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(i) produces, supplies, distribute'?,̂ or otherwise 
controls not.less than one-thira of the total 
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Provided that for the purposes of this clause, the 
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carried on, or
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carried on,
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(ii) an undertaking which, together with not more 

than two other Independent undertakings,-
(a) produces, supplies, distributes or otherwise 
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goods of any description that are produced, 
supplied or distributed in India or any sub­
stantial part thereof, or
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29. Explanation to section 21.
30. Sections 21(3)(a) and 22(3)(a).
31. (a) to achieve the production, supply and distribution,

by most efficient and economical means of goods of 
siich types and qualities, in such volume and at 
such prices as will best meet the requirements of 
the defence of India, ahd home and overseas markets”, ■

(b) to have the trade organised in such a way that its 
efficiency is progressively increased;

(c) to ensure the best use and distribution of men, 
materials and industrial capacity in India;

(d) to Qffect technical and technological improve­
ments in trade and expansion of exiisting markets 
and the opening up of new marketŝ -

(e) to encourage nev/ enterprises as a countervailing 
force to the concentration of economic pov/er to 
the common detriment;

(f) to regulate the control of-the material resources 
of the community to sub?erve the common good;
and

(g) to reduce disparities in development between 
different regions and more especially in 
relation to areas which have remained markedly 
backward.

32. (a)-.to increase unreasonably the cost relating to
the production,' supply or distribution of goods 
or the performance of any service;

(b) to increase unreasonably-
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any goods or in the performance of any service,

33, Report of the Monopolies Inquiry Commission, 1965, 
pp.198 and 204,

34, Minister of Industrial Development and Companies 
Affairs, Ra.iva Sabha Debates. Vol.LXII, No. 1,C,181,

35, Report of the Monopolies Inquiry Commission, 1965, 
p. 161,

36, The time limit is relaxed if the Commission is of 
the opinion that the report cannot be made within 
the said 90 days. Sec.30(2)

37, Section 10(7) of the Monopolies and Restrictive 
Trade Practices (Inquiry and Control) Act, 1948.

38, Sections 63 and 66 of the Trade Practices Act, 1965,
39, See Durga Chowdhi?ani v, Jawahir Singh. (1891)17 I ,A, 

122; S.Ramanu.ia v, R.RamanuiajA.I.R. 1961 S.C. 1720
40, Sukul v, Mst. Nandu. (1892) 19 I.A. 1(3)
41, Chunilal Mehta v. Century s-png & Mfg Co.. A.I.R.

1962 S.C. 1314
42, Midnanur Zamindari Co. v, Uma Charan„ A.I.R. 1923 

PC 187,



-  6 -

43, Ram Krishna v. Mohd. Yahva  ̂A,I,R. 1960 All.482
44, Sathamma v. Subbl Reddv.._ A.I.R. 1963 A,P.72; Sri 

Meeriakshi Mills v. Cotnmr. of I.T.> A.I.R, 1957 
SC 49.

45, Sri Meenakshi Mills v, Commr of I.T. A.I.R. 1957 
SC 49.

46, Ramachandra v, Ramalingam A.I.R. 1963 SC 302,


