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satisfied that there is an under- 
valution. A lacuna in the law has 
been filled up in the Finance Bill 
which x have brought. Certainly we 
will try to exercise this power in the 
larger measure. But I must take the 
House into confidence and say that 
the attempts made by the Government 
in this regard have always been—I 
would not say, thwarted—held up be-
cause of a number of stay granted by 
courts. We have not been able to 
acquire one single flat. I would like 
the House to support me when I come 
forward with a different measure, in 
which I will see that in respect of 
these purchases... (Interruptions)• 
This is a very important matter and 
I am very keen that this kind of 
transactions, in which half the pay-
ment is over the table and half is 
under the table  ̂ should be nipped in 
the bud. I can do it, provided I get 
assistance so that I can buy property 
which is under-valued. If there is no 
obstruction to the Government buying 
the property, which is under-valued, 
then this great evil will be completely 
stopped, x am taking steps to see how 
I can strengthen this. As I have al-
ready said, I have brought an amend-
ment in the Finance Bill.

’sff TFT H r^;
w i t  t ,  %

ft? A 53  & |
ft? SHOTT 3% ’GTffc *T3?cff I
m t  3 *% w x  ^  f  %
<rr w  msnx stFtop; f e r

rfl S'W'W VS T<
? «r«fr ir f s r c r n :  |

srk w  r̂r r̂fr
m *w r |  cff ^ r r  ^  vx f w r  

HTX ft? ^  
snftor ?

12.56 hrs.

STATEMENT BY MEMBER

S t r i k e  b y  Y a r d m e n  o f  B o m b a y  
C e n t r a l  T e r m i n u s

SHRI BANATWALLA (Ponnani): 
Mr. Speaker, Sir, With your permis-
sion, I make the following statement 
under Direction 115: —

“In reply to my Unstarred question 
No. 4341, (answered on 18th Decem-
ber, 19<D) as to whether the yardmen 
of the Bombay Central Terminus had 
gone on strike recently, the Ho’nble 
Deputy Minister of Railways has re-
plied in the negative. I submit that the 
reply is inaccurate and misleading.

I submit that on 14th November,
1980, some yardmen approached the 
then D R  M. in connection with their 
grievances and demands; but they 
were turned out of office. The conse-
quent resentment among the yardmen 
led to strike and there was a stoppage 
of work from 11.30 a.m. to 2.15 p.m. 
It was only when certain officers in-
tervened assuring that their demands 
would receive due consideration that 
the yardmen returned to work. It is 
unfortunate that instead of appreciat-
ing the enlightened act of labour to 
return to work after a brief strike, 
there is a total denial of the stoppage 
of work.

,1 further submit that as a result of 
the stoppage of work, there was delay 
in train service. Ahmedabad Passen-
ger train was subject to delay.

Further, in reply to part (c) of my 
said question as to the demands of 
the yardmen and government reaction 
thereon, the reply of the Hon’ble De-
puty Minister is to the effect that it 
does not arise. The reply thus sug-
gests that there are no grievances 
among the yardmen including de-
mands that those working in the vaiil 
and at the station as sUDsntutes or on 
ad hoc basis be made permanent, 
that uniforms be supplied etc.



299 Matter Under CHAITRA 9, 1903 (SAKA) Rule 377 300

I request the Hon’ble Minister to 
make a statement in the House and 
also to take action against the con-
cerned officer for submitting to him 
inaccurate information misleading the 
House.”

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE 
MINISTRY OF RAILWAYS AND IN 
THE DEPARTMENT OF PARLIA-
MENTARY AFFAIRS (SHRI MAL- 
LIKARJUN): Sir, I submit that the 
reply given by me to Lok Sabha Un- 
starred Question No. 4341 on 18-12-80 
is neither inaccurate nor misleading as 
stated by the Hon’ble Member. I 
reiterate that there was no stoppage 
of work by the Yardmen of the Bom-
bay Central Terminus on 14-11-80. 
What had happened was that on 
14-11-80 some members of an un-
recognised body calling itself Pash- 
chim Railway Karmachari Parishad, 
who were not on duty, wanted to see 
the Divisional Railway Manager, 
Bombay Central, but could not see 
him because he was in a Union Meet-
ing. They then went to the Bombay 
Central Yard to instigate the Yard 
Staff to stop work. When Senior Di-
visional Operating Supdt., Bombay 
Central came to know of this design 
on the part of the workers of the 
Pashchim Railway Karmachari Pari-
shad, he immediately rushed to the 
Yard and explained to the staff on 
duty that they should not be mislead 
by the workers of an unrecognised 
union as any stoppage o f  work would 
result in “no work, no pay” in addi-
tion  to break in service. The Y a rd  
staff therefore, remained on duty and 
as such there was no stoppage of 
work. The reply given to part (a) 
is, therefore, factually correct.

13.00 hrs.

There was no dislocation of train 
services. However, Ahmedabad Pas-
senger train was delayed, not on ac-
count of any action by the Yard Staff, 
but for replacement of some coaches 
on rakes due to shortage of coaching 
stock at the time.

In part (b) of the Question the 
Hon’ble Member desired to know the

causes of strike. Since there was no 
strike, the reply had to be in the re- 
gative, which is also factually correct.

In part (c) of the Question the 
Hon’ble Member wanted to know the 
demands of the Yardmen and Gov-
ernment reaction thereto. Apparent-
ly this had to be considered in the 
context of parts (a) and (b) of the 
Question and could not be considered 
in isolation. There have, however, 
been some grievances voiced by the 
Yardmen from time to time whirih 
have been dealt with in the PNM 
meetings with the recognised Unions 
as well as on their personal memo-
randa/representations. The Yardmen 
had also gone to the Regional Labour 
Commissioner some time in April 1980 
and they had represented a number 
of issues. These issues were generally 
discussed in the Regional Labour 
Commissioner’s Court and the case 
was closed on 22-7-80 after the Re-
gional Labour Commissioner was 
satisfied that adequate attention has 
been paid to these isstfes by the rail-
way administration. These demands 
were, however, not the subject matter 
of the incident referred to in para 
one above which occurred on 14-11-80 
and obviously, therefore, the reply to 
part (c) of the Question had to be in 
the negative.

I, therefore, submit that the infor-
mation given by me in reply to the 
aforesaid Question was not inaccurate.

13.03 hrs.
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Ĥ cfl % I


