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Repoxt of the Indian Tariff Board regarding the grant
’ of protection to the Ship~building Industry.

. L]
The Tariff Board were directed to examine the question of the
import duties on imported boafs, barges,
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. 221.F,
dated the 28th.March, 1925, which is print(:d helow : —

Reference to the Board.

b

““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, ete. The Board did not arrive
at any distinet finding as toethe duties which ought to
be imposed when such vessels were imported as shaped
and fabricated parts for evection in 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 Tlotilla Company that
the general conclusion of the Tariff Board should be
held to cover the imports of shaped and fabricated parts
for such vessels.

2. Firms or persons interested in the above enquirv should
address their representations direct to the Secretary of

the Tarift Board.”

No increase in the duty 2. In paragraph 16 of their Second Report
on ships proposed by the on the Grant of Profection to the Steel
Tariff Board in 1824. Industry, the Board wrote as follows:—

“16. A considerable number of steamers, tugs, flats, barges,
ete., are manufactured at present, principally at
Caleutta 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 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 pavable on imported materials is therefore
higher than in the case of ordinary structural steel. In
effect, therefore, these products enjoy 2 certain degree
of natural protection. We are not satisfied that there
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cent. ad valorem duty in the case of vessels of this kind.
It is possible of course that, with the increased cost of
unfabricated sieel, prices mav rise to a level at which
the forelgn manufacturer would find it possible to com-
pete. DBut there is no real evidence at present that
the risk is great or imminent and we think the dapger
we haye veferred to must be dealt with specially when
it arises.”
L] .

It will be clear from this passage that the Board did not propose to

increase tlte Customs duty on imported ships and thev left the

entry in the Tariff Schedule unchanged. This entry (statutory

No. €4} veads as follows:—

““ Ships and other vessels for inland and harkour navigation,
including steamers, launches, boats and barges imported
entire or in scetions: Provided that azticles of
machinery as defined in No. 51 or No. 514 shall, when
separately imported, not be deemed to be included here-
under.”’

Under this entry, which is efactly as it was before the Steel
Industry (Protection) Act svas passed, the steel hulls of vessels are
subject to a duty of 10 per cent. and the machinery to a duty of
21 per cent. Until 1924, ““ ships and other inland vessels *’ had
always been subject to the same rate of duty as iron and steel,
and so long as this was the case, it was a matter of indifference to
ali concerned whether the duty was levied on the hulls as ° ships ’
or as fabricated steel. Tt 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
by the Board in the first enquiry, and the only 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
what rate of duty was applicable to the
fabricated steel parts of ships, and on the
21st June, 1924, they issued the following ruling: —

Ruling of the Central
Board of Revenue.

“(1) Plates and other fabricated steel materials being parts
of a ship or wvessel for inland or harbour navigation
which has been dismantled for shipment—Such <hips
and vessels, if imported entire or in sections, are liable
to duty at 10 per cent., item 64 of the Import Tariff
Schedule. In the opinion of the Board, if this phrase
“entive or in sections ’ is read as a whole, the word
¢ sections ’ cannot mean a collection of dismantled units,
even if that collection is complete, but must be used in
what is the ordinary dictionary sense, and also in the

are sufficient reasons at present for raising the 10 per

3

sense, which it has in trade practice, namely, erected and
complete divisions of a ship or vessel 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, »iz.,
Messra. Alley and MacLellan, Limited, ‘Glasgow, and
Messrs. Ritchie, Graham and Milnes 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 faciljty 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 inaterials 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. Tt is believed
that these parts will mostly consist of fabrieated steel
angles, or of fabricated iron or steel plates % of an inch
thick or over, the ratt of duty for both these articles
being 25 per cent. ad valorem.”

4. The effect of the ruling of the Central Board of Revenue is
) that, unless the hulls of vessels are imported
Effect of the ruling of aptive op in built-up sections which can be
the Central Board of 1 X . : -
Revenue. aunched 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
hoats may occasionally be imported entire, but no vessel of any
tize could be imported in this way, while none of the shipbuilding
or shipowning firms ever heard of a case in which a vessel has heen
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-
ratelv.  What passes through the Custom House is a collection of
fabricated plates, angles, beams, and sheets, and vessels are not
imported in anyv other wav. The result of the ruling, therefore,
is that every inland vessel imported into India is subject to a
protecfive duty which the Tariff Board did not recommend,

5. Representations were made to the (Government of India
against the ruling of the Central Board of
levenue bv the Trrawaddy Flotilla Com-
pany, Limited, and by the India General Navigation and Railwar
Company. Limited. and these representations have been referred to
us. At the outset of our enquiry we drew up two questionnairves—
(1) for the companies which desired the reduction of the dutv to 10
per cent., and (2) for the engineering firms that build ships in Tadia.
Replies to the fornier were received from both the companies cou-
cerned, aund to the latter from the Trrawaddy Flotilla Company,
Limited, from Messrs. Burn and Company, Limited, from the

The Board's procedure.
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Shalimar Warks, TLimited and from Messrs. John King and Com-
pany, Limited. TRepresentatives of all the companies except the last
gave oral evidence in the first half of Januarv, 1926, The Board
are indebted tb all of them for the full information supplied on
points which séemed obscure or doubtful.

6. Since the circumstunces of the case are somewhat unuswal,
it may be well to define at the outset exactly
( what the question is to which we have to
find an answer. The shipbuilding industry has existed in India
for many wears and has been firmly established for af least a
quarter of & century. In this line of work India’s natural advant-
ages are considerable, so preat indeed that in the pre-war period,
when steel and ships alike were free of duty, and the industry
enjoved no tariff assistance, it was able to capture a large part
of the market which had previously heen supplied from the
United Kingdom. Shipbuilding work is of a kind which can
be done cheaply and efficiently by Indian labour, and there ave
no physical reasons why, in ‘course of time, the whole of the
couniry’s needs should not he supplied by Indian firms. The
industre has strong clatms to assistance. if assistance he needed,
for it ix a hranch of the steel indusiry, whiel the Legislature has
decided to protect. The Board vefrained in 1994 from recommend-
g a higher duty on imported ships, but it was-influeneed not hy
doubts whether shipbuilding in Tndia ought to be encouraged, but
by the feeling that a higher duty was unnecessarv. The question
on which they have now to advise is not whether the shipbuilding
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 Tndia ave likely to be placed abroad, then a case for a

higher duty would he established. TIn the opinion of the Tariff

Board the shiphuilding firms failed in the first enquiry to make

out a case for a higher dutv. Tt rested with them, therefore, in

this enquiry to prove that a higher duty was needed by placing

hetare ﬂu‘x Beard facts which were not brought to light in 1923, or by

showing the circumstances have changed to their disadvantage since

1923, Tt ix from this point of view that we have considered the
rase,

<
Scope of the enquiry

7. We have 1'(ep1‘0dur~e_dl in Appendix A an extract from the oral

. evidence given in the Board’s first enquiry
t}u;ﬂ‘li%?ﬁiuﬁgix:;;hdfifr;ﬁ by AMr. A. Cochran on hehalf of Messrs. Burn
in the first enquiry. and Company, Limited, because it was his
. .. evidence which led the Board to believe

that the Indian shipbuilder has little to fear from foreign competi
tion. The following are the important points : — St compet-

(1) The great bulk of the inland vessels in Indi
found in (@) Bengal and Assam and (b) B
demand of Western Tndia is confined to {]

. other harbour vessels needed at Bombay

a are to be
urma. The
e tugs and
and Karachi,

5

« L]
i o ' the steamships re-
g 11 the flats and barges and most of the :
@A quilred fo; Bengal and Assam are made in India.

i 1 ‘ : rn and
{3) In Burma more vessels are Imported bu’g M(i)sm's. _Bu élrderq
Company have sometimes succeeded in obfaining s

there also. .

ich 1 1 1V our
(4) Companies, which formerly nnliorte(.l IIH(?‘ and harb
- bui » purchase them 1n India..
craft, now build or purchas :

*entirely i dia
(5) The hulls of inland vessels can be made entirely 1:_;[; o‘f
out of Indian materials*. The boilers and fen?,1H o
«mall launches can be made in India, but .for a
larger vessels they ave imported.
as not asked for, but only an
yorted vessels sufficient te
price’ the Indian builder
i as protected.

(6) Substantive protection was 1
increase in the duty on 1mj
compensate for the higher pr he

« would have to pay for his steel 1f steel w

.
8. The natural inference to be drawn from Mr. Coc}hml} Suei;-é-

‘ dence was that for supplying the 1.?(1 ;
Strong position of the punts of Bangal and Assam the }?(3.51 1t0.1(;nc;r
Indian ~ shipbuilders In 3 "1y iy shipbuilder was: very strol g
Pengal and Assam. At a time when steel and ships

indeed. | an :
i Jvip ¢ s (some o
alike were free of dutyt, the river steamship (‘0111'1):11}1613.(>0\}(1;qel:
\tvhi\clh are British owned) began to make 02" buy 31111118‘1'1 ‘zv:;uh{;m%
§ ) 1 ting.
which thev had been in the habit of importing \

i 1 S - 1d effect a

: 1r icy in this way unless thev coul 3 °t

have changed their policy : T e e one s always
substantial economy by doing so, Ior I st here 1 4
;he opposition of vested interests to be ﬁfelfomle;nin 01-dér< [hat

- had been able to obt: ) S
Messrs. Barn and Company 1 o obtan e frony
gﬁrma in competition with British flrms 1s 313‘0 stlg;uﬁ.f.l'\%‘renn‘al
would have been impossible to do this 1fdthe1tr ]ad\ an al;:giqlnfiql ?Or
. el builder had not been substantial.

and Assam over the foreign y substantial, fov

al ,. . d to Rangoon, and this 1s possib’
rer the vessel must be towe g (his 1s possible
giltllv for four months in the year, or else the nmtel‘lal 1; :1 e%i(pmq
the shipyard at Calcutta, then dismantled émld stlzlp%e o mee‘f
ilv er destination. If the Calcutta firm can t

i nally erected at destina | ! ‘
:llllél(f)ixt of the freight to Rangoon and the double (,tost&)f er ect]m?l’c;nr:}c
03 P .

i w it1 lder, the latter stands no cha at
nderquote the British bl'll . n ce ot
gflllllc&‘th wcl&ere the Fudian builder has no extra freight to pay and

the vessel is erected once only.
9. In this enquiry evidence was given, not only 11)}" H;uj,;e‘
. “shipbuilding firms, but also 1 by _dv(;
Evidence of the river jivep steamer companies. The ”;aw'?t Iy
steamer companies. Tlotilla Company stated that they built in

ent in 1923. It requires some qualification

* Phis was Mr. Cochran’s statem e e

i the light of the evidence given in the enquiry.
+ This was the case up to 1916.



6

Rangoon all their flats* and barges, and the smaller steam vessels

up to 100 feet in length, but imported all their larger steamers,

because they did not consider that they could be constructed satis-
factorily in India. Tt was not only a question of price. The
machinery had in any case to he mmported, and it was a convenience
to place the order for the hull and the machinery with the same
firm.  The home builders were familiar with the canstrugtion
of the tvpes.of vessel required by the company and to place orders
elsewhere would {nvolve trouble and expense. Finally, the river
water in Barma necessitated the use of galvanized 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.  Whatever the rates of duty might be, the Company would
continue to build its flats and barges, and to import the larger
steamers.  The written evidence of the India General Navigation
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 fipst 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 wd'uld be built in India in the Com-
pany’s dockyard, provided it was not fully occupied with repair
work and other construetion. They could ‘build a steamer of 300
teet in length, and had actually built steamers of 249 feet. The
workmanship of the Indian built steamers was satisfactory, hut not
quite so fine as that of the imported vessels, and in Indis thev had
not fhe' same facilities for light construetion, 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 1o would not build al] their flats and barges
;:‘e’gsllzcrecoglf anti}c:g river and the smaller power ecraft in India, unless
pantes. it were cheaper to do so, and the Indian

_ huilder has nothing to fear from foreign
competition, so far as these vessels are concerned. Steamers of the
largest size in wse on the Indian rivers ean be and have been made

* Extract from the Oral Evidence ¢

f Mr. K. MacGibb
Calcutta on Friday, 202, " Tecorded at

the 8th January 192¢

£ * *

Mr. MaeGilbon : —These five cargo flats) were ordered in 1919 but they

actually arrived and were but together in 1920, The reason for, that is a
particular one. At the end of the war we found ourselves faced. with lﬂle
position of heing extremely short of flats. The Government had comman-
deered a great many of them, We were very short indeed and we found it
neeessary to build 11 flats in g hurry to meet our current needs, We could
not, fron: the point of view both of space and time, construct -t’he whole in
our Dalla dockyard, We ordered fiv : 1

e from home and we built six at
ur Da ) 3 our
works in Rangoon. That was a particular case, however

.

* * * *

i aterial 1t
se oalvanized materx
Woif 1s advantaveous to use gaiv ( Rt
. y it ir is advantag e & ompany
i li‘dhl’ (blll‘tis claimed by the Irrawa(ld} flft;}lllathe (r}alvﬂ_nlznlg
the hulls (as et “imported. Apart fr he galvanizing

- have {o be 1mp L ‘ e el
steamer would o be fmparted. AP | o

e Tilde heir require
{ficulty, particular firms may to place an Gies X
difficulty, par e der who kuows equie-

se there 13 a Dritish bw 3 e s
because there 15 ¢ sh bl B el tvpe, . .

" T il fmpor ‘e is no evidence
3 cause the vessel 13 of : v un e
i’.“‘]l;ibc’ogztruotion is of special nnpmta‘nuzi Btlileqper N
: ‘ iti i1t steamer is the cheaper, i
ihat the British built stes } rearer; M Mecisive
at atl that the uilt steamer 1 e i ‘ vy
- abroad A - will chntinue to 11mp
ovler is placed lotilla Company w1 pers
i .. The Irrawaddy Flotalis v Il
uctor. Tl “tever the rate of dutvy maj , L o
ite laroer steamers whatevey ' L D ent. | Son
o Lllgel l‘tnnteriﬂl .annot be made in I}ldlla “te'lfner o apanies
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12. The only other instance quoted was an order for two tugs
The Sakkar tugs for the Sukkur Barrage for which Messrs.
) Burn and Company tendered unsuccessfully
in June, 1925. This case also cannot be regarded as typical for
several reasons. The Calcutta engineering firms are at a dis-
advantage when the vessel ordered is to ply on the lower Indus,
for it must first be erected in the shipyard on the Hooghly, then
dismantled . and dispatched by rail and finally erected
at destination. The railway freight on the material to Sukkur
would have.amounted to nearly Rs. 11,000 and would have added
5 per cent. to the cost of vessel, but the additional cost oceasioned
by the double erection has not been ascertained. From the in-
formation ‘supplied by the Chief Controller 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 specifi-
cations whereas Messrs. Burn and Company submitted twd alterna-
tive tenders in both of which the dimensions of the vessels exceeded
those laid down. They could not guarantee the towing speed
required except with a vessel 32 feet longevr, 11 feet broader und 6
inches deeper than the specified dimensions, and even the alternative
vessel, of which the towing speed was not guaranteed, would have
been 194 feet longer. Tt 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. The decisive factor, however,
which led to the order being 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 7 months, whereas Messrs, Burn and Company could
not undertake to complete the erection at Sukkur 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 vet passed through
the Customs House, and as the erection at Karachi will take two or

three months, the advantage expected from prompt delivery is
likely to be illusory.

13. Tor the last three or four years the shipbuilding industry
Depression in  the i India has been depressed and orders have
Indian shipbuilding in- been difficult to obtain, but the cause of the
dustry not due to foreign depression is the searcity of orders and net
competition. foreign competition. Apart from the stea-
mers purchased by the Trrawaddy Flotilla Company, which owing
to the use of galvanized material cannot he made in India, and
vessels of a special type such as the dredgers, which hawe been
brought out since the war both to Caleutta and to Bombay, very
few vessels have been imported. The India General Navigation
and Railway Company, for example, has imported none since 1920.
The river steamer companies indeed are finding it much more diffi-
cult than before the war to run their steamer services at a profit,
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and the replacement of obsolescent vessels is being postponed untit
conditions improve. In these circumstances, a protective duty on
imported ships, if it raised the cost of steamers to purchasers im
India, might be adverse to the interest of the shipbuilding industry
itself because fewer orders are likely to be placed.’ The 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 fdreign shipbuilder
but with the Indian. No facts have been brought to light insthis
enquiry which invalidate the Board’s conclusion that in shipbuild-
ing the Indian engineering firms have an advantage which they do:
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 gnd 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 the
Sea freight on fabrica- fabricated sfeel parts of vessels, owing to
ted steel parts of inland the shape given to them, were more bulky
vessels. in proportion to ‘their weight than unfabri-
cated steel and cousequently chargeable with a higher sea freight.
My, Balfour, on behalf of Messrs. Burn and 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 unfabricated 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 the questionnaire that
the fabricated parts of ships were more bulky and more liable to
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 Kingdom 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 (=TRs. 25) a ton in that respect alone.
The point is of same little importance and we endeavoured to as-
certain the freight paid on fabricated parts of vessels imported
into Caleutta, but none of the Caleutta firms could give us the
information. Tt is difficult in these circumstances to arrive at a

definite finding, but we think the evidence justifies the following
conclusions : —

(1) It 1s possible that the freight on the fabricated material for
* flats and barges may be as low as the freight on un-
fabricated steel, but the point is of little importance for

* such vessels ave seldom imported.

(%) Tt 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 and
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more liable to damage. The sea freight on such parts
may Dbe higher than on unfabricated steel.

(3) According to the evidence of the Irrawaddy Flotilla Com-
' pany, the high freight of £3 a ton on the shipwork
imported by them is due not only io the bulkiness and
liability to dumage of the parts, but also to the fact
that much of the material is galvanized and consequertly
has a Ligh value. The Company give the cost of the
fabrieated steel they import as from Rs. 720 to Re. 840
a ton.

15. Thete is another reason wmore important than any difference
in sea freight, which to some extent explains
Lest of inépogted ves- why the Indian shipbuilder has an advant-
ey of C;f:féng i 0 age over his rival abroad. The foreign
’ builder erects the vessel in his own yard and
dismantles it again before shipment, while on arrival in India it
must be erected a second time. The Calcutta builder, 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
ix then ready for launching. The double cost of erection is a
serious addition to the foreien builder’s costs. We do not suggest
that the whole cost of erection in India has to be met twice over
when a vessel is imported. When a vessel intended for India 1s
erected in a foreign vard, the parts would be bolted together and
comparatively little rivetting would be done, aund 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 substantial. Tt 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 he made.

16. In three respects the position of the Indian shipbuilder is
weaker now than it was in 1923. In the
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 comsider, however, in 1924 that this
fact justified a higher duty on imported ships. In the second
place, there has been a marked fall in the rupee price of unfabricated
steel, ascribable in part to a reduction in the sterling price of
steel, and in part to the rise in the sterling value-of the rupee
from 1ls. 4d. to 1s. 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
protective duties and a 10 per cent. rate. Tn 1923, the duty on

Changes since 1923.
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plates and structural sections was Rs. 15 a ton but would not in
1926 be more than Rs. 12 a ton. The result is that the protective
duty of Rs. 30 a ton on these kinds of steel exceeds the 10 }ier
cent. duty not by Rs. 15 but by Rs. 18. The Indian shipbuilder
therefore pays about Rs. 20 more per ton of unfabrigated 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 refuces the foreign
shipbuilder’s fabrication and erection costs by Llsper cent. This is
really the only change in the circumstances which might juftify
a higher 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 additional protection for the engineer-
C.if. price of fabricar 11E industry generally was under considera-
ted steel work in import- tion, one of the difficulties was that the
Edl vessels not ascertain-  British cost of fabrication was unknown,
o * and the advantage which the British
engineering firm derived from the rise in the exchange could not
be calculated precisely. But in that case a near approximation was
possible and the difficulty could be overcome. The actual c.i.f.
prices at which bridgework had Been imported into India were
known, and the approximate cost of thesunfabricated 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
British 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-
Iy 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 he
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-
waddy Tlotilla Company that the c.i.f. price of the shipwork they
import is from Rs. 720 to Rs. 840 a ton. Tf these figures could be
taken as typical, it would be certain that protection was unnecessary,
for they are more than double the Indian cost of shipwork as given
by Messrs. Burn and Company. The whole comparison is vitiated,
however, by the fact that the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company’s price is
increased* substantially by the high proportion of galvanized mate-
rial used. The approximate c.i.f. price per ton of ungalvanized
fabricated steel work in the hull of an imported vessel cannot he
determined.
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18. According to the evidence given by Messrs. Burn and Com-
The rise in he ex. %f?ﬁatth? (i(%a‘t gf fabrlcatmg the st_et_al work
change et a eifcion ] 1s hs. 99 a ton. If the British cost
reason for a higher duty 15 the same as the Indian with the exchange
.on imported ships. at 1s. Gd., 1t would be higher by Rs loba
. ton, if the exchang : e cos
of fubricating the steel in the hull ggl‘iq;§§eﬁ?lgrt¥ ptory o b st
7 } ! : aft would be higher
than in a flat, but how much higher it is impossible to say foé; in
the evidence given by the engineering firms fabrication a}n,d ere
tion charges havk not been separated.” It is the power-craft whicc}-
are important, for the importation of flats and barees is inn 1’01)‘11)1e1
and the effect produced by the rise in the exchanee mnn(?t be cal
culated, for neither the Indian nor the British cost (;f f"ﬂ)ric'ltci{:n;
1s known. But even if our information were less inconli)letetﬂl‘ln
it is, we should not be prepared to recommend a hicher dulh; ;)n
imported vessels than 10 per cent. merely because of a rise in the
exchange. When the rate of duty applicable to the produets of a
protected industry has heen fixed on the basis of a partiérula; 1"1t;
of exchange, and the value of the rupee subsequently rises, there
15 primd facie case for an increase in the duty. But an iifdustrv
for which no scale of protection has vet been fixed has no valid
claim to a h\gher duty on that ground alone. Before its claim ecan
be admitted, it must be established not only that the conditions ;;1'e
less f'ill\'()lll‘.‘l]l)]() .ﬂmn they were, but also that, owing to the chanwed
'(-01.1(1111(_)11.\', foreign competition has hecome real and formidable ° It
15 in this vespect that the evidence given on behalf of the shipbuild-
ing 1}1(1\1%1‘}' ix defective. Tt has not been shown that, owinr}' to the
vise Inthe exchange, it is probable that orders for vessels, which
wtherwise might have been placed in India, are likely to be placed
_nhrqud. In these circumstauces, the rise in the exchanwe doesl not
Justify the imposition of a higher duty than 10 per cent. The fact
must be recognized, however, that the conditions are less favourable
1o the shipbuilding industry than thev were in 1928, and the Int‘lir'm
shiphuilder can fairly ask that the duty on the fabricated steel huil%
of 1mported 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 -<hip-
builder 1s entitled to equality of tariff treatment in the sense that
his position should not be worse than it would be if there were no
Customs duty either on unfabricated steel or on ships.

19. Tt will be desirable to summarise briefly the facts hrought
out in the evidence and the conclusion which
_ ~ 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 gvew and prospered. Tt has not been shown that present
day conditions are more unfavourable to the Indian shipbuilder
than they were formerly, except in respect of (a) the protective
duties on steel and (4) the rixe in the exchange, there is no evi-
dence that the British builder can underquote the Indian builder
and very few ships have been imported. The natural inference is

Summary of the case.
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that, if there were no duty on unfabricated steel and the exchange
were at 1s. 4d., no duty on imported ships would be necessary. The
profective 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 from Rs. 72
to Rs. 84 a ton, and obviously a higher duty is nof needed. What
a 10 per cent. duty on ungalvanized shipwork tould amount to
cannot be ascertained, but if the British costs are app'roximafely
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 he
calculated precisely, because the British cost of fabrication is un-
known. There are reasons for believing however, that the Inlian
builder has the advantage in this respect, for flats and barges are
almost ngver imported, and when orders for steamers and other
craft ave placed in England 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 thau the duty which
the Indian builder has to pay on the wifabricated 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
at 10 per cent. but subject 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-
cated steel in several types of vessel and the extent to which the
Tndian shipbuilder’s costs are increased by the protective duties can
be caleulated without difficulty. The modifications which should
be made in the Tariff Schedule to give effect to our proposal are
indicated in Appendix B.

The Board's proposal.

G. RAINY—President,

P. P. GINWALA
. Members.
J. MATTHAI

C. B. B. CLEE—Secretary,
1dth April 1926.
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APPENDIX A .

Oral evidence of Mr. A. Cocliran, C.B.E., of Messrs. Burn and Com-
Juny, Limited, Howral, recorded at Calcutta on the 2Ist
September 1923. .

* » * * * b . *

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

My, Cochran.—TUnder clause 136 of the Taritf Schedule—a general 10 per
rent. duty.

President.—The point I rather wanted to ascertain here was—take for
instance fiats and barges—what proportion of the total Indian demand was
produced i the country and how much was imported.

Me. Ugehran.—T tried to obtain these figures but there was none thui 1
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 are
imported into Burma.

Mr. Ginwala.—Not as much as before.

M. Cochrun.—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.

Dresident.—So that is a branch of commerce in which at the present time
the Indian manufacturer holds the field?

Mr. Cochran.—Certainly as regards the local district here.

President.—You mean in Bengal and Assam?

Mr. Cochran.—Yes,

Presideat.—Who are your principal customers in respect of these barges
and flats*

My, Cochran—The local firms, steamer companies, local shipping com-
panies, Port Commissioners and Government to a small extent.

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

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

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

My, 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 Ilotilla Company imports steamers. A small number of tug
was imported for Karachi and Bombay.

Presidept.—I take it that Burma and Bengal between them must have a
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? 1 think on the Indus they havs
got a flotilla.

President.—It used to be very big at one time.

kel
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Mr. Cochran.—Tt 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
belong 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. Cochran~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 is half
the total cost or something more?

Mr. Cochran.—Yes, because there are no machinery and boilers there.
The other half of the cost is distributed hetween the woodwork and outfit,
ete.

President.—Is it your contention that, if the duty on steel were raised to
33% per cent., the duty on flats and barges should also be raised 1o that
figure?

Mr. Cochran.~T 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.
in this part of the country? How long is it since foreign products censed to
come in on the whole?

Mr. Cochran—1I have been in Bura and Company for 21 years now, and
even when T 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 poliey.

DIresident.—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. Cochran.—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 again there and put up together here
when it comes out. Tt is a very bulky article.

President —Tt is a case in which the bulk of the article is a disndvantage
to the importer. You mean the work has to be done twice over.

My, Cochran.—This is a class of work—J mean steam launches, etc., for
river traffic—in which we are in a much more favourable position. It would
be quite another thing if we are building sea-going ships,

President.—That T understand. T 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 speeial reference to steamers and launches?

Mr. Cochran.—Tt lays down what should be built in India, how tenders
should be ealled for and how works should be looked after.

President.—Dao thex apply to all classes of stores?

Mr. Cochran.—No. To ships only.

President.—Ts the demand of Government in respect of steamers, launches
and so on, smaller than that of private firms?

Mr. Cochran.—It is very small.
President.~—So that vou naturally want the recommendation of the Come

mittee to be carried out, but it is not of so much importance in this connec-
tion as it is in others?

Mr. Cochran—XNo. That was the only peint on which both the majority
and the minarity on the Committee agreed. I mean as regards shipbuilding.
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Mr. Ginwala.—There is & Committee now sitting enguiring 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 statement? .

Mr, Cochran.—There is a draft statement in preparation.in answer to their
questionnaire.

JMr. Ginwala.—Does that deal with steam launches? Has.it any reference
e f ‘o. small craft. It is a

‘ ran.— not think it has any reference %o sm: aft. I
Megg;lt(;l%c’]l&}(zzlgineICdo(;nmitttee. 1 have alwﬂlys understood that they apply to
sea-going vessels, ) .

inwala.— know what the conditions are in Bengal—I have
natz‘f;l'lo?t}:dlf (gfe.m Iind(()ler;gfl. 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 tluf
people, so that it is impossible to make the Irraw:afly Tlotilla Company pi}l)
out of it% 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.—¥Why? 1 , " fature

: inwala.— main customers are people who either mant
the?x{ r(;\vgnsltlgln(i‘largﬁghes qor import them. They have their vested interests
in England : they have their head offices in Glasgow and other plac'es. That
is a situation far more serious than in the %tase 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. Ginwala.—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 nol their business to build for other people.

Mr. Ginwala.—Ts there any other firm here in Calcutta who manufacture
launches, barges, etc., besides yourselves? : )

! —Messrs. John King and Company, the Hooghly Doc ing
Con?;l).rx'n;:o;}llf:s;;s. Tue:ner Morrison agnd Company, the Shalimar Wot'ks, tge
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 tounage of an ordinary river launch?

Mr. Cochran.—40 tons if it s 100’ long.

Mr. CQinwala.—Are they capable of carrying passengers and cargo? Do
they alsc do towing?

Mr. Cochran.—Launches of that kind are used for towing and they alss
take a few passengers. They are not really passenger boats. o
»  Ar. Ginwala.—Don’t you have the kind of passenger boats on ihis river
as in Burma? '
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Alr, Cochran.—They are not as hig as the Rangoon boats, They are about
three-fourths of the size of those hoats, )

Mr. Ginwala.—In the manufacture of a st
laalf the material will have to be imported #

Mr. Coflz ran.—No. Ever since we haye heen able to get
from Tata'’s we use these.

Mr. Ginvala,—The boilers will h
wxachinery 2
Mr. Cochran —W
thre(? sizes of marine
Mr. Ginwala
to fit them?
Mr, Cochran.—No. We could make a hoiler for
Mr. Ginwala.—What would be the tonnage?
Mr. Cochran.—TIt would only be about 15 tons.
AMr. Ginweala.—So far as these are concerned, You manufacture the whole
thing here.  As regards the bigger sizes what haye you to import?
Mr. Coch ran.~—Boilers, engines and auxiliaries.

Mr. Ginwala.—These would absorb ahout half the value of the launch?

Mr. Cochran.—Yes, and we only pay a
boilers.

Mr. Ginwale.—The position is reversed in your favour.

Mr. Cochran.—But it does not pay.

Mr. Ginwala.—On half the “cost you are getting 73 per cent. and on the
?thor half 10 per cent. and that enables you to compete if orders are given
0 you,

Mr. Cochran.—We used to compete in the old days too.

Mr. Ginwala.—Are the flats, etc., you manuf
centage of the requirements for the river?

Mr. Cockran.—I think we get our fair share of the orders
Mr. Cinvala.~—Can you let us have the fi

Mr. Cochran.~—1 don't think so.
been very bad.

Mr. Ginwala.—The TPort Commissioners kee

steam launches, ete.,—ecan they give us the figure

AMr, Coch ran.—They can give you the

the vear,

eam launch of that size about

angles and plates

ave to be imported as also the other

»

e ]m.ve made small boilers for two sizes of launches ang
engines but all other sizes we import,

~—For steam launches of 40 or 50 ton could you male boilers

a launch of about 60,

2} per cent. duty on engines and

acture only a very small per.

placed in a year.
gures of the requirements here?
"For the last two years the trade has

p_registers of flats, barges,

s 7

number that are on the river during

Mr. Ginwala.—In Burma,
one contains the list of ho
that is registercd in a sep
what they are,

as far as I recollect, there are two registers kept ;
ats, and, when a new boat hag zot a certifieate,
arate register so that you can tell pretty nearly

Mr. Cocliran—~T1 don't know how they keep their registers here.

Mro i walt—That would zive us an iden what tonnage and number of
flats are required.  But these fizures that are available here (in the State-
ment of Seaborne trade for Indin—1921-22) they give the value of stoam
lavniches and puarts of ships mported. Tt is a very small figure; in 1921-922—
85 lakhs<. 1920-21—20 Iakhs and in 1919-20—27 lakhs,

. Cochran.—They must e putting in some Roxal Indian Marine
steamers,

e Ginwealu~1 don't think sa,

Moo Cockiran . —Is this for the whole of Tndia and Burma?®
Mr. Ginwealn,—Yes,

M. Corkran. —~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 say 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 concerned.

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.

M;. Ginwala.—But in respect of the steel that you wse 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 co'ncelv:able' 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.

Presidest.—It is for you to say, if the duty on steel is raised to 33} 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.

President.—How do you justify that? ‘

Mr. Cochran.—On the price at which you are importmglthe barges.

resident.— addition is 23} per cent. "As far as I can see on your
owf;ifgulll(rlgg%u z'l;?ll:ldl(l](l)ttl%ay m'or;_tphan 3/5th of that. Isit 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 1
should have to pay on steel. )

President.—But on your own figure it does not justify quite so 1'uuci1. )

- -an.—12% per cent. in addition taking it on the approximate rise
of gé'i)goi’el;‘ifh T}m}t 1:\‘ou]d make, plus the 10 per cent. that they are now
aying, 221 per cent.
p“;’r%;ideitx.)—Can you give us any basis for calculating Ehe amount of steel
in a flat or in a steam launch on the basis of its tonnage? ) .

Mr. Cochran.—No., tonnage is worked out in a certain way to pay
por‘f;I:l.uéjs?ChI’;(l)gi.:s 1?1.25' hlz;lxl'(:s very Siﬁerent tonnages but be almost the same
size.

President.—So that in this case I take it that the duty must always be
ad ralorem?

Mr, Cochran.—Yes, there is no other way. )

Mr., Ginwale.—1 suppose you have got the British price for imported
articles, say, a steam launch of 40 tons.

Mr. Cochran.—We have got no figures, .

Mr. Ginwali.—So that there is no basis for comparison between your price
and the British price.

Mr. Cochrun.—What do you mean? '

Mr. Ginwala.—We are considering the relative z}dvanta’ges and dlsadvantt_-
ages that you bave with reference to your competitors. The main competi-
tion is from the United Kingdom. Therefore we ought to be able to ?omlglz:r:
the cost. Suppose we take a 40 ton launch 100’ long, and .anotber type tad
vou manufacture 15 tons 60’ long. If launches of rt]mt type were importe
how much would it cost against the price you quote?

* Mr. Cochran.—T don't know. I bave not got the figures,



29

Mr. Cochran.—No.

Mr. Ginwala—You claim that at present your rates cannot be higher than

the imported price of these articles, because in that ecase they would be
imported,

 Mr. Cochranh—That is so. They are not imported because you can buy
them cheaper in this country.

M Ginu‘ala.-—~$o that to determine how much it would cost this country
it we take your price and add the ad valorem duty we can get the Pritish
price.
[
Mr. Cochran —That evershody knows,
Alr. Ginwala.—But vou arc not able to give us the information. May
we take those as the figures which you propose for the increased duty?

Mr. Cochran.—7 will work them out for you as a typical one in each case
but we may call 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 he
in the sanie position as we are now.

Mr. Ginwala—Will you wark them out and give us the figures. In each
case according to the proportion.

Mr. Cochran.—Yes.
Mr. Ginwala.—J take it the steel that you require for this particular
department of yours is all obtainable in this country?

My, Cocliran.—Now that we can get plates from Tata’s we can get every-
thing we waut for these works locally. :

Mr, Ginu'ala_.—’l‘here is no other steel that you use which cannot be had
here except fittings, ete., which you will always have to import.

Mr. Cochran.—No. Tittings, etc., are made of cast iron.

Mr. Ginwala.—~Have you ever made them?

Mr. Cochran.—The only thing we cannot make is chains. We make
anchors.

Mr. Ginwala —Chains require special steel,

Mr. Cochran.—Yes.

Mr. Ginwale.—Do you deliver the launches in a finished stage—there is
nothing further to be done?

Mr. Cocliran—Sometimes we send them sway 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
vou?

Mr. Cochran—We were asked to quote. We don’t know whether any
others were asked to quote.

Mr. Ginwala.—That is only as regards launches.

Mr. Cochrvan.—I don’t think we exported any barges as far as I remember.

Mr. Ginwala.—Don’t you build any of these rice and oil boats for Burma?

Mr. Cochran.~—We built oil flats for Burma, but no rice boats.

Mr. Ginwala.—Ts that for the Burma Qil Company?

Mr. Coehran.—It was for the other Oil Company. That was about 13
years ago.

Mr. Ginwala.—1 take it that most of your products are used locally?

Mr, Cochran.—Yes.

President.—1 find that out of the 85 lakhs worth of imported ships, ete., in
1921-22 the share of Bengal was 63 lakhs.

Mr. Cochran.—I1 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 called for here; the orders
were placed in England.
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President.—The point I want to put to you about coxnper;sutxngwli)sreczfef;
tion is this. The duty on both steamers and on iron and stefli Watshr. sed to
160 per cent‘. comparafively recently. You don’t remember when the chang

was made.
Mr. Cochran.—~It has alwn

nt. ] "
“ President.—With a 10 per cent. duty on the stean;er 3'0;1' %ci:o s?elefml& 1})'1:
f nratection which is more than compensated for by the 1; ¥ st 1 hat
({ \z'anb to put you is this, that you cannot start on the ‘as;s t(;‘th:a 1o ber
1. is the normal state of affairs. If you a.dd 15 per went. e 1
cent. ¥ e really more than protected. Hitherto the dutiles m\l s
gi:f{ 31?; :II‘IC.VGIII;é Pasis: but on a protection basis your‘ p:((;‘;ec‘&cl)lnbsexgéttin)g
as i teel. According to your proposals you 3 € :
E?:re(? 1());10ttllcetig:;m§hf(:zfl Sis required. T think that is a point we have got to

consider.

ys Been the same as steel. It used to be 2} per



APPENDIX B.

Lroposed sections o the Tariff Sehedulps embodying the Board’s recoin-
mendationg regarding Fabricated Steel 2arts of ships and vessels,

"

No. |¢ " Names of articles,

147 | Iron or steel plates not under i-inch thick in-
cluding sheets «-inch thick or over—

(%) Fabricated, all qualities, exeept  the | Ad valores, |

component parts of ships and other
vessels as defined in No. [iEN

(c) Fa]v;icat.ed, heing the compotient parts | Ad valoren, |

of ships and vessels ag de.ﬁued in
No. G4,

() Cuttings, al] qualities . . . .| Ton

148 | Iron or steel sheets under F-inch thick —

(") Fabricated, an aualities. except the | Ad valorew, |

component parts of ships and vessely
as defined in No. (L.

Unit or
method of
assessment.

25 per cent.

10 per cent.orRs, 35
per ton whichever
13 higher.

Rs. 25,

25 per cent.

(c) Fabricated, being the component parts | Ad valorey, . 10per cent.or Rs. 35

of ships and vessels as defined iy
No. 64.

per ton whichever
is higher,

() Cuttings, Llack or calvanized A valoren | 15 ber cent.

150 8teel angle and tee, ot galvanizoed, tinned,
or lead coated and beam, channel, zed,
trough yplate, viling aud other structural
scetions—

() Fabricated, all (qualities, except the | 43 valorem . | 25 per cent.

component parts of ships and vussels
as defined in No. 1.

%) F:ﬂl}'icat(‘d, being the component parts | .4g valorem . 110 per cent. or Rs. 35

of ships and vessels as defingd in
NO. 64

ARIN .

Per ton whichever
is higher,

(¢} Not fabricated . . . . o Ton | - | Ra. 30,

153 | &iee] struetures, fabrieat o partially or wholly, [ 44 vitlorem 1 25 per cent

ot otherwise specified, if mude mainly or
wholly of stecl Tars., sections, plates or shuets,
for the construetion of LuiMian, bridges,
tanks, woli curhis, trestles, towers and similgr
stritetures or for parts therefor, hut not in-
cluding builders hardware see No. %) or
articivs specified in Nox 31, S1A, 6Lor 8T, op
the component parts of ships and othor
/ vessels as defined in N, 61

Evidence.
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE.

RESOLUTION.
TARIFrS.

Delhi, the 28th March 1925,

No. 221-T.—In paragraph 16 of the second portion of the oi-
ginal Report regarding the grant of protection to the Steel Tndustry,
the "Pariff 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 distinet finding as to the duties which
ought to 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 Board 'This
question is now referred to the Tariff Board for enquiry and report
with special reference to a representation rveceived from the Irra-
waddy Flotilla Company that the geneal conclusion of the Tariff
Board should be held to cover the imports of shaped and fabricated
parts of such vessels. .

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

OrpER.—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 London
and the Secretary of the Tariff Board.

Ordered also that it be published in the Gazette of India.

D.T. CHADWICK,
Secy. to the Govt. of India.
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QUESTIONNAIRE T'OR THE IRRAWADDY FLOTILLA COM-
PANY AND THE INDIA GENERAL NAVIGATION AND
RAILWAY COMPANY, ISSUED ON THE 17TH SEPTEM-
BER 1925.

1. What classes of inland vessel do the Company require for
their own use, r.g., cargo, towing and passenger steamers, ‘tugs,
steam launches, cargo boats and flats?

2. How many orders for vessels of each class have heen—

(ay placed in India,
() I;laced in Iurope,
during each of the last five years?

3. Does the decision whether to purchase in India or to import
depend merely on the price or are other factors also taken into
account? ;

4. Are any vessels habitually imported because owing to their
type or their size, they cannot, in the opinion of the Company, be
satisfactorily constructed in India? If so, what ave the special
types, and what are the limits of size?

5. Can the Company supply the Board with any comparative
figures for the years 1923, 1924 and 1925 showing the cost of locally
purchased vessels as compared with the cost of imported vessels of
the same type and class?

6. Ave the imported vessels erected after importation by the (lom-
pany themselves, or by some local engineering firm?

7. If the Company erect their own vessels, do they also under-
tuke the erection of vessels for other firms and persons?

8. When an order for a vessel is placed in Europe, are any of

“1he materials purchased in India (e.g., woodwork or otlier fittings)
and built into the vessel at the time of erection? If so, what are
theyv?

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

10. What is the approximate total cost at present of a vessel of
each of the classes usually imported by the Company? The approxi-
mate dimension of the vessel taken as typical in each elass should be
stated and whether the cost given is that of an imported vessel or
of a vessel purchased in India,

11. What percentage of the total cost of a vessel of each class is
accounted for hy—

(a) fabricated steel parts,

(0) machinery,

(¢) other imported materials or parts,
{d) other materials or parts not imported,
(e) erection in India,
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12. By what percentage 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.?

13. What is the present average c.i.f. cost {without duty) per
ton of the fabricated steel parts of imported vessels which are charg-
ed with duty at 25 per cent. ad valorem?

}4. Ave the fabricated steel parts, owing to the shupe given to
them, more bulky 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
parts of fabricated steel, and at 21 per cent. on imported machinery.
At whatYate 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 wanner
in which the Tariff Schedule should be amended, if it is decided
that the duty on the fabricated steel parts of vessels should be

" yeduced?

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 rice
in the value of the rupee has reduced the cost of all imported mate-
rials 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 19237
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE ENGINEERING FIRMS
ISSUED ON THE 17TH SEPTEMBER 1925.

I. What classes of inland vessel are constructed by vour firm,
e.g., cargo, towing and passenger steamers, tugs, steam launches,
cargo boats and flats? «

2. What is the approximate total cost at present of each class
of vessel constructed by your firm? The approximate dimensions
of the vessel taken as typical in each class should be stated.

3. The cost of a vessel constructed in India m

ay be-roaghlx
classified under the following heads:—

(2) Unfabricated steel subject to protective duties.
(b) Machinery.

(¢) Other imported materials,

(@) Other materials locally purchased. ‘
(e) Fabrication and erection.

What percentage approximately of the total cost of a vessel of each
class is accounted for by the cest under each of these heads?
4. What percentage of.the cost of the unfabricated steel used

in the construction of a vessel is accounted for by the riotective
dtuies on unfabricated steel ?

5. Taking the total quantity of unfabricated 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),
(¢) .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.if.
cost in sterling of—

(a) imported machinery, and
(b) imported materials and parts (
steel),
fallen since 1923?

7. In 1923 Mr. Cochran giving evidence on behalf 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 and their com-

excluding nnfabricated
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3 ~agInry 0 -
- ponent parts should be increased to the extent necessary to com

pensate for the increase in costs. Do you agree with this view asa
statement of the position in 19237 ‘ . i
8. As a result of their enquiry into the Steel mdust}'y t.e‘
Tarift Board came to the conclusion that, in Bengal and Aas_an.l' d:‘
any rate, there was a margin between the cost of mamrlfae‘tpl.ln?
vessels in India and of importing them, and that the neces._sxt'\‘ of
increasing the Customs duty on vessels and their compm}entdpktx}tf
to compensate for the increase in costs due to ’(he.protectl}'e t}l 192
on steel had not been established. Can you mention any fac s.li‘ON
brought to the notice of the Board in their first enquiry (see pﬁ_ h};
396 to 402 of Volume II of the Evidence in the first enquiry) whie
might have led them to take a different v1'ew? o heir
9. Is the need for protective duties on 1mp(31'ted vesgel;)an( \qult
component parts greater now thar} n 1923° Ifd s0, ;o;n
changes in the circumstances has this 1ncreas.ed need arise o i
10. Can you give the Board any definite evldencef aswrgl e
difference between the cost of constructing any 01{}5'8 o_h'veh:: L
india and the cost of importation, e.g., specific cases 1111\\ 1dc gréq({
{or vessels required for use in Bengal or Assam Wg}*egp aIcfe ! Izliv oacs
though they might have been constructed in Ind }113. 2ot my suen
cases are kuown to vou, the price at which and the date v I
the order was placed should be stated. . ‘ e
11. What is approximately the largest size ng vessel in each class,
which your firm would undertake to cgnstruct. o : ol
12. May the wastage which occurs in the fabrlcatm‘n ?t t‘hte ls;ea
parts of Indian vessels be taken at 10 per cent. applomz‘u'a ely.
13. If the wastage is tai{len atl 10 %)er c%ndt.glle%r(;tetc(;rs i;[du?}jz
s, channels, ete., a s. 33 ¢ and
gitglz.ze%al?: %;?’4in§ }(((ani to the cost of the fabricated stegl }1se(% io{
the construction of inland vessels. What percegtages ?{‘t:lee:p‘vl‘;t';
cost of imported fabricated steel parts would these sums represent.
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Letter, dated the 17¢h Se 5
_pz‘cmber 1925, from Secretary, Tari :
Engincering .1ssor’iation, Calcul‘lzaj., @iff Board, fo the

od xﬁrglell‘l;z;llzfilgggl'dl lvx:i:\"]e been directed to enquire into representations receiv-
Shpom the 'md. Rﬂ('f ' otilla Compan'y, Limited, and from the India General
gation ‘on n afl way Company, Limited, protesting against the increase
From 10 Loy, on. e ntbncat_ed_steel parts of steamers and other inland versels
wrom 10 of‘;cl per cen*, This increase in the duty has resulted from the actual
(Prot‘ec?ion) 1;3 :tunlejntzi:nents made in the Tariff Schedule by the Steel Indust;y
{oroteetio iuhc 1 n e}xl‘ entry 64 in the statutory schedule, ships and other
i dut"n(t riud arbour navigation imported entire or in sections, are
et Words) at 0 per cen,t,-., but the Central Board of Revenue have ruled
N the mords ml sections ’’ refer to the importation of a vessel in sections
el {r'ms axnc 1ed separately and fastened together in the water for faci-
oty of tl;e cgﬁl t:'md.hnndlmg, and not to a collection of dismantled units
fmmortod tat Iec ion is complete. It appears that vessels are rarely, if ever,
e, :malle:t Oveéls(illg in lidecilon.s ’ if the phrase is used in the sense, ’and onl)i
s v cou e imported ‘' entire.” F i
therefore, all imported vessels, i ¥ Ot Dot qTaeposes
r ssels, in so far ¢ ; i i .
subg)ec% tc:l a duty of 25 per cent. a((l) ‘1';;‘0;}271:.}16}' consist of fabrlcateq steel axe
led‘;;str:} (%rrotglet';[‘arlff Schedule, as it stood before the passing of the Steel
subjest Yo n du‘etc"lof)]) Act, the fabricated steel parts of imported vessels were
b o 8 ¥ of 10 per cent. ad valorem, whether they were classified for
astor qu ﬁ?zez fxqsc fai!])lx;‘l:atedt s‘;?el or abs coxlnponent parts of ships and othe;‘
, 8 3 X1 rpretation to be placed on the phrase ‘i tion ’
fioolilldoxflo:h:;ﬂﬁ(;tri:}&e‘g;go;g: ofl‘;PA(eia (tiutyl. For this reason, rll)o doubt, r;hS:(;tl&l;_
] 5 Was called to the point in their original i
was not in fact their intention that the d o s oF
L t ha ty on the fabricated steel
ships and other inland vessels should ge e i e ot g e
raised the amended schedule would he lllti)reased, rrded o hont had beon
intention clear. Since 1923, howerv avg e Boned st took onniie their
this subiecs o Since 1923, 1 h‘er, when the Board first took evidence on
; h f 8 d materiall ditd
bhis subject ’mcrer\se fnees loe change y and 1t does not follow that
b > per cent. duty was needed then, a high ,
z'fh :ltui_;’lenl;::)zitlilgz ibse%l{;eglrléredt now(.1 At ifl necessary, therefor:e, to gasiér;:ibz
: ‘ at present, and in order to elucidate the f
] [ nt, r cidate the facts ¢
l;la; gedcr(;'llys }clr l;lé;i(z)an:fes’}cll.onnmge i(})lr thel engineering firms who are ig:ex]?e(;%:g
b ships and other inland vessels, A ¢ h
Messrs. Burn and Com imi . o sout, to
) g pany, Limited, the only engi ing fi
oral evidence on the subject i ¢ S onninr T amdireses e
] ject in the Board’s first enquiry. I am di
Ic}zcégi(‘ev:fdzga{g Jf}?ples of t}ile qu?stionnaire and to Ireqﬁest th:i‘s c:;:ge(xin:;
o Wi t ose members of your Association wh d
struction of ships and other inland vessels. I e hat the Baard oreon
by i of ships and other e vessels. am to say that the Board would
) an the 15th October 1925, th i
{with five spare copies) of those fir ‘ho desi thots viows bofa ore
Bonrd ned hare copies) of tho ms who desire to put their views before the
) each case whether the fi isk i
avidence. I am also to enclose for the i i tho Assosintion e oral
. x 1 . he information of the Associati
of the questionnaire which has been sent to the Irrawaddir Fsli(zgi?:lggn?pg?gy
W 3

Limited, and t inz Vavieati :
camie d the Indian General Navigation and Railway Company,
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Witness No. 1. ,
THE IRRAWADDY FLOTILLA COMPANY, LIMITED.

A.—WRITTEN.

Representation, dated the 21st August 1924, to the Cent?al Board of Revenue,
India, through the Collector of Customs, Rangoon.

The report of the Indian Wariff Board regarding the grant of protection
tc the Steel industry contained the following reference to river craft:—

¢ A considerable number of steamers, tugs, flats, barges, etc., are manu-
factured at preseni principally at Caleutta and in Rangoon. The
evidence we have taken suggests that in this branch of manufac-
ture the engineering firms have little to fear from 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 on
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 mnob 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., TItis
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 7’ 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 ihose Inland Shipping Companies in India and Burma who desire to main-
tain a high standard in respect to their fleet 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
¢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
<ntolerable 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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_ Howerver great tnhe need for protection of the Steel industry is, I submit
it should not be enfarced at the expense of communication the development
ol which is one of the most crying needs of the Indian Empire,

The hurden of duty which imported inland vessels now have to hear on
top of the enormously increased post-war cost must of necessity result in
vessels of a cheaper and poorer class being built in future, to take the place
of the fine vessels now plving when these drop out through old age, and the
t1}rm~e}1)lmg and, trading public and the country generally will be the losers

hereby. .

T rrust that this ‘matter will receive your sympathetic consideration and
that it will bé 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 steatners are 326 feet long by 46 feet

broad and 11 feet depth of hull. They have double decks and their gross
tonnage 1s about 1,700 tons.

Statement 11.—Letter, dated the 12th October 1925.

21 vae the honour to acknowledge receipt of your letter No. 519 of
17th September 1925 enclosing copy of a questionnaire from the Tariff Board
m connection with this Company’s application for a reconsideration of the
decision of the Central Board of that new vessels, partially constructed and
put together in the United Kingdory and then dismantled and brought out
to Burma for re-erection and completion, do not come under the category of
*Inland Vessels in Sections *’ #5 laid down in the Tariff Schedule.

I have pleasure in enclosing, as requested, six copies of my replies to the
guestionnaire, 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
21st August 1924 except perhaps to emphasize—

t1) the obvious original intention of the Tariff Board that the words
'* Vessels in Sections ' should apply to vessels such as ours
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 to
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 FEurope.

This Company has built or is building during this vear, for completion
before 31st December 1995, vessels for its own use alone which amount in value
to twelve lakhs of rupees. This, we contend, is sufficient evidence in itself
that we build in Indina 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 import
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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 dxﬂicu%t
to give in the detail asked for. Our fleet consists oi_' several types of vessels
and many of these types only come up for renewal at intervals. Cons?quently
it is not possible for us to give the required information as to the present day
sost 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)
xhith explains why certain comparative figures of costs are no.t a\:allable. .

With reference to Question No. 19, there is a possihle implication therein
that the tariff on steel has had the effect of forcing hox_ng manufacturirs to
reduce prices and that thereby firms likf: ourselves obtain a compensating
benefit from the tariff. We have heard this argument put f(_)rward and would
simply record the counter argumient that the present price of st‘ee_l frolzlu
Eurof)e is brought about by many world wide con§xdemt10115, of which tﬁe
Indian Tariff is only one, and that we are entitled in any case to tl}e henefit
of the reduction from the inflated prices of .the post war years. We cann‘gtj
see that any justification of the retention of the tariff as regar ]a
imported vessels can be drawn from the recent decrease in the price of steel.
Similarly with the guestion of the present more favourable exchange. In’our
correspo‘nodence with you we claim to show that the present high d}lt}v on
imported vessels is not necessary for the protection of the steel industry in
India and if the justice of this elaim ke admitted, no question of the cm.nplen-
sating effect of improved prices and favourable exchange should be alglﬁ"‘ ed t(:
operncte against the reduction in duty to which we feel the Inland Shipping

Companies are entitled. ‘ ) . ‘
With regard to the gquestionnaire to Engineering Firms which we have
also received we hope to forward our replies by next mail.

1.

1. Large Paddle Steamers . . 826" x 46’ x 11' Passenzer ard cargo
9. Tutermediate Paddle Steamers 232 x 30 x & Tio.

3. Ferry Paddle Steamers . . 185" x 30" x 76" ]_:O'

4. Sternwheel Steamers . . 132 x 3V x 497 Iio.

5. Steam Barges . . .10 x 200 x 8 Do.

6. Creek Steamers, double-decked 115 x 25 <« 7'6” * Do.

7. Single Decked Launches . B0 x 16 x 7

8. Pilot Launches . . . B0 x 1V x 537

9, Cargo Fiats . . . L2258 % 3 ox O

10. Cargo Boats . . .91 < 18 x 7

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

2.

Class a3 per Question 1. In India. In Eu.rf)pe.

1 Nil. Nil.
2 Nil. 1
3 Nil. 6
4 Nl 3
5 8 Nl
6 Nil.
7 6 N
8 7 Nil.
9 14 5

T Nil. ¥il.

Nore.—Vessels shewn as *‘ ordered in India ”’ were actually constructea or
ate under construction by ourselves, with imported Bachinery where power

driven.
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.

N Vessels shewn as ** ordered in Europe ** were imported in pieces and erected
ere.

3. Price is not the only consideration. Our Home bujlders 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. Tt
would consequently involve both trouble and expense to order vessels elsewhere,

In addition, all machinery for our craft has to be obtained in Europt in
any case, t

_ The waters.of the rivers of Burma, and more especially of the Delta, neces-
sitate the use of galvanised material in the construction of our vessels, This
in itself prevents us from building all our larger types (say above 100 feet) in

Burma, sincg 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, ¢.g., flats and cargo boats which are of simple,lines and
construction, we huild 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 obfain from Europe.

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

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 here,
while the others are always ordered in Europe. Consequently we have no
figures to put against one another,

6. Erected by the Company.

7. Yes, the Company undertake the re-crection of vessels for other firms
or persons.  This is, lhowever, a elass of work which we are very seldom
asked 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 contined to tugs, harbour and towing launches and cargo boats,
aund we are usually asked to construet such eraft entirely in our Dockyard
(the machinery heing imported from home).

2. 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 Joundry. "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. Tv 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, aud 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 imported from Europe.
6 would be £15,000 imported from Europe.
- £ ~
75::3::113 ll))s '}:g’é{‘;g l built in Rangoon with British
8 would be £3,500 5 machinery. '
9 would be £9,500 built in Rangoon.
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11. Taking as an example Class 6 (i.c., Creek S.teamer of 115 .ie.et) which
is the only class of vessel which we have imported since the imposition of the
new duties, and which is the class which we would most -frequently he pur-
chasing, the percentages are:—

(a) 323 per cent.; (b) 40 per cent.; (¢) 13 per cent.; (d) 11} 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 rec{hced from 25 per cent.
to 10 per cent. . L

18. The present average v.i.f. cost of the fag)ricated steel parts of_xmportid
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. 8;0 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 angone would import a vessel in that condition into any port where
facilities for re-erection from pieces are available.
17. Duty is payable at Rs. 45 per ton on galvanised corrugated sheets.
Dut.y 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, fittings,
etc. . . - wd
18. We consider that our vessels, impofted in pieces, should be trea ?ff
as ‘“ vessels in sections.” Such treatment was contemplated hy tlllx.e Tari
Board at their original deliberations and :bhe whole question simply ful)lges' on
the interpretation given to the word “sectgons.” As vesgels?, except of t efw fx:y(;
smallest type, would never be imported in *‘ sections,” (in thtil sqnselp t'“n
or three complete pieces of hull ready to be rivetted together) the }mp ica 1: !
is strong, and almost irresistible, that vessels such as we import for re-erec
tion, are the ones contemplated under the Act. o th . ve have
For a duplicate set of machinery received this month, w
paizllgéx(:c?tlgo’:he SalllIE)B price as for a set ordered in 1923. There was ho;vever
2 considerable fall between the vears 1922 and 1923 probably 10 per cent.
(b) We cannot definitely answer this question. Before the 1nt§oduct1im
of the new duties, when a vessel was brought out for re-erectlonh:nllI ccémp o=
tion here, duty was payable at 10 per cent. on the complete : i onse;
quently we received no invoices shewing sepgmt_e\y the dlffex;ien 1\a ues ;)n
the various materials making up the hull. We simply o}:;t:;mef '1} unflp su] n
invoice for the hull and another for the mglchlnery. W e have tl”i, gge )(1“
comparative figures to go on, but would estimate the fall in prices at 73
cent. to 10 per cent.

X i imited, dated
: —Letter from the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company, Limited, :
S{artetzlec,;tjtlhn()c(ober 19f:35, forwarding replies to questionnaire for the Engi-
neering Firms. . ) 4 further 1
Vi to vour letter No. 519 of 17th September and further to
our\};t?flzlerrf)ffexch‘hh gctober, 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.
9. Of the above we have not built recently any of the two last named.
ypes and cannot state their cost.
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OF the others the present cost of a—

Rs.
Steam Barge 100 long is . 81,150
Harbonr Launch 75 long is 70,000
Cargo Flat 225 long is . . . . - 1,27,000
3. The percel;tages* are as follows: —
¢ g ‘ Steam Barge. Launch, Cargo Flat.

ia) . . . . 22 ‘ 231 401

) S L o5y Nil.

() 15 16 . 143
(1) 7 81 61

(c) . . . . 34 27 383

_ 4. The dutr on the unfabricated galvanised steel used in the conftruction
0f 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 ¢.ont, per cont,

fa) 7 T 75 72

@y .. om; 251 23 26

c) 1 3 1 1

() b3 2 1 1

~ The last two items are nractieally negligible in earch case, but corrugated
iron sheet, which is not included above, is a considerable item in some vessels,

6. fa) Nil. The drop in machinery prices took place in 1022,
(1) About 8 per cent.

7. No. Mr, Cochran’s statement, as reported, is tao sweeping. No
crimination is made between small vessels which ean be built 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 lahour in Caleutta as compared with the TGnited Kingdom. Both of
these act as a protcctive measure and, in addition, there is the fact that
pProspective purchasers of small vessels mueh prefer to have them huilt in
India, where details can he mare readily discussed and progress watched, and
where they have the huilders local knowledge of conditions always available.
This mizht not apply with a firm who were constantly ordering vessels of a
standard pattern, but there are very few, if any, such firms.

], No.

9. No. Tt is simply a question of the margin of profit which the Indian
huilder wants. FEren allowing for the recent drop in imported steel prices,
it is otill profitable to build in TIndia such vessels as can be huilt there.
Other considerations than the price of steel are in operation {sece Answer 7).
Thiz Company would still continue to huild its smaller vessels in Rangoon if
the present duty on imported vessels were removed (see also Answer 10),

10. No. Certain trpes of our own vessels
while certain other types are alw
12ve no comparative figures.

dis-

are now always built here,
ays imported owing to size, ote. So we
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i which we

We can, however, instance a recent order from arili outs:;lee ggma}‘t.f;sv  we

received a’gainst keen home competition, an}l in t ESI ¢ vy

discovered that the purchasers, when csns;ﬁermegmf;?fg o?nil;;egwords ns, hacs

a misapprehension as to the mear ; hs

.§111 11:1:;51121’1’1%? t}lén 'I?axl')llf)f Schedule) been estimating that ‘tléﬁytcﬁ;gdg;?g:%is
3cﬁes Home vessel at 10 per cent. We may, therefore, say tha

order as against the former rates of duty.

U]L N .» 100/
Steam Barges . . . . . .. . ot
Launches . . . . . . . . . et
Flats . . . . . P . . ol

Cargo Boats . . . . . . .

in
12. For the construction of the types of vess;els usia.cltly ":I?}?;t{::;g a
Indi’x' a wastage of 10 per cent. is approximate 3171 'lcone:sseis s carne boats,
vesse‘el however, the smaller would be the wastage whl o vi e oo,
where there is no roof and no engine room, would shew le

13. 4} per cent. and 5% per cent.

Statement 1V.—Irrawaddy Flotilla Company.

-

Freer 1928,

. f
1)
(‘lassgﬁcatloﬂ accord1ng to the list grven m Tepl to (!"estion NO 1 o0 the

Large Paddle Steamers . . . . . z(;
Ferry and Feeder Steamers . . . . i
Stern Wheelers . . . . . . . . ;
Twin Screw Steamers . . . . . . . o
Creek Screw Steamers . . . . . . . "
Single Deck Steamers . . . . . . . .
Barges . . . . . . . . . . .
Tugs . . . .

Salvage Vessel . . . . . . . . 11
Rock Puncher and Dredger . . . . . . X .
Superintendent of Pilot’s Launch . . . .
Water Steamer Barge . . . . . .

120
Flats . . . . . . . ‘ e
Cargo Boats . . . . . . :
Moulmein Cargo Boats . . . . .
Pontoons . . . . . . . . . ]
Double Deck Barge . . . . . e . o
_Station Hulks . . . . . . . _®

ToTAL . b23

* Very seldom replaced, say once in 25 years.
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Tonnage and Passengors,
s Reg. Gross.
Cm.]::l . - . 1,171 1,663 Pa“;?;'sefs-
Mi,ndoou . o . 832 1,321 ",;6"5
gy door . . . . 915 1,250 ;8;
Shive . . . . 327 433 :9 5
Kim S .. 196 310 "38 )
Pn:m . . . e - 180 214 ;23
P RN . . 63 163 330
oo . . . 74 158 454

. . . 0:) '

Peturin . -+ ' 63 '
peturin ' . . ’-98 117 113
cmo iy

Statement V.~Letter, dated the §th F
Flotilla Company, Limited.

H < e 1@ supy 15 v leStIOIlS pllt to us 1n
“ e at ‘l(?h 1 reto answers to t}
suj )](}Inenh U
(.‘()nl‘l‘c‘(’th()ll “lt]l our O‘ldence on th(? sub ect of dllt‘ on impor ted (eSSeIS alld
5 at e m t1 given [9) cq .
trust th t th {01’“3 on giv 13 tht you recquire

As regards tl i
At ards the ques o851
pial e ‘_essehl l\(:}t’(?n .(?f the nelessity for the calvanising of t}
pals fo impm-tant'i)oint OSP(_} very strongly to emphasise our firm le“mH.fE-
found ¢ paportant D t'ﬂ\'e ﬂqomt the fact that the Calcutta ﬁI‘IIlSC(])II"l‘ lc“mf]:
. M . vl A Y .. b 1 X b . "e no ‘
o 1t necess b 118 step, an inference mav hav
: ary ‘ i i ay have AW,
necessity for it P ‘{‘550 l::ttifera galvanised materials, there II)]?;‘Y: (})lﬂ“n fhﬂt,_
necessity + A lengthy experience has forced us to a ("ieﬁn“itele notrenI
| s < ¥ contrary
We are unable to say where

W : i Ties .
the Canpes il to say D(‘-]tl 1 lies the ditference between the waters of

. N . v . .
as to th 1o x I [ ) < E <
[y 1Zth o wh 1 C¢ attaime ), ng 1
1e 1 ar (1] 1 A} of e ¢ ft on th
t £ 1 f 1 ] att d ungalvanised er 1 e

former, t}
» there can be no doubt 11 injuri
compors there ean | 1at some injurious elem chi
¢ be ; ! ent, whi
ol e im%tt thg}re. It 1s possible that the deemlCh e to
Coukl suppl; i gmatlon required. We have onlv once } ltlient Phlysts
aters analysed and understand ‘ . * roport ther T

sample water sent ti ot e the analysts ;

| ‘ A o nd unde ron alysts’ report that the
of ttocl pintas ot niost injurious type and highly destruct&ég

In view of ti 1
. 1e stress laid on thi i
¢ t : 15 question we w i
g one vessel which w i i g cite o few
Hhm ome vessel “'1‘_1’“0— did build of unealvanised material facts segard-
omer oM e .1011 \\:}S completed in the latter half of inBnmﬁer ﬁour’
k place in less than a v ( : y Cinehio
e e tooks bl ) a vear (August 1904) and th
e A h e r :
o the defuct Tist Zit«vfxlintftn}ltc‘smt%’ “ The shell plating below t?lr:){it la:m'ched
T s Showing signs 0 ]})1 ting very much, in places along the ]'mﬁ'l o
report of this <0rt‘ \\"\(;u:{ lxo the ))ohttom plates are badly pit?ed in ‘ph(l‘zgf’nng
: this s d never he found -ding an: alva y
revort of thi ' 1 nd regarding any of -anised’
construction. t]];f: 1‘(’)‘61_10 t\l\ork. in anything less than seven ve(:l;rs tgah mtlllsetd
coms it i'< B ;] s 1e report on the same steamer reads, ‘;bet rom their
o the Il \l' ] I1_1,,_\ ]nl)1 evidence.” In spite of careful '1%1"@ ti eno(;atwn
arge s al docking bills, this vessel i ‘ “the stage that 1y
Tope pumual docking bills, this vessel ultimately reached th .
et hor e .0~r c.\lmix?‘\‘l‘ng unit was over. We then pmposeg ;f):]‘]ie‘..ﬂlnt in
thaal practice of s H\_utm;z her for use as a station landing stac ; mg our
the work o smantling had been started. she was found toe hb‘h'o‘ s e
pad cont 1}(}:[1}1}:1&4 to make her useless even for that pur; )Oﬁee l}}ﬂSllCh rery
heavy m(}‘“‘foxwxxll(;.\»t::z;d s]ltlo ]mld perforce to be disposed olf bv.si‘x‘&ci:glt '}‘?rv
R asted altogether under 18 3 i 55 ' ne
Nre. plis an indefin o wder 1% vears, against 25 years’ i
(v«ll\.'qlni ‘ ]J;I llll“h‘hn‘m‘ number of years as a station ﬂ'lltlli\t'l Tk; S g
:‘“ .“”‘ e 1‘{:‘] \f Furthermore it is to be noted that dl.u‘ino'“lf ' WT %Ct from
& as plying "0 i : y -
plying from Rangoon to Upper Burma and that co(;m:(;:x(;x?ﬂc:r?er
i s v for

chruary 1926, from the Ixrawaddy
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alimost 50 per cent. of the time she was in the clearer waters of the main
river, whereas many of our other classes are constantly in Delta water and

subject all the time to the corrosive action of same.

In the same connection we would note further that certain cargoes which
we carry in large quantities are very deleterious to the holds and decks of
our vesels. One of the chief of these is ngapee, 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 ns destructive as the other. These articles are both manufactured in the
Delta, and from there are carried all over the country b% our steamers. It is
{argely on account of this trade that the decks of our otherwise ungalvanised
flats are made of galvanised steel. We wnderstand that the production of
ngapee is confined to Burma.

Cargoes of groundnuts and Euppas, which ar
carried, both have the effect of setting up sweating in the "lolds of our
steamers, and black iron vessels have constantly to be treated internally with
anti-corrosives. Apart from rice, therefore, our principal items of shipment—
ngapee, ngapec water, salt, cotton and groundnuts—are all injurious to black

steel vessels.

In a?dition. the percentage of humidity
has a much longer rainy reason than Bengal
exposed black steel is affected by this.

Regarding the matter from another point of view, the guestion of steamers’
drafts is also important. If angalvanised material were used, heavier plates,
etc., would be necessary, which would, be a serious bandicap, as, during the
low water season, drafts are of the greatest importance, and every inch is
valuable. We ply over 1,000 miles up the Trrawaddy and on practically the
whole of that 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 dislocation of serviees.

Tt has been urged that, if we can get along with ungalvanised flats, our
steamers can be dealt with similarly. We may say that the question of gal-
vanising certain flats 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 flats 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
the carriage of same being undertaken by the steamers alone without the aid
of flats. This operates in two ways. It enables us 1o lay up the idle flats for
2 considerable part of the year in the clear waters of Upper Burma, where

egligible, and it also means that the docking of a flat in
ihis off season does not necessitate the removal and replacement of a plying
vessel which would otherwise be earning money. The docking of flats, there-
fore, is a simple matter, whereas the docking of a big steamer and its re-
placement while in dock is a matter of careful and elaborate arrangement,
also of considerable expense. In the case of tho steamers it is essential that
they should require to be brought to dock as seldom as possible, and when in
dock, remain there as short a time as possible.

Secondly, a considerable number of our flats are used for the carriage of
petroleum only, and this has the effect of doing away entirely with internal
corrosion, even of black steel. Our steamers are not allowed to carry lulk
petroleum.

And thirdly, a flat when it reaches the scrapping stage, has no machinery,
cabins, etc., which would have to be scrapped at the same time, whereas if a
steamer had to be scrapped at the end of, say, 13 years, while she still had
machinery in her fit to carry on for another 10 years, the remaining capital
value of that machinery would be lost to the Company.

: From our experience we find that, in the waters here, galvanised shell
plates do not as a rule show signs of shedding the galvanising till they are

¢ two of the principal staples

is high in Lower Burma, which
, and a very large rainfall. All

corrosive action is 1
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about seve

repair. 0:’1 iﬁ?i tolid’ zltlnd can go a further two years or so thereafter without
some cases plate la edr and black plates shew pitting after two years apd in
therefore that a reg ;n.gs have been found affected after one year. We hold
pressive step. and e sxo.n to-the use of black steel would be entirely s retro-
fabrication of a v ‘}f‘?’y expensive one. It is to be remembered that the
economy to Dut‘ quisiﬁl é; the expensive item in its cost and it would be false
would not last. e necessary large amount of labour on material which

——

4
Anewers to the supplementary questions.

L] .

). 1.—Refer i v iri

tot:g tonnage(feilexngicl?uc(iztsl:nfhjc(})' 1 of original questionnaire, what .. ...
bt of the steamers which the Company at present

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

Class 1 9 j 3
) o8 5 6 7 $

19,400 2,300 |

Q. 2.—~What o
existing Dockyarflo?mmbe could be constructed per annum in the Compangy’s
A.~—This de 3 irely
instance, easierpgﬁgstqeknt}w]} Ion thq class of vessels required. It is, for
o the o2 o toninage ol )e,? x.ltmc t less time, to build flats than to build steamers.
take entire construc’tio}lI \lvzl c%uldof) ﬂllg EOSSOIS o et e, Mt present under.
1 small launches and 2 tugs. wiei uild 7 flats, 3 cargo hoats, 3 steam barges,
that 10 per cont. of thiv o ng a total of about 6,500 tons. Assuming
outturn for onp ooy thi ofvls-ructxon would be for outside firms, the total
4 ; © s L c a - 6 ] '
oxists primarily for ¢l I)“;‘po?ps would b about 6,000 tons. Our Dockyard
Bgnres represont wlntlz ((l)((ihlmg and repair of our own fleet and the above
tenance and repaiy (;f tl:)gl p )f dox}e after allowing for same, since the main-
done amywhere oo, 151 ce 'm_u.st be our first consideration and cannot he
of the fats the tm;n'\ é f:r)“?: er, steamers had to be built instead of some
tonmer o e l‘n%re 1;_,;11} %1.\1011 above would he much reduced, since a
St tonnago. 1a5r twice as long to construct as one flat of the
. 5.—To what extent w ’ i
tended if all flect roquirelneﬁ*ltlidwt(};(é tcom\l)lg:;)lgli t?x?:i}(??-md require to be ex-
A .—This question is ex - di v i
- _vcur; Targe C:)bllset:‘flrcc:‘.lix::ﬂ) cllj)fﬁcult to answer owing to t}le fnct that
very it constpge const or programmes are necessary, while in others
T e C()nstructl'oxs un ](il taken. If we assume it as possible that the
e ries of oo ;"u‘i( i n. couv d be so controlled as to distribute all building
requi.re AN incxtm:(}:f years, and jf the present size of our fleet did mnot
o e e e be (“,t our pr(?bnble annual building programme for our-
el be (at an outside estimate) one large paddle steamer, one
forr, I » one sternwheeler (every second vear), four creek st :
: (\?ufl:l bnr'%e, two single deckers, five flats and six cargo boats ealslliffcsé (t);“e}
as \Y R 0S . imi c - an . .
anowi“: floflil]jerx?({)cr(:bﬁnt' tlhe~ Vgn\treme lmu.t of our present capacity (after
& (mtsir;ie ot e s Tlr} I3 (;Ll\mg: and repair of our fleet and a small amount
b uiiide work pmw& 1i‘)r tklree ttems, which are the largest ones, could not
oo b o bres oc vard. bam_o 13 not now capable of any further
N p anew mfd separate establishment would have to be set up.
L RN S
the \'unr:q:rxidc?ilsifnllluctl(?nf ‘l\owevor, never could be evenly distributed over
o, & indiC';te 1(, [Ill)-\,(‘;ﬁ the excess over present capacity would be much
coraer brosent lmc;t a 0‘\?, \.vlnle in otlers our requirements might not
PRI AN O\{“ i \] e \\ould_thoreforc require to make allowance for
A orarate new o ) shment nbouf S0 per cent. as large as the existing one,
: vatural result, the capital expeuditure on the necessary g:ound‘

n100. 1,900 [ 1,950 10,50 | 1,600 | 300 | sL76% 17,006

|
i
i
|
: I
]
i
y
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vy . . . . 2
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 Indiamn, it
wounld he extremely difficult to collect it for a busy year after it had heen
disbanded in a slack one, since Indian labour, when unemployed, does not

remain in Burma, but immediately returns to India.
. 4.—What are the particular parts of the larger steamers, which, owing

to the necessity of using galvanised material, you would find difficulty in

workipg into shape?

4.—All sections which are too heavy to work cold and require heating or
furnacing. The difficulty here 1s not one of the size of any particular plate
Galvanisad material caunot be‘furnaced to
The heavier sections required
and such angle

or angle, so much as its section.
bring it into shape and must he fabricated cold.
for web-frames, parts of boiler stools and engine seating,
frames, etc., as must he welded all present difficulty in this respect.,

The frames of our larger steamers are up to 84 feet long and the plates

up to 16 feet.
Q. 5.—In counection with v
bable percentage cost of the e

before chipment?
A.—Prahably about 5 per cent. of cost, including double berth rent, build-

ing blocks, service bolts, superintendence, packing and removal.

Q. 6.~——~What amount of corrugated steel is used in a 225' flat?

4.—10 tous.

Q. *.—With reference to Question 3 iy the questionnaire to Engineering
firms, what is the nett cost of the unfabricated s’Eeel, etc., used in the construe-

tion of a 223 flat?
A.—We have recently completed a flat of this type and can supply up-to-

date figures as follows:—

essels imported from Europe what is the pro-
xtra erection and dismantlement necessary

Tons. Rs.
166 31,250 British. .
44 11,000 ys
10 3,000 .

Unfabricated steel . . . .
Unfabricated steel, galvanised
Corrugated sheet

Other imported material 12,700
Local material . . . . 7,600

Fabrication (including overhead and
profit) . . . . . . 57,450
Lotar 123,000

. 8.—Did the Company order any vessel from Europe in 1919 for re-erec-
Burma, and if so, what was the price of the fabricated steel per ton

Q

tion in
el f.?

4.—No.
hricated material for a flat in Burma up to

(. 9.—What is the cost of fa ]
the point at which a flat built in Europe would be fabricated?

4 .—-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 IRRAWADDY FLOTILLA COMPANY, LIMITED.
B.—Cnraw.

‘Evidence of Mr. K. MacGibbon recorded at Calcutta on Friday, the
8th January 1926. .

Dynaide — : \¢
President.—Perhaps vou would be able to tell us the number of vessels

I [&] ¥ 5 p
th you hll\ 1n your ﬂC‘L‘t of t 1¢c various t S. & Yo
vpes H tve u gOt a2 ]155 Of

Mr, MacGibbon.—I have got it here wi
hon. i ‘ ¢ with me, T have also h

the tetal number of hoats in each class. (Handed in.)* © an abstract of
. I’rmztr{mzlt.——Tll:i‘E s}hows the number of each class, but it does not give
any particulars. 1ere is a printed fleet li aps y i
o o s, p 1st, perhaps you will be able to

My, MacGibbon.~I am afraid not. 'We only have a few copies and they
come .fvrom home. Th.ey are all in use in our different departments, but I
Jfan give you any details that you require. I can make copies and sen,d them
‘to you.

Mr. Ginwala.—Have you got anywhere the tot
thooy g Gimwala —Tlave 3 ¥ e total tonnage for each of

Mr. MacGibbon.—No, it could be worked out and sent to you.
. 1y N ; v N H
.\I[:. Ginwala.—We should_require the dimensions of the typical vessels
Mr. MactGibbon.—Here is a note showing tt ) ber ¢
IRl wing the tonnage and the number of

o p s
) wP:mzrlcnt.——lho position is that your fiats and cargo boats, in fact all
vessels that are not power driven, you make in India.

Mr. MacGibbon.—That is so.

> el e
President.—Then all other boats—apparently something like 115 and
over—are of the types you usually import,
Mr. MacGibbon ~—We im Y
Mr. MaeGil . port classes Nos, 1, 2 4
certain vessels on the list just hand -ou, which : iy Sioned 1o ore
rta s on t st just handed you, which are not mentioned in the
lo)ugmnl classification-——special types such as the Salvage Boat and Rock
Puncher.  Alo there are some 30 station hulks, which are simply
, e simply converted
out of our own serapped vessels. ’
> ey . 1" .
. Presideat,—The ones that are marked are the types that you usually
unport and they come to 1338 out of your total fleet. )
, Mr. .\[ug(;’ibhf)n.—\\'e have 153 of the types which are imported from
e and 320 of the types which we build ourselves, that is excludine those
;)}hl vessels—salvage vessels, ete.—which are builé only once in a ve;-jy long,
ime. i ‘

PUresident.—So that, in numbers, it is - :
Lo s s, 1t is only about a third of vour -
usually iwport. J fleet you

My, MacGibbon.—Yes, in numbers.
President.—In actual tomage it is
rnt, actug is probably more than that, becau
3 ‘ at se t

are of the larger types. ’ wuse they

Myo Maefiibbon—Yes, the imported classex.  They include larger vessels
and in money they are very much more, because flats, cargo boats and singlé
deckers are very much less expensive than the larger vessels.

President —It is only the fabricated s i

. S A b ated steel parts :
1 that enter into our

(\:m{iry. The cost of the machinery is not affected by protective duties on
Cel,

* Statement 1V.
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’

Mr. MacGibbon.—The cost of the machinery is not in itself affected, but
the fact is that a boat, to accommodate machinery, has got to be fabricated
in an entirely different maunmner to a flat. A flat is made more or less in the
shape of a box which is quite simple, hut the steamer is entirely different.

President.—Messrs. Burn and Company gave us a model. which we have
always got hefore our eyes.

Mr. MacGibhon.—In the case of flats, frames are more or less exactly
the sAme and they lend themselves easily to mass productjon, whereas in the
case of a steamer, the vessel is shaped right from stem tp stern.

President.—The flat is more or less like a box. . ?

Mr. MacGibbon.—IFf vou take the 115/ length steamers, which are probably
the commonest type that we import just now, vou will find that there are
hardly any two frames which are similar, so that the fabrication *of a launch
or steamer is very much more expensive and very much more difficult than
the fabrication of a thing like a flat and even more so when galvaniziag
enters into the question.

Dr. Matthai—May I know why you imported five of these cargo fHats
during the past five years?

Mr. M8cQibbon.—These were ordered in 1919 but they actually arrived
and were put together in 1920. The reason for that is a particular one.
At the end of the war, we found ourselves faced with the position of being
extremely short of flats. The Government had commandeered a great many
of them. We were very short indeed and we found it necessary to build 11
fiats in a hurry to meet our current need. We could not, from the point of
view both of space and time, construct the swhole in our Dalla dockyard.
We ordered five from home and we built six at our works in Rangoon. That
was a particular case, however.

President.—That was due to the special circumstances that flats were
required to be completed in a given time?

Mr. MacGibbon.—That was so.

President.—Can you give us any idea of what your normal replacements
would be of the vessels in your fleet?

Mr. MacGibbon.—They vary according to the class. If we take a flat,
it has got to be replaced in 25 years at the outside. That is 4 per cent.
and for n steamer as a 1st class plying unit it would probably be less—20
to 25 yvears, I think it would be safe to say 4 per cent,, taking it year by
year.

Mr. Ginwala.—Would it mean entire scrapping at the end of the period?

Mr. Mac@iibbon.—No. As T said, we take the opportunity of constructing
out of a scrapped steamer something in the nature of a pontoon—landing
stage or other vessel of that kind.

President.—Let us take the steamers with which we are principally con-
cerned in this enquiry. If you build your flats in this country, you would
not he affected by the duty on fabricated steel.

Mr. MucGibbon.—That is so.

President.—The duty on unfabricated steel is not hefore us in this
enquiry.

Mr. Mac@ibbon.—So far as flats and barges are coucerned, we are not
particularly interested.

Prosident.—Therefore, it is the steamers that we are concerned with in
this enquiry. The point T am aiming at is this. Taking 20 vears as the life
of a steamer, that would be 5 per cent. You have told us in your answers
to the questionnaire that if the 25 per cent. duty were reduced to 10 per
cent.. it would reduce the cost of your steamer by 3-9 per cent. In round
fizures, therefore, you can say that a protective duty increases the cost of
vour vessel by 4 per cent. Could you tell us approximately what proportion

of the total cost of running a steamer would be represented by depreciation
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on the value of the steamer, and interest on the capital invested on it?
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. MacGikbon.~—Interest, depreciation and insurance on vessels such as
I am talking of, viz., 115’ Creek Steamers which we are importing at the
present moment in some numbers, would be £2,100 per annum. The running
costs of the same vessel would be £2,250. )
_ President.—If {'(he life of a steamer is 20 years, it cannot be more than
5 per cent. for depreciation.
_ A JIac{?ibbon.——'ljhat is right. I have taken 6 per cent. for interest,
9 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 avernge 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 increages the cost
of running your steamer by a little less than 2 per cent.

Alr, MacGibbon.—TYes.

President.—~And it becomes operative gradually as you have to replace the
vessels of vour fleet. :

My, MacGibbhon.—Yes,

President,—Tt would not be fully operative at once?

My, MacGibbon.—XNo.

President.—The main part of the case you put before us is whereas flats
and cargo boats and smaller launches and barges vou make in India at
present, and will continue to muake them, the larger vessels you have to
import and will continue to import notwithstanding the protective duty.
What it practically comes to is this. Tor some reason or other, the larger
types of vessels cannmot he constructed in India.

Mr. MaeGiblon.—XNo.

President.—1 have not been able to understand elearly what precisely the
reasons ate and why it iy that the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company think that
they cannot be built in India, because undoubtedly steamers well over 100 in
length have been built in Calcutta.

My, MacGiblon.—-As we pointed out in our answers to the guestionnaire,
ane of the reasons is the galvanizing of the material,

President.—You have given in your answer to question 3, three reasons. It
would be corvenient to take this galvanising as the last of the three. The
first  explanation you give is ““ Qur Home huilders are entirely familiar
with the construction of all the types of vessels we use and with ail our
requirements  in connection  with the detail thercof. Apart from minor
mprovements, orders for new craft almost always follow the lines of vessels
previously built, of which the builders possess the plans and templates. It
would conzequently involve both trouble and expense to order vessels else-
where.”  As far as that is concerned, there is no question of impossibility
there. It is merely a guestion of convenience and expense.

Mr. MaeGiblbon.~Lxpense of course is a primary consideration.

- Prosident—FEven so, it is only temporary. Supposing you abandoned
mporamg, you would either make them yourselves in Rangoon or purchase
them in India from one ol the eungineering firms, In that case, either you
vourselves or the drm whom vou cuploy would acquire the necessary ex-
pervience.  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
gf workmanship obtainable from Europe is better than can be obtained
ere.

President.—It is your view and you are entitled to urge that, I don’t
think that 1t is generally admitted. .

Mr. Mac@ibbon.—It is our opinion anyhow that the workmanship obtain-
ed from home is better than can he obtained in India. We construct quite
n large number of vessels ourselves and that is our opinion from our own
experience. n

President.—Might T tell you what the representatives of’ the India Geneyal
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 bdf the ex-
perience and skill of the home bnilders, 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, thev said, the work done in India was not
quite so good as the work done at home, and they particularly mentioned
that they had to make their work a little heavier, and that they were not
quite so go®d 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 all the types of
vessels they required in their own yard, and their largest vessel I think is
805 feet long. *

Mr. MacGibbon.—There is no physical impaodsibility 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 the standard which we insist on for our fleet and which is
a high one.

President.—Can 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. TFabrication 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 supervision?

Mr. MacGibbon.—Yes.

Mr. Ginwala.—That is your experience.

Mr. MacGibbon.—Yes, but of course the workmanship is improving.

President.—What it comes to is this. If you had always imported your
vessels hitherto your staf 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 dificult kinds of construction.

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

President.—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.
Tor the time being, the standard of workmanship might not be so good as
the standard of worlkmanship in an imported vessel.

o
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Mr. MacGiblon.—Experi vork i i
aclribbon.—Experimental work is alwayvs expensive, that is, it
X::;l\]ﬁ}r p‘rgbﬂb!y cost 1 great deal more to train the men here to do,the‘
vork in connection with our mail stean it w i
the stuff out from home and pay the duty. camers than it would to bring
Mr. Ginwala.—Other firms have don i i
b la, . Bt e it here, So far, the evidence is
tlmt' they had no practical difficulty in training the Indian labour botlh
Navigation Companies and other Engineering firms. ’

" Ifh.. Macibbon.—As 1 say it depends on the class of workmanshlp that'
hey insist on. Our experience is that these people could mnot do it at
present, and of céurse 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 moestly Indian labour?

Mr. MacGibbon.—Yes.

President.—FEven if it is not found sati i

ident.—F ] f atisfactory to build these steamers

é(.)llllcrfxihes IIH Bdurmta, shflre 1; still the alternative of ordering them from
‘ a. understand that for f i v ess

Tomn Rt our months in a year vessels can be towed
Mr. MacGibbon.—Yes, it has been done. ¢

Prcsidm.n(.——-So it is not a question of incurring all the ex f i
first and dismantling i : ippi o recting _ereCtll}g
i Burmo: 16 Wil bo sl Taned doen, “MPPIng and re-erecting it again

Mr. MacGibbon.—There is the question of freight.

DPresident.—That conies to something anvhow.

Mr. MacGibbon.—And insurance, )

President.—We are rather interested on that i

: . R £ s at point. We asked Messrs.
Burn and Company to let us have a list of the ships they sent to Rangoon

Mr. Ginwala.—Would it be more than the freigl ; i el
and o Ginwrala.—3 1e freight on the imported article

Mr. MacGibbhon.—The insurance would | ¥
Ranenon d be more from Caleutta to

My, Ginu'q({l.—“’hﬂh about the freight?
Mr. MacGibbon.—I have no idea about the freight.

President.—T find from Messrs. Burn and Company's list that they have
sent something like three or four boats of various kinds to Rangoon durin
the last 30 vears, so that obviously there is quite a possibility of ships being
built in Caleutta and sent to Burma. The second reason you g>i\'e Ais th'x%
all the r}mchinury must be imported. Why is that an argument 'l;Z,’lin:;t
construction in Tndin®  After all, yvou use iﬁlpﬂrfod machinery in the‘b';r ;es
and lannches you make in India. If you can import machinery for Iall;lcies
and barges, what difficulty is there in installing imported machinery in the
larger steanters? )

.\[‘r, Jl‘y'r(;'iblmn.-—'l“his is simply a question of convenience only. The
machinery is got from the same engineering firm at home and the vessel is
made by them complete with the machinery. That, T admit, is not an
important argument at all, ’ ’ ’ )

President.—Surely there is no difficulty in having the hull made by one
mnnnf:wtvnror and the engine and other things by another? It is only a
matter of aceuracy of work and accuracy of design, is it not? )

Mr. MacGibbon.—That is so.

Prestdenf.—That_brings us to the third reason and that is the fact that
you have to galvanize a certan proportion of your plates in your vessels
Can you tell us why you have to do that? ’ )

o My MacGibhon.—Tt lengthens the life of the vessel considerably. The
river water in Burma (the Delta water particularly) is very severe on hulls
sud we always 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.

President.—Why do you not find it necessary in the casé of a barge or
a launch?

M+, MacGibbon.—Launches too; in all steam-driven vessels.

President.—But then you build these yourselves?

Mr. MacGibbon.—These are small launches and the shiiping of the parts is
not very difficult.

President.—But 1 understood that galvanizing could not be done in
India? \

AUr. 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.

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

Mr. MacGibbon —1 would not say entirely, but it is a very important
matter. As we have mentioned, we also atiach 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 yenew 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 before 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 te import, how are youn 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.—Supposing 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. Mac@ibbon.—There is no galvanizing plant in Burma at all. We
cannot do that. In the remote possibility suggested by you, I suppose the
cheapest thing would be to erect a galvanizing plant. 1f it became inpos-
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 enguiry was that there was not & 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 would be smaller, and there-

* fore continuons 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 vou do regard this diffienlty about galvanizing as a
serious one?
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Mr. MacGibbon.—Yes.
Mr. Ginwala.—I take it : i i
building in Tadias your firm has a very long experience of ship-
Mr. Mucliihbon —Fairly lou
e Maclabbon —Fairk g. The dockyard was started originally for
Fr“(;[t)laus in l?b: but it was a very small affair in those days. It wasgoriggmlly
1 a ‘f?“ to. repairs and docking that the dockyard was acquired.
;:Ir. Gz:m‘a]a.-—\\ hen did you start building your own craft?
OHQA Itl Mflch.'rbbo*n —Our first flat was built in 1902 and I think the second
one. 1\'“) yeart afteg that, and with the experience we thus acquired we ulti-
: Li;: _\1- c:ime} to t'hq_ conclusion that we could build flats cheaper in Burma
‘1[11 h (tu ,)1;1Idmg of cargo boats goes slightly further back, about 1899 )
Mr. Guwala.—Then you had to train Indian lab { .
anale h ; an labour for th "POS
you succeeded in training that labour, so far as the kind of c:a%)tu”;m(i 3111(%
in the courtry are concerned? yom e
Mr. MacGibbon.—Yes.

. IMI 1(:1];1 vala.—But vou don’t think that you would be able to train your
q;lr(xwln- abour further to bu11ﬁd bigger craft, though of course, as I have
F L‘(l[(.\ said, the experience of other firms out here is different?

Mr. MacGiblon.—I suppose w i :

! g . 8 se we could get labour which co i
to build bigger vessels than we do now. wld be trained
buﬁ\({r‘.e(ucnargé{;zv_——T}lxlc(}ndlig General Navigation Company said they could
ressels 305" x 717 6" x 107 67, and Messrs. Bur 0 v i
! ] . n and C a
the same kind of thing that you, use. oupany have built

Mr. MacGibbon.—They are ungrlvanized,

3{_/‘. (;‘ncu'uh(.—-LeﬂVO alone, galvanizing for the present. We put the
qt}({ 11011 t}n )Ipr}:ﬂ. Burn and Company and they said they could build these
allA(t 1 1}(\ lmui given a very .1ong list of orders they have carried out in the
%15 which substantiates their statement that they can huild big river crafi
A, . . e . v c . & R

X(\t'p.t] t?mt vou feel that it may be difficult to train Tndian lahour you have
no rveally strong ground for thinking that equally good work cannot be
turned out in Burma. Is not that so? )

“ ]M:” Jh{v{uhlwn.——T suppose we should be able to bhuild boats ultimately
;1,0“‘.11,]4; as -I.'](‘\;xr;;i B]min and Cumpany build with trained Tndian labour. I
mow what the labour conditions are here, how 1 it i ’
. B ., how eflicient it is g
I have no cxperience. s and so on.
Mr. Giiwali,—As v i i itdi i
i o Ginwala,—As T, S 5 i 1 )
i Sl ¥ you know, .\lnp)nul.(lnxg is a part of the engineering
st and there is a good deal of engineering work done in Caleutta and
oA prbe P H : H )
]0 ter parts of Tndin and it has heen possible for firms to get sufficient Indian
abour for engineeriug works of all kinds.
oMo Mac€iihbon . ~There ts one pomnt which you have perhaps overlooked
Ex connection with this guestion why we cannot do what Messrs. Burn and
. R . . . . o * “
eflnpn'n‘\ (t:;n (10l and t]):;t ix this, that labour in Rangoon is very much more
xpensive than here and it would cost us a great t i
\ and st us a great deal m b
would cost them. - ore than what it
Mr. Ginvalin,—B i
Mr. I, ut then you would charge higl rates
' 3 R cher rates for your pr s
than they would do in Calcutta. - ) ) vour products
b . v . :
] 'A»ir. }J[”;(I”{h“” .—.—T}:;m speaking of boats for our own use. That is a serious
oint about labour in Burma. 1 don't know w ite reali
: urma. ow whether the Board
how much it means, uite realize
a .J[r. }(xmm:rlu.——-] ll:}\'e li}'cd 20 years in Burma and T ought to know some-
nngl a u}m] 1xt.f But that is not the point because that will take us into a
very big field of enquiry. Tt would rais 3 sti of Tivi
3 | v, aise the whole question of cos 3
aud so on in Burma. ! b of living
Mo, Meartiilhong ~Y i '
o e '; ‘)- o 0 '110.'\&1\11151 us whether we could not build large
b just as cheaply in Burma as Messrs, Burn and Company do in
gf.\ cutta.  Fven 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

«don’t think it is an
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ofr. Ginwala.—They can be built in India. If you caunot get labour iL
Burma as cheaply as you do in Calcutta, then the guestion arises why you
should not send your orders to India where the work can be done for you?

President.—It is apparently economical for you to build flats and launches
in Rangoon notwithstanding the high wages you pay to your labour and I
argument against building in India, because if the high
wages do not count in the case of launches and flats, there is no reason why it
should, count in the case of vessels.

Ur. Ginwala.—Your idea seems to be that, even if ypu could train 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
1o be considered, would it be more economical to build in Burma than getting

them out from Europe?
Mr. MacGibbon.—1 should not think it would be.
AMr. Ginwala.—You have found no difficulty in the case of the smaller

craft?

" Afr. MatGibbon.—These smaller crafts, flats, 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 flats are not
galvanized.

Mr. Ginwala.—Judging hy 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. Gimpala.—But have you given yourselves a chance by trying to

‘build them here?

Mr. MacGibbon.—We carried out
year. We built vessels of the value of Rs.
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 flats, two steam
barges and three single deckers for ourselves. We built for other people one
steam launch and two barges. We were also just completing the re-erection
of two creel steamers imported from home and I have included them in our
last vear’s figures. The total value of the work including these is Rs. 23%
lakhs, Our programme for this year, even as already foreshadowed, is some-
where in the neighbourhood of Rs. 17 lakhs for ourselves, so that we are
“certainly training labour, There is no doubt about that and with such &
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. Mac@Gibbon.—The largest boat we built is a 225 flat.
President.—Taking the length of slipways, depths of water into which you
launch, etc., what would be your capacity?

»

a very large programme of work last
231 lakhs in our dockyard last



48

farj::;.l\g[ac(;z‘bbon.‘—'l‘hat 1 could not say. We can re-erect any vessel, so
far as room is concerned. The biggest thing that we have ever undertaken
Is a 325" mail steamer, that is, re-erection and launchine ’
Mr. Ginwala.—O0n that score there is no difficulty. -
Mr. MacGibbon.—No, if we do one at a time only.

. };{lrr' Ginwala.—What is the total capacity in tonnage you can turn out in
'Mr._ JIchrbbo;z.‘—'l'llat depends entirely on circumstances. Last year w
built, for instance, mostly flats. The tonnage of each of these flats 18 'Z'O t “S
and, we built,seven of them. With the steam barges and sil;g]e‘deckexl's‘ tl?er}é
come to about 6,000 tons. The other two launches which we re-erected a(;e
300 tons.  You can put a 100 tons down for the rest of the outside work

Mr. Ginpala.—That comes to 6,500 tons, .

. AN " :
fhtﬂ!,.-)o[u_((nhbon.-&ea. On_the other hand, vou must remember that a
g s . . > 0= : " : N :

is 770 tons for a length of 225, A mail steamer is 1,600 tons for a lensth

of 325', hut the mail ste: ies 4 You 5
of 323, but 1011 steamer occupies the berth very much longer. You can
1tn 9“ 1.se\ eral flats in the time you re-erect a mail steamer, so that tonnage
outturn depends largely on the elass of vessel which is mostly being construct-
ed in any particular year.

. y -

. My, (.v'ém’mla.-—-:\s 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
onnage, 1 a year by way of replacements and renewals of vour own ﬂee’c’9
thisﬂ[‘réq.:[icGzl‘»l;on.?lt tls vlex'{ldéiﬁcult to say, in tons. Qur programme for

Yyear consists of entirely diffefent types fronm / i
s e ' Ap! 1 last, We are not doing
Mr. Ginwala,—Therefor !
M. vala, cfore, T dow’t want you to commit v
particular figure. . e yourself to any
o . .
| My, J[tthlben.-—FlafS upset the calculations, If you bring in flats in
arge numbers, you swell your total at once, if you take it by tonnage, though
the actual work and time involved are less. ’ ' .
f)»e.szclcizt.~0n thinking it over, you might be able to give a satisfactory
answer. You have told us what you think the average life of a flat is, Hero
you have given the total number which is 120. If you have 120 flats and if
t‘-he average life of a flat is 25 years, then you are replacing five a yezLLr 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’ re, vl i
would he about the maximum.* year's figure, viz., 6,500 tons, b

Mr. Ginwale.—You have given 770 tons as the capacity of the flats. I
want yon to convert them into steam launches. What I want to kno v i
this.  We want to get some idea of your capacity to build ships as v “are
equipped at the present moment. Then we want to find out E'hat )01:1 e
quirements are and, therefore, how much extension you might reyl(l)irr n
ordex'_to cope with all your requirements in the country, That i : ehlln
the kind of information that we should like vou to give.. > Toneny

My . J[(l( Gl bell '—“IS it not CIlOll”ll for y i W erecting.

i B g ou to I\IIO“ (SlnCe e are &
every tlllllc" we CI\“) what our pres ent ¢ 1] acity is? I)l'l -‘

— ' 0 N S ) : at lndlcates it Suﬁi

1 rwidcni.——-lhe Ollly thl]l(" 15 thiS lf you are go to ers

=4 H you going b ulld your steam
i Indm th(‘ ill ]Je occupyin a 1 l T o

! N ‘ v W 24 the space 1n the ya d 1 nger than they dD

Mr. Ginwala.—I will tell you what the othe
: . 3 at t r Company hs
They say that they would save two months by importixll)g. ¥ have told us

Mr. MacGibbon.—Yes.

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

My, 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
something of that sort would be saved, it would be more reasonable. You
cannot really lay down a definite figure like two months for all types.

LN . - .

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

Mr. MaeGibbon.—It will take us about 4 months. . . . .

President.—That is to say, to finish the whole thing?

Mr. MacGibbon.—That is to finish the the re-erection of the imported
wvessel. .

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.—I think we should probably take nine months.

Mr. Ginwala.—That is o say, you would take five months more.

AMr. MacGibbon.—Yes, again it depends on whether the boats have got
extensive cabin accommodation and eldctric 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 start
o finish in Burma. Could you do that in your existing Dalla dockyard or
to what extent would it require to be extended?

Mr. Mac@ibbon.—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 programimes, so that the bigger units
came into the slacker vears in our present classes of work, the dockyard is
jncapable of building all our requirements.

AMr. Gincala.—Even if you didn't take any outside order?

Mr. Macibbon.—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. Ginwale.—We would like to get some idea of your capacity.

AMr. MacGibbon.—I can certainly get something more definite than I can
offer just now myself.”

AMr. Ginwala.—Dr. Matthai asked you about the importation of five flats.
What I want to know is whether you made any attempt to secure these flats

Jn 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 enguiries

in India.

*Statement V.
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*  Mr. MacGibbon.—No.

Mr. Ginwala.—Ts there any reason ?
. Mf' Mactiibbon,—There is no one here to build them according to our
ideas? :

M. Giniwala.~—What do you mean? Js there no one to build flats and
things like that according to your ideas in India?

Mr. MacGi'bbon.——Flats could
convinced that we ¢

were ordered, the new duty was not on.
Mr. ()inwala.—"The duty may be an incentive to get things done here.
«Mr. Mac@Ribbon.—That is another point altogether. Are you trying to

protect Indian labour or Indian steel? You are trying to force us to train

Indian labour since we cannot get Indian steel. That is your point more
or less,

probably have been built here, but we are

.

President.~—~That does not follow at all,

C . You say that flats cannot be
made in Indin to suit your requireme

nts, 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.—1 said labour was cheaper.
Prcsjdcnf.——\\'hat I gathered from what you said e
Inbour in Burma was not quite so good as in C

M. MacGibbon~—It may be. T have no experience of Calcutta. I am
unable to express any opinion abbut it.
Mr. Ginwvala.—What it comes to is this.

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,

L4

arlier was that perhaps
alcutta,

It was unnecessary for you to

Mr. MacGibbon.—Yes and because we are convinced that we get a very
much more satisfactory job from home.

Mr. Ginirala.—When sou have not ordered an
you have not used it, is it reasonable to s
turned out here that will meet with your

ything in India and when
ay that you cannot get any article
approval ?
Mr. MacGibbon.—We do think that we get better stuff from home.
DPresident.—That hardly applies to flats,
them from home. What it me
but the Indian flat is not.

Mr. MueGibbon.—1t 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 husiness people, naturally go to the person from whom
we expeet 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.

because you don’t usually get
ans is the Burma flat is good enough for you

My, 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 requirenients 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 purposes?

My, MucGidbon.—T have not that information here,

T can'send it to
you Iater.*

*Statement V.

an get things cheaper from home. When these'things'
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: an
Mr. Ginwala.—We have been informed that plate}f 12t htot gofxﬁceit}}:r:‘igit% wn
be galéauized in Caleutta and we want to know whether tha
the range of your requirements. ¢ hand
. Gibbon.—I cannot say off hand. . - l
];: Igi(i:wala —Supposing you had to galvz\n}ze9 plates, would you instal
a galv.anizing plant? Would it be very expensive: v i out what ®
Mr. MacGibbon.—We have never made any e.{tfort )
galvan‘izing plant costs and what it costs to run 1t. @ ot was  not
M; Ginwala.—One of the witnesses told us that e pla
<pensive but that the process was. o ‘ o,
e er MacGibbon.—It means of course the training of specm} l:xbot:rqhnﬂv
Pre‘sident —Tf you had npot enough work to keep t%le })fllite‘rc:vg{ll:l 1
emplofed it would become expensive because some of the spelt
vz: (1 H H ad 3. 7
’ la:tler MacGibbon.—Look at cur particular case in such clrcvtilllllqmanc& We
soxr;eti'mes do not import any vessel in the course of 181 fno.‘l. ;. come parts
Mr. Ginwala—I take it that the main reason for ga \afuzu g,IQ e parts
of vou.r vessels is the corrosion which the delta water causes. [Is
" aeid in_the water? o . o
the 1}: df[l;cGibI)On.——Ib is due to some chex.mcal in the A ateli. dﬂt(’ion\rtatle;lo;;
what Aisn the particular thing that causes it. I suppose all delta w
or less like that. ' ;
mm;rcsident.—'l‘hev have not found it necessary to adopt ﬁhat {guﬁer:)geal :'I]]]v
Assam. One does not quite see what ga{ttxcu_lar rfﬁ.is‘gnﬂt!eeisq{.ey 4 be, why
) ' erious ;
he water of one delta should be more dele « he :
tleﬂlr MacGibbon.—Neither do I, but the pedple on this ;{133 ?a{“guc&to.con
sider éhat their fleets should be kept up to the same stan 3

i 3 lacing plates. It is a
we don't galvanize, then we have got to keep on rep g p

ing i initi 3 t slavanizing the
i g ‘e are going in for the initial expense o '3 ing the
g?zftsetl?ﬁ :rhifil:trhe:‘rewe ar% g;'mg to increase our docking costs year vy year
- i -hi v bad.
. lacing plates which have gone ' N .
in r;l) af;::t .PLTake a company like the India General hmxga’h?n ?j‘?)(rln 11:1‘1"
-ay ’E‘i’mpm;v. They are exal:tly in the same pD’?‘\tl?? tal\s ‘3(3(\1‘11;[]", thgt s
Jl“l}g- are also busimess people. They will adopt it 1 lleaf‘nize‘ .\'l‘hey .
‘ill"'p'xy them. Evidently it pays them .he?ter not to gaw: . .re They are
;robﬂ;lv using slightly heavier plates believing that the cost of repairs
¢ bt o =g T
ss than the cost of galvanizing. N . . N
b 1’16;5 Ma.vGibbon.—Th: question of galvanizing received our c%{gti}ul e(,f%l:‘.
side‘ra):c.ion. 'Itv is the opinion of ourlexpertf tha}‘lc xtlds:hlfeulie?; sn(?l.mh éh; 1-b ler-
stion that one delta water shou uch 4 :
o a éghgl elsg'ﬁi? mention that we have a fleet of small laul_xc'h.e‘b 1‘nt .\[otlillénséﬁ
?fhiacﬁ' is o'nly a few miles away from f(a.ngtl)gn_t The tt'.g? Sgc?_xbﬂe]:;egrveamL oo
y t a vessel could stay ou 4 e years
?\t{ n;ﬁarlyn t&:)e ozzm:eﬁlzgehgsgoon and not show any more Qeterlorat'lon, though
Eh:: l:fel of the same type. So that there is something in the water.

Mr. Ginwala.—Are you talking of the vicinity of Rangoon?

Mr. MacGibbon.—Yes. ) ' |

2;: fii:cugilgl;;f‘—l-tli :}!11: ilr:;[:::i 1:1h :}t;;bnzizz};l;ui}}llijg lf)athangoon, I mean
thel\;issz?nFvg'lizn.g——fl;?)my:{uanmgz?; the steamers plying h~etw_veen Rangoon and
I\Ianda'lay, Rangoon and Henzada and Rangoon and Bassein?

}\l{: Aé?ftgz:m‘iie Moulmein side you don’t have to galvanize your
matl\elrri.al.MacGibbon.—We don’t make any distinetion. As a matter of fact

T Y &
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ethe fleet that we run at Moulmein, we did not build them, and these are all
ungzalvanized,

Ar. Gimweala—~When did you start using galvanized materials?
Mr. MacGibbon.—It goes beyond the life of the present fleet anyliow.

.. Alr. Ginwala.—You say that the use of galvanized material lengthens the
lile of & vessel. Supposing vou don't do galvanizing, I take it that sou will
hiave to write off your depreciation at a higher rate,

President —T1 take it that it is rather the life of individual plates that is
L]

shortened by not galvanizing rather than the life of the vessel.

A, .\lacGibbon’.;——I was going to say that

FPresident,—It means higher repairs.

Mr. MacGibbon,—Yes, except that you will ultimately have to decide
carlier whether there are too many plates requiring to be replaced or repaired
1o make it worth while.

Mr. Ginwale.—What does it vepresent in terms of money ?

Mr. MacGibbon.—1t is very difficult to put it in terms of noney.

President.—Have you got others which are not galvanized ?

Mr. MacGibbon.—We have some which are not galvanized.

President.—Flats, for instance, are not galvanized. ¢

Mr. MacGibbon, —Qur flats are docked once a year. Tt is vot cnly the
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 different. v

President.—It is not obvious why it is necessary in the case of a steamer
and why it is not necessary in the case of a flat.

Mr. MacGibbon.—A flat is more easily docked, that is to say, there is not
the same expense involved in docking a 200 ft. flat as there is in docking
a 200 ft. steamer. A steamer is a more valuable unit than a flat to have
out of commission during docking, is more difficult to replace and takes lenger
to overhaul. °

President.—The fact that you galvanize one type of vessel aad uot another
suggests, does it not, that there is not a great deal in it?

Mr. MacGibbon,—As I said before, from the experience of cur technical
advisers we go in for this.

Mr. Ginwala.—There are the Burma Railways, for instance. They have
got, as you know, a ferry service at Henzada. They get their ferry boats
built here. They 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 no question of not being able to use ungalvanized
hulls. Tt is only a question of how long you can use them.

Mr. Ginwala.—If it_was the case that they required frequent replacement
of plates, the Burma Railways would not think of using a ship which had
not galvanized plates. As far as you know, have they got any spare ferries?

Mr. MacGibbon.—I Lnow very little about them,

Mr. Gimwala.—I am just trying to point out that if it was the case that
those plates which were not galvanized required frequent replacement, 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 means of the tariff, to
force us to do without them.
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President.—In protection there is always a certain degree of compuision:
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 irom 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?

Ms. 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 @.i.f.
price be less than what it would cost you to build? Is it a double advantage
if you import it now?

Mr. MacGibbon ~In so far as inexperienced labour is move expensive, I
should 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 gquality 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.

President.—~To go on to another point. What vou 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 cnes do rot
tequire protection because they won’t in any case be built in India. Suppos-
ing we accepted that view, would it be possible in the tarift to discriminate-
in that way between a larger vessel and a smaller vessel? Supposing we said’
that materials intended for a vessel of 130 feet would pay a protective duty
and those above that would not, Is that a practical proposition at zl1?

Mr. MacGibbor.—It might forece a man wanting to build a 130/ boat to
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 if
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 us out here. The vessels that are
usually built in Burma are launches of 60’ to 85/, tugs up to 90/ and so on.

Presidant.—As regards your 100 feet as the limit, you would have to put
up the tariff limit a little higher anyhow to prevent the obvious evasions.
Supposing it was 110 feet, would that be sufficient to prevent the evasion?
Would that be a workable arrangement at all? Would the Customs people be
able to work it?

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

President.—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.

President.—There is a certain anomaly in that. There may be a vessel
of a very special type which cannot be made in India. It might be less than
100 feet long. 1t then becomes subject to the protective duty.

Mr. MacGibbon.—We have got some types of vessels like that, Rock
Punchers, Salvage vessel, ete.

President.—These are special types.
M. MacGibbon-—Yes, all under 180’
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President.—WWhat 1 am asking wou is would there be any practical diffi-
culty in differentiating like that? T have no idea what the import of vessels
into India amounts to at all.

Mr. Mac@ibbon.—If it were carried on to any estent I think the Customs
authorities would not like a system of that sort but we ourselves wculd be
quite prepared to accept that; it would not adversely affect us at all, and
I think I can safely say, we are the people who are most considerably concerned
with the question of the duty on inland vessels.

President.—The India (eneral Navigation Company say that the total
number of vessels ir their fleet is a little more than 600. Very few vessels
have heen replaced in the last 30 vears and the vessels built and purchased
have increased the size of the fleet. Apparently even in the absence of
calvanized plates, the vessels have lasted pretty well, However, 1 ‘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 huild beyond 2 certain length. 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 enguiry was that they were not
satisfied 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 heen, so far as we know, any such re-adjustment in wages and so
on as to bring things to a level. In order to come to some conclusion about
that matter, it is of great importance to see if we can*in some way get com-
parative figures for the cost per Yon of the fabricated steel worl: in an Indian
vessel, according as it is made in India or in England, and that is why in
ihe questionnaire we endeavoured to get figures of that kind. We have not
been very successful. Your statement is that you can never get a compari-
son as any one type is either built in India or in Europe. The India General
Navigation Company say they have not imported anything in the last i years,
nor have thev built in India, and therefore they camnot give any comperison.
The engineering firms can give the cost of building in India but they cannot
say what it costs to import.

Mr. MacGibbon.—If you want to get beyond the years you ask for, say
1919—

President.—In 1919 prices were abnormal, L

AMr. Ginwala.—Can you give us the pre-war years, say 1913, for purposes
of comparison?

Mr. MacGibbon.—No. 1 can give you for 1919.

President.—It might be useful if you could give us for the steel work in
a flat.

Mr. MacGibbon.—We can only give you the difference in total price.
When we imported we get an invoice for, say, £10,000. We didn't know
hew mueh of that was fabricated materials and so forth but we can give
vou the difference in the finished price of the two flats, one brought out
from home and the other built here—Rs. 19,000,

President—Which was the more expensive?

Mr. MacGibbon.—The home one. You said that plates, labour and so
forth where very abnormally charged at home at that time, but the fiat we
built was constructed with imported steel also at the abnormal price, which
levels the 4wo things up. The price of fabricated steel was high at home but
s0 was the sieel 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.

President.—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 steel
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.pal':'fs of imported vessels chargeable to duty at 25 per cent, varies accord-
mt,1 t}gthe size of the vessel concerned but it is roughly between Rs. 720
;Lp( i 8_40 per ton to which duty has to be added.”” These ficures look ver
igh indeed. How exactly have you arrived at them? i y
Mr. MacGibbon.—Here is the invoice (produced). Th cal is 7
. ] : : . e total tonnage is 70
:»n:o, tg‘ottal price ‘.£4,151. The thing about this figure is that, when we make
m'ec}; ’e:(xlc ;,to pu}chase La vessel at home the total amount .of the invoice
;Teéf ﬁ: | to USTL;IC.)ES‘DOU represent only the actual valle of the fabricated
Bﬁi]derus’m;ﬂﬁt- .txs. n{,fmre‘mcludgs fees for designing the vessal; it inclades
puiide ahp o 1’dl‘ inc udes erection at home, dismantling there (all extras)
(charﬂ:: 180 wmeludes ol course a pereentage—whatever it is—of their overhead
Z'rmz‘dent.—Except the erection and dismantling, it is the same for all
engineering works. When it is the repeat of a previous type there is n
special charge for designing in that case? i °
Mr. MyeGibbon.—XNo.
President.—These creek steamers are
they?

Mr. MacGiblhien.—TYes.

I;’Iresicijnt.—)'n this particular case is there any departure in the design?
Mr. ! ~—N ery o ’
s Orf th:foi;bbé);.ign}.‘ot o very great deal. They were all ordered more or
P ‘ . nt— 253 . ®© B .
Creekreséggger?“ﬂl you give me the figure 9f the tonnage of steel in the
Mr. MacGibbon —70 tons.
President.—1Is that all steel?
Mr. MacGibbon.—There are one or tw 11 it
as negligible. It is practically all steel. e smal rems but they ean be taken
Prestdent.'—-May I have the figure in pounds given for the cost of the steel P
Mr. Mfch1bbon.-—£3,950 plus freight about £200 or a total of £4,150.
Mr. Ginwala.—What is the amount of the insurance?
Mr. MacGibbon.—£8,

President.—~That will make just under Rs. 800 s ton. Taking i
cated steel work of a flat—you have given us a figure about Zlgi-i}'fmff‘dbril;
be poss1b}e to work out and let us have the cost of the fabricated ctéel in
the flat that you built yourselves? It may only be an approximatg figure
and I think you may be eble to give that off-hand. i

Mr. MacGibbon.—T think we have given you that,
President.—What you have given is for a car
r > o flat of 770 tons.
per cent, is the unfabricated steel. Fabrication an(gl erection is 83 ;‘;i ce:inoti
but unless fabrication and erection can be broken up in some way it won't
be comparable with the figure for the imported fabricated steel.
Mr. MacGibbon.—T shall get that for you.*
President.~—I would like to have that as regards
k . . : our car, . V
1 fm;ul(i hlke toI get if possible would be this, tgo getythc: (fostgoofﬂzltxe f\;l?rait
cated steel work in a flat as nearl i shi .
o SRR rly as possible at the stage at which the
Mr. MacGibbon.—I shall endeavour to give that though it may be difficult.*

President.~—It may be difficult, T quit i /
a5 Commpns T e B 2t quite recognise that. What Messrs, Burn

one of your ordinary type, aren’t

3 . Rs.
Approzimate rate per ton for finished steel work of a
trpical I. G. flat whilst lying on blocks . . - 325

Flat complete aficar and eqninped | . . . B i

Plely

*Statement V.
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i : ai ral arge work
Tt shouid be noted that these prices ave for plain s‘t11511;;131:_hlr)m(,:!ed vorlk
'%11d in the case of power craft these ﬁgu}'es would be enhane A
s S it the 3
thing from 20 per cent. to 35 per cent.

i ompared wi he
Flat complete afloat and equipped obviously cannot I?e‘ conx}‘,‘.txqri;(l with t
c.i.f (clo%. It iz the other figure that is approximately .(OmpM(l 1 - .
. ~1‘[r V‘\[a(‘G[blvmz.——me want the ﬁgur;?l for ﬂ}eln}aitegaal pzll(xl)t(}?q na)!c;lil ;lfnlgs
Stting ' Y : rice ates a
ivetting of steel plates. We collect all our fab d : augles
tr(:vzgxl:lv: l)r-;foreLwe]tinke them on to building berth. Up to that point
bl - A .. S PN curate ﬁ"ures,
-ouldr probable give you fairly acenra g . .
’ I():'(:vz'dcnf —Even supposing it is not absolutely accurate, at any rate, ¥
miu‘htim able to give us a figure pretty close to that.
Mr. MacCibbon.—Yes. ™ . . o o
President.~—Taking their figure of Rs. 3254,&3[ fa flat bnl~1:1vllz-el~?glla;;:lta((vgﬁii
irt! over Rs. 400 o ton or say Rs, 430 for a powe 83 ¢ ogainst
tv?)u{xl' ;stlfe :)‘fei}sl.k’,':?.o to Rs. 840 for the imported stuft. If thesgfﬁ%(\)x;i:eco:ne
be directly compared, clearly there is no need for protect}gni O cour \\’ould
has cot to cemember that vour vessels are already galvanized anc h
add very considerably to the cost.
Mr. MacGibbon.—Tt would. ' - e s,
P""'lly t —The only way of determining wha(.t dlﬁerenc;e t}xat malﬁz: tife
f.h.m~mI.<--1n see. {0 comnpare the cost of ordinary black flle?t“é\ela | Lhe
a;“ i:lnfaplain((rali;anizeﬁl sheet. Then you would get Sgl'?fe s?:Cte oin lthe AL
I'déitibn to the cost, the cost of galvanizing is. The di erel m the price
;:etween ordinary black sheet and galvanized sheet Wo}uld g]lz-gnzi‘ze:i ldea o
what the British manufacturer charges extra for t )e? ga uized e
"1 (tt”ld of the plain material. 1 don’t know any other way in 3
inster : : .
uess the difference. - .
¢ Mr. MacGibbon.—The difference is roughly £6 a ton f.o.b. Then there 1
a difference in freight too. ) )
Mr. Gimeala.—They have to pay a higher rate of duty?
Mr. MacGibim.—Ye- L .
President.—Making allowance for the wastage, the extra Lllla'lgf f::s utsl?;;
galvanized p'lates rather than ordinary plates would be something les
Rs. 100 a ton.
Mr. MacGibbon.—VYes. o ,
Pre i from your average figure ot
ident.—Even so, if you deduct Rs, 100 your zure of
Rs P’Afgf]hkt)lixtft(; é:r;grrs vou déywn ta Rs. 680, whereas Messrs. Bum and Com
p‘{r.n"s figure is onriy Rs. 450 for a power driven vessel. o
z:‘Ir BMacGibbon —But then how do their overhead charges and profits go
" . - 9
on to the price given here? o
President.—They have given the cost of the vesse'l. 1§ ;i?l{o‘;;Zt‘}Z;etfliir
by their representatives that *ﬁlese \(vl"gr% pdnck:i)s tiﬁe% ; g;\n ta«le; fo get for their
cessels. That being so they have divided up 1 e aes st of the
;ileil;icatle?d material and other imported materials al(lid S?al?;li.catliot;n;mllt Jhat
all the overhead charges and profit, if any, comes under o thoy hiave
tion entry. That is the place where it wouldi z.xc-cruel:tt1 1&"]108!1 ey have
for i teel is a little hig .
iven for the cost per tom of fabricated s : n T had
%'Igz'ei?ecl it out 01: the data they hadfsupp}hgd. ‘Tllfilegagoo{}\neéi :g 1(;1ne. ni : they
de sufficient allowance for their ove SO0 e
}':.?Id \-lifzf t??;ccept these figures, but I am bound to put th.e‘m to d}ou to explain
;ix; find of difficulty the Board are in in making up their mind.

Mr. MacGibbon.—I have supplied you with a figure now.

tion. The
Mr. Gimwala.—According to that you don’t )‘leetd any protection
ish ir i st you.
Viritish manuiacturer would require protection against yo

* Statement V.
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.
President.—Messrs. Burn and Company expressed an ardent desire to build
vessels for you at Rs. 840 a ton, but they arve not in a position to valvanize
the material. It has been the position from start to finish in the case of
inland vessels, we can’t get comparative figures,
Mr. Ginwala.—Ts it
unusual included?

Mr. MacGibbon.—Nothing more than the cost of erection and dismantling
at home if it was to be erected here. You have got three processes, vou

have got to erect it, dismantle it and then re-erect it. o

. President.—There is one other thing on which
light, In 1919 you ordered five flats from home and in the same year or in
the folicwing year did you order for any steam driven vessels?

v MacGibbon,—I don’t think so.

President.—What I was thinking of is this. Messrs. Burn and Company
can tell us from their own experience of how much extra the fabrication cost
of a steam driven vessel as compared with a flat is. You have ulveadv told
us that fabrication work is more difficult and expensive in a power driven
vessel than on a thing like a flat. You unfortunately cannot give us what
we want. What I am trying to get at the moment is just what the extra
cost in péreentage is on a power driven vessel as compared with a fiat, If
you had ordered 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
in a launch. That was the only reason why I asked that.

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

President.—You have already told us the rat
varies from Rs. 720 to Rs. 840 a ton.
your hig mail steamer or on your cre

Mr. MaeGibbon.—Higher per ton on the creck steamer th
mail steamer, because there is not
for a big steamer.

President.—It would be useful if you could give us th
of unfabricated steel that you use in making cargo flats.

Mr. MacGibbon.—Do you mean the original total quantity of steel re.
quired to build a 225" fiatp

President.—Yes.
Mr, MacGibbon.—208 tons to 210 tons.
President.—The reason why I ask you that is Messrs. Burn and Company
:gave us figures for their 240/ flat. T 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 and the depth are the same,
a little shorter, but there is a very
used. They say they use 334 tons.
Mr. MacGibbon.—1Is that for plates and angles alone?
President.—I will tell you how it is made up.

possible that in vour invoice there is something very

you might probally throw gome

e for fabricated steel which
Wonld it be higher or smaller on
ek steamer?

: t an on the big
o much shaping in some of the material

e total guantity

though in point of length it is
great difference in the guantity cof steel

Tons,
Steel plates 198
Angles, ete. . . . . . . . . . 105
Galvanized plates, etc., for roofing and so on . .23
Bars . . 6.6
ToraL . 354
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AMr. MacGibbon.—I am not including 10 tons of corrugated sheets in
our total, only plates and angles.

President.—Why not?

Mr. MacGibbon.—That will make it 218 tons.

President.—The point is rather this. They have given the cost of their
unfabricated steel. 1t works out to something like Rs. 53,727 and by
applving your percentage of 403 per cent. 1 worked out the approximate
cost of your steel as Rs. 51,118.

Mr. MacGibbons—That is correct.

President.—The *dimensions of the two vessels being approximately the
same, the cost was unlso approximately the same. It looks as if the two
things fitted together well enough. but if our tonnage is very much smaller,
then vour cost per ton must be higher.

Mr. MdacGibbon.—~Yes.

President.—I don’t understand why the cost of unfabricated stecl per
ton should he so much higher, hecause ufter all the price of steel in India
and Burma is regulated hy the price of imported steel.

Mr. MacGiblon.—There again bow do Messrs. Burn and Company treat
their overhead and profit?

President.—There is no guestion of profit. Tt is merely the cost of
unfabricated steel. They don't allocate ihe profit at that stage. In giving
these percentages have you spread the profit over all these items¥

My, MacGibhon.—Yes. We have taken the total cost and divided it inte
fahricated 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.—1f vou have adopted that system it will explain the discre-
pancies hetween your figures and those of other firms in Calcutta. It would
be uscful 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 vou adopted the same system there?

Mr. MacGibbon.—Yes.

President.—That again in a way accounts for the higher figure per ton
of fabricated material. I was just wondering whether it wonld uot be
better to have it in rupees instead of percentages. The percentage method
was an attempt to get the fizures of the various firms on sowe conmon
basis. I do not know whether we have teen particularly successful. It has
created a great many more riddles. T think it would be really better if
vou could give us In rupees leaving out the profit.

Mr. MacGibbon.—Yes, I can get you that.}

President.—There is just one small point which has not heen hrought
out. When was this creek steamer for which you gave us the cost imported ?

AMr. Moc@ibbon.—In August 1925,

Mr. Ginwala.—What type did vou say il was?

Mr. Mac@Qibbon.—No. 6, creek steamer, 115/ in length.

President.—In vour answer to question 15. you have given the freight
on fabricated steel parts as £3 a ton. We mentioned that figure 1o
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.
TWhat they said was that a very large proportion of the hull in a vessel

* Statement V.
+ Not received.
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»
:;;é;ltd }f\cfc;‘lili?g t:xoattltheret;]vould be no guestion of payment by measure
. rdis hem, there was no particular reason wh reigt
shox;}d be lxlgller on fabricated steel than on unfabricated st};e:lthe Freighe
steél Ipli{:::G‘zZ}):;g}q;E;aii)s 50. There are il}ll a big vessel several fabricated
8 Iz : no more room than an ordinar late of t!
same size when not fahricated. Some of ingly ‘holes punched
: f . them have simply holes :
I you want evidence as to frei r producn] e
[ a : reight rates I can show you (produced en invoive,
that we have been actually cha;’ged £3Da ton. o you (producad en invoive;
Pz‘es:dcﬂnt.—.—\\'hat precisely is the reason for el
un those fabricated pieces that you import?

meg[;‘;lglact'}(zﬂ?lzon.'—lp the case of t}‘mt particular vessel, 'being onl.y 115
o 'c-l flelxc are very few pieces that are straight. Most of the hull
i)t “t;esl aud frames are shaped. In a vessel of that size there are few
.{.'}m‘.g 1_tf p.lec’w;s at all. I\everthel'ess, *hat 15 an over-all raté, that is the
charge for fabricated steel. It is probably a litte higher th’an would le
lé'ttlﬁed in the case of a vessel like a #lat where the plates are fairly
straignt—at least a considerable proportion of them. The shipping com-

panies probably strike an average betwee i i
e modmrty oy tke o Jed veen the highly shaped pieces and

harging such a high rate

Z 1 SK(ZL\I —Is T hZ t rate } 1"1101 an 1t ()l,l erwi W a
ug th’l 1
se oul l ]I(} he(‘ use ‘h(‘
ulﬂtelldl 15 galh‘“llzed. ‘

AMr. MacGibbon.—Yes.
lq’resulcuf.i—Do they charge something extra for that?
}1)[7‘. 3[{7((:‘101}011.-&'05. I think 1 &ave some freight rates here
resident.—If vou could give us f . : ,
it oot —IE d give us for one or two of the larger steamers
Mr. MacGidbon.—I am afraid T cannot give you that.

President.—Youn have not import -ithi
. . ave 1 ed within t b o years i
bigge~ than the creek steamer. P wthe last two years anything
Mr. Mactzibbon.—No, but three years i

-——i¥o, but three years ago we were paying 60 shillings o
a Ees}sel cif 180 feet long. The present rates for 17 unfabrié;ated gal:’a;;z:}:il
and black plates are £1-12-6 and £1-5-0, n difference of more than 25 per
tent. extra on account of plates being galvanized. )

pi . (7(1& ulla.—-]s it ecause Ihev nave t take more r f tl e
I DEeC e T a 0 ol 1 care o nem r
W hat < ’

ey .
a J{r.} ch(rzbbon:—Frexght rates usually vary according to the value ot
16 substance carried. Iﬁ there are any claims, the carriers will have to
pay more. Also bulky articles pay more. .

President.—It is not the case that i i
o t < those parts whicl :
joined together in some ways to make them bl?lky.b ' yeu import are
Mz, MacGibbon.—They are all entirely se
: . h ¥ separate, except that s : S
lxlawte snéilﬂ hkgiee %ﬁ‘acl{ets attached and a certain nunll)ber hqv:})mte;mfmﬁlsss
plates attached. ese, however, do not render t} i recial
bulky than if they we,re separa’te. 16 pieces appreciably more

President. —The actual freight th: i
evidonae. ot oo o actus g 1at you have heen charged is as geod.
;"Ir. Ginwale.—You must have got the freight on unfabrieated steel
. MacGibbon.—25 shillings for ordi X hick
32/6 for ordinary galvanized. 5 raimary black plites 37 thick ona

President,—You do mnot import fabricated N
of engineering work, I suppose.‘l’) wied steel parts, fo other types

Mr. ?IacGibbon.—We don’t import fabricated steel parts for other wark.
‘ {I’reszdent.-—The point about the freight rates is that they vary. Tt is
really our endeavour to see just precisely what the advantage to the Indian

shipbuilder is, As compared with other kind i i
oA : s of engineering work, it appe
that the Indian firm is more favourably situated and that éompgfit?;‘s
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from abroad is not so keen. That was Messrs. 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.—I have one or two things to say on the subject of where
the advantage lies.

President.—We will be grateful to you for any information you can give
us.

AMr. MacGilbon.—I have just jotted down some points which I snall
read with your permission. ‘‘We may mention one or two factors which
tend to afford protettion to local manufacture. As already indicated to
you, when a firm like ourselves order o 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 steel separately, their actual value as such would not total up to anything
like the amount of the invoice, the difference being constructors’ 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, vet duty is paid on all. Our contention is that, even if 25
per 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 iimes the cost of the material (as when
we pay Rs. 720 per ton). Since the labour does not require the same estent
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 to 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 noted here is that in the case of
vescels such as can be built out here—launches, tugs, ete..—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
to underge 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 eutirely 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 you 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 the advantage of local construe-
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tu?n ?Vher.'e the purchvas.er can see that the vessel is made according to his
own requirements. Which of these you consider to be the most important?

D{?-. B{acGil{bon.——I_ think, so far as money is concerned, the point about
}e;e;: ion and dlsmazl.tllng 13 the most important. We hold also that the very
high degree of fabrication necessary constitutes o degree of natural protec-

tion. I don’t think it has been ; icati
[ proved that fabricat ar y
much higher than we have given. fention costs are vers

fabi-i’é;;?ocl?tc.ostlzu:?ret,here is always the difficulty of fipding® out what the
B J{r}. UucGibbon.—May T refer to the statement at page 40 of the Fariff

oard’s Supplemel‘ltary Report on the Steel Industry which has a certain
bearing on the point—*‘ In the Doard’s Report on the Grant of Protection
to the Steel Indgstry, the estimated average price at which imported fabri-
cated stecl was likely to be landed in India free of duty was Rs. 250 a ton
The fair selling price of steel fabricated in India was calculated as follows:—-:

Rs.
Cost of the unfabricated stecl (li% tons) without duty . 160
Ad'l duty at Rs. 30 a ton

. . . . .33

Total cost of unfabricated steel . . . . . 193
Cost of fabrication . . . . . . . . 117
R —_—

Total cost of fabricated steel . ‘e - . . . 310

I notice Ellat in the above estimate the cost of €abrication is put dowir
at 135. 117 \\'herea.is 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
ﬁg,ure from another. The difference heiween Rs. 80 and Rs. 117 is about
;J:o l;}el' c—entlztﬂ’l'hat is a very large difference and it seems to me that it
equires a little examinution. I don’t think it has ever b g
that is the actual position. ver been proved that

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 European fabricated material that
comes out. Probably no allowance has been made for that. In India the
fabrication is more or less complete. ’

M, J[chibbon.»—Our experience is, so far as small vessels are concerned,
that thfddxﬁeérence 1ndfabrlcatlon cannot be anything like so high otherwise
we could not get orders for them at all. We supply b
Trust and others in Rangoon. PPLy Doats to the Port

] President.—The point is that you are thinking chiefly of shipbuilding.
We never mad.e 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 origi g
eV . ; ginally was that for some
reason the cost of the British manufacturer was higher in the case of vessels
than in the case of other articles.
My, dacGibbon.—That was not however given effect to.

President.—The Central Board of Revenue are merely interpreting the

law as they find it. They are merely concerned with what the wording in
the Act really means.
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Mr. JacGihbon—What we want is that the Board should emphasize ihe
original recommeundations. We quite reccgnize that the original Report
was in favour of leaving the duty as it was at the time and we are naturally
anxious of course that 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 the suggestion that in shipbuilding
there is no great difference hetween the European and the Indian rosts
of fabrication,” and in suppert of that you suggest that even in the case
of other structural worlk it is not based on actual cost of European manufac-
ture. it is purely an inference. The assumption is that the manufaciurer
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 find
out what each manufacturer thinks he can charge.

My, Maczibbon.—The duty on srdinary fabricated steel is caleulated on
the figures which are worked out in this paragraph I have just read out.
and as we are heing charged on our ship’s fabricated steel on that basis—

President.—That is the basis on which you are charged 23 per cent., 1
quite agree.

Mr. Maczibbon.—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
steel, and therefore the shipbuilding side should be treated as a separate
thing altogether.

President.—That is exactly what our questions are directed to. We want
to ascertain whether there is auy difference.

Mr. MacGibbon.—We think that in view of the very great amount of
fabrication which exists®in the steel in the <hips, it amounts to so much =s
to justify the inclusion of these uuder a scparate section altogether from
ordinary fabricated steel. The percentage of our fabrication is very much
higher than in the case of bridgework, which T take it was the basis of
the calenlation quoted above. These angles of ours are fabricated every inch
or two of their length and evervone of the angles in these vessels are shaped.
Take girder work. You may get one very large piece 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.

President —That brings me on to question 13 of the questionnaire to the
Engineering firms. The importance of that question is just this, what perrentage
of 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 your own figure which works out to about Rs. 790 a ton
for a creek steamer, if it is mostly plates and angles, the 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 per cent. would countervail the
duty vn the unfabricated material. It Is only Rs. 33 per ton on the nun-
tabricated 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 fahricated
material we may go astray altogether. But even on JMessrs. 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. TIs it part
of vour contention that the cost of fabrication in ships is very substantially
higher than the cost of fabrication in things like hridgework?

Mr. MacGibbon.—Yes, very much =0 and vou have not made allowance
for the cost of double erection.

President —T1 quite understand that. Tf T could get a fairly accurate

ficure for the cost of double erection and dismantling. that would he very
useful indeed This is one of the things we are most anxious to get.

* Statement V.
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Mr. MacGi?lmn.—Unfortunate]y, the home figures I have here are total
manufacturers figures and are not detailed and I have no idea what they
might be charging for erection and dismantling.

Py 7 L3 .

I;eszfle)lf.-—l don’'t know whether the work you do in your own yard
would give you any sort of idea.

Mr. MoeGibbon.—T think we could give you an indication at least.*

1:’/‘8-‘11:767”'.——111 answer to question 5 of the questionnaire issued to
Engmeermg firms, vou say ‘ Corrugated iron, which is not included above,

o Isn ::yqnsulemble item in some vessels.” That would be for, flats, would
it not? . '

Mr. MacGibhon.—Yes.

- »

s - aos ) . .

President —Taking your 225 feet flot, can you give us the quantity of
corrugated sheet you used for that?

Mr. MacGibbon —We will send you the exact figure.* .

.1’7‘(‘51"76/17‘.——.01111 you give us any further particulars about the case in
W%IlCh you obtnined an outside order against foreign competition at Rangoon ?
What size of vessel was it?

Mr. daeGibbon,—TIt was a 75 feet launch and we know these pesple
called for tenders from several firms at home—more firms at home than in
India, T sheuid 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 ” in the Tariff schedule, and had
been estimating that they could import on the 10 per cent. hasis.

Mr. Ginwala.—Your contention is that, so far as your ships are con-
cerned, we must revert to the old 10 per cent. ad valorem basis.

Mr. 3lacGibbon.—That is what we want.e

Mr. Ginmvala.—When you build your own ships you use imported materials ?

Mr. MacGibbon.—Yes, we cannot use any other, because of the freight
from India.

Mr. Ginvala.—And you pay the ordinary tariff rates, that is to say, Rs. 30
a ton for angles and Rs. 40 for bars and so on?

Mr. MaecGibhon.—Yes,

'JII'. Grinwale.—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. In
that there are 70 tons of steel?

Mr. MocGibbon.—Yes, approximately.

My, Gin u‘ala.—TIf we get back to this 10 per cent. ad valorem, on this
70 tons oI unfabricated steel that is there——say 10 per cent. more allowing
for the wastage—vou escape the ordinary duties that you would otherwise
pay. You would have to pay the duty on the unfabricated steel in any case.

Mr. MacGibbon.—Yes.

Mr. Ginwwla.—So that the result is this. If we accept vour proposal to
reduce the ad velorem 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?

Mr. MacGibbon.—I am not clear as to that. Do you mean that it might
be arranged that only the fahricated steel in a vessel might come in at 10 per
cent. and all the other items at the present duty?

M. Ginwala.—No. Bupposing you were fabricating 70 tons of steel here,
in any case you will have to yay on this Rs. 30 a ton. Is not that s0?P
« Mr. MucGibbon.—That is right,

M. Ginwala.—Why should ¥ou want to escape from that if you import it ?

Nt o~ L . - . .
Mr. Mael -1bbon. You mean tohring it into line with the ordinary unfalri-
cated steei, we should at least pay asmuch as we would on unfabricated steel *

* Stateltant V.
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Mr. Ginwala.—To put you in line with the people manufacturing ships in
this 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
stuff is not less than Rs. 330 a ton, it is all right, because 10 per cent. of that

is Rs. 33, i.e., on li%tons 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 u 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,
vou 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. Ginwela.—You should not get your unfabricated steel at a smaller rate
than the domestic manufacturer.

Mr. MacGibbon.—Which is Rs. 83; that is what it amounts to.

Mr. Ginwala.—Yes.

Mr. MacGibbon.—As 1 say, the point would never arise. So far as we can
‘make out from the figures available, the fabricated steel parts of vessels could
1ot be imported into Burma at less than Rs. 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 walorem 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
-cost.

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 valuaticn, that is to say, why should you not be made to pay the 10
per cent. duty plus this specific duty of Rs. 15 a ton?

Mr. Mac@Gibbon.—Rs. 15 a ton on weight, plus 18 per cent. ad valorem?

ident.—The suggestion is simply this. The duty on the unfabricated
m'ltl()‘:filld}f:; goge up wg'l%ich has raisedpt?l’)e cost of the Indian builder by Rs. 16
or Rs. 17 per ton of fabricated material. 'The suggestion is that Rs. 16 or
Rs. 17 per ton should be added to the qd valorem 10 per cent. duty which
svould make very little difference to you.

Mr. Mac@ibbon.~-1 am not going tc admit the justice of that. I am here
4o stand out for the reversion of the'sld rate, on grounds already explained.
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My, Ginwale.—You have got to help us also to determine what would be
equitable between you and the domestic manufacturer. If it was a case of
manufacturing your own boats, that is quite a different proposition, hut we
are now considering the equity 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 footing as the forxeign manufac-
turer. ¢

Mr. 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.—All T can say about that is it is certainly to our advant-
age compared with our present position. .

Mr. Ginwala—T am asking you to put yourself in our position and just
see whether it would be fair.

Mr. MacGibbon.—Jt 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 alse
see that in the fabricated part of the work the Indian manufacturer can com--
pete on even terms with the foreign manufacturer.

Mr, MacG@ibbon.—Yes, for the type of. vessel which is built here.

Mr. Ginwala.—On what evidence can we sgy that?

Mr. MocGibbon.—I produced evidence in Question 18 of the questionnaire
for the engineering firms. Besides we build a very large number of vessels in
gangoon. We would not have built them unless it was profitable for us to

0 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, Tt
was cheaper to build some types in Rangoon, otherwise we shouldn’t have our
works there.

Mr. Ginwala.—Even if it costs you a little more, it will pay you to spend
that rather than shut down your works for the time being. That is one of
the factors.

My. MacGibbon.—That applies to every business.

President.—That would not apply to a purchaser who has not got a dock-
yard,

Mr. Ginwala.—In his case it would only be a question of cost. In your
case 1t is Dot necessarily so. Have we not got to assume therefore that the
Indian manufaciarer can compete against the foreign manufacturer without
any assistance?

Mr. MacGibbon.—Yes, we say so definitely. After all, your proposition
about keeping our docsyard running and fully employed, applies to Messrs.
Burn and Co. and others just the same, and thereby affects the purchaser..
There are plenty of people 81l over the world who are selling things just about
cost price to keep their works going,

President.—Any number ot them,

Mr. Ginwala.—In the case of “éirder work, we are not able to assume that
the Indian manufacturer can hol his own against the foreign manufacturer.
Mr. MacGibbon.—No. Can we pot take it, however, from what
Mr. Cochran said in 1923 that he mte or less agrees with our conteution.
The position has admittedly altered 1o certain extent since then. He was



66

L

quite clear on the point that the import of flats and barges to India had
ceased and had not existed for some years. There was a mﬂbl‘gin in favour of
India. To what extent there was a margin, we can’t say. He couldn’t say
anyhow \\'lmr.the margin was. There micht have been a margin of 23 per cent.
The assumption is when 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
coming in on a 13 per cent. duty. ’ :

Mr. Gin wala.—1 don’t think we can go much further than that. T put to
you a question from the general point of view. Now vou yourself have said
that up to now you kave not attempted to build a‘nythi.ng Eigger than 100,

Mr. MacGibbon,—Apart from flats, yes.

X M. (Jiny'ala.—We have evidence that bigger craft can be built in this
~ountry, but the Irr:\wa(}dy Flotilla Company won't themselves build bicger
craft and they don’t consider it worth while getting them built here by others,
, ‘,U"‘ J[uc_szbogz.——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.~Tf you think that these things can be built here in this
c?m}try and that they ought to he huilt in the national interests—but you
won't start building until you find it would hegin te pay—what are we to do?

- Mr. JIacGibbon..——.The suggestion is that yvou might propose taxing us to
such an extent until it would pay us to manufacture the bigger craft here?
My, Ginwala.—To put you on your mettle and make yvou do things.
Mr. Jlacszbogz.——Look at our position. TIndian steel is sold here at a
cevl'tnlll figure which is based on the imported price of steel from Europe.
We pay Rs, 18 freight to get it f~om here to Rangoon.

Mr, 'Gmu'ula.-_I am not suggesting to you that vou should use Indian
steel.  You could import the steel. Taking 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-
sort her steel in any case, why begin protecting the Jabour in the shipbuilding
industry in India, which is all you would be doing.
_ Mr. Gimeala.—Tt is not a question of protecting the shipbuilding industry
in that cense. It is a question of establishing a shipbuilding industry in the
country by means of protection. How is that going to he done? So far as
vou are concerned, you eannot get Indian steel, that is admitted at present.

My Muclibhon.—Yes,

Mr. 1

ing on o

niwcale.—You are the only big company that can go in for shipbuild-
fairiy hig scale, so far as river eraft is concerned in Burme. Here
are these companies which can huild the kind of ships that you reguire. Now
1i that industry is to be developed in the country . . . ’ .

My MacGibhen —They can build them and export. Tt comes to a question
of export, which adds to expense. i

Mr. Ginwala.—Don’t imagine that T am discussing anything that we have
decided to do because at this stage nothing can be decided. We are simply
discussing it from all points of view. Burma is anvhew part of India just
now and lovk at it from the Indian point of view which includes the Burma
point of view. If it was thought advisable that shipbuilding ought to

he encouraged in the country, the question that arose was: what steps ought
the country to take? ‘

Mr. MacGilibon.—I do not know but I thivic in the meantime at any rate
we should continue to huy our hoats at howe. The point that 1 have men-
tionted ahout local supervision comes in herr = 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. Weé can not keep a man to ZUP‘“"'iSO
construction here. That is one point only, more expense. v
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Mr. Ginwala~—But then you can build yourselves,
Mr. MacGivbon.—In that case we cannot get the Indian steel.
President.—~The suggestion is that you may use imported steel.

Mr. MacGibbon.—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.—Tt is before us just now.
M7, Macibbon.—You are asking me questions on the basis of a different

subject altogether. .

President.—The whole question of ships arose as part of the steel enquiry.

Mr. MacGibhon.—The duty on fabricated steel was first of all imposed in
order to safeguard the industry which was supposed to use Indian stesl. If
vou 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
right? .

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 application for the reduction of the duty. Messrs. Burn and Company
have 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 thls 25 per cent. should be applied to
‘ships. -

Mr. MacGibhon.—They have proved rnothing. They have not yet given you
any figures which show that there is the slightest danger of vessels coming in
from home. Since the duty came on, there has been no importation of any
ships,

Mr. Ginwela.—They say that ships have not been imported because of the
application of the duty in that form. That is what they say.

President.—They say so but they have not given any evidence to establish
that.

Mr. JMacGibhon ~—Under either set of circumstances, both before and after
the institution of the duty, none came in.

Mr. Ginwala.—Certinly ships have heen imported. Tt is not quite clear
who imvorted them and under what circumstances,

President.—Unquestionably there have been some imports.

Mr, Ginwala.~—They may be your own imports.

Mr. MaeGibbon.—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.

My, 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. MacGibbon.—Karachi is a different place, which is somewhat like
Burma. It has few constructional facilities for big eraft and the sea journey
is very 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.

My, Ginwala.—Your contention is that as Indian steel cannot be used in
Burma, .there is no special reason why shipbuilding should be encouraged in
Burma. : .

Mr. MacGibbon.—We are the only people who do construction to any great
extent over there. We represent the industry. We certainly represent tne
owner importer entirely. It is part of our contention that although the
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Legislature refused special consideration to Burma when the Act came up omw

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
-;onlfuler;l‘tmn‘ as al pm'ti(l:ulni' industry situated in a particular part of the

ncdhan Ilmpire, where the duty is . going ‘ g v :
ahan, CHIII T ¥ 1s not going to do anyhody any good and

_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
whethqr one of the réasons is not thjs 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. v

My, MacGibbon.—That is so. c

Dr. Matthai 2-T{ 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 shiphuilding, standardisation is not possible to the same ‘extent. T was
wondering whether vou would consider that as one reason for the shipbuild-
ing industry being in an advantage as compared with other engineering works,

Mr. Maetilbon.—Mass production of course is always in favour of the
hqme prnduc.er. Tu 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.. J[ah‘luu'.—Spo:\kiug of shiphnilding as a whole, don’t you say that
there is less room for mass production?
oM MacGibbon.—Certainly, 3 we order a steamer from people at home,
it 1s very unlikely that anybody else within a period of ten years has ordered
a similar vessel,

Dy, J[uff]ﬁ«ai.—{l‘here is another point with regard to the same question.
The market for shipbuilding in Tndia is much more limited than the market
for ordinary structural work.

My, MarGivbhon —Yes,

D Matthoi—Therefore, it is not worth while for big firms in the United
Kingdom to form connections with the Indian market hy accepting small
orders. In regard to bridge work, they might be prepared to accept relatively:
small orders,

MUr: Mactibhon—That is one of the points T had noted down. A certain
amount of protection is afforded hy the fact that competition for the type of
veswl} Whl(‘lcl we use is small. There are not very many firms who go in for:
that type of \}'ork. at all at home and competition is ahsent to a certain extent.
But competition is extremely high for other branches of structural work.

Presidenl.~ -And for sea going ships also?

Mr. MacGibhon.—There is not so much just now.

President.—~They are very short of shipbuilding orders on the Clyvde.

Mr. MacBibbon.—They are not doing very much there. T don’t think that
you will find very many firms who build shailow craft.

Dr. J[(ll‘{]l{:l.-—Tlxel‘e is a point which yvou make ahout the cost of labour
whu;h 1 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 ixelght chnrged on imported fahricated steel, nor for the comparative cheap-
ness of labour in Calcutta as compared with the United Kingdom.”” T do not
kunow what your aim is in saying that.

Mr. Macibhon . ~—The scale of wages is lower in India.

) Dr. Mm‘f{:m.—)[ono}‘ wages are lower but the cost of lahour on the whole
i uot lower in India than at home, if you compare the money wages with the.
autturn and other charges of supervision.

Yenoi dp S <
I'resident.—Low wages do not mean cheap lahour.
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Mr. MacGibbon.—You mean it takes two men here to do one man's job?

Dr. Matthai.—~Yes, you have not gone on any real evidence. You are
simply thinking of the money wages, aren’t you?

Mr. MacGibbon.—Of course it would be more correct to say that the scale
of individual wages is low in India.

Dr. Matthai.—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
te affect your costs, it would not be possible for you to pass the burden on to
the public because your rates are high enough, so thay you cannot raise them
any higher. Has there been any very considerable increase in rates and fares
during the past two years? . .

My, MacGibbon—No.

FPresident.—How do they compare with pre-war rates?

Mr. MaeGibbon.—About 20 per cent. more. :

President.—Does that apply to both goods as well as passenger trafiic?

Mr. MacGibbon.—To hoth. These increases were of course made qguite
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.—Yrom your experience of the actual result of this increase
in rates and fares since pre-war, do you think that it cannot be increased any .
further without injury to trade.

Mr. MacGibbon.—To a cortain extent, it is always difficult to raise rates
.and fares. Popular opinion is against it and we do not desire to raise them
at ail 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
rates and fares are already high and the increased duty cannot he recovered
without injury to trade.”

Mr. MacGibbon.—That means of course that if we put up the fares it is
coing 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, it cannot increase your
costs except to the extent that there are renewals to your fleet, is not that so?

Mr. MacGibbon.—Yes. 1In that connection, regarding the passing of the
burden 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 atteution 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 1 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 small overhead charges. These boats are getting old and they are
reaching their limit. When it comes to the question of replacing them, if
ave have to spend £15,000, what is geing to happen to these lines? They will
e dropped. 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 Bur chi i i
( f ma which can only be reached by river, are going to

be dabandonegl. That 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 consideration in that respect too. It is quite clear that
a boat wln'ch costs twice as much cannot be run with rates and fares remain-
ing at th.eu' present leyel. There are several runs like that round about ihe
Delta whlcl} are only just maintainable by these old boats and I would ask
you to cousider that point too. We are serving the country to a considerable
extent. The Delta in Burma does not permit of railways.

Premgiem‘.—-’l‘hnt is a perfectly fair point and one of the aspects of the
case, which we have got to consider,

Witness No. 2.

THE INDIA GENERAL NAVIGATION AND RAILWAY COMPANY,
LIMITED.

A.—WRrirTEN.
Statement I.—Representation, dated 20th Aprié 1925,

With reference to Resolution No. 221-T.—Department of Commerce—Tarifis
—dated Delhi, 28th March 1925—which appeared in the Gazette of India of
that da*e, we have the honour to support the representation made by the
Irrawaddy Flotilla Company, Limited, Rangoon, that the general conglusion of
the Tariff Board should he held to cover the imports of shaped and fabricated
parts for Inland vessels huilt 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 certaiv 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. 6 .

We trust therefore that this question will rgeeive sympathetic considera-
tion and that it will be found possible to make some considerable reduction
in the existing duty of 25 per cent.

Statement II.—Letter dated the 4th November 1925, from the India General
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 counection 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 our
replies to the questionnaire, and consider that in view of the general opinion
that the intentions of the Board have been erroneously interpreted hy the
term “ Inland vessels in section ”’ further comment or arguments on our part
would appear to he superfiuous,

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 counteracted by excessive tariff duties it
can only tend to retard expansion of the transport facilities of the country.

Our replies to the questionnaire to Engineering Firms will follow.

Replics to Questionnaire.
1. A Passenger and Cargo Steamers up to 305% 71’ 67 x10’ §”.

B Towing Steamers up to 236 x 60x 10,
(! Creek Steamers up to 105x 24’ 7 x 7/ 67,
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D Steam Launches up to 135x24/ 6" x8' 0",
E Small Motor Launches.
I' Flats from 200 tons to 1,000 tons.
G Barges from 50 tons to 100 tons.
. (@) 1920 4, B, E, G Classes Nil.
,. C Class 2 Creeks 105" %24/ 6" x 7/ 67,
.» D Class 2 Launches 94/x15'x8/ 97,
s I Class 10 Flats 240/ x27/x 9’ 67,
1921
}ggg Nil in all Classes,
1924
4) 1920 B Class 2 Towing Steamers 230’ x 30/ x 9/ 3",

1921
1022 .
1093 Nil in all Classes.

1924

*3. There are many other factors besides price to be taken into account.
"There are for example : —

td

Designs.
Supply of materials.
Quality of material and workmanship,
Time of delivery.
Capacity of the Dock; ard to deal with the work.
Also as most of our vessels are repeats of types already in use, the previous

‘Builders 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,

. No.

. By the Company themselves.

. No.

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.

sy

.
~1 O

»

9. Entirely fabricated with the exception of a small quantity of material
“to complete the work which is fabricated here.

10. Tt is impossible to give the present total cost of each of the classes
mentioned in Answer I 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.
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15. 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 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

. Sectiops 7 should be given, the only practical definition, and that which it

was originally intended to convey, and should include all plates; angles, tees,
beams, ete., forming part of a vessel imported for erection or re-erection in
India. . .

19. We have no data in this connection.

Statement I1I.—Letter dated the 21st January 1926, from the India General
Navigation and Railway 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 fleet during the years 1900 to
1014 . —

e No. buiit. In India. In England.
& .
-«
Steamers and Laanches . . . 45 23 22
Flats and Barges . . . . 166 144 22
ToTaL . 211 167 14

1. B class built C class built
in Europe. ia India.
a 25% 143 9%
b 48% 54%%
¢ % i%
d 219% 1119
e . 5% 19%

12. Approximately 3.5 per cent.

13. We have not imported any fabricated steel parts since the duty

-wai increased and are therefore not in a position to say what the present
-@ost is,

14. Yes.

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 the
vessel.

Regarding the cost of erecting and dismantling a vessel in our builders'
vard at home, we regret that we are not in a position to give this information



INDIA GENERAL NAVIGATION AND RAILWAY
COMPANY, LIMITED.

B.—OraL.

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.

My, Parrott.—That 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
fleet and roughly how it is divided into various classes?

Mr. Parrott.—We have ultogether 624 vessels which are divided up into
passenger and cargo steamers, towing steamers and so on,

President.—Does that pamphlet contain the number in each case?

Mr. Parrott.—Yes. .

President.—If vou could give us a copy of that, that would be the simpless
way to have the information.

(A copy of the pamphlet hanged in.)

One of the points that arises in this enquiry is that the larger boats will
have to be imported hoth by yourselves and the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company.

Mr. Parrott.—Yes.

President.—We would have to find out what proportion of the fleet is made
up of these larger vessels. What would be the average life of a vessel?

My, Parrott.—It is very difficult to say. We have got craft running as fa.:
back as 1804.

President.—What was in my mind was this. In normal circumstances
how many new vessels would you probably be building or importing in a year
tc maintain yvour fleet at its present size?

M. Pariott —It 1s very difficult to say. During my connection with the
Company extending over 30 years very few vessels have been actually replaced,

shirown cut entirely and replaced by a similar type. Our building pro-
crainne 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 o cerwain class which are shown in the list, viz., passenger mail boats
186 feetr 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
conditions which require more up-to-date passenger boats—better accommoda-
tion, speed and so many other things. We intend to gradually replace 8 of
these boats. There are no doubt others which will require improvement and
we way have to take another type in hand and gradually replace them. Tt
does not tollow 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.—Tt is easy to understand, if you have not been replacing at all
for the last 30 years, that it is time to think of doing so.

My, Parrott.——We re-boiler many of our vessels and keep them efficient by
spending a lot_of mouey on repairs. Our steamers come to Calcutta every
three vears at least and are thoroughly overhauled in our own dockyard, and
if the beiler of a particular type of vessel is giving out and it is found that
the type has become obsolete and net worth re-boilering, it is only then
rerapped and replaced. )

1.0
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President.—You have told us in vour answer to question 4 that you im-
port 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
country supposing it was of some standard type?

My, Parrott.—We have built steamers of our second laggest 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: Ginwala.—Is there any physical difficulty in connection with the size
of the yard or the depth of the water which would prevent your building
larger types?

My. 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. Perrot®—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?

My, Pavrott.—They are 186 fect in length.

President.—By what size of vessel would veu replace these?

Mr. Parrott.—They may be a little large?; on the other hand we may
build boats specially for mail and passenger iraffic which may be smaller,
but 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.—And for that reason the first of them at any rate you would
have built at Home?

Mr. Parrott.—Yes.

President.—But after bringing out one or two you would be tempted +o
build any more you require in India?®

My, Parrott.—All depends on what our dockyard can do in the way of
building and this is limited hecause 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 boar here
from raw material. That saving in time is a great consideration.

President.—Could you tell us what amount of construction your yard can
undertake in addition to the repair work?

My, Hewison.—Approximately 5,000, tons in a year. That is the weicht
of 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?
Mr. Parrott.—In one of the 249 feet boats.
President.—What would be the tonnage of that?
My, Hewison.—About 800 to 850 gross tons.

Presideiit.—~What would be the quantity of steel in one of these flats of
500 feet? -

Mr. Hewison.—Roughly ahout 300 tons of steel.
Ffresident.~—That is not very far off from the quantity in the steamer?



My, Hewison.—XNo.

President.—That means that if you can deal with 5,000 tons of steel you
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 § of the largest steamers or 10 flats in
the year.

President,—~You would build your flats and barges in India entirelg?

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 ane question that you have raised, namely that
you are naturally averse to any increase in the cost of running your steamers,
because you have got to compete with country boat traffic, and the railways.
Of course the Board recognize that a tax on transportation is not a good tax,
and for that reason when dealing with railway wagons and rails they 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. "
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.

AMr. Parrott.—Yes.

President.—These items would apparently go up by 3} per cent. in conse-
quence of the increased duties that might be imposed, but what proportion

would these items he 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?

My. Parrott.—1 am afraid T 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?

My, Parrott.—Yes. I can doubtless give you fairly reliable fipures 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 & 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?

President.—~Yes. What we wish to ascertain is, what it would cost you
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 expenses 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?

Mr. Parrott.—1920 in both cases.

* Statement III, para. 2.

President.—Y am not quite sure about the figures for the C class built i
India because there you have to start with unfabricated not with fabricated

steel parts.

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
classgs. .

President.—Then the cost of the fabricated comes under the last heading,
what we call in our question ¢ erection in India.”

Mr. Parrott.—Yes.

President —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 these,
there will be difficulty in .iving it. But take your pre-war experience. At
that time were the fabricated steel parts of vessels more _expensive th:o\n,
let us say, fabricated steel parts in bridge work or something of that kind
or were they nuch about the same?

Mr. Parroit.—1 don’t think there would be any great difference between
the two.

President.—The Trrawaddy Flotilla Company have given ue: a soinewhad
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 guestion was:

** What is the present average c.i,i. cdst (without duty) per ton «f the
fabricated steel parts of importe€ vessels which are charged with
duty at 25 per cent. ad walorem?’’

0

They say:
‘“ The present average c.if. cost of the fabricated steel parts of im-
ported vessels chargeable to duty at 235 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.’”’

We put these figures to Jessrs. Burn and Company and they expressed an
ardent desire to build vessels for the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company at these
prices.

AMr. Parrott.—I can't nnderstand these figures,

President —JIn our original Steel enquiry the figure we arrived at was
Rs. 250 a ton for fabricated steel; It has subsequently fallen owing to
various causes.

Mr. Parrott.—They don’t say when that particular stuff wasx imported.

President.—They have been importing quite a fair number of vessels
recently.

Mr. Parrott—TI believe so.

President.—-They profess to be giving the present day costs. The rcason
why we are anxious to get it is that, unless we have got something to com.
pare with the Indian cost, it is almost impossible to say what the real posi-
tion is between the imported vessel and the Indian vessel. The main guestion
we have to answer is whether protection is required and, if so, how much. Up
to date very little information has been given us to answer that guestion.
Messrs. Burn and Company told us that you had ordered thre: flats from
them last year.

Mr. Parrott.—Yes.

President.—You didn’t on that orcasion call for any tenders. You have
already told me you always made them in India.
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« Mr. Parrott.~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 was how they got the order.

President.—Was it simply a question of time?

Mr. Parrott.—Tes.

President.—In ordinary circumstances vou would have buili them your-
selves?

. Parrott.—Yes, but in this case we could not have built them in the
requisite time. -

President.—T way in hopes that you might have called for tenders and that

you would be able to give us the information.

Mr. Parrott—No. Unfortunately we cannot give more information as,
owing mainly to the financial stringeney, we have been unable to build
during the last four or five vears. ‘

President’'—One recognises that, Also vou are not able to
average freight rate on the fabricated steel parts.

Mr. Parrott.—We can only give that by going baclk probably to 1919 or
1920.

President.—I am afraid the freight rates of 1919 or 1920 would 20t be of
much use to us.

Mr. Parrott.—There las been little or nothing fabricated imported at all
since then.

President.—We discussed this questicn with Messrs. Burn and Company.
The Irrawaddy Flotilla Company have given £3 a ton as the freight rate.
We put that figure to Messrs. Burn and Company and they said it could not be
as high as that. Plates and the bl formed the bulk and they would be practi-
cally flat. There was no reason why a higher {reight should bLe rharged on
them, because thex would not occupy more ronm.

Mr. Hewisnn—Ounly on certain parts they may have to pay piore treight.
For example the Bow and Stern plates of a vessel may come out bhent, also
the bilge plates in which case more freight may be charged on such parts.

President.—I tale it on the plates that are not bent, the rate is probably
the same as the ordinary rate tor steel.

AMr. Parrott.—Yes.

President.—As regards the fabricated parts which come out to you frome
the home builder, do you do the joining up out here or are there any parts
coming out joined up there?

ive the

g
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Mr. Hewison.—In some cases where angles have o be joined together by
bracket, the latter may be rivetted to one angle, otherwise the pieces come
out entirely separate. We bring themn out and rivet them lere.

President.—In question 18 we asked :

“ Have the Company any suggestions to make as to the manner in
which the Tariff Schedule -lhould be amended, if it is decided
that the duty on the fabricated sreel parts of vessels should be
reduced?”’

¢ .
What vou say is:

“ The terin ** vessels in 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 is, says what a certain phrase i eans,
you cannot ¢o bevond that. If that meaning iz not acceptable, then you must
find other words.

Mr. Parrott—That meaning has not been applied for very many xears.

President —XNobody raised the question whether thev were vessels in sec-
tions or whether they were fabricated steel, because the duty was the same.

Y

Mr. Paivett, —Quite so.

President.—1 do not inow wheina: you have leoked at onr last Steel
Report.  ©What we did there was this, We teok all the varicus fabricated
steel entries in the schedule, for instance, iren or steel plates not -mder ith
inch thick incduding sheets #th inch thick or cver— .

{b) fabricated all qualities, except the romnirent pars of ships and other

o vessela  Leaving themn out under each of these eantries then yvou would have

B ; Ry ) )

to add enother entry *° component parts of the ships andevessels so much,’

I imagine that if the Board do make any proposal of that kind, they would

probahly take some such shave, but T take it provided the thing s done and

effectively vou don't attach very great importance to the micthiod that is
preciseiy followed.

Mr. Parrott.—~3We don't. .

President —Practically would there be any difficulty for the Customs autho-
rities in ascertaining whether the pariicular plates or particular girders and
se on that came aut were actuslly ‘intended for use in the ccnstruction of
a vessel?

My, Pa-rott.—71 der't think so. They are all marked. All parts coming
aut for re-erection here are marked with the name of the vessel.

President.~Ts that invariably the case?

Ay, Parrott.—That is invariably done. It is really required for our own
purpose,

Vresident.—Is that a custom to your owr fimm or is that common to others?

Mr. Hewison.—I think all firms must ha®e if, because they would have
a lot of material arriving and thev have zot to find out which is which.

President.—OQtherwise they might get mixed up?

Mr. Parrott—Yes. )

President.—1 take it also the Customs authorities will be in a position
10 insist on the production of the brand of the vessel?

AMr. Parrott.—Yes.

President.—But there is also this point to be considered. Tt is not enly
new steel coming out for a new vessel, but also steel coming out f>1 repairs
to vessels

Mr. Parrott.—That would come out in packages simply marked with the
Company’s name. In no case would it bear a vessel’s name.

President.—As regards repairs vou buy unfabricated steel snd fabricate
it vourseli, in which case that guestion hardly arises.

Mr. Paryott.—Yes.

President.—\What was running in my mind was this. If the cost of 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. Parrott.—Yes.

President.—1¢ the duty on unfabricated plates is Bs, 20, do wou think
it is conceivable that it micht be worth anybods’s while to drill a few holes
and bring them cut as the component parts of the ship?

Mr. Parrott.—Tt will be up to the Customs authorities to make -sure of the
position before passing the stuff.

President.—Let me put it the other way round. Would it be easy for the
btond fide importer of a vessel to satisfy the Customs authorities that the
steel is required for that particular purpose?

,Aro Parrett—We «

President.—You yourseives are not only Imporrers. but builders and there
is one aspect of the case in which you might be able to help us. [t was clear

“2cm 3y Coclran’s evidence in cur first enquiry that as regards the building
*

wld do that easilv as far as our imports are concerned.
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of inland vessels the Indian engineering firms had au advantage which they
did not have in the case of fabricated steel. We never ascertained where
precisely the advantage lay, but the main point he urged was that there was
less comperition from abroad in the case of construction of inland vessels
than in the case of any other kind of engineering steel work, Do you agree
with that as far as your information goes? ( )

IMr. Parrott.—Yes.

President.~In what precisely does the advantage consist as regards the

inland vessels? Why is competition less keen and why is it more difficult:
for the foreiyn manufacturer to get the order? :

3. Hewison.—1 suppose the price is the only factor. T should not think
for one thing that there ‘are many foreign builders who cater for this class
of worlk. ‘

President.—I am thinking of Great Britain and practically it has beer
Great Britain hitherto, has it not? '

Mr. Parrott.—Yes.

President.—What the future may have, one doesn’t know. According to
ﬁhg 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 can,
is just where the difference lies. In our original report we ventured the
surmise that there inight be a heavier freizht on the component parts of a
ship, However the plates come out flat and- it doesn’t look as if there was
much as that. Take the case of yqur own flats. I take them rather than the
steatners, because they are always constructed in India. I take it thab you
do that, because vou believe this is the cheapest way of doing it.

Mr. Parroit.—Yes.

President,—If you could effect any economy by building them at home,
there is no reason why vou should not do it.

Mr. Parrott.—Quite so.

President.—In the case of a Company like yourselves you must have a yard
in any case for repair work. There may be this element in it., If you can
50 to speak get the full value out of your yard by doing a certain amount of
construction that will affect the cost of your repairs.

Mr. Parrott.—OQur policy, as far as possible, is to keep our yard fully em-
ployed 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 the
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 you
had an imported vessel coming in, which had to be erected, you would have to-

* Information not supplied—see Statement 111, para. 3.
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i i it : y at be more
smploy another engineering firm to erect it for you. Would that

expensive than erecting it in your own yard? . .

Mr. Parrott.—I don't recollect a case of that kind arising. '

051 —W 2 -eally thinking of is people like the railway com-

President. What I :xm_lell‘} ) vin i g'h | P 50 ot the work done by
panies who have no shipping vard and who have get A\ her

somebody else. What was suggested to us was this, that in such cases ther
was an advantage in getting the whole thing done in India. If the engineer-
ing firps only got the work of erection, they w.ou]d p'rob.a.bly try to makre more
.prT)ﬁt out of that, as the work must be done in India in any casg. .\\ hat d_o
you think of that? There might be competition hetween *the various engi-
‘neering firms. ' .

Ar. Parrott.—I think that it will be safe to say that it would cost us mere
if we go outside and have a vessel re-erected. .

Mr. GQinwala.—Messrs. Kilburn and Company are the managing, agents of
your Company?

Mr, Parrott.—Yes.

Mr. Ginwala.—How long has this company been in existence?

My, Parrott.—Since 1844.

Mz. Qinrrala —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 frem different companies. I
am afraid I cannot give you off-hand what paré of the fleet has been actually
built out here and what part has been built at hieme,

President.—Supposing you could give us from 1900 up to the bgginning c_)f
the war the number of vessels built at home and the number built here, it
would be useful.

Mr. Parrott.—Yes.*

Mr. Ginwala.—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 Dibrugarh in Assam which is about 1,000
miles. We serve up to Buxar on the Ganges and up to Silchar in Cachar and
all round the Ganges Delta, in fact, all over Fastern Bengal wherever navi-
gation is possible.

Mr. Ginwala.—Taking vour gross total takings what are the proporiions of
goods traffic and passenger traffie?

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.—T 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. Ginwalo.—But previous to that, can you give us some idea of the
number of renewals that actually took place?

Mr. Parrott.—This information is easily ascertainable from the Fleet List
that we have given you.

* Statement 1L, para. 1.
+ Not printed.
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Mr. Ginwala.—Tt is very difficult to find that out. You don't scrap any-
thing apparentliyr.

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 vour remewals and replacements to your total bhlock account. You
will have to show by some sort of figures what is going to he the additional
burden in the matter of replacements and renewals and repairs whatever it is.
As you stand just now vou don’t go in for any very large renewaly, That
means it would be very difficult to ascertain that figure. What we would like
to have is informition as regards replacements and renewals in proportion to

the fleet or as a husiness man what vou would allow for renewals and replace-
ments in a normal vear.,

Mr. Parrott.—Tt is extremely difficult to give you any information.’ Actual
replacements, as such, have heen few and far between. I don’t think there
have beer’ any actual replacement in my time though there have been larger
additions to our fleet to meet an expanding husiness.

Mr. Ginvala.—In that case. vou have nothing to fear from the duty,

J{rj Parrott—~We have certainly got to look to the future and every 10
or 15 thousauc_l rupees added to the cost of a ship might in time make a very
considerahle difference to us in maintaining the efficiency of our service,

Mr. Ginvala.—~Why anticipate the time by such a long way?

Mr. Parrott.—One has to in these things unfortunately. I will give you
such information as T can.

Mr. Ginwala.—You say in one olace that shipbuilding costs have gone up so
vers much that vou have not,thought it worth while going in for renewals.

Surel;_v in ship}milding you camnot say that costs have gomne up as much as
costs in other industries?

Mr. Parrott.—That reply really refers to the general financial stringeney
which has kept us back from huilding.

My, Ginvala.—T will put it to vou this way. T take it that like other firms
doing transport husiness vou have increased your rates and fares since the
war?

Mr. Porrott.—Yes. .

Mr. Ginveala —~What do you think the percentage will he®

Mr. Parrott.—Since pre-war I should say an all round average of 10 per
cent. on goods fraffic. Probably it is a little more in passenger fares hut I
should say 10 per cent, is a fair average as far as goods traffic is concerned. T
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 goue'up enor-
mously. Since the war, there has heen such a hig slump!

MM, Parr.m‘f.fO\u‘ reply referred more to the finaucial position of the
Company which like the financial position of many other concerns, during the
last four or five years, has stood in ihe way of development,

Mr. Ginirala.—What is the deciding factor

: . _ in determining whether you
should huild a certain ship here or import it?

My. Parrott.—The type of vessel in the first place.

Mr. Ghuraln.—That is to sax. whether it is the type which can or cannot he
manufactured here by vou or anyhody else?

Mr. Parrott,—I would not go os far as that but we have builders at home

who have heen huilding for us for very many years and we look vpon them as
advisers as well as huilders.

Mr. Ginwalp.—That iz merely convenience. You cannot say that if vou go
on building here rou won’t have the same facilities, What is there that com-

) i t vou send your orders?
pels vou, apart from the question of convenience, that you s 3
abroad ? .
AMyr. Parrott.—We feel that we can get the ork
we can get in this country at present.
4 -
AMr. Ginwala.—Tn what way: . ‘ atter to
Me. Parrott.—We can rely upon cur ex?enenced‘H(?mibl;;nége;s‘ggest " Lo
'v;z IIIS what wé want and with t‘h‘elr experience t}l;e} a;}e:o.u e e time
%:iin #nprovements and details which we may not have ght ¢

*
of ordering a vessel. ‘ e vanted to
A . Ginwala.—That might apply to a new type. Supposing ¥

i i 1t understand
: thing quite new, I ca
be very up to date and you w a-nted SOTlle, " iq{\}'e S hat, why hould vou

- wishina to oo abroad for it. Once you he
vour wishing to g hroad N\

0 home for repeat oraers? ) ‘ o wanb to
g My Parrelt.—T dop’t think we do \wsh’ to go abx(;md lxlxl'geiset.w;l e
COﬂ;‘l:l‘IC't a new type. As T said, we do build here. Once fed

two of the new type, we start building our selves. -

Mr. Ginwala.—TIn that case what it cnm’es]tvo 1s ‘t ilj.eg o
concerned, it is only with reference to entirely new type:
necessary o send orders abroad?

Mr. Parrott.—Quite correct. . e ente.

Vir. Ginvala.—Aund that is a very small percentage of your require

Mr. Parrott.—Yes. . ‘

Ay, Ginwala —You may require a ship or two of that type in two or ‘:}gile_z

L, it Baamp 1 HA ‘ } 1 ) ” e o
veﬂ;s With resard to the rest you build theth here either in your ow
years. h reso 3 1!
or elsewhere,

My, Parrott.—That is correct. o "

Mr. Ginwala.—Do vou have to build your steamers elsewhere in India? .

il . . A - . - at ar

Mr. Parrott.—My recollection is we have neﬁ\ er glone o}:nmd«idol;ircgg: y“?e

. . . i N ts nd hs .
1 3 anything except flats, laanches a
and our builders at home for any g exc ‘ ich .
have never bad a steamer built by an outside firm to my l\no“"ledge L that

Mr. Ginwala.—So you cannot give an opinion as to the kind of wor at

aLr. (14 . '~ 3 L
is turned out here?

Mr. Parrott.—No. ‘ .

A Ginwala.—So far as your own works are concerned, I suppose you

Mr. v . 2 3 X
buiid ships as good as imported ones?

. i . . - l
Mr. Hewison.—We have built recently two boats ;lﬁmh are ulg};sﬁcsoxrzftii
Lr. 1507 v ! !
3 impor 1 re-erected by us. ey are sa L
the same as those imported and ; .
every wlav. but the workmanship in some respects is not so fine as that in the

imported vessels.
Myr. Ginwala.—What size is that? ] |
i ‘hes re 230 feet long. We ourselves have not
My :ison.—These are steamers € g Ve o >
the‘.c;;ng‘fflqtcl‘ilities as ’;he builders at home ic;r doing \\rﬁxktvlubcglcargsaécgs% tfﬁz
8¢ a s ) . 0] et
ight struction. We have to make it a bit heavier. . 1:1' s beca t
};%:}ll't ggllfit:illi(tieﬂ in India. The question of draught is a very serious thing
with our ships. )
Mr. Ginwala.—So far, vou have been ahle to overcome that?
Mr. Hewison.—All our ships are slightly heavier than the ships built at
home. o ‘ )
-Mpr. Ginwala.—Have vou found any navigation difficulty?
Mr. Pgrrott~—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.

done better at home than

"

8o far as you are
at it would he
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Mr. Ginwala—The 25 per cent. duty applies to fabricated material
in which, apparently, at present your imported vessels are included, if they
are not brought out in sections. We recommended that a duty of 25 per
cent. ad valarem 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 rvalorem. 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 2lso he
had to pay & higher duty. Now if you get this exemption which you 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 similar material have to pay 25 per cent.

Myr. Parrott.—T 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
rvalorem.

Mr., Parrott.—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 Rs. 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 o ton on what
he builds, whereas if the duty is reduced to 10 per cent. on the imported
fabricated material, a compang-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 per 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. Parratt.—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 public
you don’t want to be put on a different footing from other consumers ?

Mr. Parrott,—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 o up In
consequence of the higher duty by his being granted compensating protection
he is put in the same position as he was hefore the additional duties on his
raw materials were imposed. In our frst enquiry we considered that of
the total duty of Rs. 62, Rs. 23 would be accounted for by this compensating
protection and Rs. 29 by fabrication, so that the proportion is 33: 20, It is
roughly equal, that is what it comes to.

Mr. Parrott.—Yes.

President.—Supposing this view was taken that it was not 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 }vould practi-
cally exactly ecowirterbalance the duty he has to pay on his material. Oun that
basis if you think it is reasonable that the duty sho_uld be at any rate not lees
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, hut without even:
answering that guestion, 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.”” Would that he an unreasonable vie\.v to take?

Mr. Parroti.—No, 1t would not.

M1 Ginwala.—Would you agree that it would he in the interest of the:
country as a whole to promote shipbuilding as much as possiple? -

Mr. Parrott.—Undoubtedly.

Mr. Ginwala.—And that {f by the removal of this duty, which has acci-
dentally come to apply to your ships, we might not accelerate shipbuilding
in this country. TFrom that point of view it would be advisable for the country:
te say ‘ the duty has already come in, let it stay '’ ? *

Mr. Parrott.—Looking at ir from that point of view I think you are quite
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 thot so?

Mvr. Parrott.—Yes,

Mr. Ginwala.—Let me put it to you this way. Eliminating what I just:
now put as compensating protection, only a small amount of protection re-
mains which from your point of view may he considered as injurious. Having:
regard to that fact would you object 10 it fiomethe national point of view?

Mr. Parrott.—No, we cannot object from tIat point of view.

Mr. Ginwala.—Do you consider that among the engineering fir:nz that F:RY)
in for shipbuilding there is reasonable competition 2

Mr. Parrott.—Yes, there is,

Mr. Ginwala.—Ts there a combine or anything of the kind to regulate the-
rates?

Mr. Parrott.—Not that I know of, Wher we intend building loeally
outside our own yard we usually call for tenders from the different firms in:
Caleutta and from results T don’t think there has heen any question of
2 comhine,

Mr. Ginwala.—Wlhen you place orders locally for barges, flats, ete., do you:
find the work satisfactory?

Mr. Parrott.—Yes.

AMr. Ginwala.—Has there been auy difficulty in getting delivery in time?

Myr. Parrott.—No.

Mr. Ginwala.—I think you said in some part of your evidence that yow
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 Howme?

My, 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 want 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?

AMr. Parrott,—Yes.

Mr. Ginwala.—That may be sometimes an advantage, but on the other

hand by placing orders here you may be better off in 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
£0 om, so that the advantage is not entirely on the side of the foreign builder.

Mr. Parrott.—Yes, there are certain advantages.

Ur. Ginwala~—From your answer to Question 8 as far as T can see you
would import practically the hull and the machinery, that is what it comes to?

Mr. Parrott.—Yes, and the rest of the vessel is locally manufactured.
President —There may be one or two small fittings, pumps and so on?
Mr. Parrott.—~That would come as part of the machinery.

g

Mr. Ginwadla—So far as your requirements are concerned, T think you
said that you could do practically the whole thing here in the matter di ship-
huilding, except when you want a new type of vessel, that so far as the process
of 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-

vanizing has to be done after furnacing and shaping and that this cannob
be done here,

Mr. Hewison.—We don’t use galvanized plates.

MUr. 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
only galvanized plates we used were those used on ships which were built at
Home and re-erected out here.

Mr. Ginwala.—You have not used them in your own works?
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’ 10". Such vessels run in very shallow rivers.

Mr. Ginwala.—YWhat is the load it would carry?

My, Parrott.—About 1,500 maunds of cargo and probably 200 passengers.

My, 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 762

Mr. Parrott~—No. Our nearest type is about 105 feet long.

Mr. Ginwala—What is the loaded draft of that?

Mr. Parrott,—5 feet.

President.—In your Answer 1 to the questionnaire you mention one steamer
105" x24" 67 x7/ 67, Is that the one you are thinking of?

Mr. Parrott.—Yes,

Mr, Finwala—You don’t use any galvanized bottoms for that?

Mr. Parrott.—No,

Mr. Ginwala.—That is to say, apart from the question of any efiect of
corrosion you would not use any galvanized plates?

Mr. Parrott.—We don't use any galvanized plates at all in the construc-
tion of our vessels,

Dr, Matthai—With regard to the question that Mr. Ginwala put to vou as
to whether there is any special ground on which you can base your case for

&7

exceptional treatment, I want to put it to you whether you consider this a
tenable suggestion, namely that of all the various forms of transport you have
in India river trarnsport is the least developed?

Mr. Parrott.—Yes.

Dr. Muatthai—-And it is speeially important that you should do all that
you can to develop 1t, 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 national

Jboiut gf 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. Parrott.—1 accept that as a reasonable suggestion. What I would add
is, as far as the present dwy is concerned, if we found that the duty was
tellingeagainst our building at home a more efficient type of vessel, than we
could build here. 1 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—XNow 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.—17 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 positidn?

Mr. Parrott.—1 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 another suggestion that they make and that is with
regard to wages that labour is cheaper in Calcutta in shipbuilding. 1 want
to ask you a question on that. Would you say if you take the shipbuildig
industry in India as compared with shipbuilding in the United Kingdom that
Jabour 1s cheaper in India.

Mr. Heawison.—I don’t think it is cheaper really.

Der. Matthai—Could you give us any sort of typieal figures? If you take
wages in relation to outturn, is it at all possible to say that labour in India is
cheaper in shipbuilding? :

Mr, Parrott—No.

Dr. Matthai—1I 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
regard to supervision which is an 1tem that you have got to incur. Would
you 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 rivetting 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 shiphbuilding industry had in India which the other
engineering industries don’t have compared with the industries in the United
Kingdom. Now I want to put to you one or two suggestions and see whether
you think they are reasonable. One of them is, if you take ordinary structural
work like bridges and so on, there is a very large market for that kind of
work in India, but if you take river ship construction, thers is a limite?

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 that 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 hulk 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.

My, 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 demand there is for the
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?

My, Parrott.—I 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 tl}e
quantity of steel you use in making your creek steamer, which is item C in
vour answer to Question 1?7

My, Hewison.—75 tons,
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Witness No. 3.

THE SHALIMAR WORKS, LIMITED -

. A—WriTTH.1,

.

Statement I.—Letter, 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 intinating 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.
(¢) Tugs fitted with internal combustion machinery.
(d) Launches fitted with steam machinery.
(e) Launches fitted with internal comfustion machinery.
(f) Cargo bhoats and barges ranging from'25 to 130 tons capacity.
() Flats. ’
‘h) Pontoons.

2. (a) Rs. 2,30,000 130’ 07x23 07x O’ O,
(b) Rs. 1,87,000 80/ 07 %21 07 x 11’ 07,
(c) Rs. 47,000 60 0" x14’ 0"x 7/ 6",
(d) Rs. 1,85,000 81 6" x15' 0/x 6 9V,
(e) Rs. 20,000 65" 0714’ 0"x 5 437,
(f) Rs. 8,500 for boats 52’ 07x15' 0"x8& 0” up to
Rs. 34,000 for boats 85" 07 %22/ 0”x8&" 0”.
(g) Rs. 90,000 200" 07 x 28" 0"x 9 6",
(k) Rs. 14,400 60/ 0"x16’' 0"x 6 27,

3. For power-driven vessels.

i For barges and pontoons.
Machinery imported.

{a) 15 per cent. 33 per cent. to 52 per cent. according to typo
(b) 48 per cent.

(c) 5 per cent. .

{d) 12 per cent, 15 per cent. to 8 per cent.

(e) 20 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.
(e) 14 per cent.
{d) 10 per cent. (consists of galvanised sheets, bolts and nuts),

6. (a) Approximately 5 per cent,
(b) Approximately 10 per cent. to 20 per cent.

~)

. :l‘he answer is in the affirmative,
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B. 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
them to take another view.

9. No.

10. No such specific cases have arisen in our firm.
11. (a) 180’ 07,

(b) 1200 07

(¢) 80 07,

(d) 100’ 0,

(e) 80 07,

(1) 180’ 0”.

(g) 200’ 0",

(h) 120/ 07,

12. The answer is in the affirmative.
13. 20 per cent. and 27 per cent.

Statement [I.—Letter, dated the 8th January losv, jrvm 2ne wewivmr vr v ne
Limited, Howrah,

In my oral evidence I promisedito try and obtain some information for the
President as to the c.i.f. price ef 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 07 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-
advantage.

Statement II1.—Letter dated 8th February 1926, from the Shalimar Works,
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 pbint from
our records. .

(2) Freight.

We have no records as we have not imported any vessels.

91

8) Maximum length of steamers.

We have built and engined two coastin
¢ Cormorant  of the following dimensions : —

Length 145 07 B, P.

Breadth 277 07,

Depth 11/ 07,

Carrying capacity 500 tons ** dead ” weight. *

And 4 flats 220/ <30/ x 9’ having a carrying capacity of 830 tous.

(4) Outfit of vessels.

g steamers ‘ Penguin ”’ and

We attach a statement showing the number of vessels built and delivered
in 1925, also at the bottom the totals for our maximum year 1912.;.]1 '

The actual weight of steel used in the constr

1 uction of new vessels built by
us, was as follows : — ’

1925 . . . . - 837 tons carrying capacity 1,117.
1924 . . . . . 180 »s " 630.
1923 . . . . . 208 . . 537.
1922 . . . .21, » »r 975.
1921 . . . . . 602, ’ ' 2342,

(5) C.I.LF. prices.

> - b - .
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 th e
Board, dated the 1¥th September 1923,  ° o the Tariff
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THE SHALIMAR WORKS, LIMITED.

B.—Ograx,

Evidence of Mr. A, CAMERON, recorded at Calcutta on Tuesday,
) the Sth Janvary 1926.

President.~I think it would be most convenient to begin with your answers
to questions 7, 8 and 9 of the questionnaire. Tt is not perfectly clear and 1
am not quite certain what your attitude is in the matter, because yon 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. Cameron.—It is rather conflicting but we contend protection is
required.

President.—The answers are very brief, but it is necessary that we should
understand clearly what vour position is in the matter. I think probably you
misunderstood one of the questions,

Mr. Cameron.—T think we have.

President.—Let me put it in a different way. The Irrawaddy Flotilla
Company want the 23 per cent. duty to be back to 10 per cent. What is your
view about that?

Mr. Cameron.—I am againstthit.

President.—Do you want to rétain the 25 per cent. duty?

Mr. Cameron.—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. Cameron.—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. Cameron.—That is exactly what we want. )

President.—What view do you take about the rise in the rupee sterling
exchange?

Mr. Cameron.—Tt certainly affects the landed cost of steel here.

President.—Practically, does not the foreign manufacturer benefit to the
same extent?

Mr. Cameron.—Yes.

Uresident.—He fabricates his steel and sends it out. Still he gets the
benefit. The exchange affects the raw steel which is part of the fabricated
steel, so to speak.

Mr. Cameron.—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. Cameron.—I1 don’t,

President.—What Messrs. Burn and Company told us was ’phat.it affected
the Indian manufacturer unfavourably, in so far 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 hoth parties. They thought that
whatever the foreign manufacturer had to spend on fabricating the steel,
when translated into rupees, became less.

‘ 93

Mr. Cameron.—Yes.

Prestdent.—However your firm don’t lay stress on that point.

Mr. Cameron.—No, as this part did not occur to me.

President.—The Board’s original view was that the case even for compen-
sating protection was not clearly established in the case of vessels.

Mz, Cameron.—No, as only general evidence was given. .

President.—What it practically came to is this that on the evidence we
recejved, especially Mr. Cochran’s evidence, on behalf of Messrs. Burn and
Company, the Indian manufacturer had an advantage os 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 direet comparison between the price of the
vessel made in India and the price of the imported vessel. You say you are
not in a 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 32} 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 all.

Mr. Cameron.—I don’t know whether anybody will be able to help you, but
T understand that the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company have placed an order with
Vickers of Dublin for a number of vessels.

President.—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 re-erection 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,
T don’t think that they will ever purchase vessels from Calcutta Engineering
firms,

Mr. Can.eron.—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?

Mr, Cameron.—Yes.

President.—Let us take flats, as an example.

Mr. Cameron.—Unfortunately, during my time we have not built flats in

* our works.

President.—If that is not a suitable example, take any other type you like.

Mr. Cdmeron.—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 2ll kinds of fabricated steel?
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t Mr. Cameron.—T would not say it does, .

President.—Why is it that cheap labour is a greater advantage as regards
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 distinet from ship or boat construction.

President.—What is the difference?

Mr. Cameron.—Probably Rs, 2 to Rs. 3 a cwt,

President.—Which way it is? ¢
AMr. Cameron.—I¢ 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.—7 don’t quite follow your point. ¢

President.—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. Camicron.—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 & boat built here?

President.—The point is this.'“ I'ake 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 ahroad 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
is 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-erected in
India. Therefore, in the case of the imported vessel, part of the work has got
1o 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. Tt 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-
weering 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-erect it. In that case
it also has got to incur the double cost, so that there is no advantage. In the
2ase of hoats and ships, would it be possible to put a figure on the extra cost
of erecting twice over?

Myr. Cameron.~There is one case that occurs to my mind. That is the
fire float plying for the Port Commissioners but it is an exceptional type of
vessel. The extra cost there is represented by Rs. 30,000 to Rs. 40,000 in
the vatue of the boat.

President.—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. 40,0007

Mr. Cameron.—Yes, )
Mr. Ginwaela.—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 %hole of that is not double cost. .

L]

Mr. Cameron.—They don’t spend Rs. 40,000 in erecting it at home. If
the vessel had come under its own power, it would have come-under 2% 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 whether the
vessel was built In India or built abroad. The point that we are after is
what is the additional cost which the foreign manufacturer has to incur im
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 per cent. 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. o

Mr, Ginwala.—In this country you go o1® straight from that to rivetting.
You remove the bolts and go on to rivetting.

Mr. Cameron.—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. Cameron.—Yes.

President.—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. .

M. 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 on to rivet, is that not so?
Mr, Cameron.—Yes,

Mr. Qinwala.—At home the same process will be followed oxcept 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 manufac-
turer a cartain advantago, is that unless the importer has gat. a yard of hio uwu,

. where he can erect it himself, he has got to get the work done by the Indian

nmaswfanturer. His charge will not be so low as it would be if he was asked
to make the whole of tin yessel himself. Therefore, the purchaser who has not
got a yard of his own may i.q jt more convenient to deal direct with an Indian
firm and have the whole thing q5pe in this country. The whole thing will be

in the hand of one firm from sta. ¢4 finish. Do you think that that is the
correct attitude of the purchaser?

* Information mnot available \oi.tement III).
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Mr. Cameron.—T 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?

. Mr. Cameron.—Tt 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 vessels?

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 'ar§ steamer you constructed is about 130 ft.,
whereas in answer to question 11 $ou 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 équipped to manufacture at present?

Mr. Cameron.—Yes. v

President.—What would be the total amount of work that you can put
through in a year? Perhaps the easiest way of getting it is what tonnage of
steak could you deal with in making inland vessels of various kinds in a year?

My, Cameron.—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, Cameron.—Yes.t

President.—And it would be useful to have the dimensions of the vessels
constructed in each ease.

“Mr. Cameron.—Yes.t
3Mr. Ginwala.—Also the tonnage?
Mz, Cameron.—Do you mean the total weight of steel?

Mr. Ginwula.—) want to know the carrying capacity.
Mr. Cameron.—Yes.t _
Presideny.—In answer to question 3, you have givathe percentages of the

total cost of a vessel represented by various clas<5 of expenditure I 1
5 S 3 . noti
that in the case of barges and pontoons yoyri1ave not given any percentagcg

¥ Information not av;‘:?dble (Statement I,
t Statement III.
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»
figure under ‘‘ other imported materials.”” TIs that actually so? Do you not
ause any imported material ?

Mr. Cameron.—Not much,

President.—1 think it is not quite the same with Messrs. Burn and Com-
pany. They are doing a large amount of flats. You say you don’t do flats.

Mr. Cameron.—No.. '

President.—That very likely explains the difference.

®Mr. Cameron.—They use galvanized sheets which are all imported.

President.—What is the locally purchased material *which you use in the
case of a barge?

Mr. Cameron.—Principally wood work and pig iron.

President.—Pig iron you use in making your own castings?

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?

Mr. Cameron.—No.

President.—Strictly speaking, they ought not to be there being a very small
item.

Mr. Cameron.—Quite negligible.

FPresident.—I take it that they would be between 1 and 2 per cent. which
would be the maximum, « o

Mr. Cameron.—Yes. R

President.—What is the galvanized sheet used for? 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 flat 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 that?

Mr. Comeron.—No.

President.—So that point does not come in,

Mr. Cameron.—No. tr0id T dowt sndenstand
ident.—In your answer to question 13, I am afral on’t understan
theI;;iizentages. %he question was ‘' If the wastage 1s taken at 10 ;ﬁ:r c;;lt.
the protective duties on plates, beams, angles, channels, ete.. add s.] 3
ton and the duty on bars Rs. 44 a ton to the cost of the fabricated steel use
for the construction of inland vessels, What percentages of tl,l’e c.i.f. cost of
imported fabricated steel parts would these sums represent?’’ The answer
you have given means that the cost of fabricated steel parts is unly ahout

Rs. 165, which seems to me to be rather a low figure.
Mr. Cameron.—I think we had some difficulty in making out this question,

President. ~What we were thinking of was this. The In'd]'.an manufacturer
is subject to duting on unfabricated steel. These are definite amounts and
when we know the 1.te of wastage we can tell what that means per ton of
fabricated material. Tonow to what extent he is handicapped when ""t’ﬁg
pared with the foreign man-£;cturer, we have got to know at what p}l;lcedd_
foreign manufacturer is sending uig stuff out. Then we can find out t eda t i-
tional burden imposed on the Inds““ manufacturer by the protective duties
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1
as compared with the price of the imported stuff. Have you any idea at all?
Just take the fabricated steel parts, let us say hull. What do you think it
would cost per ton c.if.? T know it is very difficult to get the information
but it is very important to us if you can give it. ’

AMr. Cameron.—I cannot speak from memory, but we had a case before us
8 month or two ago 1n connection with an enquiry from Arracan Flotilla
foorn;pm;y.‘ They iere calling for tenders at home and they were also calling
vesze?n( ers out here and I don’t remember what the price was for the imported

President.~Do yotl think by looki ; i
give s Some o thi \] g up your records you might be able to

Mr. Cameron.—I will look up and see.*

Pz'e.si(lqrzt‘.——l?()ll"i nn'n‘d the percentages. What we want is the c.i.f. &ost
per ton of the imported fabricated material. Supposing the Board came to
t{:e conelusion 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 Legislativ
1 a3 ative Assembl
you think would be the result? embly approved of that—what do

Mr. Cameron.—To be guite frank, I don’ 1
; R b t think we have heen ab
for“Pard any case from our side for an’ increase of duty above 25 pnermcgei:o put
resident.—Are you apprehensive that a numb . f i
be placed abroad instead of heing placed in India?er of orders would begin to
Mr. P‘ameron.——No, so long as the protection duty remains at 25 per cent,
President.—That is as regards the kind of vessels that you make?
Mr. Cameron.—Yes. .
President.—It is interestin y i
) i mg to get your views., None of us knows what
might happen, that is the trouble. There is so little direct evidence as to

how the two prices compa - s whi i
Dow & ca1cu£a? npare. Are the vessels which you make run in and round

Mr. Cameron.—Yes.

President.—Bengal and Assam, speaking generally?

Mr. Cameron.—Yes.

President.—Have you ever sent vessels further afield than that?

Mr. Cameron.—We have sent 6 bar ] i
under construction for them. ges to Vizagapatam.  We have 2 more

President.—How would they be sent?
AMr. Cameron.—They are towed down.
Mr. Ginwala.—Wera they recent orders?

Mr. Cameron.—They pla .

Af 1925, ey pluced the order with us last year at the beginning
Mr. Ginwal

new duties?

¢ 3

a.—Were the orders received by you after the imposition of the

Mr. Cameron.—They were placed after that.
Mr. Ginwala.—It is just possible tuet you mi
for the duty. Are your shops equipped to de
do yuu only speciulise in shipbuilding ?
.Mr. Cc_zmeron.-—We are equipped for general engineering too
Mr. Ginwala.—What do you do in general engineerin Pg ‘
Mr, C(.zmcron.——All sorts of castings and pipes &
Mr. Ginwala.—Do you do any fabricatio :
‘Mr. Cameorvn.—We don’t do an
Mr. Ginwala,

ght not have got them except
general engineering as well or

: n work such pr girder work?
) ything like that, - ’
—You don’t do any struectural werk?

* Information not availabv-(Btatement IIT).
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M. Yameron.—No structural work at all. .
Mr. Ginwala.—Except shipbuilding ? - -
‘Mr. Cameron.—And marine engineering, shafting, plummer, blocks, ete.
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 aboutb 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-

1oped 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. Ginwale.—How much carrying capacity would that represent?

Mr. Cameron.—That T cannot say. I cannot speak from memory about

that but T have « record. T will send it to you later.

Mr. Ginwala—T 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 ahout.the maximum capacity that your
works can turn out. RS

Mr. Cameron.—We have nine building berths.

Mr. Ginwcala.~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. Ginwwale.—That is because of the shortage of berths.

Ar. 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 construct?

AMr. Cameron,—About 500.

Mr. Ginwala.—That would apply to steamers?

Mr. Cameron.—Yes.

Mr. Ginwala.—Where are your works situated?

Ar. 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.

AMr. Ginwcala.—What is the main difference? 7

AMr. Cameron.—There is more specialised work in structural engineering
than there is in shipbuilding.

Ar. Ginwala.—T4 is of the same kind, is it not? '

AUr. Cameron.—Practically the same machinery serves for both.

Ar. Ginwala.—Supposing you had, say for the time being, to go in for
other structural work, can you use the same plant?

1.

M#r. Cameron.—Yes. -
* But see Statement I1I.
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p Mr. Ginwala.—Then, as regards labour, is it also adaptable?

Mr. Cameron.—There would not be

labour, but we would require specially
engineering,

any great difficulty in training the
trained assistants in that bhranch or

Mr. Gin'u'ala._—‘You don’t regard the shipbuilding engineering as a branck
of engineering distinct from the ordinary structural work,

AMr. Cameren.—1 do, to a certain extent.

President.—~What Mr. Ginwala is thinking of is this, Taking the cgpacity ,
of the Indian labour for what it is,

0 ! 3 _ : is there any great difficulty in training
it to build ships than in training it to make bridges?
Mr.

C’ameron.——There is no greater difficulty.
President.—They are on the same level P

Mr. Cameron.—Yes.
President.—And the processes

are similar though not identical?
Mr. Cameron.—Yes.

Mr. Ginwala.—Take the case of other structura
do forging, rivetting, etc. Do you do simil
Mr. Cameron.—Yes,

Mr. Ginwala,—As regards the com
between the two branches?

1 work. There you have tg
ar kind of work in shipbuilding?

parison of costs, is there much difference

Mr. Cameron.—Do you want to know the difference in the cost of 1
Mr. Ginwala.—I mean the whole cost,
Mr. Cameron.—TIt would be dearer in the case of boats
furnace work to be done than i would in the case of other st
Mr. Ginwala.—Would it be 4 very high percentage?
Mr. Cameron.—No.

Mr, Ginwala.—Supposing you got an order for bridgework and you said
you wanted Rs, 175 a ton

. ton, would you ask for much more if you supplied
fabricated parts of a ship?

Mr. Cameron.—No.

Mr. Ginwala.—Tt would be much about the same.

Mr. Cameron.—Yes.

Mr. Ginwala.—As regards galvanizing,
8ay 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?

Mr. Cameron.—We do not have a galvanizing plant. There is the Indian
Galvanizing Company at Howrah. We get all our parts galvanized there.

AMr. Ginwala—Can they galvanize plates of 50 feet?

Mr. Cameron.—1 Qo not know whether they

Mr. Ginwala.—They say that galy
have been fixed.

Mr, Cameron,—That is so.

Mr. Ginwala.—Supposing you got
to carry it out?

Mr. Cameron~—No. We would have to specially
quired to be galvanized. They would have to be con
small enough to fit those parts.

Mr. Ginwala.—Then, it would require alterations in the specifications?

Mr. Cameron.—Very probably it would.

Mr. Ginwala.—Is it an expensive or n difficult process?

Mr. Cameron.~—It is an expensive process,
Mr.

M Camgron, T shoi
< * LRt 7 . ’ (8 £y
o -,

abour?

as there is more
ructural work.

the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company

are equipped to do that.
anizing has to be done after the parts
an order from Burma would you be able

construct those parts re-
structed big enough and

Ginwglaco-But is the plant very expensive?
say no.

FRS
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: " ’
Mr. Ginwala.—Then I take it that a substs:ntmllyp;o.poiggnpfgcg; ~ost of
galvan.izing would be represented by the cost invo ve dm
Mr. Cameron.—The process and the spelter _requl_re . s deal If tho
Mr. Ginwala.—That, of course, alters the situation a grea .

A a
lant itself is very expensive, then you cannot expect a shipbuilder on
Y

small seale to possess that plant, but if the plant is cheap Emd the process
the position is different. o ' |
costg;. Carzeron.—-l have often tho(l;ght of pgttlri‘gseltw(lowdr;n},xfr;r:gicwgetgg
" think it 1 ‘hile doing so beca 't 53
not think that it is worth w [ e et e of
. i alvanized sheets required to warran [
‘q‘ilf?:ttltyogf*eg?tbiasng\it down, yvou have got to keep the bath going all the
f[c?iflle,.otllerx\'ise you would lose the spelter. -
President.—Tt requires continuous operation?
Mr, Cameron.—Yes. | ustomers
[r. Ginwala.—Who are your principal cu 5: ) .
27:1:' (C'ameron.—We have supplied barges to all t%le kmaniag;rrl)% %%entgirlg
C leutta, viz., Messrs. Macneil and Co.,‘Mnckmnon Mac gn‘zue "leod 0., Bird
ﬂdc Co‘, He{l’gers and Co., Jardine Skinner and Co. an éac od and Co.
zﬁl\r"‘e hfﬁ'g also supplied even to the India Gener?l Nz}wgatlonf o(r’rlll];)‘a ;{ssoc};ated
past ‘ and Retriever Flotilla Company which is one o
k J
Companies, .
Dfr Ginwala.—Have you ever had a flotilla of your own?
' rrison’s have.
. Cameron.—Turner Morrison’s ' .
?é: ginwala.—Turner Morrison’s are t}le managing agents of the Shalimar
‘Works? ,
Mr. Cameron.—Yes, g ssition as the other
tinwala.—You are more or less in the same p
Fl(;}c[ilrl‘a géﬁ;aaﬁies to some extent, that is to say, you build some craft that you
™ i l boats that we want in
—We build our own launches and boal 7 )
coni{:c‘tigr? ?:'?Igfz)‘m‘:xgn 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. ' ] .
Ar. Qinwala.—Do Turner Morrisons import any!
. Cameron.—No. _ . . ‘
%: Ginwala.—Can you give us some idea of the kind of ships that are
i d? . - ‘ v
lmp\olrrteCameron _Messrs. Shaw Wallace and Co. import a few launches now
ﬂ“duaf alC#rlz"rltt'altz —_Are they the kind of launches that cannot be built in this
: 5 p - -
com;;ryb meron.—They can be built in this country. The Port Coxg{x{ussmners
havle :1soaplaced.orders for vessels which can he built in this country.
. Gi v : tly?
. Ginwala.—Have they done so recen . ] .
Ig:" Clc:meron —Yes. Last year they imported two light vessels built by
hornycroft. ‘ ‘ ‘ )
’ O;I:-isidenf —They were also mentioned by Messrs. Burn and Co. We were
told that they had wooden hulls. 1 hall
. Cameron.—They had teak wood hulls. . L
Zg:csident —They are, not so important from our point of view as they
would be if they had been steel kulls. . ;
Afr. Cameron.—They are stéel hulls sheaved with wood.
Mr. Ginwala.—Could they be built he;‘g?
Mr. Cameron.—Yes.

-

E. ’
2 é};

~. e 4
-‘ -\—_—._—/ "—
56 om 600008 '
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v Mr. Ginvala.—Did you tender for them?
Mr. Cameron.—Yes.
might be some difficulty i

of the vessel.

The reason for that order going home was that there
n working the timber at the forward and after ends

A7, Ginwala.—Did they consider them a special type?

Mr. Cameron.—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. Cameron.—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
double decks in their creek launches?

Mr. Cameron.—1 do.
Mr. Ginwala.—Can you build such launches?

Mr. Cameron.—Yes, except for the galvanizing part of it.

Mr. Ginwala.—Can you give us an ide
one ton of steel for shipbuilding?
referring to other things?

Flotilla Company have

o as to the actual cost of fabricating

Mr. Cameron.—How do you want me to analyse the cost for you?
President.—All charges incurred on steel apart from its actual cost,
Mr. Cameron—That is labour, overhead, etc.

President.—The cost of all the work that you do hefore it is erected.
Mr. Cameron.—It would be about Rs. 30 a ton.

President.—Does that include ovérhead ?

Mr. Cameron.—Yes.

President.—Tt is very much lower than a

3 ny figure we have had from any
engineering firm for ordinary fabricated steel.

Mr. Ginwala.—T don’t wish you to commit
as the President has just pointed out,
we have ever had before from

yourself to any opinion because,
it is very much lower than anything
any other company.

Mr. Cameron.—I think I can give vou what you want,
be something like Rs. 125.
of 10 per cent.

Probably it would
That takes in labour and charges and a margin
Mr. (inwela.—That represents yvour all-in cost?

Mr. Cameron.—We have got to add the cost of the steel on to that, That
is only fabrication.

Mr, Ginwala.—1 take it that in the kind
all Indian steel except rivets?

Mr. Cameron.—We have used Indian made r
far any experience of Tata’s plates,

Mr. Ginwala.—You require basic steel for your purpose?

iz, Cameren.—Yes, we can use steel produced in the country.
Mr. Ginwala.—Do you make your own paint?

Mr. Cameron.—We get ihem from the Shalimar Paint Works.

Mr. Ginwala.—On general grounds is it your opinion that the shipbuilding
industry in this country ought to he encouraged ?

Mr. Cameron.—Yes.

of work that you do you can use

ivets but we have not had so

Mr. Ginwala.—Do you consider it reasonably equipped for that purpose?
Mr. Cameron.—TIt is up to a certain size.

Mr. Ginwala.—And you think labour is availa
I mean skilled labour of the kind required.

Mr. Cameron.—Yes.

Mr. Ginwala.—As regards your repair work, do you execute repairs to
sea-golng ships? .

ble in reasonable quantities—

I am only referring to steel. I am not
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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?

AMr. Cameron.—In normal times it will be about 50 per cent;. )
Mr. Ginwale.—I take it that the kind of plant that is required for repair

¢ work s very much the same as for shipbuilding? .

Mr. Cameron.—It is. )

Mr. Ginwala.—What is the total quantity of steel that you %yould use in
a year? ]

M Cameron.—It would be somewhere about 6,000 tons, but I have made
a note of this point and will let you know. -t‘t. o

i i rom

Dr. Matthai.—I suppose on the whole there is more competition T
foreig;u 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.

] ¢ i i ard to things

Dr. Matthai.—One of the reasons may be this, that in regar
like barges and flats, it would not be necessary to make them of the same
quality of materials and workmanship and o en, because they are not sub]eqt
to the same amount of strain as a power-driten vessel. Do you think there is
any force in that?

Mr. Cameron.—I think the quality of the labour out here can be compared
favourably with the labour at Home,

: i.~—Supposing shipbuilding firms in Indis got all the orders
Whilcjl;.\\f‘e[rae”z]xlg:ltilaslemi)n the coé)ntr_y now, do you think it would help the
industry out of its present depression? Supposing we gave you prvotvectmn
and you were able to secure every available order in fchls_coun’cry,Q even then
would there not be serious depression in the shipbuilding 1nd‘ustry.

My, Cameron.—It would improve the situation very considerably.

Dr. Matthei—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, tille
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 b}lt that is
due not so much to foreign ccmpetition but to the fact that the shipbuilding
industry is passing through 2 period of great stress,

Mr. Cameron.—1 quite agree.

Dr. Matthai.—Can you give me a rough idea of the total capacity to which
you are working now? . laded has b ok .

Mr. Cameron.—On the whole, the year just concluded has been quite favour-
abl:; to us, considering the depression in the industry, but actually it was only
a small percentage of our total output.
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Witness No. 4.

MESSRS. BURN AND COMPANY, LIMITED.
A.—TWRITIEN.

Letter dated 19th October 1925.

With reference to your letter No. 518 of the 17th ultimo forwarding your
Questionnaire 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 our effort to retain our labour.

We enclose Silver Photographs* of the craft enumerated in our replies to
your Questionnaire.

Please note the answers given under item No. 3 are confidential and é.re
not for publication.t .

We shall be pleased to give oril evidence should you desire.
* Not printed.
+ This stipulation was subsequently withdrawn,

Replies to Questionnatre.
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River Shipping Companies—
Bengal-Assam Steamship Company (Managing Agents, Andrew Yule
and Company).
British India Steam Navigation Company (Managing Agents, Mackin-
non, Mackenzie and Compangy). s
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, ete.—
Alliance -Jute Mills,
Nuddea Jute Mills,
Gourepore Company, Limited,
Barnagore Jute Mills,
Titaghur Paper Mills.
M. David and Compaﬂj;,/Nflmyanganj.

Port Trust—
Madras.

Public Works Department—
Mysore.
Aligarh,
Calcutta.

Port Office—
" Caleutta.
Chittagong.
Madras.

Port Commissioners—
Calcutta.

Oil Companies—
The Standard 0il Company, Ltd., Calcutta.
The Asiatic Petroleum Company, Ltd., Calcutta.
The British Burma Petroleum Company, Ltd., Rangoon.

Other Government Departments—
Pear] and Chank Fisheries, Tuticorin.
Telegraph Stores, Alipore.
Commissioner of Orissa, Cuttack.
Back Bay Reclamation Scheme, Bombay.
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Enclosure 1IV.

Furnaced plates can be galvanized in Calcutta in lengths of from 12 ft. to
15 07,
-

+Enclosyre V.

List of Boat or Boats Delivered at Rangoon.

One Paddle Steamer ‘‘ Bassein ”' (1905). Dimensions—Length 0. A,

195 0%, B. P. 190’ 0. Beam 27/ 0/, Depth 8 27, For Burma
' Railways,

Three Side Loading Barges (1907). Dimensions—Length 190/ 07,
Beam 37/ 67, Depth & 07, For Burma Railways.

One End Loading Barge (1907). Dimensions—Length 125’ 07, Beam
26’ 0. Depth 6’ 447. For Burma Railways. °*

Two Landing Stages (1907}. Dimensions—Length 120’ 0#, Beam 4¢/
07. Depth 7/ 5”. For Burma Railways.

Two Pontoon Bridges (1907). Dimensions—Length 70/ 0”. Breadth
13/ 0”. Depth 5 0” amidship. For Burma Railways.

Two Approach Girders and Trolley Girders (1907) for Burma Rail-
ways. R

One Side Loading Barge (1907). * hmnsions—Length 1907 0. Beam
377 67. Depth 8. For Burma Railways.

Two Oil Barges (1909). Dimensions—Length 150’. Beam 32'. Depth
6’ 67, For DMessrs. Mower Cotterwell & Co., Rangoon.

Twelve Oil Barges (1909-10). Dimensions—Length 160’. Beam 32,
Depth 8. TFor Messrs. Mower Cotterwell & Co., Rangoon.

Two Steel Barges (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,
ete.) in 1910, Dimensions—Length 67/. Beam 13/. Depth 4. For
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, ete.) in 1910. Dimensions
—Length 50/. Beam 15/. Depth 4. For Mosque Road Jetty,
Bassein.

One Twin Screw Steam Launch * Kyar-Wi ”’ (in 1913). Dimensions--
Length Q. A. 76’. B. P. 7%, Beam 12. Depth 5. For the
British Burma Petroleum Co., Ld., Rangcon.

One House Boat '‘ Kyar-Wat ”’ in (1913) Dimensions—Length 45,
Beam 10’. Depth 3’ 7%, Tor 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, Limited.

One Steel Passenger and Cargo Steamer © Tarotyua ' (in 1914).

.. Dimensions—Length O. A. 105. B. P. 100’. Beam 20’. Depth §.
For British India Steam Navigation Company, Limited.

Two Transverse Loading Barges (in 1923-24). Dimensions—Length
190’ 07. Beam 37’ 6”. Depth & 0. For Burma Railways,
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inclosure VT,
Composite Attended Light Ship for the Commission
Caleutta.

Dimen_si011s—~Length~B. P, 105’ 0. Beam 2¢'. Depth 15 o~
Registered Tonnage 220 tons. .

ers for the Port of

. Rs
Approximate rate per ton for finished !
c ; steelwork of
typical & G. Flat whilst lying on Blocks e 325
Approximate rate per ton for above Fl : )
afloat and equipped . . at complete 450

. It should be noted that these prices
In the case of power craft these figures
per cent. to 35 per cent. :

are for plain straight barge wérk and
would be enhanced anything from 20

—

Statement I11.—Letter. dat 2 g
, dated 1&7;1,537;;12.1;/ 1926, from Messrs. Burn & Co.,

We beg to thank you for V'

. 2 your No. 11, dated January 8th. 1998 ;

’:?c)gn;Oples of the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company’s replies 5’;0 t}ll’e 113:)(2)1’1'5?;“ zlllfad.
aire, contents of which we note. We forward herewith general arrz?ng: :

ment drawings* of the largest Y
which e toingl st I C%‘af%’l}z}ddle steamers we have actually built and

(1) P. 8. *“Bassein.” Len
. gth 0. A. 195 07, B. Pp, 1907 0~
Z,xgx;’e.n%e 46’ 6”. Beam moulded 37 0”. Depth & 2”.. g:ig

Registered tonnage 250 tons.

(2) P. 8. “Barbara.” Len 75
. gth 0. A. 175/ 07. B. P. 17( 0
;x%rl‘lefme 49’ 0. Beam moulded 30 07, Depth ‘8’ 0”:

«

Beam
Dratt

Registered tonnage 245 tons.
2. We were asked to tender for
the supply of a paddl i

flci)l; ’;)hri céjfiiﬁl qi)}\;ern\r{len}t but owing to reErenchnIx)ent fhzti?:er for- on wag

t c & with.  We herewith enclose the degjon*
guidance. Thg dimensions being—Lengt}i 0 1~\ :586'&3” B.P. 245 o,
extreme 50/ ¢ Beam moulded 307 o7 depth . eaft & o
tered tonnage 400 tons. '

3. We have faciliti i
which are given zcxihtt}llzslfr(;;:\:r?lltliscg replie t ot oralt, the Jimeusions of
are aware the machinery o] plles o your questionnaire, but as you

likewion the Pl machinery,q lations will have to be imported from Britain,

* Not, printed,

MESSRS. EURN AND COMPANY, LIMITED.

B.—OrAL,

Evidence of Messrs. J. D. BALFOUR AND J. H. BATES recorded at
Calcutta on 4th January 1926.

President.—This question that we have to consider as regards s'hips and
other vessels, has arisen in rather a peculiar way. Tt was not the intention
of the Board in their original enquiry to recommend that the duty should l-)e
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. 1In various respects the position is different, and particularly in respect
of the rate of the rupee sterling exchangg, tvhich has affected the position
materially. You have given certain fizures in your answer to question 9.
You have given three items in which you consider the circamstances have
changed. Tirst of all, you say the effect of the increase in the duty is te
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 compared with what it was in 1923.

Mr. Balfour—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. T
take it what you mean is this. In arriving at vour figure of Rs. 830 you
compared the 1923 tariff valuation with the new specific rates of duties.

Mr. Balfour.~—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, sirictly speaking, instead of saying a fall in
the price of steel, perhaps 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. Balfour.—Yes,

President —Taking the cost of the steel in the vessel, as you have given it,
as 43,000 and odd rupees—

Mr. Balfour.—We gave it as Rs. 53,000.

President.—That includes the duty. T 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 fina)
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 be
approximately 32 per cent. That is in effect what you are asking the Board
to recommend, is it not?

Mr. Balfour.~—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 T

£ ]
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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, T

think what you have done is this, your percentage represents not the whole
‘duty, but the difference between the 10 per cent. duty and the specific dnty.

Mr. Balfour.—Tlat 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 erdquiry
you were nof able to satisfy us on this point.

Mr. Balfour.—You then turned down our request simply because, you say
in yvour 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 scctions in the sense in which the Central Board of Revenue have inter-
preted that phrase, would not the bulk be bigger? )

Mr. Balfour—We have brought a model with us for demonstration, if
necessary.

Mr. Ginwala.—My own impression was that ships were either brought out
as a whole in the case of the sm? JVer 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. Balfour.—TFrom 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
mmported in sections. You will see how easily any part of a ship of this
model, which may he 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 js to say, we would pay on weight and not on bulk, that is
not by cubic measure.

Dresident.—We put that question specially to the river steamer companies
and T should like to read the answer of the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company. The
question was “‘ Are the fabricated steel .parts, owing to the shape given to
‘them, more bulky in proportion to their weight than unfabricated material "
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 2’ 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, B_u]four.~T11is model here is practically the section of any paddle
boat or 75 per cent. of the loats that are running in Rangoon at the present
noment,

Mr. Ginwala.—What is the length of boats of that type?

Mr. Balfour.~The ordinary len th of a Ran t i v
abony gaetfort 3 4 goon steamer is somewhere

Ar. Ginwala.—~The creek steamers there are about 150 feet in length?

r. Balfour.—Yes. As 1 said, practieally 75
. o 8¢ c ally per cent. of the paddle boats
iue represented by this model and there is nothing there that cannlot be nested
together. Even the bilge plates you can nest, so I fail to see why the
should pay £3 per ton when we get our freight at 92¢, g4, ' v

President—When their representatives com i i i
_ . ‘ sent: e to give evidence we will ask
t}xem what exactly £3 means, but I put that point to You to find out what
you have got to say about it. Do vou challenge their statement?

think the freight could be as high as that? Do you

-measurement, at least a very large percen
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)
Mr. Balfour.—I do not. ] I
iﬁr Igznfwala — s it vour contention that whether these T:scsh:}?: s:::;ie};
forlb:'me'lsurem.ent or by weight the duty would ble more olr“myS e marted
¢ ‘ ic can alway
Myr. Balfour.—Fabricated steel parts of ve_s(sle ?Or o eipht e by

i - ¥ a1
in such a form that the freight would ;(;gg o o uiremonts.

M7. (I’l?ll (ll(l.—’If it was lmpoxletl (Say) mn fl‘e SECtIOUS, COuld these five
Secthollﬁ‘ be SOL p(lCI\ed thu.lt the frelght bV me:xsurement W Ould be the same as by

weight? . .
Mr. Balfour.—No. ] ) .
;f:esiderft —Your reply to that is that they are never imported in gections

Mr. Balfour.—No. . . . »
Mr. Ginwala.—Even the smaller steamers: o
Mr. Balfour.—1 have seen some shipped from G]as%%wfeg:- the deck o

ste:;mérs, but these are only very small ones, 'about 60 to 7 . o would
Mr. Ginwala.—Tn that case would the freight be-by x.neasuremen

it he an arbitrary figure? .
Mr. Balfour.—An arbitrary hgure.
Myr. Ginwalo.—Tt would be as for unpacked cargo?

Mr. Balfour.—I can’t say. ) N
P:'esi(lent —At any rate both the river ste'am?‘r.compqmes”ax.ldnzh?i eir}l)%é
neering firms are agréed that the import of ships ¢‘ in sections ™ 1s negligibie.
AMr. Balfour.—That is what T think. s . g
President.—It is of some importame't_-‘,o know what the frfexvghtr ?;nfna'?gr;
cated steel p;lrts of vessels is. 1 worked it out on the bamskq you - § fre‘i hé
You use 334 tons of steel for theh“ I. G.”ttypetzeoifﬂgi.ch;l;?g;n%li% comesgto
2 . which is Rs. 15 at the present ra g , tha
aRts Qgsdlgd Xllowing for 7 per cent. wastage (you say 5 to 7 per tce;t.‘;:lsl’ilaggg
the: X;'eigilb of the fabricated parts, if the vessel were imported,

roughly 313 tons.
M. Balfour.—That is so.
X t.—If that freight r
to Ir;’sebigfg(;o ISo that ifgthe figures are correc
advantage of Rs., 7,500 on the freight.
Mr. Balfour—I can’t imagine any 1
having to pay any excess freight on practica

angles for the hull. )
" gPresidcnt.——I am not an expert in these matters and all I can do is to put

ate 1 rrect, it is Rs. 40 a ton which comes
Aevses 5 ¢ t, the Indian firms have an

“firm importing fabricated ships and
Ity the whole of the plates and

it to you.
My i i ; flat. These plates
A r. Balfour.—Here is a model of a typical steamer or
are"f\::‘tuztlllyfoﬁat on the bottom, the sides apc}lthe ;iecfkt}floré ’;g pg; gg;lt gg :}}:g
h ly plates which are not straight out of tha p .
}fl?l%ﬂzi.re gilzeoglitgs, and these can also be nested, so that they would actually
have to pay on weight and not on bulk.

int is, it i ] that the thing ought
ident.—The point is, it is no help to us to say 4
to lf;r2§deréan you Ehink of any way in which you can help us by a definite
statement to the contrary? I .
r¢ them sent loose for the
Mr. Balfour.—If we bundle the plates or have
mn;lfxzactl?ré of ordinary structural §tee} and pay only 22s. 6d., why should
importers of ships have to pay anything in excess of that?
v i is w ‘ d many
sident.—I don't know why, but in this world there are a good m:
thifr:s;'dlzﬁh I don’t \mderstan’d, especially in connection .Wlth fx.'elght
m%firs' I quite see your point that the actual form in which fabricated

i i r tak than unfabricated
c Il come out is such that they take up no more room
gtl;}:les “i'l\fec\gill put that point to the steamer companies, but can you suggest
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any means by which the Board can satisfy themselves as to what the rate
actually is?

Mr. Balfonr—We are not importers of ships.

M. Ginwale.—~We may enquire of the Port Commissioners and the Sukkur
Barrage peaple who may he importing launches,

Presilent.—We asked the Tndia 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 vears we are not in a position to say, and as fabricated
materials and machinery are often included in the same shipping documents,
it would he difficult to apportion 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. Balfour.—£3 is not the rate for fabricated steel, it may he for
fabricated ships, but not for fabricated steel. T don’t see why they should
make a difference between fabricated steel and fabricated ship steel.

President.—1 understand your position and we will put this point to the
Irrawaddy Flotilla Company when their representatives come to give evidence.
As I xaid, it is an important point to get clear about, because if their rate is
correct the difference is considerahle,

Mr. Balfour —We don’t agree with them,

I’rwxidr.nf,—'l'hore 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 Bmhmnp}ltm.. 1 take itfréhnp 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 hn.s to be done twice over, that is to say, the purchaser out here has
£01 10 erect 1t again, whereas in the case of a ship erected by you, you do
the thing once for all.

Mr. Bualfour.~Quite so.

C Dresidest —1n that respect there is a difference hetween the construction
of ships and other fabricated steel works.
_Mro Baljour.—That is not a very big item, the actual erecting of the ship.
Where the great labour comes in is in the rivetting.
Mo, Ginwala.—That is part of the crection, is it not?
Mro Balfour —Yes

_ » but what the President said was that there are two
erections,

President.—The British firm would do a certain amount of rivetting in his
own work >

Ui Butes—They would merely bolt the things together. They might do
a certain amount qf rivetting round the bottom of the frame, but they would
not do the actual rivetting.  That kind of erection is done by unskilled lahour
and the skilled Jahour comes in in rivetting which comes later on,

MUr. Ginwala.—Then your point is that the bulk of the rivetting has to

he done here.
Me. Bulfour.—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, 1 take it, you would have been in the same position

as the British firms,
Mr. Bulfour.—Yes,
President.—Could vou work out at all on the figures of that tender what

the difference in eost would have been if it had been used in the Hooghly
river instead of being sent to the Indus?p v

My, Balfour.—~I dare say we could.
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.
{ - difficulties
President.—1f you could it would be useful, hecause O?e (-)ff:)(::l i}TCCOCh—
in dedlrilvxvg with the case last time was that it did se.omn(':vc(u“ I;IV o
ran’s evidence that the engineering firms were more t‘holul'dn" "‘1‘]1eir o
regards ships than as regards the other wo‘rks they were (Omh\‘\‘hqt ir ot
ti(?n was stronger. That was quite clear from his evldgur:e_.f Whe 3 ‘q.”ive
clear was precisely what the reason was, Tt would be nactrul if we cmﬂ N¢“ ve
at ‘ﬁomethinn' like definite figures as to what this double erection means as s
addition to the cost. . . e X
Wn Baljour—We will give you our estimated cost for the. erection and
- N i . ~ . e i N
rivetting at Sukkur which we have in our estnnnte?. o
President.—We recognise that it is only an estl'llq‘tj.’- 1 take it you <
into account the work that you would have to do at Sukiwur.
J[r'. Balfour.—Yes.
President.—Probably vou had that separated now.
Mr. Balfour.—Exactly. ) -
President.—Would vou send the launch to Sukkur in the same condition
as it would be sent from England? ) . o
) M r. Balfour—Exactly, similar to what would he imported from Iunghnd‘1
President.—To pass on to the second item the effect of the ?xcl;;ug[gfh.:\]ixlg
the difference that it makes to you, that is also in answer to Sl.uo?%t(;on s 1
You give the total cost of fabrication and erection as Rs. 53,000.
g
M. Balfour —That is right. i '
, 1 ! recti in Tndia Rx. 24,500 which
President.—And then you deduct erection 1 a Rs 24,500 which
leaves Rs. 28,673. Then in effect what you do is you tl:ll].\, ate it into | s
: ' it int eey dt 1s. 6.5d. My first comment
at 1s. 4d. and then translate it into rupeey : d. M st commen
is that 1s. 6d. is a better rate, it i1s unnecessary to hothxen about }c‘t dd five
irty-seconds. 6 i Y i ain poir 3
thirty-seconds. However, that is a very small point. T e nn; frl\ln-icqtion 5
what in effect vou do is you assume that the British cost of i ¢
identical with yours.
Mr. Balfour.—Yes. ’
President.—That, of course, we don’t know.
Vr. Balfour—We are in the same difficulty. o ‘ e e
}’)‘csidvnz‘ —Tt is 2 little difficult to see whether this is a 1;\;\»0\)\:1 .>’?d )].‘12“"
on \vhiych to work. Could you tell us how you :1111'11&;(1 at these figures a
you divided it up between fabrication and erection:

Mr. Balfour.—From our own actual cost. . i
Presidetn.—What would you include under erection as opposed to fabries

tion?
Mr. -
ing ¢ ing it over. ‘
ing and handing . . _ N o
President —Would not the total figure of Rs. 53,000 ”}Kllu]e“].:lel[(')iqtlgbzhjt
tt'ICL the t'hing together? Apart from steel there m}e o% ler 1 als
= N . ) 1. .
D mg't There is a certain amount of wood work to be done o
5 i Yb That is the total erection cost. 1t comes outn pieces,
. ur—Yes. hat is : SO L X e
A P(Iijglls fabricated. We erect the pieces, vivet them, d(;. (_\Q.]_\th'lii_,
B atar. iln(’h;di‘ug wood work and fittings—launching and handing 1t oy ('1.
ssary, . it handin !
% :74fnf —The point is this. As steel is not the onls m.ltru'g{I 1.1\4,.(111- 1;
1 Plcal;nm‘{ion of the vessel, vour fabrication and er(m]tmn costs will inelele
constr sel, your fabrication : e
‘s\'loerk which is dene on other materials ax well ax on stecl.
r. Balfour—Yes,
: i d 3 " M G LI}
President~—That is hardly relevant to the question of the duty on steel
rexudento~—1h: b B A

Balfour.—Erection in India means erecting the boat, rivetting, launch-

parts. Do you sce what T mean?

‘ . J " av ak is o ilat
Ar, Balfour—~The example we have taken is a #at.
Mr, L

wood work 1n 1t.

There is very lttle

* Statement 1T, Enclosure I,
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President,—Let us see what figures vou have given for that. You have
given for the I. G. flat the other imported materials as 9-79 per cent. and the
locally purchased material as 2077 per cent. The two together cost almost
as much as stes].

Mr. Balfour—Yes,
President.—31 and 34 roughiy.
My, Balfour.—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 is
)
no work to be done.

President.—Auchors would not reyuire any work to be done, but I take it
the pump has got to be rivetted down.

Mr. Bulfour.—They are portable pumps, one pump for each hull,

President.—Then there is not much work to be done.

Mr. Bdifour~—Not on the other imported materials, just the handling of
them.

President.—What about the locally purchased materials?

Mr, Balfour.—These consist of wood, fittings such as capstans, bollards,
fairleads, paint, ete.

President.—In your percentages there would be a fair amount of work
done on such materials, would there not?

Mr. Balfour.—Yes, we make our own capstans, in fact all castings, and in
addition the whole of the wood work.

I’rcsjdenf.—Under which huzgl would vou put the cost of the castings?
‘Would it be under local purchasé or fabrication? T presume that the casting

of the iron would be included in the cost of materials, and only the work done
after included in the fabrication cost.

Mr. Balfour—Yes.
President.—And how about the wood?

Mr. Balfour.—The timber will he included in this, but lIabour will be under

erection.

. President.—Any work th

included under fabrication?
Mr. Balfour—Yes.
President.—I notice vou give a round figure of Rs,

erection, Let me put it this way. Which £

cost of fabrication or the cost of erection?

Mr.. Balfour.—We got the fabrication from our
figure is estimated.

at you did on the timber in your works would be

) 24,500 as the cost of
gure did you arrive at first, the

actual costs. The other

President.—Which do you mean by the other fgure?
Mpr. Balfour.—Less erection in India is the real figure.

President—In arriving at vour figure for fabrie

ation, did you take into
account only the work done on steel s ’ s into

Mr. Balfour—On the hull and the wood work and the fitting of the
capstans, ete., on the ship.

President.—Is that fabrication or erection®

My, Balfour.—That is fabrication.

President.—T am afraid we are getting into eross 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 Tndia as Rs. 24,500 and the balance
which ix the cost of fabrication, assumed to he the same for the British and
the Indian mannfacturer, which is Rs. 28,000 and odd. What I am.{rying
to get at is did you get both these figures by an examination of vour bovoks'a
or did you arrive at one of them by an examination of your hooks and theli
by deducting it from the total determine the other. ’

Ei
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Mr. Balfour.—We arrived at the total fabricated costAof R% 53,00Q 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 ‘shlps heing
sent out with the holes completely drilled and frames completely rivetted. It
is like this. If any of these Companies came along and said we want you to
erect a hoat which has been imported from Home, what will he your cost, we
would guote Rs. 24,500.

President.—That is exactly what T wanted to know, not how you got the
total Higure, but how you divided it between fabrication snd erection.

Mr. Balfour.—That would be our quoted figure for the erection of a 200 ft.
flat. .

Mr. Ginwala.—That would be the same as you do in the case of wagons
in comparing charges for erection.

Mr. Balfour—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 variatidns, particularly as
between Caleutta and Rangoon. I think the variations were so wide that it
looked as if the question had heen differently interpreted by different firms,
but I take it there is no danger of the Jamshedpur steel getting into the
locally purchased material.,

Br. Balfour.—Steel is a different item.

President.—Quite. Your locally purchased material seems to be higher in
some cases than some of the other firms, .

Mr. Bolfour.—We can give you a deta™ed 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.

Myr. Balfour.—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. Balfour.—For the roof and the sides of the superstructure.

President.—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: :

““The waters of the rivers of Burma. and more especially of the Delta,
necessitate the use of galvanized material in the coustruction of
our vessels. This in itself prevents us from building all our
larger types (say ahove 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 accur so far as you are concerned,

My, Balfour.—Not in Bengal.

President.—T gather from vour answer to question 5 that in a flat, aboul
60 per cent. of the material consists of 'pla‘tes. 30 per cent. of structural
sections and the halance is mostly galvanized sheet and a small quantity of
bars.

M. Balfour.—Yes,

President.—You have told us about the two cases in which you tried to
secure an order and were not successful in doing so. an of them was in
Januarvy 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 Light Vessels, T notice in this case the
unfabricated steel formed a comparatively small proportion of the cost.

Mr. Balfour.—Yes.

EZ2
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Pl‘}"w’l(h‘)if.-.—ahld therefore the inference rather seems to he that it was
lll?rtltlrm ?uovnr;il of ti]e fCO;t otistee] that affected your position as regards
at tender. e cost of the other materials was more 1 imes
¢ : als was more tha : S
e ol than three times the

Mr. Balfour—Teakwood hull and steel frame work.
LIPS PN 3
President.~-It is rather an unusual type of vessel.

Mr. Balfour—It is only a particular case,

Spitdont —C! At vyl
President.—Can that particular case he regarded as a typical one? ~

Mr, Balfour—A - S

Mr, .—Another reason why we hrought i ‘i i ;

o Sl = Anoth ason why we rought it to your notice was that
ppomted when we didn’t get that order

3., . P . . o \- - i

i resident,—Ts it a type of vessel which is much in use?

r[r()Au{r)I;tR(‘ﬂfﬁufi.rlt 1s extremely difficult to get comparative costs

thought we might have had comparative costs for paddle steamers for the

SUX H H e rices are gene ted 11 the Zn lic 3 Trad
ag prices ar

S 1|’L ir Barr re Tl 3 1 1(1“\ quotec

£ 1 tl L
«j'}ll/ ll(ll, but 50 f(ll I h.l\e not seen tllﬂlﬂ. e e

I"‘ {_-- ) . - - . - i

e (;;‘zéllcntile fMy_pomt 1sfthm. Assuming that you have certain advan
ages oreign manufacturer as regards vessel i al and

Lien over the foreg as regards vessels for use in Bengal and

Asss o 1e double cost of erectior ssi i .

A5 s 1 and possibly owing to tl i

Sean dou cost y owing to the hicher

loqebtliie?)? ]t(})ltel n‘m'telmls, assuming that you have these :\dvmz\:tagés vou will
s oth as regards the construction of vessels for use on the Indus

})(:('lll\e vou | s <

Caus 1ave got to incur do 1h 0S ) o]

: . - e cost ot erection and ..llS() you h'l\e got
to pag the fl C‘]c"ht to I\ﬂl dChl an thO []ﬂ]’tS. )

we

We

Mr. Balfour —\What we ar N 1
. : are anxious to have is this
competed on the Indus in the manufacture 1oi}z llS e
the North Western Railway, .
President—When was that?
Mr. Balfour.~In 1911. We ¢ i S i
consivted of e momdidk: e completed the scheme in 1912. The contract

t, two landi s
. Jone s anding stages, thr ; rges it
have also built ferry steamers for Assam N ges, three wagon barges. e

President.—In
.—In the case of Assan se s <
steam, ssam those steamers would go under their own

Mr, Balfour.—Yes,

We have successfully
arge wagon ferry service for

! reswdent —- f as g onceer ne(l your [l)}ltloll 18 the same as 1n
- ’\S $3Qm 1S ¢
j‘“ vt far s A 118 1 3
Bencull. ’

<.“1I'r. B<£Ijozu-.—The point is we have success
bosition of the extra duty, or rather s

President—The i
the “-'1;-“1\-‘(;1:.1 1I’hte]n]fere}2nc(-ie T should be inclined to draw
ar 3 nust have had a verv si
< v considerable
and Bengal were concerned, if y Y

fully competed before the i
before the war, on the Indus. e

. from that is before
advantage so far as Assam
ou could compete on the Indus. Let us take

the ordinary Jamshe ]
! ary Jamshedpur ste ; : - 5
20 Karachi at all. pur steel. It can’t compete at Karachi, It can’t get
Mr. Balfowr.—wW : :
. Bul . e are very anxions ..
were then in 1911 and ]912.9 ¥ anxious to be left in the same position as we

Mr. Ginwala —Who has bee it 1 . s
and 16127 een left in the same position as he was in 1911

o . ‘
1 zc;ui{lmz f.'_—“,e huw_e not protected steel sufficiently to en
thxéél(.:il:u]‘\d i]n Karachi and Bombay. Therefore to‘propose that fabricated
s e protected on a scale sufficiently high to conquer markets \cx.;ui(h
3

the unfabricated steel cann e, Wo 1] 0
H ot captur X i "
- e o for. P 3 uld e going rather further than we

able it to compete

M. B —We 't owe q
Balfour—We don't want any of our advantages taken away from u
a3 3.
e We have got to recognise that,
] II cnealu —1If that advantage had heen tal
nllobn( ation made by the Tariff Board and acce
tien there might be something in vour cl

I i
President.—T dave say you don’t.

: sen away by some recom-
pted by the Government of Tndia,
aim, 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 have been able to get the order for the tugs. 1 think it would be useful
o find out from the Stores Department what the difference was hetween your
tender and the successful tender. The point is we have already asked you
to let us have, if vou can, the additional cost due to double erection and also
the frqight on materials from Caleutta to Karachi.

M. Balfour—There is also a point here. We unders?and that the duty
is refunded by the Government of India to the Qukkur Barrage. The nmport
duties are refunded and recredited to the various schemes, ’

.

Irasident.—l1t is refunded o the Locul Government. The Finance De-
partent of the Local Government do not refund the amount to the Irriga-
tion Department. The last I heard on this question was Sir Basil Blackett’s
speech at the time of the last Budget debate. What he said was this that in
order not to disturh the yuestion of the provincial contributions, the Local
Government received from the Government of India at the end of the year
a refund of the duty paid on imported stores. But there was no guestion ot
refund to individual departments. Sir Basil added that in view of the fact
that a part of the provincial contributions was being remitted he intended to
disctias with the Local Governments the question whether the refund ought
not now to stop. What the result of this discussion may have heen, 1 don’t
know. I don’t think there has been any anunouncement.

Mr. Baljour—Don’t you think that the officers when comparing an Indian
tender with a tender abroad, will naturdll place the order abroad in pre-
ference to placing it in India knowing full well that their Province will get
the benefit oi the refund of the duty?

DPresident.—] should be very reluctant to believe that.

My Ginwala—When a scheme is financed by the Local Government itself,
then vour contention is sound. When the scheme 1s not financed by the Local
Government itself and, if the Local Government retains the money, how does
that scheme henefit by a refund?

Mr. Balfur—That is so. I made a reference to the Sukkur Barrage.

President.—The order is perfectly explicit that the duty should be taken
into account when comparing costs and there is no question about that.

My, Baljour—Still there is always the possibility in a case like that of
officers knowing well that the duty is to be refunded to the Province on
accepting a tender for stores from ahroad.

President —I doubt it very much., As I say, the Irrigation Department
would not get it back. The Finance Department will hang up to it. What-
ever the merits of the question may be, it is a little off the point. At any
rate yvou are not asking us to put on a protective duty on that account.

Myr. Balfour.—The point is that the Provincial Govermmnents send their
special officers home to purchase their stores and it is quite possible that
the Indian manufacturers do not receive the enquiry.

President —1 don’t quite see how you can raise a general question of this
kind in this enquiry, which is only subxidiary branch of the steel en-
quiry. I don’t think it is worth pursuing turther in this connection. I
want to draw vour attention to the evidence we received from the Irrawaddy
Flotilla Company. In answer to question ¥ of the questionnaire to the Engi-
neering firms, they say:

« Tyen allowing for the recent drop in imported stecl prices, it is still

e profitable to build in Tndia such vessels as can be built there.

Other considerations than the price of steel are in operation.
This Company would still continue to build its smaller vessels in
~angoon 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) heen 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.

My, Balfour.—Ji 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 vards and can build
ships or re-erect ships. They have to maintain these Yards for the running of
their fleet.

President.—1 don’t quite follow.

Mr. Baifour.~—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 hecause they will be able to cover certain amount of
charges by erecting imported ships in their vards, i.e., instead of the whole
overhead charges being distributéd over the maintenance of their fleet, it
would be distributed over the maintenance of the fleet plus the erection of
ships out here,

Ifresidenf.—-l don’t qu_ite see that this has any bearing on the Irrawaddy
FI(_)hlln.Compan'y. 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.

2ppad is ¢ . . 1 1
Dresident.—In this case, the purchaser is not the Irrawaddy Flotilla Com-
pany. They are the sellers.
M, BaZfour.-T—Yes, that is only a single instance. T am pointing out here
what may oceur if all our advantages are taken away from us,

. Dresident.—But surely you don’t contemplate that vessels would bhe made
n Calcutta for service in Burma.

Mr. Balfour.—We often do,

President.—lIn our original enquiry Mr. Cochran said that your firm never
had an order from the Irrawaddy Fletilla Company and never expected to
get one,

Mr. Balfour—That is from the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company.

Lreident.—Supposing the duty on imported vessels were raised to a figure
which made it definitely cheaper, very much cheaper to huild in India than
to import, it is probahle 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. Balfour—January last year.
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AMr. Bates.—Two for the Burma Railways. .

" President.—~Apart from the Irrawaddy Flotila Company there is not a
very big demand for ships in Burma, is there?

Mr. Balfour.—No.

I’[r'csil(gerzft.—There is another point which has been brought out by the
Tndia General Navigation and Railway Company. They say ‘“’There are many
other factors besides price to be taken into account. There are, for exg\mple,
designs, supply of materials, quality of material and workmanship, time of
delivery and capacity of the dockyard to deal with the ':rork.' ‘Also as most
of our vessels are repeats of types already in use, the previous builders are not
only familiar with our requirements hut also possess ﬂle. patterns, jigs ;_lnd dies
for the various parts.” Similarly the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company give very
muchthe 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 crflft almost always
follow the lines of vessels previously huilt of which the builders possess the
plan< and templates. Tt would consequently involve both trouble and expense
10 order vessels elsewhere.”” That is a point which cuts both ways, as far as
I can see. Tf a firm has got into the habit of placing an order in India, it
will require w cousiderable change in price to induce it to place the order
elsewhere, and, wrice versd, if a firm has got into the habit of placing its orders
in England it requires a bit of shake up before it will ph{mge. Therefore, as
I say, the argument cuts both ways, But I meu_tloned it in case you 11:_1(1 any-
thing to tell us on that question as to how far it was a question of price and
how far other considerations played. N

Mr. Balfour—It greaily depends on how much they do in their own dock-
rards. 4

President.—T think that the India General Navigation Company also
construct ships themselves.

Mr. Balfour—Yes. )

President.—That heing so, they would construct themselves. Supposing
the duty were raised, they would not buy from you, they would almost cer-
tainly extend their vards to some extent and construct ships themselves.

My, Balfour.—XNot 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. Balfour—Because their yard is full.

President.—For four vears they have not bought at all from you I think,

Mr. Balfour.—We built three for them last year.

President.—In 1924?

Mr. Balfour.—No, in 1925.

President.—What class of vessels were they?

Mr. Balfour.—I. G. Flats. The order was mostly given to us on delivery.

President.—What do you mean? )

Mr. Balfour—We took the order and promised to deliver them in time for
the jute season.

A r. Bates.—We delivered two on the 30th August and one on the 15th
Beptember.

President.—Here is an order which you got in spite of the protective duty?

Mr. Balfour.—They could not have got them from England and erected
them,in time.

President.—We shall ask the India General Navigation Company about
this particular order and the circumstances which made it qdvantageﬂus to
place the order in India. You think that they did not have time to place the
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order at hotre and bring them out here and that was the reason why you got
them. .

My, Balfuur.—Yes. If they missed the jute season there was no necessity
for the flats that season. For the next jute season they would order now. We
ourselves could not have doune it if we had not the assistance of Tata’s,

President.—That points to the advantage of having the steel industry in
India.

Mr. Balfour—Ili is a great advantage.

My 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. Far that reason we ought to satisfy
ourselves whathier you are sufficiently well equipped to deserve such assistance.
That 3« 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 understand what 1 mean® It is no good saying
that all ships must have a tariff of 25 per cent. ad valorem, even if they cannot:
be manufactured in India. It is only with reference to these two points that
1 want to put you some questions. What is vour experience of ship-building #
How many years have you been building ships?

M. Balfour.—At least 60 years—probably more.

Mr. Ghaeala ~—What ix the full capacity of your works, supposiig you got
all the orders that vou could execute?

Ir. Balfour.~—Ahout 3 to 4 thousand tons.

Me. Giwalu.—Of course much would depend on the type of hoat to be
built, We will take the two extremes. If the construction was of a simple
nature like barges or flats; would it run up to 8,000 tons ¥

Mr. Balfour.—Yex,

Mr. Ginwele.—Supposing  the whole construction was of an intricate
nature?

M~r. Balfour.—About 3 to 4 thousand tons. Of course, much would depend
on the size of vessels.

Me. Ginwale.—~Have you scen the list of the kinds of craft which the Irra-
waddy Flotilla Company require ¥

Mr. Balfour.~—No.

Mr. Ginwala.—In your statement at the end vou say that you could
matacture a ship up to a length of 350 feet. Then. you give the different
classes of steamers that yon could build. Look at the types given by the
Irrawaddy Flotilla Company on page 2 of their Statement No. 1. There vou
will find that they have separated them into two classes, those which can he
built in India and those which they build in Earope and which they maintain
they caunot build in India.

Me. Bidfour.—We don’t agree with what they have stated.

_ Mr. Ginvala.—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. Baliowr —We have built even bigger than that. We have built ships
of about the same size as ¢lass No., 2.

r. Ginwala.—What I want to know is whether you can build, supposing

you get an order, this particular type of boat that they say ecannot be
conveniently built in India.

My, Balfour.—We have actually manufactured ships of that size.

Mr. Ginwala~—~They say that the dimensions of their mail steamers are
320’ x46'x11’. They have double decks and their gross tonnage is 1,700 tons,
Could you run to anything as big as that? .

Mr. Balfour.—Yes, but we would have to import the machinery.

Mr, Ginwala.—~T am talking of the hull. You can run up to as much as
1,700 tens.
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Mr. Balfour.—Yes. We offered to build for Government during the war.

Mr. Ginirala.—T am coming to that. What iz the size of the largest ship
that you can build? Give me in tonnage.

Mr. Bates.~3,000 tons dead weight.

Mr. Ginrale.—Have you built any?

M. Balfour.—No.

My, Ginwala.—You say that you can build up to 3,600 tons.

Mr. Balfour.—Yes. » :

Mr. Ginicala.—What will he the length of that vessel?

Mr. Balfour.—About 300 feet. , .

Myr. Ginwala.—Do 1 understand that your yard is.cquippeg to build such
big ships or is it only that you think that you caun build them?

My, Balfour—We have the necessary equipment to do that. )

Mr. Ginwala.—Can you give us yvour actual figures of production?

Mr. Balfour.—We will send them later.* But there has not been very }nuch
for the last two vears.

Mr. Ginwale.—Will vou give us yvour figures of production for the last five
or ten vears and the largest output you reached in any particular year, so
that we may get un idea of vour capacity which has been proved by actual
figures.

My, Balfour.—Yes.* ]

Mr. Ginmwalu.—TIs the ship of 3,000 tons you were speaking of, a s:a going
ship ¥ o @

M, Butes—Yes.

Mr. Ginwala.—Have vou built any sea going ship?

M. Bualfour~—XNot of that size,

M. Guovalu.—Any size’

Mr. Balfour.—Yes, we have built a sea going vessel whose length is 205

Mr. Ginvalu.—What is the gross tonnage?

M. Balfour.—About 500 tons. .

Mr. Ginwala.—Is the ¢ Prosperous’ the smallest type of sea-going ship?

Mr. Balfour—We designed and built the whole thing here.

President ~—There is this poiut to be remembered. You cannot put pro-
tective duties on sea going vessels. '

Mr. Ginwala.—The question we are considering for the moment is:
whether the building of ships, sea going or other, should be encouraged in
Tudia.

President.—The two things stand on a different basis. The means tj\]{(‘l}
to secure the development of building of sea going ships in India could not
be a protective duty which would be uscless for that purpose.

My, Ginwalu.—The question of protecting sen going vessels may }mye
to be dealt with differently, but the point T am trying to satisfy myself is,
supposing we wish to build sea going ships, can you build them in your
yvards as you are equipped just now?

M. Balfour.~Up to a point.

Mr. Ginwala—You can build sea going ships?

M. Bulfour.—Yes.

Mr. Ginwala.—Have you huilt auy?

Mr. Balfour.—Yes, S.S. ‘ Bhadra.’

Mr. Ginwala.—¥When was that?

3r. Balfour—In 1920.

President.—How does that compare with S.8. ‘ Prosperous’?
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Mr. Bates—1¢t is larger, being 250’ long. As regards tonnage, it is about
500 tons. The original ‘ Bhadra’ was imported by one of the Steamer Com-
panies. She was taken away from the river during the war and put on
patrol work in the Gulf. It was found afterwards the machinery and boiler
were in good condition and these were installed in a new hull which we
built., )

Mr. Ginala.—T 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?

Mr. Bates.—The proportions are very different. In the case of ocean going
ships we have to follow Lloyds or Classificntion Societies Rules, whereas in
the caseof river going vessels we follow the Board of Trade’s Rules which are
applicable to,river craft, the chief difference between the two being that in
‘the case of sea going ships the depth is greater.

Mr. Ginwala.—TIs that from the point of view of safety ?

Mr. Bates—Yes, because of the design the vessel will be stiffer in that
case. Moreover river crafts are much more lightly constructed.

M. 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.

My, Ginwala.—Will you let us have your production of the different types?

Mr. Balfour.—Yes.*

Mr. Ginwvala.—At present who Are your principal customers?

Mr. Balfour.~We will send you a list.$

Mr. Ginwala.—Will you mention in that list the kind of people who buy
“these?

Mr. Balfour.—Yes.t

Mr. Ginwala.—Can you give us any idea of the type of ship that is actually
‘heing imported into the country?

Mr. Bulfour—We don’t know of any being imported at all at the present
“tine. )

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 thai 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?

Mr. Balfour.—XNot ditlicult.

Mr. Ginwala.—Does a galvanizing plant require a very large outlay?

President.—In connection with our enquiry about the duty on spelter the
conclusion 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. Butes~—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 purpose?

Mr. Bates.—Yes.

Me. Ginvala.—~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 wounld you
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L
‘do? What the Irrawaddy Flotilla say is that the galvanizing has to be done

after the plates have been furnaced and shaped. Could you do t}'lafc here?

Mr. Balfour.—We would have to send them to one of the galvanizing com-
panies here.

President.—Is this galvanizing done here?

Mr. Balfour.—Yes. .

President.—Here in Caleutta?

Ms. Balfour.—I think so. , .

Myr. Ginwala—If it is established that the galvanizing has to be done
after furnacing and shaping, that is an essential part of the procesi m}d
that it cannot be performed in this country, the objection mag be fatal to
your case from one point of view.* o

M. Bates—Really speaking, a galvanized ship is a speciality in itself.
None of the companies here use galvanized plates, * )

Mr. Ginwala.—But the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company say it is essential for
their purpose, hecause the water there is hrackish. .

Mr. Bafes—We have built ships for Burma and we have not beeu asked
to do the galvanizing. This is all a question of _lightness. Their boats carry
a certain amount of Joad in a certain draft, which means the materials used
in construction arc light. In the case of galvanized plates, the thickness o‘;’
the plate may be only quarter of an inch or 5/16 inch, whereas 1pnthe case o
ordinary plate the thickness must be greater to have the same life.

Mr. Ginwala—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 mean’?
of galvanizing plates and angles after they have bheen furnaced and shaped.
You have got to meet this objection. -

President.—Apparently, their smaller vessels do mnot require to be
galvanized. . .

AMr. Balfour.—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 1823,

Mr. Ginwaia.—We do not know where these launches go. However, you
may think it over and let us bave an answer.

Mr. Balfour.—We will.t

Mr. Ginwale.—Have you any idea of the cost of a galvanizing plant?

Mr. Balfour.—I am afraid T have not. .

Mr. Ginvala.—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?

AMr. Balfour.—That is so. )

My, Ginwala.—With regard to your answer to guestion 2, you have given
the prices for various types. Are these actual prices in every case?

Mr. Balfour.—Most of them are actuals. .

President.—Where they were actual before the imposition of the duties,
have you taken account of the duties? )

Mr, Belfour.—We have. These are the present day prices.
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My, Gimwala.—The  Prosperons’ was built some vears ago. You lave
given the price of that as Rs. 2,99,337. TIs that the present day price?

My, Balfour.—That is the present day price. That is what we would
quote if anvone asked us to build it to-day. We have quoted for all the
craits during last vear with the exception of the ‘Prosperous’

Mr. Ginwalo.—The erection of a ship is divided under five headings in
your answer to question 3. With regard to the unfabricated steel used sub-
]ect to protectlve duties, is there any steel used in the erection of these
ships which is.of a kind not produced in India?

Mr. Balfour.—No, unless the galvanized plates are. Tata’s did not manu-
fucture galvanized platu before the imposition of the new duties but I think
tnexr are makng them now.  There i no special steel; it is all British standard
specification. There is no question of “ B “ C" or “ D steels as uced in
a wagon.

Mr. Ginwala—So far as your principal material is concerned, it can be
Indian*

Balfour—Yes.

Mr. Ginwala.—As regards the machinery, I think, you said during the
original enquiry that vou manufacture some on a smalil scale, but 1 presume
the bulk of it will have to be imported.

J[I. Balfour —We ¢can manufacture the machivery, but the great diffi-
culiy s this, that we seldom get two orders for which the engines are the
same, that is, in one boat it might be 8" and 167, in another 10" and 20" and
yet another 127 and 247 or larger. If we are to manufacture the who'e of the
sizes necessary, it would mean s large capital outlay in patterns which we
would never recover, v

Mr, Ginwala.—Therefore, the machinery has to be imported?

Mr. Balfour.—Yes,

President—And you are not asking for an increase in the duties on
machinery”

Mr. Balfour.—No.

President.—It must be left out altogether?

Mr, Balfour—Yes, During the war we had to manufacture engines and
we did 1t successtully up to 500 H. P.

Mr. Ginsealy . ~Was that a marine engine?

My, Balfour—Yes. Complete with shafting, propeller, and all fittings.

Dresident.—l1t 1s really a question of price

Me. Bulfour—Yes.,

My, Ginraly.—Ot the other imported materials there are the tackles,
chains, wire ropes, etc?

Mr. Balfour.—Yes, all the accessories.

Mr, vonrala . —Can these be manufactured in the country?

Me, Balfour—We have done anchors.

Mr. Ginwalu.—Then these materials that are locally purchased, ave they
of local manufacture?

My Balfour.—Yes, with the exception of wood. Capstans, bollards,
paints are all local manuiacture.

M. Ginwala.—Do you use local timber?

M. Dulfour—Yes,

Mr. Gineala.—What 1 want to know I, is there any real difference between
the cost of fabrication in ship building and, sy, bridge building®

M. Bulfour.—Yes, about 2 to 3 times the actual labour costs. *

Mo, Gineala.—In the previous enquiry I did not notice so much ‘Giffer-
ence. There I think you have given it as about 40 per cent. of the total cost.

President.—TIn that case it was fabrication only, no question of erection.
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Mr. Balfour.—Take the local materials. For instance, we have put down
iabour on the manufacture of capstans, hollards, ete. 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 1s 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 15 the point.

. Balfmu'.—\\"e will think it over during tiffin tirje. -

Mr. Ginwadla.—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 T put to you this morning whether there is any real difference
between the costs of fabrication in 5})1[) building and bridge work ?

Mr. Balfour.—Generally speaking, so far as fabrication is concerned,
between girder work and ship building, there is not much difference.

Mr. Gliwala—Tn 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. Balfour.—Approximately, that was according to the rate of exchange.

AMr. Ginwala.—The Trrawaddy Flotilla Company say that they found the
price precisely the same. We put the same question in their special gues-
tionnaire.

President.—There might be no differenge in sterling although in rupees
there would be. L

Mr. Balfour.—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
ou 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. Balfour.—There is no reduction in labour.

Mr. Ginwala.—DBut in the case of the imported materials, in the cost of
fuel, and the like?

Mr. Balfour.—There is a slight reduction in the cost of coal, but the
amount of coal required in building a ship is not very much.

My, Ginwdla.—If the difference is so small may it be treated as
negligible?

Mr. Balfour.—1lt is not a big item.

Mr. Ginwala.—With regard to your own purchase of steel, has the grant
.of bounty made any difference to vour prices?

Mr. Balfour.—We got steel at a very favourable rate until three months
ago.

President.—Was 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
unible to compete against the cheaper steel coming in. Has the bounty

. .entirely gone into their pockets or have you henefited by it?

Mr. DRalfour—Of course in the case of wagons we benefited as we get a
flat rate from Tata’s.
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_ President.—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? i

Mr, Bull‘ozu:.——\\'e are paying more now. Tata’s used to give us Rs. 5
per ton reduction on home rates. 1 think it was three or four months ago
that they knocked that off. Now we are paying the same rate to Tata’s as
we are paying for imported plates. T asked Tata’s to advise the Tariff Board
they had done this, )

. President.—=Are there any special reasons which night induce Tata’s to
give special terms for plates required in ship building?

Mr. Balfour.—Two months ago we had an enquiry for two flats. Tata’s
happened to he very slack in their plate work, Knowing this enquiry, was
coming n!ong, we got plates from Tata’s at very favourable rates. This was
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. Balfour.—That is what they have done.

President.—It was not something special for ship plates?

Mr. Balfour.—No. We had this enquiry and they asked us to give them
a stock order for plates.

President.—Tt is difficult to keep the plate mill at Jamshedpur fully
employed.

Mr. Balfour.—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. Balfour.—This would be an actual case if we had an order at the
present day.

Mr. Ginwala.—Tt is rather hypothetical, then, is it not?

Mr. Balfour.—After all we did three flats and delivered them all last year.

Mr. Ginrala—Have you actually built them according to these figures?

Mr. Balfour.—We must have delivered on these figures?

Dresident,—You got vour 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 1s not a question of materials it is practically based on actuals.

Mr. Balfour.—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?

M. Balfour.—1 understand it was a question of delivers.

Mr. Gimirale.—Do you mean date of delivery?

My, Balfoqr—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 vear late.

President.—The point is: what affected the mind of the Port Commis-
sioners?  Was it the question of delivery?

Mr. Bolfpur.—Delivery had a good deal to do with it.

President.—But for that, there has not heen much difference in price.

M. Balforur.—Very little.

M. Ginrala.—Can you give us the specifications for the light vessels?

M- Balfowr—It can’t be given off hand. :

Mr. Gihurala,—Why did you require such a long time? Had you much
work on hand?
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Mr. Balfour.—It is a pretty heavy work and it would take a long time to.
do it.

Mr. Ginwdla.—Will you give us the specifications, length, breadth, ton-
nage and so on?

Mr. Balfour.—Yes.*

Mr. Ginwala.—Please give us the same information as regards the Sukkur
Barrage tug.

My. Balfour.—Yes.*

Mr. Ginwala.—Now I come to the most important pdint, that is to say,
the measure of protection. You will remember in our last enquiry we had
to find out first of all the c. i, f. landed price of fabricated steel; then we had
to come to some finding abont the price that yon 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. Balfour.—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.

Myr. Ginwala.—Tt was for that reason this morning I asked you whether
there is any difference between the cost of fabrication of girder work and
ship building. Tf you caunnot give us the c. i. f. price of fabricated.shlp
work, you will have to give us some idea as to what the c. i. f. price of girder
or bridge work is.

Mr. Balfour.—Tt is even more difficult to make these comparisons with
ships, because Government import is sq few.

Mr. Ginwale.—How do you suggest we should determine the measure of
protection? We had to take a rough and ready method last time which was
the only thing we could do.

Mr. Balfour—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. flat as typieal 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 (175
tons) without duty.

President.—If the wastage 1s smaller, take the smaller percentage.

Mr. Ginwala.—Then you have the duty that you are paying now.

Mr. Balfour.~—Would vou include the wood work and the castings?

Mr. Ginwala.—I would if you could give the cost separately.

Mr. Balfour.—IY 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 fahricated
steel. A ship imported from England may be brought out purely as fabri-.
cated metal and other things may he added here.

President.—Other materials and machinery really hardly enter into the
problem at all, because the machinery in hoth 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. flat and see if you could work it out on the bhasis of steel
alone.

Mr. Balfour.—We will try and arrive at a figure per ton on the basis of
1. G. flat.+ 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?

AMr. Ginwala.—Give us both.

MY, Balfour.~—Yes.t
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President.—We really do want both for purpoeses of comparison.

dir. Ginwralu—What about the other side of the account, that is to say.

v e 1. £ price? ]

My, Balfour.—I am afraid T can’t give vou any infermation.

Mr. Ginwala.—Can you give us the c.i.f. prices for hridge work and
girder work? . :

President.—We have gzot quite a lot of information in our last Steel
Report. .

Mr. Ginwale —Fhere is one thing which we would like to know and which
we have unever heen able to get so far and that is some information which
will enable us to comipare the cost of fabrication in this country with the cost
of fahrication in England. There is one rough way of arriving at the cost.
It iz diffieult to get the f.0.h. price of fabricated steel, but supposing we can
oet the o, price of fabricated material, we can work back to the f.ob. 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 Woulc} have to be
corrected at this end by adding what the re-erection would cost. ‘Would that
be a rouch way of doing it? Have you followed my point?

Mr. Balfour.—We have no figures either c.i.f. or f.o.b.

President.—We have got figures for bridgework.

Mr. Ginwala.—You have got to do something. You have got to establish
vour c¢ase 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 emount of protection that we want.”

. LY = - .

President.—The Sukkur case is a good case. Your tender is directly
comparable, and the complication about the double cost of erection does not
come in.

Mr. Balfour —It is a very light vessel. Tt is a special shallow craft.

President —Still 1t is something.

M. Gfinwala.—What is precisely your proposal?

President.—TFirst of all they say that we ought not to remove the protec-
‘tive duty. i

Mr. Balfour.—~We have given you figures in support of our proposal.

President.—T 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 21} per cent. and if vou add
the 10 per cent. it comes to 811 per cent. Our report has been published and
vou know what our recomuendation on fabricated steel is. You urge that
the same method should be applied to the structural steel,

Mr. Balfour—Yes,

President,—And you justify it on the zround of these three itews,

Mr. Balfour—Yes. and also on account of the fact that ships are similar
to tabricated steel with the exception of machinery.

Presilent,.—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 Jat Mr. Cochran admitted in the original enquiry that the position
was distinctly easler as regards ships than as regards other fabricated steel,
awd that competition was not so keen in the case of ships. Supposing the
Board were satisfied that sume protection was necessary, surely we have got
to take account of the fact that competition Is not so leen in the case of
<hips as in the case of other fabricated steel. Therefore, if a duty of 323 per
cent, Is right in the case of other fabricated steel, something less than 32 per
cent, Ix suitable m the case of vessels. How are we to arrive at it¥

M. Balfurer —Dou’t you think that what Mr. Cochran mentioned there
related to irms who have not ot yards or skilled supervision to re-erect hoats.
After ally in bridgework and structural work, it does not require so much
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technical knowledge to put these together as it does to put a ship together.
What T 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

Jpoat to the manufacturer here to re-erect.

President.—To one of the engineering firms? .

Mr. Balfour.—Yes.

y» President.—Have you ever doune work of that kind for a railway company
or any other firm? 3 )

Mr. Balfour.—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
staff to’do it, he has an incentive to buy in Tndia, and it will not suit him
so well to get the work done at home and then to give 1t to an emgineering
firm here to re-erect it.

My, Balfour.—Mr. Cochran must have had that in his mind.

President.®~Turning to the case of those who have yards, is there anybody
¢lse besides the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company and the India General Naviga-
tion and Railway Company?

Mr. Balfour.—There is the River Steam Navigation Company.

President.—Take these three firms. Would jthey in any case purchase
from an engineering firm? 3Would not they utilise their own yards?

Mr. Balfour.—We have done a fair business with the India General Navi-
gation Company. We built for them 2 flats im 1919, 6 in 1920 or 1921 and
3 flats last year. You said that Mr. Cochrin 8tated 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 siaff?

Mr. Balfour.—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
he 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. Tt is no good pointing
out that there is infernal competition against you, for that ean hardly be a
ground for protection. Except yourselves, there is nobody else here who
build ships for others. The Steamship Ccmpanies build their own.

Mr. Balfour.—There are three other shipbuilders,

Mr. Ginwala.—They are relatively small and the competition is internal.
Mr. Balfour.—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 beon
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. Balfour.~There is the value of the ships that have heen imported.
We are not aware of ever being asked to quote.

Mr. Gintvala.—In 1924-25, the value of the imports was Rs. 123 lakhs.

Mr. Balfour.—We have 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 of competition that

s
»
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you have to face? I am talking of foreign cmnpetition.‘ Your argument is
theoretical. Tt 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. Bulfour.—My case is that a ship should be treated like a tank.

Mr. Ginwala.—Can you show that tanks are being imported?

Mr. Balfour.—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 be manufactured in this country. That
i3 what we want to know.

M. Balfour.—1f you reduce the duty to 10 per cent., all the orders will
2o home.

President.—That is what we are tryving to find out.

Myr. Balfour.—I am sorry that we cannot give you more figures.

Mr. (inwala.—Let us leave out 1924, 1925 and 1926, Let us wake the year
1923-24. The value of the imported ships in that year was Rs. 71} lakhs,
Supposing these importations were all made by steamship companies who
also build ships, do you say that that competition was against yourselves?

Mr, Balfour.—If they could get them cheaper in India, they would place
their orders in India. L4

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
1o 20, 30 or even 40 per cent., They will either make them themselves or
import them. 1f these importations are made by the Irrawaddy Flotilla
Company and other steamship companies, can you say that there is foreign

competition against you?

Mr. Balfour.—We can only look to the steamship compantes, Port Trusts,
Railways, Government and private concerns, )

Mr. Ginwala.—How many ships do Government import?

Mr. Bulfour.—Government have not bought any ships for the last four
vears, since the Royal Indian Marine Dockyard was closed.

President.—These are sea-going vessels, are they not?

Mr. Balfour.—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 lLas been a slump, so to
speak.

Mr. Balfour.—Yes.

Mz, Ginwala.—When trade revives, if this protection is removed, you
apprehend that all the orders will go home?

Mr. Balfour.—Certainly, they will go home?

President.—0Our difficulty is just precisely this,

AMr. Balfour.—Xach 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
which may or may not arise.

Mr. Balfour.—Surely, you cannot protect one structure and leave the other.-

President.—The question is whether vou need it.

Mr. Balfour.—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 is,
no foreign competition, no question of protection can arise. !
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My, Balfour.—-T say there is foreign competition. We are of the apinion
mt if shipbuilding is hampered in any way by the removal of the duty at
resent existing there never will be a shipbuilding industry in Tndia.

Mr. (finwnala.—As regards the general guestion, do you consider that the
iipbuilding industry ought to be encouraged in India?

Mr. Balfour.—Yes. R

Mr. Ginwala.—You remember the conditions laid down by the Fiscal Cont-
missicn. Do you consider that these conditions are fulfilled on the whole
by the shipbuilding industry except as regards machinery3 ,

My, Balfour.—Yes,

My, Ginwala.—As regards labour, is there sufficient Indian Jlabour avail-
able?,

Mr. Balfour.—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. Baldour.—Yes. .

Mr. Ginwala.~>You don’t consider that compared with shipbuilding abroad
of this particulat kind vou suffer from any disadvantage?

My, Balfour.—None whatever.

Mr. Qinwala.—Either as regards raw materials or labour or as regards
power or fuel, you don’t suffer from any disadvantage?

My, Balfour.—No. We have got everything in our yard. TIn 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 Company
say ¢ The present nverage 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.””

AMr. Balfour.—Y would he prepared to accept orders at these figures.

Mr. Ginwala.—What is your total consumption of steel in a year?

Mr. Balfour.—We pave that in the original enquiry which you made. Tt
was 2,650 tons in 1923.

Mr. Ginwala.—That also includes galvanized sheets, plates and rivets.

Mr. Balfour.—Yes.

Mr. Ginweala.—1f you deduct that, it would leave about 2,300 Lons.

Mr. Balfour.—Yes.

Mr. Ginwwala,—You say vou are working ahout 20 per cent. of your capa-
oiby.

}Mr. Balfour.—Yes.

Mr. Ginwala.—Tn a full year you say you will use about 10,000 tons,

Mr. Balfour.—1t would greatly depend on the type of boat.

Mr. Ginwala.—Taking one thing and another together

Mr. Balfour.—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 producfs”, this (2,615 tons) was given as a
normal figure for your shipyard department.

Mr. Balfour.—We must have given the average figure.

Dr. Matthai.—You mentioned this jute flat as typical and give your cosis
with reference to that. I was wondering whether there is this idea hehind

that that flats and barges form the great bulk of the work that you do and
have.done for years,

Mr. Balfour.—Tn icnnages, yes. ’

.+ Dr. Matthai.—The evidence given hy your representative during the ori-
ginal enquiry was that, as far as flats and harges were concerned, since he
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joined the Company, there has been very little foreign competition and that
vyou have been able to hold your own,

M. Balfour.—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 flats.
Ile put it fairly strongly. (Page 397, Volume IT of evidence).

AMr. Balfour.—T know that three flats did come out for the River,Steam
Navigation Compaty in 1924,

Dr. Matthai.—Since then there has been very little importation of any
kind of ships. OCircumstances have not changed, as far as that is concerned.

AMr. Balfour—I don’t think trade has heen so bright as to induce them
to go on building at the present moment.

Dr. Matthai.—As far as these 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 suggesi 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,

My, Balfour.—Yes, because we are on the spot.

Dr. Matthai.—If it is true that these small vessels can come out in sec-
tions in the sense accepted by the Central Board of Revenue, then these
sinall launches might also come out in that shape?

Myr. Balfour.—They might, but prebably they would come whole.

Dr. Matthai.—1If that is so, what T want to ask is this, that in relation to
the cost of these launches the fact that they would come in sections might
increase the freight?

Mr. Balfour.—We admit that. If they come out whole laid on the deck
of a vessel T have no idea of the freight they would charge.

Dr. Matthai.—TI was looking at it this way. Your first advantage is that
vou arc on the spot. The second is that there might be a heavier freight on
the imported article on account of the bulk, 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. Balfour.—That was when the duty was 10 per cent. That did not
prevent the Port Commissioners from calling for tenders from lhome.

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 in 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 is
the market on the river here. My impression is that the vessels that you
make are meant for the purpose of traffic over short distances on the river.

Mr. Balfour.—No, not necessarily.
Dr. Matthai—I mean mainly not entirely.
Mr. Balfour.—These river paddle boals 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. Balfour.—I suppose a great many do ply between one shore and

another,

139

¥

Dr. Matthai—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. Balfour.—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, cousists mainly of small vessels, then supposing we gave you
protection in regard ito that type of vessels alone, do you think you would
have any reason for complaint? Supposing [ said—assuming’it is admini-
stradively possible—we would restrict the protection to steam vessels of, say, -
ebout 100 feet to 150 feet in length, as far as you are concerped, is there
any reason for complaint?

Mr. Balfour—That is as far as the Hooghly is concerned.

Dr. Maéthai—T am leaving out Assam for the momeont, I am 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. Balfour.—Do you mean that companies in Caleutta would not ply in
the Assam rivers?

Dr, Matthai.—What proportion of your work is meant for Assam traffic?

Mr. Balfour—In 1913, we built twn palldle steamers 165 feet long, two
landing stages, three wagon loading barges—the whole ferry schemne.

Dr. Matthai~That is rather the kind of opportunity that comes your
way.

President.—They are in as strong o position in Assam as in Bengal.

Dr. Matthai.—What is the size of the barges you have just referred to?

Mr. Balfour.—They would be 220 feet long,

Dr. Matthai.—The sort of difficulty in my mind is this. Here are the
Trrawaddy 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 ship building by raising the rate of duty in
order that you may he 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 cnough protection in regard to {he
market nearest to you and that you were able to carry on 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.

Mr. Balfour.—We have always have had the whole of the Indian market,
why should we be deprived of that now? 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 T am concerned, the way 1 look at this
problem is, whether we can give you sufficient amount of protection for yvou
to survive as an industry, not that you should be able necessarily to capfuro
the whole of the Indian market. ’

Mr, Balfour—Don’t you want to develop the industry? Then why de-
prive us of the market which we have already got? We have built shil;s for
every port in India; why take it away from us now?

President.—If that be so, you must have very great natural advant

. ages
in your own local market.

Mr. Balfour.—Not necessarily, because we have competition in Calcutta
There is no such keen competition in Bombay and Karachi.
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I'resident.~—1f you could compete with foreign ship builders in Bombay
and Karachi that necessarily means that they cannot possibly compete with
vou In Calcutta. '

Mr. 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. 1 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 patcity 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, Balfour.—Quite so, but my contention is that you have protected
every other industry, and from your Report I understand that the ship build-
ing industry is to get nothing owing to the bulky nature of the materials
which are imported.

President.—DProtection for the shipbuilding industry was not recommended
because we were not satisfied that protection was required.

Mr. Balfour.—One of the reasons you gave was the bulky nature of the
materials imported.

President.—That is by no meaus the whole of the case. The gencral posi-
tion then was that we were not sutisfied 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.

Mr. Dalfour.—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. 1 want to raise another
point in connection with that. Supposing one suggested that in regard fc
steam vessels protection should be restricted to a particular size, would it be
at all possible, if steel parts came cut here, to say that steel parts of ¢
particular size are for a particular purpose? ’

Mr. Balfour.—Yes. If it were a 140 feet hoat we would have 150 fect.

President.—Supposing 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?

My, Balfeur—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.

Di. Matthai.—Js there still very much prejudice against the quality of
Indian ships?

Mr. Balfour.—I don’t think so. Of course, there are certain people whe
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 cases
of this kind there may not be the question of quality at the back?

Mr. Balfour.—There is no question of quality,

Dr. Matthat.—Is it possible to say what is in normal times the total
annual demand for steam vessels in Bengal and Assam?

Mr. Balfour.—I am afraid not. T don’t think there is a renewal pro-
gramme, They cannot afford it.

President.—Nothing is normal under the present circumstances.

Mr, Balfour.—They would meet their needs when the market is favourable.

President.—1 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 Revenne’s ruling is that these fabricated steel parts of

ships will be classed as fabricated steel and it is conceivable they may come .

in as fabricated 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 enguiry 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 553

+ Over 5 tons, 5s. per ton cr part thereof extra to be
charged.” 2] k

If the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company imported their fabricated steel parts
of vessels with a certain amount of joining work already dong, you might
get spmething comparable to that. 1 cannot conceive why they should do it
because the plates are flat enough.

Mr. Ginwala.—The Trrawaddy Flotilla Company say that these plates and
angles have to be galvanized after the furnacing and shaping has heen done.
Supposing we said ships containing so much of galvanized material be ex-
cluded, codld that be done without interfering with the rest of the ship
building business?

Mr. Balfour.—The chief trouble would be as regards the hull,

Mr. GQinwala.—On what part of the ship would this galvanized steel he
required ?

Mr. Balfour.—On the sides and the bottom; it will converge at the ends.

Mr. Ginwala.—Could that be separately imported completely fabricated?

Mr. Balfour.—I am afraid not, becaysq 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?

M. Balfour.—No.

Mr. Ginwala.—Can other fabricated steel be easily distinguished from
ship work?

M. Balfour.—That would be difficult. The bottom plates and side plates
may come in as tank plates. Tank plates could be brought in as ship plates,
if the duties were lower.

Mr. Ginwala.—What about such other things such as angles, bars, ete.?

Mr. Balfour.—Angles and bars can hardly be put down as anything except
ship’s frames (provided they ere bent to shape). Deck beams could come in as
anything.

President.—If it were proposed to put a higher duty on fabricated stcel
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 & question of having & lower duty on fabricated steel, they would
come in larger quantities and the Customs authorities could deal with them.

Mr. Balfour.—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 P

Mr. Balfour.—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-
rials?

Mr. Balfour.—I see no reason why they should not bring tank plates as
ship plates, if the duty was low.

Mr. Ginwala.—You think that there would be difficulty in identifying
them?

Mr. Balfour.—If they wish to do it, there is no reason why they should
not punch some holes in any plates.

>
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Mr. Ginwala.—Tf there is a hole in it, would it be taken as fabricated?
Mr. Balfour.—Yes. .

Mr., Ginwala.~—Is the difficulty real or imaginary? TIf the Trrawaddy
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 duty? I waut to know whether that steel could be clearly
identified and distinfruished from the steel of the same kind carrying a
higher rate of duty.

Mr, Baljouf.———lt is difficult to distinguish, if they wish to do anything
like that. o

Mr. Ginwala.—The Trrawaddy Flotilla Company may not do it. But
people, who iinport such steel, might well say that it was all ship material.
Can they say it?

Mr. Bates.—There is no reason why they should not. We canngt imagine
that the Irrawaddy Flotilla Company would do such a thing. The shipping
specification will be issued with the materials that would come along. Al
that the investigator need do would he to ask for the specification and sece
whether the shipping materials are according to the specification.

Mr. Balfour.—Leaving out the shipping 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,

~
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Witness No. 5.
MESSRS. JOHN KING AND COMPANY, LIMITED.
‘WRITTEN. ’

3
teply to Questionnaire, submitted by the Indian Engideering Association
with their forwarding letter, dated the 15th October 1925,

1. All the classes specified. .

2.+ (1) Paddle Steamer . . . 130 feet Rs. 1,50,000
(2) Tug . . . . . loo ,, Rs. 4,00,000
(3) Cargo Boat . . . . 100 tons Rs. 18,000
4) Fl.at . . . . « 200 feet . Rs. 75,000

3. 49 @) 3) 1))
@ . . 14% = 40% 40%
(b) 50% 2 Nit il
(e) . . 1% P 10% 30%
@ . . 10% g 20% 8%
& . . 2% & 30% 229,

4. The percentage depends on whether sthe material can be bought from
Tata or imported.
5. (@) 58 per cent.
(b) 25 per cent.
(¢) 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 hoard 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 ccustruct vessels up to 350 feet long.

12. Yes.
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Witness No. 6.
CHIEF CONTROLLER OF STORES.

. WRITTEX.

. Letter dated the 12th January 1926.

I have the honour to refer to your letter No. 6, dated 6th January 1926,
regarding the purchase of 2 paddle tugs for service at Sukkur. The replies
to your questions are as under :

(1) 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 plus 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 English tender are not available in this office.
It was cabled by the Director-General, Tndia 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, and an additional 10 per cent. was
ultimately paid hy the Chief Engincer, 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. T regret that T 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.

Copy of letter No. N.-2376, dated Simla, the 16th April 1925, from the Chief
Controller 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, Sukkur,

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 1s3 June certain.

Iﬂ(indly give prices f.o.r. British port and freight to Karachi séparately.

-

Enclosure 'II .
Copy of letter No. 2376, dated 20th June 1925, from the Director of Inspec-

tion to the Chief Engineer, Lloyd Barrage and Canals Construction,
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
19th instant, I beg to say that tenders were called for and only two have
been received in India, one from Messts. 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, two paddle tugs briefly as follows : —

Approximate dimensions.

Length overall . . . . . . . 1007 07
Breadth, moulded . . . . . . .18 0F
Depth, moulded . . . . . . . 5 67
Draft, loaded . . . . . . . . 2r 73
Power.—To be of sufficient power to tow a barge 20’ wide, draft 1/ 67, 1
100 tons at 9 knots .on still water. £ s o » load

Width.—Governed by the fact that the tug is to tow, abreast, a b
20’ 0”7 wide between piers 60’ 07 apart. ’ ’ aree

Messrs. Burn & Co.’s tender.—This tender is very full and complet
I send herewith a blue print of: — v plete and
(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 noted 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.
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Two vessels are tendered for the first

Length 0. A. . . . . . . 13267

Length on W. L. . . . . . 125 07

Breadth Mid. . . . . . . 19 e

Depth MIld. . . . . . . 6’ 0"

Draft . . . . . . . . 2! 73" with 10 tons.
1 M. P: . . . . . . . 230 .

L}

Estimated speed 9 knots towing a 100 tons barge. Engines two separate sets
of Dmg.m'ml Compound Surface Condensing Engines of British manufacture
each driving own paddle wheel. Boiler, Babcock and Wilcox Express water
tube type, 160 Ibs. pressure, heating surface 890 square feet 5,000 1bs. of stham
per hour. W allsend Howden system of oil firing. Bellise and Morcom Gene-
ral-Electrlc_ 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 4
ject to what follows. P @0 & per wupee sub-
Reduction for one Condenser only 4,061. Hand reversine gea
\ . z r only 2,295,
We could not recommend these alterations. The price of imlg)orted gat::rial
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 0. A, . . . . . . . 119 6
Length on W. L. . S . . . .12 o
Beam moulded . . . . . . 187 o7
Beam 0. A. about . . . . . . . 85 O
Depth moulded . . . . . . . & o
Draft . . . . . . . . . 2 73"

With 8 tons of fuel and water. Speed in slack water about 10 miles per hour
whgn 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 Bukkur 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 reasonable depth of water. The points
for your consideration are:—

(1) Delivery, which is 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 Ii ith-
out addition to price. The searchlight is of the Suez C%mal type 8 00(%1;2’1‘(;13(1)10
C. P. and 247 dia. Certain spares are included and a very comp,lete outfit of
accessories, Messrs, Herman and Mohatta have submitted a very incomplete
tender, but the following particulars are given :—

Length O. A, . . . . . . . . 105 o7
Breadth MId. . . . . . . 19 o7
Depth Mld. . . . C . . . &5 6"
Draft loaded . . . . . . . . 2 T3
1 H. P. . . . . . . . . . 230

Boiler Babcock and Wilcox Express type, W. P, 160 Ibs. heating surface 890
square feeb. The whole will apparently be manufactured by Messrs Alley .
MacLellan who are first class in this line. Delivery afloat on Indus. First ¢
tug 9% months, second tug 10} 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
engines 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 Mohuatta’s
vard just now which you might care to see. The price is at 3 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. Burn guarantee
their towing speed Messrs. Herman and Mohatta do noi. The latter are
probably more correct than Messrs. Burn & Co.

We await further details which have been promised but we hayve 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 preadth. 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 1’ 0”7 broader and yet do not guarantee towing speed.
Messrs. Burn & Co. guarantee towing speed with a vessel 32" 67 _longer_ and
1/ 67 wider, but do not do so with a vessel 19’ 67 longer and of specified width.
The power of the Alley and MacLellan vessel is equal to that of thp Burn
larger vessel. We may take it that the Alley and MacLellan vessel will be of
lighter scantling than the Burn and so will more nearly meet conditions, ar}q
arguing on these lines assume the Dijrector General has a tender which will
fully meet conditions. .

. : s
The prices are per vessel:—

Burn & Co. large vessel, Rs. 2,41,807.

Burn & Co. small vessel, Rs. 2,02,775.

Herman and Mohatta, Rs. 2,16,400 at 1s. 4d. exchange and afloat at
Sukkur,

Director General of Stores, Rs. 2,04,000 afloat 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 or
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 22 months for the first tug and two months for the
second. Tt 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 1s. 4d. to the rupee while exchange will pro-
bably be higher and give a further advantage to.the Director-Generabs.,
‘tender. : . : . )

Enclosure II1. l
Decoded Text of Cablegram, dat':c;d 25th June 1925.

From—XKarachi, *._.

Té—London.

.
L

. Translation. M e
¢+ *“ Your telegram dated 17th June 5213, addressed to the Chief Controller

.. of Stores, Indian Stores Department, Simla, regarding Tugs. Accept best
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tender £27,200 including Customs duty for two paddle Tugs delivered aflqat’
Karachi first vessel six months second seven months subject ‘(to) conditions
complete specifications fully adhered to and delivery dates guaranteed.

No. W.-4279 of 1925.
Office of the Chief Engineers
Lloyd Barrage and Canals Construction,
Karachi, dated 1st July 1925.

Copy by post forwarded, with compliments, to the Director General of
Stores, India Store Department, London, in confirmation.

E. P. WATSON,
Exzecutive Engineer,
for Chief Engineer,
Lloyd Barrage and Canals Construction.

Copy, forwarded, with compliments, to the Chief Controller of Stores,
Indian Stores Department, Simla, for information with reference to the
correspondence ending with his .*elegmm No. N.-2376, dated the 24th instant.

The Chief Engineer does not con51der 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 mformatlon

a-ls e
/——\\ﬁw " i?
lavos”/

-

QGarme c00 808 __F
v
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