
October 13, 1952 

Letters to the Editor 

Ferti l izer Scandal 
A Reply 

TH E R E are a number of inaccu
racies in your Weekly Note on 

Sindr i on page 968 of your issue of 
the 20th September. 

These are: 
(1) Sindri has not achieved capa

ci ty production, Up to June we 
had only achieved one-third capa
city. In July and August we have 
achieved something slightly under 
hal f capacity production. D u r i n g 
the current month of September 
we are slowly stepping it up towards 
two-thirds production. Hence you 
may note at this stage that our cost 
of production must be inordinately 
high. 

(2) We are not paid Rs 355 per 
ton by the Government, but only 
Rs 350 per ton. 

(3) The Pool charges the State 
Governments at present Rs 380 per 
ton and not Rs 370 per ton. 

(4) The end-users do not pay 
Rs 460 per ton. What they pay 
varies according to the freight they 
have to pay from Sindri or Port to 
destination. 

I am afraid you have presented 
the whole thing in a very incorrect 
and uncomplimentary l ight as far 
as Sindri is concerned. The pool 
is operated by the Food and A g r i 
culture Minis t ry of the Government 
of India . They assess the annual 
requirements of sulphate every year 
and obtain what they can from 
indigenous products and import 
the whole of the balance at prices 
which are extremely high. As far 
as I know the Government has 
been impor t ing vast quantities of 
sulphate during the current year at 
a cost which alter port dues and 
clearance charges is believed to be 
near about Rs 400 per ton, 

The annual requirements of sul
phate in the country are approxi
mately 400,000 tons. The two 
other producers of sulphate, viz., 
Mysore and 'Travancore, produce 
roughly about 35,000 tons a year. 
The coke oven by-product produ
cers of sulphate together produce 
approximately 20,000 tons or so. 

* The occasion for the comment was 
Sindri reaching 1,000 tons production on 
3 days in the first half of September 
(op cit page 983). This is the rated 
capacity given in the annual report for 
the Ministry of Works, Production and 
Supply., for the year 1951-52- It was 
not meant that the monthly production 
had also reached capacity level.—Ed. 

U p t o the beginning of the current 
year when Sindri's production came 
into the Ind ian market for the first 
time, the Government had to impor t 
something over 300,000 tons per 
annum, but dur ing the current year, 
as a consequence of Sindri's pro
duction coming into the market, 
Government has been able to 
reduce the imports to half of last 
year's quantity The Government 
imports at about Rs 400 a ton, 
pays Sindri Rs 350 a ton, pays the 
coke oven by-product producers 
Rs 270 per ton and equalises the 
price to the customer at Rs 380 per 
ton. The output of Mysore and 
Travancore is allowed to be sold in 
the free market and I understand 
they realise well over Rs 400 a ton. 

If the coke oven by-product pro
ducers which are mainly the two 
steel companies, are paid only 
Rs 270 per ton, it is partly because 
the quality of their sulphate is not 
as good as that of Sindri and 
secondly, because die cost to them 
of recovering this by-product inci 
dental to their production of coke 
is very much less than in the case 
of primary producers like Sindri, 
w i t h capital cost of over Rs 20 
crores. It also makes no material 
difference to these steel companies 
what price they are paid for their 
sulphate because in calculating the 
retention price for steel, the T a r i f f 
Commission gives credit for the 
sulphate at prices which have been 
realised. If the sulpnate price is 
increased to the Steel Producers, it 
automatically means that steel 
retention prices should come down 
by a corresponding extent. As steel 
price has already been fixed on the 
basis of Rs 270 per ton credit for 
sulphate, I can see no reason why 
that should be revised. The same 
principle applies to other coke pro
ducers also, because the price of 
coke is also controlled and fixed by 
Government after taking into consi
deration the credit allowed for the 
recovery of by-product sulphate. 
As your journal advocated differ
ential retention prices for steel, you 
should readily appreciate a similar 
position in sulphate. 

F rom the foregoing you w i l l see 
that Sindri is not profiteering. We 
expect to save the country this 
calendar year well over Rs 7 crores 
in foreign exchange and wi l l supply 
our sulphate to the country at 

about Rs 50 a ton less than the 
cost of imports and the cost of 
other primary indigenous producers 
like Mysore and Travancore, which 
for 200,000 tons is a saving to the 
consumer of Rs 1 crore. 

Under the circumstances I am 
sure you w i l l show us the courtesy 
of correcting the impression created 
by your article and part icularly 
your suggestion that the hopes bu i l t 
on Sindri for substantial contr ibu
t ion to the country's food problem 
has not been justified. 

Sindri 

The Right Ferti l izer for 
Foodgrains 

May I point out to you a l i t t le 
error of fact which has crept in 
in your note ' Profiteering in Fer
tilizers ' in The Economic Weekly, 
dated September 20, 1952? In the 
lust paragraph of the note the wr i t 
ing evidently suffers from a miscon
ception that ammonium sulphate is 
a right fertilizer for encouraging leaf 
growth and phosphate alone w i l l i n 
crease production of foodgrains. It 
is quite untrue. 

It has been proved that most of 
our soils do not lack potash or phos
phate and the biggest l imi t ing fac
tor to increase in yield is lack of 
nitrogen in them. Therefore, 
ammonium sulphate is required not 
only for r ich foliage growth but for 
increasing the yield of rice, wheat 
or other food crops. A m m o n i u m 
sulphate provides nitrogen. 

G. D. Agarwal, 
B.Sc.(Ag.) , M A . , P h . D . 

Govt. Agricul tural College, 
Kanpur . 

October 9, 1952. 

Foreign Capital and 
Industries Minis ter 

I feel that the views expressed 
by the Un ion Minister for Com
merce and Industries at the Meet
ing of the A I M O held on the- 30th 
September regarding foreign finance 
are debatable and require broad 
consideration. 

Whilst there is complete agree
ment about the need for rapid 
industrialisation and ful l employ
ment, and whilst it can be con
ceded that at the stage of economic 
development which we have reached 
today foreign capital can be useful, 
it is open to question whether any 
social purpose can be served when 
one considers the form and manner 
in which foreign capital is being 
permitted to entrench itself in this 
country dur ing the last few years. 
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