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PERSONNEL OF THE COMMI1'l'EE OF PRIVILEGES 
(1966-67) 

CHAIRMAN 

8hri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao. 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri Frank Anthony 

3. &lui N. C. Chatterjee 

4. Sardar Kapur Singh 
5. Shri L. D. Kotoki 
6. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 

7. Shri V. C. Parashar 

8. Shrl PunuhortwnWu R. Pa~l 
9. &'h.ri C. R. Pattabhi Raman 

10. Shri Jaganath R:ao 
11. Shri Yuveraj Durta Singh 

-12. Shrimati Ramdulari Sinha 
13. Shri Satya Narayan Sinha 

14. Shri Sinhasan Singh 
15. Shri Swnat Prasad. 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy SecretG'1/. 

·Nominated on the 3M Auru.t, 1966. 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND PROCEDURE 

Ii the Chairman of the Committee of Privileges, having been autho
rised to submit the report on their behalf, present this report to the 
House on the question of privilege raised by Shri Madhu Limaye, 
M.P. on the 2nd August, 1966 against 8hri Jit Paul (partner of the 
firm "Amin Chand Payarelal") allegedly for having printed and 
circulated a pamphlet purporting to be a petition to Lok Sabbs be
fore its presentation to the House. 

The matter was referred" to the Committee by the House on the 
23rd August, 1966. 

2. T~e Committee held nine sittings. The releV'ant Minutes of 
these sittings fonn part of the report. 

3. At the first sitting held on the 31st August. 1966, the Committee 
decided that 8hri Jit Paul's purported petition be c~rculated to the 
Members of the Committee in the first instance. 

4. At the second sitting held on the 5th September, 1966, the 
Committee decided that Shri Jit Paul be asked to appear before the 
Committee in person on the 4th October, 1966. 

5. At the third sitting held on the 4th October, 1966, the Com
mittee examined 8hri Jit Paul and directed him to furnish certain 
infonnation and documents (as mentioned in the Minutes of the 
Committee dated the 4th October, 1966, at page 11). 

6. At the fourth sitting held on the 27th October, 1966, the Com
mittee considered the information and documents furnished' by 
8hri Jit Paul. The Committee decided that Shri J. M. Slehgal, an 
employee of MIs. Amin Chand Payarelal, who had accompanied 8hri 
Jit Paul to 8hri Madhu Limaye, M.P., be asked. to appear before the 
Committee on the 2nd November, 1966. 

7. At the fifth sitting held on the 2nd November, 1966, the Com-
mittee examined 8hri J. M. Sehgal. The Committee decided that 

1 L.S. Deb., dc. 2-8-1966. cc. 1959-65. 

• L.S. Deb., dt. 33-8-1966, ce. 6423-37. 
• S" Appendix. 



Shri Ram Mohan Dube, who had accompanied Sarvashri Jit Paul 
and J. M. Sehgal to Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P., be asked to appear 
before ~e COmmittee. 

8. At the seventh sitting held on the 18th November, 1966, the 
Committee ex~ed Shri Rcpn Mohan Dube. The Committee 
decided that Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P., who had raised the question 
of privilege in the Ho~ against 8hri Jit Paul in this case be asked 
to appear before the Committee. 

9. At the eight sitting held on the 24th N9vember, 1966, th~ 

C~it~ examined Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P. and arrived at their 
conclusioos. 

10. At the ninth sitting h~ld on the 30th November, 1966, the 
Committee considered thejr draft Report and adop~d it. 

II. FACTS OF THE CASE 

11. On the 2nd August, 1966, Shri Madhu Lima~. M.P., raised. a 
question of privilege in the House against one Shri Jit Paul (a part
ner of the firm "~n Chand Payarelal"), inter alia on the ground 
th,t h~ h,,4 got printed and circulated a pamphlet purporting to be 
a petition' to Lok Sabha before its presentation to the House. While 
raising the question of privilege, Shri Madhu Limaye stated: 

"Now, I believ~ it is a 'grave breach of privilege and conteplpt 
of the House to print a pe~ition and circulate it before U 
has been formally presented to the Lok Sabba. 

This petition, I find, has not been presented to the House. 

The con1lempt of the Ho~ becomes all th!! ~ore $erioQ,S be
cause the petition is no ordinary petition ventilating a 
certain grievance; it traverses the finding of the Fiftieth 
Report of the Public Accounts Committee and seeks to 
prejudice Members adversely 'against the Public Accounts 
Committee by bringing undue influence on Members, 
Members who do not have any of the materials that led 
the Public Accounts o,mmittee to make the report .. 

Assuming that the said petition had been prese;nte4 to Parlia
ment with the Speaker's consent, even so, it would be a 

• In the purported petition, Shri Jit Paul had stated his venion of lacts about the 
&rm "Amin Chand Payarelal", commented upa,n bf tlte Public Account. C~.~ of 
Lot $abba in their 50th Report and prayed for an npportunity being aJven to the firm 
to pIee their venion of facts befOre the Public Accounts Committee.' .. 
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bteMh oJpr.ivile,t! ~$'UlOe I think ~he petitio~ ~annot be 
circula~d wtthQut the sanction of the Co~ttee on Peti
tiQJl$' 

Further, this printed matter bears no printer's line and so 
. w~oever printed it has also cqrnmitteed breach of privi
le~ and should be hauled ~p." 

12. The Speaker observed that every citizen had a right to sub
mit a petition to Parliament through a Member of Parliament and 
for that purpose he could approach several Members, one after 
another, to try to get his petition countersigned and .have it presented 
to the House by a Member. He could not also /be prevented from 
havi~g his petition printed before its presentation to the HouSe. But 
so far as the allegation made against Shri Jit Paw of circulating his 
petition before presentation to the House was concerned, that could 
be enquired into and action taken by the House. As regards the 
complaint that 8hri Jit Paul's pamphlet did not bear the printer's 
line, the S~ak~r observed· that the matter would be brought to the 
notice of the Minister of Home Affairs whose furiction it was to take 
neces~ary action in the matter. 

13. On the 23rd August, 1966, the Speaker made the following 
announcement" in the House:-

"On the 2nd August, 1966. Sh.ri Madhu Limaye had sought to 
raise a question of privilege against one 8hri Jit Paul of 
Mis. Amin Chand Payarelal for having printed and cir
culated a pamphlet which purported to be a petition to 
Lok Sabha before its presentation to the House. I had 
said that I would enquire whether copies thereof had 
been circulated. I called for an explanation of the person 
concerned. I have now received the following reply 
dated the 18th August, 1966 from Slhri Jit Paul:-

'lor my Representative haye never circu~ated any copy of 
our Petition to any Member of Parliament or to anybody 
else. I, however, :n;let the following Memb~rs of Parlia
ment to seek their advice as to bow to proceed. about 
this matter. I also handed over to them. Ii copy each of 
this Petition explaining my position. 

Shri Rajeshwar Patel 

Sh.ri Madhu LJrnaye 

Shri Gaure Murahari. 

• L.S. Deb., dt. 33-8-1966, cc. 6433-as. 



" 
This copy was merely of the 1st part of the Petition and not 

of the 2nd part which contains the various schedules. I 
have not circulated any copy to anyone by post. I 
might state that at none of these meetings I had the fee
ling that I was taking a wrong step nor had I any in
dication from anyone of the honourable Members men
tioned above whom I met that I was doing a wrong 
thing. I did not have any intention to. influence the 
opinion of these Members of Parliament nor did I have 
a possible expectation of exercising any such influence. 
r have the highest respect for the Parliament and the 
Public Accounts Committee. I hold the Honourable 
Speaker, the Members of Parliament and of the Public 

Accounts Committee in the highest esteem and respect 
It is far from my thought or intention to do anything 
which would even remotely savour of disrespect to 
Parliament or to the Public Accounts Committee and 
their Rules and Regulations. If, however, by any chance, 
there is any semblance of disrespect having been shown 
by me, I humbly request the Honourable Speaker to 
accept my humble and unconditional apology to him 
and to all the Members of Parliament and of the Public 
Accounts Committee. 

This Petition was printed by the Statesman Ltd., Statesman 
House, 4, Chowringhee Sq., Calcutta, in their commer
cial printing Department.' 

On the 2nd August, 1966, Shri Bhagwat Jha Azad had also men
tioned that this had been published in the CU1"I"ent weekly of Bom
bay. Although I had not asked for any explanation of the Editor 
of the Current, he has, of his own accord, sent to me the following 
letter dated the 5th August, 1966:-

'I understand from our correspondent in Delhi that our 
weekly was mentioned in the House in connection with 
a privilege issue that was discussed concerning a part
ner in the ftrm of Messrs. Amin Chand Payarelal and the 
Public Accounts Committee. 

Although we have not yet heard anything officially in this 
connection, I feel I should mention to you, Sir, before hand 
that should we inadvertantly have committed any breach 
of privilege of your Honourable House, we would be un
hesitating in our expression of regret for any error on our 



S 

part and if there is any way in which we can put this 
matter right, we would consider it our duty to do so' ". 

14. The Speaker thereafter asked Shri Madhu . Limaye if he 
wanted to say anything further on the matter. Shri Madhu Limaye 
replied that he wanted time to study the matter. 

The Speaker, thereupon, observed that he was referring the mat
ter to the Committee of Privileges for consideration and report. 

III. FINDINGS OF THE COMMITTEE 

15. The question of privilege referred to the Committee in the 
present case is based on the allegation made by Shri Madhu Limaye 
M.P., in the House on the 2nd August, 1966, that Shri Jit Paul had 
circulated the pamphlet which he intended to be presented to the 
Lok Sabha as a petition. This was quite clearly stated by the 
Speaker in the House on the 2nd August, 1966. 

16. The Committee, therefore, decided to find out whether there 
was any evidence in support of the allegation that Shri Jit Paul 
had circulated the said pamphlet which he had intended to be pre
sented to the Lok Sabha as a petition. With this end in \!dew, the 
Committee first examined Shri Jit PaUl in person on oath. 

Shri Jit Paul, in his evidence before the Committee on the 4th 
October, 1966, denied that he had circulated any copy of the said 
pamphlet to any Member of Parliament or to any body else either 
by post or personally by himself. He, however, said that he had 
approached three Members of Parliament, namely, Sarvashri Madhu 
Limaye, Gaure Murahari and Rajeshwar Patel, "in order to seek 
their advice and, if possible, get their agreement for signing it 
because I was told by my solicitor that some Member of Parliameat 
has to sign these petitions". He said that even to those Members of 
Parliament he had given copies of the purported petition without 
the schedules. He also stated that what had appeared in the Cu,.-
Tent, dated the 25th June, 1966, was different from the said pamphlet 
which had been drafted by his solicitors much later in the middle or 
the third week of July, and was printed about the end of July. He 
added that 10,000 copies of the said pamphlet had been printed and 
except one or two copies, the balance was lying. 

17. The Committee then examined on oath 8hri J. M. Sehgal, 
Manager, Amin Ch'and PayareW, New Delhi, and Slhri Ram Mohan 
Du'be a journalist, who had accompanied Shri Jit Paul to Shri 
Madhu Limaye, M.P. Shri Sehgal deposed that when they went to ' 
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:see Shri Madhu ~aye, M.P., they had. only o~ ~ of the pam
'phlet with them which was given to 'Shri MacUn! lJmaye, M.P., 
only when he ~d that it ~t ~ left with him 8Q tllat he could 
stu,Q.y it before discussing ~ matter with them. ~i Sehgal fur-
ther said that they had not circulat~ copie$ of the Pamphlet either 
personally or by post. 

Shri Ram Mohan Dube, however, deposed that they had two 
.copies of the said pamphlet when they went to se,e Shri Madhu, 
Limaye, M.P. He added that a copy was left with 8hri Madhu 
Limaye M.P., when he asked for it for studying it and thereafter 
fixing up some other time for discussion. According to him, another 
copy was left with 8hri Gaure Murahari, M.P., also for the same 
purpose. He said that they had not gone to any other Member 
of Parliament thereafter on that day. 

18. The Committee, thereafter, examined Shri Madhu Limaye, 
M.P. to find out whether be had any evidence in support of his alle
gation that Sbri Jit Paul had circulated copies of the said pamphlet 
which he h,ad intended to be presented to Lok Slabha. Shri Madhu 
Limaye Said that Shri Jit Paul had left a copy of the printed pam-
phlet with him on his own and that there was no question of entering 
into any discussions with him or asking him to give him any paper 
or 8hri Jit Paul's asking him to sponsor his petition. He, however, 
said that he had no knowledge whether the pamphlet had been cir-
culated to others, except that Shri Rajeshwar Patel, M.P., had told 
him that he had been given a copy of the petition. He added that 
it was a presumption and an inference that the pamphlet had been 
eirculated as he was given to understand by some dignitary of the 
Public Accounts Committee that 3,000 copies of the CUTTent dated 
the 25th June, 1966 had been purchased by Shri Jit Paul 

19. After careful consideration of the evideI\~~ Pl:a~~ QeWe the 
Conun.itt~, tbe Committ~e have come to tbe conclusion that there 
is 1)0 evid,nce in support of the allegation made by Shri Madhu 
Li~<Jye, M,P., in the lIpuse that the PJ.lrported petition had been 
published and circulated by Shri Jit Paul, excwt to the three 
Members of Parliament whom, as he stated, he had approached in 
conJ;lectiOJ1 wjth the pr~sentation of the purported petition to Par
liameI\t. 

20. ~e Coln,mittee. however, consider that t\le circUnlstaAces of 
the case are very suspicious, particularly in view of the fact that 
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the name of the printing press is not published on the pamphlet in 
question; but in the absence of any proof of actual distribution and 
also in view of the apology tendered by Shri Jit Paul, no further 
.action need be taken in the matter. 

IV. RECOMMENDATION OF THE COMMITTEE 

21. The Committee recommend that no further action be taken 
.by the House in the matter. 

NEW DELHI; 

The 30th N.ovember, 1966. 

S. V. KRISHNAMOORTHY RAo, 

Chairman, 
Committee of Privilege,. 



MINUTES 

I 

Fim Sitti. 

New Delhi, WedneBday, the 31st AugtUt, 19M. 

The Committee met from 16.00 to 16.45 hours. 

PRESENT 

Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy}tao-Chairman 

MBMBJ:RS 

2. Shri N. C. Chatterjee 

3. Sardar Kapur Singh 

4. 8hri L. D. Kotoki 

5. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 

6. Shri V. C. Parashar 

7. Shri Purushottamdas R. Patel 

8. Shri C. R. Pattabhi Raman 

9. Shri Jaganath Rao 

10. Shri Yuveraj Dutta Singh 

11. Shrimati Ramdulari Sinha 

12. Shri Sinhasan Singh 

13. Shri Sumat Prasad. 

SECRETABIA'l' 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secreta.ry. 

• * * • • 
5. The Committee then considered the question of privilege raised 

by Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P., against Shri Jit Paul (partner of the 
firm "Amin Chand Pyarela1") allegedly for having printed and circu
lated a pamphlet purporting to be a petition to Lok Sabha before its 
presentation to the House. The Committee decided that Shri" 
Jlt Paul's purported petition be circulated to the Members of the
Committee in the first instance. 

8 
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6. The Chairman read out to the Committee the letter dated the 
25th August, 1966 from Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P., in which he had 
requested for giving him an opportunity to appear before the Com
mittee in the cases against the Bihar Government, Col. Amrik Singh 
and Shri Jit Paul. The Committee decided to consider Shri Limaye's 
request later on at appropriate stages . 

• • • • • 
9. The Committee decided to meet on Saturday, the 1st October', 

1966 to consider the various cases pending before the Committee. 

The CQfRmittee then ad;ourned.. 

n 
Second SIUiDc 

New Delhi, Monday, the 5th September, 1966. 

The Committee met from 16.00 to 17.25 hours. 

PRESENT 

Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao-Chainnan 

MD«Bats 

2. Shri L. D. Kotoki 

3. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 
4. Shri Purushottamdas R. Patel 

5. Shri J aganath Rao 

6. Shrimati Ramdulari Sinha 
7. Shri Sinhasan Singh 

8. Shri Sumat Prasad. 

SBcurAJlIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secret4.",. 

• • • • • 
4. The Committee then considered the question of privilege 

against Shri Jit Paul allegedly for having printed- and circulated a 

• ···Paragraphs 2 to 4 and 7 and 8 relate to other cases and will 
be included in the Minutes of the relevant Reports. 
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pamphlet purporting to be a petition to Lok Sabha before its presen
tation to the HouSe. 

The Committee directed that Shri Jit Paul be asked to appear 
before the Committee in person on the 4th October, 1966. 

The Chairman read out to the Committee a cOmmunication from 
the Ministry of Home Affairs enquiring whether, in view of Shri Jit 
Paul's letter of regret read out to the House by the Speaker, Govern
ment should still initiate action againstl the printers of the petition 
under the Press and Registration of Books Act, 1867. The Commlttee 
decided that that matter should be considered by the Government 
'independently on merits in the ncmnal cO't.lrte . 

• • • • • 
6. The Committee decided to meet at 11.00 hours on Tuesday, the 

4th October, 1966, instead of the 1st October, 1966 as decided by them 
earlier on the 31st August, 1966 to consider the various cases pending 
before the ConUnittee. 

The Committee then ad;ourn.ed. 

m 
Third Sitting 

New Delhi; Tuesday, the 4th October, 1986. 

The Committee met from 11.00 ttl 13.l5 hottrs and trorrt 15.30 to 
18.05 hours. 

~ 

Shri s. V. Krishnamoortby Rao--ChaiM7l4ft. 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri Frank Anthony 

3. Sardar Kapur Singh 

4. Shri L. D. Kotoki 

5. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 

.... Paragraphs 2, 3 and 5 relate to other cases and will be includ
~ in the Minutes of the rel~v'nt Reports. 
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6. Shri Purushottamdas R. Patel 

7. Shri Jaganath Rao 

8. Shrimati Ramdulm Sinha 

9. Shri Sinhasan Singh 
10. Shri Sumat Prasad. 

SJrCRETARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Depu.ty Sec-ret4ry. 
WrriBSs 

Shri Jit PaUl. 

• • • • • 
~. Shri Jtt Paul was then called in and examined by the Commit

tee on oath. 

6. The Committee directed Shri Jit PattI to furtlish the following' 
information and documents by the 20th October, 1966:-

(1) Copy of the typed note left by Shtl lit Paul with the Editor 
of the Cun-ent magazine when he met him in June, 1966' 
in Bombay which was subsequently published in the 
Cun-ent. 

(U) Copy of the letter from Mis. StateBfTl4n, Calcutta, in reply 
to Shri Jit PAttI's l~ter, elite<! ti1:e i~th Ail~t, 1966 ask
ing the reason for not printing the name of the printers 
and the priDting press on the printed copies of the petition 
which was proposed. to be presented to Lok Sabha by Shri 
Jit PaUl. 

(iii) The date of ree'~ipt of the ptiritE!d COPies of the purported 
petition by Shri Jit Paul from MIs. StateBfTl4n, Calcutta. 

(iv) The complete ~rUcu1ars, of one, Shrl Sehgal, si~ted to be 
~ emplOYee of Sliri J~t Paui~s rum fLIldone, shri Dl:.tbe· 
who took Sarvashri Sehgal and J1t Paul to Shri Madhu 
Limaye, M.P. 

(The witness then withdrew) 
• • • • • 

The Committee then adjourned. 



Fourth Sittial 

New Delhi, Thursday, the 27th October, 1966. 

'The Committee met from 11.00 to 11.30 hours. 

Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao--ChGinnan 

2. Sardar Kapur Singh 

3. Shri L. D. Kotoki 
4. Shri Purushottam.das R. Patel 

5. Shri J aganath Rao 
,6. Shri Surnat Prasad. 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy SecretG:ry . 

• • • • • 
'3. The Committee then considered the letter dated the 14th 0cto

ber, 1966 from Shri Jit Paul in response to the directive of the Com
mittee to furnish certain infonnation and documents. 

The Committee decided that Shri Sehgal, an employee ot 11./ .. 
Amin Chand Pyare LaI, who had accompanied Shri Jit Paul to Shri 
'Madhu Limaye, M.P., be asked to appear before the Committee on. 
'the 2nd November, 1966, at 15.30 hours . 

• • • • • 
The Committee then ad;oumec:L 

••• • Paragraph 2 and 4 relate to other cases and will ~ inclu.de4 
in the Minutes of the relevant Reports. ' 



"15 

V 

Fifth Sittiq 

New Delhi; Wednesday, the 2nd November, 1968. 

The Committee met from 15.00 to 16.50 hours. 

PRESENT 

:Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao-Chainn4ft 

MDIBERS 

:2. 8hri Frank Anthony 

.3. Sardar Kapur Singh 

-4. Shri L. D. Kotoki 

.5. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 

6. Shri V. C. Parashar 

'7. Shri C. R. Pattabhi Raman 
'8. Shri J aganath Rao 

9. Shri Yuveraj Dutta Singh 

10. Shrimati Ramdu1ari Sinha 

11. Shii Sinhasan Singh 

12. Shri Sumat Prasad. 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy SeC1'etaT!/ 
WITNESS 

8hr! J. M. Sehgal (Manager, Mis. Amin Chand Pyare1al, New 
Delhi). 

• • • • • 
• 

5. Shri J. M. Sehgal, Branch Manager, Mis. Amin Chand Pyare , 
Lal Group of Firms, New Delhi, was then called in and examined bJ 
the Committee on oath on the object of his visit to Shri Madha 
Limaye along with Sarvashri Jit Paul and Dube. 

The witness then withdrew 

6. The Committee decided that Shri Dube, who had accompanied 
Sarvashri Jit Paul and J. M. Sehgal to Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P .. 

• ... *Paragrapbs 2 to 4 relate to other cases and. will. be included 
In the Minutes of the relevant Reports. 

2286 (E) LS-2. 
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be asked to appear before the Committee on the 8th November, 1966 
at 16.00 hoU1'8. 

The C01"tnittee-then adjourned. 

VI 

Sixth Sittiar 

New Dal.h.i;· Tuesda.lI. the ath November, 1966. 

The Committee met from 15;00 to 15.50 hours. 

PRESENT 

8hri 8. v. Krlshnamoorthy Ra~hairman 

MEMBERS 

2. 8hri N. C. Chatterjee 

3. Shri L. D. Kotoki 

4. Shri J aganath Rao 

5. Shri Sinhasan Singh 

6. Shri Sumat Prasad. 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla--,Dquty Secretary. 
• • • • • 

5. The Chairman then informed the Committee that he had receiv
ed a letter dated the 5th November, 1966 from Shri Ram Mohan 
Dube (who had accompanied Shri Jit Paul and Shri J. M. Sehgal tOo 
Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P.) expressing his inability to appear before 
the Committee on the 8th November, 1966 and requesting for giving 
~ another date after the 10th December, 1966. 

The Committee decided that he h~ telegraphically asked to appear 
before the Committee on the 18th November, 1966 at 16.00 hours . 

• • • • • 
The Committee then adjourned. 

". ····ParagtaphSl 2 to 4 and 6 relate to other cUes b&wui {be"'in-
eluded in the Minutes of the relevant' Reports. . 



IS 

VB 

Seventh Sitting 

New Delhi; Friday, the 18th 'November, 1966. 

The Committee met from 15.00 to 15.50 hours. 

,PRlSENT 

Shri S. y. Krlshnamoorthy Rao-Chai~" 

,MEM8ERS 

2. Shri N. C. Chatterjee 

3. Shri L. D. Kotoki 

4. Shri 1I. N. Mukerjee 

5. Shri V. C. Parashar 

6. Shri Yuveraj Dutta Singh 

7. Shri Sumat Prasad. 

SI!'£RET ARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secretary. 

WITNESS 

Shri Ram Mohan Dube. 

2. Shri Ram Mohan Dube, who had accompaniedShri Jit Paul to 
Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P., in connection with the presentation to the 
House of a Petition by Shri Jit Paul (Partner of the firm named Mis. 
Aminchand Pyarelal) on the observations made by the Public Ac-
counts Committee in their Fiftieth Report, was called in and examin
ed by the Committee on oath. 

The witness then withdrew. 

3. The Committee decided that Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P., who 
had raised 'the question of privilege in the House against Shri Jit 
Paul irl this case might be asked to appear before the Committeeo'ri 
the 24th November, 1966, as requested by him . 

• • • • • 
The Committee theft 'adjourned. 

: ····Paragtaphs4 'and 5 rel~~ to other cases and Win.be ~c1U.clM 
til dt&':MinUtes of the re1eVantltepOtts. .; 
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vm 
EiPth Sittiq 

N81.D Delhi; ThurB~Y. the 24th November, 1968. 

The Committee met from 15.00 to 17.15 hours. 

PRJSENT 

Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao--Chainnan 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri N. C. Chatterjee 
3. Sardar Kapur Singh 

4. Shri L. D. Kotoki 

5. Shri V. C. Parashar 
06. Shri J aganath Rao 
7. Shri Yuveraj Dutta Singh 

8. Shri Sinhasan Singh 

'9. Shri Sumat Prasad. 

Sr.cRETAlIIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secretary. 

WITNESS 

Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P. 

• • • • 
4. Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P., was then called in and examined b7 

the Committee in regard to the question of privilege raised by him 
in Lok Sabha against Shri Jit Paul (partner of the firm "Amin Chand 
Pyarelal") allegedly for having printed and circulated a pamphlet 
purporting to be a petition to Lok Sabha before its presentation to 
the House. 

(The 'Witness then. withdrew) 

5. The Committee came to the conclusion that there was no evi-
dence in support of the -allegation that the purpQrted:petitlon had. 
been published and circulated by 'Shri Jit Paul except to the tbret 



17 

Members of Parliament whom he was stated to have approached in 
eonnection with the presentation of the purported petition to Parlia
ment. The Committee decided to recommend that no breach of pri
vilege or contempt of the House was involved in the matter. 

The Committee decided to meet again on the 29th tNovember,. 
1966 to consider their draft Report. 

• • • 
The Committee then adjourned. 

IX 
Ninth Sitting 

• • 

New DeZhi; Wednesday. the 30th November. 1966. 

The Committee met from 16.15 to 16.50 hours. 

PRl!SENT 

Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao-Chai1'man. 
MEMBERS 

2. Sardar Kapur Singh 

3. Shri L. D. Kotoki 

4. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 

5. Shri Jaganath Rao 

8. Shri Yuveraj Dutta Singh 

7. Shrimati Ramdulari Sinha 

8. Shri Sum at Prasad. 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy SeCTetary. 

2. The Chairman apprised the Committee of the contents of a let-
1el', dated the 26th November, 1966 from the Editor of the "CUR
RENT" stating that he was unable to find out the copy of the note 
which had been handed over to him !by Shri Jit Paul and extracb 
from which had ,been published in the "CURRENT", dated the 25th 
June, 1966. 

t The Committee considered their draft report at the Sitting held 
en the 30th November, 1966. 

····Paragraphs 2, 3, 6 and 7 relate to other cases and will be in
.laded in the Minutes of the relevant Reports. 
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3. The Committee then considered their draft Twelfth Report and., 
adopted it with the substitution of the following for the existing para, 
20:':':'" 

"20. The Committee, however, consider that the circumstances 
of the case are very suspicious, particularly in view of ,the 
fact that the name of the printing press is not pub~hed on 
the pamphlet in question; but in the absence of any proof 
of actual distribution and also in view of the apology ten
dered by Shri Jit Paul, no further action need be taken in 
the matter." 

• • •• • • 
6. The Committee authorised the Chairman and in his absence, 

Shri Sumat Prasad, to present their Twelf~ and Thirteenth Reports 
to the House on the 1st December, 1966. 

The Committee then ad;ourned.. 

.. ···Paragraph 4 relates to another case and has been included 
in the Minutes of the relevant Report. 



MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE THE COMMI1'TEE dr 
PRIVILEGES 

Tuesday, the 4th October, 1966 

Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri Frank Anthony 

3. Sardar Kapur Singh 

4. Shri L. D. Kotoki 
5. Shri H. N. Mukerjee 

6. Shri Purushottamdas R. Patel 
1. Shri Jaganath Rao 
8. Sh'limati Ramdulari Sinha 

9. Shri Stnhasan Singh 
10. Shri Sumat Prasad 

SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy SecrtttJ11I. 

Wnm:Ss 
Shri Jit Paul 

(The Committee met at 11.00 hours) 

EVIDENCE OF SHRI JIT PAUL 

Shri Jit Paul: I, Jit Paul, do swear in the name of God that the 
evidence which I shall give in this case shall be true, that I will 
conceal nothing and that no part of my evidence shall be false. 

Mr. Cha.irman: An allegation has been made by some one that you 
circulated a printed memorandum to the Members of Parliament 
before it was presented to Parliament. W:l:lt have you got to say on 
that? 
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Shri Jit Paul: In this connection. r have to say that I did not cit
culate any copy to any Member of Parliament. All that I did wal~ 
when I approached the three members, whose names I have already 
given to you, namely, Shri Madhu Limaye, Shri Gauri Murahari nnd 
Shri Rajeshwar Patel, I showed them a part of my petition, which I 
wanted to submit, in order to seek their advice and if possible, get 
their agreement for signing it because I was told by my solicitor tha~ 
some Member of Parliament has to sign these petitions. The schedule. 
were to be given even later. Because I was leaving the next day 
for Calcutta, I was told-Shri Madhu Limaye told me-"After you 
send the schedule, we will go through it". I have not circulated 
either by post or by myself to anybody other than these people. 

Mr. Chairman: It has appeared in the paper, Current. How hu
it appeared? 

Shri Jit Paul: Whatever has appeared in the Current is not exact
ly a petition. The petition was drafted by the solicitors much later. 
I met Shri Morarka around 10th or 11th June and from here I went 
to Bombay. By then Current had already published two issues on us· 
giving all sorts of allegations against us. I went to their office and 
told them that this is not the fact, that certain facts have not been 
presented to the PAC by the department concerned, that I have· 
requested also the Chairman accordingly and the Chairman told me, 
"'The best way is to go to your solicitor, draft a petition and give it to 
Parliament". Then he-Shri Karaka-saw that note of mine and 
possibly I left an unsigned copy with him. Because Shri Morarka, 
'told me clearly, "You consult your solicitors and then give it", there
was no signed copy given to him. 

Sardar Kapur Singh: Is he the Karaka who edits the Current? 

Shri Jit Paul: Yes. 

Mr. Chairman: Who gave it to the Current? 

Shri Jit Paul: I gave him the note. I told him the facts of the c&~ 
which I had told Shri Morarka when I was in Delhi. This petition 
was a different petition than that. 

Sardar Kapur Singh: Is Shri Karaka a solicitor? 

Shri Jit Paul: Shri Karaka is Current's editor. He published two 
articles and I went to him and told him, "You are publishing these· 
articles which are very damaging to USi actually, the facts are slightl,., 
iifferent but they have not been given to the PAC". 
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Mr. Chairman: Before the publication who briefed him? 

Shri Jit Paul: I told him. 

Sardar Kapur Singh: If I have understood him correctly, he says· 
that Shri Karaka had been publishing things against their firm; so,. 
he went to Shri Karaka and said, "You are not well informed; the' 
real facts are something like this". He says that in that connection 
an unsigned copy might have been left with him to let him know 
what the real facts, according Ito him, are. It was not meant for 
pUblication. Is that the position? 

Shri Jit Paul: Yes, Sir. I told him that Shri Morarka has told 
me, "Whenever any petition has to be given to Parliament or any
body, you must consult your solicitor". He told me categorically •. 
"I will see that nothing is published or said which is against the 
High Court", because some cases of this are also pending with the 
High Court. He said, "He will examine it himself and then· say 
aomething which should be said". 

Mr. Chairman: Did your solicitors in any way give notice to the 
editor of Current? 

Shri Jit Paul: From Bombay I went to Calcutta and then we 
drafted this petition to be flIed in the House. 

Mr. Chairman: Was your talk with the editor of Current after 
pUblication or before publication? 

Shri Jit Paul: Before publication of this petition. 

Mr. Chairman: Do you mean to say that what is published in the' 
Current is a garbled version of the information you gave him? 

Shri Jit Paul: I would say "Yes". But I never told him to publish 
alll1Us because the High Court was involved. I told him that all 
these cases were pending before the High Court and "You should 
either stop the publication of articles which you are publishing every 
week against us or say something which is not contrary to the rule. 
of the High Court or even the House". 

Mr. Chairman: Did you issue any lawyer's notice? 

Shri Jit Paul: No. Sir; we did not. 

Sardar Kapur Singh: This publication, as a matter of fact, was in' 
his favour. 

Shri Jaganath Roo: Is it a true version of the memorandum given. 
to Parliament? 
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Shri Jit Pau.l: This is different. 

Sardar Kapur Singh: The one which is published is substantially 
the sam~ as the printed memorandum. 

Shri Jit Paul: The facts are near about the same. 

S!,rdar Kapur Singh: But the language is different. 

Shri Jit Pau.l: The language is very much different because that 
has been worded in accordance with the Rules of the Lok Sabha. 

l'd;r. Chairman: Do you swear that apart from these three Members 
of Parliament you ~ve never distributed any copy to anybody else? 

Shri Jit Paw: I do swear that I have nGt given any copy to any
body and to these Members also only without the schedules. 

Sa.rdar Kapur Si1lgh: You did not authorise Shri Karaka to 
publish it. 

Shri Jit Paul: No, Sir; absolutely not. Rather, I told him, "Do 
not publish anything because Shri Morarka told me, when I wanted 
to give a petition to Shri Morarka,. "Do not give it like this; consult 

.' your solicitors". 

Sardar Kapur Singh: Shri Morarka gave you the best advice. 

Shri'Jit Paul: I acted like that. 

Shri H. N. Muker;ee: You had this proposed petition printed in 
the Statesman printing press. 

Shri Jit Paul: That is right. 

Shri H. N. Muker;ee: The Stawsman is a very reputable businell 
organisation. 

Shri Jit Paul: That is right. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: I think, you will agree that the Statesman 
usually observes the rules regarding printing jobs. 

Shri Jit Paul: That is right. 

Shri H .. N. Mukerjee: What is the number of copies you ordered to 
be,; printed? 
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Shri Jit Paul: About 10,000. 

Shri. H. N. Mukerjee: A very large number. 

Shri Jit Paul: That is right. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: Your idea was to distribute it very largely 
all over the place. ' 

Shri Jit Paul: After it was presented, yes. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: Did you notice that there was no printer.'. 
line in the document as it was printed, as you say, by the Sta.tesman.1 

Shri Jit Paul: We did not know about that. The Statesman and 
the advertising agents, J. Walter Thompson, we thought, were very 
reputable and they will certainly take care of any rules and regula
tions. We never knew that it is very essential 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: You will agree with me that the Statesman., 
.doing a normal job of work, would be expected to observe some rules, 
which may not be known to you but are very well known to the 
,Statesman. 

Shri Jit Paul: I think so. They should. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: Could it be that your idea was to see to • 
large circulation of this petition surreptitiously so that the Statesmcm 
,Or any other press may not get into the picture? 

Shri Jit Paul: No, it was not our idea because we appointed these 
two people specifically and there was no question of hiding &ny fact 
from anybody. We thought and. our solicitors advised. us that thU 
was well within our rights that after we had rued the application, 
we could circulate it. That is how both these people advised. us plus 
our solicitors. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: You knew that in this petition of yours you 
were making a detailed criticism of a report made by a Committee 
of Parliament. 

Shri Jit Pa1J,l: According to my counsels; they have. not criticized .. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: You knew it. 

Shri Jit Paul: No, we have not done it. We have only said that 
,certain facts have nnt been f',iven by Hindustan Steel to the PAC. 
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Shri H. N. Mukerjee: In any case, when you were asking f01' 10,000. 
eopies of this petition, a very detailed and argumentative petition, t() 
be printed by a very eflicient printing establishment, your idea was. 
tlo propagate this as widely as possible and as speedily as possible in 
view of ParLament taking notice of this Report. 

ShTi Jit Paul: Certainly we had the desire to give the informa
tion that certain facts which could have gone in our favour have not 
been given to the PAC. Even the whole Report says that certain 
things have not been brought to their notice. If they would have 
been brought to their notice, their conclusion might have been 
liifferent. 

Shri H. N. MukeTjee: I put it to you, therefore, that your idea was 
to put your point of view before Parliament and the whole country 
1hrough the press or otherwise as quickly as possible and as widely 
as possible. 

Shri Jit Paul: That is right. Our idea was to bring certain facts 
·to the notice of Parliament and other Houses which were not given 
by the departments concemed. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: If a presumption is made by many people, 
.. it has been made, that printing of such a large number of copies 
.f this petition and the way it got circulated surreptitioudy suggests 
IOmething which really should not have bee.n done, what is your 
answer? 

Shri Jit Paul: It has not been circulated at all. That can be veri
ted at any time if you like. Even the delivery was taken of 900(), 
and odd pieces much later from the Statesman themselves. 

Shri H. N. MukeTjee: Do you mean to say that, when you met Mr. 
1C.araka who is the Editor of the CUTrent and possibly you expected 
Aim to have some sympathy from your point of view and you showed 
him the document, you had no expectations at all about his utiliSing 
it for the purpose of publication? 

Shri Jit Paul: Certainly not to the extent he utilised. He told me 
categorically that he will look into both the aspects. I had seen the 
Chairman before that and at that time the petition was not ready. 
The petition was drafted sometime in the middle or the third week 
.t July. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: But, substantially, you say, what Mr. 
Xaraka did actually print in the Current is in your petition. 
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Shri Jit Paul: That is for him to answer. I only told him, "YOWl 
bave put two publications against us, 2 full pages, without going inte 
the details which should not be your job." That is what I told him. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: You gave specific instructions to Mr. Karaka 
whom I suppose you know very well ..... 

Shri Jit Paul: That was my first meeting with him. I had not 
known his face prior to this and I have not seen his face after that. 

Shri H. N. Muker;ee: Did you tell him very definitely that the 
matter was pending before Parliament and that no publicity should 
be given to it? 

Shri Jit Paul: I had told him that the matter was pending before 
the Parliament and the High Court and that he should say only what 
he can say. 

Shri H. N. Muker;ee: Did you tell him that till the petition wu -
presented to Parliament, the substance of the petition, however, c:lifte-
rently worded, should nQt be given publicity in the Current or else
where? 

Shri Jit Paul: At that time the petition did not exist. That came 
in sometime in July. At that time, the matter was pending before 
the House and I told him that and I never expected him to print it 
like this. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: I have not seen the Current report. But 
your evidence is that the Current report is based on some notes in 
regard to the petition which you were going to present. 

Shri Jit Paul: The petition was drafted much later The Curren. 
nnly says that certain facts, which we think, were not brought to the 
notice of the P.A.C. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: The Current was shown a fairly comprehe~ 
live and quite an accurate draft of the petition as it was to be pre
sented. 

Shri Jit Paul: There was no draft petition. At that time, it wu 
certain notes which I had prepared to discuss with Shri Morarka. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: Therefore, according to your eviden~ 
what appeared in the Current should be very different in composi
tion from the petition as was later formulated. 

Shri Jtt P4ul: The faets are 'the same but the language is d1ffeo.
rent. 
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Shri H. N. MuJcerjee: I have not seen it. I am asking you, its: 

'phrasing, its wording, its formulation, is different· from the actual 
petltion. 

Shri Jtt Paul: The wording is d11ferent. But the facts are. of 
course. same. 

Shri Sinha.s4n Singh: You get 10,000 copies printed. You must 
have paid for it. 

Shri Jit Paul: Not yet. I will pay in course of time. 

Sa.rdar Kapur Sin..gh: How much will the bill come to'? 

Shri Jit Paul: Roughly, Rs. 12,000. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: When you got the printed pamphlet. you 
did not see wbetbe'r it bore the name of the prirlter and the publi.,:" 
sher. . 

Shri Jit Paul: I did not see and I do ·not knoW. 

Shri8inhasan Singh: When you get a copy. would not your eye 
fall on the printer's or the publisher's name? 

Shri Jit Paul: I did not notice it. 

Shri Sinh;asan Singh: 10,000 is a big number. You say that you 
wanted to send round the copies after it was presented to the Parlia
ment. You say that you approached only three Members of Parlia
ment. All the three Members refused to present it to Parliament? 

Shri Jit Paul: All the three persons said, ''We will study it and let 
you know." Mr. Madhu Limaye said, "You send the schedules also." 
I left for Calcutta the next day and then I found that the privilege 
motion was filed against me. Then, my men never approached him 
Dor we approached anybody thereafter. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: You approached Mr. Madhu Limaye, Mr. 
Rajeshwar Patel and another Mem'bE'f also. It was Mi'. Madhu 
Limaye who moved the privilege motion in Parliament. May I 
know what was the talk that passed between you and Mr. Madhu 
Limaye about the presentation of the ~tition to Parliament and 
bow many days earlier you had met him and how many days after 
you presented it. What happened in between? 

Shri Jit Paul: One Mr. Dube who is known to our Manager, Mr. 
Sehgal came and said., "We can go to these people". I myself, ~r. 
Sehgal and Mr. Dube went to Shri Gauri Murahari and we talked 
fGr",.bout 19 'to 15 minutes. Heald, nUt Me ~d it." Mter that, 
we went to Mr. Madhu Limaye. I asked him, "Should I start __ 



27 

subject?". He said, "Well,hure ltougot ~ P.AlC. ;ltepOrt?". I 
said, "I have not got it'i. Then, he brought the Report and I told 
him that certain facts were not given to the P.A.C. Then, he said, 
"There are certain other papers / schedules which are ,mentioned here. 
You send them to me and I will read them.;' Later on J}earntOD 
Monday or on Tuesday and I found that the motion of privilege was 
flIed against me. 

Shri Sinh4san Singh: You say 'that certain sdheduleswere to be 
produced. Did you ask him the time by which you could produce'" 
those schedules? 

Shri Jit Paul: I was to send those schedules through my man. 
But before I could do so, the motion was filed against'me. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: What was the time fixed? There was a 
talk between two gentlemen and he Mut have fixed some time for 
you to produce those schedules. What was the time fixed? 

Shri Jit Paul: There was no time fixed. He only tol'd us to send· 
the schedules to him and that he will read them. The next day, 
the motion was flled against us and we never approached anybody 
thereafter. 

Shri SinJuuan. Singh: You mean to say that Mr. Madhu Limaye 
did not observe the contract that was between you and hUn. 

Shri Jit Paul: There was no contract. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: There was an understanding or a contract 
or an agreement between you and him. You went to him and he 
wanted more details and you said that you would supply him those 
details. But before you could supply him. he ran to Parliament 
and filed a motion of breach of privilege against us. Mterwards, 
did you tell Mr. Madhu Limaye, IIWhy did you run to Parliament 
when you had asked me to send you those details, the schedules, 
and file the motion of breach of privilege against us?". 

Shri Jit Paul: I have not met him. Later on, I learnt that Mr. 
Dube was not a reliable man. 

Mr. Chairma.n: Who is Mr. Dube? 

ShTi Jit Paul: There is one Mr. Dube who is known to my 
Manager, Mr. Sehgal. 

Mr. Chairman: Is he a Member of Parliament? 

. '&hri lit Paul: No, . Sir. He took. us; to Mr. Madhu Lima)" 
Otherwise, I did not know Mr. Madhu Limaye. 
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S1tri SiMcu"n Singh: Who is Mr. Dube? 

Shri Jit P"ul: My Manager will know it. 

Shri SinhCIs"n Singh: Your Manager can inform us more on thia 
:-point than yourself? . 

Shri Jit P"ul: My Manager knows him. 

Shri SinhClB"n Singh: You talked with Mr. Madhu Limaye 
~direcUy? 

Shri lit P"ul: Yea. 

Shri Sinhaaan Singh: After that, did you think it proper to meet 
. Mr. Madhu Limaye and ask him, UWhy did you run to Parliament 
when you had asked me to produce certain documents which yoU 
wanted to go through?" Did you see him and make a complaint to 

.him? 

Shri Jit Paul: I did not do that sin,ce I had not known Mr. Madhu 
:Limaye and that was my first contact with him. Later on, I learnt 
that Mr. Dube was not the right man. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: It seems Mr. Dube took you to the wrong 
person. If Mr. Dube was a wrong man, he took you to a wrong 
person to serve your interest. 

Shri Iit Paul: I would say, probably, Mr. Madhu Limaye did not 
.-trust Mr. Dube or some such thing, 

Sardar Kapur Singh: Is Mr. Dube known as a contact man? 

Shri Jit Paul: I have no knowledge of that. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Did you find out through Mr. Sehgal who 
Mr. Dube was? 

Shri Jit Pau.l: 1 did not find out. As soon as Mr. Madhu Lima,.. 
tiled the motion, I learnt that he was not the right man. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: He moved a different motion against you. 
. You had approached him and it seems your purpose was frustrated 
byhim. 

Shri Jit Paul: Yea. 

Shfli SinhascZn Singh: So, as a natural consequence you must havi 
approached Mr; Madhu Limaye or his party leader that he bad 

!.betrayed you. 
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Shri Jit Paul: I did not know him. OtPerwlse, I would. have 
certainly approached him or anybody else. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: What did Mr. Rajeshwar Patel and the other 
Member tell you? 

Shri Jit Paul: Mr. Rajeshwar Patel and the other Member also 
said, "We will read it and let you know." I did not follow it up 
after the motion had ~ ftled. 

Shri Sinh4san Singh: After the motion had been filed, there was 
no question of following it up. It is a question of prior to that. 
When the document was printed, after how many days you approach
ed Mr. Madhu Limaye and Mr. Rajeshwar Patel? 

Shri Jit Paul: I think I approached these three people within 
the 10th August. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: When was the document printed? 

Shri Jit Paul: The document was printed about the end of July. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: When did you meet Mr. Madhu Limaye? 

Shri Jit Paul: I met Mr. Limaye on 6th or 7th August. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: So a fortnight passed between your meeting 
Mr. Limaye and the printing of the document. 

Shri Jit Paul: Yes. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: When did you meet Mr. Karaka? 

Shri Jit Paul: I met Mr. Karaka in June. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Then the copy was left unsigned. Thjs 
printed document ......... . 

Shri Jit Paul: This printed document was not rea~y then. There 
was a note which I brought to discuss with him. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Was it written? 

Shri Jit Paul: It was typed. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Have you got a copy of that? 

Shri Jit Paul: No. 
Shri SinkaBan Singh: Can you produce it? I mean, the copy. 

with which you went to Mr. Karaka. 

Shri Jit Paul: It might be available in the office in Calcutta. I 
do not know. I will send it if you like. 

2286 (E) LS.-3. 
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Shri SWt.ha.san Singh: When you knew that this report had 
appeared in Current, naturally the question was how the matter went 
to Current. It was said that a copy was left there without any ins-. 
truction for publication ..... . 

Mr. C'hG.irm4,,: That is not the issue. 

Shri Si'nhaBan .Singh: The issue is whether this very thing was 
in typed form when he went to Mr. Karan. Can he prodUee that 
document? 

Shri Jit Paul: If I can get a copy from Calcutta, I will send it. 
At that time there was no petition like that. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Who were your lawyers? 

Shri Jit Paul: Mr. Siddhanta Ray and Mr. R. C. Deb. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: This document must have passed through 
several hands before it got printed. 

Shri Jit Paul: Yes. 

Shri Jaganath Rae: Did you know these three MPs. earlier? 

Shri Jit Paul: No; I met all the three for the first time. 

Shri Jaganath Rao: Did you meet all of them on the same day? 

Shri Jit Paul: I met Mr. Gaure Murahari and Mr. Madhu Limaye 
on the same day within a gap of fifteen minutes. We finished that 
within one or one and a half hours. I met Mr. Rajeshwar Patel two 
days earlier. 

Shri Jagana.th Roo: Did Mr. Rajeshwar Patel tell you that he 
would present the petition? 

Shri Jit Paul: He said, Ulet me go through this". 

Shri Jagan4th .Rao: Mr. Limaye also said the same thing? 

Shri Jit Paul: He said, "let me get the schedule and read it", 

Shri Jaganath Rae: Mr. LimaYe presented the memorandum to 
Parliament on the 2nd August complaining against you. How many 
days earlier did you meet him? 

• Shri Jit Paul: I met him one Sunday afternoon. If 2nd is Tues .. 
day, I must have met him on the 31st. 

Shri JagaJl4th Roo: Do you suggest that you hever distributed 
any of these copies of the Memorandum to any other MP? 
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Shri Jit Paul: It is not a suggestion; it is. a fact. All copies are 
lying with me. The date of delivery by Statesm4rz, can !be checked 
up.' 

Sardar Kapur Singh: I suggest that your omission of the printer's 
line on this printed petition is deliberate and that you have soma. 
thing to do with it. 

Shri Jit Paul: Certainly not. 

Sardar Kapur Singh: Do you repudiate that? 

Shri Jit Paul: I repudiate that. It is not deliberate at all. 

Shri Kotoki: You have said in your letter to the Speaker that it 
was printed in the Commercial Department of StateBfnQ.n. 

Shri Jit Paul: "That is right. 

Shri Kotoki: But the name of the Press is not mentioned here. 
Can you give any proof that it was actually printed in the Stateaman? 

Shri Jit Paul: Surely. 

Shri Kotoki: You said that you received about 9,000 and odd 
copies. When did you receive? 

Shri Jit Paul: It was after the motion was filed because they were 
not ready by then. 

Shri Kotoki: When did you meet the editor of the Current? 

Shri Jit Paul: It was sometime in June, may be 11th or 12th. 

Shri Kotoki: You said a little earlier, when Mr. Mukerjee asked 
you, that you might have left inadvertently a copy of the unsigned 
petition. 

Shri Jit Paul: No. 

ShTi Kotoki: Anyway, what was the date when you received the 
copies from the Statesman? 

ShTi Jit Paul: I have noted down these. I shall send you all the 
information-the proof that it was printed in Statesman, the delivery 
of the petition, the date when we received the copies. 

Shri P. R. Patel: You wanted to approach the Parliament through 
this petition. Is it so? 

Shri Jit Paul: Yes. 

Shri P. R. Patel: For that purpose" you wanted to seek the help 
of some M.P., so that it may be presented to Parliament. 



Shri Jit Pciul: That is right. 

Shri P. R. Patel: That was the only intention? 

Shri Jit Paul: Yes. 

Mr. Cha.inncn: Have you written to the Statesman office asking 
why they have not printed this line? 

Shri Jit Paul: I do not know whether we wrote. My man talked 
to them on telephone. They say that it is not necessary to print. 
That is what they have again repeated. 

Mr. Chairman: This is a firm of printers. You knvw what their 
function is as printers. 

Shri Jit Paul: As soon as I learnt about it, I checked up myself. 

Mr. Chairman: Have you got anything in writing to show that 
you asked them. and they replied like that? 

Shri Jit Paul: I think We wrote to them one letter on 13th August. 
May I read this letter? 

"With reference to the conversation that our representative had 
with you the other day, we would request you to let us 
know the names of the printers and printing press as well 
of our petition entitled above. The Deputy Secretary, Lok 
Sabha, in his letter has called upon us to assign the reason 
why the name of the printers and the printing press on 
the petition was not disclosed. We shall be thankful if 
you can furnish us with the above information, as request~ 
ed, at an early date, in order to enable us to satisfy the 
query of the Deputy Secretary, Lok Sabha." 

Mr. Chairman: Is it addressed to the Editor, Statesman? 

Shri Jit Paul: Not to the Editor, but to the Statesman. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: What is the reply? 

Shri Jit Paul: The reply is not unfortunately filed here. We 
must have got a written reply, but it is not filed in this file. 

Mr. Chairman: Can you produce it before the Committee? 

Shri Jit Paul: Yes. I distinctly remember that they told my man 
that it is not necessary under some clause. 
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Mr. Chairman: Whatever it is, you can produce it. 

Shri Jit Paul: Yes. Even the advertising agents were a reputed 
one. 

Mr. Chairman: Who were the advertising agents? 

Shri Jit Paul: J. Walter Thompson. 

Mr. Chairman: Their name also does not find a place here? 

Shri Jtt PCI1£l: They are advertising agents. Normally that does 
not appear. . , 

Mr. Chairman: When you approached the MFs, this was not 
printed? 

Shri Jit Paul: This was printed in July. 

Shri Kotoki: Why did you have an advertising agent? 

Shri Jit Pau.l: This is the nonnal practice of any commercial 
organisation. We hardly go to the Press direct. 

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: Have you destroyed all the copies which 
were printed by the Statesman, after you got into this? 

Shri Jit Paul: The copies are lying as they are. 

Mr. Chairman: What is the number of copies? Are they lying 
with you? 

Shri Jit Paul: Yes, about 10,000 of them. One or two copies were 
sent to the Lok Sabha. The balance are lying. 

Mr. Chairman: That is all. Thank you. 

Shri Jit Pau.l: I again apologize if there is anything which I 
have ...••• 1 

Mr. Chairman: That is all right. 

Sh1'i Jit Pau.l: I shall send those documents. I am grateful for 
this. Thank you. 
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Shri Sinhasan Singh: I would like to know when he will be flliDl 
the documents which we wanted from him. Mr. Chairman, you have 
asked him to file certain documents and I have also asked him to 
submit certain documents, the typed copy of the other document with 
which he went to Mr. Karaka. 

Mr. Chairman: You please send us these documents and also the 
reply of THE STATESMAN. When will you be able to submit them? 

• I 

Shri Jit Paul: I will try to locate that reply. I will also send 
the dOl.-uments which the honourable Member wanted. I think within 
a fortnight I will be able to send them. 

Mr. Chairman: Can you do so by 20th of this month which is 
Thursday? You can send them to the Oftlce. 

Shri J it Paul: I will do that. 

Mr. Chairman: Your statement before the Committee will be 
ready by 4.30 or 5.00. You can come at that time, correct the thing 
if it is necessary and then sign it. 

Shri Jit Paul: Thank you, Sir. 

(The witness then withdrew) 
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SECRETARIAT 

Shri M. C. Chawla-Deputy Secretary. 

WITNIBS 

Shri J. M. Sehgal (Manager, MI' Am-in Chand Pyare Lal~ 
New Delhi). 

(The Committee met at 15.00 hours) 

EVIDENCE OF SHRI J. M. SEHGAL (MANAGER, MIs AMrN CHAND 
PYARE Lu., NEW DELHI). 

Shri. J. M. Sehgal: I, J. M. Sehgal, do swear in the name of God 
-and solemnly affirm that the evidence which I shall give in this case 
shall be true, that I will conceal nothing, and that no part of my 
evidence shall be false. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: You are the Manager of Aminchand Pyarelal 
here in Delhi. 

Shri Sehgal: Yes. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Did you go to Mr. Madhu Limaye along 
with one Shri Dube and Mr. Jit Paul? . 

Shri Sehgal: Yes. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Who is this Mr. Dube? Can you give his 
full address? .'''"'tI1 I . : ~ 

ShTi Sehgal: His full name is Ram Mohan Dube and his address 
is 12/14, Tilak Nagar. He is a journalist. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Did Mr. Jit Paul ask you about the address 
()f this gentleman and his whereabouts after he appeared before this 
Committee and if so, when? 

Shri Sehgal: I have given the address of this gentleman to Mr. Jft 
Paul only yesterday, ,b~cause he was not here; he was out of station. 
I was also out of the country when Mr. Jit Paul came here to appear 
before this Committee. 

Shri . Sinhasan Singh: Only yesterday you have given him the 
address. What about this Mr. Dube? Is he a reliable man? How 
long you have lmown him? 
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Shri Sehgal.: 1 have known this gentleman for the last about two 
years. Of course 1 did not see anything wrong with this gentleman. 

Shri Sinha.san Singh: You were confident that the man was relia
ble. 

Shri Sehgal: From what little 1 knew of this man, 1 did not find 
anything bad in him. I did not have much dealings with him. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Did Mr. Jit Paul know him? 

Shri Sehgal: Mr. Jit Paul did not !mow him. 
Mr. ChaiTm4n: How long before you knew him? 

Shri SehgaZ: For the last two years. 

Mr. ChaiTm4n: In what connection you had acquaintance with 
him? 

Shri Sehgal: He is a journalist. We had often occasion to meet 
in the Coffee House. 

Mr. Chairman: He had no dealings with your finn. 

Shri Sehgal: No Sir, he is a journalist and he used to drop in our 
otIlce sometimes. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: You had given him a copy of the printed 
petition before you went to Mr. Madhu Limaye with him. 

Shri Sehgal: 1 did not give any copy. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: For what purpose you took him to Mr. Madhu 
Limaye? 

Shri Sehgal: He came to my office, as he does sometimes, and then 
I asked him to help us in this matter. I told him ·we are interested 
in putting our view point because there has been criticism in the 
papers and could you tell me or introduce us to some Members of 
Parliament whom we could approach to represent our case'. He 
said, ·yes, I will fix it up; I have a few friends'. He eventually talked 
to Mr. Madhu Limaye. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: You talked to him and requested him to 
help you in submitting a petition to the Parliament because you felt 
that something is wrong. Did he ask you what was the particular 
petition that you were going to submit? 

Shri SehgaZ: Of course everything has been coming in the papers. 
1 just gave him the gist of it. I did not give him a copy o'f the peti
tion. I told him our view point which we were thinking to place 
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before the Parliament. As this was the ftrat occasion when we had 
to face such a situation and as we were not aware of the parliamen
tary procedure, I asked him whether he could su~est to me some 
course of action. 

Shri Sinha8an Singh: Your petition had been printed before you 
met Mr. Dube. 

Shri Sehgal: The petition must have been printed in Calcutta. 

Shri Sinha.san Singh: Was it printed before you met Mr. Dube? 

Shri Sehgal: Yea. 
Shri Sinhasan Singh: When you went with him to Mr. Madhu 

Limaye .... 
Shri Sehgal: The idea was not to hand over the petition. 

Shri Sinhcz.san Singh: Leave alone the ideas. The specific question 
is, you went to Mr. Madhu Limaye along with Mr. Dube and Mr. Jit 
Paul with a copy of the petition. 

Shri Sehgal: We had one copy. 

Shri Si'Rha.san Singh: Mr. Dube must have asked you to show the 
petition and you must have also shown him that. 

Shri Sehgal: I did not show the petition. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Mr. Jit Paul also did not show him the 
petition. 

Shri Sehgal: Nobody showed him the petition. 

Shri Sinhasan Sifl(lh: When it was presented to Mr. Madhu 
Limaye ..... 

Shri Sehgal: It was like this. When we went to Mr. Madhu 
Limaye, Mr. Jit Paul asked him. 'I would like to place my view 
point before Parliament; I would like to know your opinion about 
presenting my case to Parliament'. Mr. Madhu Limaye asked, 'have 
you read the report of PAC, have you got a copy of PAC Report? Mr. 
Jit Paul said 'No'. Mr. Madhu Limaye got up and went back to his 
room and brought a copy of the PAC Report. He told Mr. Jit Paul 
'carry on with what you have got to say.' When Mr. Jit Paul told 
him a gist of what he wanted to say, Mr. Madhu Limaye said, 'if you 
have some documents with you, you leave it with me, I will study it 
and dlscu!'ls it with you further if necessary.' Mr. Jit Paul told him 
that we have drafted a petition which is not yet complete, because 
all the enclo·mres to be attached with the petition we were not carry
inll. Mr. Madhu Limaye said, 'I will study whatever you have got 
with you now and then discuss it with you'. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Did he ask for the enclosures? 
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Shri SehgG.l: He asked for the enclosures, but we said we would 
Aeliver them on a later date. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Did you deliver the enclosures to him? 

Shri Sehgal: No. When we came to know what had happened, 
we did not think it proper to deliver' the enclosures. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: This document was in your possession or 
in the hands of Mr. Jit Paul when you went to Mr. Madhu Limaye. 

Shri Sehgal: The file I was carrying. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: So it was in your possession. How many 
. copies were there with you? 

Shri Sehgal: That time I had only one copy. 

Shri Sinha.san Singh: You were going to meet so many members. 

ShTi Sehgal: We did not take any copies-I mean more than one. 
Even when we went to Mr. Madhu Llmaye we had no intention . of 
giving a copy to him. Only when he said that welhould leave a coW 
with him so that he could study before he discusses it with us, we left 
a copy with him. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Did you meet any other Member? 

Shri Sehgal: Yes, Mr. Gauri Murahri. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: And no other Member. 

Shri Sehgal: No. The same th:ilng happened there a180. He 
asked us to leave a copy there. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: You left a copy there also. And thereafter, 
you did not go anywhere. 

Shri Sehgal: Nowhere, Sir. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Who got this copy printed? 

Shri Sehgal: I only know Mr. Jit Paul who brought it from 
Calcutta. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: You are a Manager here. 

Shri Sehgal: Yes, Sir. I am looking after the Delhi Office. 

Shri Frank Anthony: Did you go to Shri Rajeshwar Patel? 

Shri Sehgal: No, Sir. I did not go to him. 

Shri Pattabhi Raman: You are a Liaison Officer here. 

Shri Sehgal: r·am th:e Manager of the Delhi Office. 
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'shri P4ttclbhi Raman: That is what I am saying. What is your 
function here? 

Shri Sehgal: We deal in steel imports. 

Shri: Pattabhi Raman: You haVe no other work excepting the 
trading business or whatever it is. 

Shri Sehgal: We are concerned with trading business only 
.at Delhi. 

Shri Pattabhi Raman: In Delhi Oftlce, you are a eontact man. 

Shri Sehgal: Whatever trading business we do here in Delhi 
is in connection with sales and purchases. That I look after here. 

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Dube is the person who introcluced you to Mr. 
Madhu Limaye. 

Shri Sehgal: Yes, Sir. 

Shri Frank Anthony: Was any signature taken when this was 
handed over to him? 

Shri Pattabhi Raman: Frankly, will you be able to say as to how 
many copies were sent? 

Shri Sehgal: We did not send any copy at all. 

Shri Pattabhi Raman: You did not send. any by post. 

Shri Sehgal: No. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: When did you come to know about the 
remarks having been made against your concern in the P.A.C. Report? 

Shri Sehgal: Only when I read that in the paper. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Then, did you infonn your head office that 
such and such a thing appeared in the P.A.C. Report? 

Shri Sehgal: He read the paper in Calcutta; I did not inform 
him. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Was there any talk between you and Mr. Jit 
Paul to have further knowledge about the whole report of the P.A.C. 
at any stage before that? 

Shri Sehgal: They asked us to buy a copy of the report and 
send that to them. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: You bought it and send that on to them. 

Shri Sehgal: Yes, Sir. 
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Sh.ri Sinhasa:n Singh: How much was paid for the report! 

Shri Sehgal: I don't know. Because, I did not go to buy that. 
One of my: clerks must have gone to buy a copy of it. That was 
for the Office to buy that. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: You must have paid for that. How much 
amount was paid for that? Is there any account? 

Shri Sehgal: Yes, Sir. When we pay for that, it is in the accounts. 
Shri Sinhasan Singh: How many copies of the P.A.C. Report were 

bought by you? 

Shri Sehgal:. I cannot remember exactly whether we bought 
one or two copies of. the report. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: At least you can say as to how many copies 
were bought 'by you. 

Shri Sehgal: I can only look into my file and tell you. But, 
I cannot tell you off-hand as to how many copies were bought. 

ShTi Sinhasan Singh: How many days after having bought the 
copy of the P.A.C. Report, did Mr. Jit Paul come to you when you 
went to see Mr. Madhu Limaye? 

Shri Sehgal: I cannot tell you off-hand. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Was it after ten days or how many days 
after? 

Shri Sehgal: I cannot tell you exactly. Of course, when we 
met Mr. Madhu Limaye, probably, it was over three months ago or so. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Have you seen the copy? 

S'hri Sehgal: I don't remember the date when Mr. Jit Paul gave. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Did you read the Current to know that a 
certain thing appeared therein? 

Shri Sehgal: Yes, Sir. I did read the Current. 

Shri Sinhasan Si-ngh: Whether your petition has been printed 
before publication in the Current or was it printed afterwards? 

Shri Sehgal: I do not remember that. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Was it printed before or after that? 

ShTi Sehgal: I do not remember the exact date. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: When did you actually get the copy of the 
printed report? 
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Shri Sehgal: That also I cannot tell you oft-hand. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: These are the things you should know. 

Shri Sehgal: I do not remember the dates exactly as to when 
I bought the copies. We did not buy the copy yesterday or so. So, 
I could not remember. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Whether when you read in the Current, 
you should have seen the copy of the petition. 

Shri Sehgal: I cannot tell you oft-hand. I do not remember that. 
I do not remember the date as to whether it was after or before. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: You got the copy of the petition printed be
fore or after the publication in the Current? 

Shri Sehgal: I do not remember now as to the date of the 
Current. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Did you find any difterence between these 
two publications or are they same? 

Shri Sehgal: I read it about two or three months before. The 
subject-matter was nearabout the same. 

Shri Parashar: What do you mean by subject-matter was the 
same. Do you mean to say that the Current publication was almost 
the same which was in the petition? 

Shri Sehgal: No, Sir. I cannot tell you exactly as to what 
was there in the petition. The petition also contains ten pages and 
the Current also contained the matter in full page. I do not exactly 
know as to what was there in the Current and what was contained 
in the petition since I did not tally both the things together. 

Shri Parashar: Your impression was that it was not the same 
which was in the petition. 

Shri Sehgal: The question is relating to the subject-matter. 
I am not saying as to what are the contents in the petition and the 
contents in the Current so as to know as to what they are. 

Shri Parashar: Does it mean that you did not read the Current? 

Shri Sehgal: I read the Current. But, I cannot say exactly the 
contents of that. 

(The witness tlhen withdrew) 
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CHAIRMAN 

Shri S. V. Krishnamoorthy Rao 

2. Shri N. C. Chatterjee 

3. Shri L. D. Kotoki 

4. Sihri H. N. Mukerjee 
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SECRETARIAT 
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WITNESS 

Shri Ram Mohan Dube 

(The Committee met at 15.00 hours). 

EvmENCE OF SHRI RAM MoHAN DUB!: 

Mr. Chairman: You are Mr. Dube. 

Shri Dube: Yes, Sirl 

Mr. Chairman: You please take the oath. 

Shri Dube: "I, Ram Mohan Dube, do swear in the name of God 
that the evidence which I shall give' in this case shall be true, that I 
will conceal nothing and that no part of my evidence will be ralse!' 

Mr. Chairman: What are you by profession? 

Shri Dube: I am a jo~list ahd I represent a daily from 
Kanpur. 

Mr. Chairman: What paper is it? 

Shri Dube: It is an Urdu paper by name Peighame. 

Mr. Chairman: How long have you been representing this? 
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Shri Dube: This is the tenth year. I have been a corresponden~ 
here for nine years. 

Mr. Chainnan: Your headquarters is in Delhi. 

Shri Dube: Yes, Sir. 

Mr. CMirnum: We are informed that you took Mr. Jit Paul to' 
Mr. Madhu Limaye. Is that true? 

Shri Dube: It is true. 

Mr. Cha.irm4n: How long do you know Mr. Madhu Limaye? 

Shri Dube: Five years. 

Mr. Chairman: You have been going to him often. 

Shri Dube: Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Chainnan: In what connection? 

Shri Dube: As a journalist, it is my duty to meet some politicians 
and he has been a figure in the Opposition and I put to him certain 
questions and he replies. 

Mr. Chairman: Did you take Shri Jit Paul? 

Shri Dube: I know Mr. Sehgal who is one of the directors of Mis. 
Amin Chand Pyare Lal firm and I never knew Mr. Jit Paul before all 
these things came out. 

Mr. Chairman: You do not know for whom you wanted to see 
Mr. Madhu Limaye? 

Shri Dube: No. I meet everyday Mr. Sehgal who wanted to see 
Mr. Madhu Limaye. 

Mr. Chairman: How did you come to know of him? 

.Shri Dube: I knew Mr. Sehgal because he is the General Manager 
8.$ well as the Director in many firms . 

. Mr. Chairman: Is he the director in Amin Chand Pyare Lars firm? 

Shri Dube: Probably, they have a dozen finns and I do not know 
in detail. Shri Sehgal was also connected with one of the institutions 
viz., International Hospitality. There I happen to be a member of the 
same institution I know him. 

Mr. Chairman: So, you took him to Shri Madhu Limaye. 

Shri Dube: What happened was that all this was published in the 
paper. By chance, I asked Mr. Sehgal as to what is all about that 
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everyday there is the name ot your finn in Parliament. Then, he 
said that I might possibly drop at his office some time. There we 
could talk it over. Then, I was given hrief details about that. It was 
in that connecton they asked me whether it was possible for me to 
guide them. I told him that I did not know how to guide. Then, 
Shri Sehgal asked me as to whether I knew about the Parliamentary 
procedure. Thereafter, I said that I shall ask Mr. Madhu Limaye 
about this since he was the member who puts questions in Parliament. 
So, I fixed up a meeting with Mr. Madhu Limaye. Mr. Madhu Limaye 
said that I might come to him at 4 O'clock. r said that there were 
two other gentlemen viz., Shri Jit Paul and Shri Sehgal. 

Mr. Chairman: To whom else did you take Mr. Jit Paul and Shri 
Sehgal other than Shri Madhu Limaye? 

Shri DtLbe: We went to one Rajya Sabha Member Shri Gaure 
Murahari. 

Mr. Chairman: That is all and none else. 

Shri Du.be: None else, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman: Why did you take them? 

Shri DtLbe: They wanted my guidance and I knew Mr. Sehgal who 
is my friend. He asked me as to whether I will be able to guide 
them as to how they should submit their petition before the House. 
That was the only reason why I took them there. 

Mr. Chairman: Have they taken any petition with them? 

Shri Du.be: They had a copy of the petition. It was a draft copy. 

Mr. Chairman: Was it not a printed draft? 

Shri DtLbe: It was a draft copy which they had taken. Probably 
they had two copies-not one. I have gone through it before I took 
them to Shri Madhu Limaye as to what is written in that draft peti
tion .. Mr. Madhu Limaye asked Mr. Jit Paul whether he had gone 
through the Public Accounts Committee's Report to which he replied 
'Yes'. When he asked him whether he had a copy of that report, he 
said 'no'. Then Mr. Limaye went to the other room and brought a 
copy of the same. 

Mr. Chairman: Is this the petition that you saw with him? 

Shri Du.be: Yes, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman: This is printed and this was not a draft. 
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Shri Dube: No, Sir. He has put the seal, of '.draft'. In the copy 
which he was carrying, it was written as 'draft'. 

Mr. Chairman: You told us that this was the document he had 
with him. And this is a printed document. 

Shri Dube: That is true. This was a printed document. 

Mr. Chairman: How many did he have with him? 

Shri Dube: He had two. 

Mr.' Chairman: You gave one to Mr. Madhu Limaye. 

Shri Dube: No, Sir. That was shown to Mr. Madhu Limaye. Then 
he requested that he should leave this copy. He will study it and fix 
up some other time. 

Mr. Chairman: Did he leave that copy with him? 

Shri Dube: Yes, on the request of Mr. Madhu Limaye, he left a 
copy. '- .• ~ 

Mr. Chairman: Similarly he left a copy with Mr. Murahari also. 

Shri Dube: He did it, because he also wanted to study it and see 
what best he can do for him in the Upper House. 

Mr. Chairman: Did you see any other Member of Parliament? 

Shri Dube: No, Sir, afterwards Mr. Madhu Limaye reported the 
matter. In fact there were only these two peopJe. We had a mind 
to meet Mr. Ram Manohar Lohia. He was out of station during those 
days. 

Mr. Chairman: Was it on the same day that you saw both the 
people? . 

Shri Dube: The same day. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: When you telephoned to Mr. Madhu 
Limaye, what did you tell him? 

Shri Dube: That I am coming with Mr. Jit Paul and Mr. Sehgal. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: You had been going to Mr. Madhu Limaye 
before that? 

Shri Dube: Yes, Sir. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: In connection with Chaman LaI. That is 
what he says that you have been seeing him in connection with some 
matter which was then being discussed. 

Shri Dube: I did not discuss any matter concerning Chaman Lal. 
2286 (E) LS--4. .... . •• I, 

~. ..' 
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Shri N. C. Chatterjee: "~i~.~) ~T~ ~ ,,~q 1f(t....,. 'tTl'!' 

'fiT 1{Tmn' ~(lf ~~ 'If 1!i '$'fflti I {Y " ~ " I" 

Is that correct? 

ShTi Dube: No, Sir. I{ ~ ,"!r~qq i 'fit ~ ~ j 
ShTi N. C. Chatterjee: That is not correct? 

Shri Du.be: No, Sir. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: He gave the appointment and you ~urned 
up with your friend. 

ShTi Dube: Yes, Sir. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: Did you introduce this gentleman to him! 

ShTi Dube: Yes, Sir. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: What else happened there. 

Shri Dube: When I introduced, he said: If you give me 5 minu
te8, I will eqlaill my 08se. Then they had a talk. Jit Paul explained 
the whole case, whatever he wanted to tell Mr. Madhu Limaye. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: You took no part in the discussions? 

Shri Dube: r was sitting there only. I attended to a few tele
phone calls which Mr. Madh" Limwf' <lsked me to attend. I was 
:;itting by his side as I knew him earlier also. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: With regard to the suabjectmatter of con
versation, you took no part. 

Shri Dube: No, Sir. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: You had nothing to do with the matter. 

ShTi Dube: No, Sir. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: What did you say, you actually saw two 
copies of that? 

Shri Dube: Yes, Sir. They had two copies. After the talk Mr. 
Madhu IJmaye asked whether he had studied the Public Accounts 
Committee Report. Jit Paul replied: uYes". He said: "Do you 
have a copy of the same". He said "No, Sir. I dontt have it here". 
He went to the other room, and brought a copy of the Public Accounts 
Committee report. He read out a 'few things before him. Then he 
said: I have brought a petition, which is a draft. I want you to study 
it and help me to submit it to Parliament. . 
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Shri N. C. Chatterjee: Did you see the name of the publisher or 

the printer there? 

Bhri Dube: I had not gone through it. I have no idea about it. It 
was just in good faith that I wanted to take him. 

8hri N. C. Chatterjee: How long did you know this gentleman
Jit Paul? 

Shri Dube: I never knew Jit Paul. I knew Mr. Sehgal Mr. Seh
gal introduced him. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: You had nothing to do with Jit Paul. 

Shri Dube: No, Sir. Mr. Sehgal told me: "Will you please fix 
up time with Mr. Madhu Limaye. I am coming with Mr. Jit PaUl!' 
Only at that time when they came to me, I saw him. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: You were only a contact man for this pur
pose. 

Shri Dube: No SiIr, I was not a contact man at all. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: You only took him to Mr. Madhu Limaye 
at the instance of Mr. Sehgal. 

Shri Dube: Yes Sir, that is all. Nothing else. 

Shri Kotoki: Did you see Mr. Jit Paul after that day? 

Shri Du.be: No. Sir. Mter that I had talked on telephone to 
Mr. Sehgal, but not Jit Paul. 

Shri Kotoki: I am asking about Jit Paul. 

Shri Du.be: No, Sir. 

Shri V. C. Parashar: Before you took Jit Paul to Madhu Limaye, 
you had no occasion to testify as to whether the story that he was 
giving was correct or incorrect. You simply introduced him. That 
is all. 

Shri Dube: Yes, Sir, 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: Merely introduced at the instance of your 
friend Mr. Sehgal. 

Shri Dube: Yes, Sir. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: Not at yoW' own initiative. 
Shri Dube: No, Sir. 
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Mr. Chairman: Have you undertaken such a mission for others 
ilso? I 

Shri Dube: No, Sir. 

Mr. Chairman: This is the first occasion you took it. 

Shri Dube: Yes, Sir and that was because of my personal rela-
tions of friendship with Mr. Sehgal. 

Mr. Chairman: For how long do you know him? 

Shri Dube: Two or three years. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: Who is the Editor of your paper? 

Shri Dube: Wazihuddin. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: The Lucknow man. 

Shri Dube: The Kanpur man. 

(The witness then withdrew) 
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WITNESS 

Shri Madhu Limaye, M.P. 

(The Committee met at 15.00 hours) 

EVIDENCB: OF SllRI MADHU LIMAy&' M.P. 

.. 

Mr. Chairman: Let us now take Shri Madhu Limaye's evidence. 

Shri Madhu Limaye: I do not know whether the Committee has 
examined Shri Jit Paul. May I have a copy of his deposition? 

Mr. Chairman: We have examined him and also Mr. Dube. 

Shri Madhu Limaye: May I have a look at their depositions? 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Our proceedings are confidential. 

Shri Madhu Limaye: How do I know what they have said? 

Shri Sinhasan Sitl(lh: You have to give your own version. 

Mr. Chairman: There is no provision under the Rules to make 
their evidence available to you. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: How did you come to get this document, 
how you raised the privilege issue in the House-you explain first. 
You give your version of the part of the story which motivated you 
to raise this privilege issue. 

Shri Madhu Limaye: I refer you to the printed report of the de
bates of 2nd August. I will read out the relevant portion. 

/I~ ~ ~T 'Ifi~ tmr ~ ~, ~~ m i!t ~T "R~ ~1fT I ~~ t ri=t ~T 
m ~ I ~ ~ <l11f iti J;fmfT t.. \3'''I'"'f,T l1if ~·~ft1fir.:r m~T ~n: ~r.t l!1f~ "f>W f~ it 
~ ~ ~i ~ ~ i!t t:f'f;' ~p:;:r 'fiT ~r 'i m,;m I ~ ~ '1Rf GT3T 1tiT ~ 
ron, if ~ ~ ~t "l'l": ~r~ '1~, 7jfijf J;ff.t 9"~~ ~ 'fiT lfTln"fT "l~ ~n 'fT, ~Il 
~ ir.\' m if I \3'~ <rR \3'ri'!r.t 1Il ~~r ~~ ~ !!fT, ~'~I'YiT \3';r ~ '1'11(~

~ ~ gm, ~"ffi; \3'~ Wt ctfrf fcrir" ijfnf '1~r m I \lfif ~ orft !TIT1f Ifft if ~ 
itt tmr mif, "IT h., ~T mm<fi ~t ~1rit \3''; it ;,- t;afi;r 'fin f'fi ~ ~r~ tmr ~ ~ f;f1ft-
'<4~ QfTt: ~ 'f,T{ lfiT ~ lTTtifT t I :s''1;R qftl:;;r;r. ~n;:c:r rnr ~ i',fT~Ttr 'fiT mmJ 

~l'T ~ Tr~r.t rp"l'lT ~J;jT ~m~:jf q~ ~lH, f:jfll lir f'fi ltif .~t1J~" mqyq-• • _ ,I 

~ qTij' ~ w.rr I ~fl' ;r.(rr '{1it fer. ~ I{rtiT~ ~T ;r l& m qq WlfTZf ~ 
t ~ \3'~~ fll",;rTli It ~'JOfi ij"liT i!t t;'fi ~1 ~~ ~~ ~ I ~ ~~r.t 1rt ~1If i!t 
~ lfiTlT-W ~.r dh: ~ f~ m'l In:T orr~ ~fo:rir I Wt ~~ 'fiIlT ~ '1f,~ ((Cfl"3~e 
If,irtT iti ~ mtr an# qr, ~11: G'm~:jf ~, ~ :a'.;ifr \ifRf ~;r ~ ql~ ~ 
t:(i'"~ ~ ~ ~ IT<: qi<fi ~ I ~ ~ ~~ m i!t ~ ~ ~ ~ 
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~ ~ m;r ~ ~;r;n ~ ~ I Ai< ~);f ~ fir. ~ 1ttT ~~, mq ifI1f q ~ 
~Tmqffitl ~~~~it~ffi" I ~q~~'i.~~~f1f;mqit 
m~" ~ ~ f.f; \ill ~~ ~ ~(f \fiJi if; ~ qrt~ ~ q~ ~ ~'N qT 

~~ ~ 'fR 1ft 0 tt 0 ij"TO if; ~ it 'II'T~ lR:ifT 'i{T~ ~ I ~ erR ~ ~\l ~ I 

'lGr ~ <fittUT ~ ~ t ri1ft if I 
'I. ~ ~ ~('I 3fT ~ofllT 117fT t ~~ • 1fT ff.f ;a~ ~6~ fltm 'JT ~ 

~q f~ ~f;t., m~ it",!mt ~T ¥:fT f.f; ro ~11 ~~ ~ t ~ ~R ~T~ q~ ~T 
oFT. . . . . . . . . . . .. • 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: Please Speak in Engli1Sh. 

Shri Madhu Limaye: I was asked by the Speaker whether it was 
not a fact that Shri Jit Paul asked me to sponsor his petition, I said 
that that question did not arise at all because I took Mr. Dube to 
task for Mr. Jit Paul's coming under a subterfuge. So there was no 
question of his making any request to me. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: Then, what happened? 

Shri Madhu Limaye: I told Mr. Dube, 'why have you corne under 
a subterfuge.' If he had wanted to bring this controversial figure, 
who wanted to diseuss the PAC Rep()rt with me, he should have given 
advance intimation. I thought he wanted to come to me in connection 
with Chamanlal affair and he was bringing along a friend. That is 
why I took him to task. There was no question of entering into any 
discussions with him or asking him to give me any paper or his ask
ing me to sponsor his petition. On his own he left that printed thing. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: Your memory is qUite correct when you 
say now that he was coming in connection with Chamanlal affair. 

Shri Madhu Limaye: Approximately, I can even mention the 
period. It must have been in the Budget session. About the circu
lation of petition, I wonder whether what is published in the Current 
is correct. A . dignitary in the PAC told me that no such letter was 
ever written to them and that Jit Paul took 3000 copies of CURRENT 
for circulation. InCidentally, CURRENT demanded half-an·hour 
discussion on that. Not only in this connection, but ~ven during the 
Monsoon Session of Lok Sabha CURRENT completely blocked out 
my name. I did not raise any privilege issue on the ground that it 
was not a fair and objective report simply because I took up this 
question, they completely blocked me out. I think Shri Bhagwat Jha 
Azad raised this question of CURRENT. He has admitted that seve
ral thousand copies of CURRENT were printed. What did they do 
with these ce>pies? Circulation of this petition or the Current issue 
is likely to create misunderstanding about the Report of PAC. I 
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would suggest that this is not a trifling matter. Big business groups, 
especially those who are thriving by manipulating bureaucratic eon
troIs, are indulging in these things. We must lay down the correct 
p~edure ..... 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: I am asking you whether you wanted cer
tain other papers connected with this petition. For tllat Shrl Jit Paul 
replied you that he would send them later on? 

Sltri N. C. Chatterjee: Is it true that what Mr. Jit Paul made 
over to you at the interview was only one part of the petition 
and that the second part of it was not there? 

Shri Madhu Lirriaye: I know nothing about that. There was DO 

questi()fl of my asking any further information from Mm. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: Is it correct that he has made over only 
the first part of the petition and not the second part of it? He could 
have made over to you the schedules also. 

Shri Madhu Limaye: He did not mention anything except that 
leaving behind the document he went away. 

Mr. Chairman: Did he give you the printed document with the 
schedules? 

S1tri Madhu Limaye: This is all I havp. I was not prepared t9 
look at it. In fa('t. I took him to task for bri"~ng this man and asked 
hIm why he did Ruch things. 

Mr. Chairman: Did you tell him that you would look into this? 

Shri Madhu Limaye: Not at all. It is a lie if he had said that. 
That is why I wanted to see the records of what he had said. 

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Did you enquire from him whether he 
brought any other Member of Parliament ahout this document to help 
him? 

Shri Madhu Limaye: I did not ask him. I was discourteous to 
him. In fact he told me that he was presenting this Petition to Lok 
Sabha. 

Mr. Chairm.an: "This is what I have said. I have already given to 
you viz., Shri Madhu Limaye, Shri Gaure Murahari and Shri Rajesh
war Patel. I showed them a part of my petition which I wanted to 
submit in order to sE'ek'their advice and jf possible get their agree
ment for signing it be<:ause I was told by my Solicitor that some 
Member of Parliament has to sign this petition". 

Shri Madhu Limaye: It is all wrong and it is a complete lie. 
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Shri Sumat Pra.ad: 
matter? 

Did he wan0, to do anything in the, 

Shri Madhu Limaye: He did not ask me to do anything. When 
he came I was angry. The moment he introduced himself as Jit Paul, 
I lost my temper. 

Sardar Kapur Si1l!Jh: Why? He is a decent fellow. 

Shri Madhu Lima1Je: I knew manv things about Amin Chand 
Pyarelal's firm. Mr. Dube said that he was bringing with him a 
friend of him. But he never mentioned that that friend wa~ Mr. Jit 
Paul and that he had come to discuss the P.A.C. Report with me. 

I Mr. Chairman: Did not Mr. Dube tell you that he was bringing 
Jit Paul in connection with presentation of a Petition? 

Shri Madhu Limaye: No, Sir. 

Shri Sinh.asan Singh: He says he had lost his temper. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: I want to know whether it Is a fact that 
he met three Members one of whom was yourRelf to seek their advice 
as to how to proceed in the matter? 

Shri Madhu Limaye: Thi~ is a complete lie. You all know that 
the question just did not arise because I was in a very bad mood. 

Shri N. C. Chatteriee: "I handed over to them a copy each of this 
petition". This is what he saYi:·: He szives three names-your name 
is one-and he szsv(' the flrst part of the petition and not the second 
part of it which contoin f';t:'hedules. He further says that he has not 
circulated it to anybody. 

Shri Madhu Limaye: It is a complete lie. He left it there and I 
did not take it. T did not ask for any further information. I have not 
read the petition except that I saw the printed line. 

Shri L. D. Kotoki: Your allegation against this firm is that he has 
circulated a petition before it was presented to the House and there
fore it was a breach of privilege. Except this copy that was 1eft with 
you in your house. whether you have any further information about 
its circulation? You forget ahout the Current issue. Whether this 
particular document was circulated? 

You know my question is clear. I want to know whether there 
was any proof that you have about the circulation of this particular 
document which purported to be a petition which was to be present
ed to the House. 
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Shri Madhu Limaye: I have no proof except that Shri Rajeshwar 
Patel told me that he was given a copy of the petition. It is a pre
sumption and it is an inference and it is based on the information 
given to me by the P.A.C. dignitary that 3,000 copies of Current have 
been taken by Mr. Jit Paul. Probably Shri Rajeshwar Pa~l also told 
that in the House. Let me see that. 

Shri N. C. Chatterjee: I think. that is all he has to say. 

Mr. Chairman: How long does Shri Dube know you? 

Shri Madhu Limaye: He came to me once or twice in connection 
with the Chamanlal affair. He never told me that he was an emplo
yee of Mis Amin Chand pyarelal. -ShriJ N. C. Chatterjee: He has nothing to do and he never 
approached you except in connection with Chamanlal's case. And 
are you quite sure about this? 

Shri Madhu Limaye: I am positive about this. 

Mr. Chairman: He has told that he knew you for three years. 

Shri Madhu Limaye: He came to me once or twice here in Delhi 
in connection with Chamanlal's case. 

Sardar Kapur Singh: Have you ever asked Mr. Dube when he 
came to see you in connection with Chamanlal's case as to what was 
his motive? 

Shri Madhu Limaye: He said that he was a bad man. 

Mr. Chairman: Are you having any proof that these copies were 
circulated? 

Shri Madhu Limaye: No, Sir. I have only heard about it. 

Mr. Chairman: Thank you Mr. Limaye. 

(The witness then withdrew) 
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APPENDIX 

(See para 6 of Report) 

8hri M. C. Chawla, 
Deputy Secretary, 
Lok Sabha Secretariat, 
Parliament House, 
New Delhi. 

Dear Sir, 

Hi, BRABOURNE ROAD, 
CA.LCU'lTA-l, 

INDIA 

October, 14 1966. 

I thank you for your registered letter No. 76111IC-III86, dated the 
12th instant which I have just received. As directed by your good
self, I 'forWard herewith the required information covering the 
points of query raised by you as under: 

In the first instance, I respectfully submit and state, that the note 
which we haVe made out against the finding'S of Public Aceounts 
Committee, had been left with the Editor, Current Magazine, inad
vertently, and has not been traced out so far. It will be sent to you 
the moment it is located. 

Secondly, I humbly submit that immediately upon receipt of your 
letter No. 21ICI1166, dated 3rd August. 1966, we wrote to the States
man Limited vide our letter No. PACI6001 dated 13th August, 1966 
and regret to state that no reply has been received by us so far. 
Further I sent another reminder on 8th October, 1966 for expediting 
the reply to our aforesaid letter dated 13th A~st, 1966. I enclose· 
herewith the true copies of the two aforesaid letters for your kind 
perusal. 

Thirdly I beg to state that we have placed the order with Messrs. 
J. Walter Thompson Co. Private Ltd., 30 Bondel Street. Calcutta 19, 
advertising agents for printing 10,000 conies of our petition entitled 
uOl1r Submissions" who arranlZed with The Statesman Limited, Cal
cutta. for havin·g the aforesaid copies printed. We however, re
ceived on different dates between 23rd July, 1966 and 16th August, 



1966, 10,000 copies of our aforesaid petition duly printed by the 
Statesman Limited from the said Messrs. J. Walter Thompson Co. 
Private Ltd. I attach'" herewith all the relevant correspondence 
with the said Messrs. J. Walter Thompson Co. Private Ltd. in this 
regard. 

Fourthly, I -.wuld lUte to state that Sri Sehgal is the Manager 
of Messrs. Amin Chand Pyare Lal, New Delhi Branch and resides 
at D335 DefenDe Colony, New Delhi. Sri Dube is known to Sri 
Sehgal and the former introduced Sri Sehgal and ~yself. to Sri 
Madhu Limaye, M.P. 

Moreover, I may reiterate that I have the highest honour ... 
respect for Parliament and the Public AccountsColnmittee and I 
hold the Speaker and the Honourable Members of the Parliament 
in the highest esteem and respect. I wish to add and submit· that 
it was farther from my part or my intention to do anything which 
could even remotely show any disrespect to our Parliament or to 
the Publie Aecaunt'! Committee M' amount ~ flouting 8:D¥ of the 
rules or regulations of our Parliament or to the Public' Ailteounts 
C-ommittee. 

Enel: A!J above. 

• Not enclosed with tht Report. 

I remadn, 
Sir, 

Yours faithfully, 

Sel/- JIT PAUL. 



ENCLOSURES 

PACj6001 

The Statesman Ltd 
Statesman House, 
4, .Chowringhee Square. 
CalMta .. l. 

De~r Sirs, 

AMIN CHAND PAYARE LAL 

15, Brabourne Road, 
Calcutta-I. 
August 13, 1966. 

SUB: Petition entitled "Our Submissions" submitted to the Lok 
. Sal)ba. 

With reference to the conversation our representative had with 
you the other day, we would request you to let u,s know the names 
of tbe Printel'B arid the Printing Press as well of our Petition 
.~~t1ed as .a.bQ.ve:.' ~e: Deputy Secretary, Lok Sabha, New Delhi 
in his)~ter No. 211C12166 dated the 3rd instant called upon us to 
assign ~ason why the names of the Printers and/or Printing Press 
of our Petition were not' disclosed. So, we shall be thankful if you 
'kindly furnish us with the above infonnationas requested, at an 
early date, in order to enable us to satisfy the query of the Deputy 
Secretary, Lok Sabha. 

Please treat this as urgent. 
Thanking you, 

Very truly yours, 
For AMIN CHAND PYARE LAL. 
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REF: PAC/7053 
The Statesman Ltd. 
Statesman House, 
4, Chowringhee Square, 
Calcutta-l. 

Dear SIn, 

6th October, 1~. 
, . 

SUB: Petition entitled uOur Submissions" submitted to the Lok 
Sabha. 

This has reference to our previous letter No. PAC/6oo1 dated 
13th· August, 1966 and regret to state that we have not been favoured 
with your reply so far. Since we have to furnish the said informa
tion to the Lok Sabha Secretariat, please treat this as extremely 
urgent and let us have your reply immediately. 

However, we are enclosing herewith a copy of our previous 
letter to you dated . 13th August, 1966 for your ready reference. 

vye look forward for your early reply. 

Thankin, you, 

Encl: As above. 
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Very truly youz" 
AJr1IN CHAND PY~. LAL 

&ell· 
Partner. 

• •••. ~-.--•.••• ~.t _._ •• , 
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