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>»ill take cogniiancc of them and we shall b? 
able to settle disputee under the provisions 
of that Act.

Shri GIdwaoi: Is it a fact that the World 
Bank has evolved a master-plan in June 
1956 for the distribution of water be ween 
India and Pakistan and settled the dispute 
perminently and thar India has acc^ptcd 
that scheme but Pakistan his rejected it ? If 
80 what was the nature of that Scĥ m?; and 
what wa<? the reason for rejection by 
Pakistan ?

Shfi Hathi: Perhaps, the hon. Mem
ber refers to the Bank’s proposal which they 
mads both co mtries in February. 1954. 
This is* ac ually tĥ  basis on wh'ch th? nc  ̂
negotiations are b:inK carried on. Both 
the Governments oflndia and Pakistan have 
agreed that this will be the starting pomt ô  
the basis on which the negotiations wijj 
ccmtinuc.

Shri Gldwani: My question wac
wheth?r tĥ  sch'ime was accepted by India 
and rejected by Pakistan; and, if so. -what 
^̂ ê c the reasons?

Shri Hathi: At. one time, Pakistan 
did not agree; but subsequently, the World 
bank wrote to both th“ Prim: Ministers and 
now they have agreed and it is on that basis 
that the negotiations are being carried 
on now.

Shri Kaaliwal: Th; hon. Minister will 
recall that when the last negotiations—  
previous to this— took place, India had 
agreed to pay a certain sum of money for 
the use of waters— probably it was Rs. 45 
crores or Rs, 60 crores. May I know 
whether there is any change in that position 
now or does the old position rsmain?

Shri Hatbi: It was not actually that
India had agreed to make any payment. 
It was onlv an estimate of what would be 
the cost of the construction. There was a 
proposal that roughly it might be about Ps. 
40 or Rs. 50 crores which India might have 
to pay. Bur, there is no agreement and 
India has not yet agreed to any sum being 
paid because these have not been finally 
.settled.

V  sffif Onfmii v  hit w 

f l i i  %

( v )  WT % Jifir fjrtipTT 
^ WST #4(^11 ^  if

fiT ftwr ^ ;

( ^ )  ?!•, ?ft w  ^

JTfir «TT arrWf;

(»r) ^  ^  fir'firPuffli s r

WT f  ?

frfv (wto i o  «« t«n !« ) :

( v )  3fr, »T  ̂ I

( ^ )  ( n ) .  i

r m  ^  ^  T̂PTJfW

^  v a n  ^  fTT ^  irsrf̂ r

?Tffr ^  » m r
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Dr. P. S. Deahmukh : It seems that 
the Committee has bicn appointed rnd 
a very inauspicious day.................

Dr. Lanka Sundaram t Who is res
ponsible for it ?

Dr. P. S. Deahmukh : Difficulties 
have been cropping im. When I replied 
to this question last, I said that we wci^ 
expecting the report to be submitted soon. 
Unfortunately, the draft could not be ap
proved by all the members then and thev 
arc now proposingto meet in the first week 
of December. That is the portion.

WRITTEN ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS 

AMcasmciit of OTcrcapitalitatloii

*42. Shri Chattopadhymya: Will the 
Minister of Railways be pleased to refer 
to the answer given to Starred Question 
No. 1460 on the i6th April, 1956 and 
state :

(a) whe^^r the Railway Board have 
since finalised the principles on which 
precise asaessment of ovetccpitalifatica 
should be madei ; and

(b) If so, the steps taken to assess the 
same ?

Tha Daputy Minister of Railways 
and XransiMMt (Shri Alagesan) s (a)
The principles on which precise a; sessment 
of over-capitalisation should be made are




