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srrcr % sfr i
MB CHAIRMAN- The question is 

"That the Bill be passed”
The motion was adopted

18.19 h rs .
s t a t u t o r y  r e s o l u t io n  r e *

DISAPPROVAL OF THE ALCOCK 
ASHDOWN COMPANY LIMITED 
(ACQUISITION OF UNDERTAK
INGS) AMENDMENT ORDINANCE, 
1074 AND ALCOCK ASHDOWN

COMPANY LIMITED (ACQUISI
TION OF UNDERTAKINGS) 
AMENDMENT BILL

MR CHAIRMAN; Wp now take up 
item No. 13 and item No 14 together. 
Shri Madhu Limaye to move his Sta
tu toiy Resolution.

«f> m  fcrsra f'-rr-fr) *wrf*r 
ifr % ^ r f  ?T*̂ rr ^ ix  T ^ r  ^r??rr 
Ti t*t ’tronrsr t t  f r̂yprr
TT 3TT ^  v, t fs  f  ^  fn-v ■3ft

r m  t j - r n  r  ^  7j^ f  
r4r w r w  */r Trf vhr t p r  
*it f r  jt ?r -H n  jtit
TrfpT’ i *?rt w  ( r  *rr^ ?rprarffr ir 
^nr fTvTT ■srm f^eprr ?rrrr «rr 
t i  fTTZTf5rtrr’T?fr?rTffi \
5TPT f t  Trf^rr rn ?r *!? * r m  

q* sfttT? ^ rTT <r fr  Tf sft 
T̂ T̂ T TT f  MHf3f“ £pr t  T̂PT 

 ̂ n’TTI'Tif p .T|T cTP̂  % ’ETPFT *fflT 
? i 5rrT?r
t̂ TTT ?rV m  ?rrrrr z*w r r k
fr  •crRT '̂m xr ^  fH  »r*ft i 
cpnir t ^ t  f  ~*rrr f«r 3fr 
*n f"t*tTwrft ? i

18.11 hrs.

lbm%t Jagann vnutAo Joshi m the 
Chair]

$

“An appeal has, however, been 
filed against the ordor of the court 
(dehvenng possession of the proper
ties of the company to the Central 
Government) by M/s. Turner 
Morrison & Company which is a 
major shart holder of the company 
and the said company has simulta
neously tiled a Vyint petition chaDen* 
gmf? the vucs of the Act. In the 
vrnt petition, the applicant is trying
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[«ft ^  fWT]
to establsh that the amount speci
fied m the Act is illusory The ap
plicant contends that the underta
king*, of the company, as defined in 
the Act includes book debts, loans 
and advances and moneys which 
may be recovered by the Company 
from its directors by misfeasance 
proceedings In the circumstances 
the Cential Government was advis
ed that by way of abundant caution 
the Act concerned should be amend
ed to clarify that the undertakings 
of the company as defined in the Act 
do not include book debts, and loans 
and advances and any monej s re
coverable by the company from its 
shareholders of directors”

q?r srrr w z  qft srreft 
eft wrr^r
ffcft 5T ftrainp qft | eft WTT «?TT
$t rgr ft 3 n r  *rrr st r ^ ^ tt

? ’  *r*rrTfa
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$rf *t* *  STT'T̂f STTfSFT =̂ ft
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9rr% t <fr ?*nfr ? r r m  « n f  f r y w  

<rm r̂tf̂ r i $  ^  %
ifV w tt  f  fr

fWOTV 5 R 7 *  ft 5ft *TT ^TFr?r
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*rr *r * fw r  ft Stft ?row *r
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m  **rr*r 
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rrrrpf, hr *rr w f r t t  «rr
ft ^ , 1 ? *tt? % srfspp «rta spt *nrr q?r 
^  #  spit aresrre ^  ?

*t STT  ̂5T5RTT2T <t?T spT l^T ff *

“This House disapproves of the 
Altock Ashdown Company Limited 
(Acquisition of Undertakings) 
Amendment Ordinance, 1974 (Ordi
nance No 5 of 1974) promulgated 
by the President on the 28th June,
1974 "

^rrft #ar\m % w w ft  («ft
% ) :  w rfcT  q ftev

jtkt f̂t ?r r #  ^  f^ n ? r  snrr 
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& *m  vftx * * tft
“3 ^  q ?E T ft?T fs p tf^ ^ ft»P ft l^
■jit frcfte qr̂ t i ?r<
f̂tff % ^ f t  »pfr ?rt « r o  pnf f t

f^ r  ^  i  ^  ^  ^  #
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I , srjt t ,
fa  ?rtr sztptt % tftr qr, ^r

«?¥ «rc forr mfa
qtofapr fatft sr *ft w rix*  *  i t  *

f̂ nr̂ r »ft ifr %n: «r fa
fe n ?R  v% ^  9rfar
fa W FT v  cfh: <re #  r̂rrV ^>sr
s r c f fc s n f 1 1 % sra 
qr §s  *ft f®  *
3K ?r*
t o t  t o o t  f  350% *m? sre ^

% *r*pr 7?r f  1

I beg to move*:
“That the Bill to amend the Al

cock Ashdown Company Limited 
(Acquisition of Undertakings) Act,
1973, as passed by Rajya Sabha, be 
taken into consideration”
MR. CHAIRMAN: Motions moved:

“This House disapproves of the 
Alcock Ashdown Company Limited 
(Acquisition of Undertakings) 
Amendment Ordinance, 1974 (Ordi
nance No. 5 of 1974) promulgated 
by the President on the 28th June,
1974.”

“That the Bill to amend the 
Alcock Ashdown Company Limited 
(Acquisition of Undertakings) Act, 
1973, as passe^ by Rajya Sablha, be 
taken into consideration.”

SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE 
(Burdwan); Sir, this seems to be a 
very innocuous Bill, but according to 
me it is the brain-wave of a nervous 
administration. Should we go on 
changing our statute on the basis of a 
point or contention that may have 
been taken in a pending legal pro
ceeding? This is the object ot this

♦Moved with the recommendation

Bill. Because in a pending legal pro
ceeding before a court of law a party 
has taken a certain point, to meet 
that point, we are amending an Act 
of Parliament!

The hon. Deputy Minister has said 
just now that this is by way of 
abundant caution. This is not simply 
by way of abundant caution. Previous
ly section 4 of the Act included with
in the ambit of ‘undertaking of this 
company* all its assets, all its rights, 
powers, piopcrty, movable and im- 
•inovdDle, cash balances, investments 
and all other rights

Theietore, it is no good saying that 
it was not initially included there. It 
has been included and rightly so. 
Within assets and property, book 
debts will surely be included. 1  am 
not talking about the misfeasance 
damages. But, what is happening 
now is ttiat on the basis of the valua
tion, 1 take it, of all the assets and 
properties, a huge sum of Rs. 1 crore 
has been fixed as the amount to be 
paid to the company to be distributed 
10 the shareholders. Therefore, when 
the valuation ha* been made and the 
avnount of Rs 1 crore had been fixed, 
you must have taken into considera
tion the book debts of this company 
if at all the Government had applied 
its nund at that stage.

Now, what is going to happen? We 
are expressly releasing book debts. 
That means the debts to the company. 
We arc expressly releasing them. 
The Government has been renouncing 
all rights over it. Suppose, the com
pany was entitled to receive from any 
outsider, say, Rs 2 lakhs, the Govern
ment under this new amendment will 
not have any claim over that money. 
Therefore, although this sum of Rs. 1 
crore remains fixed and will be paid 
to the company in view of the Pre
sent Act, we are now giving up our 
claim with regard to book debts. I 
would like to know from the hon.

of the President.
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[SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE J 
Minister what is the amount of debts 
due to the company. By this time— 
because this company was taken over, 
if I am not wrong, sometime in 1973, 
if not earlier—from 1973 till 28th 
August, we must have been 
able to, the Government mu&t 
have been able to And out what are 
the debts due to the Company. The 
position remains thus. For the totality 
of the insets, after taking into con
sideration the liabilities of the com
pany, the Government had fixed Rs 1 
eroie to be distributed. Now, liabili
ties remain the same. The assets 
which the Government is ent tilted to 
get are being reduced But the com
pensation is not being 1 educed

Therefore, it appears to be an in 
nocuous Bill trying to meet the point 
that has been tnken m the legal 
proceeding But uie we not giving 
mute money o,er and above this Rs 1 
erorc to the shaie-holdon of the com
pany? We are doing it I can unrtei- 
stand the explanation (b). That is. 
of course a contingent right or con
tingent liability which may arise or 
may not aiise, but, so far as debts due 
to the company not being included in 
the company's assets and undertaking, 
this is intended to benefit those per
sons during whose management or 
during who>e control through the 
means of their phare-holding, the com
pany has reached its nadir There
fore, we suppoited the nationalisation 
and taking over of this undertaking. 
We want the Government to run it 
properly and manage it well, because 
it is one of the important engineering 
establishments in this country. We 
want it to prosper. But X do not un
derstand, unless the Government has 
been misled but I have a lurking 
suspicion that by this process more 
money which was not being given 
directly to the erstwhile managers and 
sharc-holders is being given through 
the back door and a circuitous pro
cess.

Therefore, the assets remain reduc
ed, the liabilities remain the same and

the compensation, thereby, necessarily 
becomes more.

Therefore, I would like before the 
House passes this Bill the hon. Minis* 
ter will kindly enlighten the House as 
to what is the expected amount of 
debts due to the company considera
tion of which would have made all the 
difleiencc to the computation of the 
amount because that is the fear. The 
Government's fear is that the conten
tion of the company that the compen
sation amount is illusoiy will be prov
ed by the fact that the debts due to 
the company will also be realised by 
the company And, the erstwhile 
management or the owners aie not 
being compensated for that There- 
ior<\ t<> me, it appears that this legis
lation has been solely brought with 
that purpose I have boon repeating 
that not only heie but 111 so many 
other Bills too as to \*hy we are un
a b le  to utilise fully the powers that 
ha\e been allowed undei the Consti- 
tuium of India?

We have supported ungiudgmgly to 
grant more and moi> powers but 
why the same have not been utilised 
piopeily Undoi Art 31 of the Consti
tution. ceitam powers arc given. How 
art you utilising those powers?

I would like to know from the hon. 
Mimstei whether he would explain to 
us as to what is the amount of the 
book debt that is available to the 
company After this Bill is passed, 
the book debt due to the company will 
not be realised by Government be
cause it will cease to bo a part of the 
undertaking. Who will realise it? 
Obviously, the company will realise 
it And they do not have to pay 
anything to Government. They will 
utilise it for their own purpose. So, 
I say that it is essential for us to 
know what is the amount of debt due 
to the company that is now being 
excluded from the concept of under
taking?

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH S0KH1 
(Jamshedpur): Sir, this is an amend-
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merit bill of Alcock Ashdown Co. Ltd. 
which was taken over last year. I 
have given an amendment to be in
serted in Clause 2, page 1, line 10.

I am surprised to read the state
ment I have received on the 27th 
August, 1974 explaining the circums
tances which necessitated the promul
gation of amendment Ordinance No. 5 
of 1974.

In the Statement, it is said that cer
tain writ petitions have been filed by 
Turner Morrison and Co., a major 
share-holder challenging the Act 
which is pending before the High 
Court and certain points have been 
raised by them. I do not want to go 
into the details of the same.

Sir, this company was bought by 
Government by making a paym~.it of 
Rs. 1.17 crores in 1973 and tl.c Act 
was passed by Parliament. I low, at 
this late stage, the Central Govern
ment was advised to amend the Act 
by inserting only a few words in 
Clause 4(1) of the Act, 1973. 1 want 
to know from the Government why 
this advice was not tendered before 
when such a vast Law Ministry with 
full of legal brains were at the 
disposal of the Government.

It looks like that as though the Gov. 
ernment is doing everything in haste. 
For inserting only five words to a 
clause, and bringing this amendment 
before the Parliament, I think the 
Government must have spent thou
sands of rupees. The Government 
must call for the explanation from the 
Departments concerned, why such 
loopholes were left out which led to 
unnecessary litigation.

It is further said in the statement, 
I quote:

“Since the writ petition was to 
come up, for the hearing on the 
I8th July 1974 and the Parliament 
was not in session, it was urgently 
necessary to make the aforesaid 
clarification.”

Very weli, Sir, I am not against the 
Ordinance, but ii appears to be very 
strange that, when this statement was 
approved and signed by the Deputy 
Minister of Heavy Industry on the 
25th July 1974, why there was no 
mention as to what happened on the 
16th July, 1974 in the High Court 
Whether the court allowed the writ 
petition or rejected, this House wants 
to know that. No copy of the judg
ment or what steps w- ere taken by 
the Ministry on the lGth July are 
mentioned in the statement. 1 would 
also request the Minister to change 
the managerial stall and pat fresh 
blood into its management having 
some qualifications. I would also like 
to know whether the Minister would 
a;;ain come up with some (c.mend- 
n.i..*nt) Bill in the nc'-.r future or it 
is final in rcgaid to this company. I 
would request the MU'.i ter to give a 
categorical reply.

Now, I come to my amendment 
which is for insertion of words “with
out prejudice" after the proposed Gov
ernment’s official amendment after 
words “In relation to the_ Undertak
ings”. According to me it is a very 
appropriate amendment and should be 
accepted, which when read with 
whole clause 4(1) of the Acquisition 
of Undertakings Act 1973, in the an- 
nexure of this Bill, would complete 
the meaning of the clause in every 
respect.

With these words, Sir, I support this 
Amendment Bill.

T O W T T  5TT*5f t  ( W T )  :

aft, 3R- f t r a i r r

T<t at w  sitaf ^ 
s w r  aft

%
| tfritsw * t i , 

*r*ft nat aft anmT fa 
nfstft at fasr $  <t farc *ft
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[«fr TTHTOTF

n t f  swtoM ir fr  ?' i t»v tot
SWTUTT Wft f f t  W f  t

f  ® 5,1 5 '® ^  ^  T̂TT̂
igzm fosT «rr sftr sr?r *rrr^t * r* ftt
^ • * f t f i r | f t r ^ f n w 9 > r W V t  
?rrfo ssr t o t  %
faaFH gn^ I *RT *TTO *ft ^  tfSTFT 
gsi «?t fa I  s r o
j w  fm tfw  W  M t
?W VT *Y fa  ^  I
^  *t t o  *ft srsroT  to t  «jt f a  qflT
w t *ft t| | w rfa  imr rrtr ft tfrr 
H>rr | fa  ^|?r n W  *nft f f  
gj> * r r ^  *rr*r <r£r srr |  ^
ift f w  r̂raV f  3*r frrrgm  *f 
f a * * >  s r t t  ^  |  s i V  srs%  *  ^  

^fn im  *rm t q w  1 1  a>,
?TTO *Tff W  ŜTZTT TOT «TTifrz\ * f o r r  * t t ^ N f  *  ¥$ t  «*t f a  

$5Pft wit vft w tt 3*rnra % **? #  
» r ^ W »  S r fc * w * w r w v f* r  m
%t «T$f *TT* I ’RTT'T mm «p> ?T?r * r r ^  
% fa% gqTT *?|t t  *ftT 
ST?T*TWT I

*n^r*T *rro
w fa  ^>rr 1 1  «rw w  m f f t  t o t  *> 
3WTKT q*TT ^JT 3$  q&T f^RT TT
^  ^  * t  p» | ,  3ft 3Mcnr * r
q*T I, f^FSt m  * $  ^finw % f *8 OT 

^  f  i rit. v r  arcs & fira $  
? £ $ *  9>? VT * w t  5 W  4 « r »  
arrq1 ^  fn f t w  **# t  < ^
sa^piftwfRr r̂r |—
^ ftrete ^rrn-g r  % ftm
« t  w « f ^  * Q  ift *Ptf ^ > r  *rr 
^ n v  i^r » t? ’ ^  ^  JTT̂ r<̂  ̂
f ^ 1T jjt ^  ^  ^  ^  m  
i r t w w W i  ^

|  w f? r %  w t o ? t  ^  ^  m  

qfarr frr̂ rfiT |f fj>r wrw^r Sr w ?rr 
aw ^  !><it | wgiT *r# T^t- 
| ?r> fa* ^  w r  %
wr*r% w rm  7 ? ctt |  i

if fa r  * im  ^  f w *  ^ m -  %
UTT f5R> WSt VF* W r ft  % vfrnt «ff>
*t f  i ar§ ?r *jzr w t e r

| i «rr^ *w m i «r=r% n 
?ft &  «T30T M r  | ,  srre z t e  % 

=sr?rra', crT^r ?jrq- ^
«t ?  i «r*rr fwuTi* % w r f * r *  

f  ̂  ^  ^  |  m  m r  w e t  %  f m  4 t  *  

?r*%t teRYarfl’T T f f^ ^ w T W W  
t  ? ? rr,%  3iTT ^ ^ jfT S T  « m  |  

fo  ^g-rft t^ it |t | ? *r 
f n ^ < r  WTTJTT ^ ^ T T  g fa> % *  ? n ^

^t*t ? m  'imr iwfV ^ft m  ^r ran 

v r  4 m  * w * n  fatm't m  v m i  n  

mi *xm  %Ctx %x ?tto 5T«t ^ *mk 
w t wT't^r f  9  ?rmrr4V

t̂*fr i *n<r q w  |t ap>W
r̂TPrr | t  * W  «TTW

I  I
SHRI RAJA KULKARNI (Bombay- 

North-East); As has been Pointed out 
already by many hon. Members, tbe 
Bill which has come before u« is the 
second step. Government feel that by 
taking this second step, all their di£3- 
cultit* would have been solved. 
Though I wish well for them, I, how
ever, see from the working of the 
recent past and after the pawing of 
the first Bill in December but* it has 
not still been possible for Government 
even to start the machinery and take 
over the production in their hands, 
because of tbe legal proceedings.

It is true that they have been say
ing that the purpose of this BiU is a 
very limited one and they fe*l that 
all the legal difficulties would be over 
once they define now what doe* 
come within the definition of the term
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'undertaking', namely book debts and 
the money to be recovered from the 
shareholders. They feel that once this 
matter is clarified, all difficulties will 
be over.

But the difficulties are not only 
legal or of short duration, but they 
are more than legal and more than of 
short duration. They are also of a 
commercial and trading nature. They 
are financial difficulties to which Gov
ernment are not prepared to give a 
second look. Therefore, I shall not be 
surprised if even after passing of this 
Bill, they come across difficulties

We do not know whether they are 
coming to terms with Turner Morri
sons who have filed a writ petition in 
the Bombay High Court. We do not 
know Whether they will not go beyond 
Rs. 1 crore compensation and say that 
they have no other liability or they 
would like to come to certain terms 
to settle down the legal claims of all 
parties, one of which is Turner 
Morrisons who have stood as guaran
tor to the State Bank of India which 
hag given loans to the Alcock Ashdown 
Company to the extent of more than 
H? 5 crore. Suppose after this Bill i? 
parsed, there comes a difference in th? 
valuation, what is going to be done? 
For, the Bombay High Court has ui- 
ready appointed an independent valu
er. After taking inventory o'* all the 
assets of the Alcock Ashdown Co. and 
after valuing them, suppose he sub
mits a report to the High Court say
ing that the value is Rs. 5 crores or 
Rs. 6 crore® or Rs 8 crores. One does 
not know what will happen ultimate
ly and what the verdict of the Bombay 
High Court will be, because it is aU un
certain today. What will Government 
do then? Suppose the Bombay High 
Court decrees that Government must 
pay to the State Bank of India or to 
the guarantor or the petitioner, name
ly Turner Morrisons Rs. 5 crores or 
Rs* 6 crores, what will be Govern
ment’s stand? Are they going to come 
back to this House asking for Rs. 4 
OT P crores a\or$ from this House?

In case, the Government wins and 
the valuation is less than Rs. I crore. 
The other party is bound to go to the 
Supreme Court. If the other partj 
wins, Government will go to lh* 
Supreme Court. These legal proceed
ings are not of short duration. They 
will go on for two or three years, 
once it goes to the Supreme Court If 
this is going to happen, then what 
happens to the machinery which has 
already become a junk? Since 1971, 
the whole undertaking is closed. Till 
today Government is not in a position 
to start the machinery. Government 
had given an assurance to the workers, 
wher. the Bill wag passed in Decem
ber last, that their dues would be 
paid We had told Government that 
from this Rs. 1 crore, a specific provi
sion shc-uld be made for payment of 
the workers’ dues which wcrc to the 
tune of Rs. 63 lakhs. But Govern
ment has not done so. It has gone 
back on the promise to pay the wor
kers* dues. Workers &r«> still on the 
streets. Now they are being asked to 
get themselves recruited as fresh 
workmen b\ the Mazagaon Bocks. The 
Mazagaon Docks is not interested in 
running Alcock Ashdown. They are 
only interested in the land occupied 
by this concern for their o^ n expan
sion. They want to sell the junk and 
demolish the structures.

Thif is the kind of wrong perspec
tive at the back of this Bill. There
fore, a national asset is being waited. 
Even now Government should come 
forward with a fresh look. I repeat 
the suggestion I made last time: le 
a new Bill come taking over tfcis 
undertaking for management under 
the Industries (Development and Re
gulation) Act. Give it to a co-opera- 
five of the workers^ They have sub
mitted a scheme. E.amme it. Give 
it to a co-operative or aW.other u »«  
tution to manage it on beh.U ofG ov  
emment. Bu* coming undertheAc^ui 
shion Act and acquiring it tor B* '  
rrore has created a lot difficulties 
and further difficulties will be created. 
Meanwhile' a national asset h  bein*
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wasted Therefore, I suggest to Gov
ernment: along ■wtfh the Bill, have 
a fresh look and fulfil the promise 
given to the workers That Will be 
at least something

flpRpffct 'jfV srn Tî T-
TTP’T'fV % ?Pf «T 3|t f^T  uttfl f

«rrs?nr % $  B ita t
rm\ ¥V ^tt v w m m  'tsY i 
3T7 w  ^
*p> w ft  m  *r ftntT ?ft tmftTmr % 
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W fT 'T T  Tg> gpfr I ?TR gfr f̂ ?T
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«rnr ?r»i®t crrf ^  1 1
f q f a r w ^  % snftn T ^ p ft  
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^  I 2 3 6  3ft %
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I  ?fb - J T ^ fr  T> ffT'TT
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\SHRI E R KRISHNAN (Salem): 
Mi Chairman, Sir, I would like to 
express my views on The Alcock 
Ashdown Company Limited (Acqui
sition of Undertakings) Amendment 
BiU, 1974.
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This company was started by the 
Biitish some 80 years ago and till 
Independence they repatriated some 
hundreds of crores of rupees fium 
this Company. After Independence, 
when they found that it would 110 
longer be possible for them to exploit 
this company, they sold away the 
shares of this Company to Mundhras. 
Sir, it is very well known to you Vnat 
MuTjdhra also plundered the wealth 
of this Company and it is repotted 
that about Rs. 1.65 crore of rupees had 
been cornered by him I would like 
to know what steps have been taken 
ap,«unst Mundhra for recovering this 
huge sum.

It is stated that the Government 
Will have to remit in the Court a sum 
of Rs 1 crore. I would like to !viv>w 
whether the value of assets of th.s 
company would be moie or loss thtm 
this Rs 1 crore. The Government 
have also to pay to the workers 'he 
aneiirs of P-F. etc. to the extent »»f 
Rs. 37 lakhs. Besides, the Govern
ment have to ii'turn the loan oi 
Rs 1.70 crores given by the Slate 
Bank of India as also the Bank of 
Maharashtra to the Company. Sir. 

the hon. Minister must inform this 
ITousc about the real value of tV  
af-sets or this Company.

Sir, 011 account of carelessness on 
the part of high officials of the Law 
Ministry in the preparation ol the 
parent Bill, the Government have been 
compelled to bring this amending bill 
before the House. When the parent 
biJl was discussed in this Hou«s ’ i
1973, many hon. Members of this 
House pointed out the deficiencies and 
loopholes in the Bill and also express
ed their apprehension that this mi^ht 
be taken to a court of law. At that 
time, the hon. Minister did not pay 
heed to the suggestions of the hon. 
Members of this House and the con
sequence is that the issue is before a 
Court of Law and to circumvent cer
tain issues this amending B'.U has 
been introduced by the Government.

Before I conclude, I would request 
that 0 directive must be issued by the 
Prime Minister to all the high officials 
of the Law Ministry connected with 
di siting of Bills that they must be 
more vigilant and exercise greater care 
in the formulation of legislative pro
posals in the form of a Bill. This is 
veiy necessary if the Government 
wo*it to avoid the issues being taken 
to Courts of law frequently,

W th these words, I conclude.
SHRI DALBIR SINGH: Sir, as I 

stated earlier, this is a very simple 
explanation which is being added to 
section 4(1) of this Act which was 
patred in December session. After 
that this was challenged and this com
pany filed a writ petition before the 
Ili^h Court, which is still pending. 
Nobody knows at this stage whether 
the judgment would be in our favour 
or :n favour of the other party. They 
baio right of appeal to the Supreme 
Com I also. All legal remedies avaii- 
iblc to them, they would like to ex
haust and we cannot stop them fr:*m 
(’oir.g so

The point was laised about compen
sation This amendment is intended 
vO clarify the position that the book 
debt*, have not been included. At that 
time also our intention was not to 
includc the hook debts in the defini
tion. We have consulted the law 
department and the Additional Soli
citor General, who advised us that we 
should issue this ordinance. So, It was 
issued and this Bill has been moved 
to replace the ordinance. This is in
tended to show that this amount of 
Rs 1 crore is not illusory. When the 
intention of the Government is to in
clude the book debts, it is specifically 
mentioned in the enactment itself. 
There had been a number of legisla
tions where the intention of the Gov
ernment was to include the book 
debts and that was specifically provi
ded in the enactment, as for example 
in the Air Corporation Act, 2953, 
Metal Corporation of India (Acquisi*
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tion of Undertakings) Act, 1966, Indian 
I:ron and Steel Co. (Taking over of 
Management) Act, 1972 and Indian 
Copper Corporation (Acquisition of 
Undertakiugs) Act, 1972. In all these 
enactments, it was specifically made 
clear that book debts will be included 
in the definition. The very fact that 
we have not mentioned it in thiil 
er.:.actment shows that our intention at 
that time also was not to include the 
book debts etc. in the definition. No\v 
by way of abundant caution, to make 
it absolutely clear, We have brc·ught 
forward this amendment. 

It was asked how this amount would 
be n:covered. We have acquired the 
productive assets of these two 
UT\dertakings to put them into produc
tive uses. We have not acquired the 
company. The entity of the comnany 
is there. The company is to recover all 
this. 

Comany to valuation, a (:omrr.ittee 
of senior officers have gone into the 
q•Jestion and they have made a deep 
study of the assets which are to be 
c1cquired and they have come to the 
co'.1.clusion that even if ·an the assets 
are auctioned in open auction they 
would not perhaps fetch that much 
money i.e. Rs. one crore. So, the 
amount of Rs. 1 crores which was 
valued by the committee o1: officers is 
very reasonable. They have gone into 
the condition of the machinery, build
ing!! etc. and they have made this 
as<'.essment, which is a very reasonable 
a�sessment. 

Shri Kulkarni raised the question of 
workers' compensation. After the 
acquisition of this undertaking, it will 
be governed by the law. We are try
ing to see that the worlfors are not 
thrown out. We have called a meet
ing tc discuss this question with the 
representatives of the Gujarat com
pany and the company which the hnn. 
Member has mentioned, the Mazagaor, 
Ducks. We have said that these people 
should be absorbed there. We are 
very eager to see that these peo·ple ar(;) 
nqt th:r91,r n 91..lt, 

and Amdt. Bm 

SHRI RAJA KULKARNI: What 
about thir past service? 

SHRI DALBIR SINGH: We will take 
a sympathetic view in considering this. 

We have not gone into the question 
of book debts, because it was not our 
intention to include the book debts. 
So, we did not calculate it. It is for 
the company to see how much of 
hook debts are there and how to re
cover them. With these words, I com·· 
mP.nd the motion. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I will first take 
up the:, motion by Shri Madhu Limaye 

The question is: 

"This House disapproves '.)f the 
Aicock Ashdown Company Limited 
(Acquisition of Undertaking�) 
Amendment Ordinance, 1974, (Ordi
nance No. 5 of 1974) promulgated by 
the President on the 28th June, 
1974." 

The motion was negatived. 
MR. CHAIRMAN: The question is:

"That the Bill to amend t '!.1e 
Alcock Ashdown Company Limited 
(Acquisition of Undertakings) Act, 
1973, as passed by Rai'Ya Sabha, be 
taken into consideration." 

The motion was adopted: 

MR. CHAIRMAN: We will �ow 
take up clause by clause considerat10n. 

The question is: 
"That clause 2 stand part of the 

Bill". 

The motion was adopted. 

Cause 2 was added to the Bill. 
19.00 hrs. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: There is no
amendment to clause 3. The quesdon
is: 

"That Clause 3 stand part of the 
Bill." 

The motion was adopted. 
Clause 3 was added to the BiH. 
c;!a:use 1 was adde(l, to the Bin. 
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The Enacting Formula and the TitLe 
were added to the Biil. 

SHRI DALBIR SINGH: I move: 
"That the Bill be passed." 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The questioa is: 
"That the Bill be passed." 

The motion was adopted. 

19.01 hrs. 

QUESTION OF PRIVILEGE-contd. 

P..lT �Tlt ��� Sfm"q f�� (mu) 
�Pf tj"cft � +IT•Ffflf tj"�f � �<FiT 
�tsc:Tcfi.::Uf f�trT cf'i � i:R t f9; it '3°� 
ti+flf B"�;=r ij '3"-Tft1!!"cf ;:,�T 1!!"T I it 'J;jT'f r:r 
�rmu � f� '!TPl;:i- lf,i �of :l;f-Trff tCfiScT
<fi� cf,� e,;r 3;l"cftT.:: 5i"�Ft fc!;lfT t I 

,t;� f�;,rcfi 21-8-74 "ifiT wi:r

B"'*TT ij sr . U€'lfT 7 3 o m.::if'l;a- t �·m 
ij fcrf�;;;r Ufi� B"�T <f.r ;;� ��la 
crtfrnr t �<i· <Sl':s- <fir{<t;m '1:.:q.fi 
t �m"rti <FT f<fT<§f a t f�q; Ut!fcr c:p:;r

cr� u�w tr�T t � ij fc1:lfT t '>f"T.:: �-�· 
ij �"t ;:;·� <Fr �f '3"ffila t I 

�ti �a ij l'tu f.:;cr� rr� t f<t; it�
:,. . "' 

fcfim" �T� Cfi;f tf\ ;;r, '3"efa ��Ff �

�;:acr t �� <fir{ �HfTITT if�T f"ifil'.l"T 
3;l"R ;; fr it �1 f<1�r � <fi1 j\"T.fm 

t1 

cffil fprf cf � t f <t; ifcf of;,ic �f ef<fWif
t '3"cA * �� �- f�· -rR m tr�� �r .fr
m-{ i � ;qfi,rct:� m f��r f;;cffii t�H 
� �B" �-� ll ffl� 3;l"ft:; � I '3"ii� 
�� �l°:<.a: .rm f� l!l"T f,t; '3'<Rr i�fcr
Cfi;f cg <1" er) lTU ��mITT � ,;rh.; �ti� 
l'tu "1fi "\{ fc1:efi 5i"<fi"� <fir �a ! 1 lfllr
i:r� ;,,-,., •H m'lfra ifr � :i;rr\ � 
g"ID ! Fi: s>;f i" i'i o cfr o �'rcrr;<ITlf, cfTfur;,i:r 
wi:r "*f i � �� sr�lf it wi:r tj"�i ij m 
iiT+r <1:r ��la f<t;lfr t ;;r)fc1: f.;uar.: 
t l;cf f;;·+(� t I 

s>;f'iifif �rq- i� -a�rrr i f�;r
l;cf �fITT:f\r"t <:�it; �, I '.l;fcf: :qrq- � 
fcf,f+J 51TW � f<F �H �mi �T <Fr
.::�T q;=t cf1!!"T �f;:acr olff<tcftrT l;cf frlfT't!H 
{fc;ff <Fl. m �ti �rct:\UT<fil" �T � � I 

19.04 hrs. 

The Lok Sabha then adjOtLrned till 
Eteven of the Clock on Thursday, 
August 29, 1974/Bhadra 7, 1896 (Saka) 


