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-SHRI SHRI CHAND GOYAL:
India has very close trade relations
with Pakistan and in fact most of the
consumer goods in Afghanistan age
exported from India to Afghanistan.
May I know whether Government has
cot any survey conducted to find out
as to in what fields and for what
Indian goods there is a market in
Afghanistan so that we can increase
our exports to Afghanistan and that
of Afghan goods to India?

SHRI DINESH SINGH: The hon.
Member mentioned that we had very
close relations. 1 would like to say
that we have still better relations than
what we had in the past. .

SHRI PILOO MODY: After your
visit?

SHRI BAL RAJ MADHOK: We
want them to be still better.

SHRI DINESH SINGH: I do not
know about my visit. There have been
some romantic speculations beyond
what .... (Interruption)

SHRI J. B. KRIPALANI: Did this
romance take place in Afghanistan or
beyond Afghanistan?

SHRI DINESH SINGH: Leaving
out the element of speculation in the
whole question, what I had said is
substantiated by facts and figures. Our
trade with Afghanistan ten years ago
was of the order of Rs. 3.35 crores
and last year it went up to Rs. 7.50
crores. It is certainly an increase by
any standard. So far as the question
of making a study of the Afghan mar-
ket is concerned, th's is being done by
the traders there and by our mission.
There is a long list attached to the
agreement about the goods which can
be sold from India to Afghanistan.

SHRI SHIVAJIRAO S. DESH-
MUKH: You are well aware, Sir, of
recent press reports about our efforts
to .undertake commercial sales of small

arms and army equipment to Malaysia
and South East Asian countries. Has
the hon. Commerce Minister had any
talks about commercial sales of small
arms and defence equipment to Afgha-
nistan?

SHRI DINESH SINGH: No, Sir.
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//BI,ACK-LISTING OF MESSRS. AMIN-
CHAND PYARELAL

*694. SHRI ABDUL GHANI
DAR: Will the Minister of STEEL,
MINES AND METALS be pleased to
state :

(a) whether it is a fact that the firm
of M/s. Aminchand Pyarelal was
black-listed during 1963-64;
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(b) if so, for what period, how many
times and on what grounds;

«(c) the grounds on which the order
of black-listing’ the said firm wa§ with-
drawn; and

(d) whether any Chief Minister sent
a D.O. letter to the Union Govern-
ment in their favour and, if so, the
details thereof?

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN
THE MINISTRY OF STEEL MINES
AND METALS (SHRI RAM SE-
WAK): (a) to (c). During 196364, the
firm of Messrs. Amin Chand Pyarelal
was not black-listed by the Department
of Iron & Steel. However, an order
under the Standardised Code, banning
them and their associates for a per;od
of two years was issued by the Iron
and Steel Controller on B1st July,
1963. The ground for banning the firm
and their associates was the Tailure on
the part of M/s. Surrendra Overseas
(Private) Limited, an associate of Mes-
srs. Amin. Chand PRyarelal, to account
for 724 tonnes of Steel Rounds of sub-
standard .quality, imported by them in
1957. The ban order was not with-
drawn during, but was allowed to ex-
pire at the end of, the currency of the
‘;’vgggyear' period, viz., on 31st July,

(d) According to information avail-
able, no letter was addressed by any
Chief Minister to the Union Govern-
ment regarding the ban order -of 31st
July, 1963, against M/s. Amin Chand
Pyarelal.
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SHRI S. M. BANERJEE: In this
House a question was raised that they
~wanted an import licence for certain
imported articles to complete the Park
Hotel in Calcutta. We were assured
that this wquld not be given to them
because there were serious charges
against this particular firm. But the
Hotel has gone up as the Government’s
promises have gone down. We have
seen that in Calcutta. I would like to
know whether it is a fact that a bold
declaration has been made by one Mr.
- Jit Paul that since his company and
himself have stood 90 per cent of the
expenses of Durgapur Congress last
year, there is no power on earth which
can possibly. ... (Interruptions)

Mr. SPEAKER: Has he said that
he has stood 90 per cent of the ex-
penses of Durgapur Congress?

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE: He has
said to many.....
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MR. SPEAKER: It is something
very strange. . . . (Interruptions.)

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE : My ques-
tion is this. He has made a statement,
when the question was raised by Mr.
Limaye and others in this House, that
all the Opposition combined together
will not be able to beat him because
certain Ministers are in his left and
right pockets and he has paid a huge
amount to Congress coffers. ...

MR. SPEAKER': He may ask his
question.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE: 1 want to
know why an import licence was given
to complete “the Hotel, whether there
were any restrictions and if so, why
those restrictions were not followed,
and what was the amount paid to the
Congress both for elections and for
Durgapur Congress. =

SHRI P. C. SETHI: I have no in-
formation about this.

SHRI S. M. BANERIJEE: No infor-
mation?

MR. SPEAKER: How can the
Steel Ministry have information about
Hotels? : .

Mr. Tiwary.

SHRI D. N. TIWARY : There were
serious charges against this firm. May
I know whether, at any time in the
past, the matter of Aminchand Pyarelal
was sent to the Vigilance Commission
and their opinion obtained and, if so,
what was their opinion?

SHRI P. C. SETHI: ,The entire
deals relating to this firm and others
have been gone into by the Sarkar
Committee. Their report has come.
Their report was also sent to the Vigi-
lance Commission and the Vigilance
Commission has concurred with the
entire report of the Sarkar Committee.

As far as certain transactions are
concerned which relate to contraven-
tion of foreign exchange regulations,
the matter has been referred by the
Sarkar Committee to the Reserve
Bank of India and they in their turn
have referred the matter to the C.B.1.
for inquiry. That inquiry is still going
on.
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SHRI UMANATH: The latest in-
vestigation with regard to the shady
deals of this company and its modus
operandi was by the Sarkar Committee,
and that Committee at various places
has consistently mentioned that this
shady deal was ‘possible because that
firm was in a position to get advance
information of any intended transac-
tions either by the public sector com-
panies or by the Ministry itself. It
has held so in that report. I understand
that subsequent to 1961 the Govern-
ment is in possession of a CBI investi-
gation report about the shady deal of
this company which mentions two
important dignitaries being the reci-
pients of financial favours from this
company, one belonging to the Cabinet
level and the other, another very im-
portant..... (Interruptions) .

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE: This is
a very serious charge. He should men-
tion the names.

MR. SPEAKER: Not necessary,

SHRI UMANATH: My informa-
tion is that the CBI investigation re-
port which is in the hands of the
Government mentions Mr. Swaran
Singh and Mr. Hukam Singh, who is
a Governor, as being recipients of

financial favours from this company.

I am mentioning this because the Sar-
kar Committee holds that this company
has been receiving advance intimation
from higher-ups and all those things.
My question now is whether the Gov-
ernment placed this CBI investigation
report before the Sarkar Committee in
order to help it to come to a proper
conclusion as to the real culprits be-
hind the entire shady deal. If they had
not placed it, I would like to know
from the hon. Minister whether the
reason was to prevent the committee
_from catching hold of the real culprits.

SHRI P. C. SETHI: All the rele-
vant papers and records which were
asked for by the committee were sent
to them.
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SHRI P. C. SETHI: I am  sorry
that the hon. Member is making such
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remarks about the Ministers and the
hon. Governor. No such thing has been
said by the Sarkar Committee. On
the other hand, the Sarkar Committee
has exonerated the two Ministers, Shri
Swaran Singh and Shri C. Subrama-
niam.

SHRI UMANATH: I am referring
to the CBI report. ‘

SHRI P. C. SETHI: The Sarkar
Committee has not said anything about
thpén. On the contrary, they have
said......

SHRI UMANATH: He is diverting
my question. My question was this.
Government are in possession of a
CBI report. Let him say whether it is
true or not. Secondly, I would like to
know whether that report was placed
before the Sarkar Committee. If it was
not placed I would like to know whe-
ther the reason was to prevent the real
culprits being traced. Let him come
out with the CBI report.

SHRI P. C. SETHI: All concerned
papers and reports necessary were put
before them. )

SHRI UMANATH: He is trying to
go away from the question. I want a
categorical answer in regard to the CBI
report.

SHRI P. C. SETHI: I am not
try.ng to go away from the question.
Everything which was possible and
which was there was placed before
them.

SHRI UMANATH: My question
has not been answered. I am not asking
whether every paper was connected
and it was placed. My question is
whether the CBI report was placed
before them.

MR. SPEAKER: He need not re-
peat it. The question is very clear. If
the hon. Minister has information, let
him answer. If he does not have infor-
mation, let him say that he has no
information.

SHRI P. C. SETHI: I do not know
to which CBI report the hon. Member
is referring. All the connected papers
were placed before the committee; they
have gone into all the reports, and
this matter was referred to the Vigi-
lance Commission, before, and it was
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referred to the Commission, even after
the inquiry committee’s report; so, the
Vigilance Commission was in the pic-
ture. throughout.

SHRI UMANATH: Will he place
the CBI report before the House?

MR. SPEAKER: Can the House
presume that the CBI report was plac-
ed before the Central Vigilance Com-
mission?

SHRI P. C. SETHI: I do not know
to which CBI report he is referring.
The entire matter was placed before
the Vigilance Commission and the in-
quiry committee and the Vigilance
Commission has gone into it, and the
Sarkar Committee has gone into it, and
the Sarkar Committee’s report has also
been sent to the Vigilance Commission
and the Vigilance Commission has
completely concurred with the report.

SHRI INDER J. MALHOTRA:
Some time back, the Central Govern-
ment ordered an inquiry regarding the
issue and util’sation of stainless steel
quota in Jammu and Kashmir State,
and this firm was also involved in it.
May 1 know whether the hon. Minister
- is aware of this fact that such an in-
quiry had been ordered, and if so,
what has happened to that inquiry?

SHRI P. C. SETHI: I want notice.
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MR. SPEAKER : How can the Steel
Minister answer about income-tax?

SHRI SHEO NARAIN: They said
that the firm was going to be suspend-
ed. Why was it suspended. What hap-
pened to the income-tax arrears?

MR. SPEAKER: 1 know that the
hon. Member’s question is very impor-
tant, but the Steel Minister cannot
answer it. That is the only d'fficulty.
In regard to income-tax how can the
question be answered by the Steel
Minister?
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SHRI SHEO NARAIN: This re-
lates to Aminchand Pyarelal. i

MR. SPEAKER: Everything per-
taining to Aminchand Pyarelal cannot
be answered by one Minister.

SHRI S. M. BANERIJEE: He wants
to know whether this was one of the
causes for blacklisting. He should
answer this.

MR. SPEAKER: If the hon. Minis-
ter can answer it, I have no objection.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE: He
should answer the question.
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SHRI P. C. SETHI: I could not
say about the all Government Depart-
ments and all the CBI reports and on
all the subjects. This is a bigger ques-
tion which would involve perhaps
other Ministries also.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA:
What are the main findings of the
CBI? Tell him to tell us the main
findings of the CBI.

SHRI P. C. SETHI : In what respect
and in what connection? Unless the
particular reference is given, how can
I say?

SHRI RANGA: Arising out of his
answer concerning the CBI reports in
regard to this infamous firm of Amin-
chand Pyarelals, would the hon. Minis-
ter, since he does not have the infor-
mation now, look into all those records
and be good enough to place those
recommendations on the Table of the
House as soon as possible, if net
immediately during this session at least
by the time we come back for the next
session?
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