 
Mr. Bal/our.-I dare say we. might arrive at an approximate figure bY' 

analysing our cost sheet. 
:Mr. Ginwala.-What we have got to take into account is the fabricated! 

steel. A ship imported from England may be brought out purely as fabri-
cated metal and other things 'may be added here. . 

President.-Gther materials and machinery really hardly enter into the. 
problem at all, because the machinery in both cases will have to be imported 
and the wood work will be Indian even if the steel is imported. Take it on 
the basis of the I. G. Hat and see if you could work it out on the basis of steel 
alone. 

Mr. Bal/our.-We will try and arrive at a figure per ton on the basis of 
I. G. Hat. t In that figure would you like it for the boat to be afloat or do you 
wish the figure to be given for the boat on the slips ready for launching? 

Mr. Ginwala.~ive us both. 
Mr. Bal/our.-Yes. t 

* Statement II, Enclosure V. 
t Statement II, Enclosure VI. 
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President.-We really do want both for purposes of comparison. 
Mr. Ginwala.-What about the other side of the -account that is to say. 

-the c. i. f. price? . . .! 

Mr. Bal/our.-I api afraid I can't give you any information. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Can you give us the c.i.f. prices for bridge work and 

girder work? 
President.-We have got quite a lot of information in our last Steel 

Report. -. 

Mr. Ginwala.-There is one thing which we would like to know and which 
we have never been able to get so 'far and that is some information which 
will enable us to compare the cost of fabrication in this country with the cost 

·of fabrication in England. There is one rough way of arriving at the cost. 
It is difficult to get the f.o.b. price of fabricated steel, but supposing we can 
get the c.i.f_ price of fabricated material, we can work back to the f.o.b. By 
making allowance for insurance, freight and so on, we can arrive at the f.o.b. 
price of unfabricated steel in the same way and the difference between the two 
:roughly represents the cost of fabrication. Of course, that would have to be 
corrected at this end by adding what the re-erection would cost. Would that
-be a rough way of doing it? Have you followed my_ point? 

Mr. Bal/o·ur.-We have no figures either c.i.f. or f.o.b. 
Presidcnt.-We have got figures for bridgework. 
Mr. Ginwala.-You have got to do something. You have got to establish 

-your case and say" Here is this foreign article coming in at so much and here 
is this article that we can produce in this country. The difference in the 

-cost is so much and that is the amount of protection that we want." 
President.-The Sukkur ("ase is a good case. Your tender is directly 

comparable, and the complication about the double cost of erection does not 
-come in. 

Mr. Bal/our.-It is a very light vessel. It is a special shallow craft. 
President.-Still it is something. 
Mr. Ginwala.-What is precisely your proposal? 
President.-First of all they say that we ought not to remove the protec

-tive duty. 
Mr. Bal/our.-We have given you figures in support. of our proposal. 
President.-I did try in my examination to deal with that particular point 

•. and suggested to you that compensating protection on account of the three 
items' which you had mentioned amounted to 211 per cent. and if you add 
-the 10 per cent. it comes to all per cent. Our report has been published and 
:you know what our recommendation on fabricated steel is. You urge that 
-the same method should be applied to the structural steel. 

Mr. Bal/our.-Yes. 
Prcsident.-And you justify it on the ground of these three items. 
Mr. Bal/our.-Yes, and :tlso on account of the fact that ships are similar 

·to fabricated steel with the exception of machinery. 
President.-Quite. We are treating the two on the same basis. We are 

-only concerned with the fabricated steel parts of the vessel. Undoubtedly, 
they are similar. The final question you have got to meet is this. There is 
-the fact that Mr. Cochran admitted in the original enquiry that the position 
was distinctly easier as regards ships than as regards other fabricated steel, 
.and that competition was not so keen in the case of ships. Supposing the 
Board were satisfied that some protection was necessary, surely we have got 
to take account of the fact that competition is not so keen in the case of 
ships as in the case of other fabricated steel. Therefore, if a duty of 321 per 
cent. is right in the case of ot·her fabricated steel, something less than 32 per 
cent. is suitable in the case of vessels. How are we to arrive at it? 

Mr. Bal/our.-Don't you think that what 1\lr. Cochran mentioned there 
related to firms who have not got yards or skilled supervision to re-erect boats . 

..After all, ill bridgework and structural work, it does not require so much 
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technical knowledge to put these together asit does to put a ship together. 
What I am trying to point out is this. Outside those firms who have their 
own yards, there are others who have not got yards of their own. Nor have 
they the technical knowledge or assistance. They have to hand over the 
boat to the manufacturer here to re-erect. 

President.-To one of the engineering firms? 
Mr. Bal/our.-Yes. 
President.-Have you ever done work of that kind for a railway company 

or any other firm P 
Mr. Bal/our.-Yes, over 20 years ago. 
President.-It seems to me that what you have said, tells against 

you. If the purchaser has got no yard of his own and has got no skilled 
iltaff to do it, he has an incentive to buy in India, and it will not suit him 
so well to get the work done at home and then to give it to an engineering 
firm here to re-erect it. 

Mr. Bal/ou1'.-Mr. Cochran must have had that in his mind. 
President.-Turning to the case of those who have yards, is there anybody 

else besides the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company and the India General Naviga
tion and Railway Company? 

Mr. Bal/our.-There is the River Steam Navigation Company. 
President.-Take these three firms. Would they in any case purchase 

from an engineering firm? Would not they utilise their own yards? 
Mr. Bal/our.-We have done a fail' business with the India General Navi~ 

gation Company. We built for them 2 Hats in 1919, 6 in 1920 or 1921 and 
3 Hats last year. You said that Mr. Cochran stated that we had an advantage 
over foreign manufacturers in the matter of inland vessels. My point is that 
one of the advantages lies in the fact that it requires a highly technical 
staff. 

President.-Do you mean that the erection of it, after it has arrived, 
requires a highly technical staff? 

Mr. Bal/our.-Yes, and the other advantages are a yard to lay the vessels 
down, launching ways, depth of water to launch, etc. All these have got to 
be taken into consideration. If these constitute a slight advantage, it is an 
incentive for the railway company or others situated like them to place their 
order in India. 

Mr. Ginwala.-If you want protection you must make out a case that, 
unless protection is given to you, you would lose part of your business, and 
that there is some foreign competition against you. It is no good pointing 
out that there is internal competition against you, for that can hardly be a 
ground for protection. Except yourselves, there is nobody else here who 
imild ships for others. The Steamship Companies build their own. 

Mr. Bal/our.-There are three other shipbuilders. 
Mr. Ginwala.-They are relatively small and the competition is internal. 

Mr. Bal/our.-There is no doubt internal competition. 

Mr. Ginwala.-The internal competition must continue. What we have to 
find out is how much foreign competition there is. As far as I have been 
able to make out, you have only given two instances where foreign competi
tion came in. Your proposal comes to this that in order to enable you to 
get these two orders which you lost in the last two years, protection should be 
granted. 

Mr. Bal/our.-There is the value of the ships that have been imported. 
We are not aware of ever being asked to quote. 

Mr. Ginwala.-In 1924-25, the value of the imports was Rs. 12i lakhs. 

Mr; Bal/our.-Wehave never been asked to quote for that. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Surely it is not our function to see whether yOU have been 

asked to quote or not. The point is, what is the amount nf competition that 
.. F 
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you have to face? I am talking of foreign competition. Your argument is 
theoretical. It must be shewn that foreign competition exists in fact. 

President.-Possibly, if the duty had remained at 10 per cent., as it was 
originally intended, there would be evidence. As a result· of the duty going 
up, there is no evidence. 

Mr. BaIJour.-My case is that a ship should be treated like a tank. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Can you show that tanks are being imported? 
Mr. BaIJour.-Tanks are imported. 
Mr. Ginwala.-In the case of ships, you have to show that there is com

petition in the kind of ships that can he manufactured in this country. That 
is what we want to know. . 

Mr. BaIJour.-If you reduce the duty to 10 per cent., all the orders will 
go home. -

President.-That is what we are trying to find out. 
Mr. BaIJour.-I am sorry that we cannot give you more figures. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Let us leave out 1924, 1925 and 1926. Let us take the year 

1923-24. The value of the imported ships in that year was Rs. 711 lakhs. 
Supposing these importations were all made by. steamship companies who 
also build ships, do you say that that competition was against yourselves P 

Mr. BaIJour.-If they could get them cheaper In" India, they would place 
their orders in India. . 

Mr. Ginwala.-Take the "case of the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company, for in
stance. They are not likely to give you any order even' if you raise the duty 
to 20, 30 or even 40 per cent. They will either make them themselves or 
import them. If these importations are made by the" Irrawaddy Flotilla 
Company and other steamship companies, can you say that there is foreign 
competition against you P 

Mr. BaIJour.-We can only look to the steamship companies, Port Trusts, 
Railways, Government and private concerns. 

Mr. Ginwala.-How many ships do Government import? 
Mr. BaIJour.-Government have not bought any ships for the last four 

years, since the Royal Indian Marine Dockyard was closed. 
President.-These are sea-going vessels, are they not? . 
Mr. BaIJour.-I am talking about the river craft. They have not built 

any for the last four years. They will have to build during the next five 
years. 

Mr. Ginwala.-During the last few years there has been a slump, so to 
speak. 

Mr. BaIJour.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-When trade revives, if this protection is removed, you 

apprehend that all the order~ will go home? 

Mr. BaIJo'Ur.-Certainly, they will go home? 

President.-Our difficulty is just precisely this. 

Mr. BaIJour.-~ach of the mills on the Hooghly has got a tug or two 
on the river. 

Mr. Ginwala.-We have got to deal with .an existing evil and not an evil 
lI'hich mayor may not arise. 

Mr. BalJo'Ur.-Surely, you cannot protect one structure and leave the other. 
President.-The question is whether you need it. 
Mr. BaIJour.-It is necessary. 

Mr. Ginwala.-We are trying to get information from you. What we are 
concerned with is how much of foreign importation takes place. If there it 
llO foreign competition, no. question of protection can "arise. 
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Mr.' Bal/our.-I say there is foreign competition. We are of tho opinion 
that if shipbuilding is hampered in any way by the removal of the duty at 
present existing there never will be a shipbuilding industry in India. 

Mr. Ginwala.-As regards the general question, do you consider that the 
bhipbuilding industry ought to be encouraged in India? 

Mr. Bal/our.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-You remember the conditions laid down by the Fiscal Com

mission. Do you consider that these conditions are fulfilled on the whole 
by the shipbuilding industry except as regards machinery? 

Mr. Bal/our.-Yes; 
Mr. Ginwala.-As regards 'labour, is there sufficient Indian labour avail

able? 
Mr. Bal/our.-Yes. We have had a hard struggle for the last three years 

in keeping our labour together. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Owing to lack of orders. 
Mr. Bal/ou.r.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-You don't consider that compared with shipbuilding abroad 

of this particular kind you suffer from any disadvantage? 
Mr. Bal/our.-None whatever. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Either as regards raw materials or labour or as regards 

power or fuel, you don't suffer from any disadvantage? 
Mr. Bal/our.-No. We have got everything in our yard. In fact we are 

better equipped than many shipyards at home of the same size as ours. 
Mr. Ginwala.-In answer to question 13, the Irrawaddy Flotilla Compa.1l7 

say "The present average c. i. f. cost of the fabricated steel parts of im
ported vessels chargeable to duty varies according to the size of the vessel 
concerned but it is roughly between Rs. 720 and Rs. 840 per ton, to which 
duty has to be added." 

Mr. Bal/our.-I would he prepared to accept orders at these figures. 
Mr. Ginwala.-What is your total consumption of steel in a yearP 
Mr. Bal/our.-We gave that in the original enquiry which you made. It, 

was 2,650 tons in 1923. 
Mr. Ginwala.-That also includes galvanized sheets, plates and rivets, 
Mr. Bal/our.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-If you deduct that, it would leave about 2,300 tons. 
Mr. Bal/our.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-You say you are working about 20 per cent. of your capa-

city. 
Mr. Bal/our.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-In a full year you say you will use about 10,000 tons. 
Mr. Bal/our.-It would greatly depend on the type of hoat. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Taking one thing and another together? 
Mr. Bal/our.-About 6,000 tons. 
President.-In 1923, in answer to the question " State approximately the 

kinds of steel, and the quantity of each kind required by the firm annually 
for the manufacture of their products", this (2,615 tons) was given as a 
normal figure for your shipyard department. 

Mr. Ballour.-We must have given the average figure. 
Dr. Matthai.-'-You mentioned .this jute Hat as typical and give your costs 

with reference to that. I was wondering whether there is this idea behind 
that that Hats and barges form the great bulk of the work that you do and 
have done fol' yearlil. 

lIfr. Bal/our.-In tonnages, yes. 
Dr. lIfatthai.-The evidence given hy your representative during the ori

ginal enq~jr, W!l~ thah 113 far as flats and barges were concerned .• since he 
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joined the Company, there has been very little foreign competition and that. 
you have been able to hold your own. 

Mr. Bal/our.-A river steamer company imported three in about the end 
of 1923. 

Dr. Matthai.~What Mr. Cochran said was that ever since he joined 
Messrs. Burn & Co. there were very few cases of imports of barges and fiats. 
He put it fairly strongly. (Page 397, Volume II of evidence). 

Mr. Bal/our.-I know that three fiats did come out for the River Steam 
Navigation Company in 1924. 

Dr. Matthai.-Since then there has been very little importation of any 
kind of ships. Circumstances have not changed, as far as that is concerned. 

Mr. Bal/ou'r.-I don,'t think trade has been so bright as to induce them 
to go on building at the present moment. 

Dr. Matthai.-As far as t.hese small steam vessels are concerned-I mean 
things like launches-I suppose the local producers are in a position of ad
vantage. What I am trying to suggest is that when people out here are 
placing orders for these small vessels, it is an advantage to have their deal
ings with local firms, other things being equal. So that from that point of 
view the local producer is in a position of advantage. 

Mr. Bal/our.-Yes, because we are on the spot. 
Dr. Matthai.-If it i~'-true that these small vessels can come out in sec

tions in the sense accepted by the Central Board of Revenue, then these 
small launches might also come out in that shape? 

Mr. Bal/our.-They might, but probably they would come whole. 
Dr. Matthai.-If that is so, what I want to ask is this, that in relation to 

the cost of these launches t.he fact that they would come in sections might 
increase the freight? 

Mr. Bal/our.-'-We admit that. If they come out whole laid on the deck 
of a vessel I have no idea of the freight they would charge. 

Dr. Matthai.-I was looking at it this way. Your first advantage is that 
you are on the IIpot. The second is that there might be a heavier freight on 
the imported article on account of the bulI[, so that, as far as these small 
crafts are concerned, you are in a position of strong advantage. Is that 
assumption right? There is one thing that rather confirms me. I was read
ing the evidence given by' Mr. Stuart-Williams and I think he said, as far 
as these small things are concerned, the Port Commissioners have not for 
several years placed orders outside India and that confirms my impression 
with regard to these small vessels. 

Mr. Bal/our.-That was when the duty was 10 per cent. That did not 
prevent the Port Commissioners from calling for tenders from home. 

Dr. Matthai.-What Mr. Stuart-Williams said was that" tugs, launches 
and small craft generally can be constructed here and as far as we are con
cerned practically all were constructed locally." Then coming to these bigger 
steam vessels Mr. Ginwala raised a point iri his examination with regard to 
the. question of your being able to construct the sort of big vessels plying on 
the Irrawaddy. I want to raise a similar point from a different point of 
view. You are working in Bengal and the market which is close to you i~ 
the market on the river here. My impression is that the vessels that you 
make are meant for the purp'ose of traffic over short distances on the river. 

Mr. Bal/our.-No, not necessarily. 

Dr. Matthai.-I mean mainly not entirely. 

Mr. Bal/our.-These river paddle boats go 500 .or 600 miles from Calcutta. 

Dr. Matthai.-But the bulk of your work is done really for short distance 
traffic? I am speaking of the steam vessels. 

Mr. Bal/our.-l suppost) a ~r~at many dQ ply between QD~ shl?!'~ !LWl 
Imother. 



139 

Dr. lIIatthai.-The point I want to be clear about is this. Assuming that 
it is true that the main traffic for which you cater in regard to steam vessels 
is short distance traffic, then small vessels will do for. that purpose. Suppos
ing you have a long' distance to cover, the boats would be bigger. Take the 
passenger service on the Irrawaddy, for instance. where they have to cover 
long distances. Obviously, the boats would have to be bigger ones there. 

Mr. Bal/our.-They would be bigger. They would have to carry more coal 
and more water. 

Dr. Matthai.-If the market which lies immediately to hand, as far as you 
are concerned, consists mainly of small vessels, then supposing we gave yod 
protection in regard to that type of vessels alone, do you think you would 
have any reason for complaint? Supposing I said-assuming it is admini
stratively possible--we would restrict the protection to steam vessels of, say, 
&.bout 100 feet to 150 feet in length, as far as you are concerned, is there 
any reason for complfl int P 

Mr. Bal/our.-That is as far as the Hooghly is concerned. 
Dr. Matthai.-I am leaving out Assam for the moment, I ;lm thinking of 

Calcutta where you have a market of your .own. Here is a market more pro
perly your own and if the bulk of that market consists of these small vessels 
and we gave you protection, as far as these vessels are concerned, won't you 
be satisfied? 

Mr. Bal/our.-Do you mean that companies in Calcutta would not ply in 
the Assam rivers P 

D'r. Matthai.-What proportion of your work is meant for Assam traffic? 
Mr. Bal/our.-In 1913, we built two paddle steamers 165 feet long, two 

landing stages, three wagon loading balges-the whole ferry scheme. 
Dr. Matthai.-That is rather the kind of opportunity that comes your 

way. 
P'resident.-They are in as strong a position in Assam as in Bengal. 
Dr. Matthai.-Whnt is the size of the barges you have just referred toP 
Mr. Bal/our.-They would be 220 feet long. 
Dr. Matthai.-The sort of difficulty in my mind is this. Here are the 

Irrawaddy Flotilla Company people who have protested against an increased 
duty and it occurs to me that supposing in response to your representation 
we increase the protection for Rhip building by raising the rate of duty in 
order that you may be able to capture the whole of the Indian market
supposing we are asked to do that-I would find it very difficult to accede to 
your request. Supposing we gave you enough protection in regard to the 
market nearest to you and that you were able to carryon with that protection, 
in that case a rate of duty or range of protection, which would give you the 
whole of the Indian market, would, as far as I am concerned, be difficult to 
give. 

1I1'r. Bal/our.-We have always have had the whole of the Indian market, 
why should we be depdved of that now P There is not one port in India for 
which we have not built ships .. 

Dr. Matthai . ....:.-We are not here to ensure that you should get every order 
that arises in the country. As far as I am concerned, the way I look at this 
problem is, whether we can give you sufficient amount of protection for you 
to survive as an industry, not that you should be able necessarily to capture 
the whole of the Indian market. 

Mr. Bal/our.-Don't you want to develop the industry? Then why de
prive us of the market which we hav~ already got? We have built ships for 
every port in India; why take ita way from us now? 

President.-If that be so, you must have very great natural advantages 
in your own local mal'ket. 

Mr. Baljouf.=Not necessarily, because we have competition in Calcutta. 
Ther(l is no such ketlll competition in Bombay and Karachi. 
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Prelident.-If you could compete with foreign ship builders in Bombay 
and Karachi that necessarily means that they cannot possibly compete with 
you in Calcutta. 

MT. Balfour.~1 don't say that they never called for tenders from outside, 
but probably it was called only in India. They are satisfied with our work. 

Dr. Matthai.-You speak of the increased competition. I quite admit 
there is. But may I put it to you this way, that practically, as far as I 
know, there is no branch of the engineering industry which is in a more 
depressed condition than the ship building industry. One reason why you 
have this enormous difficulty is the paucity of orders. If the problem you 
are up against is general paucity of orders no Tariff Board can help you 
because we cannot create orders. 

Mr. BalfouT.-Quite 'so, but my contention is that you have protected 
every other industry, and from your R('port I understand that the ship build
ing industry is to get nothing owing to the bulky nature of the materials 
which are imported. 

President.-Protection for the shipbuilding industry was not recommended 
because we were not satisfied that protection was required. 

Mr. BalfouT.-One of the reasons you gave was 'the bulky nature of the 
.materials imported. 

President.-That is by no means th€ whole of the case. The general posi
tion then was that we were not satisfied that protection was required, and 
it is precisely for that reason that Dr. Matthai is asking you these questions 
to enable you to give your reasons and remove the doubts he has in his mind. 

M.T. llal/ouT.-If we had any figures about the imported article, I should 
only be too pleased to place them before you but unfortunately I cannot ob
tain them. We have tried hard but have failed to get them. 

Dr. Matthai.~That is precisely our difficulty. I want to raise another 
point in connection with that; Supposing one suggested that in regard to 
steam vessels protection should be relltricted to a particular size, would it be 
at all possible, if steel parts came out here, to say that steel parts of e. 
particular size are for a particular pUl pose ? 

Mr. Balfour.-.Yes. If it were a 140 feet boat we would have 150 feet. 
President.-8upposing it was decided that 150 feet was to be the limit of 

the size of a vessel to be built in this country, would you fix the limit to 200 
feet? 

MT. Balfour.-They would. If they were thinking of a boat 155 feet long, 
they would naturally put another 5 or 10 feet on to get greater speed. 

Dr. Matthai.-Is there still very much prejudice against the quality of 
Indian ships P 

Mr. Balfour.-I don't think so. Of course, there are certain people who 
would always prefer home manufactured boats. 

Dr. Matthai.-With regard to these light vessels, you have said that it. 
would hinge on the question of delivery. I was wondering whether in cas'!!~ 
of this kind there may not be the question of quality at the back? 

lilT. Balfour.-There is no question of quality. 
Dr. Matthai.-Is it possible to say what is in normal 'times the total 

annual demand for steam Tessels in Bengal and Assam? 
lIlr. Bal/our.-I am afraid not. I don't think there is a renewal pro-

gramme. They cannot afford it. 

President.-Nothing is normal under the present circu~stances. 
lilT. BalfouT.-They would meet theil' needs when the market is favourable. 

President.-I have got. only two small points. The trade returns for the 
future may not disclose the actual imports of ships because the effect of the 
Central Board of Revenue's ruling is that these fabricated steel parts of 
ships will be classed as fabricated steel and it is conceivable they may come 
in alii bbriclloted plates or something of that sort in the trade returns, so that 
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for the future it may be unsafe to rely on the value of these figures. The 
other point is that I looked up the freight returns of the Indian Stores De
partment which we got during our Cement enquiry and the only item that is 
at all relevant there is that they give the freight for bridge work-

" Small and Heavy (not Lattice Girders) (line by line 
of specification) • 35s. 

For lifts over 3 and up to 5 tons . 558. 
Over 5 tons, 5s. per ton or part thereof extra to be 

charged." 

If the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company imported their fabricated steel parts 
of vessels with a certain amount· of joining work already done, you might 
get something comparable to that. 1 cannot conceive why they should do it 
because the plates are flat enough. 

Mr. Ginwala.-The Irrawaddy Flotilla Company say that these plates and 
angles have to be galvanized after the furnacing and shaping has been done. 
Supposing we said ships containing 80 much of galvanized material be· ex
cluded, could that be done without interfering with the rest of the ship 
building business? 

Mr. Bal/our.-The chief trouble would be as regards the hull. 
Mr. Ginwala.-On what part of the ship would this galvanized steel be 

required? 
Mr. 'Ballour.-On the sides and the bottom; it will converge at the ends. 
Mr. Ginwala.---Could that be separately imported completely fabricated? 
Mr. Bal/our.-I am afraid not, because they are rough smithed and then 

tried on the ships, and when finally set put back from the ship, marked off 
and the holes drilled or punched. 

Mr. Ginwala.---Could that be rolled in that shape and then imported? 
Mr. Ballour.-No. 
Mr. Ginwala.---Can other fabricated steel be easily distinguished from 

ship work? 
Mr. Bal/our.-That would be difficult. The bottom plates and side plates 

may come in as tank plates. Tank plates could be Iirought in as ship plates, 
if the duties were lower: 

Mr. Ginwala.-What about such other things such as angles, bars, etc.? 
Mr. BalIOU'i".-Angles and bars can hardly be put down as anything except 

ship's frames (provided they He bent to shape). Deck beams could come in as 
anything. 

President.-If it were proposed to put a higher duty on fabricated steel 
parts of ships than on ordinary fabricated steel, then I think there might be 
difficulty because they might try to bring them in something else, but practi
cally if it is a question of having a lower duty on fabricated steel, they would 
come in larger quantities and the Customs authorities could deal with them. 

Mr. Bal/our.-That is the point. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Supposing we put a lower rate of duty on fabricated ship 

material, would other kind of materials be passed off as fabricated ship 
material? 

Mr. Bal/our.-There is no reason why they should not bring in a tank 
plate as a ship plate. 

Mr. Ginwala.-Are tank plates a substantial part of fabricated ship mate
rialsP 

Mr. Bal/our.-I see no reason why they should not bring tank plates as 
ship plates, if tIieduty was low. -

Mr. Ginwala.-You think that there would be difficulty in identifying 
them? 

Mr. Bal/our.-If they wish to do it, there is no reason why they should 
not puw:ll some holes in any plates. 
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Mr. Ginwala.-If there is a hole in it, would it be taken as fabricated:» 

Mr. Bal/our.-Yes. 
Mr. Ginwala.-Is the difficulty real or imaginary? If the Irrawaddy 

Flotilla Company succeed in establishing the case that the kind of ships they 
require cannot be manufactured in. this country and if they should be ex
cluded from any scheme of protection, even if protection is granted to plates, 
can they bring in the imported ships simply as fabricated steel and pay a 
lower rate of dutyi' I waut to know whether that steel could be clearly 
identified and distinguished from the steel of the same kind carrying a 
higher rate of dnty. 

Mr. Bal/our.-It is difficult to distinguish, if they wish to do anything 
like that. 

Mr. Gitlwala.-The Irrawaddy Flotilla Company may not do it. But 
people, who import such steel, might well say that it was all ship material. 
Can they say it i' 

Mr. Bate3.-There is no reason why they shoul<J. not. We cannot imagine 
that the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company would do such a thing. The shipping 
specification will be issued with the materials that would come along. AU 
that the investigator need do would be to ask for the specification and see 
whether the shipping materials are according to the ·specification. 

Mr. Bal/our.-Leaving out the sliipping companies altogether, supposing 
the importer of ordinary plates imports plates as ship materials, he will get 
them at a cheaper rate than bringing in plates as raw material, if the duty 
is retained at 10 per cent. 



Witness No. S. 

MESSRS. JOHN KING AND COMPANY, IJMITED. 

Reply to Questionnaire, submitted by tAe Indian Engineering Associatio1l 
with their lorwa.rdino letter, dated tAe 15th October 1925. 

1. All the classes specified. 

2. 11) Paddle Steamer 
(2) Tug 

s. 

(3) Cargo Boat 
(4) Flat 

(a) 
(II) 
(c) 
(d) 
(e) 

(1) 
14% 
50% 

1% 
10% 
25% 

130 feet 
100 " 
100 tons 
200 feet 

(2) 
...; 
o 
Z .,. 
<8 

~ 
00 

Rs. 
R8. 
Re. 
R8. 

(3) 
4.0% 
Nil 

10% 
20% 
30% 

1,50,000 
1,00,000 

18,000 
75,000 

(4) 
4.0% 
Nil 
30% 

8% 
22% 

4. The percentage depends on whether the material can be bought from 
Tata or imported. 

5, (a) 58 per cent. 
(b) 25 per cent. 
(c) 4 per cent. 
(d) 13 per cent. Bolts and Rivets. 

7. We agree with this view as a statement of the position in 1923. 
8. We cannot mention any facts which might have led the board to take 

a different view. 
9. As competition from Overseas in the Indian market is much keener than 

in 1923 there is a need for higher protective duties on imported vessel and 
their component parts. 

11. We can ccnstruct vessels up to 350 feet long. 
12. Yes. 
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Witness No.6. 

CWEF CONTROLLER OF STORES. 

WJUTUi.lr. 

Letter datea th,e 12th, January 1926. 
I have the honour to refer to your letter No.6, dated 6th January i926, 

regarding the purchase of 2 paddle tugs for service at Sukkur. The replies 
to your questions are as under: 

(I) The order was placed by the Director-General, India Store Depart
ment, London, with Messrs. Lobnitz & Co., Ld., Renfrew, at a 
price of £27,200 plu! 10 per cent. customs duty delivered afloat 
at Karachi. 

(2) The successful tenderer did not quote for·the cost of transport to 
site from Karachi and erection there. His quotation was for 
delivery afloat at Karachi. 

(3) Full details of the Engllsh tender are not available in this office. 
It was cabled by the Director-General, India Store Department, 
London, as under: 

"Your letter dated 16th April N.-2376. Best tender paddle 
tugs delivered afloat Karachi £27,200. First vessel 
delivered Karachi 6 months, 2nd 7 months. Price for 
delivery f.o.b. Great Britain in sterling will follow." 

A copy of this office letter No. N.-2376, dated 16th April with its enclo
sures is sent herewith. 

It was assumed on receipt of the Director-General's reply that the paddle 
tugs offered by him as the best tender would in all respects comply with the 
specifications sent to him. 

On receipt of his reply and the tenders from firms in India this office 
letter No. 2326, dated 20th June 1925 (copy attached) was addressed to the 
indentor, the' Chief Engineer, Lloyd Barrage and Canals Construction, 
Karachi, and the latter decided to accept the Director-General's tender
vide his telegram, dated 25th June 1925, to the Director General (copy 
attached). 

It is probable that the delivery dates offered by Messrs. Burn and Company 
weighed considerably with the indentor in making his decision as they did 
with this Department in making its recommendation. 

The preference given to the Director-General's tender over that of 
Messrs. Herman and Mohatta was, however, based mainly on price, and in 
this connection it must be pointed .out .that, owing to an unfortunate mistake 
on the part of the Director-General, India Store Department, London, in not 
making his tender clear, it was accepted on the assumption .that it included 
customs duty, whereas in fact it did not, antI an additional 10 per cent. was 
ultimately paid by the Chief Engineer, Lloyd Barrage and Canals Construc
tion on this account. Had it not been for this mistake, it is quite possible 
that the tender of Messrs. Herman and Mohatta would have been accepted. 

Should you require any further information in regard to this particular 
order, I would suggest your communicating direct with the Chief Engineer. 
Lloyd Barrage and Canals Construction, Karachi, with whom the final deci
sion rested. 

2. I regret that I cannot furnish any further information in regard to 
the comparative cost of purchasing inland vessels in India or importing them 
from abroad as the order referred to above is the only one for such vessels, 
which this Department has yet handled. . 
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Enclosure I. 

Oopy of letter No. N.-2976, dated Simla, the 16th ApriZ 1925, from the Ohief 
OontrolZer of Stores, Indian Stores Department, Simla, to the Director
General, India Store Department, London. 

Subject :-Invitation to tender for Order No. N.-2376, for steam driven oil 
fired paddle tugs for the Lloyd Barrage Works, Sukkw'. 

I have the honour to forward herewith 20 copies of specification* No. P. 
I. 91 for the above, and to request that tenders may kindly be invited and 
the best tenders obtained cabled so as to reach this office by 1st June certain. 

Kindly give prices f.o.r. British port and freight to Karachi separately. 

Enclosure "II. 

Oopy of letter No. 2976, dated 20th June 1925, from the Director ofInspec
tion to the Ohief Engineer, LZoyd Barrage and Oanals Oonstruction, 
Karachi. . 

With reference to letter No. 1988, dated the 26th March 1925, from 
Mr. Musto asking us to call for tenders for two paddle tugs for use on the 
Indus at Sukkur, and in continuation of this office wire No. N.-2376, dated 
Unh instant, I beg to say that tenders .were called for and only two have 
been received in India, one from Messrs. Burn & Co., and one from 
Messrs. Herman and Mohatta. The Director-General of Stores has commu
nicated the best tender received by him by wire a copy of which in decoded 
form is sent herewith. The Indian tenders are also sent herewith and may 
be returned when done with. Our specification called for, on Mr. Musto's 
advice, t~o paddl~ tugs b~ieHy as follows : ~ 

Approximate dimensions. 

Length overall 

Breadth, moulded 

Depth, moulded 

Draft, loaded 

100' 0" 

18' 0" 

5' 6" 
2' 7l" 

Power.-To be of sufficient power to tow a barge 20' wide, draft I' 6", load 
100 tons at 9 knots on still water. 

Width.-Governed by the fact that the tug is to tow, abreast, a barge 
20' 0" wide between piers 60' 0" apart. 

Messrs. Burn &: 00.'8 tende'T.-This tender is very full and complete and 
I send herewith a blue print of:-

(1) general arrangement, 
(2) midship's section, and 
(3) two photos. of paddle steamers built by them. These may be re

turned when done with. 
, , 

These will give you an excellent idea of the vessels tendered. There are 
some very important facts, which have to be n.oted however. ' 

First delivery cannot be promised at site till 14 months from receipt of 
the order and 5 months are required for erection at site. That is, say, 20 
months in all, allowing for delivery of fabricated material at site; 

·Not printed'. 
H 
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Two vessels are tendered for the first 

Length O. A. 
Length on W. ·L. 
Breadth MId. ' 
Depth MId. 
Draft 
1 H. P. 

132' 6" 
125' 0" 
19' 6" 

61 0" 
. 2' HII with 10 tons. 

• 230 

Estimated speed 9 knots towing a 100 tons barge. Engines two separatfl eets 
of Diagonal Compound Surface Condensing Engines of British manufacture 
each driving own paddle wheel. Boiler, Babcock and Wilcox Express water 
tube type, 160 lbs. pressure, heating surface 890 square feet 5,000 lbs. of steam 
per hour. Wallsend Howden system of oil firing. BelIise and Morcom Gene
ral-Electric electric lighting set. All other details of first class make and 
up to specification. 

Price for two afloat on Indus at Sukkur, Rs. 4,83,614 at i per rupee sub
ject to what follows. 

Reduction for one Condenser only 4,061. Hand reversing gear only 2,295. 
We could not recommend these alterations. The price of imported material 
is approximately 1,15,000 (probably per vessel but a reference has been made) 
which alone is subject to exchange variation. 

The alternative is a vessel as follows:-

Length O. A. 
.Length on W.L. 
Beam moulded 
Beam O. A .• bout 
Depth moulded 
Draft 

112' 0" 
18' 0" 
35' 0" 

With 8 tons of fuel and water: Speed in slack water about 10 miles per hour 
when not towing. They are not prepared to guarantee the towing speed. 
Boiler, engines, etc., came as above but suitable for 150 I. H. P. -Price afloat 
on Indus at Sukkur 2,02,775 per vessel or Rs. 4,05,550 for two vessels. The 
variable price in this case is approximately 1,00,000. 

Speeds in both cases must be in ~easonab1e depth of water. The points 
for your consideration are:-

(1) Delivery, which js long, so long that we have given the offers little 
consideration. 

(2) Size and power of vessels offered. 

Minor alterations may be carried out, such as shifting the search light, with
out addition to price. The searchlight is of the Suez Canal type 8,000 to 10,000 
C. P. and 24" dia. Certain spares are included and a very complete outfit of 
accessories. Messrs. Herman and Mohatta have submitted a very incomplete 
tender, but the following particulars are given:-

Length O. A. 105' 0" 
Breadth MId. 19' 0" 
Depth MId. 5' 6" 

Draft loaded 2' 71" 
1 H. P. 230 

l30iler Babcock and Wilcox Express type, W. P. 1601bs. heating surface 890 
square feet. The whole will apparently be manufactured by Messrs. Alley 
MacLellan who are first class in this line. Delivery afloat on Indus. First 
-tug 91 months, second tug 101 months. Price afloat on Indus, Rs. 4,32,800 
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for two. The variables will be apparent from the tender. It is stated that 
ilngines are the largest practicable for the draft but are scarcely sufficient for 
full towing speed. 

There is a vessel by Alley and MacLellan in Messrs. Herman and Moh ... tta's 
yard just now which you might care to see. The price is at i to the rupee 
And the variable is Rs. 1,65,911 on each vessel. 

You will note . that the engines and boiler are of the same power as 
Messrs. Burn offer for their larger vessel, but while Messrs. Bl1rn guarantee 
their towing speed Messrs. Herman and Mohatta do not. The latter are 
probably more correct than Messrs. Burn & Co. 

We await further details which have been promised but we have no doubt 
the offer of Messrs. Herman and Mohatta is for first class vessels. 

You will note the paucity of detail in the Director-General of Stores' offer 
And we have to assume that the vessels offered will fully meet your require
ments. It is clearly difficult to meet these having regard to speed, draft, 
length and breadth. Messrs. Alley and MacLellan who are highly experi
enced in river craft work you will note have put forward a vessel 5' 0" longer 
than specified and l' 0" broader and yet do not guarantee towing speed. 
Messrs. Burn & Co. guarantee towing speed with a vessel 32' 6" longer and 
l' 6" wider, but do not do so with a vessel 19' 6" longer and of specified width. 
The power of the Alley and MacLellan vessel is equal to that of the Burn 
larger vessel. We may take it that the Alley and MacLellan vessel will be of 
lighter scantling than the Burn and so wt1l more nearly meet conditions, and 
arguing on these lines assume the Djrector Genetal has a tender which wiD 
fully meet conditions. 

The prices are per vessel:-

Burn & Co. large vessel, Rs. 2,41,807. 
Burn & Co. small vessel, Rs. 2,02,715. 
Herman and Mohatta, Rs. 2,16,400 at h. 4d. exchange and atloat at 

Sukkur. 
Director General of Stores, Rs. 2,04,000 atloat at Karachi. 

On the assumption that you cannot wait for Burn & Co.'s delivery and 
that the small vessel will not meet requirements we have ruled out their offer. 
The comparison between Director General's price and Messrs. Herman and 
Mohatta's is however very close. You will note that between the price of the 
first at Karachi and the second at Sukkur there is a difference of Rs. 12,400 Of' 
just over 6 per cent. Allowing for steaming to Sukkur the difference will 
not be more than 5 per cent. Delivery in all cases, however, is late and 
allowing for voyage to Sukkur you should have a clear advantage in the 
Director General's offer of 21 months for the first tug and two months for the 
lIe<'ond. It might be a great advantage to you to have these vessels put 
together under your own eyes when you would have your wishes as to details 
more accurately met. All things considered, however, we feel constrained to 
recommend acceptance of Director General's offer, and particularly as price 
comparisons have been made at Is. 4d. to the rupee while exchange will pro
bably be higher and give a further advantage to the Director-General's 
tender. 

Enclosure III. 

Decoded Te:r:t 01 Cablegram, date~ l5th June 1925. 

From-Karachi, 
To-London. 

Translation. 
" Your telegram dated 17th June 5213, addressed to the Chief Controller 

·of Stores, Indian Stores Department, Simla, regarding Tugs. A.ccept best 
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tender £27,200 including Customs duty for two paddle Tugs delivered afloat. 
Karachi first vessel six months second seven months subject (to) condi'tion& 
complete specificatioI¥' fully adhered to and delivery dates guaranteed. 

No. W.-4279 of 1925. 
Office of the Chief Engineer, 

Lloyd Barrage and Canals Construction, 
Karachi, dated 1st July 1925. , 

Copy by post forwarded, withcomplunents, to the Director General of 
Stores, India Store Department, London, in confirmation. 

E.P. WATSON, 
Executive Engineer, 

for Chief Engineer, 
Llolla Barrage ana Canals Oonstruction. 

Copy, forwarded, with compliments, to the Chief Controller of Stores, 
Indian Stores Department, Simla, for information with reference to the 
correspondence ending with his telegram No. N.-2376, dated the 24th instant •. 

The Chief Engineer does not consider it necessary· to refer the matter to 
Mr. Musto while on leave. . . 

Copy forwarded, with compliments,. to the Acting Superintending 
Engineer, Lloyd .Barrage Circle, for information. 

, .If:GIPC-L-72STB-14.6.26--1,250. 
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