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M<rtion Motion
CORRECTION OF ANSWER TO 
WfSTABRED QUESTION No. 3911 
DATED 10-12-1974 RE; BASIS FOR 
ALLOTMENT OF PETROL PUMPS 

TO STATES.
THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE 

m i n i s t r y  o f  p e t r o l e u m  a n d

CHEMICALS (SHRI C. P. MAJHI): 
While laying o» the Table of the 
House the reply to the Lok Sabha 
Unstirred Question No. 3912 on 
Wtb December, 1974, I had, inter 

given in the tabular statement 
in reply to parte (a) and (b) of the 
question the figures against U.P., 
Delhi and Haryana in respect of 
Burmah-Shell during the year 1973 
as nil, 8 and nil respectively. These 
figures were erroneously furnished 
by M/s. Burmah-Shell Oil Storage *  
Distributing Co. of India Ltd. Later 
on when a copy of the reply was 
sent to the Company, the company 
have furnished the figures for UP., 
Delhi and Haryana as 7. nil and 1 
respectively. The total No. of retail 
outlets of Burrnah-Shell during 1973 
remain unchanged

2. To the extent Indicated above, I 
crave the indulgence of the House 
to correct the reply previously 
given. I wish to add that the incor
rect information earlier given was 
due to its having been furnished 
hurriedly by the company. The 
Company has expressed its regret 
for the error.
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challenging the validity of the 
amendment of the Representation 
of the People Act before the Alla
habad High Court, which Involves 
the Prime Minister and which is 
already related to the election 
petition now being argued in that 
court and gross impropriety com
mitted by Che Central Government 
in permitting this to happen."
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(«a w m )
SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU /Dia

mond Harbour): Before the High
Court he has criticised a judgment of 
the Supreme Court He has talked 
o f ’ ithe judges./. (Tntetrt&tto$ft

MR. SPEAKER: 1 am n &  citin g
him. I given m y'etaseat
to the Adjournment motion.
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SH RI'SH YAM AN AN BAN -M ISH RA  

Begom ni):* 0lr» I * i*e 'o n  a jwint

1. order.

MR. SPEAKER:1 Nbt on fid*.

.SHW -SHYAliANAN5)AN MISHRA: 

When amendment baa been f u s 

ed b y this House, whether that 

amendment could be argued b y the 

Attoxney«General of India in a man

ner to give" benefit to a particular 

Individual Is a pertinent point.

MR. SPEAKER: Legal points can

not come !ft an adjournment motion.

-SHRI JMAPHU LIMA.YE: This has 

come out of the writ petition.

MR. SPEAKER; N o , I am not 

allowing ft. Neither am I allowing 

m y  point ot order on i t

SHRI SHYAM ANANDAN MISHRA: 

The Attorney-General is paid out of 

the Consolidated Fund of India. 

IClMr tean lie be allowed to do this?

MR. SPEAKER: The Attorney-

General Has so many function!. How 

can ibis come « s  an adjournment 

motion? I  am very dear that this 

is <RSt a matter tot an adjournment 

notion. There Is no question of an 

adjournment motion.

(Interruption*)

MR* SPEAKER: No qpaatioa of m y  

atprovifcf i t f f l  1  co~By 4he rules. 

itnterrv&tleiii)'

> HR^sSPSAKER: i I  have not < D M  
you. r-have .rtat d e w e d  n o r M y ^ ta  
apeak on .11 I  have n o tilto w e d it.

(Intemtjpfioiw)

M & . SP EA K E R ;. I 4MU~vary «teav 
about i i  It cannot come in *h» shape 
of an adjournment motion,

(Interruption*)

MR. SPEAKER: TOu cannot bring 
It through an adjournment motion. 

H ow  can you bring* in Interpretation 
of an article or a question Of legal 
opinion under an adjocramewt 
Tnotiofc?

(ftrterraptfone)

MR. SPEAKER; I have given A y  
ruling on the adjournment motion* 
that it  cannot come in the ahape of 
an adjournment motion.

{InterrvpHonM)

MR. SPEAKER: There is no ques
tion of my ruling eat it. I  am con
cerned with the motion, whether it 
can 4Bom£ in 1iie form of an adjourn- 

'tnent motion. I toave- m id it Is not 
an adjournment motion.

(hrterrupttojwT

MR SPEAKER: No, 1 am not pre* 
partd. 1 harre seen everytfflng.

asg? fw*«T *£'tVT,. . .

MR. SPEAKER: I am not allow
ing It.

(Interruption*)

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU; I ~ jeot  
a notice of adjournment motion re
garding live naxaUte detenus Ha 
Howrah jfcil.........

(JWetrupHon*)

MR. SPEAKER: Law and Order si
tuation Ur r  matter of th o State sub
ject; it la not a m atter concemteg ibis


