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(ii) M inutes

SHE! CHANDRIKA PRASAD: Sir,
I beg to lay on the Table Minutes of 
the sittings of the Committee on 
Absence of Members from the Sit
tings of the House held on the 27th 
September, 31st October and 17 De
cember, 1974.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE (Kanpur):
Sir, where is Mr. Tulmohan Ram
these days? He is not coming to
the House. How does he get his
salary and other allowances?

MR SPEAKER: It is much better 
that he has not come.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE; For rail
way worers, the Government says,
“no work, no pay” . Even the DA 
instalments are not paid to them.

How is Mr. Tulmohan Ram being 
paid his salary?

MR. SPEAKER: His ghost is all the 
time pervading here.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE: 1 am not 
afraid of ghosts. Let us know where 
be is these days.

MR. SPEAKER: I shall enquire
where he lives these days.

. 13.49 hrs.

MOTION RE:REMOVAL OF SHRI L. 
N. MISHRA FROM MEMBERSHIP 
OF THE HOUSE FOR ALLEGEDLY 
COMMITTING IMPROPRIETIES AND 
MALPRACTICES IN AFFAIRS OF 

BHARAT SEVAK SAMAJ

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: (Dia
mond Harbour): Sir, I beg to move:

“ That this House resolves that 
Shri Lalit Narain Mishra, a Member 
of this House and a member of Ca
binet be removed from the mem
bership of this House for commiting 
serious improprieties and malprac
tices as could be seen from the

Report of the Commission o f En
quiry into the affairs of Bharat 
Sevak Samaj and in particular as 
reported in the said Commission 
Reports in Volume II (Eleven) page 
97, paragraphs 29.94, 29.95' 29.96, 
page 98 paragraph 29.100, page 103 
paragraphs 29.128, 29.129, page 110 
paragraphs 29.146, 29.147, page 126 
paragraph (xxi) and page 127 para
graph 29.194.”

13.44 hrs.

[S h ri Jagannath  R a o  J osm in 
the Chair]

Trust me, Sir, today it is a very 
important job —

SHRI D. N. TIWARY (Gopalganj): 
Sir, this report of the Kapur Commis
sion relates to a time when Shri L. N. 
Mishra was not a member of thi» 
House. According to tne practice es
tablished here, no motion can come 
about charges concerning a member 
during the period when he was not a 
member of this House. So, how can 
this motion be moved?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Already the mo
tion has been admitted by the Speaker 
and it has come up for discussion. You 
can express your views when your 
turn comes to speak.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Sir be
lieve me, 1 am particularly unhappy 
because I have to do this unpleasant 
task to stand and impeach a fellow 
member ol this House whom I have 
known for 9 years. I have nothing 
personal against him because 1 am 
neither a Congressman who would try 
to get his job if he goes nor afti I in ' 
his organisation trying to fight him in 
his State or elsewhere. He has done, 
a lot of drum-beating and tomtom- 
ming. This he is doing fOT years and 
I shall prove with documentary evi
dence as to what he deserves. If we 
go through the debates of 28th August 
1973, Shri L. N. Mishra says:

“On my part, I would like to cate
gorically state that at no time did I 

have any precuniary or other interest
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in any o f the contracts of the Kosi 
Project or any other Government 
work. Further, I categorically deny 
any suggestion that x have inter* 
fered with the transfers and postings 
of officers relating to the Kosi Pro
ject or brought my influence to bear 
on the award of any contract relat
ing to the project.

For the information of this hon. 
House, I would however, like to men
tion a personal matter—I have four 
brothers and during the life-time of 
my father, who died m May 1951— 
some 22 years ago—we effected sepa
ration among ourselves. Ever since 
then, we have separate establishments 
and are completely independent of 
each other. We have nr i°int finan
cial interest in any shape or form.”

I  do not want to go into all those 
details here.

Recently he has stated:

“M y revered father, the late 
Pandit Ravi Nandan Mishra* expired 
more than 23 years ago. We opened 
a charitable hospital for honouring 
his memory soon after his death. At 
the time this hospital was opened, 1  
was not even a Member of Parlia
ment.

Sir, 1 am compelled to strike a per
sonal note. It has beer, a tradition In 
our family to commemorate the de
ceased by building, exclusively out of 
the family resources, some public ins- 
tiutions o f a charitable nature. Ac
cordingly, during the Iasi some 100 
years, the memory o f my great grand
father, grandfather, grandmother, 
father and mother has been honoured 
by th e ’ family members by building 
hospitals, schools, public libraries and 
temples and naming them after the 
deceased family merribers— ”

Now, let us get an account from 
the other side of the counter. Last 
sflfeien also he JbBa0g e (i& »t he would 
Hfuit it  anything is proved against him. 
X sincerely hope that lie will be able

to disprove what 1 should be stating 
today and have the benefit out of i t  
Otherwise, he should be true to his 
words and act as he has stated earlier.

I will now quote one or two things. 
A  newspaper report says:

“Mr. tJ. S. Dikshit today assured 
the Parliamentary Consultative 
Committee attached to his Ministry 
that due procedure will be strictly 
followed and the charges against 
the Railway Minister, Shri I*. N. 
Mishra, fairly and impartially gone 
into.”

But, after that, we have never heard 
anything. Then I wrote to Shri L. N. 
Mishra a letter on the 25th July to 
which he never replied. I have said 
in that letter:

“ I had brought widely publicised 
tallegations on the floor of the House 
against you and m reply to the same 
you in your wisdom stated the 
following:—

‘I am prepared for any probe.
1 am prepared to retire from
public life.’

The allegations could be proved 
or disaproved only if a thorough 
and impartial enquiry is instituted 
in the matter. May I, therefore, 
request you to be good enough to 
come (within ten days) with a 
request that a Parliamentary Com
mittee be constituted for speedy 
action? And till such time you are 
fully cleared o f the charges remain 
outside the Government.

If you do not choose to do so, 
I shall be left with no other option 
but to take it that you are afraid 
to face a Parliamentary Commission 
o f Enquiry because there is substance 
in my allegations.

Kindly do write to me by return 
o f mail."

Believe me, nothing came out of this 
letter. I wrote to the Prime Minister 
and, as usual, that also did not taring 
me any replv in the tense no lftffty 
which has some substance.
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Sly motion is not one where voting 
could decide the fate of it. Neither 
should we hurl words here. 1 am 
Pairing an honest submission before 
my respected fellow members in the 
Bpuse today whether, after what I 
have stated and after you applied
your mind to this, this gentleman 
should be allowed to continue as a 
Member of the House and also as a 
Minister of the Cabinet.

Sir, I regret to say that from the 
records which I am going to cite and 
from the debates that have taken 
place on the floor of the House during 
the last so many days—in fact, it 
started in the last session and
continued the whole of this session— 
would we not be right in calling him 
a “perpetual offender’'? They have 
been talking about “habitual offen
ders” . I would much rather like to 
use the term “perpetual offender” 
because from the documents it has 
been established by Mr. Justice Kapoor 
that everything has been done
systematically from mid-5os to
enrich some individuals, they have 
robbed the exchequer of the poor 
people of this country to enrich 
themselves. So, I shall say very little 
o f my own.

The Kapur Commission, which was 
appointed under the Commission o f 
Inquiry Act and, j  suppose, based on 
the recommendations of the Public 
Accounts Committee of the House, was 
presided over by a Supreme Court 
judge, that is Justice Kapur sod, there
fore, its findings should be taken as 
good as a Superezne Court judgement.

Now I am reading from the Report 
o f the Commission. This is from page 
10, Vol. I:

“Both the Bharat Sevak Samaj 
and the Planning Commission agreed 
that the Consolidated Accounts 
showing the overall financial posi
tion was necessary but as no steps 
were taken to maintain the Conso
lidated Accounts, the matter was
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commented upon in the Central 
Government Audit Report for the 
year 1064. The Public Accounts 
Committee, in its 34th Report (Third 
Lok Sabha) for the year 1964-63 
commented adversely about the 
non-preparation of the Consolidated 
Audited Accounts of the Bharat 
Sevak Samaj snowing the overall 
financial position and wanted the 
Planning Commission to insist on 
the submission of such accounts by 
the Bharat Sevak Samaj from the 
beginning They alowed a time 
limit of six months for the submis
sion of such accounts and recom
mended that no further grants 
should be given unless and until 
this was done.

“The Bharat Sevak Sumaj could 
not render the quisite Consolidated 
Accounts within the six months 
allowed by the Public Accounts 
Committee and they requested for 
the release of grants and also asked 
for a proforma for the submission 
of the Consolidated Accounts to toe 
prescribed by the Government.”

“The Public Accounts Committee of 
the Fourth Lok Sabha again reverted 
to this matter... ”  etc. etc.

That is how this Commission came 
into existence.

Shri L. N. Mishra had been the 
Convener of the Bharat Sevak Samaj 
at the crucial time and also, if I am 
right, the General Secretary of the 
Central Bharat Sevak Samaj. He gave 
this reply in the last Session when. I 
wanted to raise this issue, equating it 
with the Mudgal case. 1 wrote to the 
Prime Minister that 1 wanted to m ow  
a motion for his removal from thd 
membership of this House. He had 
given a reply at that time. I will prove 
that the reply has no substance; it is 
nothing put an empty vessel. He had 
said: »

“A complete account of the dis
bursement of this amount was 
furnished by the Minister to Shri 
Lakshpii Narain Jha, Convener,
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Community Savings Fund Com
mittee, Western Embankment Side, 
Bharat Sevak Samaj, by a regis
tered letter dated 23 May, 1968. A  
copy of the letter along with the 
enclosure is enclosed. The Kapur 
Commission has included the 
statement of the disbursement in 
its report aa obtained by the Com
mission from the Planning^ Com
mission, but I regret to say that 
the Commission 'has not believed 
th is ...”

I will quote from the Commission’s 
report extensively* You will kindly 
give me, Mr. Chairman, a little more 
time, so that I do not even look that I 
am doing something out of malice. I 
will dwell on the documents that I 
have here.

He says:

“The Kapur Commission has re
ferred to facts without making any 
comments on the Minister’s action:’ 
Then he says:

“But, as has been stated above, 
the evidence is not complete to en
able the Commission to give a defi
nite finding.”

Then it goes on:

“ To sum it up, it may be said 
that the Commission has at no 
stage given any adverse finding or 
conclusions against the Minister. 
Moreover, details of disbursements, 
e tc .. . .

Mr. L. N. Mishra contends.» (Inter* 
ruptions) l  will prove from the 
documentary evidence at to what you 
are doing, j  was not out of context.
I  am quoting one paragraph. Then I 
Will cover extensively. This is para
graph paj?e 126, volume XI:

“According to the statement made 
by Mr. L. N. Mishra before Parlia
ment he ceased to be the Convener 
of the Kosi Project B.S.S. in 1957. 
But it is not clear in what capacity 
he withdrew Rs. 2,10,000 in the years
1959 and 1960...

263 Charges of DECEMBER
etc. against

In 1957 he ceased to be the Convener 
but m 1959 and I960 he draws Bs. 2,10,
000 from out of the Community Sav
ings Fund. Then,

“Mr. Mishra had also stated that he 
rendered the accounts of the 
amounts he had drawn to the 
Bharat Sevak Samaj and they were 
satisfied with those accounts-----

Now, Sir,

“But those accounts have not been 
produced by BSS which, if produ
ced and found satisfactory, would 
have been an adequate reply to the 
criticism levelled in the legislatures 

f  and even outside.”

The Commission did not believe. 
That I have already mentioned. I 
want to ask. Why is it that after six 
years the accounts have to go to the 
people who have paid the money? 
They have published. Before I give 
details, I wanted to demolish the argu
ments he has put forward in his let
ter in on the last session and I will do 
further. 1

Strangely enough, he ran away from 
the Commission. That is a very se
rious matter. What does the Commis
sion say?

Now, Vol. X page 6 . . .  (Interrup
tions) Now, I come to Volume I . ..

THE MINISTER OF PLANNING 
(SHRI D. P. DHAR): Which page?

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Page 6* 
Mr. Chairman, they want to know the 
page. This report has been in their 
hands for more than a year. Haven't 
they processed it? Haven’t they 
studied it? But now they want to- 
know the page numbers.

SHRI D. P. DHAR: ;  must submit 
that I have not got such a great me
mory that I can memorise all the 2& 
volumes.

SHRI PILOO MODY: (Oodhra): At 
the moment, the problem Is: can jptnu
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read 25 volumes? But you have asked 
us to memorise the CBI report.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Mr. L- 
if. Mishra thought it to be wise to run 
away from the Commission because 
the inconvenient cross-examinations 
may bring out more skeletons from 
the cup-board.. (Interruptions) I 
will read out from the paragraph.

“Notices were issued to the office
bearers of the Bharat Sevak Samaj 
who ho]d or held high offices in 
the Government of India whether 
as Ministers or in the Secretariat, 
to make their statements on 
affidavits and the following 
amongst them submitted their 
affidavits:—

Mr. Gulzari Lai Nanda.

Mr. L. N. Mishra 

Mr. Krishna Prasada 

Mr. A. N. Malhoxra 
Mr. H. K. D. Tandon

Mr. Nanda and Mr. Malhotra were 
also examined as witnesses but due 
to privilege provided in the Civil 
Procedure Code excluding the juris
diction of courts to summon inter 
alia Ministers o f the Central Mini
stry Mr. L. N. Mishra could not be 
summoned as a witness.**

Shri Nanda, I thought-----
THE MINISTER OF RAILWAYS 

(SHRI L. N. MISHRA): That is not 
fair. I have filed affidavit before the 
Commission and i  offered to appear 
before the Commission but the Com
mission did not send for me. That 
fact is mentioned in the report and I 
met Mr. Justice Kapur at least half a 
dozen times and told him that I want
ed to appear.
14 htf*.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: I am 
quoting from records. I can give it to 
you Mr. Chairman. Mr Nandaji v*ho 
appear^ a» «  witness very readily 
was more of a Minister. And then I

will come to the rest of the things.
I will come to Volume 11, page 98. It 
says:

“A  special feature of the public 
cooperation scheme in the Kosi Pro
ject which has been taken credit for 
by the Bharat Sevak Samaj was the 
reservation of certain percentages ot 
the running payments for works of 
community development and this 
fund was called the Community 
Savings Fund which w&i created by 
the Samaj specifically for the pur
pose ’’

Then it says:
‘This negatives the claim of the 

Samaj that the money being of the 
Samaj, none else had the right to 
question them about its expenditure/ 
This is the Comtnission’s findings.

That this negatives the claim of the 
Samaj has been borne out by the Com
mission’s observations, findings and 
recommendations.

Then I come to Vol. 15, page 4. It 
says:

“From the information made avail
able to the Commission it appears 
that for the works for which PWD 
has been able to furnish the figures 
the payments made amounted to 
Rs. 6^70,176,930.61; the amounts 
shown“m the Accounts produced by 
the recipients in respect of those 
works amounts to Rs. 4,30,07,220.60 
only, the details of the units have 
been given in Table 47-C annexed. 
In regard to the balance either the 
accounts have not been produced or 
in the accounts produced the receipts 
have not been fully accounted for. 
The amounts not* accounted for 
comes to Rs. 2,40,|9,710U31. Out o f 
this a major parr pertains to the 
Kosi project where according to the 
reports of the Bharat Sevak Samaj 
itself the value of work done should 
have been Rs. 2,26,00,753.81 where
as accounts have been produced 
only for 3 years, i.e . for the year 
1963, 1964 and 1965 and the value 
of work done shown in those ac
counts comes to only Rs. 40,31,184. 
61. No accounts have been pro*
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duced for the balance of Rs. 
1,85,58,569.20. The Samaj has 
taken the stand before the Commis
sion that the accounts of the Kosi 
project are outside the jurisdiction 
of this Commission. The Commis
sion has discussed the question of 
jurisdiction at another place but 
suffice it to mention here that it is 
rather surprising that a society 
registered under the Societies Regis
tration Act should have had no 
accounts for such large amounts. 
This is irrepsective of whether this 
Commission can examine those 
accounts or not. This evidence on 
the record of the Central Bharat 
Sevak Samaj also shows that they 
could not obtain the accounts of 
the Kosi unit even in 1962 or later.

“ If the Central Samaj* claims 
credit for Kosi works, it should at 
least possess complete accounts.”

And that is under the convenership of 
Shri Lalit Narain Mishra. Shri Mishra 
does not even fight the Bihar Govern
ment audit. I will read out. He was 
opposed to auditing by Bihar Govern
ment. This is a letter written to 
Shri Binodanandan Jha on 9th Nov
ember, 1061 by Shri L. N. Mishra, 
Deputy Minister, Labour, Employment 
and Planning of the Government of 
India. I quote:

“On 9th November, 1061 Mr. L. N. 
Mishra, Deputy Minister, Labour, 
Employment & Planning of the Gov
ernment of India also wrote to the 
Chief Minister that the Fund did 
not belong to the Government, that 
it was neither a grant nor a loan nor 
a subsidy given by the Government 
of India to the Bharat Sevak Samaj 
and that this was 100 per cent B.S.S. 
money earned by & contended 
that neither the Kosi Project nor 
any governmental agency had any 
right over the monies of the Samaj. 
To quote his letter—”

To that, this is the letter from which 
I am quoting another paragraph. This 
i* from Shri L. N. Mlfhra to the Chief

Minister of Bihar Shri Binodanandan 
Jha:

“It will not be proper and fair for  
the Government to take upon itself  ̂
the work of audit of the account! of 
an independent organisation like 
the Bharat Sevak Samaj”.

Kosi Project or any Governmental 
Agency have no right in any of these 
accounts. To this he says:

“Thus, the Bihar Unit of the 
Bharat Sevak Samaj neither submit
ted its accounts to the Bihar Gov
ernment nor to this Commission on 
the ostensible plea that the money 
was its own and in the latter case 
that it was outside the 'jurisdiction. 
of this Commission. So, in either 
case, there was a refusal to have the 
accounts checked up although these 
were the moneys, to say the leasts 
placed with the Bihar Government, 
in trust for being expended for 
specific objects. Even the parent 
body, the Central Bharat Sevak. 
Samaj, made vain efforts to get ac
counts from the Kosi Unit and they 
were put off by the totter.**

Now I come back to some other 
things. Here it is said—page 99, Vol. 
XI, para 29.101:

“On February 7, 185® this clause 
was amended the effect of which was 
that the whole amount wa» to b« 
treated as community savings” .

Then, Sir, it says: a very interesting 
para—

“90 per cent of the value of the 
work executed will only be paid to 
the Unit Leader and the balance of 
value of work done will be deemed 
to have been surrendered to the 
Government. The latter amount wil] 
be kept in deposit w»th the Govern
ment which will be spent on organi
sational expenditure o f  the Bharat 
Sevak Samaj and community deve
lopment in a manner to be settled 
mutually between the Government 
and the Bharat Sevak Samaj. The 
Unit Leader not lay claim to 
the said amount kept ill deposit and



objection whatsoever as to the man
ner o f its deposit” .

Of course Unit Leaders are all very 
close to one person. That is known to 
everybody in that part of the country:

“The fact that money was surren
dered to the Government further 
negatives the calim of ownership of 
the money by the Samaj. About the 
user of the money a resultant trust 
was created and the money had to 
be spent in a particular manner in
cluding payment to the Central and 
Hegional Samajes for management 
which as has been said above is des. 
tractive of the position of the Samaj 
that the Bharat Sevak Samaj as 
such had no responsibility for the 
contracts or the monies or the ac
counts.*’

Then Sir, there comes a very vital 
portion. Page 103:

‘A  letter dated July 3, 1967 from 
the Director (Public Cooperation) 
in the Planning Commission to the 
General Secretary of the Bharat 
Sevak Samaj points out that during 
their visit to Bihar the Accounts Cell 
of the Planning Commission noticed 
that Kosi Project authorities had 
paid Rs. 2.10 lakhs to Mr. L. N. 
Mishra out of the Community Sav
ings Fund and the details are given 
by him and to this letter is attached 
a statement showing the distribution 
o f the amounts by Mr. L. N. Mishra 
to the various parties. This is given 
in Table 29-1. The Planning Com
mission wanted to know as to how 
these monies were accounted for by 
the payees, whether they were spent 
in accordance with the terms and 
conditions governing the use of Com
munity Savings Fund.”

Then, Sir, the Commission says:
“About 4i  years ago, the Kosi 

Project Construction Committee had 
constituted an Enquiry Commission 
but the powers in the Bihar Pradesh 
Bharat Sevak Samaj and the then 
General Secretary, Central Bharat 

Samaj In 1963 did not allow

result that nothing came out.
“A little before the 1962, general 

elections there was a good deal of 
mud-slinging in the constituency 
from where Shri L. N. Mishra had 
stood as a candidate for the Lok 
Sabha ”

SHRI D. P DHAR: This to not an 
observation of the Commission. You 
are quoting from a letter Of Mr. 
Khanna.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Khanna’s 
letter You read the para afterwards. 
It is under quotation.

SHRI D P. DHAR: It is a quotation 
from Mr Khanna’s letter.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: This is 
the observation;

“On this matter the Accounts Offi
cer of the Bharat Sevak Samaj on 
August 28, 1967 recorded the follow
ing note:—

“M/s. L. R. Pandit & Co.t Char
tered Accountants, went through 
the Kosi Project Account* upto 
the year 1962-63, They found the 
amount in the balance sheet aga
inst Shri L. N. Mishra but no ad
justment thereof.

Kindly get that recorded clearly in
your head:

“A reply was sent to the Planning 
Commission on September 2, 1967, to 
the effect that the Bihar Pradesh 
Chairman had stated that the pay
ments made by Mr. L. N. Mishra had 
been duly entered as receipts in. the 
cash books of the respective com
mittees and properly accounted for 
and the accounts were being sent to 
a Chartered Accountant for audit. 
The files do not.. .

Mr Dhar, Sir,
“show any audited accounts were 

prepared or sent to the Planning 
Commission nor have the accounts 
been produced in support.”

260 Charges of AGRAHAYANA 27, 1896 (SAKA) Malpractice 270 
off* agotoist Shri L. N. Miifwu (M)

got to  entitled to raise any the Commission to function with the



27X Cfcwsges of
4lCi SQpOittlt 

[Shri Jyotinaoy Bosu]
Mr. Dhar, this is the Commission’s 
observation tor your kind considera
tion.

Then, Sir, I come to page 104. Para 
29.130. The man who does not sleep, 
you cannot wake him up. This is the 
Commission’s observation. I am sub
ject to correction, of course, by Mr. 
Dhar:

“On April 29, 1959 Mr. Mishra re
ceived Rs. 1,75,000 and on March 25, 
I960, a sum of Rs 35,000 making a 
total of Rs. 2,10,100. The mode of 
payment-----

It was a lot of money in 1959:
“ Of these monies to whom is 

shown in Table 29-1 which has been 
taken from the Planning Commis
sion files. The statement shows that 
the two sums above mentioned are 
not traceable in the cash books of the 
Bharat Sevak Samaj1.”

This is the Commission’s finding:
"Further, there is no indication as 

to the Bank on which these amounts 
were drawn and as the accounts 
team of the Planning Commission 
has said, all these amounts were not 
credited m the books of the Bharat 
Sevak Samaj ”

Money was taken, but, was not credit
ed in the books of accounts, found its 
way into convenient pocket or pockets. 
Then, Para 29.131:

“According to the statement made 
by Mr. L  N Mishra in Parliament 
on June 2.JSL7L he had resigned 
from thfc**fconvenership of the Kosi 
Section of the Bharat Sevak Samaj 
in May, 1957 He also stated that 
this amount *was sent to the various 
people concerned for the purposes it 
was meant on the recommendations 
o f  the committee duly constituted 
fo r  the purpose’ . . .  “ and there was 
no unaccounted money left. Who 
formed the Committee and what 
Authority it had is not shown by 
anything cm the record nor whe
ther the payees were persons who 

could properly be the recipients 
these moneys*. f

This is a very serious matter. Msy be 
it is again a Tulmohan Ram sto ry - 
false vouchers produced, ghost recipi
ents. (Interruptions) .  I have a right 
to make comments. Shri Yamuna 
Prasad Mandal is one of the recipients.
I see, in these books of account Better 
he does not come forward. He is one 
of the recipients I stee here.

SHRI YAMUNA PRASAD MANDAL 
(Samastipur): He has made a very 
objectionable remark against me. He 
is a habitual offender against innocent 
members, making all kinds of frivolous 
remarks. One Harijan MP, illiterate, 
has been harassed, mentally tortured 
by this man. Again today he unneces
sarily brings in the name of that inno
cent Harijan, illiterate, innocent and 
poor. I take strong exception to this.

^  ^  l $
% I

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: So much 
noise for Rs 3,500?

The question is posed by the Com
mission.

“Who formed the committee and 
what authority it had is not shown 
by anything on the record nor whe
ther the payees were persons who 
could properly be the recipients of 
these moneys” .

I would like Mr. Dhar to make a note 
and give a reply particularly to this, 
amongst others.

The Commission says:

4  “Mr. L. N. Mishra also stated that 
he sent full accounts to the Con
vener o f the Western Embankment 
Community Saving Committee about 
8 years previously (Which Would 
be in 1888).

Then see the next sentence—
“Unfortunately, whatever these 

accounts, they have fetea kept M k
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by the Bharat Sevak Samaj but the 
correspondence on the files of the 
Centaal Bharat Sevak Samaj tends 
to show that those accounts were 
unaudited”—

All cooked up accounts—
“But it is rather astonishing that 

in spite of the criticisms both in 
Bihar Assembly and in Parliament, 
these accounts have been kept back 
by the Samaj and have not been 
produced either before the Central 
Bharat Sevak Samaj* or before this 
Commission” .

Now I come to P. 105—if you are not 
tired.

“Another fact which has been 
brought out is that the claim of the 
Samaj was that the monev belonged 
to it, but that is not a well founded 
claim. The money had been deduct
ed from out of the payments to be 
made to unit leaders and it was de
ducted for the specific purpose of 
Community Savings and Organisa
tional Expenses".

1 am choosing to repeat this contention 
because I know you have been trying 
to say something different.

Now I come to p. 108.

"A  number of schemes were com
pleted in the course of two to t&ree 
months' time even though no match
ing grants were paid by the State 
Government or by the Block Com
mittees. It is not quite clear in 
what capacity Mr. L. N. Mishra 
prepared this note because he was a 
Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Labour Minister."—

I would like this to be clarified.

SHRI L- N. MISHRA: I  was not 
Parliamentary Secretary*.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: It is
stated in the Commission’s report—*

AUrigfefc.

-On i « »  % UK. » •  N. M*hta 
Ju m  *  Minister « f  I te d fB
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Trade made a statement in Parlia
ment as follows” .

“Within a day or two on my 
appointment as Parliamentary Sec
retary in the Government of India 
sometime in May, 1957 I resigned 
from the Convenership of the Kosi 
Section of the Bharat Sevak Samaj” .

“But in the same statement before the 
Lok Sabha Mr. L. N. Mishra clarified 
the position regarding the Rs. 2,10,000 
withdrawn by him m two instalments 
out of the Community Savings Fund 
as follows:—”

“I was authorise to withdraw from 
this fund for the various construc
tion works on the western side of 
the Kosi. A  sum of Rs. 2,10,000 was 
withdrawn in two instalments some 
time in the years 1959 and 1960 and 
not Rs. 23 lakhs as publicised by SSp 
leaders. This amount was sent to 
the various people concerned for the 
purposes it was meant on the recom
mendation of the committee duly 
constituted for the purpose. I can 
categorically state here that no 
money drawn from this fund re
mains unaccounted for. Full ac
counts were submitted by me to 
the Convener of the Western Em
bankment Community Savings 
Committee sometime eight years 
back and these accounts were 
duly accepted. The Convener of 
the concerned committee in ac
cepting the acconts submitted by 
me, in his letter dated June 15, 1963, 
addressed to me said: “As directed 
by you, your letter along with the 
statement of account was placed be
fore the meeting of the Community 
Savings Fund (Western Embank
ment) held yesterday and it was ac
cepted unanimously. The Commi
ttee has directed me to convey to 
you our sense of gratitude for your 
help and guidance."

It says further:
“This statement shows that Mr. 

L. N. Mishra had ceased to be the 
Convener of the Kosi Bharat Sewak 
Samaj in May, 1957 but he conti
nued to be associated with the

1896 (SAKA) Malpractices 274
Shri L. N. Mishra (M)



275 Charges of DECEMBER 18, 1074
etc. against

[Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu]
Kosi Section because he with
drew Rs. 2,10,000 from Com
munity Savings Fund and he 
prepared a note on July 26, 
1960 about the Community Savings 
Fund which wag sent to the Plan
ning Commission by the General 
Manager of the Central Construc
tion Service. As has already been 
said Mr. Mishra had stated that ha 
rendered accounts to the convenor 
of the Eastern Embankment Com
munity Savings Committee which 
had been duly accepted by the Com
mittee but it is very unfortunate that 
the Bharat Sevak Samaj has refused 
to produce its records before tH!s 
Commission or even produce them 
before the Government of Bihar be
cause that would have shown how 
the monies were spent and by whom 
and they would have been capable 
of scrutiny by the Commission.

It further says:

“The Commission would also like 
to observe that it was the duty of 
the convenor........”

You know who he is,
“duty of the convenor to produce 

the accounts at least to prove and 
corroborate the factum of proper 
expenditure of the monies withdrawn 
by different prominent office bearers 
of the Samaj both past and present ”
That is the position with regard to 

Bharat Sevak Samaj and Mr. L. N 
Mishra. Then comes the appointment 
o f the Dutta Commission by the Bihar 
Government to inquire into the ac- 
eounts of the Community Savings Fund 
o f  the Kosi Project Construction 
Committee and the advances given to 
the Unit Leaders.

“By a Notification dated the 26th 
May, 1971 the Government of Bihar, 
appointed a Commission of Inquiry 
headed by Mr. Justice K. K. Dutta, a 
retired Judge of the Patna High Court, 
to inquire into the following mat
ters:—

Wheher the Bharat Sevak 
Samaj through ffte Central Cons-
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tructtan Committee and the Ksrfi 
Project Construction Committee, 
on the plea of public co-operation, 
obtained the construction work in 
the Kosi Project and through its 
unit leaders received advances oi r 
money between the years 1955 and 
1962 out of which over 23 lakhs 
(twenty-three lakhs) rupees be
came irrecoverable on account of 
the non-existence of the unit lea
ders set up byy&hri Lalit Narain 
Mishra andtjshri Lahton Chou- 
dhury and whether the said sum 
of money or any portion thereof 
was defalcated thereby causing 
wrongful loss to the Kosi Project 
Administration and the Govern
ment.”

“Whether funds to the extent of
Rs 8,43,068 withdrawn by Shri Lalit
Narain Mishra and Shri Lahton
Choudhury___ ”

Mr. Lahton Choudhury is now a 
Congress Minister in Bihar.

“ ..........detailed h!ere in before and
any further sum or sums out of the 
Community Savings Fund were spent 
in development schemes contemplat
ed by the fund, and if not, who are the 
persons responsible for the misappro
priation, if any? —

“What was the extent of assets and 
the pecuniary resources owned by each 
o f the said two persons, namely, Shri 
Lalit Narain Mishra and Shri Lahton 
Choudhury and their families, rela
tions and other persons '-—that is, 
what is called benamidars—’ in 
whom they were interested prior ts 
the commencement of works in the 
Kosi Project and thereafter?”

This was scuttled by a dear friend of 
ours, a minister now shunted out and 
a member of the other House, Shri 
Bhola Paswan ShastrL He was brought 
to  Delhi on that understanding and he 
scuttled the Commission and the Com
mission could not proceed.

“The Commission has, therefore, 
examined the working of the Kosi
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Unit of the Bharat Sevak Samaj for 
the purposes mentioned! herein but 
unfortunately the Bharat Sevak Samaj 
refused ter produce any records relat
ing to their Kosi Unit. So it has not 
been possible for the Commission to 
come to definite findings about the 
claims made by the Bharat Sevak 
Samaj or about the proper utilisation 
of assistance given to them or about 
the maintenance of propter accounts 
for the organisation, exceot to the li
mited extent of what has been shown 
by the records made available by the 
Central Bharat Sevak Sama’j and by 
the Bihar Government.”

Now the very interesting part has 
come.

“Out of the community saving...

SHRI D. P. DHAR: What is the page
number?

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Page 126. 
I thought you have read the report. 
Why should I assist your civil ser
vants?

SHRI D. P. DHAR: 1 thought since 
he is reading from a report, it is per
haps my right to know the page...

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: I am giv
ing.

SHRI D. P. DHAR: Give it with a 
smile, give it generously. I hope he if 
no* inviting me to a wresting bout.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Am I any 
match for you? Here comes the jui
ciest part:

Convenership is gone so far as Shri 
Lalit Narain Mishra is concerned.

“Out of the Community Saving 
Fund, withdrawals were made between 
April 1969 and January 1963 by the 
following two persons

Mr. Lalit Narain Mishra: Rs. 2,10,
m o o

Mr. Lahton Choudhary: R& 6.33,068,00.

No accounts have been produced show* 
ing whether these withdrawals were 
accounted for and how they were uti
lised. But Mr. L. N. Mishra has stated 
on oath that he rendered accounts 
which were accepted by the Samaj/’

The Commission did not believe *  
word of what h'e said. "This is a mat
ter which the CBI should take charge 
of now.

“The Planning Commission also 
made attempts to get the accounts of 
the withdrawals of the Community 
Savings in 1967 and the Accounts Cell 
of the Planning Commission which 
went to Bihar obtained a statement 
showing the distribution of Rs. 2,10,000 
received by Mr. L. N. Mishra to various 
parties but this shows only the distri
bution and does not show how and 
where the amounts were spent. Fur
ther the receipts of these amounts were 
not traced in the accounts of the Kosi 
Protect Construction Committee by the 
Chartered Accountant of the Central 
Bharat Sevak Samafj who went to Iiuk 
pect the accounts/'

Did you mark the words, SirT Re
ceipts were not traceable in the books 
of accounts.

According to the statement made by 
Mr. L. N. Mishra before Parliament, 
he ceased to be the Convener of the 
Kosi Project BSS in 1967. But it is 
not clear in what capacity he with
drew Rs. 2,10,000 in the years 1969 and
1960 from out of the Community Sav
ing Fund. ..•#

Thus, the Commission finds that in res
pect of Kosi Works no accounts have 
been produced for the following:

(1) Receipts and payments on ac
count of works costing about 
Rs. 2.26 crores.

(2) Advances paid by the Bihar 
Govt, to the Bharat Sevak Samaj 
and its Unit Leaders out of which 
the balance outstanding are Rs.
19,01,520.26.
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(3.) Fronts on Kosi works tipto 

December, 1962 Rs. 16,00;000;00”.
1 do not understand how this man is at 
large, how this man is an M.P. and a 
member of the Cabinet and how the 
Prime Minister is anxious to shield 
this person. I really fail to understand 
it.

Then I come to another chapter of 
fraud and deceiving the poor peoples’ 
exchequer, namely, Volume VI, page
6 He outwardly looks very pious but 
this is what the report says:

«B. TRAINING CENTRES FOR 
TRAINING OF SUPERVISORY 
ACCOUNTS AND ORGANISER 

STAFF

Amongst the schemes proposed 
■and sponsored by the Bharat Sevak 
Samaj one was for starting 18 train
ing centres ‘at about 20 sites' costing 
-about Rs. 2.25 crores. This scheme 
was proposed in a letter dated April 

*27, 1956 of Mr. Krishna Prasada te 
■Secretary of thte Ministry of Irriga
tion. and Power. It sets out 5 bene- 
“fits o f the Public Co-operation 
Scheme under which they were 
•working;

(1 ) Giving employment to agri
culturists and ftot merely to profes
sional labour.

(2) The exclusion of middle-man’s 
profit.

(3) Eliminating graft and corrup
tion.”

I f  you ask me, this is the creation of 
graft and corruption.

“ (4) Manual labour wil get more 
for his work through the Samaj, 
than through contractors....'*

It further says:

“This scheme for the Kosi Pro
tect was as follows:

(1) Vor training of 125 persons on 
'each bank o f the river, ie . 380 per- 
song to  all, for supervisory and ac

^79 Charges of
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counts staffi; the training was to be 
for three months—

Taking the first scheme—

(i) The file of the Samaj1 showy that 
it was to operate from October 16, 1956 
to January 16, 1957. The audited ac
counts mention the period of tiaining 
to be from October 1956 to December 
1956 and in the report of the auditor 
it is stated that it operated for 1- 1/2 
months, t e  for half the sanctioned 
period.1'

Where did the money go for the rest 
half of the period9 The report fur
ther says:

“As there are no account books, 
nothing can be said as to the factum 
or the propriety of the expenditure 
after the scheme had terminated.”

“They do not specify the period 
but presumably they must be from 
the commencement of the schemes 
upto the date of the accounts. These 
figures are at considerable variance 
with that were shown by the retired 
Accounts Officer acting as an Audi
tor.

Don’t you call it fraud’  Is there no 
provision in the IPC for this?

It lurther says:

“In this note attached to a let
ter dated November 7, 1956, Mr. 
Mishra said that at each centre one 
Superintendent, one Accounts Tea
cher and one social Instructor had 
been appointed who mostly were 
members of the teaching staff of 
the local high school. Against 
this on the margin Mr. K. Prasada 
wrote ‘how can they find the time 
in proportion they may not be able 
to have the full appreciation of the 
needs of our trainees’.”

The longer the list, the bigger is the 
outlay. And the higger is the outlay, 
thte bigger is the pocket. Then it says:

“Mr. Mishra's note also shows that 
the Kosi Project Department had al
lowed its Executive Engineers, Assis-



28i  Cho««e« of AGRAHAYANA 
«tc. against

tant Engineers, Divisional Accoun
tants, Medical Officers, Labour Wel
fare Officers... .to take classes of 
subjects of their interest. Against 
this portion of the remark of Mr. 
Krishna Prasada is ‘I hope this 
works; mostly such arrangements 
remain on paper’.”

The report then says:

“It may also be observed that the 
scheme which was to be worked for 
three months with an estimated ex
penditure of Rs. 40,720 was actually 
worked for half that period and the 
amount spent was Rs. 40,024.02 i.e. 
about the same as for three months. 
Why it so happened is not explain
ed....... ”

One Mr. Daya Shankar, a retired As
sistant Accounts Officer, Accountant- 
General, Central Revenues, New 
Delhi, was appointed as the Auditor. 
The certificate of the Auditor was 
this:

“Audited and found correct to 
the best of my belief and know
ledge.

Daya Shankar 
Retired Assistant Accounts Officer, 

New Delhi/'

A  very convenient person was found. 
And he writes his designation as 
‘Retired Assistant Accounts Officer*.

The Report of the Commission says:

"And this is unsatisfactory certi
ficate of the correctness of the ac
counts. The report also shows that 
some trainees in Scheme No. 3 left 
the training centre before the com
pletion but still grants were paid for 
those trainees.”

People did not exist, but money was 
drawn by them under the command 
ot my friend sitting opposite.

About accounts, the Report says:

“The Samaj has not produced any 
account books of the Kosi Training 
Centre* but there is an audited ac

count of the Training Centre which,, 
as has already been said, was pre
pared and audited by a retired As
sistant Accounts Officer of the office 
o f the Accountant General, Centred 
Revenues, at New Delhi. It is not 
in the usual form of audit reports 
usually prepared by the Chartered 
Accountants and shows only the ex
penditure and there is no proper 
certificate as to the correctness of 
the accounts prepared and what 
they are based on.
“ On September 29, 1956, the Gov
ernment sanctioned the first instal
ment of Rs. 66,000. This file of the* 
Central Samaj shows that the Samaj 
had to contribute a sum of Rs. 30,000 
and there is a note dated February 
19, 1957, by Mr. Mithal in the 
file of the Samaj which puts a query 
as to how it was proposed to be 
done and that it would have to be 
paid out ot the works executed by 
the Samaj/1

Now, the most interesting thing is 
this:

“ It is significant that, although the 
^chemes, had terminated in June, 
1957, Rs. 33,000 were sent after that 
upto January, 1098.”

The scheme was over in June. But 
even after that, they keep on drawing 
money and they keep on receiving 
money:

“As the records and books of ac
count of the Kosi Centres have not. 
been produced, the utilisation o f the 
sum of Rs. 78,150 is difficult to de
termine. Still less as to when the 
various amounts were spent and on 
what.

“The Auditor has shown in his 
audited accounts the actual expendi
ture on the scheme. . etc. etc.

Then he says:
‘\.Now the accounts above given 

show the total remittances by the 
Central Samaj to be Rs. 78,150.00 
out of which Rs. 33,000 was remitted' 
after end o f June, 1957, i.e., after the-
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termination or close of the two 
schemes. How then could the Kosi 
Bharat Sevak Samaj have 'spent the 
total amount of Rs. 1,03,940.70.”

’Then he says:

“Mr. Goela’s inspection note on 
Public Cooperation work *bove re
ferred to gives his assessment of 
the accounts. After recognising the 
good work economically done b y . . ”  
etc., etc.

‘Then he says:

“ .. an Accounts Officer was ap
pointed for four months when the 
training centre was only for one and 
a half months; that Rs. 8,400 receiv
ed by Kosi Centre on March 5, 1957, 
was in excess of the needs of the 
scheme, and that the cash book was 
full of overwritings which was a 
very serious defect.”

'Can you understand this? This is for- 
,gery. Foreigners were committed. The 
»«ash books were full of overwritings.

Now, it goes on to say:

"In  a note by Mr. Mithal dated 
May 31,1957, it was pointed out that 
cash remained in the personal cus- 
today o f Mr. L. N. Mishra, the Con- 
ven or.. . .

"The amount is quite considerable, not 
nowadays after Mr. Tulmohan Rain’s 
^business.

"• .as there was no banking faci
lity.

"It appears that the Samaj was 
-anxious to get the second instalment 
o f the grant even though this amo
unt could not justifiably be asked 
for. Mr. Mishra in his note dated 
October 26, 1957 said that he had a 
talk with Mr. Venkataraman, De
puty Secretary o f the Irrigation & 
Power Ministry and he had been

assured that the second instalment 
would be paid.”

So. it may be noted that the second ins
talment of Rs. 24,900 was applied for 
without disclosing the correct facts.

At one place Mr. L. N. Mishra stated 
(page 15 of the same volume):

“ . . although Mr. Mishra had said 
that Rs. 18,000 was paid, no such 
contribution had been credited in 
the accounts.”

I do not want to 00 very much into 
this. I would only say that this is not 
a matter to be taksn so lightly. I want 
to produce one photostat for which I 
have written to the Speaker. This is 
from the Associated Engineering Cor
poration.......

SHRI KRISHANA CHANDRA PAN- 
DEY (Khalilabad): Bilkul Ghalat Hai

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: They are 
contractors and when he was a Minis
ter in Defence Production, this has 
happened. This is a telegram which 
quotes: ‘Laddubabu . 1 take it that
this gentleman is related to the Exe
cutive Engineer of the Project! It 
says:

“We are anxious tu take up the 
above work and we have got equip
ment at our disposal and shall com
plete the work in time.**

This is the photostat I want to place* 
on tiie Table o f the House because 
Shri L. N. Mishra talks o f his rela
tions and henchmen..

SHRI B. K. DASCHOWDHURY 
(Cooch-Behar): Is it relevant?

SHRI D. P. DHAR: The motion 
relates strictly to certain observations 
made in the Kapur Commission’s 
report and there is a definite content 
of this motion. I do not know and 
I seek your guidance whether any 
document extraneous to this motion 
can be suddenly flung at our face at
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this juncture.

*$he Speaker not having subsequently accorded the necessary permiMfiori*
*h e doemntent was not treated as laid on the TteM*
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SHB1 JYOTIRMOY BOSU; I am 
talking about the telex.

SHRI D. P. DHAR: You can go on 
lowling about the telex till the cow 
•omes home and we will know who 

veils the lie. But I am at the present 
moment on this question and I do not 
think that Mr. Jyotirmoy Bosu would 
be within his rights to make this a 

. part of the record.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: T will 
help you, S»r.

MR. CHAIRMAN; I was about to 
ask him about the same thing. But 
when he read about, I heard him say
ing something about Kosi.

SHRI D. P. DHAR: He cannot even 
-decipher it. He cannot even read it 
properly and he wants something to 
be placed on the Table of the House.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: I am an 
illiterate.

SHRI D. P. DHAR: I do not question 
your literacy which is adequate for 
this purpose. Now, my submission is 
only this. Thi» document has no rele
vance whatsoever to the point at issue. 
It is not only highly improper, but it 
ia, 1  think, contrary to rules to quote 
from  that.

SHRI B. K. DASCHOWDHURY: I 
am rising on a point of order. To what 
the Minister has just now said. I 
would like to add two points more.

Number one: I want to know whe
ther it is related to the Commission’s 
findings. I want to know whether that 
is part o f the record of the Commis
sion, whether they were seized of the 
matter. And number two is this:

' Please so* this motion itself. This 
motion refers to specific paras of the 
Report o f the Commission. You cannot 
bring in any extraneous matters here. 
The paragraphs mentioned are speci
fic. It says: ‘Commission Reports to 
Volume 0  “page 07, paragraphs 
2»M , 2 9 .», SM0, peg* 96, paragraph 
2® a «t  m  paragraphs 29,183.

29.129, page 110, paragraphs 29.146, 
29.147, page 126, paragiaph (xxi) and 
page 127, paragraph 29,194” So, Sir, 
these are specific paragraphs which 
have referred to here in this Motion. 
So my submission is he cannot bring 
in any extraneous matter at this 
stage in this discussion.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I have under
stood your point, whether it relates 
to this.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: This
letter is addresed to the Executive 
Engineer, Birpur Division, Kosi Pro- 
'ject. This is from Associated Engi
neering Corporation of which Shri 
L. N. Mishra’s brother is owner, part
ner, etc. etc. It says:

*We beg to say that we are pre
pared to take up the above work 
that we have got labour at our dis
posal and we shall complete the 
same as per your time schedule.— 
K. N Mishra, Associated Engineer
ing Corporation. .

I have written to the Speaker. .

MR. CHAIRMAN: It is for the 
Speaker to permit him. Mr. Speaker 
will come and see ft. . .

SHRI D. P. DHAR: Till then it can
not become part of the record o f the 
House.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Very
iBConvenient for yeu. • .

SHRI D. P. DHAR: No.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Speaker will 
come and' decide. If Speaker will 
{accept it, then only it will become part 
of the record.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Now,
Sir, I have not only mentioned about 
Mr. L. N. Mishra but there is also an
other gentleman, Mr. Lahtan Chau- 
dhury, a State Minister in the Bihar 
Government. (Interruptions).

SOME HON. MEMBERS; How i* ft 
relevant?
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MR. CHAIRMAN: This is the motion 
relating to Shri L. N. Mishra. Please 
confine your observations to this mo
tion only.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: I won’t 
even, task for a voting on this. It is 
a question of making submissions be
fore the House and to draw your kind 
attention to them so that you are able 
to apply your mind and after a re
velation by a Commission which 
was constituted under the orders or 
direction of the PA.C. m this House 
and (after those observations that I 
have read out, I have no doubt that 
you could have another three hours of 
reading, I can tell you that every
where it has been clearly stated that 
Mr. Mishra has been mishandling pub
lic money.

In the circumstances, he has no 
rigftit to remain as a Minister in Mrs 
Indira Gandhi’s Government But, 
since her Government is wedded to 
corruption. . . (Interruptions).

SEVERAL HON MEMBERS: 
cannot go on record.

This

DR HENRY AUSTIN (Ernakulam): 
Mr. Chairman, with respect to Mr 
Bosu, I would say th&t we should not 
misuse the opportunity given by the 
Chair for raising some other matters. 
Let him confine his remarks to the 
motion (Interruptions). -A

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Sir, I 
would only draw your feind attention 
to one thing. My hon friend Dr. 
Austin is learned and much more 
educated than me. In the case of 
Mr. Maudlmg in England, he had 
taken ,a little money for the charity 
purpose but that person was involved 
in a racketing. And so Mr. Maudling 
did not remain and he resigned from 
the House of Commons He resigned 
as a gentleman. Tell me what are the 
crimes that one should commit to be 
thrown out of this House or the Cabi
net. That is my final submission.

“That this House resolves that 
Shri Lalit Narain Mishra, a Member f 
of this House and a member ot 
Cabinet be removed from the mem
bership of this House for committing 
serious improprieties and malprac- 
tics as could be seen from the 
Report of the Commission of Enquiry 
into the affairs of Bharat Sevak 
Samaj and in particular as reported 
in the said Commission Reports in 
Volume 11 (Eleven) page 97 para
graphs 29 94, 29 95, 29 96, page 98 
paragraph 29 100, page 103 para
graphs 29.128, 29.129, page 110 para
graphs 29.146, 29 147, page 126 para
graph (xxi) and page 127 paragraph 
29.194.”

MR Sathe, your name *s firsts 
But Mr Bhagat wants to speak.

SHRI VASANT SATHE (Akola): 
All right.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shall I call Mr. 
Bhagat?

iSHRI VASANT SATHE: Yes, Sir. 

MR CHAIRMAN; Mr. Bhagat. , 

SHRI H K. L. BHAGAT- rose;

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: May I 
place this on the podium?

MR. CHAIRMAN: You please give- 
that to the Secretary.

Now, Mr. Bhafiat.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: I am 
placing* it. Let it go on record.

SHRI H. K. L. BHAGAT (East 
Delhi): Mr. Chairman, Sir, . . .

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Ti#
HazoHwala Aa  0 au a.___________
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Motion moved;

The Speaker not having subsequen
t ly  document was not treated aa laid

tly accorded the necessary permission, 
on the Table.



vfSBKt H, K. L. BHAGAT: Shri Bosu 
Wm got a tendency. . . .Tis Hazariwala
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is much more real than the fictitious 
and imaginary J,ames (Bond. X was 
respectfully submitting that Mr. Bosu 
has got a tendency to play something 
like James Bond and he is an expert 
in confusing the issues.

Now, Sir, what is his motion? We 
have listened to him for one hour. 
Please listen to me. I have also gone 
through the Kapur Commission Re
port to the extent 1 could possibly go. 
And I have seen most of the relevant 
reference relating to Mr. Mishra. Let 
us be clear about one thing. His 
motion is against Mr. L. N. Mishra in 
the light of the recommendations made 
by the Kapur Commission. Now, in 
this motion, we are considering what 
has been the role of Mr. Mishra and 
what he has done and what has the 
Commission said about that? Now, he 
has drawn his own inference. For the 
time being I am not commenting on 
that. I am not also discussing Bharat 
Sevak Samaj as such because th,at is 
not the scope of the discussion. The 
scope of discussion is very limited as 
to what Mr. Mishra did in this matter.

Briefly speaking, the situation is 
something like this. The Bharat iSevak 
Samaj through their local branch took 
a contract for this Kosi project earth 
work and involved some loqal people 
to do some earth work. There they 
appointed some unit leaders and the 
contract was signed with the Bihar 
Government by these unit leaders. It 
was decided that these unit leaders 
will be paid by the Bihar Government 
and will in turn distribute the money 
to the labourers. Now, the unit lea
ders, who were the contractors, told 
the Government to pay them 80 to 90 
per cent of the amount and keep in 
reserve 5—10 per cent with them and 
the Bharat Sevak Samaj will use this 
amount on some welfare community 
schemes in the area. That was the 
point Now, that money as »  matter 
o f contractual obligation was to be 
paid to the Bharat Sevak Samaj, that 
is, the unit leaders who were the con
tractors,
2988 LS—10

Now, I come to the point where Shri 
Mishra comes in the picture. They 
appointed a Savings Committee for 
community projects at the western 
bank of that project. At certain point 
o f time he was the Convener of that 
Committee but he resigned and he was 
the Treasurer also. Now, when he 
was Treasurer he had withdrawn a 
sum of Rs. 2.9 lakhs through drafts 
and cheques. That money he had 
withdrawn on the authority of that 
Committee which was authorised to 
draw the amout. The contention of 
the Bharat Sevak Samaj was—which 
all along was accepted by the Bihar 
Government—that the Government 
had nothing to do with this money 
and that they are holding this money 
in trust.

15.00 hrs.

Later on a question arose whether 
legally this 5— 10 per cent of the 
money could be retained by the Gov
ernment. Now, Bharat Sevak Samaj 
said this money is part of our con
tractual earning and this does not be
long to the Government. This was 
the decision taken by the Bihar Gov
ernment also but they claimed only 
some control as to how this money 
was going to be spent. But, I am 
only mentioning a question of fact, as 
it is clear. The amount of Rs. 2,09,000 
and odd which was taken by Shri 
L. N. Mishra through drafts and che
ques has been paid by him through 
drafts and cheques except a small 
amout of Rs. 1,200. Now, this is all 
on record. Rs. 2,09,000 and odd were 
drawn by drafts and cheques by an 
authorisation of the Committee itself. 
He disbursed that amount to the 
various parties whose names are men
tioned, cheque numbers are mentioned, 
draft numbers are mentioned and that 
is placed on the record of the Com
mission itself along* with a statement 
of Shri L. N. Mishra. That small 
amount of Rs. 1,200 which is given 
without cheques, even that is also ac- 
oounted few. Now, Sir, the ttmttdd 
question was, so far as Mr. L. N. 
Mishra was concerned, he withdrew

Malpractice* 290
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the amount. So far as he is concern
ed, he has accounted for it, by its 
disbursement to various parties. Bharat 
Sevak Saxnaj itself accepts that it has 
got the account from Mr. L. N. Mishra 
and that he has paid the amount. They 
have said so in a letter which they 
wrote to Mr. L. N. Mishra. That letter 
has been placed on record, that no 
money is due from Shri L. N. Mishra 
Then, Sir, what happened? Shri L.N 
Mishra submitted an affidavit to the 
Commission and he explained the 
position and at the same time, in his 
affidavit, he says that if any assistance 
is required from him, which the Com
mission would like to have from him, 
he will be at the disposal of the Com
mission. Now, Sir, he makes an offer 
to the Commission that he has dis
bursed the money and if anything 
more is required from him, he will 
be at the disposal of the Commission. 
He is not summoned by the Commis
sion. Now, the question is not whe
ther Shri L. N. Mishra has given an 
account of the amount disbursed by 
him. What the Commission h,as been 
asking for is, how that amount was 
spent, whether it was spent for com
munity projects or not. There, the 
Bharat Sevak Samaj took the position 
and they  said that this was their 
money and therefore they were not 
‘bound to produce the accounts on this. 
Here, I would make a further state
ment. When this matter came up, the 
Commission told Mr. Nanda that he 
should satisfy himself whether this 
money has been spent or not. Mr. 
Nanda saw the accounts and he told 
the Commission—this is on record— 
that he was satisfied. Now, so far as 
Shri L. N. Mishra is concerned, he 
withdrew Rs. 2,09,000 and odd 
on authorisation, he disbursed 
to the various people and he 
submitted an account to the Com
mittee. He informed the Commission, 
and 8&ve all details to the Commis
sion. The Commission did not call 
Wtn for any further account. Sir, 
I will be very brief. The difficulty 
is that these are matters, which apart 
from commonsense, require some

kind of a legal knowledge at least. 
The difficulty with him is that he 
does not know, or if he knows, he 
deliberately ignores it. Now, Dae 
question is, there is no observation, 
whatsoever, nowhere by the Com
mission that Shri L. N. Mishra was 
bound to produce these accounts, that 
Shri L. N. Mishra was asked to 
produce these accounts or that it was 
his responsibility to produce these 
accounts, this particular account. The 
Commission has certainly said about 
the convenor of Bharat Sevak Samaj. 
Shri L. N. Mishra was not the con
venor. It was one Shri L. N. Jlia. 
The responsibility for producing the 
audited accounts was of that man. 
The Commission’s observation is that 
the consolidated accounts were not 
produced The Commission has un
favourably commented on it and said 
that they should have produced. But, 
at the same trine, if you go through the 
remarks of the Commission, you find 
that the Commission says that since 
these things were not with them, they 
cannot make any observations and 
apportion any responsibility on any 
particular person. The observations 
of the Commission are very clear and 
this is all on record. So, it is abso
lutely wrong to say that the Com
mission has made any unfavourable or 
unsavoury observations against Shri 
L N. Mishra. Now, here, it is not 
even a case where somebody has said 
that this money was defalcated, that 
the work on Kosi project—I am not 
talking about the community projects— 
was not done properly or anything of 
that kind. I do not know. I saw the 
Evaluation Beport in regard to the 
Third Five Year Plan. There, on 
page 294, it is mentioned that this 
work was done long before the sche
duled date of completion and with 
much lesser expenditure than was 
anticipated. This is mentioned in the 
Evaluation Report of the Planning 
Commission itself, whatever its worth 
may be. So, the issue is simple. Shri 
L . N. Mishra has in a certain capacity 
withdrew a sum of Rs. 2,09,000 and 
odd and he disbursed it and the dis
bursement has been disclosed to tftfe 
Commission on oath by I*. N, Mishra
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supported by the Bharat Sevak Samaj 
itself. Now, whether the money was 
spent in a particular manner or not 
is the question, line BSS took up 
3 legal contention—they said not only 
about this—on a principle. II you see 
the report, even the Commission does 
not say that it was government money. 
The Government say that according 
to the agreement, the Government had 
a right to see Ihow it was being expen
ded because it was mentioned in the 
contract. There were no straight
forward observations in the Report 
that the money was not BSS money. 
1 aim not going into the question whe
ther the BSS should lhave produced 
the accounts or not. If I were in 
their place, I would have produced 
the accounts. But to make a story 
out of this and to say all that he has 
said and to ask for all that he has 
asked is, to say the least, very im- 
selves. •

I We are in this House. I do not 
imow how far in the atmosphere that 
has been prevailing here it is possible 
to be objective. But* know that 
determinedly^ sg&e people are doing 
something~which is injurious to all of 
us. I would not like to say either 
this side or that side, but they stand 
here against all rules and regulations 
and say what they like. Somebody 
told me that some servant of some
body came to Shri Vajpayee and said 
something to him. So tie came here 
and said every thing. He said some
thing about the CBI. First he said 
it is bad; they say it is good and want 
to see their report.

1 am only commenting about one 
thing that was done. During all these 
ten fifteen days all the opposition 
leaders iiave not been able to add 
even a single clue of evidence to what 
the CBI hag collected They have 
only been harping on the CBI, what 
It said. As the Speaker very rightly 

Judd, we should not make this House 
jfe mats slaughter house. But we are 
digging the grave of sound principles 
of democracy, whether on this side 
or that side., But that side has taken 
the initiative in this. .......... ..

Now what lhas the Commission said 
about the Prime Minister?"* 'We are 
considering the Commission’s Report. 
But Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu brings 'In  
this breath or that the Prime Minister, 
The Prime Minister is not going to 
be reduced by what he says. If she 
were to depend upon Ihis certificate, 
she would have been out long ago; 
if her fate was to be determined by 
his abuses, she would have been out 
long ago. But she does not depend 
upon his certificate or appreciation; 
she depends on the confidence of the 
people of whidh she has ample.

I do not know whether a midtera 
poll is coming. But the Opposition 
is nervous. Everyday they are say
ing that a midterm poll is coming. 
You do not have confidence in your
selves.

This is the usual technique of mud* 
slinging and character assassina
tion. I am sorry to say this is a diver

s io n . By this the Opposition has done 
'a  great disservice to this country by 

diverting the attention of the nation 
and the law makers of the nation 
from major issues of national and 
international importance which should 
have been discussed in this House. 
This month lhas gone, I say without 
any disrespect, it has not been utilis
ed for the benefit o f the people as 
could have been done, and the res- 

l ponsibility for this is on a way ward, 
theatrical, irresponsible, mudslinging 
and character-assassinating Opposi
tion.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri Madhukar. 
I would like to bring to Uhe notice of 
members the scope of the debate. It 
is a limited one. We should not bring 
In extraneous matters like reference 
to the Prime Minister or elections, 
this and that. Let us confine oursel
ves *0 the report on the Bharat Sevak 
Samaj.

(% s fo r r ) :
*r
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%>T% *T$ *1$ $  fa  sfijt t̂ f̂o CĴ o
for* % *f& frrr̂ : *pm M r f  *ftr
39% OT<01 fHRT apT %*3[X

^ r r  ^rff^  i ^ g* «\t  
Ŵ rO <n€f *Y «r$ *nm | f a f o f t  tft
W  * t  ^T| ?R| 5EHRT *T
*wrc: «rr fa fa ^ T  m *>$ $
3W*> Sf^fn* ^  % falT ^TRt *r^f
*r^H C  fatft fa**r % ^t

.^ ■ 't r S S r  ^  t o t  i %fap?r 
I*r *r$ «ft | fa  *r
® * w w t s t w t |  ^ r r t p r

tftfair, ^ r a p T T O ^ T t  i 
«r*rc ^  s f t  *n?r ^  w o t  

i s m  | fa«q*Fte s fe c t w  
| tft ^  *PTrer % gra **t * n m  & 
vf^T ^  % % v m  <hi £ tm t t 
vt^ nr * m  qT *§?r |

| fa  V W T  £  5I1^T ^ t^ t 1 1  

frfa*  ifttRT 5T5% aft JT̂ t I
w f fa  t o i h  % ?ri^ *w m  <tt€T 

t . s r c s w n f t s a r m  * #
| srf^p 3VCT3 ^ T ^n?TT 5fR fa  

n'sft l£To ifto ITT ^Tfo <^o li o
% m  I  <fr fasrr* *PTafan̂ V 

^nf^r i i m  ^  *ft n^wpT 
^ t * * m  sst «u ararni Mrr
faS*T SIFT qT fa  «ffar WRT %
* m  iftw *  & $w  fa** * t ta ^  i 

sslfan* ^  ^ aft *ra ^ r  §
*r<ft % s *?r vtw t ^  f

^  ^ ? m  fa^rlr « ttt ^  T T i^ r  
qisr© f w  «it ?HT r̂rtT i ^
f̂TfWT i  fa  k m  ^  «tm^r |

v w  ^  ^  % fat* ^  < rm t ^
^  ^ stt TOt 5t 4V UT*rr 
4 f i ^  fa  JT̂ t *ft ^ 3 P t |  l i « f a 5 r  
%tr t  fa  |T
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i  ^  T W T  ^ m * $ %  v fa r  
THSRtfgW SIFT «FT «WT |- I **T ?T ^  
gq ?»>nt w m  fa?rr imr
fa«%  ^  ir w *  m r t x  * m  * x  T$rfc; 
fsra^r ?rfa«i q<t *nr q'^t ^>r 
vrrf^ r^  ^  f  v fa  *  | fa  arc
*> f iA t  TTgr^fgry siw  ^  | ?rar 
Jiwf 5fi\ ^ r t  arnr f a ^  lw  it 
<tt ^  ^  * m t x  ^ \ )

ITFT^ ifliRT 3|Y ^ ^
3T|cr vjV I  I ?r*TT Vrfc STT5 vft
fa«\ ?R?*T 4\ ?it HWTT tfr
^  ^  r̂JrfCTt 1 5ft arH 
fa  sft t̂ 5To ^ 0  t o  ̂  ^3r V&XZSS
| i %fa^ $  H$r fa  ^  siw
f i s r c w  i'T ^ n fr  m r %, 

v s  x ? m  ^  %
^ f f a  ^  ^)r t  ?pai:
H<f | I %3T5T I  k
*ftr q t k f ^ Y  f a ^
CTcT Vt % tfSSHTftf vt o t h r

^  sspcrr i W  ?nmr s*if v t
^  *v\\ ^rf^t

fsm % arft?t ^  ^r, ^ o q > »
f t  *FT° v r »  \ . *rr qfavrO
^ t * m  f>>i |t,
^  grt«r ^>Tr ^nf^r i %fa?r *% }
%R |fa^ft «TfaRT ' T I T O  %
wi#sr tnir5ft%<p ^V # r  €  9rm%
^  ^  | tff ^  HW fcsqfrt 

^  f^ r  I  i % « W  w
5trt |t\ ?nn: *h?ptt m  w
?WB?rr| fa  «i$  niir» ^
t  at 9IH gm<V * tfj^r i Irfasr 
ira 1 9  ^  | ^  m i r
?^f vKfir | q& t'-'tim -'ft 
% fair ift t  v s  % fait
fa  «0r f w  v f  ^
9 i f a ^ w T % ^ r W W  1
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•ft *WW fiwft’C fag :
w nrffr*r$tor, «rnr ^ m*rffcv*for 
i fa fr m  m  fs&

ws^str 1 1 ^  ^■gnrV'R *ng | 
f a  m  »?>rrartT&*r ‘raw* arrar f  
?ft«rt$ft «rr^ r^ % ^ r m t. m t^ ^ r  
«t5RfT| %ift<rrafft 3*r
^  sftsr n£t qrTcn t  **£ <tts*jst
TOT I  I JTFT̂ fta 3zft%jfafa 3HJ ^ 
s m  «rm  Jr 3*r % tnp Tp ^t snftrr 
te r| s ffr  Sttfta¥Tsrf?r-
T O  ^  spifaw
<rfscfaT 15frT 9#  ?rqfft fb*r°rt
^ w ^ t % w « r 'r f ? r ^ r n q  fa?TO%  
wfr fan. sftr

£i *W Tft:^w nr*r^r %»rw«r 
*:r wifaw ̂  frqfc | sftr srta m sr?r
gn ?srqHY f 1

3^. n£r*nii
I  did not except it from you.

«ft «w h  fasrtr fag : srrcpr
T̂t fewTafr I  ^  WPHRTT W>

3T*t *T3*f ^ srrar *r*> 3n stt
snmr ^ ti ^  fo re  % it fa^rc
^  *nwr 4  t o  *pt sjth, 3ft iTRfftq-
iqpTfcT “F trfT ,̂9T «pt 5ffR % 'jfPTT T̂̂ rfT
|j fsw *t ^rer *r*n*r
apt WTnT 5̂T $ § f • *t *TT *rt
*n*r fts* % *r*ra *f # * t  »re*<ffa 
4̂ 5ftt wq?F towns srrc ^t sFj*rfar 
% «T^rr ^cTT f> STK ^T ^ STFT apr «T$ 
*tt*j5 ^ pttfa  sn ^i^i^gsrr 3$?Ptf 

tr^jgf^i^r ^ « r r  »^s ?n:f ^t 
^ ^ fw w n r r  sftsrft v t iw
*?t*rf *pm sft& r

q f M w  vt srr̂ r tr^

ft  m  ^rvt

w pf ^  ft? «nrsi %ar  ̂ ^rmw v t
W lth T ff I

Bharat Sevak Samaj was 
formed to provide a common plat
form with the object of drawing 
out the available unused time and 
energy of the people and directing 
them into various fields of social and 
economics activity. The Samaj had 
adopted a comprehensive pro
gramme and has branches all
over the country. It has a 
large cadre of trained worker. 
Its association with the Kosi Pro-* 
ject during 1955 to 1959 has brought 
forth evidence of lar the larg^ pos
sibilities of reducing cost, improv
ing quality of performance and 
speeding up comdetion of various 
projects through public participa
tion."

tfST iffttft % ZTt 3  j  f a i m  S’
fw r  | fa  3  ♦nrfT
* w r  % frr «rrzft^r *tx* *r

ÊT 9IW SR5T g?rr:

“Against the original estimates of 
Rs. 11.5 crores, the actual expendi
ture on the Kosi Embankment Sche
me came down to Rs. 6.5 crores. 
The work has completed in 1958 
against the target date of 1960, i.e.
2 years in advance. This unique 
achievement was also overlooked by 
the Commission ’*

$ * r fa q :fw t t e  
$  fasntf 'p s ^ f ’T \  f m  
765^  % *nT?for*tf ^frR  ^t w m r  
«ft, ?fK rTTf % *PT vt

sirrefa *$(& , wr?r %m % 
aptft ?>rr, ^ T r  *  sta'i ar^  ^  
5r#t5f«rTt % *ra?mr*rs | i  f^ 4 t

t o w

q i  ?rt^r ̂  > f s r r c t ^ f
w  Viwr^r *P r̂r | 1 wrt# %
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opfT^^T ̂  ^  ^rrw*r

Iff 5T?-f^3ft3R

* tW c fr ?rff f̂atfv % *tf

tjtfwr *$rfainr i Sfa srrarc st
w m  ̂  |-^r f*r *t «rt

it|% sfft

qrfta ̂  'R rm ^ T  5 w jh

w f a n  *
/ *

snmfcr n ^ ta r ,^  ^rf^n?
^T «PTzft *t STfcT

n m & ^  w t f t a r * ^  «rr i 3*r
5t3s*P?ta ** *®f*ffa 

*n*r Trq ^rr*3*r3WFt$

f^ fT  % *rf ■ * — st° S% CTI
^ — ^*tct Stores- f̂pr ct̂ j n̂rr 

^
^  q^pTWvff «Pt T̂«TT ?FT ^  

w t t  «tt, srreffan? fan ̂  i

s?t ^nr f^r sr+*n: 

« p T P n  w  ? *r$  sfr zffrp rr « f f ,  ^  3$
3|t7T«Ft«ftf^f'sra^,T^T?rl 3* *  sfr 
jjfsprrt, *rr*5 rT*m«r ? r £ f  ig i t fk z  
^fhrcan?r^T,^r»rra’^^Er«,a' 3r ^  
«n<*ft %  ftp̂ r *rm ferr s t p w  i

T* faff
jfT if?T Wtft 4&f8 f̂ SfT %  f̂ nsr ^ 
<rhar T O  ar̂ ?r § f , 3?r 
xft *ft*t ^ r m r  i ^  *rr 90  
st^nmy * i ^ t  *p> ^  % ftr<? t̂*rr—  
t  ar^r Fwrrc ^ *?$ wr w  f — ^  
josftrcrcr^wrr W f  w i

fttrT wnrn i sftr * ?r 3r a *

9  ^rnN fw  w t* r  *pww sr^ft i
« #  Sf* *T, JT W ,  JRWHFM 
lift, *rr w fa *
f% i isNft^lr ^rt^d frrf^r w ft **$ 
^ r | — 5ft v & w p f t 5^Rrr?rrt fos«

Malpractice* 30c 
ShrlL.N. Mishrtr (M)

m m tt*KG$frr w fa x "  | m m v t  
Sw* w a r v i % *  1 1

SffaTf *ft*nT r̂trff %  fc<Tfr?

«ft tfft S*? $  sfffaPTT **— sit ?r%cr 
?rrw r ftr«r 1 *m  « t h  1 2 r ?rtff 
^  |r qufwTTT fffff l  STf Sf ^
^cT 55 vnf ^  *ftr t ?7 spr

frarsr a p n iV ^  ^«rf 
?r»rr K
^f«T^rr rn’ r̂r n*Tr, «pfff¥ r̂ sr 
v  mzfrsr? ssr ^  «p w  ^r, ̂ ft q;-»: rsrp̂ r- 
*re srrT# $  m  «rr; 
t t t r  t t  ^  3R^>rapr?nTr^frf5rr, 
^  ?r «ft * 5 7 s w w p c , ? ? ^  
5 p ^  irsr^ctfir^ft. jnw-^fter^^ *  *rw 

n|t fll !T¥^^r3ft ia

?rfcmfr w r r  ^ r — ' 1 0  sTfcT^T 
T O  v i S t v t t  «rn r^

^  10 % *r
^  2 r̂rsr 9 ^ ttt ^ q , ^r w  
|— ff*rrcfa , «rrr % w  ̂ rrar

fcsrrfforr 1 *rsr ^ t  m
gm , 35T ^  2 r̂rsr t o  ^
H5PT ^t 1 1

f ®  f^ ff % 3TT3T 5Tf^T 3TTf ^ 
vf^nT *<TS fifHTWk^T
^  qr ̂  strffcT r̂fwFTT ’TT 
^r% arr?5r|3rcrc^i t o  w?r 2r *  
fapcrr ^— ^ r *r ^r *»”  w r  ênrr wr~ 
^f*p I ^ t t t  % $  q*rr fsrtrw
?w?Tr | vrfsft
4Wfrro> %  fw2r ?r ̂ t«t 1wr«F « k

9(tfT *TT q̂ HTcT % ljf3**rr ^T ^  fiW f 
* > 3 * %  f ^ « P T  w?rr

f m « T i  ^  ̂ f*r<£ % t w r  w  
fart WqTW ?r fJTB^
fa  vuf^s m v iM T  «n f ^ 5 w t w  
i fw%«i9 W
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tit i i *Y*rw vw r *?$3t 
favm r g**farcr titni tit fe*n \ 
&t V%* * N te  tit fo t e  tit <T*T | 

V3 anRT.tit wr 9TPW * * * ! 
f^nrr stftfofa 33 Sr *ro»Tt i 
tr̂ FST *P$T utitWt tit faftg 3  W T  
fox  fox  tit fe*TT TOT—  3TRT *PT 
Sw N  | I T»  ̂ S* % Z ft  3RT 

1  ftf *fiW  *  *T$ WflTT fa * !
*jJ*RE f*TT- lf5 STTT frm
f  FT?: ITT * *  % 5TTT §STT I 5$T §*fT 
far «r«75ft 3f> % fa^m  f̂ r̂ fY sisr 
% * w  fc*T *mr' 5fa % §ttt ^  %
*t $ r e  ft ^  *?m |*rr i **r *rnft «r$*r 
% * sr *r tsriY era | i

sra- srrfsT ?pr ?rr<rr |—
* $ ? iw  %fa*a vt wrfrc 

|t*TT ? ?̂T ?T^?9 *r 5^t % 3|> tittft
st^sR: % ^fcrfsrejsr ^  *At cR8fn ^ r  
fa fn  ^t tit *r̂ t «u - ufc
«TR $9  *PT* 3 3t $ *T$ ^TT WcTT 
g I 3 *  qclT 5T»TT spT T̂ TT | -*?«Fl?tor
fa fR  *W\T titx tittit % 3J> 
qsfaffF feT  «r tiff «tb<t sri *nf o 
#®  srrfaffr tr$ *2s
fam  3?r spT tr  ̂ «it f o  m fa s  
*T?T *T frfQJFTT xm x tit $ 

«PT?f *£T % <̂T $  Sfae Sites ^
3|> W  ^T*TT | | .............

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: On a
point of clarification. Is that high 
officer, Mr. T. P. Singh, the father 
of Mr. N. K . Singh?

tit * W W : Snff *  *fTfa?
* t f f£  m  f^ rw  It w m x snrfre 
t o  m tit t  i ______

( i f t ^ r O ) : *%tit 
-'-Vm4y WRT nit WTffT#f> *̂TT 

iw  «rrtr ^ ^  arm tit m tw jl*

301 C harge of AGRAHAYANA
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tit W^rfMcr : A tit
m ^ I R T  ^S t gf I

tit w r  fw iK  fa g  ? 4s
*pt?$  «it fo  & sa e ia  ^ aw- 
?rfp>r tit tin fm t* tit *§* tit m^'
95ft 1

^ r 7 %  Tt$t*2r, w r  arr?^ t —  
%*T€t ^  3 ^ ^ ^  sqV, «5T t

nmf ^  % f??r^ v w  %%
spfff^ 5TT»rfcT «?>,

tit, ®pt ^  qr̂ r m  
«pt q̂ rr «it; ^  3t w

1

^?rf^r |— q^r stttt | f |>— $  
f̂T̂ Tcrr 'TcTT «0 *<mT | -
^  91 qm ?t qT ?lT9i cRr^cff 

mg *M f *r, w-vw |
%  snft ^  €V«f % *Pm
f w  ft \ «nq ^  ^ra ?r %*&x 
?pp^ fap 3R- ^ r  fflr  srr^ |

^  ^ir f®  
®FtnftfTcrr m $t | -  ^

r̂cr ^  ^  |, ^
<t ^  ^  T|T g' I ^nf^?T I
fap f ®  afsr^ q.*t ?m«rr

^TT 3rT[t  t*rrf(?rr<V Ir *
farn ?̂nr ^ f^rr 1 «rsr 

*r§ | f¥  w t  i^ t t  sta w fw  
friT r^  ftw  «tt «m rr| ? w r ^  ^«t¥V 

t^ iffyf^ T aV  | 1 3Rr ?r*P 
?rsr cr? q«rr*rat %

«r, sr, ?w *p> sntfffacr
T̂T ^PT *Pm X%\, S9W VX «TW5ff

% *fasT fw w t i^rwf i w  *ra 
q ^ r ^ ' < w r  tstht vreft tit, 

5Tf5RT srrw n fira 3ST*>fa3«RT ^  
5f»T ir -  * 9 tfcm  «n| ^rr|
5̂r«rr wPwnr5f> p f l ’, 5*r #

*raa t ,  it a ^ -  W  tit
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[«ft af€j

w rilfw  v**i ?frm «it,
Vira? 1959 ijf 3 ^  SPT
fct« fe*IT f«RT q *  ffW TO
t&, f^ J r  %% *rr «pw

fo^r i W S  % qaf
«PT f a *  fa^T |~*T3T $*3. <t
4% 3* q?rf 3P! «T5T t — *l*f ^ T
f ^ ? n |  f ^ T  f a  SCf^RT * T *  q.*t 
* f t s iT  f ^ T T  s fg T  g ‘ l  I

*  33 $3 % ST 4 21̂  JTT-T qp^T | -  
STT tff factfY qfaRTq *9T
3  t  ^  jf~-*rro sir 
« * t t  *t s  * W f  ^ t  fC T T » r
T O  *\$ i&\ | i wra$tfT»r
SfJTT | eft STTTfft q  ^ STTfa^
sarjft fM\ i
w z M i  %
f c  s *  £  st*§ *t t ^ ^ T 7-
< f  I # f * R  VET W T 9 F  <T* 3 *  * T * t f  * T  
**? ST̂V fa*TT 5TT ^?TT | I ?TTvSr H?
srcra *rfaa Hmcro t o  <re si\ %—
3  at i f c t y u w i t u  *£
| tft 
$ * t  ^  * w  t ^ r a  f e *  * r o  *  f s p u
•rar §> i ^  *rrs<?ft stan *  * {t  I  
* r $  t f N n s  f a s t  s t c -t | ^ i  § t  

3' sr<t srnaT t iw  5* tr^
?rrf3RT Tgt | fa  fatit tncg % stffa

%  ^  m r f a w f  ^ rr  ’s r f r a  %*& f o * r r  s t f t  
gj> tpttfy !pfq?r % faft ^raXY f  vx 

ftna |t wpz f  s fk  vft 
am  ok % fWWt % fiwfrir
#  ’ST'TnT lifr **r
<TT| % ^r*> ^  i

%<T wr?r I  f ?  3lt 3T̂ ' 
f -^ T O >  »Tf? »>S <t « l^  r̂ ^*TT 
5I> «>| «ft «̂ f*RT % f ^ m

% ^  q v  M e  «(t ?r^r Sprftm i

SHRI YAMUNA T^RASAD MANDA^ 
(Samastipur): You would kindly per- 
znit me a lew minutes more because 
I want to go into details about the 
man behind the motion.

I have been hunting and hunting 
papers to know what is working in this 
brilliant mans, brain behind this 
motion and when I went to the lib
rary and got this copy of Wh0 is Who,
I found one thing and what was ‘a 
tea-taster, assessor, valuar’ and son on.
I was surprised how this brilliant 
man who has got this brilliant record 
could have gone to the length of dis
honouring the very noble work, the 
very laudable work done in India 
by the Bharat Sevak Samai Per
haps China did not know about this 
•much which is a form of public co
operation. I wil] not call Bharat 
Sevak Samaj. I may also it “CCC”— 
Construction—“calalmity oontpol."
Lakhs and lakhs of people were em
ployed in their works. This great 
Justice Shri Kapur who inquired into 
the whole affairs and brought out 
voluminous reports had no words to 
mentioti about the calamity wrought 
by this great river, ‘Kosi* and the 
work done by the Bharat Sevak 
Samaj in minimising the havoc. This 
is the calamity My friend over there 
knows only “tea-tasting” . The ope
rative part of this motion should have 
come last after giving the reasons 
becuase from 1957-58 this work was 
taken up at the instance of Prof. 
Hiren Mukerjee who is now not here 
but hon. Atalji and Shyamnandan 
Babuji know it. I requested Shyam 
Babu in the Central Hall to come here 
and say what to do in the field of 
public co-operation. This motion 
will certainly discourage selfless wor
kers in the country. Shyam Babu 
was the Deputy Planing Minister and 
he had himself seen the working 
Atalji is a Dronacharya—a Brahma- 
chari Dronacharya.

So, if we go deep into the motion 
we find some doubts, some aspersions 
and some suspicions. He has launch
ed a crusade against the Poor Uari- 
jans. A Harijan MP is needlessly
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o f this Parliament and its M em bers.. •

SHRI S. M . BANERJEE (Kanpur): 
A  point of order, Sir The hon 
Member is supposed to be speaking 
in English, but I want that it should 
be translated in English

*ft m r*  arctff m&t
€\e Z1ZX STFTT 5fTn% |  I

5 ?t €\o p ffa  *rt ? p t  % srrc
s?reft v m  %

fell«*. wmmmrnrnm,

*sfY t̂ t tr»T jt ir®®r

J V m f  i

« f t ^ T s w n w w r :  sTre^nr^ 
% | 1 1  fptft % sftr wrt\
7F? *rm  % ? m  fa^rm v m  ^^ctt 
I  i t o  % f^tr *m irfTcr 

f w  t ,  ^T% f*rq[ t  5TFRTT 

*ft ^tt f  i sr^rm
aft $  vx  T*a% wft ^̂ rnjRr ^Tfjcrr
g[ STTWf 'TcfT oTTIT»TT foflT 

*t tftr TOT TOT TO *T
I  t **T *W *Ft 1OT £  I ^SRft 
W t  % *WT ?TT n̂rrrnr ?rtr W TT 

•̂rr affi ÎT sftT ^cRT SIR WT^ iTT 
**!>?*, ?T|t t̂ T I TO

*t?% *t TO*ft z m  r ?  vsr ^ tt g  i 

TO2* srfa^sr *m  t  i
m tt  **rc^ft fa ff?  *r *r*ft wwet *Ft 
srrcr 73ft irt | i srftro *rr^r 
^ f ^ T  srftro frsrr | i ^r% 
fr«Fsr ^  t o  sft ?rt«F *r*rr % 
tsrr »rcr |, ^rsrT* g —

<lt po t  firgrft <n'̂ i ft (^rr%R) 
^  tot ^  ^  | ?rt fa r  to> w  

t  i

^ t ? r r f  ?t r | ____( i s w r )  v n

*JjH STOT ^  ’5TTT frctsr if w  *(nc
trrfw  ^  if ^ 5  *Pf f̂ PTT
f t  i «tpt w r w  ^  ^  | i ^rrt 
3T5 *rr^r % fcrfTO f^rr | i 
sfrra-f^qrTs f̂r% r̂nrr *n f^f «tt i <t$% 
^t i^ r  | fv  W F t ^ t  ^rr 
^rffir i v rfw & * ^t *m  | *
#£5T >̂t 3T̂ T ?R> 9T5T t» T̂Ct

^  ^  5fTET s^?r, 
ft% fq  tsfTC *r ?m? ?ftT ^f^t^ 
tr  i

Kosi whicfe is a river of sorrow of 
Bihar can be compared to the river 
Huangc Ho of China

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: On a
point of submission 1 seek clarifica
tion from Mr Y P Mandal He is 
mixing up so many things I want to 
know whether they have any propo
sal for going for Tea Plantation on 
the embankments of Kosi river

«ft snfTT srai? ihrar fare 
% % n rt % srn: f̂t % m\
tot f * m  | t o  *rsr % ^t% % 5
?n w  ffr*rfr ^ tt ^rrpT j .  
(nnrnm )

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU Sir, on 
a point of order The rule says that 
anybody who has any pecuniary in
terest m the matter which is being 
discussed on the floor of the House 
Should inform the Speaker and it is 
desirable that he does not participate 
in the discussion That is the rule 
Now, it is on the records of this Com
mission that my esteemed friend Mr. 
Yamuna Firand Mandal, Member of 
Parliament, received money from the 
same source Sir, this is a very 
serious matter

•The Speaker not having subsequently accorded Hie necessary permis
sion, the paper was not treated as laid on the Table. It was laid on the 
ITable by Government on 22-12-73

being victimised. By this lie is only 
bringing down the dignity and prestige
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SHRI YAMUNA' PRASAD MAN- 
DAL; This gentleman should resign.
I throw a challenge if he can prove.
I shall vacate with the permission of 
the people and go to them and ask 
for. . . (Interruptions) .

SHRI L. N. MISHRA; rose.
SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Sir, I 

am drawing your kind attention to 
one thing. The provision in the Rules 
of Procedure is that if a Member has 
pecuniary interests in a matter which 
is being debated on the floor of the 
House, the Speaker js intimated. This 
is Number I. Number two is that he 
is not expected to participate in the 
debate. Now, Sir, in this Report of 
this Commission, you will find Mr. 
Yamuna Prasad Mandal, M.P., who 
has received Rs. 3,500 in one stroke, 
if I remember a right—I am 
subject to correction. I am not say-

307 Charges of IMEOEM BBR
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tog for a moment that Shri Yamuna. 
Prasad Mandal has done anything, 
wrong with the money, t  am saying, 
—knowing him for the last njpe years, 
—that Mr. Mandal is a man’Vhom I 
know and he must have used that 
in the best interests of the people 
whom he represents. I am not say
ing anything. The accusation is not 
against Shri Mandal. I am only rais
ing an issue of propriety whether it 
would be desirable for him to parti
cipate in this debate and plead for 
one or the other.

Thank you. Your ruling must 
come.

gft ua*i (^rrfsnrc):
tfw fcr  5PP crraff epT
i  fafa? % tor 16&

i 70 t*  xri »rf £ :

^  3,000.00

*sr s o o . o o  Trsrrcro

$sr *r jpt t  i ^ fa *
fa r  t  m w r  g fa  3$

fr«3rrtt| i

% vrt  $  *Ffr I  i *  ^ r r
(  fa  * m  tft w ti
**rf«RPRr vw  $  t, wm
% irc *  *r?r Sr f a r o r  mx i

w  w
m ftw  fv m v

ifmt i

SHRI PILOO MODY (Godhra): Sir, 
you have not given your ruling.

wrr<Tffl *»$tv*: If ^prwctt «tt fa  
«ft *  fara

w n  ftrcrr % srre
fatft 3T9T5T | I
w r* *rr? f ,

W ^rrfa^TTt 9ft f#hfFr 
t  v t %m srra% w  i $*rrft 
t^ r ?r  ^  | fa  ^fj^r tft f?& atft 
w ft *ft ^ f t  ssrr?ft t  v M  iff % 

w w  wvn ftaT ?fr 
f# m * f t fa q T * r a r f c  i



v i m #  a w  W W  A  q m ft t  f v  ( T  g v  
% m a f t  3 * r m  *r  ^ r n n  f t r o f ?  f k *

«ft w m v  ftw  (*ej**ft) : 3*m %  
iT̂ hPT, *ft 5PT fr^T I  fjp
* ft  HTJRT S T O  w r  * T  5TW *3 fVffte 
3  $ I 53  TO stf S fa  «ft If S*T 
5 3  f * s r a  t f t  tr*®) ? R f  arraft I  j i) r r  
? m r f  | f « p ^ T ^ > ! 7  ; « £  3 3 * ^ 3 1 ^  | 

3 *tw ffl avjfrra i $  3 3  apt <jtt 
2 t f * r  f 3 T  i

«ft »w[JTr sr<n* w r  : 3*rr?f?r 
3 £ t e 3 , if  33 z n m  ^ r r %  * t  snranr g ,  
s rfT  %  p T ^ f  *ttst fq r ^ r  tfftr 3 T 3 f  i f
T< T̂T fo r a  *f * f  f  i #  q̂ T
®t£T 3T f a 3 R  3 T , ^ f * F T  3 ^ t  %  ^3T«r 

% % WTT% m  % tftaT T‘v  
anr 3 *rr i sp> arnr?f v t  ? ra j ¥ f  
3 3  3 * t  v x  f ^ ? n ? r  $  q ^ f V  s t t  tff c n ?  
vt-v r= T tv n T  %  srfrSr sjnw f a m  »rcrr i 

S 3  %  3 r t  f ^ ^ r n r  ^  ^  ^  
s r r f  f a  f a 3  c p $  3 > rf i t  3 ? 3 < B 3 *3  
%  srrar ^ T 3  f% s T  s t f t  i s * f t  3  
v m  € \ i & T  srrf«r * r t  snrrw  * n a n r | f %  

awT * f t 3  f t  * m  i ( « w w )
3 t f :  3 T 3 %  %  < ft£  %ftx

# fte *  *?f?J3 «CT fW  | I

« f t  *£?nnrft3T?r 3 ?t ,  « f t f * o r
f 3 ? ,  sr© % o  qr^fo srrfe sr?
«r£ 3ftrf % q>?f 3r3-3s*ftor
% * f a  3 f»rfo ff *3  aerf»r-
finff ft, *nr faT ^  ftnrr i *rrc*r 
T O  % m  5f?  ^ w r  faurr 
3 3  % 3 %ar5r fcrr wt *r 3 *t vt ^  ^

T3TT * f t ,  3f?*> 3pf f a w f  TT>T 3T3T
• f W f  a ft w r  t f t  , apif g ^ r r  f a i f n : 
aw s rn ft-f? m w  3 $torr 1 “ 3 r ? t  i*w ?  
srarnr”  % f r o ,  wt %«m ?r $  “yfrfaft 
* * $ * * & & '  I  v t  a m f v f t  a rf f  1
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9Rr «^|fsaf t f e  fFfsesr %
%  33 *pt ^rfapar %F m v m  t ,  «ft w  

«fWt % f^TT v fra rft a  <ft iftT *T|t
•ft13 3  % VllVilN *f>t I «fto it© ?fto 
^  3 4  aft f ^ f f e  %, 3TCtT SfriTeft 

v k  «nftv  ^fcrr * $ € t % s r o ,  ^rror 

3arfr "Enrnr % v n r ^ t  y x r^rr atft »rf

4  1 ^ r  % ^  <a ftP n R  ?t1t sfto
1̂  « t o  % ?ft f^ i^ r ,

^ ^ T  ;

“The progress of work on the 
Western Embankment is ahead of 
schedule and its quality has also 
been....... *

I had a lot of respect for the M.P. 
before and now for some reasons it 
has come down.

“Found superior to that of the 
work done by usual run of public 
works contractors.”

Then. Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru wrote- 
to be then Chief Minister of Bihar. . .

SHRI HAMENDRA SINGH BANE- 
RA (Bhilwara): Sir. on a point o f  
order. Kindly see Rule 356. It says:

“The Speaker, after having called 
the attention of the House to the 
conduct of a member who persists 
in irrelevance or in tedious repeti
tion either of his own arguments or 
of the arguments used by othe.r 
members in debate, may direct him 
to discontinue his speech.'*

Now, I would request to ask him to- 
sit down.

MR. CHAIRMAN; This is not 
point of order. This is only a request
I permit Mr. Mandal.

SHRI YAMUNA PRASAD MAN
DAL: Sir, one of the greatest leaders 
of humanity, Pandit Jawaharlal 
Nehru wrote to the then Chief Minis
ter of Bihar, Bihar Kesari Shrikishen 
Singh.

“Ever since the BSS started work
ing in a big way, such as at the

27, 1899 (SAKA) Malpractices 3*0
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[Shri Yamuna Prasad Mandalji 
JKosi Ham in Bihar, all kipds 01 
.criticisms .were made and obstruc
tion raised. This was inevitable 
because BSS were attacking a 
.traditional way pf doing things in 
•which vested interests had grown. 
'They have now a good record for 
the people who participated and the 
more we accept the more we prflot 
from  it financially and in the sense 
■of public partnership.”

.Sir, when the BSS started the work 
in the Kosi area, it opened the eyes of 
tthe Indian contractors. They became 
jalarmed and they found that their 
nested interests will be affected. Now, 
the then Union Minister, Shrri Hathi 
«ays:

“The Association of the BSS with 
the Kosi Project during 1955—59 
has indeed brought forth in a telling 
•manner, evidence of the great possi
bilities in the matter of reduced 
costs, improved quality and speedier 
completion of certain types of sche
mes through public participation. To 
mention a few notable examples, 
against the original estimate of 
Rs. 11.5 crores, the actual exendi- 
ture on the Kosi Embankment Sche
me came to Rs. 6.5 crores.”

Rs. 5 crores were saved. This was 
saved from the “looters”  and “robbers” 
like contractors. Otherwise, this money 
would have gone to the vested inte
rests. Mr. Hathi has also said:

“The work: was, besides, comple
ted in 1958, two years in advance 
of the target date of 1960.”

Mr. Chairman. Sir, the work was com
pleted in 1958, instead of in 1960, two 
years in advance.

| aft 5rr# | f*F f w  vr
| % m

t o
. . .  ( s m w ) , , .  

tor % Ir f f  11%*

wrtfgpfa *%  v t  *  ‘W  
f  i *ppc *f  .

ws® vtw % srs Wr*T
*ft vnr |  $  v&r f

m  v t t  % fsnj fa n :
| 1 *ptctt g ..........

Shri Yamuna Prasad Mandal hand* 
ed ovcfr a booklet t0 Shri Jyotirmoy 
Bosu across the Table.

sfTHT % firarr
ift w . . ( « m w )

^ r̂«r m  fagr ^rr 
" f  w  |" ?rt ^  f^ sn . . .

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: This is a 
booklet about Calcutta Traffic and 
Transport. Is Calcutta connected with 
Kooi?

<Interruptions)

SHRI S. A. SHAMIM (Srinagar): 
On a point of order. I want a ruling 
about this exchange of document. This 
document is about Calcutta Traffic 
and Transport. What is to be done 
with it?

^  | 1

SHRI S. A. SHAMIM: Is it the pro
perty of the House?

MR. CHAIRMAN; No.

Shri Vajpayee.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE: If there
are going to be other speakers like 
thia, I should rather request him to 
withdraw his Resolution.

16.00 hrs.

wjw fw^reV ) :
w m fti ifflfaw 3ft, snw f̂ ra-sprit* <tt 
firarrr v t  t  s«r *pt wrsrrr
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14 sj«rrf( 1963 *t stvrr  **$<r

13,000 *«sf «f?t  *rrtt 

imnr fWti wnrsr for wrtst ̂ 

mtit $ 1  snmftr  «r$tor, tot

ĵTT ZHRTOTT̂ îTTOffmrqTt 

<T*£ 1952 % §WT 3 iftx 4 * «RPTcT 
sf̂T VtfapT flfft frflS %  * 3* *

3ft <W3TT fafTT | *rtr *t Tphrret

n5t | w vt faprr *ft to vt f̂t r 

sfn̂r % w*$sn; ^ n̂r 6 %

«ft?T< SfaT T̂f̂ I  fart* 1963 %

*wr |, 1974 *r f*r r̂f x̂  f, 

vm wzmx w M i 'tt w  ^mr#> 

TOr ̂ cft | ̂ mrar  tt <r-n 1975 

%  ̂   spptt 1

n̂rrofcr ir̂tor,  for ĤrT'̂r 

1950 *t xfmrt ftwrr *m «rr i for

gfwt *rt % TT ?HTT3r tt ns* jpn «rr

3* % fotft  *r?w  ft TOrr . 

f̂frrfl- % tut *r >nTTir sml FEpr  ̂

*TFr $r *ftr ?5ft sfe It w vt ̂ nrfirr 

fTflT ETPT  fjffiTcT *)iW*' |  i  If 

eft *f̂T ew?  % f̂r% &rrc$ fr«m 

f*T TT̂T % yirftorT  P̂TT ̂ TT̂ $

?ft ottst vt «r̂r tot <r tifr t̂ 

ftaft «t̂ «tt *pt &  f*ra?r?r ̂ r star 1 

*rror  *wr«r  tt to* 3tft <r#t 

farr *r tr̂r spot «n 1

%fa*r srirrrfa aft, vnr srr̂ f far 

*|?r sto^pt  sfr*n %  Stw 

 ̂ $t 3TI% f I War̂TRJcT̂ HiTTsr 

%*mr % *rw fF*iT'T n̂rfm t̂% 1 

farfa  srp*T5tt *$t seft *i$ 

farfir *w frft vr?ft t 1  ^

f̂f $*rr ? 15 ww * tor % ̂

vrti wn «rror %*pp  vt fafasr 

«ift «ftr % n̂̂nRfr  %

frftm vr

«p̂ % fafr fiprr ■it 1 mt *rror Irtv 
tow vr nr̂«Mr ̂  vr

vmi w^ht| 1  itrct It«pp ffirnr 

«ptt |  i  %fa?r ?¥T  VT 

w?raw ^  | f% ^ Wr %  srRr

wsrift Ĥt | 1 wik ** % srRr

5R%  7rTT7rfiTr9r tft  fnTPTT  t̂ »TT 

«nf ttI «pt f̂ TR i «ft ^

%arr % W?T TT ̂  I 3?8 

*ft qr ?̂tt arnr*rr 1

T̂̂T TK 5PTT fWT̂ T ?TT 5T*T *ft 

m*i 7T 3T5T WF apt rftVT sHT ̂rrâTT I 
 ̂f*T % qft t̂ «rr̂ r̂rPrcf

»  I 1

%f%T  *TT "RntTTST  ĴJT

WT̂ff % UfETTT  ̂ ?5T W  I  ^ 

sptpc  ?ft 9TT3T *t 3RT ̂  I  <HT

 ̂*̂ r ?ft <rNrar nvrs  ̂*p5|̂t % 

*rprcT Iwv ?wrw %  vt tor

1965 ̂ 1  * 9<r  TfêR? wnr̂ r

r̂ft spt 5̂3r: m, «ft iftxrm 

erstrer 2r i  sĵrst *t ̂*r «n€f % <tt̂ 

fWrT »T̂t  I  %f5fT9T  % ’fftf

%*wx *$t ̂ x wm f̂   ̂«Piwr 

% «rârf vt ^0 |, iq% ift vrmhr 

^ ̂ r % «wwr s> 1 
?it 5fRcT ̂f?t  fr «rf»rf̂r it

 ̂  1  v̂ >rc *fti <rrfirar
srtt  % vrcer  ̂   % fit it

f2r«r*ft t̂ ftnr **< fkmx vw
wiwr̂ «rr 1  r̂«r vnsr

 ̂  n̂rrsr ̂t %r r̂ stpt «pV, f?rr«rar

«yriwft % snrr f̂  *r̂ ir̂rpft # ?f£ 

Jr3rr̂ r̂ r̂ wr?ft̂ «r̂ n  ̂j 

«ft  wf̂r nT<re«r M - ̂ r wr srvrr 

*r Jtfft ̂ 1  «ft ̂  fTT?r «fs?r *r$r 
«rtrr r̂r «t 1  snr

wrfwsff *r *nft ft  1  wwwr m & 
«̂mff tt |  1  *rrer  'snrnr ̂r 

!?vftRr mft f<trti If ̂fto «?© fft® r̂ 
fW fN vt   ̂zm  *x n$ % 

tor 123 :



315 v  Oxtrgis of , . DECEMBER 18, 3974
etc. against

"In view of the large transactions 
-and amounts of Government funds 
jmade available to the Bharat Sevak 
-Samaj, preparation of consolidated 
annual accounts duly audited by the
C. & A.G. giving an overall financial 
position of the organisation should 
be insisted upon.”

fa* tffct ft *P̂ T | :
“Here the committee would like 

to reiterate the following observa
tion made in para 51 of their 8th 
Report (Third Lok Sabha):

I t  would be advisable for the 
Government to lay down certain 
broad and healthy conventions to 
be observed by the persons hold
ing high official posts when they 
are either participants or patrons 
of non-official organisations which 
have any financial dealings with 
the Government "
*rnr ^  % .

"No Minister of the Central Gov
ernment should be associated with a 
private organisation which enters 
into contracts with departments of 
Central Government. The same 
principle should normally apply in 
•the case of private organisations 
receiving grants. If any exceptions 
are to be made, they should be made 
only with the approval of the Cabi
net.......*»

^faft? % m*ift eft tffsmra- ft
* t  gfa f ^ r

ftnrr i

tar («ft n*ro ipfo f*r«r) • 
tfy, «rrr ^  4 i

^  ^  &  Tft <ft0 qr0 i*

fa*rr fa yrrr arhf 
\
v s *  : w m fa

w z  ft :

Malpractices * 1$
Shri L. N. Mighra (I f)

"At their meeting held on 12-11*68, 
the Union Cabinet consisdered the 
summary dated 22-11-66 an d . 
approved the proposal for appoint
ment of a commission to enquire 
into the affairs of the Samaj.”

^ * 0  : ^ t f t  ?rnr
<ft apt |

* f t  wtpt  f t y i O  f w
5TRT «R STST g ^  qg fa  VM & X
% fafar % %t%mr m  *rs-r
f * T ,  %  w a r *  ^  1

* 1 *  * r » n f a r  s^ r ^ r  4 , m *  ff t  f f  
%  srszror 4  1 t R s n x  

ft w  ft «rq?fr fy  |
*nsr ^  <ft srfn^r, ^  f^ rW r , 

srre % 37$  'TfVwpT |
^  fr̂ y tirsr t t
t f t e m f t  3rr v f t  4  I f a f f t  vft- 
ffwrrfacr sfft whrr m  i 

^TT'Tffr *n r to r , ^ t r  ftfc r ? r  4  %  
s t a r  s n r *  53 - snrrnr m  

sranrr v s j  ifh c  %ar*r « ft ? r f a r  
?TFTRor f r o  * ft  g t  t o *  *
3TOT JTTflTT I ftfaq* STSRTrŴT JTft̂ rq 

T O  ^ STFcTW ^  Affair
4 1 ^fa^ 5ft
q *  a p fe s n f f t  4 f a  ^  

f a T  ^  «rrcr w i t  sr^f s t r t w  
9TRT ^TfTcIT 4  I

^nrnr% «p t o  %
% 5nft ?R9Rrr ft

tfrf?r?r t f t  4  f a  ^  2 m *  3 ^ n x  
990 mm «ft ^rf^m W f  %
'mr «rr, ^ 3% ft sft ?rf?Rr « ? n m  
fw ^ r r  fa v|fftfrnrr «?r,
^  ir i 3rtt ^  4 fa  
fa^wft fW T «rr% #fa®r m  j t

fw a r r a i« T |  K i w
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Jft W S <n .WTWir afg «i S3RT w  
5?rcnjfn $Wt, #fanr

£  f j m  $ —

“According to the statement made 
by Mr. L. N. Mishra in Parliament 
on June 2, 1071, he had resigned 
from the convenorsbip of the Kosi 
Section of the Bharat Sevak Samaj 
in May, 1957. He also stated that 
this amount ‘was sent to the various 
people concerned for the purposes it 
-was meant on the recommendations 
o f the committee duly constituted for 
the purpose’ and there was no un
accounted money left.”

t̂fhFFT f —

“Who formed the committee and 
what authority it had is not shown 
lay anything on the record nor whe
ther the payees were persons who 
could properly be the recipients of 
these moneys. Table 29-1 seta out 
in figures what was stated by Mr. 
L. N. Mishra.”

m  Xm 29
f ip r v t  w t t  f o r r w  |— trsro 
<£To ?rr— 1 ,36,306  v m , *ft sVo
T̂ To HT, sft v̂ o <fto TpHRT, ’ft®, 
sft ftps, sft

fcfr srtr v^rihnvr, «fr tttoutt

*ft fo H n nw  % ,  wf^r?T jfrpr, 
'TcT’TT— 589 WTTfa*TT
H z f* ,  *rrartepr?rf s f t f a ^ s r r -

Advances given to Eastern Side Kosi 
on  different dates for Community 
Savings Scheme and Bharat Sevak 
Samaj Work. Bank charges, postge, 
stationery etc.

SHUT JT| |  f a  *ft  fo *T apt 
W  fk m  ? 57̂  TOT fa* ^T%

(wMNrw) . . .  * * fm

«& * f* n  v tm  ; * v
iN n r #  f t  *1% 1

«ft fWH fc fr ft : w r  «ft
frpsr tot % W  sm
xn vft | ?

«ft srffR i?* *  : tftar-
r̂nt w  50%, $*t tot ^  i

«ft«raw ^
"tt ^  I —
5̂  fe«n>ft «ft $rrf $>r>—
S35T g— w fa w  ^ sn*r *B$T

t-
“Unfortunately, the records have 

not been produced before this Com
mission to show the persons to 
whom these monies were paid or 
the personnel of the Committee 
which had made the authorisation 
and the details of the works for 
which these amounts were disbursed 
are also not there.

(4) Mr. L. N. Mishra had said in 
his statement that he had given full 
accounts of the Western Embank
ment in 1963 and the accounts had 
been accepted, whether they were 
audited or not is not shown. But, in 
the absence of any contradiction of 
this statement by Goverrynent the 
Commission is unable to adjudicate 
on the correctness or otherwise of 
this Statement."

wgc. % srr*r% ^  wwrr 
fa m  ?r*nr % ?r£t qrrft

SftTCT (*W t jfftTCT) fa*TT*T % STC *f
*rq*fr srm^R ?rfaf?T T v fi  «tt 
fw m  f w  «fT 1 q ?  fix 'd  24 snrnr, 
1973 v>fa$rc«ftfam?r w rS f srepr 

1 ^  m  «rwT

"fvrN: 2 6 *rf, 1973 $ m w r 

fw m  «nc w r w



3 l9 Charges of DECEMBER 18, 1874
etc. against

[*ft WRRt fŴ TTV

fa  w r  srar sr fa ^ r  *rnpr srra, 
wrs to a w  ti\x qre «rqjT
s t o w  | , v fffa  3q*(*?r ?fWf *rcf qr 

R̂arffeRf w vm  fu r  |  # qfx-
*TT % sfar v fo iw *  T̂PRTf̂ BRT t  I 
r ft  «n€t srr^m to n r  3'H rftftr % 
*N tor tit f* r cm  srtpt qrrs* % 
farfa  * w  *pt?T f^r fa  w m n ar
% 3 f̂«RT cffcff ^ T S C  *f«R>
v^ jf % ^q-srfafa srfcf^r % 

|  qr fa r  *ft w *r ^  qrc 
* to t  1 1  ^ r qr srfafa ?t 
WTSV JTtSRT fawm (*tsft) «R 

s r to s *  z ftw  fa*?r titx t o } r t  tfta 
*n(f q r *w*n«rftr ^  fr m  ^r-
serfWfk *rf5?r tit fara% sft
t o m  shits urc«r i . . ..

i f t f s ^ w q t i a : ’m  to p r  *r*rr 
sffeftto-r ^ | — to m  w

*rtt sftap* m r  ^t w  qrar*rr |  ?

•ft ww* fŵ TTV *ra$ ft : qpyq- 
tit titx t o  3ft ^  w  |  ? 

*rar *mr*rf?T *r$t«re, ^ r 3<Hjfarf<r % 
WT ^$T— $ 33cT TfT | —

"sr^t ?rv ^ fV  *ftoT 3r fffTOcn: 
W> qfTsnr % s r to m  
s^T m m to r v t srar | ,
w i k  srto^sTfff, ^ f h r  arfanfi 
% t o t  qaf v to ra ff % mnx
vrz 3 **rfa fa  t o f t f  qx <T$*ft |
f a  **§5r: artor *f srftppm tot

vjh t  tottt % firsr q f^ K ” %
V - — -- ----f* —g v  *V fj_TORSTT *WT 3TO OTWnVT VT TOTt

*wr | i *t s m  v m  qT t o
I . , .

t f t o r  Wift («ft «fto W f) :
^fr' w r tftr a  W ? : *m  —

Malpractices 320
Shri L. N. Mishra (M)

iT?r t  fa  far w r  3fr ift^r $*n* ' 
^nr% I , w *r ^5(T v^ vw  Jr wt ? rt-  
fa rr |«rr t , it «t̂ et v^pft |  1 
$  *PHHdi | fa  Jpft $rn#hi t r  *t intr 

vf)^?ft?Tr fa fR  *r«r5r̂ rar *tt w  
t o % %  ^  3f t  q f ) f  v k  t5 ft5 *rw *T  
fit  ff , ^ T*t ??T TO5T *$ST ^ T̂HT 
^ « qT ?r^ ¥ ^ r sqk % f̂ RTTqt
| >Efh s rT ^ n to  «ft|  1 

^ ^  qjtfirmr |— w  z m x  
* r ^ r  I , 3ft * f t o  s*ftfa srpr ^ tor
^ i ^ f t ^ T O  T&U 
%  3 r f i|T  3TT ?FT f ^ T T  V^*-4<?ft ^f *TT
^e «ft o vfawrft Jr *TTrtfs?r q itoi^ fe 

q>t ^ s n ^ t  v t i  ?ft ^  
T r-^ rrft ^ ft  1

?RTqf?T : 1tHT srr
%  q»^T ^ -— 'SpsST •iT, ^Tfa^T i $ W v f
^ I f a ^ T T t  3R*

I , ^  T̂T̂ T ^=R%i tit* 3ranR 
Jr 5 3 % ^ trt^ 5 b ^  faxr 3jT ^ ?|« ftr 
^ fa  ^  rR ^ ft 5fr 3ft ^  tor

t , ^nc?r t o r  ?rm3T % $  
^ ?n f^ F  |, ^ r t o  5rt t o  
3 *«Pt ^ r  ^ .^ r  ^  ^ fa s r  

l i

«ft f t  (sfo rr) :^wnTf?r 
*r^>^r, *hcr > w  wrqs t  t  . . .

w r *rrq ^ t o  tk «rn> v r s t

r̂cr t  ?

tit fw ftw  in  : f̂t 1

fnfwfit : ITmT tBTT fHWT
w?t m *  **( tit ^ « t  ft*rr 1 3f t

t i t M t o t m  : «nf t o t
^T^TTf fa  ^ fW fS w m lN V W W F
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� �H!f';:m; ;,{r �· I � � f� 
��.rf;:m, �rcrr (ff .:i:,ii" cfiTW ..-a-'>f ;,� 
{rm 1 � fcfi., '{fcfi � �f;:cm � 
t cf� :;:f�J:of<'f"f cfil'.1 q-f��i t:1;cti1'3°;:C;B° 
cfill"c"I" cfif 1-.:tTii t, ��1i:r � �l 
:q-r;:r1' 'a.Tl\¥1 

�<frqfa- ;{i{l'�lf <l"� m.:cr �crcf. 
i::ri:n;:or it." cIT ;� 'ir t 

� �a-� fat�l' ctt-ifqll) : f.:rsi;;r ;;rr 
it �'z if cfii·� cli+f fllFT � ;;r) 2i'i.9 cli�T t 

i.f� <fi1ij'f qf ._:1:ft;;r;:rr � �i:orf;:m, +rr+rm 
� :1t)'{ cnt«r irfort;;rrrr � ofR 'ir f �.: 
cfi'T ,;r�Hf<'f"r � ;;rr 3;ftT.:rr f .:q''Ji or.:rr{ �1, 
";I�cfi'T �<i'RT ��f�� � �T �--mq
c:if"{T <fi';{."{ cfi+fffi,'f � f,:ir'1i it �!So , 11 9 
cfi1 ��·--

"The appointment of Dutta Com
mission by the Bihar Government 
to inquire into the Community 
Savings Committee. Kosi Project 
Corwtructi0n Committee and the 
advances given to the union 
leaders." 

cfi�· cfim 9Tcf ;, • l=ql:f f�r..: cfi"T mcfi'P: 
;rr,:T, l<.l'�- 0rir oll;::P=of<:1T nu �� i:m:r� 
if ;,f) W19 cfiP:fcJT� '-fi'T <T� ';I�cfiT � � 
f�<rr ?--- �� t;'\J ff� ! 

- .... 
• .. · �-...-.�.., 

SH:!U PILOO MODY: Are you chal-
lenging the ruling of the Chair? 

SHRI D. P. DHAR: I am not chal
lenging the ruling at all. I also do 
not want Mr. Mody to provoke a 
discussion on this question. The only 
thing is that whatever it may be, I am 
just making a Guhmigsion for your 
consid�ration and for the consideration 
of Mr. Vajpayee that whatever refer
ences have been made in the C'ommis
sion :report to any other body, whether 
it be the Dutta Commission or any 
otller body, certainly, they can be 
2988 LS-11 

Shri L. N. Mishra (M) 

b1ought within the purview of the 
discussion in this House, but no� a!'.y 
ofoer body wh:ch has not been men
tioned in th'e report of the Commission. 

SHRI HAMENDRA SINGH BANE
RA: He is challenging the ru1ing. H'Jw 
can he do t;:iat? 

SHRI D. P. DHAR: I would beg you 
not to feel provoked. I am only mak
ing a submission. 

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Let me 
rnoke it clear that Shri L. N. Mishra 
wanted the Bihar Government to 
,3cuttle the Datta Commission and 
with the help of Shri Bhola Pasw.in 
Shastri he accomplished it. 

SHRI L. N. MISHRA: What are you 
talking? lt is nonsense. 

SHHI D. P. DHAR: I might agn:e 
1:irnt the hon. Member is entitled lo 
draw any conclUi'.,ion about the dis
sc,lution of the Dutta Commission, but 
we are not competent to discuss any 
resolution or make it the basis for any 
of our discuGsion here. 

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: This is 
a motion involving Mr. L. N. Mishra. 
Mr. D. P. Dhar is nobody to reply on 
his behalf. The Minister is present 
and he should reply. (Interruption) 

No, no. Thii3 is a motion against Shri 
L. N. Mishra. his misconduct and im
proprieties in connection with the 
Kosi project. Therefore, the only per
son who can speak as far as the 
Cabinet Minister ii:, concerned is Mr. 
L. N. Mishni. We would tole�ate hi, 
a.trocious language, but he should 
speak. 

mnef� ll'�� : lj' �f'..;r;r � "!cfiT t I 
'>l'Tm i!'crfi � if;- m=t it cfi"Qr B" 'llT 
3,f<f'<: '-fit{ 't!:fi� f � ::;mrr � err it '3'�t 
.:tq; ;:nff UcFm � 1 �fcfi,, mir s� m<i 
<fiT fo�r;:;r "{i f<fi ;;i-r 'llT<:cr icrfi �'Jf 
� ITT�cfi ;:r�l �m � ";I�cfit mer .r 

<'1Trt I 



323 Charge* of DECEMBER 18, 1974
etc against

«TT WCTT RljTTCI wnrwT: ansprr 
r&h f m  HSF5T I  V ltfa KTRxT f a *  
w ^ r  «P> T̂Tarr $m ^nf%»r

m  nTTf̂ JT  ̂ fa^T ft I 
■3*r ’fa  «F> WTTcT fa*F *raT3T *  fagt 
^  fasTTOT ft I 5*tf*rit $  *ft ^T TT 

3*FTT 7̂?cTT «TT I %fa?T
«ft ^  *  nrrsft fa«r aft % fisnrn; ?ft 
*frtnr t^ t  ft i sfV r̂l̂ rer 
*> *>ft T s^ rn  ft i
V t fa$F  tptfWT* WV&

fafte ft i v n  wr f<*ft£ T it  
3r?t ?rgt ft ? »prr ?fr 4ft £ M t  
% *8% *i*ft ^ i r  ft ? v% jtttptt 
gn?T ^3T «tt i *mft qrfTTft^rr ^ t ^  
h t»w t  ft 5fliT *ft srfacr v t t t t ^  f*r«r 

apfaft «TfnfT3RT n w fajfT  *# ft—

sft l t °  tfto m  m *  irfZtfcff
spSt# % «TR?r f a ?  5RRR JTT*T f?WT 

eft ^ T ’CTT’T I

«ft ffsw Iw^fO wrai*faft : urn r̂
f a v  m r z  % v f v f t w  v t m  
% fm  i vtaft trfxvhnTT % aft 
2r i * m  t o w  \ <w «n-
* *  «T7 ftrfF  ^  l& u rft  ?t f?RTT
t a r  i **l€t *Pt faft* *rm^ ft i 
aftf% &  ^ r  * t f t  ^r s w t  | i

? m  STFT ?T5̂ T| 5TPFTT
^ t  ft eft sptf -sft̂ Y in
TOsff ft I

*ft *to tfto «R WTW> 3ft VT
ijtstt far^vr sprr ft i sn^rcft ^f^nr 
spT *rws a? *nf>*re m »¥ vrmr 
»TtrR % r?rwfTr?r % m ?  rr^c^n- 
% 3i® T|t »rf ft- t  ^  ar
art f>, irsrft r̂r %ti fr%
% fa n : 1 1  Mt^t fsnj *trt fn 
?nr.5rr vzh  ^  ft i m r  
'^rr^r « h r  % | \

MoXpractices 324
Shri L. N. Mishra (M )

W W % «l5h W  «TTCf ^RT3T.
% ftrsrfa% % ^ft r4t f̂ St q m
^ V f  $ fa  ? T O  t  ^  Sf t̂ 

f

«ft ?twt qrraftrt : ^ f l ■
*FT Hr̂ fT q-JTT̂  % ^ T  V

fm i m  ^ r  t o r  «rr ’

«ft «>o q>o «TT : 5ff»PC f̂rspTT 4?TT 
?rrr ft *rccr m ;  »TRT3r k  ift
w\r ^  t^sp T̂RTST WT̂ ft tft̂ FTT 
% sn^ n 5BT?t̂ f̂t ?T SFfT g eft SIN w r r  
T ?  ^  ft I

«ft 5H??r r̂ fTTft gTRf^ ft : t  5TR^I
wriff̂ R- wr̂ »rr 1 W t ?  *r ft
f^F^r TT m'T^t sTfTT'TT f  I 
Tft^f gnr?T ^t T^t ft 3TT ?^t ? *?fV 
55ftfcnr*r ^ft^f ¥t wt?t v*?t
ft f v f t i  % *ft ft 1

?ft¥# apt facHTT t̂pTT faqT P̂TT
f t  * r m  f s r r o r  vr fvfti #  f t  1

^HPT S^RT ^ t  fe n  5TT H’fcfT | ? 
f^ n  ?TcT % STTOT r̂®T WR ?T *pt I 
^  f r i t i  &ft | f  ft 1 v r  *r  ̂
^  W>T VWT ^  I  fa

?r#t ffsp?r ft 1

«ft t̂ To x&o f5r«r w t

f m ft 1

«ft wr?r fa^rft «mr^ft : ?rrr to

1 t  ^  1

?R ?TT^ *Ft *TF£T ^  ft I ^
^t 3TT̂  ^JTTft ^T T f ft 1

«ft tfto gr̂ T ?np ^ f t  m  
ft ̂ TTtT jft ?ftr it tP h  f^panr s r  

ft 1 % m  ^  ^ft| fft q^r $* grr(Ni 
ft <
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*TST% WTWft ** 
ft, Tprr w wm wsr* t i 
W  W  -?J ?? TTZ ?rr ?i 7 

faw vr ssrnrr % *is a t o t  t, 
^  aptffrR % *rr«r ?nft t  i 

oHTSf s r t  vr  %*»«? far <*̂ Hr syra
^ 5T JT ir ?? f- fsp -jfr v&vp
m r*  b̂t f^ jp r - f f^  *r rrf»r*r f t  

^r t p t  i sprfsn  

-sprrg- tit «:fT»r t e f^ w  *r?> f  f»r 
*r*n r̂ r r  »tt t t *t ^rr^r *p t p  ^ 

^rf?Fr ^  *  3^  -sr *?
^T^-q^frr7? ^r fa n 7
T fft  STfl STT-fr f  I I * } *  Jfrr  ‘ tw = R R  
{RPJ j ?  V-r ? p i ?  r  » “ ilr^T

T'-TTp- Tfl”  ?*rfTn  <i=i?F' 
*FT«pfl tit *n*T«n?T Tl 
spffrln T  JTi4 ?7T f^FTT f  I

sft wseh fi^rrfr r a fo f t . 5m w n
£ I t  « t  m&z w  t ?  ?  zr? s i m  
*$ tft **r *r*ra ^  f  i * j^ h  *r? 
fo t£  jfifr f  w r  rr -3?f!t% 

tit j*\ Tst ?  i fcr 
128 « r f  U 9  «tt spspr i w r  2

srt? ? m  * t  r f  ^  ?
fspr^T >rqr-qT fOT VTT T̂F’i  eqrfspT 
f 'T W  «r, ^ s t t  ?  i srt* ^  
^ r  *T*rr f t  rrfzit&tf r v it  tit W re  
*r w  **> »rf ?  i t t  ^  
^  ? i

PROF NARAIN CHAND PARA
SHA R (Hamirpur). On a pomt of 
order We have to determint whether 
the Estimates Committee Report can 
he quoted In the Report, if it has not 
been mentioned or quoted, then it c«m 
not be referred to here Let us find 
that out.

«wfFtfw«H?ta*r $«TUnrfcfr*T f*rrr 
W f f  w i t  g  h  w m  qnw w i w  %

f ^ F r f ? T %  * w  *(& * r  -4 >  v,
% <pm fTV-fTTsr 3 f?fr m » T T  ? T >  * 3 »l«F t

i % f * n r
j f f t  ^ ? r  f R ?  s r a m  * t  w * f v
« f t  ? r f ? r f r r  - r m ? r ^  M  I ’ m  «r w p  ^
cff rsrg- ?  I

^ s r a s f i n n f f r ^ s m i f t  ? r « n # T  
VfiT&T T ’ T  *T3" ' P  # 2 *  T T  TTTT ? fT f  
tit 5TTT r ' t  ! r r r i r  ^  5 T ?r
H i f r  ?tt  7 f r  I1 i ^ t  ^
^ n f t ^ R  ^  T T R  T T  ?  o r  ^  ’  
^Ft^fV 5 T T W  T  f T *  *T ^ 1T  -5fT 
f  i w  w t  ^ t  Urn s n  ;fr * P ^
f ? •sr^7  f w r  ^ tt
?  i ^ *1 1  t ( w * w O

n  'it T O r q a f t  ^  
g r i  5 ff?5r  %  » r r « f  T i i ’ T r  ?  $  ’ f i f t
w n  f  T*r ^  ^  5p V ? t p  3 ^ 1  

?fr i

« f t  SKTPT a r n m t  w r q  t n p
efjr R-fr̂ T̂ ^ ^  ‘3 ^  ^
3STFTVT w f t  tit f c f^ T  I W

? p ? f t ? n T  ^  \mxi * rr7  4 T 7 rT  
ypTR ^ *T* x  g v

? T > n q f r f  tit
fv t T T ?  t t f p c r  5 n r * r  w s r  %  *  1 1

^  v f t  I?— ' f 7 ^  ’s t t h  
f i ?  c f r f t ^ r  ^ rrT ) T T ^ a r n r f t  
m»  f ?  f r ^ « r  w n r  i *rft
zrm rtt w> $ ^tTh 5Ct*tt̂ t
%  5r st’ t t f i  * n  ?  3 h h

g rsn frr % i < T t f^  ^ )3 r  
%q-7 ^ n r ^ f r f ^ T t  I wit# * zrj J 
3  s r R r T T  f  f T  ? T R f  ^  
^ W t F n T T  t  I t  m  v r r ^  w w
^  ^  n g f e r  f i #  ^  I ,
i p r  v r t S t  * u ?  t f t  |  i
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m m  fwsrft
^  fr wzr | fa  f h  sprtft qn 
*f?r f̂tf«r?r $ 1 f  ^ r r  %  
urnsr - q ^  m m  q r  faspp- i ?r* 
srr *rr^  w. i «w  «rs 
1 1%  *rnr m v r  *arar ?rm^r ^  ssrmT 

!f t #  t o  w hft % ?rt ir 
*?> , f ^ r  «ft trf̂ Tcf SfFWJT ( w  %

*T fe "T «ft * f t  *T f ^  I

«ft st* <ft«> * r  • *w> wfart
s f r r o  T1 ?TTĝ T  f  «TB *£* * m ip : 
•FT 5T>W | I *ft 
^ r  ^iTR r *ft ^rrsr-qwr^r *pr *rr?ft 
ff, f^FPFT fsr^TT sft <9TmX %
tfTO- I  I 3fr qnftPR 5RT
^  W  ^fararc q?- « r t  f a  *f t  ’ t o t f t  
* r w f t  to ttt  ft «rrccf foqr *Prnr 
’f t  f ir ft  fc, ?T^ftrr?r stfr -wt^- 
q ^cm r f t  i s rt^ f?  v r  ^ f a i r  
sft 5TRqjft q>T*TT ?h ? , ~1? <TT \9fJ7 
W fT f c  5PT s r t w  *qr ,

«ft ITCSI f̂ grrcV *T8ffcrt : *PTT nr3fr 
sft s f t w  f  I

«ft tfto «ft° «TT s f t W  fft inp ^t 
I ,  srfa^r t ^t  7̂?ftsfnT ^r 
^ et q r  Hf't t  i wttct fcjsr sram <ft 
'3ft T*P*ffiT ^rf^T f t  t* ^ r  ^  I W  

| i *TFFft*r srswr
q*p ^  *r ĵ«rf?FrT t ,  fmsn* 
% $  W F T fW^TCT ^TSrfT 1  I

w r o ftr  n ® w  w f t  tft ^
% q^ r  t  f m  *rs g fa
«fr ^ r W t  ftw  vtafr s f t w  *rr f ^  
*pr t£  !• w r  ^ ttt »n"7cr
t r w  ?rRT3r *ft ^ar-^ar ^  f stt «rr n^t i

**« «^o VC arraprqT ^  | fa  
q«F sfr^w «?r < 

q#r«rrfe  w ?  % m z  ?rt qr̂ r ?nfT ^p*

w f t  t» ?rsrtfa v t  q r̂r v cvw
% T O T  I  l ^s z s f N N ^  «PT
cT5[faTT *PT  ̂ J, ^ T  ^ iz  Vt
^ f ’Scrmrc ^ ?rV "aw f̂t ^t<n^4?fr 
-3m  5tt ?w?ft 1 1  * m  %2r t  ^ w r  
rrap cjj^fdft trnfirrOTFr t , fsrenft
to t^ - ?ft t o t t t  r̂ f  ® 1 ^et%
^^TTfe ^ F t ^ t? f t# ^ % « p n T  f w  » 
(«qw«rr#r) % ^  r̂gcTT fa  ^ T  W IT  
^  f*»T 1 sfr̂ T ^q% ?^t ftff
^ ? ( w f R )  f t  «rq$r ^ r  f  i

«ft ar%wc f w  ( ^ tt̂ r k ) 
sp|r wq% ^ r  r̂̂ rsr r̂t

1 1  t t j  ^q% ?r^t fta- |,
f*T«T vt ^nr q7T f^rr ^  1 ^ T  

q^ q?cr t , ^ r  ^q% |> sttct 

t  1
SHRI D. P. DHAR: 1 am taking the 

liberty of talking to a reasonable 
Member of this august House and that 
1 ? why T want him to draw the distinc
tion between the affairs of the Bharat 
Sevak Sama] and the affairs of the 
Kosi project as they fell within the 
■jurisdiction of the State Government 
of Bihar and, therefore, State Assem
bly The two are different

W  W  ^ p r  KFtfrr ^  ?T> f t f  
faWcT ^  ^tft f

flSTWfa KWr ’Sft ^ 3 ^
^  »r tr?r*rf?r ^ «rtr amr ft- 

^qHVOsrfWt % fa  ftnr ?P>5fV
srt#«R: t̂t ?rfr fw * i?r ?$  ft, ^ r r  
V*R£*RFT T̂RfT ’B’̂ TTsr % 
f ’STT t ,  <ft ^  «ft?T | *

^  WE?r fiffrft wnrtwt : t
fsppJrsrft % i m m w $  i ^  
f^TTTEfhr ft, «ft r^ «  «^o f?r«r
q r  v r W I » ^  «rr^rf
5 fs?  ^  apifNpr % ?r%#«r?r % 
h #  ?>ft t ,  irfafww 1ft ***m  
It i
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f  T O  f  —

3TT0T
*rr qf*ft fa  v f w r o  

stfrrffatfiftafrrsi qf^nT % 
f^TN? 6 *n»*a 1973 sf&fl % *Rf

$t »wr 1 * rcm t
s ^ fa w f  #  i m  t * ;  v r e s f a n  i m v i f a r  

m a t  3*  vfrrffr % H*wi wr sr% *rr 

in f m* ft w  fan  n*n 1”

% fva ^  % fa  2 *rnsr 
1 0 same * t  *rm*rr sflr wfaEr ^ r w r

*  g 1 «ft r̂f̂ rar * r w i  ft?«i t v  
wr*T**ft % vrsw wra'f** | 1 5 
*r -sftST *n3r % \ % fa* 1 95 9  % m  
m4*rfo*
^  q|[ ^  3  fa*T$V
? f a v f a a * r ^ r ^ i * * m  aftqrcr<Tfc«ra 

|?rr ?i> % * f a  3  t o t  v?qw

§ s r  ^  ift^ rF T  aisfrr * t  %zr $  

t o  % v f t o  s i  « « i f a  
i v v n t x r t *  m T H f t m t f f  t v  ^  

m v i f t  « r a r  $ ,  v r i l i f t  * ¥ * r r ?  5t 

f w r a  f o m r  g fa  3  fiwft v t  
^ f r a  r v s r  iS r fa v iw y

s r a w s i  f a  v N * f a s  s frn r* *  * >  

^ i f a r  |  w  * >  v p t o  ®pt ^  * pto*f  

w r * t o r » arc t o t  sreffn? ^  i 

*r |  w r fa r  wrvfer * t e r m  

w  i m  miH fa  * 3  ?T$f ^
$  !* $ fw r r

Tff HWVfc *w *n  . * $ ,  * v

* r w  * t m  v  vny? 1

« f t  w m  f c g r f t  w n f a f t :  ^  ^
% * *  v * n r  I ,  *n n : * f w  vqrrar 

<tar w  a >  *m  < t  n#  «Hn

<!• W f W  W  W W t i f r f  < w
I

«ft vCTrftr^w TvW t

snpfim r i ^  ^ r V  «??r ^  ngt *w% 
f  i * s  v w a r r t R f Y s n ^ s R ^ I  1

vrfsiT ^  % arre ^  5? w t
^  f  ? w i  * 5  f v m  aft ?6\fa *> 
^ r n n : ^ |  ?
% m . 5T?Tl ^ € t  an v^sft | ? v  
5«p| ^  * $ 3 r f c « * « t Q 5 r
^ r ^ T f ^ i  ^^ ftT s»T 5ft% ?pftv^n- 
a* fv  W3T 'TfTf^qftr 3  3*  *> f«W 

SHRT ^  *X  w tft
m l  u lr  w rti *n& f t  ^ ft  sftuefy 

»ndV *tm iX  
vifim  1

SHRI B. R. SHUKLA (Bahraich): 
Ma  Chairman, Sir. for the past lew 
months, witch-hunting and character 
MBaaination have been the obfebsion 
of some hon. Members of the Opposi
tion. Failing in their attempt to assail 
the policy and principles of the ruling 
party they have now started to assail 
the character of distinguished Mem
bers of the ruling party. Now, you 
have learnt nothing but to laugh and 
ridicule. Now, this charge against 
Shri L N Mishra is based 
presumably on certain portions 
of the Report of the Kapui Commis
sion. Before I go into the various 
aspects of the allegations made against 
Shri L  N Mishra I would like to 
draw the attention of the hon. Mem
bers of this House to ceitain portions 
o f the Report On Page 103, in Paia
29,129 it rtays

“The Commission wishes to 
express no opinion on the various 
allegations made whether against 
the persons named in these state
ments or anv one p1*?p ”

Then, further, l would like to draw 
the attention of this hon House to 
Page HO, Para 29.147

“But as has been said above, the 
evidence is not complete to enable 
the Commission to give a deftnita
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finding. All it can do is to point out 
the points which lequire elucidation. 
The Commission would also like to 
observe that it was the duty of the 
convenor to produce the accounts at 
least to prove and corroborate the 
factum of proper expenditure of the 
moneys . ”

It fujthei says.

* The statement shows that Mr. L 
N. Mishra had ceased to be the con
venor. *. .in 1957, but he continue to 
be associated with the Kosi section 
As has alieady been stated. Mr. 
Mishra had stated that he rendered 
the accounts to the convenor of the 
Eastern Embankment committee 
which had been duly accepted by 
the Committee But it is unfortu
nate that the Bharat Sevak Samaj 
has refused to produce its records 
before this Commission 01 even 
produce them before the Govern
ment of Bihar ”

From aU this, it is cleai that no 
categorical 01 definite finding has been 
drived at by Mi Kapur in hre volu
minous report which may go to sho'tf 
that any chaige or any allegation has 
been proved against Mr L N Mishra 
Therelotp my tubmission is that 
according to the terms oi the lepori, 
it requires further elucidation on 
creitam points which could not be 
substantiated because of lack of evi
dence bfeore the Commission

Now what was the position? Hon, 
n'cmbers of the Opposition have con
tused the i»sue The point at issue was, 
who was responsible for rendeiing 
accounts of the moneys advanced by 
the Central Government to the BSS” 
Money was allocated for construction 
works in the river 0f  sorrow, that is, 
Kosi, in the Kosi project In orde* 
to enlist the enthusiasom of the local 
people, the BSS was entrusted with 
propaganda work and also to eliminate 
the role of contractors who wanted to 
tnke the work of construction on a 
•profit motive basis Therefore, the

woik was entrusted to local pancha-
yati>, to local labour co-operatives and 
also to unit leaders By agreement 
these agencies which were entrusted 
with the woita oi constiuction agreed 
that a certain poition out of the con
tractual money would be deposited in 
a Community Saving Fund that would 
be Utilised tor the purpose of the local 
people The position oi Mr. L. N 
Mishra in the entire project was that 
toi some tune he was the convenor 
and probably from 1959 to 1963, h» 
acted an the Treasuiei

in any case of embezzlement or 
misappropriation of iunds 01 falsifica
tion of accounts, thiee issues primarily 
arise; first, who received the money, 
for what purpose the money was 
e n tit le d  to him, whether the work 
entrusted was done m accordance with 
the directions or not, and if the work 

not done according to specifics 
tions and dn ections where the mone> 
has gone, whether the persons entrust
ed with it ha& given a reasonabl 
account ot the expenditure or he had 
not done the work as he was directed 
to do The work was entrusted to thr 
BSS The money was Igiven to Mr 
Mishia thiough cheques and drafts 
He made payments by means of 
cheques and drafts He was respons* 
I'lo foi tendering accounts to the BSS 
or to the Community Savings Fund 
Committee, and that he has done. H** 
has said on oath before the Commis
sion that he had rendered the account 
Even in that report it has beten noted 
by Mr Kapoor that Mr. Gu>zarila! 
Narida himself had admitted it. The 
Commission says that Mr. Nanda had 
i><en the accounts but those accounts 
were not produced before it If the 
accounts wrere not produced before the1 
Commission of enquiry by Bharat 
Sevak Samaj the blame cannot be late 
at the door of Mr L. N. Mishra be
cause he was not responsible accord
ing to the terms of reference. Accord
ing to the agreement between the 
Saving Fund Committee and the Trex- 
sttofrr, he wan net orily liable to recount 
to the Committee. Then he wrote a 
letter to the Convenor o f that Com
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mittee The Convenor of that Com
mittee wrote ba<* a letter saying that 
nothing was due from the side oi! Mr.
1 N Mishra that he had given '« 
(omplcfe anrf m ired account, and Hi' 
convenor also placed on record, the 
services rendered by him. The matter 
ends then If the hon. Members are 
w ry  enthusiastic in i»uppoit of a pub>ic 
cause in demanding the removal of 
hon. Minister Mishra they should "have 
come with a categorical allegation: so 
much amount was given to h»m and 
that amount has not been spent in tne 
manner in which he was directed to 
spend. Nothing of th'e sort has come 
forth. Therefore my submission is 
that *,11 these allegations and wishper- 
ing campaign in direct and Indirect 
form are nothing but futile attempts 

denigrate the personality of Shri 
L N. Miehra.

I do not want to defend him on the 
basis that he is a distinguished leader 
and the Member of the Cabinet. I 
want to confine my remarks only to 
the conclusions and findings arrived 
at by the Commission itself. There is 
nothing in the report of the Commis
sion which goes to show that he wa* 
in any way responsible for embezzle
ment or falsification of the account in 
the entire episode. Then why ig he 
made the target of attack in season 
and out of season and inside Parlia
ment and outside Parliament? The 
reasons are obvious. Those who 
could inflict a smashing defeat on the 
opposition all combined, thej 
become the target of attack The 
opposition parties forget their princi
ples and policies . *«. (Interruptions) .
I do not want to know who defeated 
you or who defeated him, but I know 
that opposition groups are a micro
scopic minority in the House. They 
were given the first innings in 1971 to 
play. They were not only defeated 
but werte routed. In 1972 again they 
were given a second innings to ploy 
but they were again routed. Failing 
in those attempts they have resorted 
to character assassination because if 
they Attack our policy nobody is 
going to listen to Ifeem and they

would get no publicity in the Press 
or Platform. If you begin to criticise 
our principles and policies you will 
be dividing yourself because the CPM 
has got one set of policies, the 
Swantantra has another set of poli
cies and the Jan Sangh has got third 
/set of policies. You forget your 
policies conveniently in order to forge 
a common grand alliance ag&inst u& 
who are marching with the masse 
and who are progressive m out look.

SHRI PILOO MODY: In your Gov
ernment Shri Malviya has one policy, 
Shu Jagjivan Ram has another policy 
and Shnmati Indira G&ndhi has a 
thud policv

SHRI B R. SHUKLA; You would 
have shone m^re brilliantelr by 
sticking to onr seat instead of going 
m the company of those who have 
nothing to do with you

SHRI PlUOO MODY: I do not want 
to live in borrowed light.

SHRI B R. SHUKLA: I am inter
rupted so much It means that my 
voice has some effect on them. Other
wise, I would not have been so much 
interrupted.

This House could have utilised its 
piecious time m discussing many 
mote important and urgent matters 
than confining its attention for the 
whoU oi this session to Shri Tulmohan 
Ram and in character assassination at 
the Prime Minister and Shri L. N, 
Mishra, who ks dynamic and progres
sive in outlook. He is a stout politician 
who can smash all the opposition 
combined.

SHRI SOMCHAND SOLANKI 
(Gandhinagar): Sir. I support the
motion moved by Shri Jyotirmoy 
Bosu regarding the Kapur Commis
sion of Inquiry into the affairs of 
Bharat Sevak Samaj in connection 
with the Kosi project. In the begin
ning, Mr. Madhukar said that this 
motion is politically motivated. He



(Shri Somchand Solanki).
Mid something correct and something 
false. Mr. Dhar said;

wtsit tft fft?n 5 1

I want to give an example. So 
many passengers are travelling in a 
train without tickets. One person is 
caught by the ticket collector and he 
says, “So many are travelling without 
tickets." The ticket collector will 
Bay, “First of all, you are responsible. 
You must either pay or go to jail." In 
the same manner, there is nobody in
volved in anything said against any 
member in the opposition party. It 
is only a scandal against Shri L N. 
Mtehra, He is the hero of the scan
dal and so it is necessary to say even 
more than what we have to say 
against Shri L N Mishra.

This session is full of scandals and 
it has created a good alliteration in 
thjg House it has created good 
music irnd song in the House Th 
word ‘scandal starts with ‘S’ and orHs 
with ‘L’ ‘L' means Lalit Narain
Mishra; it is not difficult to And that 
out.

This Commission was appointed by 
the Government of India and Justice 
Kapur was the Chairman. Instead of 
6 months, the Commission took moie 
than 4 years to complete its work 1 
want to discuss the activities of the 
Bharat Sevak Samaj regarding the 
Kosi Project. As regards the cons* 
truction work of the Kosi project, it 
was decided that the instrumentality 
for the construction was to be the 
ordinary contractors and the agency 
executing it was to be the Central 
P.W.D. Later on it was decided that 
the operation and the construction 
work should be done through public 
cooperation and for that purpose, the 
Bharat Sevak Samaj was selected 
The plea taken was that it will elimi
nate the contractors, who would only 
Nave it for profit motive.

On page 82 it is mentioned:

“A  matter which must be men*
tiontd at this stage is that the cost
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through contractors Including 
amenities given to the woi,kera 
came to Rs. 34 per thousand eft, 
and what is called voluntary labour 
(Shramdanies) cost the department 
Rs. 59 per thousand eft. on the 
western side and Rs. 41|6 00 the 
eastern side.”

The execution of this work by this 
voluntary organisation, BSS, hiss cost 
more than what it would have cost 
through contractors.

17 hrs.

When this agency was selected, the 
Kosi Project Administrator, Shii T. P. 
Singh, said that he was doubtful as 
to the political parties agreeing to this 
work being done by BSS, which had 
been nominated by the Union Home 
Minister, Shri G L. Nanda to take 
charge of public cooperation. In this 
connection, I want to quote the find
ings of the Commission, which states 
on pa^e 81 what I have m^nlioritJ 
above It further says:

‘ This show.* that before the 
scheme wa« discussed, the Union 
Minister had chosen the Bharat 
Sevak Samaj for the purpose of 
promotion of public cooperation and 
the other political parties were not 
willing to participate or cooperate 
with the Samaj.”

Moi eover, it may be mentioned here 
that regarding bungling etc. the CPI 
had submitted a memorandum, high
lighting the bungling to the Central 
Government and the Central BSS to 
get the accounts of the cash unit of 
the Samaj checked but it wag refused 
on the plea that the money belonged 
to the samaj and not to any indi
vidual pei son In this connection, I 
would like to quote the observations 
of the Commission, which says on 
page 104:

But it is rather astonishing that 
in spite of the criticisms both in 
Bihar Assembly and in Parliament, 
these accounts have been kept back 
by the Samaj and have 001 been 
produced either before the Central
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Bharat Sevak Samaj or before this 
Com aisston.”

On page J.05 it is mentioned:
“In this statement dated June 2, 

1971, made in the House of the 
people Mr. L. N. Mishra said that 
he had reseigned from the Kosi 
Section Convenership in May, 1957 
and that he was authorised to with
draw from the Community Savings 
Fund for various construction works 
on the Western side of Kosi and had 
withdrawn Rs. 2.10 lakhs in two 
instalments, which wa8 sent to 
different people for construction 
purposes, and that this money was 
sent on the recommendation of a 
committee duly constituted for the 
purpose and no part of the money 
withdrawn had remained un
accounted for.”

These records have not been produced 
before this Committee to show the 
persons to whom these moneys weie 
paid. So, the report says:

“Unfortunately, the records have 
not been produced before this Com
mission to show the persons to 
whom there monies were paid or 
the personnel of the committee 
which had made the authorisation 
and the details of the works for 
which these amounts were dis
bursed are also not there.”

It clearly shows that everything is 
not above board. Shri L. N. Mishra 
did not expose himself for scrutiny 
by the Commission to decide whether 
there was bungling. Does it not 
throw some suspicion on the conduct 
of Shri L. N. Mishra that he hag has 
not come forward to state to whom 
the money was paid?

SHRI L. N. MISHRA: I have fur
nished that. It is in the report.

SHRI S. M. SOLANKI: Lastly. 1 
am very sorry to say that a Commis
sion was appointed with Mr Justice 
Dutta as Chairman to go into the 
conduet of Shri I*. N. Mishra. As far 
as the Kosi unit of Bharat Sevak

Samaj waa concerned, Mr. U  If. 
Mishra was afraid of exposure and, 
therefore, he pulled down the Gov
ernment of Mr. Karpuri Thakur and 
succeeded in getting a State Gov
ernment of his choice installed. This 
was the role played by Mr. L. N. 
Mishra. To protect himself from ex
posure, he tried and got the Bihar 
Government changed.

There is a series of scandals where 
Mr. L. N. Mishra is involved, He 
must boldly come out and prove 
before the House that he has not done 
anything in this regard. We have 
produced before the House many 
documents, including the CommiSr 
sion’s report.- Instead of remaining 
in the Government shamelessly, he 
must resign from the Government 
Let him prove before the House that 
he is innocent and he has not done 
anything. I am sorry, Mr. L. N. 
Mishra is only arguing. Let him 
prove that he has not done anything.

PROF. NARAIN CHAND PARA- 
SHAR (Hamirpur); Mr. Chairman, 
Sir, it is in the interest of the discus
sion that one or two issues are 
clarified. One is about the lerms of 
reference of the Commission.

The Commission was appointed 
under the Commission of Inquiry Act, 
3952 to do a particular job, and <1*° 
teinrus ol refei(>nce, uccoiding to the 
Commission’s own findings, were 
vague and indefinite. I would not 
comment on the working of the Com
mission, but I would refer to the 
specific nature of the task which w^a 
assigned to the Commission by *h? 
Government In this connection I 
would like to refer to an answer given 
by the then hon. Minister for Agri
culture, Shri Jagjivan Ram on 22nd 
March, 1968. The question was 
asked by Shri Kanwarlal Gupta. His 
reply was:

“The inquiry is only limited to 
the loans, grants and advances 
given by the Central Government 
to the Bharat Sevak Samaj. Hie 
grants, loans or other assistance 
from the State will not cover the
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jurisdiction of the Kapur Commis
eion

It ib dear that the Kosi Piojtct 
was being executed foi a long period 
with two type*. of assistance one 
coming from the State Government 
and the other given irom the Cential 
Government' but channelised through 
the Bharat Sevak Samaj The Com- 
irviBsvon of Inquiry which was set up 
under Justice Kapur was only for one 
specific task, that is, the Central 
Government money in the shape of 
loans, grants and othei assistance 
which was given to the Bharat Sevak 
Samaj No responsibility can be taken 
for the money given to the State 
Government because it was not ear
marked by the Central Government 
for being given to the Kosi Project 
by the State It was given a8 a 
grant to the State Government, and 
the State Government was at perfect 
liberty to do anything with it they 
could spend it on the Kosi Project 01 
they could spend it on roads or any
thing else Theiefore, we have to be 
very precise and specific about what 
the terniB of reference are, what the 
Commission of Inquiry was supposed 
to do In that connection I have 
referred to the reply given Dy Shri 
Jagxvan Ram, who was then m 
charge of the Agriculture poitfolio

The Kosi Project was a novel ex
periment It was expected to be 
completed m a much longer time 
than was done in other words, it 
was completed sooner than was ex 
pected The agency of the Bharat 
Sevak Samaj was brought in ordu 
to help the people of Bihai who wen. 
suffering from the ravages of the 
Kosi nver which is populaily Known 
as the River of Sorrow The Bh<ua# 
Sevak Samaj was helpful in reducing 
the cost as well as the time period 
which was required to execute it 
According to my information, the 
original estimate of the Project was 
Rs. 115 crores and it was executed at 
a tost o f Rs 6 5 crores It was ex 
pected to be completed in 1980, but 
it was completed in 1958 It only
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shows that thee work of Bharat Sevak 
feamaj and the work of all those 
people who were there were verj 
helpful weie m the interest Of the. 
project, m the interest of the State* 
Government, m the interest o f the 
public, in the interest of the welfare 
of the people of this country

Now I come to the particular point 
which has been hammered »ga*n and 
again, i e ,  the iole of Shn I* N 
Mishra m this has been a leading 
Member of the Bharat Sevak 
and from a praticular date he resigned 
from the ConVenership of the State 
Unit But he continues to be the 
Treasurer of the Community Savmg? 
Fund In that connection the Govern
ing Body of the Bhaiat Sevak Samaj 
the State Unit or the Central body has 
the liberty or authority to authanse 
anybody to diaw or disburse or spend 
any amount of money that it may 
thmk proper m that context It is 
normally accepted that if somebody 
becomes a Member of Parliament and 
if he is a member of any social orga
nization or cultural organization he 
does not sever his connection and that 
is also not centemplated under the 
Societies Registration Act under which 
the Bharat Sevak Samaj is registered 
Secondly, it is also the responsibility 
of the central Bharat Sevak Samaj and 
it is in that connection we would call 
him mto account I would invite your 
kind reference to the reply given by 
Shri Gulzari Lai Nanda to the refern, 
cos made by the commission Shri 
Gulzan Lai Nanda was called upon to 
explain and he is reported to have 
said that he was satisfied with ttoe 
accounts as they were shown to him 
Shri Nanda was the light of this im
portant agency known as Bharat 
Sevak Samaj and his reply I will 
quote efor clarification

41 would like to place before the
Commission

Shri Nanda war> appearing before the 
Kapur Commission

“ a submission in regard to the
scope of the inquiry if  the Central

Malpractices 340
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Government has given a loan co the 
State and is charging interest also 
and the State Government has given 
money to any organization, no in
quiry can be made into the working 
of that organization but ouly in.to 
the warking of the State." 

He, however, added·: 

"The monies that were give11 to 
the Bihar Government were not r>ar
marked to Kosi. Under the Plan 
already certain amounts were allo
cated for irrigation and the� were 
divided among the various State,'3 
and the State of Bihar got �ts share 
in this way, in the form of loans 
which were given in a lump-sum re
payable by the Sl.:it2 Government." 

Now, Shri L.  N .  Mishra also m one 
of the letters sent to Shri Laxmi N:i.ra
yan Jha has clearly stated that the 
accounts of the amount involving Rs. 
2.10.000 have been r·endered. 

�ow, after all this, we have to see 
how far the hon. Minister is responsi
ble for all this . There is a project 
whi,ch is executed through two sour
ces, the State and the Centre . In the 
centre, the Bharat Sevak Samaj plays 
a leading role and it is the duty oi' the 
Bharat S'evak Samaj to ensure the 
audit of these accounts . However, if 
the Bharat Sevak Samaj is not able to 
produce the audited accounts, it is not 
the responsibility of Mr. L. N. Mishra 
and he cannot be held responsible for 
it. 

Secondly, there is a graver aspect to 
which I would invite your kind atten
tion and that aspect is that Mr. Mishra 
continued to be helpful to the State 
works i.·1 t] c cap..:c:ity u·r 1.he T,·ea.:urcr 
and he was s:gning cneques and drafls. 
He does not put any money into his 
pocket nor into anybor:l_.' els,'s pocket. 
It is not a transactio,1 in black money 
or the currency going down the rive:r 
Kosi. It is very clear that everything 
i9 spent through cheques and drafts 
which, of cour•se, are subject to check 
by the Commis�iqn or the BSS to settle 
the accounts. They could have s-ccn 
whether :my cheque has been 5�nt te> 

Shri L. N. Mishra (M) 

a wrong person or it has been sent for 
a purpose which was not specified or 
which was not ::on.i,,ci,cd W1t::i the 
development and cons,ructic,n of the 
Kosi project. 

There is again another point . The 
Commission in its judgment obseriTed 
that not much evidence was available 
to it and on the basis of the incomplete 
evidence available before it the com
mission was constrained to say that it 
was unable to give any finding. In 
that case, even on the basis of the 
Roman law, the law that no person 
shall be held guilty unless he i•a proved 
to be so, unless we arc sure that Mr. 
L. N. Mishra has committed any em
bezzlement or any defalcation as sug
gested by the other side or unless there 
is a finding by the Kapur Commission 
to that effect, we cannot call Mr. L. N. 
Mishra's integrity into c1uestion. This 
is not a court in which we can refer 
to all sarts of evidence, subsequent 
and prior. Even the Law of Evidence 
would require that the ·evidence rele
vant to a particular case is only that 
evidence which is prior to that case. 
But, here we find a strange spectacle 
of hon. Members of this House refer
ring to reports of committees wnich 
were formed muc}). later. 

This was submitted much later after· 
the Commission's report was publish
ed. The floor of th'e Assembly in Bihar 
is as sacred as the flooT of the Lok 
Sab!'la. And we on this side will not 
allow any violation of this sacredness. 
If the Estimates Committee of that 
House says something it can be ans
wered and discussed on the floor of 
that House. Discussion can be held 
there. But what I submit is, anything 
unconnected with 1he Report cf the 
Kapur Commission should not be 
brought up here foT discussion. They 
cannot cast any kind of slur on this 
score. What I feel is that this is done 
in order to serve their ulterior motive, 
to tarnish the image of the congres<i 
party and to indulge in mud-.:;;linging. 
But I warn the friends from the oppo
sition that this may recoil upon them 
and they may be the victims c,f thi� 
very dangerou,, ;;;ame. Thb 1s charac. 
te,· :i.ssassir.ation. Looking at the 
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opposition I am reminded of the lines 
of Tennyson who spoke about a 
person—

‘His honour rooted m dishonour 
sttod;

Faith unfaithful kept him falsely 
true”

1i t  Mishra i& not at all at fault Even 
the Kapur Commission did not hold 
him guilty. This Motion should be 
thrown out lock, stock and barrel and 
opposed tooth and nail by all parties 
who love the spirit of democracy and 
5fu»tice
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“Bharat Sevak Samaj was inducted 
into the construction at the reque st 
of the Central Minister or leader
ship.”

wz*r frrf**z-r ir ? vm?r %^r 
*msr % ?(• ari T̂frr, *r*Rrrd*r»sr
*  f ^ T v t w n r ^ T  Tgr itrm f  

sp r f g>ft ? ttfP r *
*r» «rV ®rf5r?r stttrr f*r«* % swif 
*f TerV affY fa: *t f <t Srarar *rt nft 
^wfr srt^fr % *rpT iftarr fori
srrir i $*rfrqfte *t * m f

“Mr. Mishra suggested that the 
works in the different reaches of the 
Kosi embankment should be alloted 
not only to the Mukhiaa and to the 
lepresentattves of the Gram Pan- 
chayats but also to the Bharat Sevak 
Samaj Units."

«ft ftw  ^ m  w&wff f t , ^  fasrftur 
» q? 1 9 5 5  affy 1 i  n  

m  fflfcfcr *  $m  x| fa *  cp s
% w V  **r
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f  *r
*p$ w  9 1  i a ft  * n f  ?rrfcTT
%  s f k  t — m f c r r  ^  S m  TT5r*ra
s r f w  a ft  sr q jft  ^  *
»nffT srtor |, *t>t> f t  w r

fftr vr
5*rr t o t t  11 *r?ft w ^ ar i^ rw , 
ttttT ^t *pr i xn  fW te % ^
104  T T  5F f r  *TUT £

“According to the statement made 
by Shri L. N. Mishra in the Parlia
ment on June 2,1971 he has resigned 
from the Convenership of the Kosi 
section of the Bharat Sevak Samaj 
in May, 1957.’*

Sctft wrtft 5? ssjftar fs*rr t
p p  3T3T 3j??r ?P ft wmwrr
f t  ( w w t o )  . swrcfcr 
*5T*t * W t  t f f t f *  I S  *f5f W fr  STRcT 

ta r n  mvx % 1 1 1  < ft ?f2pT f w t *

f a s  t $ t *rc i ^  w t ^ ttct

$ m r  h i t p ;  *r r |  1 1 ( w r * * n s r )

« ft  *fW ff f v r r t r  f a g  : s j t t  ^ ft ®ff§:- 
irf*Rrfa£ta |r ^rr *Tcr?rf | ?

« r r  tft -3** f ®  ^  t o

t »

«ft f w  ^  rFF
f a v m  spr f ,  *r# *rrarito « w f t

w f ^ r r ^  i % - m t  

s t ^ r n r  ?r§t f  i i isft fT rrm  %

tor 104 »T7‘ ^ r  w  £

“The Samaj took the position that 
these moneys belonged to the Bharat 
Sevak Samaj and it was no concern 
o f the Government to ask for the 
utilisation and the same, acording to 
the Samaj, applied to the Cammifr* 
aion”

s f m  ^  * t  Kq-fjr fasrr, i « i %  arr? k 
-sTRfr w ;  w r  % m r  fvm  ft?

^ $ H m x w r i ,x x w w m T v t ,  ^  
^fprm  f t ,  fsRTT «rrr v fb m  

1 1 *ra%  <rnq- # r n n r t
^ f t v t v i r r w R r r t  i w n s r %
^ t  cTRRT %  m  §  Pit o ^ T

t ,  T7 srrr u??r ^  t * 
t ,  v t f  T ^ r ^ V  w  ?r^t £ , w

WWT I, ?nTT q̂«IT f ,
?T> q ^ t  f^nTT 1 1

'^ffy^R  k ?r<r?ft ir t

“It is unfortunate that Government 
has not taken any definite or unequi> 
vocal position on the matter and 
left the Commission to fend for 
itself.”

vr TTfW r̂ s?V ?iq^ ?frfe»r 1 1
^ r r  | *  ^ T g r  ^  f %  v t p  %

r *  ®TTf ^TjfsTTft <\ I 5TT3T
^ R jfts r  * T 7 ^ ,  « ff s w , ^  i t
'SrtfriW rQ T^faiT T W W Ti 
zr? vfrr >/T >T?To rtTto frr̂ t * i t T* *T
* r^ * r^  n s t t  qif^RPir f t
I,- v 't  ^7, | ^
Pnctilr qTfH^f ft aras ?r s *rim  vm 
t  5isrf% ar? ? tr t  ^rrfoir m  fft

fr r t f  ir ^ T ^ tr r l
“The review of the material made 

available to the Commission leads 
to the following conclusions:

t  q ffr 3 TR1T far F  S T K T  %  f*rn
#xrrr ? [ »  m srfvsr s p ft»R  
c T > m  ?Trftfl*r t

“3. In his statement dated June 2, 
1971 made in the House of the People 
Mr. L. N. Mishra said that he had 
resigned from Kosi Section conve-* 
nership in May 1957.”

qre V q r̂r ^wffcrr v*  I

“4. Mr. Mishra has said in hi! 
statement he has given fall ftoeotmlt
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of the Eastern Embankment in 1963 
and the accounts had been accepted, 
whether they were audited or not 
were not shown.”
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^  VTT ^  ^  §>ir ’
tit fa* «Trafsw af^pr ^ 1 1 
off v *  *ppt ? fa  afar* *
*?* 3Ti% sfm ? n v  <r f a ^ r  I , an 
*rm **rar v xsz\^ £ 1 srV 
*l*’ T  ? ^ r  3T3T ^riTUT
j> I  ^ r.^ r | ,  a t ^

a c  «sft tt^To  ^ 0  f a ~  |  ■ T f f t  **>? 

f(WW n|t I «nr *r*fap? *t®T ?*TPV 
n|r I ^  tr<*; fa£*r

favsi fs*r fa; frr ?cFrr ^ fcsr, *r^T f̂r 
i t  f r a n T  % fozrT—  5 ^ f F ,  f o f l t  3T.

^r^af ?pt S — j  fsrnc, fa tfr w m  
fa*r spt%few—  1 fsrp-, * m  *t?t *  

s t  ftwr fo rr 1 *pv- % f a  r
:*r ax? % fa'^r fa; ^  % fafrrr f r̂ r̂ 
«r» w y a « P T f o r r . ( * w w )  . .

*tt m m  fire v?
*rsr<t w p f r  * p t  ? &  1 1 «f ?rr suft
fe rr *w r i ^r«pt farsfr ^  % far*

. (w w *m )

^  sntarc f i w  a rro w  f a * !
$ *1 *ft srfo-r srirrcw fa-*r ^  *rr? *v 
nTR- *ft w iw w  fa«rr |, $ ?fft ^  w tr  

t ,  ^  far^r |«rr | ^  - t t  ^ 
w r ^ t  g . (*m rsr) . T<$ ?rr 
w  % m r w r  t  *t ^
^  1 1 «w  t  sr  ̂w r r  w ? r  ^rf?rr f

*Ht. 2,10̂ 000 were advanced to
Mr. U  N. Mishra and Rs. 6,33,068 

to Mr. Ltihtaa Choudhary.^

w m fir  ^r?rpqr f w  ^  
=arr#- ir *wt | 7 w «t ^ rj ^  l^r qfsT i 

(wt«r«rR) vr
n*nr fsr̂ T f̂lrr # <rr w i

3P«i -'vJr H T^TT fT ^ sr  f̂TTFfr I

« f t ^ w r f 5 w  f* r w
I (W * F T )

^ f i  7ht ? wpf st

^ r ,  ^  ffft- w  ?nv ^
I f f  5?̂ } rfT ?TW ^ i  *W 1 ^ ‘T ^
spflifl ^rrcn | ^ t

“The amounts stated to have beea 
disbursed by Mr. L. N. Mishra to 
the various persons were a# fol
lows*—

Mr L  N Jha

Mr. D. N. Jha

Mr. J P., Mandal, M .P.

Mr Jagan Nath Misra
Mr. Murlidhar.

PTf *1* \ 03 qT | I *TT<T f  ?RT> W
I . . . (sTflWPT)

qw© ^ to . trr 3rr?r ^
T?5T ^ < r  (wwraiw) qrf

?rr̂ > t r r r ^  sfr fawr t
irff ̂ rcfi % t  ^  a=sr
^spv- j tfjrm *r*f w r  t  f r  v*nr«
fTr«T 3ft fr r m ^  «r *<fH. ^rf

ip, w r i  sw r  5fi &  w  *
W 5 f? T t 7 - ^ 7 %  3ft « T ^ i r « T s T r ^ l  

*  .n H W AT *i$ S f   ̂ M f
^  T f  f«UT -̂fT 11

•ft wrt (^#eri) ^
t o t  f̂ «srr | ?
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fe«T »̂TT 5Ta*T3i *T, TIsqT VT»

«ft tm  «trn? «nr? ■. \ f r
sra *p£t «Vc M Y  w « r e  *r irwr

*$r i i  ^  ^  *p<y

3TcT f , ’RRT ?» ?» ^
foflftT f?PTT 9HPT I

«ft *m«RT WT WPST* (̂ rn^TJT) :
sapr *&Y % <KWa ** **  ^  t
h r ^  ^ ^  ^
*  §rr t» ^  ^ ̂  ^
*9 *ra * #  wjt fa  f̂ reWY ^  5 *  t « 
tr? *rq% *ft ft 3r ̂ ftf?T t'sfn; v*  *n$ ft 
^  ?}? vftk *m«i ft *1*^%. ^ T 
^Tg%| i *̂r ?ita . . («qw = r) . • • 
zt| m  f^ T  t̂fsrcr s^ ift • 
* t  *fr s^ ift ^  ^ 1 1 &  *ft 
5tnâ n: qaft 11 «rrq ?mrs *fr ^  
imft | > ...........

«ft f w  • 5* *
5n** fasiv i t

«ft m u  «ri wrnm : t o  ft
t i\ x  vgn f t  t r ^ |  f a  ? *  ^ t r  |  s H  t o  
^  11 inr ®p h  % I  ^ T $** 
< n r % « i% ( i . • . (w w r o )  * • •

«ft m km  fa *  i 5ft w w rc  * *  
^  I . . . ( « w w ) . * .

vm . ?*rnfY vicr *Y I  cTt 
m ^ ft wrflfa* f t  ^ fa ron  f t  
iWV, ^  t  s i *  v iftt ^!WT £ I

«Hr spillli#* strewn
fft*, «ft *%*r airrc tf**  «Yt ̂  **row 
M  *Y f * W r ^  Jp1* ^  fc 1 

z m  u h i s

wrwfti <n?w *• ^  **«*& |*«jv
^  aPRT 3SWT W  |,
| fa  5*rrOr â 5r uratfV 

^WV ^  'nUrzn f̂e m  %
|t 1 facrar $  ft£  f t *  i*|i, 

fspffr ^  |T, \m x \ m  v w i
^rrfiq, 1 §r%* ^  ^  ^  | %  ^  
v<V t  f t i  | iftx
^ t r  ^"tt ?rq| *rr ms? ^ « ? r  
fsp^T |  eft w t o *  ar^T < tt  
^  ^  ^  ^ ?rr  1 f t z
fom  irr ?r?rerr 1 1 %fwr̂ r fa ti  
U ^ j x  t fz x  v  t o  areft | t̂ p *% 
zrz 1 *  ^  f t i  "pfi ^ri
?Tt ^  ^ cr  %i ?r4V % 
ga% *r zrkn | t
M  ^t 6 ^  ?Tf if?f ST\if ĉTf | 

?r«^n: m  ^  f^Qi a » ^Cnt 
SPK « ŜTSI cPP fV3T V% ^  511^^

^ ^  t o  ^  «rr ^  i

SHRI L. N. MISHRA: Before I take 
up the points mentioned I should like 
to clarify certain misunderstandings.
17.41 hrs.

[Shri Vasant Sathe in the Chair]

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: On 9 
point or order. This is a Motion againts 
an individual Member of this House, 
Shri L. N. Mishra and it is not a 
Motion against the Government or the 
Planning Ministry. The Planning Mi
nister Mr. D. P. Dhar is a Member of 
the Rajya Sabha; he can only function 
here as a Minister and m no other 
capacity. It is therefore absolutely 
essential and mandatory that Mr. L. N. 
Mishra gives a reply to my debate and 
I shall then have a right of reply. It 
•will not be proper or regular or ac
cording to the rules for Mr. D, P. 
Dhar to reply because Shri L- N. 
Mishra can speak for himself.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Under what rule 
you say that he alone should reply to 
this Motion?
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SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU; Have you 
read the Motion? It is a Motion against 
an individual Member.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I have read 
Motion.

the

f356

lor this; what is the Government 
doing about it? So, it is the duty o1 
the Government to gay what they 
have done. They can select anyone 
to speak on behalf of the Govern
ment.

DECEMBER 18, 1974
Shri L. N. Mishra (if)

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: I cr«,ve 
your indulgence. I have not brought 
a Motion against the Government. I 
have brought a Motion which reads: 
“This House resolves that Shri L. N. 
Mishra, a Member of this House and 
a Member of Cabinet be "removed from
the Membership of this House..........
I am not asking that the Cabinet should 
be removed. I say that he snould be 
removed from the Membership of the
House, “ ___ for committing serious
improprieties and malpractices 
as could be seen from the Report of 
the Commission Enquiry.. . It is 
all about Shri Lalit Narain. You 
can take it that it is a Privilege 
Motion in another form maybe it is a 
much stronger dose, that I am de
manding his removal from this House. 
Therefore, here the appointment of 
lawyers, that question should not 
arise. Shri D. P. Dhar is the Plan
ning Minister, I have not said a word 
against the Planning Commission or 
the Planning Ministry. I have not said 
the word against the Government. 
Therefore I am quite sure you will 
appreciate my submission and give 
the right ruling which is based on 
fair play and conventions of the 
House.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE: I want to 
make one submission. If Shri L. N. 
Mishra has committed serious irregu
larities he should be removed and I 
do not hold any brief for him. I 
definitely differ from the hon. Mem
ber on this point. I should request 
my hon. friend Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu 
for whom I have the greatest regard 
and love also to realise one thing. 
Here many Members have charged 
the Government for not taking any 
action. Mr. Mishra will reply only 
where he is concerned, but the Gov
ernment has been charged. The spea
ker Who just spoke said that eome 
hon. member had to bring a motion

MR. CHAIRMAN: I had asked Shr 
Jyotirmoy Bosu to show me any ruli 
which specifically prohibits any mem 
ber of the Government from replyinj 
to the charges in the motion. Aa fa 
as the charge? against Shri L. 14
Mishra are concerned, he is definitel; 
entitled to reply and 1 hope he wi] 
participate. But it is also the righ 
of the Government to choose an;
member of the Government to spea 
for the Government. I see no subs 
tance in the point of order.

f»r«r ’ w r f o

sft wSrrqfo sft *  ^
^rr^T i

«rr fa  srsrr* h  «rr?r v t  *rt*r 
vt eTT«ft % t o r e

fa d s ft f f l r  i

v i  sfoff % w k
fa  6 ^  i 
eft %?FTcr Tft i “ ?nr- 
s fc f f  ”  *r<srcrt |  sft

srf “ i t e r  t -a e s " 
s r e w  % ffcwr | f a :

‘ ‘sram i f t ,  *rnfr % wrsr
( w w ra r  $  srrafr- 

feq v f c )  r̂> fa
sprro ^ 't far«tr5r *TRCt«P*

m vi *trt q v m - to ft  tfirr i”

PROP. MADHU DANDAVAT3 
(Rajapur): You must congratulat 
him. He has implemented the nUta 
before time.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The ruliftg wai 
if h#*an  produce any aewitfftper fc- 
which these wojrdf W  
have been put in the mouth ot w #J S



Prime Minister, those words which 
Shri Janes war Mishra had uttered 
would stay on the record. If that 
was not so, only then the words ut
tered by him would be removed. Now 
that he has produced it—it may be 
xight or wrong—they are there for 
whatever they are worth. Therefore, 
"we will not get into any controversy. 
The ruling stands.

SHRI B. K. DASCHOWDHURY 
(Cooch-Behar): On a point of clarifi
cation. Mr. Mishra while speaking 
«aid that at Lucknow the Prime 
Minister said that the Congress Party 
is an elephant and the opposition 
parties are dogs. But here the news
paper which he has just read out 
*ays not “opposition parties” but 
“ andolan kariyon” .

ME. CHAIRMAN: I had made it 
■clear that the words read out by Shri 
Janeshwar Mishra himself are per
fectly clear. Therefore, there is no 
question of any controversy. They 
will stand for whatever they are 
worth. Therefore, hereafter there 
w ill be no controversy on this.

t£*E RAILWAY MINISTER (SHRI
Af. MISHRA): I would say that 

were certain misgivings or cer
tain misunderstandings about certain 
points. I will first clarify them before 
I come to the mam part of my speech.

The BSS Kosi Construction Com
mittee and the Savings Committee, 
both have been tied up and have been 
used as if they are synonymous orga
nisations or bodies. But th ey  are not.

The question of my resignation was 
also raised. I would like to make it 
•clear that I resigned the convenership 
o f  the Kosi Construction Committee 
in May 1957. I had taken over this in 
-January 1959 ait the instance of 
Pandit Nehru, who wanted public co
operation in the construction work of 
Kosi When I came to the Govern
ment as Parliamentary Secretary, I 
-was asked to vetign this post and I 
resigned «!m cohvership fa May 1957. 
-That is the first chapter.

357 Charges of AGRAHAYANA
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Then comes the, second chapter. 
Shri Bosu asked that when I resigned 
the convenership in what capacity I  
handled the money. There are two 
embankments of the Kosi, on the 
eastern and western side. Savings 
Committee was set up and I was in 
charge of the western side, because 
that forms part of my constituency. 
For the eastern side. . .  {Interrup
tions) This Committee was set up 
and I was asked to run it and I was 
authorised to draw money. I wrote 
a letter to the Bihar Government in 
that capacity. Here I must say that 
the Kosi Committee Savings Fund 
did not belong to the Bihar Govern
ment or the Government of India. I 
will not go into the details. I will sim
ply say that it was workers* money, 
labourers’ money, collected as a result 
of forced savings or something Uka 
that. It was meant to be spent for 
the villages. In that capacity, I hand
led that money as treasurer for the 
Western Embankment Savings Com
mittee, not as a convener. I had 
ceased to be the convener two years 
earlier.

Then the hon. Member said that X 
claimed privilege and I did not like to 
appear before the K apur Commission. 
It is not a fact. I made it clear to the 
Kapur Commission four or five times 
that if they want me, I will appaar 
before them or if they want some in
formation, I am prepared to supply 
that. I voluntarily made that offer 
to appear before him. I also filed an 
affidavit before him. I also said that 
if you want any assistance from me,
I am prepared to give that assistance. 
But he did not send for me. I would 
be the last person to claim privilege 
in judicial or quasi-judioial matters,
I volunteered to present myself be
fore the Commission or furnish any 
information required by them. 1 
submitted an affidavit also. But I  
was not called for and my evidence 
was not taken. So, I cannot be held 
responsible for that

Shri jyotirmoy Bosu said that I vm  
interested in thte Kosi Construction 
vrotk, I k w  refuted it' I
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[Shri L. N. Mishra]
refute it. I have no personal interest 
in  it, nor any interest for my family 
or son.

Shri Vajpayee raised the question 
of the constitution of the Commission.
Ajj Shri Dhar has explained, the Com
mission itself was set up as a result 
o f the recommendations made by the 
PAC, which wanted the consolidated 
accounts from the BSS. The BSS 
claimed that they could supply ac
counts only State-wise because they 
are a State-wise organisation and so 
it would be difficult for them to give 
one central account. This dispute 
was going on between the Govern
ment and the BSS for some time. I 
am not here to defend the BSS. it is 
only for this consolidated fund that 
this Commission was set up to look 
into the Central funds.

Then I come to the two letters 
Shri Janeshwar Mishra and perhaps 
other hon Members read out my 
letter but the letter I got m reply 
from the convener was not read out.
I  do not want to take much time of 
the House. But I would like to 3ay 
that I became the Treasurer of the 
Community Savings Committee in 
1969—in March or April. And that ap
pointment was made by the Kosi 
Construction Committee of whicn X 
was earlier convener. I ceased to be 
fhe convener and Swami Hamarayan 
nand became the convener or chair
man by whatever name you call it— 
either convener or chairman. But he 
was the head of the organisation. That 
Committee was set up and they ap
pointed me as the treasurer. I was 
not an usurper or it was not that I 
became a Treasurer on my own. I 
was the Treasurer of the Community 
Savings Committee (Western side) 
consisting of the local Members of 
Parliament, local Members of the 
State legislature and representatives 
o f  some other organisations also. That 
type o f Committee was on both the 
aides: Shri Lahtan Choudhary on the 
Eastern side and myself on the West
ern side were the Treasurer*. la  tbftt
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capacity, w e acted. In May, 1963, 
after four years, I resigned from the- 
treasurership, and I  sent a letter like 
this:

“ My dear Lakshmi Babu,

I am sending herewith an upto- 
date (May 1963) statement of ac
count of the Kosi Community Sav
ings Fund of Bharat Sevak Samaj 
(Western Side). From this state
ment you will find that a sum of 
rupees two lakhs, nine thousand 
eight hundred ninety and naya 
paise sixtymne (R s ' 2,09,890.69) 
only was received from the Kosi 
Project in two instalments of rupees 
1,74,890 69 and Rs. 35,000 for the 
Community Savings fund earned 
by the Bharat Sevak Samaj on the 
western side This statement gives 
a complete picture of the disburse
ments made leaving no balance in 
hand with us.

“ I would like you kindly to place 
this statement of account before 
your Community Savings Fund 
Committee for their final accept
ance.

“I am also sending a copy of the 
letter and statement to Shri Lahtan. 
Choudhary and Swami Hari Nara- 
yanandjee fbr their information.”

Then there is the statement of account 
which was given to the Kapur Com
mission also. I would not like to 
read that out. Then there is a clear
ance certificate which I would like 
to read out. It would help me and 
will also remove many misgivings of 
the hon. members. The reply has 
come from Shri Lakshmi Narayan Jha 
to me; it was in Hindi, but I am giv
ing a translation o f that in English:.

“I am in receipt of your letter 
dated 2 3 -^ 3  written from Patnai 
along with a statement of account 
of the Community Savings Fuad o f  
Bharat Sevak Samaj (W est*®  
Embankment). Earlier to this, I feaA 
also received your letter o f 
May, 1063, along with a draft fo r

18, 1874 Malpractices s&y
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Rs. 19,126)-. We have credited it in 
our cash book.

“The statement of account is 
clear and tallies with our cash book 
also. I would request you kindly to 
ask Shri Lahtan Choudhary to pay 
us Rs. 23,405 which was given on 
account of the Eastern Embank
ment so that we could accelerate 
-our work on this side. 1 am also 
writing to him.

“As directed by you, your above 
letter along with the statement oi 
account was placed before the meet
ing of the Community Savings 
Fund (Western Embankment) held 
yesterday and it was accepted una- 
jnimously.

“The Committee has directed me 
to convey to you our sense of 
gratitude for your help and gui
dance. The Committee feels that 
you have acted not only as a Trea
surer to further the cause of the 
Community Savings but have also 
provided with leadership and we 
have been able to do justice to our 
'work only because of your able 
guidance.

“You have decided not to con
tinue as the treasurer and no balance 
of this Fund is left with you, but 
you are leader of the people of this 
area and they would continue to 
have the right to look to you for 
guidance and help.”
My statement of account wag accep

ted by the Kosi Committee. 1 have 
sent a copy to the Bihar Government 
also.

18.00 hrs.
Then, Sir, some gentlemen raised 

the question of dues against the Bharat 
Sevak Samaj during my term. I am 
glad to inform you and the House will 
be happy to know that the Irrigation 
Minister of Bihar in the course of the 
last 2-8 months has ordered institu
tion o f cases against all those defaul
ter* under the Public Recovery Act. 
Proceedings have been started against 
the defaulters, that tot Am* *  who ’

not do the work or did not spend the 
amount, under the public Recovery 
Act. Perhaps some Rs. 30,000 or Rs.
40,000 are outstanding against the 
Bharat Sevak Samaj also for delay in 
supply of bricks. A case has also 
been filed by the Bihar Government 
against the Bharat Sevak Samaj under 
the Public Recovery Act. Therefore, 
no attempt has been made to bypass 
the law of the land.. .

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: The
Commission has gone to malign you.

SHRI L. n . MISHRA: I said one
thing more. Why Bharat Sevak Samaj 
was entrusted with the responsibility 
of the construction—I am not going 
into that. I am not associated with 
that. To say that for everything that 
happens m the Bharat Sevak Samaj, 
Shri L. N. Mishra is responsible is 
perhaps not fair. I would request the 
hon Member not to connect every
thing that happens in the Bharat 
Sevak Samaj...

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Kosi 
Project.

SHRI L. N. MISHRA: tf I am direc
tly responsible, I am prepared to pay 
the price. But this is a big organiza
tion. You come from Nagpur and you 
know what is happening in Nagpur. 
One orgjanizer runs away with the car 
or another runs away with a jeep. 
You cannot be sure of the conduct of 
every individual.

Ndw, I will come to the main part 
of my speech. I will make a short 
statement clarifying my position as a 
Member of thi's House because the re
solution is against my membership of 
this House and as a citizen of India, in 
view of the baseless allegations which 
Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu has chosen to 
level against me repeatedly and on the 
basis of which he has brought this 
motion against me.

This is not the first time Shri Bosu 
has made these allegations not is this 
the first time when they are being 
denied and d isproved ..'
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SHRI M. HAM GOPAL REDDY 
jKNizamabad): They were already 
Refuted.

' SHRI L. N. MISHRA ijbhe obduracy 
%ith Shri Bosu has made and repeated 
these baseless allegations defies all 
comprehension. J can only say that 
the m ere repetition at unfounded 
allegations does not and cannot give 
them credibility 0r reliability.. .

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: This 
speech was typed long before I spoke.

SHRI L. N. MISHRA: Alow is it 
possible? Typed four hotfrs earlier? 
Nine pages typing would not take 
lour hours. You must know tnat.

Prof. Hiren is here. I would like to 
paraphrase what an ancient poet 
said: “That they speak ill of me is 
not thte point; that they do hot s p e a k  
out truly or justly, that is the point.”  
That Is the real point.

Shri Bosu seeks to give an air of 
credibility to his allegations by quot
ing from the report of the Kapur 
Commission In doing so, he has 
liberally misconstrued and mis-inter- 
preted the report. In the process, he 
has been far from fair to me. in Shri 
Bosu’s allegations, facts have been 
twisted and distorted, conclusions have 
been based on conjectures and docu
ments have been disloged by wishful 
hearsay.

An objective and careful reading 
o f  the report of the Kapur Commis
sion 'would show that the Commission 
has not given any adverse findings 
against me as contended by Shri 
Bosu,

The Commission has noted that I 
bad stated that I had rendered ac
counts which were accepted by the 
Bharat Sevak Samaj (Vol. XI, para 
29*192, page 104) which many people 
quoted. It may be mentioned here 
In this connection that I was responsi
ble for the disbursement o f  the 
amount* to those specifically authori
sed by the Community Savings Fund 
Committee* Western Embankment

side. All the amounts were received 
by bank drafts and the disbursements 
were made by cheques or drafts 
except for a sum of Rs. 1200 which 
was given to two persons, namely, 
Shri Radhakant Mishra and Shri J. P. 
Mandal, MP and a sum of Rs. 23,40S 
which was an advance given to the 
Eastern Side, Kosi. Table 29-1 ap
pended to the Report of the Kapur 
Commission at page 169 of Volume
II bears documentary testimony to 
the fully authorised and accounted 
disbursement otf the moneys received 
by me. My responsibility was limi
ted to the disbursement of the 
amounts and no one could possibly 
find any fault with me for the dis
bursement which was made under 
the specific directions of the Com
munity Savings Fund Committee, 
Western Embankment Side and by 
fully accounted cheques, drafts etc. 
It was on their recommendation that 
I did and I am not responsible what 
what happened after I sent the che
ques. It was in my capacity as the 
Treasurer of the Community Savings 
Fund Committee, Western Embank
ment Side that a sum of Rs 2,09,890,69 
and not Rs. 2.10 lakhs were received 
by me as treasurer of the Community 
Savings Fund Committee, Western 
Embankment Side. I have sent an 
uptodate statement of account of the 
Convenor which I have carried out 
and the honourable House would 
thus see that Shri Bosu’s allegations 
are factually not correct and wide of 
the mark. Then, Shri Bosu appears 
to make no distinction between 
the Bharat Sewak Samaj, its Central 
and State Committees, the Kosi 
Project Construction Committee, 
the Community Savings Fund Com
mittee and their* office-bearers who 
had altogether separate functions and 
responsibilities. If the Bharat 
Sewak Sama’j did not produce its 
accounts in respect of the monies on 
the ground that the monies belonged 
exclusively and entirely to it and not 
to the Government, that is an entirely 
different matter for which I as Trea
surer o f the Community Savings 
Fund Committee, Western Embank* 
nw»t, was not answerable. ft th e »
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are any questions about the accounts 
of the actual expenditure o* these 
monies after the disbursement it is not 
j&r me to explain or answer. So far 
as I  am concerned, I have sent the 
accounts as Convenor. I have ex
plained this once and I will not go 
into this again. Moreover I myself 
had sworn an affidavit and in that I 
had said to the Commission in the 
Affidavit that ‘if there is any specific 
matter on which the Hon’ble Com
mission desires me to give any parti
cular information I will always be 
ready and willing to assist the 
Hon’ble Commission to the best of 
my ability’. This is what I said to 
the Commission. This is the offer 
which I had made to the Commission.

I may point out that the Commu
nity Savings Fund was constituted 
out of the contractual amounts paid 
by the Kosi Project Administration 
principally for the earth work done. 
1 had Explained this earlier.

In this connection it is important 
to note that the Government of Bihar 

j^lso held the view that fund had been 
created by cutting into the profits of 
the Unit Leaders. Now, village pan- 
chayats have headmen of the villages 
and they were in charge of qrne unit, 
'one taluk which had the bank. He was 
in charge of one unit. That is why 
he was called Unit Leader, but they 
(Were village chieftains, village muk- 
hyas. Village leaders had not made 
direct or indirect contribution to the 
fund. It was in this background that 
the Government of Bihar held the 
view that it was somewhat pointless 
to insist upon the production of the 
account books for examination. Be 
that as it may, it Is a separate issue 
which concerns the Bharat Sevak 
Sjwaj* and not me personally. The 
luft). -and substance of the allega
tion appears to be that roughly a 
sum o f Rs. 2.10 lakhs was withdrawn 
by the between 1959 and 196$ and 
that It was not accounted for by me. 
The allegation is without any founda
tion *h*taoever. X W y  mention here 
tftat -theugh I  had evm d  to be Con

venor of the Bharat Sevak Samaj 
Kosi Section in May 1957, I was the 
Treasurer of Community Savings 
Fund Committee, Western Embank
ment Side from 1959 to 1963 when I 
had received a sum of Rs. 2,09,890.69 
in two instalments by bank drafts of 
Rs. 1,75,000 and Rs. 35,000. The 
money credited in the bank came to 
a total of Rs. 2,09,890.69 and not Rs. 
2.10 lakhs. The difference of Rs. 
109.31 appears to be due to bank 
commission. As the Commission has 
observed, the difference of Re. 109.31 
is very small and de-minimus applies.

The Commission has noted that I 
had stated that I had rendered ac* 
counts (to the appropriate Commit
tee) which was accepted by the 
Samaj. The Commission has not 
said that I was responsible for the 
production of the accounts of utilisa
tion of these monies after I had dis
bursed them to the designated persons 
under the authority of the Commit
tee. On the other hand the Kapur 
Commission has made of a specific 
observation in para 29.147 of Vol. XI 
at page 110 that it was the duty of 
the Convenor or the Bharat Sevak 
Samaj to produce the accounts be
fore the Commission. The Bharat 
Sevak Samaj had taken the legal 
stand before the Commission that the 
Community Savings Fund was not 
created out of any grant, loan or 
subsidy advanced by the Central 
G overnm ent or the State Govern
ment to the Bharat Sevak Samaj and 
therefore it was not subject to the 
control of the Government. It is thus 
c l e a r .  ..(Interruptions) I am not quot
ing. It is not my argument. I am 
giving their argument. It is the ob
servation of the Commission. I have 
no accountability in the matter of 
the production of the accounts by the 
Bharat Sevak Samaj before the Com
mission. I was accountable to the 
appropriate Committee of Bharat 
Sevak Samaj in respect of the dis
bursement of the amount o* R*- 
2,09,890.99 received by me and these 
accounts were duly rendered awl 
accepted.
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I repeat that I had rendered full 

accounts of the disbursement of the 
sum of Rs. 2,09,890.69 to the Com
munity Savings Fund Committee, 
Western embankment side vide by 
letter dated 23-5-1963. The accounts 
were accepted by the said Committee 
vide their letter dated 15-6-63 which 
is reproduced by the Commission in 
its Report at page 110 of Vol. XI. The 
statement of accounts of Community 
Savings Fund Committee (Western 
Embankment Side) is appended to the 
Report of the Commision at page 169- 
170 of Vol. XI. It is noteworthy that 
the Commission has itself mentioned 
that all payments except 3 totalling 
Rs. 1200 were made by me through 
Cheques | drafts. The details of these 
cheques are to be found in the state
ment of account which has been re
produced in the Report at page 169- 
170 of Volume XI. If the full re
cords were not produced before the 
Commission for whatever reason, If 
I was not at any time asked to ac
count for the disbursement of Rs. 
2,09,890.69 for which alone I was 
responsible, and if the disbursement 
itself was made by cheques or drafts 
is it fair and reasonable to cost any 
aspersion on me? I wonder why in 
the face of these obvious facts, an 
organised campaign has been systema
tically unleashed against me.

I now proceed to give my brief 
comments seriatim  on the paragraphs 
o f the Report referred to by Shri 
Bosu in his motion.

Mr. Bosu, I am coming to your 
paragraph. Shri Bosu refers to para
graphs 29.95 and 29.96 at page 97 of 
the Report of the Kapur Commission, 
VoL XI. A  plain reading of these 
paragraphs would show that they do 
not contain any allegations or adverse 
findings against me. There is not 
even a semblance of impropriety or 
mal-practice attributed to me in these 
paragraphs. Paragraph 29.94 merely 
poses a question as to why the Bihar 
Government did not recover certain 
amounts due from the Bharat Sevak
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Samaj. Paragraph 29.55 contains no 
conclusion whatever in respect of ray 
conduct. Paragraph 29.96 states that 
sum of Rs. 9,62,236.04 was claimed by 
the Samaj as its own money and if 
that was so it could ibe set off against 
the amounts due from the Bharat 
Sevak Samaj itself. And the Samaj 
would have had to pay the amount 
collected for the purposes of Commu
nity Development etc. If I may say 
so, it would require particularly fer
tile imagination to discover an adverse 
funding of impropriety and mal
practice against me in these para
graphs of the Report.

Next Shri Bosu has referred to para
graph 29.100 at page 98 of the Report 
of the Kapur Commission Vol. XI. 
This paragraph again does not contain 
any finding of impropriety of mal
practice against me. This paragraph 
merely contains a narration of nego
tiations between the Bharat Sewak 
Samaj and the Kosi Project Adminis
tration and that nothing is contained 
in this paragraph as even the sem
blance of any adverse finding of im
propriety and mal-practice against 
me. ^

Shri Bosu then relies on para
graphs 29.128 and 29.129 at page 103 
of the Report of the Kapur Commis
sion, Vol. XT. Paragraph 29.128 does 
not contain any conclusion of the 
Commission. It merely reproduce cer
tain comments made by Shri J. K. 
Khanna and the Accounts Officer of 
the Bharat Sewak Samaj. Indeed, in* 
paragraph 29.129 the Commission un
reservedly states that it does not wish 
to express any opinion on the various 
allegations made. The allegation of 
Shri Khana is baseless. I may also 
remind the House that I ceased to be 
the Convener of the Kosi Section of 
Bharat Sewak Samaj in May 1957. i

In this connection, it may be pointed 
out that the note o f the Accountant 
(referred to in paragraph 28.129 of Vol. 
XI o f the report is liable to mislead. 
The note says that M|s I* R. Bandit 
& O?-, Chartered Accountants, vent 
through the Kosi Project acc®«nta upto
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Report of the Kapur Commission Vol.
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the year 1962-63 and that they found 
the amount of Rs 2.10 lakhs in the 
balance sheet against Shri L. N. 
Mishra but no adjustment thereof. 
Obviously, the accounts submitted by 
me on 23-5-1968 could not be reflected 
in the accounts upto the financial 
year 1962-63 ending on 31-3-1963. 
From this, no reasonable man 
•could have jumped to any con
clusion against me, particularly in 
view of the facts that it is established 
beyond any question or controversy 
that I had submitted the accounts in 
1963 and these accounts have 
been reproduced in the Report 
of the Commission itself. If the Com- 
mision thought that there was no evi
dence or insufficient evidence, how 
could Shri Bosu relay on that obser
vation to come to a conclusion of his 
own. and then attribute it to the 
Commission.

It may be noted that paragraph
29.129 does not contain any adverse 
finding against me. It appears from 
paragraph 29.129 and that is the con
clusion drawn by the Commission 
that in 1967 the Kosi Bharat Sewak 
Samaj organisation was quite pre
pared to submit its audited accounts 
before the Planning Commission a 
position which according to the 
Commission, abandoned later and the 
responsibility o f the Kosi Section to 
the Central Government bluntly re
pudiated. I was not connected with 
the Bharat Sewak Samaj or its Kosi 
Section or any committee thereof in 
1967 or thereafter. Obviously para
graph 29.129 cannot be read against 
me. The Commission itself has not
ed that it wishes to express no opi
nion on the various allegations made 
whether against the persons named 
in these statements or anyone else. 
In view of this clear and explicit ob
servation of the Commission, Shri 
Bosu should have in all fairness de
sisted from attributing findings of 
improprieties and mal-practices 
against me in the Report of the Com-
TwU«IflTI-

Next Shri Bosu relies on paragraphs 
2&140 and 21.147 at page 110 of the

XI. These paragraphs ,do not con
tain any adverse finding against me.
I may mention here that though I 
had ceased to be Convenor of the 
BSS Kosi Section in May 1957, I was 
the Treasurer of the Community 
Savings Fund Committee, Western 
Embankment side at the relevant 
time in 1959 and 1960 when I had 
withdrawn and disbursed the sum 
of Hs. 2,09,890 from the Community 
Savings Fund. The paragraphs of 
the Report show that the Commis
sion came to the conclusion that it 
was the duty of the Covenor of the 
BSS to produce the accounts. The 
BSS has taken the position that since 
the Fund was not created out of any 
grant, subsidy or learn from the Gov
ernment it was not subject to its con
trol. But, from this, can anyone 
reasonably rush to any conclusion 
against me? In any event, the cor
rectness or otherwise of the position 
taken by the Bharat Sevak Samaj is 
an altogether different matter. I need 
hardly say that the absence of any 
materials or findings against me can
not serve as a make-believe founda
tion from Shri Bosu’s castle in the 
air.

Shri Bosu then refers to sub-para- 
graph (xxi) appearing at page 126 
of the Report of the Kapur Commis
sion, Vol. XI which says that it was 
not clear in what capacity I with
drew Rs. 2.10 lakhs in the years 1959 
and 1960 from the Community Sav
ings Fund when I had ceased to be 
the Convenor of the Kosi Project 
Bharat Sevak Samaj in 1957. The 
Commission has itself noted in para
graph 29.146 at page 110 of Vol. XI 
of the Report that though Shri L. N. 
Mishra had ceased to be the Conve
nor of the B .S .S . in May 1957 but 
he continued to be associated with 
the Kosi Section. The letter of Shri 
L . N. Jha, Convenor of the Com
munity Savings Fund Committee, 
Western Embankment side quoted by 
the Commission itself shows that I 
was the Treasurer of the Community 
Savings Fund Committee, Western 
Embankment Side during the xefe-



§71 Charges of DECEMBER 18, 1674 Malpractices y jz
etc. against Shri L. N. Mishra (M)

[Shri L. N. Mishra]
vant period. It is noteworthy that 
the Report itself records the fact that 
I had stated that I had rendered the 
accounts o f the amounts drawn and 
that the Samaj was satisfied with 
those accounts. Under the circums
tances, if Shn Bosu complaint is 
that the Bharat Sevak Samaj should 
have produced ail its accounts before 
the Kapur Commission, that is en
tirely a different matter and he can
not legitimately level the allegations 
he has against me.

Having commented on all the para
graphs o f the Kapur Commission’s 
Report referred to by Shri Bosu in 
his Motion. I crave leave to submit 
that Shn Bosu’s persistent attacks on 
me are grossly unture and unfair. 
Shri Bosu has revelled in a campaign 
o f unfounded assertions against me. 
He claims that I have acted in a 
manner which gave him the impres
sion that it was inconsistent with the 
dignity of the House and the stan
dard expected of a Minister. One
would wish that my hon friend Shri 
Bosu should form his impressions a 
little more carefully and not with 
pre-conceived prejudices. Now that
1 have placed the full facts in their 
true perspective. I submit in all 
humility that the scant care which 
Shri Bosu has bestowed on so serious 
a matter while making such unfound
ed allegations against me shows that 
there is perhaps more than meets the 
eye. Shri Bosu’s allegations not
only do great injustice to me as an 
individual but also inflict an irrepar
able injury on the Parliamentary 
system. The hon. Member would 
have us believe that he is doing it 
solely in the greater interest of the 
country and for maintaining the dig
nity and decorum of Parliament. I 
can only say that the course Shri 
Bosu has adopted helps only to un
dermine the dignity and decorum of 
Parliament and to vitiate and to de
base the atmosphere o f democratic 
fate in our country. Unfortunately, 
the outcries o f unfounded invective 
are habitually received by sftiae

with eager ears; there are alwayfc 
some who are only too ready to be
lieve the worst. Apparently, their 
are some who think that you can. cut 
a man’s throat with whisperings and 
that even if baseless accusations are 
repeated often enough, the repeti
tions might succeed in tarnishing the 
reputation of an innocent name. Shri 
Bosu’s allegations have run full circle 
and they are now face to face with 
the simple truth which disproves and 
discredits the allegations he has made. 
As one who has been made a victim 
of persistent and stereotype propa
ganda, I crave the protection of the 
House’  How long do you want to 
and justice of the hon. members.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri Madhu
to know the desire o f the House We 
began at 1.35. The allotted time was 
five hours and that would be over 
at 6.45. What is the sense of the 
House? How long do you want to 
sit? I am in the hands of the House.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Let
us hear Mr. Raghu Ramaiah.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shri Madhu
Limaye has to speak, then the Minis
ter will reply and I believe Shri Bosu 
will have to reply to the debate. So 
three speeches are there.

fa x k  (sttw t) : sparer 
srrsr ^  ^
11 srTarnftfcarrcrssr 
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an M  ̂  fasta srcr inj $ %  * 5  

f  f% f o ?  % w o t  
jrrcr

qsiftar *nrr
| srcwt ft x m  s w r c  rariw i
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s re r *  n $  ^ r ,  ^rrsnft ^ r ,  a t  ^  * t $
STTcT n $  I ,  I *  *P*faTn* %  t  S T O T T  

fa *n < E 5 r t  tffc n ito  
t ^ r  i r f o f r f f t t *  ^  t f f r  ^ p t  —  
( n r w w ) . . .

$  a f f  T f l  *TT f a  % « *
%  * n fa a  ^ x s t %  ^  f c s f a  |  a t  ^  ^ r
n P T  tfem * f t  3 ^  I

v «ft tfto *fto Wt : faff *p4t*PT 
3TRT %TR spT T| | ?

« f t  : *r r r  n f t  % ?
4 fsr̂ TT tt^i ^ r r  % w rw r  * t

5TP? a p ^  %  fa c t IT ^  ^ j f t ^ n  ^ T ^ c f  fa H T  
f «TT t f t T  ?3Rfa ^TTTrT %  * t  < $ t

I 5 ^ r  «T|%  ®P*ft n f t  % i  «ft . . .

« f t  T ^ e  l ^ o  f a *  .’  ? t  ^
* p t w t  * n , % m H t  *n € f *  f a s r  « r r »

s f t * f t ? t ,V $  t o t t t  
y r ^ P d f a f o r e  <rr 1 . . , ( « w ^ ) « . <

** m  t i t *  % tit w  «rftnp 
fnr»rr i *  % tft * r  *> sprr i 
*? #  t  m x  #  ^  1 % f w r  f a r  w r  
«f|to e  w r r  s t  * j f r  ^  1 n
* * * * '* % ! .

5?? *?T 371* *TT f% îftWn *7t =f?Tcft 
vt Ht^R ^  1 %fv?r ^1 *Ft 
gftypft % mm  f^ n : ?r
^ T T  % srfT  ̂frfcr ^  T̂̂ PTT «Ft
fron ...

«ft q?To f w  : ^ ^ f t  «% n : 
^ * R r  % fnrwr 1 . .  ( w w t o )  . .

sft TO, ftnA . STOTTn ^  3TTT 
sft apr snrra-1  *̂t ^
Sff ^*fmn wit W M . .
(ww«rw) ^*ft?in snsrrê r
y w reT fsp n §  »

«ft ipfo ipro ftw  : vnr ^
«TT ^  3FfRIT I . . ( W P M W )  . . .

«ft ^  ftW^ : Tm^sPTW *TT f ^  
Jfsnprr, s n r a ^ s r q f a w f t ?  
EFifhfPT ^ w f | ? w t  ^rnr 

5ft^ tRfnTRT, 3TcfT*T %
mfsr % t s ,  Irf^r
m*r 1 ^  ^  ^ tt «rfa?r t
fa  T̂f ai-̂ ft̂ FT apt ^rfttft % ^Wt »
^ apt 6̂ > Snft'ft ^
i 1

^rtq-fir » r ^ r , *rt f
Vt ŜTnT ^?TT g I *T?ft *TfT 

saft Tjersnft nT̂ f n?5T I s  1 ;̂ ^  ^
• nt T̂nT W5PT t  ®[ «ftT ^ifsfT

^  q s  vnsr ^  ^  w  ^ r
«rr 1 «rnr 5TRt | fa  »rnsr w  ^wr* 
?rwft^r*er«rr ? «ft f̂tqT̂ r *ftrtr 
^^7 ^t ^  ^n*?t

fas ?Pt it W*®ET UW! tffctr
« r n ^  «rm 3  ht^  

%?w w w r *p̂ t sw rqT i w
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[*ft *%

sft Itfax  T O W  fa*r 3TFT̂  t  ft*
«ft TftcTT5f f ^ r  *mi% $  i stfsR
*  *rr? fcsrinr g ft? Ti^fqraT 
^TcRT *rnft ^ w r *rror frre ?wnr *r 
srs*? 3pr% % i n r o  <w % tt «rr

<ft %  *rn r * t t o  ?r fswrr i
?ftT *f T̂PfcfT f  ft: m  §S, ^  vt
jcrsFfT fw r w r, *fwr *?w
WTTipr O T  ^ ctt ST5TT%, *j? Zfft 

tot t o  %fc«MP ’t̂ t r  ^r*r

•ftftw i *n W *  % **r Tfr, «rr
s j s w r f t  ^THFT n**^T %fc  « ft  ?Tf<f 
^  H, f a  f*TTO Iff yCHT nTTT $, 70
sra  ?t *w tfrc t o  5*tri 5tt*t t f t o r
*m$ |  I *fT*T eft f*MT, w k
apjf t  ? STR 5  v fe w  %WTZt&{ 
w t i t i  w\ w  * ? r  f o f r £  %  s r r w r  t s  

* f t  3r®rr ^ p n r  g  i *t fY fa *fa  
gft, *nra *ft %*rc*fa t  m*r?r «ft vrn- 
s?nss.......

%© *fto («TsHKi) :
^ p tfn  vrr fom  *rtft H tm fe  *rr v x  
spremrt i . .  (eovm r) . . .

«ft f iw *  . %tn *f$x ?rr^  i
t o t  ^  fsraSnr ffrfar *r srw &b t *  

i ?r.^r^3pr^t% ? r ^ i  
sren j^r *>#£)■ <ffer(T srte hat,

3 4 ^  % cr|% ̂  « p ^  ap^rr | ;

“ The Committee are not con
vinced with the argument given by 
the Secretary, Planning Commis
sion that it was within the scope 
and functions of the Planning Com
mission .......... ”  (Interruptions).

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU; On a 
point o f order as Chairman o f the 
Public Accounts Committee it is my 
look out It is not his look out and 
the House can decide He can move 
In the House,

SHRI K . P . UNNJKRISHNAN: 
What is he trying* to tell me? It is 
very much the concern of the House7 
Is it his private property, the Public 
Accounts Committee? (Interrup
tions). It is very much my look out.
I can be corrected if I am wrong. I 
am not making an allegation. I am 
posing a poser to Mr. Bosu who has 
been everyday hauling up the Prime 
Minister, Shri L. N. Mishra, Shri 
D. P. Dhar and everbody: how much 
money did he spend in requisitioning 
an aircraft to go from Jorhat. Will 
he say it to this House? Is the 
Public Accounts Committee the pri
vate property of Mr. Bosu? It is 
very much the concern of the House.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: The 
committee decided to requisition an 
aircraft because it had to travel over 
a difficult area and it could not go * 
there otherwise. I accept it. It was 
done What is there? It is not 
stealing money.

MR CHAIRMAN: I am really very 
sorry that, while we are debating this 
motion, any extraneous matter, how
soever important it may be other
wise, should have been raised by the 
members here. I would request Mr.'*' 
Unmknshnan not to do it again, so 
that we may not distract our atten
tion from the present debate.

sft m j famft 
cT ifw  ^tVwh wrar fc w  
sR'ffi |  sfrc % arft 3  ffrnft w r *
?r$T3*sw % vin f[ •

“The Committee are not con
vinced with the arguments given 
by the Secretary, Planning Com
mission that it was within the 
scope and functions of the Planning 
Commission (a) to have set up an 
agency like the Bharat Sevak 
Samaj and (b) to have given 
grants, loans and other facilities to 
that body from year to year.”

s**n%*rfinrrc%*i£C T O rctfrarlw *
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s t o t ? ycnfraft
w t  | t o  % t o  ?hf v t f̂ r̂ rr i 

*frrf % farfsr W f fa^r, trffevP 
vttfr % ?

“The Planning Commission being 
<a government organisation whose 
accounts and finances are subject to 
proper scrutiny, is subject to the 
normal rules and procedures and 
financial discipline and is finally 
accountable to Parliament. But 
the Bharat Sevak Samaj has not so 
far been subjected to the control 
required to be exercised by the 
Ministries and Departments of 
Government which give it large 
grants and loans and unusual con
cessions. Its consolidated accounts, 
which alone could give a complete 
and overall financial position, are 
not prepared. The complete ac
counts are not brought under the 
audit scrutiny of the Comptroller 
and Auditor General of India, 
though the transactions run into 
crores of rupees. According to pre
sent indications, the transactions of 
the construction service itself may 
run into Rs. 90 crores by the end of 
the fourth plan.”

swrcfa stft 'Tfssrsfr
^  %  a rr* i f  f w r

a iw  fv  *r % *r?r tit t o
11 i& m fa  aft * t t o  ̂  % fa  jt? 

sPr *nr€t f^ p - sjTTrfarar 
* » t  f a s  *r w  h j t r  apt s %

irrfc fa* w r  % sn* Sf *h
m f o r  t o ^ t t  ynr |  j r t  s t e  <rc?r 

% f t , | 7 w r f a  3ft t o *  
fsm * sfafo vt

ft»d£ q-far*; | sftr 
, f t n r w  *r«rr %  *n f t  S  v p  t o t  |  f a  «fir 

-,t w t  fa5* % sftFft

n m ta  m n : *r$t *fr 1 1 

f M t  : * !#  |  *»f %
w r r  » ftnr «cw kto  *faft

% f t ?  ^r«rr^ f  i s r o r  jtftarrtfr
t o  ^  ^ i
m u  tRi afr? ferr t o  eft 
fnrrzror fa«r ^in  w  w.x t o

i scrrsr %ar*r srarc *raft
% STJ^f l - ? >TT I^ 'F .i «,7sfti
fire *rr % <̂st it lr n|t *rr^r i 
*rsr sr fa s  wt i 
t o t  | fa far«r sft, fa^R ir-^nr v m j* 
sttot 11  srfsRT w r  ftp* sft

smr ^  ^  i
»t^t *Ft xjm *r^t ir ^  «tt,

v ft  ^  %?rr 1 1
t o  ^  | ?ft «ft sw t o
5TRRTW % ^>F T  % apTW ^  T| t, 
?nn: tr? m ^ F r  ̂  ̂ ^ e r r , ?ft 
^«r Tf̂ ft f ^ R  Jr firfosRr f t  to rt  i

%f*R w r  ftrar w n  t
% f ^ r  5FT 5f|̂ cT I , ÊT f̂ STH WW

sift w  ftnrrft?r ^ f r  | «r̂
ŝr̂ TT I  — ^ ^  ^  % 3lf cT ÊTRT 

JT̂ t T̂T T̂fcTT g— ^nmfcT 
3 TX «Tf ^ c f t  |—

“^ sit | ?afTrf?r vift »rf f^nr 
if ?̂r 5r«r «Ft r̂rnFT faror w r
qrfcTT ^  % ITT t

^^ftf^TTT OTfttsnr" 
5tw ^  t  i ^

% ?rrw r ftrar
f̂t f w f  % «nt t  ^

tfiaTO H T i^RT ?T VTffRTT
8osfa*rar^  20srf?n!Rrt, ,^ « T r ^ -  
ftrr trcrr
sv̂ t f«P 5T f w  t f w r  % ^PPWI *IT Jflflr

f n t a r c t  u t i p  11



yet* ***« *wr 
to *  % f o r  t  ?

STTT’T̂ RT
i

*ra *rf ?rMcr wf^nnfTvr *nsft | -  
<r«s 17 tn: w  v t ftrsrfrw |— $  faq? 
?To 2 ftm fa r  qft wtr t o  *pt stpt
fo?TRT T̂fcTT $ -

qfoforar ffm  srerarr s trtc  
% fa«r <rfT*TT % ^% ?tt % # %
% vnrf % wrcT?r ^ t % | §  farfto
ftflWV *FT ̂ STtffT ’SPTr̂ cT ̂ T’RTH
«rfOTTf̂ *ft trawrwr q ? m t  srfor- 
fw r n ft  t o  %^ter srrar s*rct j k t

r

f t r c r fw r  *nrr % sft *rfi?r 
ftr«r % ftrert *ft *§*T5r |, ^rrim farrow  

'TT fi»PT WT I , faTO
^ t q*€fa£*r i f t i t  ^  *tt*t ^

| far **$!% 5ft z t f t f v f f a  f t  I — #  
f*BT *r ^  ^ r t  *r vstrt ^rrpT g—  
?̂T T O  TO

H o VfTRT (sF^f-sfsrW)
«r t  % ̂ rf̂ Tcr JTROT ftror «pt t o  t ?

it?  fa n *  *  s*r *r ^

^  V* F* * — * *  *  ‘<an*  ’ ^  t
?fr \  ‘15 ’ ’ ^  £ i

w r f a  T j^tr, irar %
^  M fc  TC TOT ‘SfTSm g ~ *s  T 55 
1 0 4 - ^ 5  11 t  - f  ^CT * ft  'TfHT,
*fteT *tt q^»rr

“ Mr L  N . Mishra also stated 
that he had sent full accounts to 
the Convener of the Western, HSm- 
Twtnkmeni Community Saving Com- 
Committee..........M.

379 Charge* of
etc. against

n w , w w fir  wfiiMf wnjflT $ -—

‘iUnfortunatelyl, wblatever $hese 
accounts, they have been kept back 
by the Bharat Sevak Same] but the 
correspondence on the files at the 
Central Bharat Sevak Samaj tends 
to show that these accounts were 
unaudited ”

“But it is rather astonishing".,,

*Tf *g5T «r£ 9T*2f ̂ T ftnu »TqT 11

“But it is rather astonishing that 
m spite of the criticisms, both in 
Bihar Assembly and in Parliament, 
these accounts have been kept back 
by the Samaj and have not been 
produced either before the Central 
Bharat Sevak Samaj or before this 
Commission

farc 'Tfssrsp ^
sfr ftcq-nft sft ft? g r̂rsr

^ T  Tt *F*m W T  ^TT 
wf?r w=m t ,  wTftr ssf F̂«rT 
% fprm-fT?rR[ % asrr v *  qrfWzrnta: 
m  ijo sfVo t̂t t^FT^^r
spr f^TfpFT *%t ^ IT , ^T *  f»T ^  5f«e 
ftcft t  I

«ft *!TTPF»rfiW spT 
f«PTT |?TT I — ^  % ’WT *P̂ r | - 
spT *£*S W  I

“While I fully appreciate you# 
anxiety to guard the interests of 
the Bharat Sevak Samaj in this re
gard I would like to say that it 
will not be proper and fair for the 
Government to take upon itself the 
work of audit of the accounts of 
an independent organisation like 
the Bharat Sevak Samaj * i

s r o fs r  q ftor , 90 qtfts ? w  vt 
^  «rw*wr3r% % fti# 
f , i m *  # | s r  v is#  w # fw w r  
* t$ i  $ « t  i t  v ft  |  ?

Malpractice* 380
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m  Sr 4*tr Sift t  *t$ f w i w
* f t  WfpRT T O W  fa «T  TpT T O  %  STTT
>wrf $fo«rr %  stpt^  w h t

5T*TT  ̂ % f^ r r a  fw r a r % wxfVfx 
Vt$ VRT̂ R ?T$rt ^ T  ^ r f^ , w r HT®PTT 
^ ST* *  *«T *T $ m  «TT m  wfaa 
q T W T f a s T  S?t S R  %  ¥ 7  tt  fW T  «TT ?

© ^ f o  fiwnrtt ( ifh r m s r )  : 
a t  t^ tt  ^  w &  1 1

*n j ftw tt : $  f a ^ R T  STTcr 
WK TfTT | — $  * r f  T fT  |  %  trfs5R>

^R ft % *rf 3rt w rr *ft?tptt & -
WTTcT # ^ 7  W ^ T  %  t f o  *TTTcT ^ R J
T O K ^ r t  sp^W t^m r ^ r r w  W ^ t ^ r t  
I  *wff*p % fair sfrf qii^rVH 
^  t ,  ^rtf 'B r ^ ^ F T  fe fa ftrp * | —
*T *Tf«?np 1 ^ 1 7 ^  9T55 t —
*W «Tfpr $  ?wfacr * m  % f f t r  m
X &  OT5 *T f m  spr ssft Hfacf JTTTT^or 
fa«r ^  t  - t  f%*£T£ ^  TfT
S* sfT «rar sR>rfa?r |?tt t —  
f ^ t ^ ^ f ^ T R » T r » r % ^ F f t « r r T a  ^  
m m  q^r s T P T f o t ^  |
5*r % ffPTT̂  ^  jtM ^t *npar 11

ts r*  *ft srfspp t o ?  %?nr 
^Tgarg— ^ T S F T T ^ ir w r  s r g T w t —  
isr % Tfr trt |—

"improprieties and malpractices 
committed by the Minister”.

S f f  srcar* f * m  | — srrtft sft
fT O T W % a k

^  *  fT^TT ’snr^TT i  | f w r
*f$ t  f% *T5ft ^  grnr w a n
W h m p r h r s ilx  ^ f ^ n r ? p r f a T T f a ? r T

i ^ r ^ r  $ *
* w  | —-fa^r f a *  « f t  fa r * ar$ ^  
t f* * 5 m w ^ 3 W % fr w r « ft* n * T ^ T

$8l n«ir$et of AGRAHAYANA
etc. agtAnst

ftc ft  f u r f a ^ — ^  W
I — f l n *

^FTT ^  ^  lj

'T r fa ^ r r  v r p r x  % «n^: % ^  t o ^ st 
T T  ITTR’ T̂T »Tfft w t  TT5*T ĜWT ^  

^snnr w r  wrar ^Prtcft &»tt ^m|?rT 
^ 3 R T ^ r f a % 9 r  « fniH.<ffft w%<rt?:faH 
f ^ r  fa^sfr « r r a K  t o t  ^ t ? T -  
% ^ r  3ft-«Tf qftff ^rr %^rr-^frerT fvnrr
<m  a t  ^  m f ^ r  *px w m  g  n v ti

$1 ?rc «rrc r ^  ir«f a r r o r r
%HR?T S V H T fft  % t  I W T  W T  

vj ^?t fy.M*ld
^ r l a « F  ^ r f  ^rf k \t » t t ^ q f t -  
5ft° O ggtMl’WIW «f?t I ^  ^  ^
a r t ^ ^ r  ^ t . . .

« f t ^ °  * ^ °  v t  Tprr^r t
f^  zftm  sjrfftrc *& W tit ^  w i 
^ r  v t  w r  n*rm  ^ t  i

«ft T O  fa s t^  : t  $?% %  f a ^
a * n r  f ^  ^ ^ r r  |  m  ^ft 
^ ir g f^ r  ^  T f t  ^ w t  ® t i , o t t  
STT̂ q- ? fk  1ZZTFZ op int «R̂ *pT5T 
JT f ^ f t  fT T t^  *PT
■̂srrqrr w  1 % «tdHi f  1 . . .

SHRI D. P. DHAR: On a point 0!
order. With your permission, I 
would like to submit for your kind 
consideration that the Chairman who 
precceded you has given a specific 
ruling that the debate should be con
fined to the limits of the motion. I, 
therefore, submit for the kind consi
deration of Madhuji that we may limit 
ourselves to the substance of the 
motion. I would, therefore, recall 
the ruing your predecessors have 
given on thus issue and I would beg 
on a personal basis and request him 
to confine his remarks to  the con
tents o f the motion.

7, 1895 (SARA) Malpractices 382
Shri L. N. Mishra (M)



ra* : % nTsrorrg W  
«P|T t  ^  g sftsrrefl tf*r-
srfadtor qft «n?r aft *rf | sffa: f r o m  
%?faT**r?faraT*raTt i settct 
V3X SETY 3THT \2tvs  ̂ firor*

^T>fV ^ n r f » srft sra ^  I  %  £far> 
qrftapr *tft forte *pf *rrar ?re? ^ T f  *r$ 
*r)T & m  v r w  z$t *nr f r  ^  ari- 
*nrT% «re ? rm > r f a m  ^r>r ^ r ,  
^ ftfror  *u4fin f?  m^f^rcFrmfd'w^ 
^ n c  srrc JTFf *ffc n̂% f , ^r
%^^T^^r%i?n'wmTfw n̂r?, isrn^ftpr 
% sr^r 3r j w  f . .  .

wrwftr R^tor ?n% 31% *ft*H % 
fsw fc r f t  | i

«ft * *  f?TO  ̂ : $  3*m rr %
|> isrrarT^?ftr^Rfhr it^rr tt<t>cHg 

( i w f a )  ^  ?ft srn?n \ m  f t  *jk  
x&  f w  | i sft x-fffiz  f^ rq ; 
*r t ,  w  *r % 11 |*rt 11 ??r
VRr*f%3Fr^rr ^
*«jfeprw?t«*iT*#V 5p53n|cft^r 
ffr strtr *tt% % arrc s^ 't ^ r r

arft g^rr*ft Tft 1 1 * R ? fp fr %  
%T *?t 3TcT 3  T̂ T £ I OTT «sft 9rfHcf
i W f N  «ft affft 5TT?r TTT̂ frr 
fa fa sT  «pt ? f w r  grnr*n — fatfifanrff 

eft MTmrT, TOTTT ̂ T ̂  
gtj^HT aft *pT* *<?t t o t  | 3 *  
3f*w<ft*regfoft i
*>r*fro iftfa*m  ?%A • ^ ^ t  *msr 
*f ^  «nsr | i *tft snra*rr ft fv **rt 
siftfajfar arj ^r 3ft s n m  t  sra% 
Sfv*tes,irtT5mT?r *refrfc**rart i t *  
^  v t f  a n r o  «np | i *niNr*R*TT % 
% t r v p p T * n i < f t e ^  i

3 $ 3  C h a rg es  o f
e t c .  a ga in st

J THE MINISTER OF PLANNING 
rSHRI D. P. DHAR): I can see that 

\ f  will not have to deal with some of • 
^he remarks which are completely 
extraneous to the subject matter of 
the motion and which have to bear
ing on some of the points which were 
made out by Shn Jyotirmoy Bosu. I 
was completely taken aback by Sfhri 
Madhu Limaye’s speech in support of 
this motion. It had nothing whatso
ever to do with the motion itself and 
he will forgive me, therefore, if I do 
not devote any time or just a little 
time to what he had to say. We all 
know and know it with a sense of 
admiration that Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu 
is a very hard-working and very in
telligent honourable Member of 
this House. But I am afraid, m his 
enthusiasm sometime he is either 
consciously or perhaps unconsciously 
capable of deviating liom a sense of 
precision and this lack of precision 
has led to a long and unfortunate and 
said debate. Shorn of the invectives 
of unfair expressions, of equally un
fair insinuations, what is the crux of 
the allegations which Mr Jyotirmoy 
Bosu has made out in this House? I 
would like to summarise the essence 
of the arguments of Mr. Jyotirfhoy 
Bosu. He has relied on Chapter 29 
of Volume XI. He has quoted so 
many pages in his Motion that or
dinarily one who has not read the 
report, who has not read the whole 
chapter, who has not read them in a 
connected manner, would be led to 
believe that all that the Commission 
had said is directed solely and main
ly against Mr. L. N. Mishra. I sub
mit, this impression is not only un
fortunate but this" is totally incorrect

M a lp ra c t ic e s  384
S h ri L . N . M ish ra  (M )

What is the gravemen of the charge 
it any levelled by Mr. Jyotirmoy Bobu 
against my colleague Mr. Mishra 
in this chapter? It relates to a sum 
of Rs. 2.10 lakhs or even lea*.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: I have 
quoted from the Sixth Volume also. 
Kindly cover tMt* Training camp* 
and so many other things.

D E C E M B E R  18, 1974



SHRI YAMUNA PRASAD MAN
DAL: Your motion relates to this
only.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Who
told you that?

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE: That is
only illustrative, not exhaustive.

SHRI D. P. DHAR: I am at the
moment dealing with Volume XI, 
Chapter 29. I shall not forget his 
pale references to Volume VI, 
Chapter 8.

19 hrs.
But, I will come to that a little later.

I was dealing with this Volume (XI), 
paragraph 29 and I was submitting for 
your consideration that the only re
ference—and I take full responsibility 
while I say this—that has been made 
to Mr. Lalit Narain Mishra, if you 
read the whole Chapter and if you 
read these paragraphs very care
fully—relates to a sum of Rs. 2,10,000— 
I repeat^ little less perhaps.

Now, Mr. L. N. Mishra has not said 
that he did not draw this money. He 
has gone on record to say that he has 
drawn this money and Mr. Justice 
Kapur, who presided over this Com
mission has recorded this fact. The 
question then is: in what capacity did 
he withdraw this money? Mr. Mishra 
said that he withdrew this money $s 
the Treasurer of this Committee and, 
as the Treasurer, what were his func
tions. I am sure Mr. Bosu who belongs 
to a political party and Mr. Limaye 
who belongs to a political party-— 
apart from that, Mr. Bosu is also the 
Chairman of the Public Accounts 
Committee and it would be very easy 
for them to refer to the definition of 
the Treasurer—knows the definition of 
"Treasurer’.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: I shall 
teach.

SHRI D. P. DHAR: I am always 
open to be taught and educated and, 
even by you.
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SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: I  do 
realise this. Some people do not.

SHRI D. P . DHAR: I am glad you 
have realised your limitation.

I am touched by your humility. But 
the question is: the definition o f «  
Treasurer is one who is authorised to 
keep money. He is not an Accountant 
Now, Mr. L. N. Mishra had this 
Rs. 2.10 lakhs and then again Mr 
Mishra, as per the report of the Com
mission itself, says that he has distri
buted this money; disbursed this 
money to such and such a person and 
to such and such an organisation and 
he has given the account. It is a state
ment of the account of disbursement 
of my hon. friend, Shri Mishra and, I 
think, Mr-. Bosu has confused, as the 
statement of account of the disburse
ment of the monies which were with 
Mr. Mishra in his capacity as a Trea
surer. He has given a full statement 
and there his responsibility ends and 
the responsibility of those who utilised 
those monies begins.

Now, this is the totality of the part 
of the role of Mr. L. N. Mishra in this 
Chapter. Now, in this Chapter, the 
Commission has made a reference to 
the fact that the Bharat Sevak Samaj 
authorities did n°t produce the utili
sation accounts of the sums which 
were disbursed; these accounts were 
not produced. But, as far Mr. Mishra 
was concerned, he has done his duty; 
he has produced the accounts of the 
disbursement to the last penny of 
what was entrusted to him as a Trea
surer.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Not at 
all.

SHRI D. P. DHAR: That does not 
alter the fact. This remarkable inter
vention does not alter the fact; I stand 
by this fact; Government stands by 
this fact. Now, these accounts were 
not produced before the Commission. 
The Bharat Sevak samaj chose to pre
fer the plea that the Commission, 
under its terms of reference, was not 
competent to ask for the accounts, the
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detailed accounts of these monies and 
on this score the Commission has ex
pressed its unhappiness ana at places, 
i  would say, even its untation. / " f a r  
as the Government is concerned we are 
not involved in this jurisdiction and 
It is in  this connection that 1 will refer 
to the Dutta Commission abo a little 
later. Here I would like to make the 
position of the Government clear, that 
thig plea which was raised before the 
Commission was by Bharat Sevak 
Samaj1 and it does not necessarily 
mean that the Government agrees with 
that. But what surprises the Govern
ment is that it had appointed a Com
mission under the Enquiries of Com
missions Act and it had given powers 
to this Commission under Section 4 
and 5 of that Act, specially under Sec
tion 5, which empoweis the Commis
sion to compel the production of evi
dence or the productiqn of witnesses 
and also empowers the Commission 
even to issue warrants of search for 
location and production and seizure of 
documents.

I had the privilege of knowing Jus
tice Kapur for a long time, that is, 
since the Lahore days. I have the 
highest respect for him but I am un
able to understand while these powers 
were available to him he did not excr- 
cise them. Secondly, I am also unable 
to understand why he did not give a 
categorical opinion or taken a categori
cal view on the question of jurisdic
tion. Assume for a moment that he 
entertained some doubt about its 
jurisdiction then certainly it was 
upto him to go back to the Govern
ment of India and say that the terms 
of reference are somewhat vague or 
less clear and, therefore, they should 
be amended appropriately in order to 
clear this confusion. I must admit 
that as an ordinary human being— 
hot very wellf versed in law and not 
having the guidance and helD and 
assistance of a great lawyer like 
Mr. Chatterjee which Mr. Bosu has— 
and inepite of all these handicaps it is 
rattier lifflcult for me to comprehend 
why the Commission did not do that. 
But as far as the Government is
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concerned we did not entertain this 
plea that the moneys referred to by the 
Bharat Sevak Samaj were not subject 
to scrutiny. That is why the Govern-’  ̂
ment while presenting this Report 
before this august House in the Ex
planatory Memoranda has mentioned 
that they are scrutinising this Report 
and (that thus Report yis voluminous.
I must say that 1 am very grateful to 
Atal ji because he even counted the 
pages of the main Report, without 
going into the Appendices which run 
into several volumes, that it consists 
of 13,000 pages.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: When 
was the report submitted to you?

I am telling you, you have nad more 
than a year and a half.

SHRI D. P. DHAR: More than three 
years Even three years was too small 
a time to go into all these details— 
this is my opinion, you may dis
agree—where the activities are spread 
all over the country. It is not merely 
Kosi Project. This is spread all over 
the country. We do need some time. 
It is not a question of three years 
or six years or six months or five 
months. We have just asked for 
some time and we shall make this 
time as brief as possible in order to 
get all the facts, m order to be able 
to contact all the Departments in 
order to be able to contact all the 
Ministries in order to get at the truth. 
The Government will not allow the 
truth from being sheltered or prevent 
it from being exposed to public 
view. This is an obvious position of 
the Government and I stand by this. 
This has been mentioned in terms of 
the memorandum which has been 
appended to the Report at the time it 
was placed on the Table of the House. 
Therefore, Sir, I would submit for the 
consideration of this hon. House that 
whatever suspicions, whatever small 
or big or remote innuendos are con
tained with regard to the actual ac
counts relating to the utilisation of 
these funds, Government shall take 
care to make a proper scrutiny oI the 
whole matter and then at the
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appropriate time, it will consider 
what action has to be taken. This is 
the first part of the story related to 
us by Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu. Here, one 
or two other questions have arisen. I 
do not want to go into all these ques
tions. As I said, they are not ielevant 
to the issue. But, in order to correct 
facts, I would like to submit that it is 
true that a Commission was set up by 
one of the many Governments which 
Bihar had and after the Government 
was changed, the successor Govern* 
ment on the recommendations of a 
Cabinet Committee suspended this 
Commission. Now, it is wholly in
correct, I would submit, to say that 
this Commission was suspended 
under the authority or at the instance 
or on account of the Government of 
India and it is extremely unfair to 
associate the name of the Prime Min
ister with this decision of the Bihar 
Government. This is the story of the 
Dutta Commission. I am afraid that, 
when Shri Madhu Limaye referred to 
this and said that it was done under 
President’s Rule, he was not aware of 
real facts of the situation. We come 
to the second part of the argument as 
far as this Chapter is concerned, 
Mr. Jyotirmoy Bosu has said that
under whose authority was this Com
mittee constituted of which Mr. L. N 
Mishra was the Treosurar. Well, it 
has been stated unreservedly that
this Committee was duly constituted
bv the proper authority and 
Mr. Mwhra has just now said that in 
his statement, and that whatever
amounts were disbursed were done 
under the due and proper authority 
of the Committee or its functionaries 
and that also has been asserted bv 
Mr. Mishra I do not see anv reason 
to doubt this statement. There is 
nothing on regard to create the 
slightest suspicion in dealing with the 
correctness, with the veracity of this 
statement which ha« been so affirma
tively made on the floor of this House 
That was one part of the story, of 
mirse, made out very dramatically by 
Mr. Jyotirmov Bosu Now, we c«me 
to the celebrated Chaoter 8* Now, 
what is this about? This relates to 
two sets of scheme?* one with regard

to training and the other with regard 
to mobilisation of people. In this, as 
far as Mr. L. N. Mishra is concerned, 
the total amounts which were drawn 
by him, as the Convener of the Kosi 
Project, BSS Project, were about 
Rs. 65,000 on 29th September, 1956 
and Rs. 24,000 in December 1967.

Now it is said that the second 
instalment was issued on the basis of 
a certificate, of an order, issued by 
Mr. Krisnhan Prasad before whom all 
the acts were not stated coherantly 
by Mr. Mishra. Now I would &ubmit 
that this allegation cannot stand the 
test of even ordinary scrutiny because 
there is no doubt that the second 
instalment was drawn on the basis of 
facts which were clearly stated and 
which were clearly assessed by 
Mr. Krishan Prasad and his depart
ment. I need not go into this matter 
because fortunately Mr. Jyotirmoy 
Bosu did not place much credence on 
this aspect of the matter either.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Revision 
petition?

SHRI D. P. DHAR: The question
is not o revision petition. The 
question is of interpreting what has 
been said in the document called the 
Kapur Commission Report. If it suits 
Mr Bosu to draw conclusions which 
in law are called perverse conclu
sions then surely it is left ordinary 
mortal like me to draw conclusions 
which are in conformity with the spirit 
and the language of the Commission’s 
Report.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Mr. 
Dhar is a very handsome man and 
even if he does not say anything, 
there will be clapping.

SHRI D. P. DHAR: I would submit 
a good deal of song and dance has 
been made about the duration of the 
training centres and the training 
course

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Money 
drawn after the closure of the train
ing centres.



SHRI D. P. DHAR: I am glad he 
refreshes my memory; I am really 
grateful to him.

I must say that this is one. The 
other is that this money was drawn 
for schemes which had technically 
ended their span of life, namely, the 
training scheme and the mobilisation 
of people. Here I would make one 
submission. From all the evidence on 
record, Mr. Mishra—and that is all 
that concerns him—has all along said 
that the second instalment should be 
released because the construction of 
the Kosi project is suffering. He has 
said that jeeps are necessary.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Page 
number?

SHRI D. P. DHAR: I will give you 
in a moment.

He has gone on record to say so As 
a matter o f fact, he had earlier said 
very clearly that accounts should be 
audited and there is hurry; he has 
been pursuing the central office, the 
Central Bharat Sevak Samaj office •’

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Like 
the Tulmohan Ram licence story

SHRI D. P. DHAR: Mr. Bosu, I am 
prepared to have a private discussion 
with you outside the scope of this 
motion on all the Rams that you have 
in mind, but why bring Tulmohan 
Ram in a controversy which is not 
concerned with him at all?

SHRj JYOTIRMOY BOSU* So 
gratifying to hear that a VIP is 
anxious to have a dialogue with me.

SHRI D P DHAR* A<? a matter of 
fact, I would be delighted to do so 
provided you allow me to deal with 
the subect you have raised in this 
House and not with other subjects 
which may be dear to your heart but 
which are unfortunately irrelavant to 
the discussion. This is what Mr 
Misfhra has eaid repeatedly: that the 
construction work was suffering.
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SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: You
had not given be the page number. I 
and waiting. ,

SHRI D. P. DHAR: I will not make 
you wait for long. I will give the 
page number.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: I gave it 
to you very promptly.

SHRI D. P. DHAR: I wish I were 
as prompt. I wish that you were as 
ready to accept truth as I.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU* It goes 
undisputed

SHRI D. P. DHAR: If it is your in
tention that you can by your stout 
interruptions derail me from the main 
argument, I am afraid that you are 
waisting your time.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: I never 
live in fools paradise to derail you. 
You were never on the rails

SHRI D P. DHAR: Page 11, para 
8 88 page 12pa ra 8 96

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: You got 
assistance.

SHRI D. P. DHAR; Need assistance
I am older than you I did not say 

wiser.

We have to go back 17 years and 
we h ave got to have a look at this, 
the grandeur of this conception. 
Today we have become cvnicse. We 
have to look upon this tremendous 
effort which was made in the past to 
really associate the people with the 
work of development. We looked 
upon this movement as a mission We 
did not look upon this mission from 
the eyes of an accountant or from the 
eyes of the minion« who are available 
for this purpose in the corridors of 
the North Block and the South Block, 
we looked upon it from the point of 
view of securing the narticipation of 
people in the development of the 
country. It is undoubtedly true th**t 
some of the most idealistic p<3ople 
were drawn into this movement. It 
is also undoubtedly true that gome 
wrong elements were drawn into it*
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SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Cer
tainly I cannot dispute here a success
ful Planning Minister such as this one.

SHRI D. P. DHAR: You will 6ee 
the success of my planning when you 
make up tomorrow morning.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Both of 
you, I know have a very powerful 
press lobby and what we will read 
tomorrow morning I can tell you 
right now. Lalit Babu infact main
tains a press regiment through fat en
velopes. About your affairs I 
cannot give details but I know you 
have a set of admirers.

SHRI D. P. DHAR: If my details 
are known it can be only romantic. 
We have to look back upon this from 
the point o view of what obtained at 
that moment. As a matter of fact I 
was very happy when Atalji raised 
the fundamental question which, I 
think, should have been the essence of 
this Motion, namely, why did such a 
grand mission, such a grand move
ment fail? Why did it collapse.
I would not have, if I were Jyotirmoy 
Bosu, raised the debate on the Kapoor 
Commission in order to hound my col
league Mr Mishra on grounds which 
are absolutely not legitimate.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: You did 
not say: bound out.

SHRI D P. DHAR: If we had that 
sense of direction and that sense of 
purpose which Atalji mentioned .

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Great 
admirer of Atalji.

SHRI D. P. DHAR: I am an admirer 
of Atalji; I do not work along with 
him for a common purpose inspite of 
being a revolutionary. We should 
have really seen why such move
ments, such enthusiasm, such zeals of 
missionary character, have failed To 
say that because it is written there 
that this scheme had to finish on 7th 
October 1967 but it continued till 29th

December 19757 and therefore every
thing is wrong, is I submit, an abso
lutely narrow accountants point of 
view. I do not think even a compe
tent accountant will raise that point, 
with due respect to my dear friend, 
Jyotirmoy Bosu. After all, don’t we 
have spill-over schemes? There is 
evidence galore where schemes which 
are to be completed within 3 or 5 
years have spilled over to the 6th, 
7th or even 10th year. So, if these 
schemes have spilled over—1 assu
me for a moment they have—has Mr. 
L Mishra been responsible for it’  Do 
vou wont to hang him for that 
it is an impropriety, a malpractice 
committed by Mr L. N. Mishra? I jjm 
not trying to defend an individual. I 
am trying • to defend a principle. 
Therefore, if a principle is violated by 
trying to destroy an individual, it is 
my proud privilege tq go to the de
fence of that individual. That is 
what my party is doing.

Nandaji is here, in whose absence 
unfortunately quite a number of ir
reverent things were said, which hurt 
me greatly. He was the father of this 
idea. Who is born in the country who 
can raise his finger at the integrity of 
this old man? It is tragic that hifi 
great dream, great mission, failed. It 
failed not because of the lack of 
idealism and enthusiasm among the 
people of this country but because <Jf 
these narrow accountant’s points of 
view Therefore, I submit for the 
consideration of my friends oppo
site and on this side, in this whole so- 
called deal of dishonesty, these 
terrible malpractices and improwieti- 
es. these thefts and robberies 
which Mr. L. N Mishra has commit
ted—what does it come to? Including 
the voluntary contribution, it comes 
to Rs 1,03.000. Mr. Bosu asked a very 
relevant question. He said, Shri 
L, N Mishra had mad® a statement 
that Rs. 18,000 were available ag part 
of the voluntary contribution of the 
people and that was one of the bases 
for the drawal of the second instal
ment. If you look at the audited 
account of this Rs. 1,03,000....



SHRl JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Which this ig one of the greatest evidence
page? It can’t be one way traffic. of mala fideg of Shri L. N. Mishra!
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SHRI D. P. DHAR: I will give you. 
Occasionally if you only take and not 
give, what is the matter? This was the 
famous Daya Shankar’s statement. It 
is pages 8 and 9. This Audit Re
port of Shri Daya Shankar gives the 
details of the expenditure of this sum 
of Rs. 1,03,000. This is all that is re
lated to Lalit Babu. I am not talking 
of the other men and other things 
which the Commission has said. After 
all, there are 24 or 25 volumes. But, 
this is all that relates to Lalit Babu 
and the audited account of Shri Daya 
Shankar gives the details of this ex
penditure of Rs. 1,03,000. Shri 
Jyotirmoy Bosu has chosen to redicule 
Shri Daya Shankar. God knows 
whether he is alive or not. He has 
implied that he was not a charteved 
accountant. There was a regular 
Government order by which it was 
stated that the BSS could utilize the 
services of a retired Assistant Ac
counts Officer. I have the order with
me and I can quote it-----1 am sorry,
I have misplaced it somewhere. Any
way, I have Cone on record to say that 
there was a Government order by 
which the auditing of the BSS funds 
were exempted from being conducted 
by chartered accountants; it can be 
by an Assistant Accounts Officer 
This gentleman happen^ to be retired 
Assistant Accounts Officer and he 
prepared the Audit Report of this 
expenditure.

I revert to Rs. 18,000 because that 
iq relevant. This gives the whole 
stonr of the expenditure, including 
the items received by Lalit Babu. As 
T csaid. this amount of Rs. 1,03,000 
consisted of Government grants of 
Rs 89 900 and refund of grant made 
bv BSS. Because, the whole organi
sation was «o prone to temptation that 
it wb« capable of returning the grants 
also! Because, they were Ivins un
utilized with them This proves the 
mala fides of mv colleague. Shri L. N. 
Mishra, because Rs. 9,000 was unspent 
and he refunded it. Therefore, 
according to Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu,

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: In tbt 
import licence scand,al, apart from the 
fact that money had to be paid to get 
the licences, they found, when they 
raided, that even after some months 
the licences were remaining unused.

SHRI D. P. DHAR: I suggest, Mr.
Jyortumoy Bocu might use those em
pty buckes for drinking water. But the 
net contribution of the Bharat Sevak 
Samaj was Rs. 23,790. These are the 
elements of which the sum of Rs.
1,03,000 w,as composed. And this was 
audited by Mr. Daya Shankar who 
was auditing the accounts under the 
competent authority of the Govern
ment. This audit report was accepted 
by the Ministry of Irrigation and 
Power with the concurrence of the 
internal Finance. I do not know 
wherefrom these wild deductions are 
available to my friends to say that 
there have been serious irregularities, 
improprieties or malpractices involved 
in the disbursal of these amounts

As far as this contribution is con
cerned. here is afimn something which 
surprises me. In the documents of 
evidence, there is one Mr. Pntiranjan 
Bose who has deposed before the 
Kapur Commission that 25 per cent of 
the contribution by way of articles, 
goods, «tc., etc., was made available 
by this Organisation__ in order to 
qualify for the drawal of the second 
instalment. I do not know how, why 
and through what oversight the Com
mission has not mentioned this evi
dence at all, though this evidence has 
been recorded bv the Commission and 
it has cross-exinmined this Under 
Secretary of the Ministry of Irriga
tion and Power. Mv submission, 
therefore, is that the Government is 
absolutely convinced that the sum Of 
Rs. 1,03 000 was spent properly and 
it was audited. Why do we say that 
this was spent properly? We rely on 
the audit report of Mr. Daya SMl&ar 
who, under Government orders, was
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competent to draw up such an auau 
rttpoit and that audit report was ac
cepted by tne Ministry oi Xirigaucm 
MUtt Power with tne concurrence ol tn**

* internal finance. And the lact oi tne 
contribution is reflected ootn 'm  tut. 
idudit report and also in. the evidence 
ot jbot. oo&e. unionunateiy, he was 
not Mr. Bosu. It is reflected in tui 
evidence o i Mr. Bose which is on the 
records of the Commission itself,

I do not want to take more time ox 
this august House. 1 would like to 
maice one more submission, Mr. L. in 
Mishra did not take refuge under any 
privilege as far as deposing before tne 
commission was concerned He wrote 
to me commission that ne was avail
able to them any time. I was not 
aware of the private meetings with 
Justice Kapui. ihose aic aiilerent 
things. I am now dealing with the 
record. It is in the report of the 
Kapur Commission that he wrote a 
letter, he gave an affidavit in which 
he offered voluntarily to m,ake a de
position before the Commission. If 
there were any doubts in the minds of 
the Commission, they would have 
called him. I have great respect for 
Justice Kapur, he has been a great 
judge and Mr. Jyotirmoy Bosu was 
very correct in saying so. Now, ob
viously there was not a shadow of 
doubt in his mind about Lalit Babu 
being even remotely involved in these 
transactions or the impropriety ot 
these transactions. That is why he did 
not deem it proper to call him to 
give evidence. Otherwise, I fail to 
understand and it is impossible to 
understand that a Judge of such a 
high calibre could have ignored the 
sporting offer voluntarily made on 
affidavit by Lalit Babu,

I would like to submit because Mr 
Jyotirmoy Bosu talked of the Press 
and he talked about 'others, for the 
kind consideration of the hon Mem
bers of this House and also those who 
may like should not go by quota
tions, simple quatations of a line taken 
out here and there or culled out from 
here and there. Without any connec
tion or the context. They must «ee

the hoie thing and men iney will see 
uie veiy pmaoie sight. . .

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU. And see 
the man also.

J»HRI D. P. DHAR: They must see
tne whole thing, they must see tnt 
man behind the motion and they mus. 
see the pitiable sight how this gieai 
castle which was built by the hon. 
mover of the motion fails to the 
ground and crumples.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Prof
D. P. Dhar, the prospective passenger 
for Aeroflot. . .

SHRI D. P. DHAR. Air India.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: I do
not feel envious—has been thinking 
of building a castle because with his 
democratic and socialist background, 
he cannot think of anything else.

I will be business like and would 
like to try to make points and I do 
not have any machinery or the ability 
to go and examine each and every 
finding of this Commission. The Com. 
mission has. . . (Interruptions) . Lalit 
Babu asked you to stay back?

SHRI NIMBALKAR (Kolhapur): 
No, no.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Thank
you my dear friend.

Let us come to Vol. VI, page 7, 
What does it say? It says:

“This scheme for the Kosi Project 
was as follows:

(i) For training of 125 persons 
on each bank . .

This is Mr. L. N. Mishra’s scheme. 
There are letters embodied in the re
port

AN HON. MEMBER: That has al
ready been replied to.
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CiJcixu J iu xu u viu x  auem : l  am 
not wrning to teu any cock and bu i 
story;

For training of 125 persons. . . 
{.interrupuons) i  do not like to be 
a Ubtenur to souieoudy ex̂ e taming 
through tne bacK of his hat. ii  you 
wear a hat, you will loon, nanu&oine 
because you can hide many things in

SHRI D. P. DHAR: Unfortunately,
1 am bald.

Shri Jyotirmoy Rosu: “For train
ing of 125 persons on each ibank of 
the river, i.e., 250 persons m tall, for 
supervisory and accounts staff: the
training was to be for 3 months."

What do they find?

“The file of the Sama] shows that 
it was to operate from October 16. 
1956 to January 16, 1957 The audi

ted accounts mention the period oi 
training to be from October 1956 to 
December 1956 and in the report 
of the ,auditor it is stated that it 
operated for 1.112 months, i.e., for 
half the sanctioned period.

(ii) It was not put into operation.

(iii) This scheme was to work for 
six months. . .

Now I come to the next one. It has 
been stated. Sir, I do not want to 
take your time by again reading the 
same paragraph.

Here it is said:

“As there ,are not account books 
nothing can be said as to the factum 
or the propriety of the expenditure 
after the scheme had terminated.”

Then it says:

“They do not specify the period 
but presumably they must be from 
the commencement of the scheme 
upto the date of the Accounts. These 
figures .are at considerable variance 
with that shown by the retired Ac
counts Officer acting* as on Auditor.”

Malpractices jp o
atm  jl„  xv. mhmm  v,M) 

ixir. JLMiar reaos feugusn oener i&an i  
ao out i. did not Know he is m the 
haoit of reading between the lines. 
J!<vea this person has said that there as 
consiueraoie variance m regard to 
these accounts.

rlhen on September 29, Government 
MJicwoiied Jfts- oo.oyu and the camps 
weie supposed to be closed at a 
cet tain dale., now is it you ta*e mo
ney anei Me camps weie closed? No 
repiy has come with regard to the 
same thing. Then it says:

“ The inspectin report oi Mr. R N 
Gokhle in the Bharat Sevpk Smaj 
hie shows that the system of pay
ment to labour was. delective. . . .  ”

He goes on to give assessment oi 
accounts and then he says, the 
Accounts Officer was appointed for 4 
months when the training cenire it
self was for 1 1[2 months. Rs. 8400 was 
asked. In June 1957 which is in ex
cess of the need and the urgency. It 
also shows that the cash-book was 
over-written. This is a very serious 
matter.

Now we come to the next date 
August 27, 1957. Mr. L. N. Mishra
wrote this:

“So far as contribution of the 
Bharat Sevak Samaj is concerned
I am sure *a major portion of the 
required amount has been collected 
by the BSS organisation in Kosi 
from the unit leaders. We have 
only to await a statement from 
them.. But I 'd o  not think in de
manding the payment of second 
instalment, it will be necessary to 
make mention of the question of 
this contribution. It is getting late 
and we should not delay it further. 
We must ask for the money.’

This is what he wrote on 27th August, 
1957. And the comment on that is—

"This note is significant’ —

That means, it is in plain English, 
loud speaking.



Then if you go to the next page this 
is what is clearly stated there. It says.

“The record however shows th,at 
the certificate was not based on cor 
rect facts.”

Then it says:

“Mr. L. N. Mishra on 27th July, 
1957, mentioned the need for the 
purchase of jeeps for which the
Bharat Sewak Samaj should try to 
get the grant. Mr. M. D. Mi+tal was 
still of the view that the Samaj 
could not justifiably ask for the 
money but Mr. Mishi*a emphasized 
the getting of the grant without 
mentioning the aon-contribution by 
the Samaj of its share. And the 
second instalment of Rs. 24,900 was 
applied for and received without 
disclosing correct facts.”

So, this is> the situation here. The 
whole thing is a fr,aud; the whole 
thing is cheating the public—nothing 
short of that. Now I come to page 
15 Mr. Dhar, there is a provision 
that you may speak if you want to 
If you speak again. I will be very 
glad to hear it. This is what has been 
stated here:

“On January 20, 1958, Mr. M. D 
Mittal wrote to Mr. Lahtan Chou- 
dhary saying that out of the second 
instalment. Rs 20,000 was being 
paid, the first instalment having al
ready been paid in full; that the 
accounts showed that money had 
been expended undor every other 
head excepting the purchase of jeeps 
and the moneys which were being 
sent might be utilised for the pur
chase of jeeps.”

“It was also said that the Samaj 
had to make a contribution erf Rs 
29,6801- and that although Mr 
Mishra had said that Rs. 18,0001- 
was paid, no such contribution had 
been credited in the accounts."

Mr. Dhar, you are an eminent 
lawver and yet, you claim that Mr 
Dada Chandi, as your colleague /an
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eminent lawyer and so many others 
but you lost sight of this in your an
xiety to defend and shield a person 
who is out and out corrupt and dis
honest. (Interruptions). This is not 
my saying. I five you many more 
instances. But, the time is short. I 
do not like to do so.

I quote:

“A special feature of the Public 
Cooperation Scheme in the Kosi 
Project which has been taken credit 
for by the Bharat Sevak Samaj was 
the reservation of certain percen
tages of the running payments for 
works ot community development 
and this Fund was called the Com
munity Savings Fund which was 
created by the Samaj specifically for 
the purpose.”

Here the Commission dealt with all 
the arguments put forward by Mr. 
Dhar and Mr. Mishra and the Cong
ress .spokesman. It further says:

“This negatives the claim of the 
Samaj that the money being of the 
Samaj, none else had the right to 
question them about its expendi
ture” .

This is Mr. Justice Kapur’s final find
ing Then I come to another thing.

"90 per cent of the value of the 
work executed will only be paid 
to the Unit Leader and the 
balance of the value of work done 
will be deemed to have been 
surrendered to the Government. 
The latter amount will ba kept in 
deposit with the Government which 
will be spent on organisational ex
penditure of the Bharat Sevak 
Samaj and community development 
in a manner to be settled mutually 

between the Government and the 
Bharat Sevak Samaj. The Unit 
Leader shall not lav anv claim to 
the said amount kept in deposit and 
shall not be entitled to raise any 
objection whatsoever as to the man
ner of its deport,"

27, 1890 (SAKA) Malpractices 402
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So, that claim is absolutely baseless 
and foundationless. I have something 
to say:

“A letter dated July 3, 1967 from 
the Director (Public Cooperation) in 
the Planning Commission to the 
General Secretary of the Bharat 
Sevak Samaj points out that during 
their visit to Bihar the Accounts 
Cell of the Planning Commission 
noticed that Kosi Project authorities 
had raid Rs. 2.10 lakhs to Mr. L. N 
Mishra out of the Community Sav
ing Fund and the details are given 
by him and to this letter is attached 
a statement showing the distribution 
of the amounts by Mr. L. N. Mishra

• to the various parties.

The Planning Commission wanted 
to know as to how these monies 
were accounted for by the payees, 
whether they were •'spent in accord
ance with the terms and conditions 
governing the use of Community 
Saving Fund.”

MR. CHAIRMAN: Not the payei 
but by the payee.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Th-i
payees are his men.

SHRI L N. MISHRA: No.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: I will 
give you the list. I certainly own 

'anybody in this country. I am willing 
to work for anybody. There are no 
many other:

“Messrs L. R. Pandit & Co., Char
tered Accountants went through the 
accounts of the Kosi project upto 
the year 1962-63 and they found the 
Wnount in the balance-sheet against 

, JShri L. KT. Mishra but no adjustment 
thereof,”

MR. CHAIRMAN: I hope you will 
recall the Minister Tiad -aaid that the 
sefeoujit wag given tfcn? month* later 
awd this was earlier.
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[Shri D. P. Dhar] SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: I retail 
that no account was given. Sir, 1 quote:

“This statement shows that Mr. L. ^  
N. Mishra had ceased to be the 
Convenor of the Kosi Bharat Sfevak 
Samaj in May, 1957 but he continued 
to be associated with the Kosi Sec
tion because he withdrew Rs. 2.10,000 
from Community Savings Fund and 
he prepared a note on July 26, 1960 
about the Community Savings Fund 
which was sent to the Planning 
Commission by the General Man
ager of the Central Construction 
Service. As has already been said, 
Mr. Mishra had stated that he ren
dered accounts to the convenor of 
the Eastern Embankment Commu
nity Savings Committee which hai 
been duly accepted by the Commit
tee but it is very unfortunate that 
the Bharat Sevak Samaj has refused 
to produce its records before the 
Commission or even produce them 
before the Government of Bihar 
because that would have shown how 
th« monies were spent and by whom 
and they would have been capable 
of Scrutiny by the Commission.”

Sir, about his appearing before the 
Commission it is crystal clear that—

“Shri Nanda and Shri Malhotra 
were also examined as witnesses but 
due to the privilege provided in the 
Civil Procedure Code excluding the 
jurisdiction of the court to summon 
inter alia Central Ministers, Shri 
L. N. Mishra could not be summon
ed as witness.”

He gays I volunteered. I do not accept 
that. He has to satisfy the House. He 
has not explained why he opposed the 
proposal of the Chief Minister of 
Bihar t0 come and get the things 
audited because be knew if the audit 
party came many skeletons will come 
out and so he resisted the move.

Sir, I brought the motion against 
Shri L. N. Mishra ion* b*»for*» this 
Session started. The notice for it was 
'given in the last Session and it was 
difficult for me to get the motion

18, 1974 Malpractices 404
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admitted. Ttu» man ha* been the 
master-mind behind Tulmohan Ram’s 
scandal and I say he has got the files 
burnt re’ating to the Karnataka Stain
less Steel: (Interruptions)

20.00 hrs

Now, Dr. Dhar has done a great ser
vice by saying that we can quote from 
documents connected with Kosi pro
ject. Now I quote from 53rd report 
of the Estimates Committee otf the 
Bihar Assembly. Sir. it says:

“As regards the question of 
aweuiing contracts relating to Kosi 
project and thereby benefitting most 
of the members of a single family 
the Sub-Committee has come to the 
conclusion on the basis of evidence 
of local engineers, local persons and 
available documents and local people 
that it is a fact that most of the 
contracts have mostly been given to 
the members of “Mishra Family”  of 
Balua Bazar or their agents. All 
these evidences were taken on oath. 
The lineage of the meml>ers ot 
“Mishra Family” and the list of 
their agents is given at Appendix I. 
During the course of examination, 
the Committee came to the conclu
sion that most of the local eminent 
peop’e are afra'd of Mishra Family 
and this fact was established in the 
sitting held on 6th August, 1973. In 
all, three non-officials tendered evi
dence on oath. Other persons could 
not be present themselves before the 
Sub-Committee as they were threa
tened.”

Further, it says:

“fibre* Kripa Nath Mishra, P.O. 
Balua Bazar. D»stt. Saharsa was 
awarded a contract for Rs. 7,10,347 
to construct a guide dam at R.D 
No. 24,50 of Hanuman Nagar Raj 
Birraj Road ’*

There, it aays:

“According to the terms and 
conditions of the Agreement the

work which includes ten items such
as earth work, boulder pitching «tc.

Now, most of the contracts went to 
this Mishra Family. (Interruptions.)

DR. KAILAS: He can reply in
rc gard to whatever Mr. Dhar has said. 
He cannot raise new points. (Inter
ruptions.)

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU; I ask a 
question to Mr. Mishra?

MR. CHAIRMAN: At this rate, you 
will bring the eiitire Mishra families 
of the whole country including Shri 
Sliyamnandan Mishra’s family. Any 
cne whose name is Mishra is good 
enough for you. You are going beyond 
the Motion Do not go so far. Limit 
yourself to the Motion (Ivterrvjp- 
tions )

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Sir,
here are the names of individuals and 
firms wht) have fictitiously. (Icnterrup- 
tions). j  will take two more minutes. 
Sir, they have given 14 names who 
worked as benami are of the Mishra 
Family. Moat of the Kosi money, Kosi 
funds found its way through this or 
through that to Balua Bazar and to a 
particular compound. The moment I 
tnbled this Motion, Mr. L. N. Mishra 
rushed a messenger to Patna to file a 
tit bit of a civil appeal in a Court of 
I>sw in order to make this thing sub- 
judice. I never knew that he lives in 
*i fool’s paradise, that by filing a case 
in a Munsif Court, he can debar this 
House from raising a debate. (Inter
ruptions.)

SHRI MD. JAMILURRAHAMAN: 
Sir, on a point of order. He is raising 
a new point on which hon. Minister 
will have absolutely no chance to 
reply, according to the procedures laid 
down by this House. He should not 
try to raise new points m regard to 
this matter. This is my point of 
order. He *3hould confine himself to 
the debate, he should reply within 
the ambit of the Motion. He should 
not raise new points. The hon. 
Minister will have no chance to rtply.
(Interruptions).



MR. CHAIRMAN: I am sure Mr. MR. CHAIRMAN: You want to
Bosu will bear it in mind. Please limit withdraw it? 
yourself to the Motion. Don’t raise
new points. (Interruptions) . SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: No.
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SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: The
question is, Mr. L. N. Mishra stands 
with the glory that he has acquired in 
rccent times m the country. I do not 
want to cast “pea* Is before the 
swine.”

Sir, my saying is this; If the Gov
ernment is worth the name, if they 
are not wearing a garb made of rhino 
skmf this should have been enough. I 
mentioned the case of a Minister in 
the U.K. where because his wife had 
accepted a small contribution for a 
charitable purpose, Mr. Maudling 
resigned; otherwise, he would have 
been the Prime Minister of that coun
try.

All that I say is this. I do not press 
this for a vote. I put it before the 
House. Consider what the man outside 
thinks about you Try and find out 
You cannot escape the wrath of the 
people by simply pushing your press 
button here and defeating the motion 
I do not wish t0 say anything more 
These people cannot see the writing on 
the wall. Therefore, corruption has 
become a part of their life. That is 
how they are ruining the country and 
ruining themselves.

I have nothing more to say, but 
if there is any conscience, any sense 
in them, they would have immediately 
removed this man because enough has 
come out against this man. This is 
something in writing given by no less 
an authority than a Commission, and 
be has been stealing the Kosi project 
money for furthering his own ends. I 
wish to say nothing more.

MR CHAIRMAN: He said he is not 
pressing it t0 vote.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU; I said J1 
in t^e beginning,

MR. CHAIRMAN: Then I will have 
to put it to vote.

The question is:

“That thifi House resolves that 
Shri Lalit Narain Mishra, a member 
of this House and a member of 
Cabinet be removed from the mem
bership of this House for committ
ing serious improprieties and mal
practices ai could be seen from the 
Report of the Commission of Enquiry 
into the affairs of Bharat Sevak 
Samaj and in particular as reported 
in the said Commission Reports in 
volume 11 (Eleven) page 97 para
graphs 29.94, 29 95, 29.96, page 98 
paragraph 29.100, page 103 para
graphs 29128, 29.129, page 110 para
graphs 29146, 29147, page 126 para
graph (xxi) and page 127 paragraph 

"29 194.”

The motion was negatived.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Can a 
ivilege motion be decided by vote?

20.09 hrs.

MOTION RE: FUNCTIONING OF 
ELECTION COMMISSION

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA 
(Begusarai): I move the following:

“That this House notes with deep 
concern the growing complaints 
about the functioning of the Elec
tion Commission apd recommend^ 
that steps be taken to enlarge and 
reconstitute the Commission in the 
interest of free and fair election ”

MR, CHAIRMAN: We will continue 
this next time.


