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[Smt. Roza Deshpande]
ing the mill on lease and helping
mill owners who were losing. This
very theory has brought about certain
great failures in this Bill. For instance
a mill in Bombay, Sakseria Mill, was
taken on lease for one year because the
mill owners w . Then the
Government mscde profits in just one

year and they returned it to the mill owners.

Again he made losses and again the
Government took 1t up on lease and later
on handed over to the mill owner. Then
that mill was closed for many years. The
General Secretary of the A.ILT.U.C.
Shri1 Dange had to climb the gates of that
mill and told the Government that it
was high time they rook it over and na-
tionalised 11. That is why I say they started
with the idea of helping the mill owners
and not helping the workers.

MR. CHAIRMAN You can
continue tomorrow.

17.30 hra.

HALF-AN-HOUR  DISCUSSION

C,B.1. INQI IRY INTO LAND DEAL SCANDAL
OF CUTTACK STATIIN OF A.LR.

MR. CHAIRMAN : We will now
take up half-an-hour discussion. Be-
fore we take 1t up I should like to point
out to the House that at least I would wish
10 go by the ruler and I hope you would
cooperate.

Rule (55) says :

¢“There shall be no formal motion
before the House nor voting. The
member who has given  notice
may make a short statement and
the Minister concerned shall reply
shortly. Any member who has
previously intimated to the Speaker
may be permitted to ask & question
for the purpose of further eluci-
dating any matter of fact.

(HAH Dis.)

Now, if we have to finish this in half
an hour, I would need your cooperation;
to be strictly within the rules, to make
a short statement I will give you five
minutes,

SHRI SURENDRA MOHANTY
(KENDRAPARA) : Five minutes
would not do.

MR. CHAIRMAN : I would not go
beyond- half-an hour.

SHRI SURENDRA MOHANTY :
I am grateful to you for your guidance
But I can show you umpteen instances

MR. CHAIRMAN : I am not con-
cerned with those umpteen instances.
I will go by the rules.

SHRI SURENDRA MOHANTY :
How much time will I get ?

MR. CHAIRMAN : You will get ten
minutes.

SHRI SURENDRA MOHANTY :
I would like to preface my observations
by the remarks that 1 have no intention to
politicalise the issue, or scandalise any
individua , institution or goveinment,
as far as this particular matter is concern-
ed. My only intention is to put this
All-India Radio land deal in Cuttack
in its legal perspective and to urge upon
the hon. Minister to hay the copy of the
CBI Report on the land deal on the Tab-
le of the House so that we all know the
facts. What I am interested with,
and I am sure what the House is interested
with, is to know the facts. 1 have no
intention, I repeat, either to scandalise
anybody or to politicalise the issue,

The genesis of the matter is like this.
It will be recalled that in the year 1969
the Government of Indis had acquired
sbout two scres of land in Cuttack for
the purpose of constructing steff guarters
for the All Indis Radie employees a
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acost of about Rs, ¢ lakhs, 1know the
hon. Minister can immediately retort
that the land was acquired by the Govern-
ment of Orifsa. While conceding that
fact that the land was acquired in 1969
by the Government of Orissa, I would
point out that the responsibility also
devolves on the Central Government in
the matter of acquisition and requisition-
ing of property. Under entry 43 of the
Concurrent 1ist of the Seventh Schedule
of the Constitution, the Government of
India owes concurrent responsibility
in the matter of acquisition and requisi-
tioning property for a public purpose.
80, the hon. Minister cannot get away
with the srgument that the land was
acquired by the Government of Orissa.
It is true the land was acquired by
the Government of Orissa, but the
Government of India had the primary
responmbility, not only under the Con-
stitution but also by the very compulsion
of the fact that it was being purchased for
2 public purpose, and the public purpose
was nothing other than the purpose of
the Government of India.

I do not wish v minimise the role of
the Government of Orissa. But, at the
same time. I would like to emphasize
that the Government of Orissa wa.
merely an agent ot the Government of
India in this deal and the Government
of Orissa had no other responsibility
than acquiring the land on behalf of the
Government of India and paying the
money which the Government of India
was sgreed to pay. The overall res-
ponsibility rested with the Ministry of
Information and Broadcasting of the
Government of India,

I now invite the attention of the hon.
Minister to entry 42 of the Concurrent
List of the Seventh Schedule which says
“acquisition snd requisitioning of pro-
perty,” Since it is in the Concurrent
List, the over-riding responsibility is
onthe Govemment of Indis, and that

Cuttack (HAH Dis.)

is the gr avamen of my charge against the
Minister. It was the bounden duty of
the Government of India, of the Ministry
of Information and Broadcasting, 1o
satisfy themselves as 10 the narure of
the tenancy of the land and the valuation
that they were going to pay for it.

After the land was acquired, it was
found out that the land was a khasmahal
land, that the land belonged to the govern-
ment, and that the particular person,
the lease-holder, .was holding the land
on lease and the lease was going to termi-
nate in 8 year's time.

My second question to the hon, Minis-
ter will be, not to his political self but
to his conscience : Does it behove the
Ministry to pay & sum of Rs. 4 lakhs 1o a
person for a piece of property whose
lease was going to expire in a year's time
when that land was being acquired for
% public purpose ?

T'would lske to give you instances, The
adjacent land to this plot of land which
has been acquired by the Government
of India belonged to one Mr. Ahmed.
That land was resumed as disting-
Uished from acquired. It was resumed
by the Government because it was being
resumed for a public purpose. namely,
the extension of the Sailabala Mohalla
College which is a Government College
and no compensation whatsoever was
paid for this land except Rs. 38.000 for
the super-structures standing on the
land.

As we are debating this issue, in Bhu-
bhaneshwar, the Government of Orissa,
the very same Government of Orissa.
is resuming sbout an acre of land in the
heart of Bhubhaneshwar town without
paying any compensation for the exten-
sion of the police station. So, my ques-
tion is, under Notification under Section
4 of the Land Acquisition Act, why the
Ministry of Information and Brosd-
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[Stri Surendra H?Imurj

8ir, you are a lawyer of eminence.
You must be knowing that under the
land acquisition proceedings, under Sec-
tions 5 and 6, the awards are given. At
M

for reasons best known to them, paid
Rs, 4 lakhs for a Government land which
they could have done without.

Against this background, [ have a few
questions to ask and I will conclude. The
Government of India being the purchaser
had the ultimate responsibility to satiely
themselves as to the nature of the tenancy
of the land. 1 want to know whether
they have done so or not and, if they
have not done so, what are the reasons
thereof.

My seccnd question is, whether n
was brought to the notice of the Govern-
ment of Indis that the land in question
was khamiahal land, that 1t Was a lease-

hold land and that the lease was going
to expire in a short time and, 1f so, why
the Ministry of Information and Broad-
casting did not urge upon the Govern-
ment of Orissa to resume the land instead
of acquiring it by paying compensation
to the lesse holder. I want to know
whether the land had been shown as a
khasmahal land, as 8 lease-hodd property.
"In case the State Government had shown
the land 0 be  khasmahal land, why did
not the Government of Indis insist
that no coOmpensation was payable ?

I bope, the hon.  Minister will not
take ghelter behind the fact that the Orissa
Governownt did it. ¥ do not hold any
hrief for the Orissa Government , , .

(HAH Dis.)

THE MINISTER OF INFORMA-
TIONAND BROADCASTING (SHRI
LK GUJRAL): Dot for the present
Government,

SHRI SURENDRA MOHANTY :
Now that you have’ provoked me, I will
come to that, According to Mr. Gujral,
when his illustrious predecessor was in
the Muistry of Information and Broad-
casting who comes from thetownof Cut-
tack and with ears and eyes opem, it
was only in 1972 that the compensation
was paid.

The hon. Minister, at p. 219 of the
debate relating to the Demands of the
Ministry of Information and Broad-
casting in &n indecent haste gotup to say
that. Shrimati Nandin: Satpathy had
nothing to do directly or indirectly
in the matter. I concede the point,
I stand by the Government, that she
was not directly concerned. But she
had alot to do indirectly in the matter, ., .

MR. CHAIRMAN : Let us not get

nto allegations.

SHRI SURENDRA MOHANTY :
Why are you impatient, Sic ?

MR, CHAIRMAN : You canpot
re-start your speech after you have asked
your questions.

SHRI SURENDRA MOHANTY :
T am concluding. Shrimati MNandin
Satpathy, who was the Minister of In-
formation and Brosdcasting in the year
1972, was indirectly reaponsible in mak-
ing this illegal payment coming m she
does from Curtack and knowing full
well the nature of the tensncy the person
who was the owner of the lund and the
relation,

MR, CHAIRMAN : ThisIs not
a question ; this iz an allegation,

SHRI SURENDRA MOHANTY
Is that going to be expuoged 7
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MR. CHAIRMAN : No ; I am not
expunging it. But it isnot a question.

SHRI SURENDRA] MOHANTY :
I request tha' all these guestions must
be replied to by the hon. Minister in
their entirety and the C.B.L report
must be laid on the Table of the House.

SHRI SHYAM SUNDER MOHA-
PATRA (Balasore) Although
Mr. Surendra Motanty started  like
g saint 8t the end heput his legsonthe
mud.

The entire idea of acquisition was
mooted in 1969 when the Opposition
was in power in Orissa ; when the com-
pensation was paid and when the deal
was over at that time Mr. Mohanty’s
Utkal C)ingress was in power.

As far as the legal point which Mr,
Mohanty has raised is concerned I want
to submit thst the decision of the Patna
High Court was :

«Jt was entirely in the cption of the
lessee to coptinue in possession
and it was not within the power of
the Government 1o terminate the
lease ar their will if the lessee ex-
ercised tus option and wanted
renewal of the lease the only
restriction being thet the rent wes
lisble to enhancement ar eich
renewal, ... "

SHRI SURENDRA MOHANTY :
Which year ? He is misleading the
House,

SHRI SHYAM SUNDER MOHA-
PATRA) : These has not been asingle
case which he can cite where the lease
hes been terminated.  Wherever it

was ssked it was aiways extended by the
Government.

As fer as valustion is concerned his
insjnumion is that corruption Was in-
volved. The valustion was Rs. 2 lakhs
per mcre. Lez me cite sn instance, I
come from & remote place like Borealss

Cuttack (HAH Dis.)

where adecimal of land costs Rs. 2,000
which means Rs.2lekhs per acre. Then
what to spzak of a city like Cuttack and
that too when the land is situated in the
midst of a busy centre. Naturally it
will be & lirtle more. And it is known
under what circumstances it was acquired.
I am not holding brief for any one. 1
want to say that the land is situsted in
the most cential place and is very well
suited for staffl quarters. There are
precedents, to show that as far back as
1957, the land was acquired at Rs,
7000 for 44 decimals which comes
10 Rs. 1,75,000 per acre. And here
this was concluded in 1972. With the
pascage of time the cost should have
gone up. Paying Rs. 2 lakhs for one
acre, [ do not think, is an exorbitant
price. He has said that the lease period
was gung to be over. May be, within
& year or two, il Was going to be over.
Bur.@ I have submitted, there has not
been a single instance where it has not
been extended. The man who has the
lease has the powr to fransfer, as I have
quoted from the High Court reporr,
he hss the power to sell. Ultimately,
however, it is the decision of the Govern-
ment.

No political] motive should be
attmbuted behind such : th.ng and this
should be done in & clear way, with open
heart in the matter of purchase of valu-
sble land situated in such a busy city
like Cuttack. It comes wathin the
jurisdicion of the State Government.
The State Guvernment of Orissa has
been fullysatisfied about this acquisition.
Even the Law Department (Government
of Orissa) is of the opinion that the ran-
saction is foolproof.

My final question is this. Will the
hon, Minister see that unnecessarily
there is no victimisation of any particular
person in this case ? Will be personally
make himself fully assuged that the
Government was satisfied before tran-
sacting this business ?
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SHRI S, M. BANERJEE ( Kanpur):
I ¢ gratulate the Minister for acquiring
a laad here for ¢mstruction of Quarters
for the A. L R. Staff. 1 wish that he
wil a2quire laad in other places also.

My questions a&re :

(s) Whather the site Was selectedly
the Government of India in March
or April, 1969 ?

(a) Wasther aNtification was issucd
by the Orissa Government on 4th
Jaauary, 1971 (when  Congress
Goviramsnt was not there, but the
Gyvernment was  headed by Shn

R. N. Singh Deo) ?

and (3) Whether the compsnsstion  Of
th: laid was paid to the owner
of th laad on 30th March, 1972..

SHRI SURENDRA MOHANTY :
Who was the Information Ministes tin?

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE : March
1972, When there was Swatantra- Utkal
Government in the State, headed by that
renowned leader, Shri Bihwanath Das ?
As far as my information Eoes the In-
formation Minister Was not Shrimati
Nandini Satpathy, [ think Prime
Minister was the Information  Minister
then. Mrs. Naadim Satpathy was
simply aisisting herin other matters.
Iwould like to get  clearcur replies
to these question® so tharthe  confusion
created by my hon. friend Mr. Mohaaty
may be removed.

o geAwA wew (FIm) 22
At afr iy ag sk drale
farx & ara a7 ar 922 o 7T 97 ¥
gg afY ¢ Fr ag qx Toerd sqar R 7

gw wd & qre Wi o wefta @l
o TN FETCAT I AT A w
gl ? & araar g g e ag Pem o
a¢ @t f ?

(HAH Dis)

FIAT ORI W W sqwr ) ot oft
§ 1921 g 3% aiw Frafr aredrodY, wrko
¥ groe werk of Y, afy g, A
fedtd war =27 ¥ v o2 2@y wraAy ?

7 NIaF ¥ feeft owre o ot
TR GAT & I TEF Y W€ oY qeHTT
@@, faa et 3 drgr ey § g
fear ¥, 34% Faars v srdarft ek
g g T’

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH SOKHI
(Jamshedpur) : I have got 2 few ques-
tions to ask the Minister :

1. Whether 1t is a fact that this  Jand 1n
question belonged to Government and it
was Khasmuhal land and when the lease was
gring to expire at that point of time the
Government of India purchased the land ?

2. The CBI enquiry report should be
praduzel nxe to hal oae the Jaxs wuch
have been concluded in its eaquiry.

3. If ther was no scandal in land desl
then why the CBI came into the picture,
when the All India Radio had scquired the
land for the construction of residential
houses for AIR staff under the act prevaul-
ingin Ornissa ?

4. Whether any irregularity was com-
mitted by any of the senior officers of
Government of Iodia in acquiring this
land at therate of Rs, 4 lakhs and whether
any money hss been mivappeopristied 7

5. There appears to be some malafide
intention of the concerned officers, con-
cealing the facts from the hon'ble Members
of Parliament.

6.1 would Further like to know from
the hon'ble Minister has he brought the
CBI report todsy in this Augost House
and read it out to clasify s position.
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7. The CBI report must be placed on
the Table of the House, which has been
concluded as answered by the Minister to
Question No. 1286 who had taken over
three files from the All India Radio Station,
Cuttack pertaining to the matter. What
has b2en found out from these papers and
files scized by the CBI ? It s very im-
portant to know it.

Since we have passed the Constitution
Amendment Bill, I think, Government
could acquire any land for public purposes
by paying any amount as compensation.

THE MINISTER OF INFORMATION
AND BROADCASTING (SHRI I. K.
GUJRAL) : Sir, my hon. friend, Shri
Mobohanty, is a very asje lawyer. 1 have no
such claims. Therefore, I will not be
able to speak in terms of the legalisti lan-
guage but I will ralk in terms of the Par-
liamentary language.

The issue 1s very simple and unneces-
sarily an effort has been mude to comp-
licaiteit. There is a piece of land 1n Cuttack
which the All India Radio wanted to
acquire. So, a» 15 the normal procedure
with us we got in touch with the Orissa
Government, We asked them 1f the could
acquire that particular piece of land. They
said ‘yes’, it can be acquired.

In the mzanwhile the Additional District
Magistrate, Cuttack forwarded 1w th:
Regional Enginest's office a repmit daed
1-7-1970 from the Tehsildar ?Sadar),
Cuttack to the effect thar the land in ques-
tion belonged to Shri P, K. Samal and that
it was s private land. The Tehsildar had
also intimated to the ADM that the valua-
tion of the land was ar the rate of Rs. 8,000
per guntha in Cantonment area, that is,
Rs. 2 lakh per acre. This communication
was forwsrded to us. Once we had decided
to have the land naturally we asked the
State Govarnment, 83 we always do, to
procesd with the acquisition of land. Go-
vernment of India does not have the ma-

Cuttack (HAH Dis.)
chinery available to it in various States for
acquisition of land. Therefore, it is
normal for the office to ask the State Go-
vernment to undertake the acquisition.
Then all the procedure is followed, Notices
are given; objections are invited and land
acquisition officer proceeds to evaluate the
and on certain basis and then the Govern-
ment of India is informed of its decision
and the money is paid.

That 1s what exactly has happened.
Notices were given. Shri P. K. Samal
raised some objections. There was then a
procedure. The land value was deter-
mined at Rs. 5 lakhs and odd which was
deposited  with Orissa Governeats’s
Treasury. The Orissa Government, in
turn, paid Rs, 4,18,000 to Shri P. K. Samal.
This was, in a nutshell, what has happea-
ed.

*h

SHRI SURENDRA MOHANTY
Why then was the C.B.I. inquiry to such
an innocent affair ?

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL : You will see
from what 1 have said just now that this
land, particularly, belonged to an indivi-
dual, Mr. P. K. Samal who happened to
be a Joint Secrerary of the Guvernment of
India. Then we were told that since the
land is belonging to an individual, the
Land Acquisstion Offi ser had to satisfy him-
self with regard to the vtle etc. It was for
him to satisfy himself abour the title and
the statems=nt »: whatever was provided o
him by Shri Samal. He was satisfied
with this and he valued thatat Rs. s
lskhs and odd which amount was already
paid into the Treasury of the Government
of Orissa. Therefore so far es Government
of India was concerned, we had no
dealings whatsoever directly with the
owner or the socalled owner of the lan
It was the Land Acquisinon Officer who
came into play for acquiring it. After
that hal been done, there was some
complaint agsinst Shri P. K. Samal' That
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[Siti LK. Gujral]

‘was in soms other context. And the C.B.1.

started looking into his affairs, One of the

complaints received by the C.B.I., I am

told, was that he had made a wrong de-

claration to the Land Acquisition Officer
Therefore, it was looked into and while

looking into the statement, 1t was held that

the land belonging to Mr, Samal was held

by him on lease basis and the lease was

about to expire. Therefore, in all faur-

ness, the land value should have been much

less than the value paid. I think it should

not have bezn beyond about Rs, 30,000 or

40,000. Even this valuation should have

been on the basis of the unexpired period
of the lease. So, the conclusion arrived at
on the basis of this enquiry was that in
this case there was a collusion. Taking
advantage of 11, they felt that Mr. O.P,

Jena, the Land Acquisition Officer was the
main person in this who had colluded in
this case and tried to give a pecuniary
advantage to Mr. Samal. Therefore, we
have now recommended to Orissa Go-
vernment on the basis of the C.B.1.’s find-
ings—it is for the Orissa Government
to take appropriate action—to take ap-
propriate action under the Anti-Corrup-

tion—Prevention of Corruption Act—

and also see to 1t that those who hai colluded
are brought to book, This, 10 2 nutshell,

is the history.

T was hoping that my friend, Mr.
Mohanty will come here and compliment
us that we have been so vigilant that even
when it came to our notice, even after
payment, that somebody has tried to
cheat in the matter, we have come to the
conclusion that these Officers need to be
proceeded aganst and against whom action
hes now been imuated and Orissa Go-
vernment has been asked for permussion
to take action.

MR. CHAIRHAN : Although you must

have been ignorant, now that you know
this, T aim sure, you will be happy.

(HAH Dis.)

SHRI SURENDRA MOHANTY : 1
give my Ffull-throated compliment to
Shri Guiral.

SHRI L. K. GUJRAL : I am thankful
for this compliment which I shall humbly
accept.

The main point is this that we are tsking
action and nobody has been allowed to get
out of this net, I would also suggest that
let us not politicalise this issue on this
matre:r and politic does not exist,

Neither in the Centre nor in the State
has anybody tried to shield culprits
and those who try to derive pecunisry
advantage.

18 hrs.
st gov W T wawa: wfAw

IO 9 F1 BIFATC

st wfo ®, naww :  FE
AT T Fi o GITHET | 1A HT
BT 4T AT AWAT WA

Before I reply to the questions rased by
my hon. fuiend, I might say one thing,
that although varibus parties were in
power in the State ol Orissa when the
acqusition proce:dings Were going on,
1 would not hke to politicalise 1it. I would
not say that so and so was responstble for
it because it is too petty for a Government
to be interested in. Lower officers try
to be smart and indulge in corrupt prac-
tices against which we are moving. But
why should we always try to see politics
where politics does not exist ? I stand
by every word of what I said eaclier in
the 1972 debate, which my hon. friend
has quoted, that my colleague and pre-
decessor in office, Shrimati Nandin
Satpathy had neither directly nor indirect])
any thing to do with this, I stand by even’
word of what [ have seid.
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My friend Shri Sokhey asked some ques-
tions which I hope I have covered. He
asked whether any officers of the Govern-
ment of India were involved in this. I
have replied to it. Then he asked about
the CBI Report. We have debated enough
about it in another context. It is never
lsid on the Table. I do not intend to
depart from that practice.

MGIPND-2647 LE~=Monio N/s.—2-1-75~978

Cuttack (HAH Dis.)

MR.CHAIRMAN : We do not want the
C.B.L to be a Committee of this Parlis-
ment.

1802 hra.

The Lok Sabha then adjourned till Eleven
of the Clock on Tuesday, November,
26, 1974/Agrahayana 5, 1896 (Saka)



