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Faf b
Yesterday we had a long time about the western sector

and you gave me in some detail your version of the case.

I would 1like to say something in reply briefly. But this

means an interminable argument; but I would like to have

your views on one particular thing of factual nature.

You told me that it was not till the end of 1950 that
the Peoplss' Liberation Army came from Sinkiang to northern
Aksaichin area - I presume,by the old caravan routgpand it
was only about a few years later ( 4 or 5 ) that the Chinese
authorities built a road there., I would 1like to know

whether this is correct,

PREMIER CHOU: I said that Aksaichin area always has been under the

Jurisdiction of Sinkiang and Sinkiang became formal;y’a part
of China some 200 years ago. Therefore, being a part of
Sinkiang it has been under our administration for 200 years.
As T mentioned earlier, we had surveys conducted in this
area twice - one in 1891 and another in’? ! . In both the
cases the surveyors went upto the Korakgram range and right
upto the Ko&gala pass in the area. Thils shows that
Aksaichin and other areas were surveyed by us and we have
many historical documents to prove this.

At the end of 1947, Sinklang was liberated and in
1951, the PLA reached southern Sinkiang and also Aksaichin.
They also went through this area to the Ari region of
Tibet. Since then our administrative personnel and
patrols have been stationed in this area. As I pointed out
yesterday, some parts of the area are unihabited and it is
impossible to station people there throughout the year. But
ever since 1950 our personnel and supplies passékhroughA

this area from Sinkiang to Tibet and it became an 1mpqg§gnﬁ
route joining Sinkiang with Tibet. 1In 1956-57 ugﬁfuixgé%{

J

[



Wilson Center Digital Archive

[»]
- gm
l/"/ .

P.M.

Original Scan

a highway facilitating transport of men and material from
Sinkiang to Tibet. This area was, therefore, administered
by both the old and the new Chinas.

The statement, therefore, of your Excellency and the
Government of India that we reached this area only in the last
year or twszéggkin the last few years 1s not in consonance
with facts.

Aksalchin area is a wide area and it is only the
eastern tip of the area where you have built the high way.

there were
But long after the high way was built, according to us/no
Chinese or Tibetangs a;h-other parts of Aksaichin area
because on a number of occasions we had full reports on 'theee
parts and it was only last year (1959) that certain posts
were sstablished by the Chinese in this remaining part of
Aksaichin and many roads were also reported to have been
built. Thus, according to us, apart from the high_way part
the other part was traversed and occupied only a year or
a year and a half ago. Some other areas of Tibet which were
not parts of Aksaichin were also occupied by China last year.
Therefore, I would like to know from\Ybur Excellency about
what period of time the parts to the west and south of the
high way in Aksaichin area were occupied by the Ch:.nese?

PREMIER CHOU: Your Excellency has put the qhestion in such a way\

that it itself becomes a qusstion ( a controversial matter).

As I have said, areas to the north and east of \
Karakeram watershed belong to Sinkiang and the boundary line
starts from here, goes to Kjfongka pass, down to the South
from the Chang Chen Mo valley, Pangong Lake and Indus Valley.
Area east of this belongs to Tibet and Chinese administrative
personnal and patrols have feached this area. This was true
of both old China and new China.

The case is precisely the same as the eastern sector
where India regards the line of actual control as her "Ti?
international boundary. As to when patrol parties of either

country reached the line is an internal matter since“t@g?

i
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patrols werecsent according to needd and we may send them
earlier or later as the need arises. Your Excellency had
said once that in the eastern sector some places are-high

mountains and are inaccessible. The case is 4ise similar

.2bowt the western sector and we never sent patrols there.

In your letter your Excellency had mentioned that
you sent your patrols to the eastern sector only in the
last year or two,because no need arose before that.
Similarly in the western sgctor in some areas there were no
inhabitants and the placeigg high mountains.

If your Excellency asks me when the Chinese  patrol
parties reached a particular point in the western sector,
then I can also ask the same question about the eastern
sector. This will mean only arguments; and this only goes
to prove that there is a dispute both in the -eastern as
well as the western sectors.

Your Excellency said that in the easferg sector your
administrative authority was only extended gradually. That
is also our information. 1In the Qﬁ;ﬁ;@@ area in the
eastern sector the Tibetan administration continued till
1951 when only it was withdrawn.

Therefore, we have disputes in both sectors.and the
boundary is not delimited. Hence the need for negotiations,
Pending final settlement, we can both keep our viewpoints
and seek a settlement through negotiations,

If you ask me the same question as to when we reached
the border I may again ask you the same question and it
will only mean'ﬁndless arguments.

In the areas south of Kongka pass Indian administ{rative
personnal and patrols even crossed the border line and they
were also stationed there but we did not take any action
and just informed the Government of Ind%:jfbout it and’

o f &

wanted to negotiate because we realised tthPispﬁte

existed here and that it could be dealt with when individual
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adjustments are made through mutual negotiations. This is

also true of the eastern and the middle sector. I do not

understand the purpose of your Excellency's asking me this

question. I do not think it will yield any results.

My purpose in asking this question was to make it
clear as to what period of time the area west of Aksaichin
came in practical possession of the Chinese Government.

This obiviously was not so before, since, as Premier Chou
has himself said, the Chinese authorities came to Aksaichin
area only at the end of 1950 and then later they built a
road there and it must have pgen long after that.

May I ask whether 3w ittzyour contention that the
Chinese or Tibetans were there in any form before ?

I am saying this particularly because we have so often

been to arezs west and south of the highway and we had so

many pictures and photographs of this area, and we found that’

the change took place ( in the area west of the ‘highway)
in a little more than a year., This is not from the point
of view of theorﬁtical position but practical one, and
more egpecially because your Excellency has been stressing
"actualities of the situation” and "status quo". Now what
is the status quo ? Status quo of last ysar or the status.
quo of fediyears more?

I mentioned about new roads being bullt at some .
distance to. the west of Aksaichin highway and thgsé must

¥

have been very recent structures.

PREMIER CHOU: I have already made clear the position of the

Chinese Government i.e., that our boundary lles along the
Korakaram watershed upto Kongka pass and then to the central
sector. Area to the north and east of this is part of *
Chinese territory. This is so in history and ﬁlsO'in
administrative jurisdiction. Large parts of this area are

in the jurisdietion of Sinkiang; some parts are in the. 2///
jurisdiction of Tibet. Our administrative and neygnue '

personnel have always functioned in this area. lAsfngggpa:
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the question as to when New China reached this place,
obviously it can only be after New China was born. After

the establishment of the Peoples Republic of China we sent
our people to this area according to needs. If no need
arose, and besides there being a friendly neighboﬁr like
India, there was no reason why we should send our peple
there. Our position in this area is llke India's position
in the eastern sector. India regards the line reached by
her personnel as har boundary line, If we consider the time
of the arrival of administrative personnel and patrol
parties, then we find that during the British rule
administrative personnel and patrols never reached the area
south of the line which India considers to be its border in
the eastern sector. It was only in 1941-42 that the
British sent personnel but as soon as they reached the
boundary line, the local Tlbetan government raise& the
matter with the British Government. Even after 'independence
of India, there was only gradual extension of administration
to this area,

Therefore, in the eastern and the western sectorms of
the boundary, there exists a dispute of the same nature.

In the esastern sector, what we consider the bo&ndary
line, has been shoun by Chinese maps and the Indian maps
till 1836 have also acceptsd and shown the same alignment
as shown by the Chinese maps. It was only changed to a
formal and defined boundary in 1954.

In the western sector our maés have always shown the
boundary which we consider to be our boundary and moreover
this boundary was also shown by Indian maps till 1862.

Some Indian maps later ;gggkfolour shede. In 1960, in
addition to the colour shade, the Indian maps marked the
boundary e&s "undefined". In 1954, however, the Indian

maps changed . it to "defined". '

The boundary line for the eastern and wef\‘stgiqnf”}

sector as shown on the Chinese maps is considéred”ﬁﬁ?ihe
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Chinese Government to be their boundary line. This hasg always
been so and it is also shown that way in the Indian maps. It was
not till 1954 that the Indian maps started showing a fixed
boundary.

As regards maps, China perhaps has more bages on her
side while India has more changes. And yet we say that we would
like to have negotiations and then suggest the establishment
of a joint boundary committee, and that pending a settlement
both sides should keep to the area of each side.

In the eastern sector we acknowledge that what India
considers its border has been reached by India's actual
administration. But, similarly, we think that India should
accept that Badis administrative personnel has reached the

Cun 2o W Secfor
line which it considers to be her borde{: On our part,.wé have
not exceeded the line; but on the other hand, India has not
only exceeded the line but has even stationed troops at s§23‘
places. This is what we mean by "statUS‘qqu.

In the middle sector there is also dispute but the
places of dispute are few. But these places together with the
few places in the eastern or western sector can be considered
when negotiations are held, This is the starting point. 1If
we only argue about it and ask when China reached the boundary,
line, then we can ask the same question and 1t would only o
lead to endless’argument and it would be impossible to solve
the question and will only lead to more disputes. It wduld
thus go against the common desire of both sides to settle the
border dispute. It will also run counter‘to the purpose for
which I have come here, Therefore, I suggest to your
Excellency that this kind of argument should be stopped and
we should talk something which will be helpfulaier a se'thd

Our desire is for friendship and we should lessen and not
extend areas of dispute.
The situation is quite clear and time does not allow

us to argue like tﬁis. /79
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I entirely agree about lessening the points of
difference and find out ways for approaching a settlemeﬁt.
But what to do 2f facts 2§%§'so much ? Apart from facts
there are also the inferences. I have stated & very
firm case : that there was no control of Tibet or China
in eastern Ladakh and that neither the Chinese, the
Sinkianese or the Tibetans had every been there. Now
that is in entire opposition to what your Excellency has
said. What I meant was - the question is not only of
dates but of visits by patrols parties, but, that for
generations there has been no sigp of Chinese or
Tibetans in the eastern and southern parts of Ladakh.
This is a basic thing; and, therefore, I venture to ask
your Excellency as to when the patrol parties had visited
thdse areas.

There is a big difference in our minds bévween
jurisdiction of thﬁégountry and setting up of -
administrative offices. A country may have jurisdiction
and yet may not have full administration because of the
area being uninhabited or being mountainous. But that
does not lessen the jurisdiction. Sending of troops is
not an administrative matter but it 1is th@ exercise of
Jurisdiction. We have fully and cent per cent
exerclsed our jurisdiction in the eastern sector for
a long time but we spread our administration slowly
because we were dealing with ﬁ?mgitive tribes and they
had to be xxx given training for it. Establishment of
military check posts is easy, but that is not
administration.

You referred to Indian maps upto 1862 being in
line with the Chinese maps. 1862 means abbnt 98 years
ago. Actually, the first full survey on the ground
of the boundary was made in 1864 by, I think, Jj%iaﬂn

1
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and it 1is the first elaborate survey of its type. - In Ezgg;
Stratéﬁy and Walker brought out a map without going tgere
but Walker later changed his map after Johnson's survey.
Therefore, atleast for nearly a hundred years they have not
changed or varied. Perhaps some parts were shown in colonr
but that is onlyTEO show the difference in areas under
actual administration and areas under our jurfsdiction.

I entirely agree we cannot go on arguing about
this endlessly.

Therefore, I thought that some facts can be
clarified at the official level. The difficulty is of
basic facts and inferences based on them are so differenmt.
You sugpested the establishment of a jolnt committee but I
am unable to understand what it can possibly do. The ﬁoint

committee will necessarily consist of officials and the

+ 1ike and in such vital matters it cannot go far. If we
? two ourselves disagree how can a joint committee agree ?

. It can only perhaps report on facts, byt the facts are not

ascertained by going to these places, to the peaks or
check poéts for they could give us no history and,
therefore, it can be of no help at all. But officials
from both sides may perhaps examine the documents an&n
report to both the governments. Then atleast we will have
gsome facts; but no joint committee would have either the

authority or competence to deal with these matters.

PREMIER CHOU: Your Excellsncy's ststement proves that my proposal

orn behalf of the Chinese Government is tenable. Your
Excellency says that 1t is your firm believe that eastern
Ladakh has always been under the jurisdiction of Ladakh.
Similarly, on our part we firmly bellsve that in the eastern
sector, areas south of the line have belonged to Chima. If
necessary, we can produce many documents to prove this. “749,
In the last few days we have talked mostly above the western
sector, but if we were to talk about the eastorn sector we

will also need atleast three days more. But that will onmly
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increase the difference. You mentioned about differemce
betweun jurisdiction and admimistration. According to tbé
Government of India 1n the eastern sector jurisdictioa had
reached long ago but administration spread slowly. We cam
use the same explanatlon sbout the western sector also, The
Chirese Government always considered and firmly believed
that the boundary between Sirkiang and Ladakh i3 the ome as
appears on our maps, viz: following the Korakaram watershed
to Kongka pass and then reaching the middle sector. Our
soveriegnty over this area had long reached this lirpe.
Although it took time for admimistratiom to reach the line,
the jurisdiction has always been quite clear and we have
documents to support.

As regards Aksaichin, most places are sparsely
inhabited; but Aksalchin has been under the jurisdiction
of éétan for a long time. Our administration somebimes
reached there, sometimes not, Mainly the Sinkiane se who
are nomads went there, but some times a few Tibetans also.
Therefore, 1tti;bonly when pasturége was available our
people could go and collect revenues and they returred
when wipter came. We have also documents to support this.
Therefore, your principle cam be used by both sides, yet
I do not ask the Governmeant of Indla to immediately agree:
to our stand and we would like you to do the same.
Therefore, we have been maintainimg that there is a
dispute and that the boundary is not delimited.

As regards maps in eastern sector, our maps have rot
changed but Indian maps have changed. It was mot till
1964,that is, 6 years after Indiam independence, that
India made this a formal frontier. ;

Similar situation obtained im the western sector.

Your Excellency menticned that im 1864 maps were chamged.
But we still find that esvem in that period Zl;ndifafn‘,~fgmg§g:.ﬁ77
were very vague - vhere was no lime ¢ Im 1950 also'thq~}

border was still marked '"umndemarcated®. Itfwag only im
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1954 that it came to be marked as "defined®.

Therefore, both in the easterm and the western sectors
the boundaries were made "defined" in 1954.

This would further show that Indias also aclknowledges
the fact that boundaries established in the western sector
were not delimited. Your EBxcellency stated in Parliament
that the boundary in the western sector was vague. Therefore,
the;e is nezd to reach agreement throggh friendlyﬁéettlpment.

T was glad to hear that your Excellency agress that
officials of both sides should continue to examine
materials available with both sides. We have also the same
desire and, therefore, after examination of documents
eventually we will find some common points. <

Ae regards on the spot surveys to be made by the
Committee I said that it\may’be done only if necessary,

The main duty of the committee would, of cousse, be to
examine the material and report to respective gévernm@ﬁts.

I also propose that officials -of both sides should
make the report to their governments and then higher level
talks should take place. Even if it may not be possible to
reach a complete solution in these talks, we very much
hope that we can reach atleast an agreement on principles
and subsequent talks should he held later. I have come
with the sincere desire to settle questions once for all
but if it is not possible to do so now, I would still very
much like to see that favourable conditions are created
for future talks. Friendship betwsen our two countries is
important not only to our two peoples but alsﬁfgpo world
at large.

We should leave the differences on facts to any
organisation formed by diplomatic personnel (i.e.,

members of the Foreign Office) of both sides. Thus, our

talks will lead to effective and positive results.
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I may mention here a point though rather irrelevant; since

P.d.
you have mentioned it, I might refer to it. Your Excellency
has mentioned about our patrols going to Khinzemans. I have
made enquirles on the point and I find that there were no
armsd patrols at all. It was only a group of Tibetan refuees
who were coming in. I have one advantage over you and that is
that I slightly know the area about which we are talking.

I agree that there 1s no use carrying on the contrbvorsial
iiscussion betsuse there is difference of facts. However, I
may mention one thing. Apart from old maps and accounts, our
new maps ( not only the 1954 maps ) have been gug;igzznxxy
everybody, including the Chinese Government and we have drawn
your attention to them igiﬁéut protesting against your maps,
1As far as I can remember, at no time did the Chiness Government
?raise objection to our maps. Objection to our maps was raised
only in the middle of the last year. I do not say that you
'havo formally accepted our maps but you had raised no objection
and this was in spite of the fact that these maps told
precisely what our situation with respect to the western and
the easteérn sectors of tha border was, and even when the
map question was raised by us, your government did not raise
any objection. All that you said was that you would consider
your own maps when thaere is time to do so. Now that indicates

§ that right from the establishment of the Peoples Government,

1

~ 1t knew of our maps and our position and there could have been

; no doubt on this point,whether right or wrong. Normally
speaking, we would have expected you to tell us about it in
case you objected to them and it is only in Septemher, 1959
that you told us of your objection to our maps. Naturally,
we were led to believe all through these years that broadly
spesaking our maps were acceptiable to you except for minor
torder disputes. This was more or less confirmed in my'min@3
whon“ybur Excellency spoke to me some four years ago about
the eastern sector. Hence¢ our sense of surprise and 5ghocfd'q

) -
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when later the Chinese Government rejected our maps
completely.
PREMIER CHOU: Speaking of maps ~ the maps themselves only show ths

historical development. When New China was founded we had
no time to study details of neighbouring boundaries and we
could only use the old maps. We had no basis to change
maps unilaterally. In our confuct with friendly neighbour-
ing countries we took & very objective view and said that
Chinese maps may have some differences with the objective
situation. This only represented our friendly attitude
and we, th”??fﬁifzhﬁﬁéd that it 1s only after negotiafions .
that all mapsi§hould be changed. We made this statement to
Burma and to India, as also to some socialist. countries ‘
with whom we had the same difference 1in the alignment of
maps. \
When we discussed the eastern sector I thought that’
the dispute was only about the eastern sector and we were
always willing to settle it though, of course, we could not
recognise the Mcmahon line or the Simla Convention; but if
a settlement was reached, naturally we would change our
maps. This was our thinking and it was certainly friendly.
We have followed 0ld maps in the sastsrn and the western
sectors as they were but the Indian maps have changed
before and even after independsnce. In 1954, the maps
changed the line from "undefined" to "defined" awé
unilsterally. Fow can we recognise such uniltateral change?
Since 1954 we had a chance of talking about our
border question in a friendly way, although it was without
maps; but we mentioned the same principles with regard to
the western sector,
In your letter of December, 1958, when the question
‘ of maps was ralsed it was only about the eastern sector. g?j
It was only in March 1859 that you menticned old treaties -

not only the Simla Conventlon but also the peace treaty
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‘wkth Tibet, and, therefors, a question was ralsed about the
Mcmahon line and the Simla Convention which we cannot aver
accept, but also about the western sector. Hence our reply
of September, 1959. The dispute between us was thus
brought about and it extended in this way. Since the
differencas have been extended, we must try to solve them
We do not impose our maps on India and we would like India
to do likewise.

If we must reach a settlement then both our maps
will have to be changed accordingly. Broadly speaking,
maybe after settlement, the Chinese maps will be changei?ML‘
but this will be done when China settles the boundary
question. This has been our attitude and it is an

attitude of friendly settlement and not of unilaterally

{

imposing our position on the other side. Your Excellency -
has known me for the last five or six years and you have
known that I have consistently tried to settle questions
in a friendly menner and I haveZﬁgme attitude now.
May I say that it has been a privilege to know
your Excellency for several years and I attach value to
this friendship not only from personal point of view but
in a larger sense as representatives of two countriés

and it is our earnest desire both from the personal. as well

as larger point of view to settle these disputes.

But as it appears from thg talks there is such

basic difference regarding facts and recent developments
we.
How can yeu get over them ¢

It is not a matter of one individual getting over them

that big hurdles have arisen.

because these are netional issues affecting vast numbers
of people. As a matter of fact, even the slightest
change in the border, according to our Constitution, can
be made only by a change of the Constitution. 4s Your (
Excellency 1s aware, we recently had an agreement with

Pakistan on some areas on the border and the Supreme Court



Wilson Center Digital Archive

T te?

-14- Original Scan

has decided that we can do so only if the Constitution is
changed.

But here we have been trying to find a solution in a
friendly way to our questions consistent with dignity and
self-respect of both countries. The question is how to do
this ? We must give it some thought.

It is true, as your Excellency has said, it is very
unlikely and difficult £or us to find a way of settlement
on this occasion. Your Excellency has sdgge;:ed this
joint committee and you have also mentioned some matters
called "common grounds®, Among the common grounds. you

"./g':_

have mentloned; firstly, that a dispute exists. ¥ms.
P

-Becondly, there is a line of actual control; thirdly, that

there are geographical principles like watershed, valleys,
mountain passes, which would equally apply to all sectors;
fourthly, that each side should kesp to its liné.and that
no side should put forward any territorial claimsg Fieth
point is about national feelings.,

3 lovwkat ot ey Tiele b, Lo, AeboaR
Regarding these points there—isnot—mueirte—bo—satd

except-éé; No. 4 wherein you have said that neither side

should put forward territorial claims. This is not quite
clear to me. Our accepting things as they are would mean
that basically there is no dispute and the question ends
thers, ard that we are umable to do.

I had mentioned eerlier that we are agreeable to
officers on both sides fc':ohtinuing their examination of
materials and then report)to us on the facts so that we
could atleast have pracise facts. These officers, of
course, are not competent to recommend a solution or
take any major decisions. They also could not go to
particular areas. They could not very well take any
evidence from a shepherd and it is no use sitting on a

P
mountain peak, It would not be helpful; Moreover?,!?ytjrﬂf
partly because the situation has also been changing

recently. If you think that there is somgthing in this
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then some of our officers may sit down and tell us how to

proceed. They could draft something as to how the officials
Lerpaded .

on both sides(ﬁéi} examine the documents and .ilaespsgda-1

report to us.

PREMIER CHCW: I would like to have one clarification. After our

A . oo
S £ 4

of ficials ehert-a programme for -siae work or ways in which
they will work, they will require some time and that cannot
be done now. But after their work is finished they can
submit their reports.

P.M, Yes, of course,

PREMIER CHOU: What about 4 o'clock this afternoon %

P.M, That should be 2all right.

PREMIER CHOU: Vvho will head the team on your side ?

P.M. Our Foreign Secretary, Mr Dutt.

(It was then decided that senior officers
of both sides should meet at 4 p.m.)

PREMIER CHOU: I am very glad to know that your Excellency has no
objection to the common grounds mentioned by me. As
regards polnt No. 4, our idea, when we say territorial
claims should not be made, 1s that there should be no
pre-requisites. ’Neither side should be asked to give up
its stand, but after an agreement is reached the maps will
have to be changed and each side will have to take
necessary constitutional procedures. In our case,
agreement has to be ratified by the National Peoples
Congress; in your case, as 1n the case of Burma, the

Constitution may have to be changed.

I would like to make a further proposal. In order
to facilitate further negotiations after tglks this time,
it seems to us that @ joint statement will be & good thing
to indicate that some progress has been made 1in thess
talks. In this joint statement we may mention the
following : %'71,

(1) that both sides stated their stands and

viewpoints and these talks have meaat a
step forward to settlement.of the boundary
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question.

(1ii) We still think that it is best to separate our
forces from the line of actual control.
Fotst o Wt x‘li;[ﬂ' ekl

If you}dieaﬁ@ae-in accepthing thils, we can think of
some other way. '

In the joint stataement we should also express our
desire for friendly reletions. Not only our two people but
the whole world is interested 1n these talks and, the?éfbte,
a statement would seem necessary.

We should try to lessen tension and eventually tension

will be lessened.

P.M. I agree some kind of statement will have to be issued,
but it will require careful consideration.

About separation of troops from the border, you would
remzmber what we have said when you first wrote to us about
it. wWe are also anxious to avold clashes but as far as the
eastern sector is concerned, there does not se?m to‘ﬁe any\
chance, Thers may be a few Tlbetan refugees coming in, but
then our troops sre not in contect at any point.

On the western sector there are vast areas with a
few check posts here and there and it is not even easy to
determine lines. All we can, therefore, do is to impress

on our people not to do anything leading to clashes.

PREMIER CHOU: As regards the last point both sides should ensure
that they continue to stop patrolling of borders not only
in the western sector but also in the eastern sector
because our posts are near, as at Xinzemens. If there
are no patrols, we can avoid contact and sven if Tibetan
refugees come and go, if we stop patrolling, then we can
avoid clashes.

P.M. Yes. On the eastern sector there should be no é;?‘

difficulty. On the weostern sector we want to avoid
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possibility of conflict, but the answer to it is no
patrolling at &ll, but thaf patrolling should not be done
in a direction where conflict may arise.

PREMIER CHOU: I am afraid this interpretation of stopping
patrolling might create some trouble, but I will reply
tommorrow on this.

After our offlcials have examined documents and
submitted reports to the respective governments, I would
like to suggest that next talks should be held in China -
Paking. In my letter also I had stated that we would
extend to )bur Excellency a very warm welcome and
hospitality and I would like to extend this invitation %oday.
If there is any difficulty about it, you can decide abg#@wit
later. There is no nesd to give me a reply right noQ; §§u
may visit at any time suitable to you. |

P.M. Thank you; but this we will consider only. after- the

committee has submitted its report.

(The meeting was then adjournmed -itd Ldess%
10 o'clock on 25th April, 1960).

V.V.Paranjpe

-



