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SHRI S. M. BANERJEE (Kanpur) : 
The Minister of External Affairs should 
make a statemen t m the House on his visit 
to the Soviet Union. He has made a state-
ment outside. we are very happy he hud 
a talk with the Press. But let him make a 
statement here also.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU : If you had 
permitted me, you would have been happy 
to here what I have to say,

MR. SPEAKER : If I relax the rule, 1 
wijl have to allow others also. He can write 
to me. I will convey it to him.

12-52 hrs.
ELECTION TO COMMITTEE

CENTRAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR
NATIONAL CADET CORPS

THE MINISTER OF DEFENCE SHRI 
JAGJIVAN RAM) : I beg to move :

“That in pursuance of sub-section 
(1) of section 12 of the Na ional C adet 
Corps Act, 1948, the members of this 
House do proceed to elect, in such 
manner as the Speaker may dircct. two 
members from among themselves to 
serve as members of the Central A dvi-
sory Committee f >r the National Cadet 
Corps for a c m  of one year com-
mencing from the 33rd June 1972, sub-
ject to the other provisions of the said 
Ac and the Rules made thereunder” , 
MR.fSPEAKER : The question is ;

“ That in pursuance of sub-section 
(1) of section 12 of the National Cadet 
Corps Act, 1943, the members of this 
House do procecd to elect, in such 
manner as the Speaker may dircct, two 
members from among themselves to serve 
as members of the Central A dvisory 
Committee for the National Cadet Corps 
for a term of one year commencing from 
the 23rd June 1972, subject to the other 
provisions of the said Act and the Rules 
made thereunder”

The motion was adopted

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE (Kanpur) : 
They will have both the seats.

MR. SPEAKER : If yon give me full 
powers of nomination instead of flection, I 
will nominate both from your side.

SHRI ATAL BIHARl VAJPAYEE : 
Only one,

MR. SPEAKER : I am in a mood to 
give both to you.

MATTER UNDER RULE 377

REPORTED STATEMENT OF GOVERNMENT 
COUNSEL BEFORE TAKRU COMMISSION 

REGARDING 66TH REPORT OF 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC UNDERTAKINGS

SHRJ INDRAJIT GUPTA Alipore) : I 
am thankful to you for giving me permission 
to raise a matier which is, in my opinion, 
of extreme importance, b.cause it at racts the 
privileges of Parliament. Since it pertains 
to one of the Committees of Pa ilament, 
that is to say, the Con m tiee on Pub-'c 
Undertakings. I wish to bring this to the 
noticc of the House and crave your indulg-
ence to briefly explain what is the import-
ance of this mat'er.

1 had asked for permission to raise it 
under rule 22. You have kindly allowed 
me to raise it under rule 377. Nevertheless 
I do hold that it is a matter of privilege and 
I hope the H o js c  will consider it a mar ter 
to b2 remitted to the Committee o ’ Pr’vileges.

The matter refers to a report appearing 
in the press on the 2nd of April. It Ins 
appeared in the Patriot as wdl as in the 
Hindustan Standard of Calcuta. The two 
reports are identical. A slightly more 
appreviated report has appeared in some of 
the other leading dailies of the capital.

The matter referred to is the proceedings 
which are going on at present before the 
Takru Commission which, as you know, is 
known as the Pipeline Eaquiry Commission, 
in which the Indian Oil Company and two 
of its foreign contractors are involved. This 
relevant report of 2nd April states1' as 
follows : I q u o t e - ‘The Petroleum Mini-



169 M ater Under CHAJTRA 18, 1894 (8AK4) Ride 377 170

stray's counsel J. B Dadachandji and Ram 
Punjjvanj, oppos'd the appl cation,” -'there 
was an application from the other side 
asking for »ame modification in the terms of 
reference, that ts not relevant just now,— 
“ stating that all issues raised by the PUC 
had been included m the terms of reference 
They argued that the Com iss»on should 
pay no need to the feelings and comments 
expressed in the report ” For instance, 
“ th<* PUC s charge that instead of holding 
the officials re»ponsib!e for lapses, the 
Government had made persistent cffcrts to 
slur over their dcieliction of duty and that 
a departmtntal enquiry shohld be held 
against them’ was a finale on an emotional 
nott* and no action had been recommended ”

This report in the press appealed, as I 
said on the 2nd April On the 3rd April, 
the Commission was sitting as usual It is 
a public enqu rv The members of the 
publ c arc free to atUnd it I am a member 
of a committee which has been set up—a 
Nat onal Committee for assisting this 
enq nr\ Sjm* observers on behalf of this 
c »mmntce are also attending that enquiry 
T ic pi css is there

On tl e 3rd, that is, the day after this 
report appeired, it is found that though 
b( th thsise lawyers of the Petroleum Ministry- 
wcie present on the 3rd, none of them pro- 
testeJ amamst this newspaper report, nobody 
mentioned it and nobody pro estcd against 
it and noboiy contradicated it, I would like 
to po nt out th Jit during these prolonged 
proceedings wh ch are going on we usually 
ha\e (ou d that the accused parties. that is 
to say, the foieign collaborators BECHTEL 
and SNAM —the IOC, the Prti oleum 
Mm stiy and Mr P R Naik have never 
missed any opportunity to contra le t  what 
they considered to be e\en the slightest 
enor wh ch mav have crept into the news-
paper reports But on the 3id April they 
did not raise any question about it or 
mention anythir g about this.

I wrote to you on the 3rd, pointing ouf 
in my letter that these remarks made by the 
counsel amount to an utter contempt of a 
Committee of Parliament and is therefore 
derogatory to the dignity and prestige of 
Parliament tself. It means that the Petro-
leum Ministry is so resentful of the charges 
made by the PUC in its 66th report that it

does m t hesitate to call upon a Commission 
of Enqu ry to ignore the PUC’s charges and 
attempts to ridicule them by describing 
them as based on emotion For the moment, 
that is all I wish to say.

I would just, with you pernvssion, quote 
the relevant paragraphs from the recommen-
dation of the PUC which aie being referred 
to as being something based on emotion 
and therefore not worthy of being taken 
into consideiation

MR SPEAKER Was it presented to 
the House ?

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA : Yes Sir It
is a tamouse report.

MR SPEAKER • on  what date ? '

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA • In April,
1970

MR SPEARFR It was taken up when 
I was the Chairman (luterruption)

SHRI G VISWANATHAN (Wandiwash) 
And at that time he resigned,

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA This is the 
66th icport which consti utes the basis of 
the whole lak ru  Commission ot Enquiry, 
it was set up because of this report I shall 
read out only one paragraph from their 
recommendations which you will kindly 
consider in the proper context as to whether 
it can be dismissed in the way in which the 
counsel of the Petroleum Mimst y has 
sought to dismiss it

“ The Committee are distressed to 
find, after a careful examination of all 
the papers and other evidence on recot d 
that there have been serious lapses and 
dereliction of duty by the then officeis 
of the Indian Refineries Limited and the 
Ministry in tne discharge of their res-
ponsibilities m executing the pipeline 
project ”

“The Committee have pointed out 
several instances where the Managing 
Director exceeded the authority avail-
able to him They have noted with 
regret that the Board of Management 
and the Ministry were not vigilant
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[Shri Indrajit Gupta]

enough to check firmly and in time this 
excessive use of authority by them.”

Tims is the ultimate concluding paragraph of 
the Committee’s recommendations :

“The Committee also feel compelled 
to record their feel mg...

this is the feeling to which they are ob-
jecting, and saying that it should not be 
given serious consideration...

*' that, instead of holding the 
officers responsible for their lapse*, 
there appears to have been a persistent 
effort to slur over their dereliction of 
duty and to fix the resposibility, though 
copious facts to substantiate such lapses 
have come on record The Committee 
would, therefore, like the Government 
to take immediate steps to bring to 
book the guilty officers on the basis of 
the evidence that is ilready availabe 
The least that could be done is to pro-
ceed departm ental without delay 
against the officers concerned under the 
relevant Governn ent Servants Conduct 
Rules The Committee feel that Govern-
ment, m the large inteiests of the public 
sector, should not allow a feeling to go 
around that officers can commit such 
gia\e lapses and indulge in dereliction 
of duty with impunity and go 
unpunished ”

According to the press report, the Counsel 
for the Petroleum Ministry has said that 
the Commision should pay no heed to the 
feelings and comments expressed m the 
Report That refers to the paragraph which 
I have just quoted And they say that the 
PUC’s charge that instead of holding the 
officers responsible for their lapses, Govern-
ment have made a persistent effort to slur 
over their dereliction of duty and that a 
departmental enquiry should be held against 
them, is merely a finale on an emotional 
note and no action has been recommended

I submit that this is something wh'ch is 
really the height of effrontery. This Govern-
ment and the PUC are both creatures of the 
same Constitution to which all of us owe 
allegiance. and here the Ministry of

Petroleum come* forward, through its 
Counsel, and seeks to ridicule and btlittle 
this Report of the PUC, and urges upon the 
Chairman of the Enquiry Commission not 
to take it into consideration I say they 
have no business to do this. They have 
exceeded their pierogatives and their 
rights, and this amounts to a definite 
breach of privilege of the Committee and, 
therefore, breach of privilege of Parliament 
And I would request you to take this into 
consideration and forward it to the 
Committee of Privrle es so that they may 
go further into the details of the matter

sft 3T3rw farmV ( « it f r o r )
sft 3ft #  T$r fT ^rq-t

^5% fsTT^sr % w i  ir *rn srr 
f t  ssrsnr JTjft eft o i 377 *r srr
tfTCR T3-? I  ars *33PTT *TI *TT<TT £ 1 

3ft f «  f .

MR SPEAKER I am *?omg to make 
certain observations, and after that von can 
make your comments

SHRI S M BFNFRJFE (Kanpur) You 
have ver> kindly «. llowed it under rule 377, 
but the rule says ,

“A member who wishes to brim? to
the notice of the House any matter
which is not a point of oider ”

MR SPEAKFR Does the Mmistrr 
want to sa> something ?

THE MINISTER OF TAW AND 
JUSTICE AND PETROIFUM AND 
CHEMJCAIS (SHRI H R GOKHALE) 
Yes, I want to clarify the position

fafpft srafaft ’ *  TTf?T
f  i iftrt oft apft cpaftr *  V fr  | ?

MR SPEAKER Let me listen to him

araw : w r
% % r r f  | 7

MR SPEAKER . In my opinion, there 
is no dispute.

SHRI H R GOKHALE * On the facts, 
there is dispute
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SHRI $ M BANERJEE : I move a 
motion here and now that it be referred to 
the Privileges Committee

SHRI H R GOKHALE . Much that 
the hon Member said would have iome 
substance if the newspaper repbit to which 
reference was made was corrcct. But 1
want to make the position dear on the 
basis of the enquiries which I have 
made

It i$ true that two Counsel arc appear-
ing for the Ministry before the Takru 
Commission, and the two Counsel are Mr 
K. V. Dadachandi and Mr Ram 
Panjwani After this was brought to 
m\ notice bv the hon Member, I have 
looked in'o the matter carefully I have
asked both the Counsel as to the (acts in 
the mat tor

Both have stated that the newspaper 
rcpoit in question is wrong and distorted 
and that they never utteied the expressions 
imputed to them in the newtpaptr report or 
an\ otpTs-.ions derogatory to the Committee 
on Public Undertakings

13-00 hrs

The whole question arose on the dav of 
the hearing when the Commission was 
bearing an application bv the National 
Committee and bv Mr Arun Roy Chowdhury 
that the terms of reference were adequate 
and the parties were arguing on this question 
whether the terms of relerence were adequate 
or not The contention nndc by the 
counsel of the mimstiy before the Com-
mission was that the terms of relerence 
are wide enough to take all possible matters 
which are rclatabie to the recommendations 
made m the 66th Report of the Public 
Undertakings Committee Therefore, the 
dispute was whether the terms of reference 
need further eleboration or as they are 
sufficient to take in all matters, 1 would 
submit that the counsel certainly had the 
right to interpret what was the recommen-
dation contained in the 66th Report The 
paragraph to wh'ch reference was made by 
the hon. member is certainly the relevant 
paragraph. There the word used is that 
they have a “feeling” The argument 
before the Commission was that this was 
only a record of an impression which the

committee had formed, but this was not a 
positive finding or a recommendation, be-
cause it was argued, wherever the committee 
wanted to make a recommendation or a 
positive finding, they have specifically said 
so But in this paragraph they have only
recorded a feeling, which means it was not 
a recommendation or a finding but an 
impression which the committee had formed 
on the basis of the evidence placed before 
them This was the only thing said before 
the Commission according to the two 
counsels.

Going back to the history of the 
enquiry, everywhere at evciy stage, it has 
been the posit on taken by us that the very 
bisis of this enquiry arc the findings made 
in the 66th report The object with which 
this enquiry was set up was tofind^out 
whether the lecommcndations made in the 
66th report can be justified on evidence 
after hear ng all the patties oi not At no 
time had the Gove nmcnt taken up the 
position that the 66th report was irrelevant
and should not b^ looked into and so on
Fv’n in the written icoly filed in answei to 
an application of Mi Arun Roy Chowdhuiv 
and the National Committee by one of tie  
coun els appearing for the Government, the 
posttion taken was the same, viz , the basis 
of the whole enquiry is the 66th report of 
the Public Undertakings Committee The 
difference was onlv this which part of it 
is the n commendation oi finding and which 
part is merely lecordmg an imnression
Surely, the counsel had the right to aigue 
this before the Commission When I
called both the counsels and asked for 
their clarification, both of them told me 
this. They have written to me also Mr 
Panjwam has stated that the contention of 
the counsel of the ministry was that the 
terms of refeience were wide and compre-
hensive enough to cover all the recommen-
dations and suggestions ot the committee 
and the PUC report is the basic document 
out of which the terms of reference have 
arisen and which has given rise to the 
Pipeline Inquiry Commission Mr. 
Dadachandji also took up the same attitude.
I would rather quote what he himself has 
written :

SHRI ATAL BEHARI VAJPAYEE: 
What is he reading ? Is he reading from the 
record of the proceedings of the court ?



175 Matter Under APRIL 7, 1972 Rule 377 176

SHRI H R. GOKHALE : I have £j?r- 
tainiy a right to tell the House what Mr, 
Dadachandji has told me.

SHRI ATAL BEHARI VAJPAYEE : 
We ate interested in knowing what the 
counsels told the court, not in what they 
told the minister. Is there any record of 
the proceedings of the court or not ?

MR, SPEAKER : Let me listen to what 
he says about what they told the court.

SHRI ATAL BEHARI VAJPAYEE : 
We cannot go by what they told the 
minister. A court of inquiry has been set 
up and there must be a verbatim report of 
the proceedings before the court.

MR, SPEAKER : Do you think I can-
not iicar him ? 1 haye to hear him.

SHRI ATAL BEHARI VAJPAYEE : 
This is irrelevant. The house has nothing 
to do with what they told the minister.

MR. SPEAKER ; I have to listen to 
him.

SHRI H.R. GOKHALE : What is rele-
vant is what the lawyers told the court. 
My enquiry about what they told the court 
shaws that they did not tell the court what 
is reported in the newspapers. They cate-
gorically denied it.

MR SPEAKER : The newspapers are 
Sunday Standard and Hindustan Times.

AN HON. MEMBER : And also
Patriot.

MR. SPEAKER : And yet they say 
that all the three papers are wrong and 
they are right ?

SHRI H.R. GOKHALE : The particular 
language employed by the newspapers as 
having been used by the two counsel, if 
proved, might give rise to some substance 
in the contention made by the hon.Member. 
The two counsel were specifically asked 
whether they have uttered those words. 
Both of them have categorically said that 
they have not used those words. Then 
they were asked what they have said. They, 
hive said that the basic foundation of ktfte

whole enquiry before the Commission was the 
6Uh Report. That has been the attitude 
of the government from (he beginning. 
They have argued that the terms of 
reference are so wide that every thing can be 
taken up and there is no necessity for 
further expanding the terms of leference. 
So, the words have not been uttered by them. 
Therefore, so far as the government is 
concerned, I would submit that government 
want a fullest possible enquiry to be made 
with reference to those matters which are 
referred to the Commission. It could never 
have been the attitude of the government 
to say that the PU Report should be 
brushed aside, or should not bs looked at, 
or it is only an emotional finale of what 
they have said earlier. The only thing they 
have said was the interpretation of that 
particular paragraph, saying it is not a 
recommendation. It is for the court to 
decide whether it was a recommendation 
or not. That is all I have to submit, So, 
I would say that there is no basts for the 
complaint which the hon. Member has 
made.

SHRI INDRAJiT GUPTA : Apart
from the other irrelevancics which the 
Minister has indulged in, the point at issue 
is that he is denying that the counsels have 
uttered these words which have appeared 
in the press report. That is all, and that 
is what we are concerned with. Naturally, 
one way of checking them would be to 
ask the Chairman of the Commission him-
self. It cannot be done by this House. 
That has to be done by a committee.

Secondly, if I may be permitted by 
you, Sir, I may say this. The source of 
the report appearing in the press is UNI, 
The UNI. report has appeared in the press, 
including these words which are denied by 
the Minister. The representative of the 
UNI, Shri Mahendra Ved, was the gentle-
man who was attending the Commission of 
Inquiry. I will read out a letter which he 
has addressed on the 5th of April 1972 to 
the Chairman of the Commission. It says :

“ Late in the afternoon yesterday, 
I was informed by the Secretary to the 
Commission. M r.isran i/tha t Chairman: 
had expressed a desire that 1 should: 
contact him. I had, accordingly, rung 
up the Chairman immediately.
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1 was informed by the Chairman 
rhat some one had brought to the 
Commission’s notice that the report of 
the Commission's proceedings appearing 
in Patriot dated April 2, 1972, contained
* wrong quotations11 The word finite’ was 
specifically mentioned in this context

I had informed the Chaiiman that 
the word ‘finale* was used by Mr 
J B Dadachanji, Counsel for the 
Petroleum Ministry while miking 
his submissions on 1st April My 
notebook m which I ha1 taken 
down the detailed proceedings, tl e 
following quatation wa«t rccoidel 
‘regarding 12, only feelings have 
been expies«.ed in a “ fimle” on an 
emotional note No action re-
commended It is outside the 
scope ”

The Chairman during our conver-
sation was apparently satisfied that 
nothing was misquoted or quoted out 
of context

I understand that Counsel for 
the Petroleum Ministry has filed a 
complaint in connection with the above 
I shill be grateful il a copy of the 
same is furni hed to me for my records 
and appropriate action ”

This is the position as regards the 
coi respondent Now 1 would just sav one 
thing more and conclude In tht replv of 
the Ministry of Petroleum and Chemcals, 
Government of India to the application 
dated 21st Mirch 1972 of the National 
Committee and Shrt Arun Roy Chowdhury 
for reconsideration ol the terms ot reference 
and their scope, which is a published docu-
ment a ropy of which I have with me, it is 
stated at page 7, para 18 4

“ The PUC Report merely records 
a feeling that a section of officers 
slurred over the illegal actions of the 
guilty officers who were involved in the 
two contracts. The word ‘feeling* is 
significant. PUC has not formed an 
opinion The PUC Report has not re* 
commended to the Government to inves-
tigate and enquire into the slurring 
over by certain officers of Government/ 
lRL/IOC’\

This is their own wiitten document It 
was when Mr Dadachanji was elaborating 
this and making his oral submission before 
the Commission that he was reported to 
have made these observations which hive 
appeared in the papers th is  is circumstan-
tial evidence and there is the evidence of 
the representative of the UNI What 
remains is the evidence of the Chairman 
of the Commission I do not know if he 
miintains an independent stenographic 
record or not.

That has to be checked from him But 
I would submit that a 1 these matters as 
the* stand can only be gone into by privi-
leges Committee I w i ild req iest you to 
give your serious considration to this matter

SHRI K MANOHARAN (Madras 
Noith) I support tha contention m£de 
by Shri Iiderjit Gupta (Interruptions)

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU (Dumond 
Ha b ui) : It is darperoiis fr r us to
sit in judgment on his issue (Interrupttons)

MR SPFAKFR OrJcr, oider You 
are making suggestions without listening 
to me That is the pity of il \  ou want 
to go on speaking, you do not want to 
listen to me

: fafsr %
srt f  ® sfst f e s r  i $
fsrfa irsft f t  w  ^ r ,  srrarc t t  v z

*
v & m  t? <rr£f m t

if sricTT I  l

: u s  srrcfT 1 t  
a m  ^  f t  n i t  *  1 1  vps m
w r  1 1  n *  *  i t  ftarr,

3 *  fcrr t  ■

Shri Indrajit Gupta has m a very lucid 
manner explained the whole posfo on to me 
Actually, I was of this opinion, end 1 am 
still of this opinion, that it should go to



the Pijvileges Committee.. (Interruptions) 
Listen to me plerie. You keep on speaking 
the whde day and, when the Speaker gets 
an opportuni y to speak, you do not allow 
a moment to him.

Beside* Shri Indrajit Gupta's observa-
tions, ] had examined this point a bit 
earlier. There is a lot of background to 
this queftion. If there were no contradic-
tions brought by the Minister, I would 
have iptraightway admitted it under Rule
222. t  am going to admit it. But before 
doing that, we have a convention which we 
have been following very faithfully all this 
time and all these years that whenever a 
newspaper report is contradicted and there 
is a dispute about the veracity or the truth 
about the newspaper report, we refer that 
to tie  paper concerned and invite their 
comment..

I am very happy that Indrajit Gupta 
had quoted the report of the UNI Corres-
pondent. But for the sake of formality or 
convent ion, I advise Shri Indrajit Gupta 
that for the present, he should come under 
Rule 377, for a day or so, or three days, 
till I receive the comments from the news-
paper concerned and, after that, I will 
admit it as a privilege motion. We have 
to complete this formality. There is nothing 
wrong about it. We have been following 
it (Interruptions) Kindly suppress your 
oratory for a short time.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE ; This is a
p*iyit$ge motion, not against the press......
| mfjtrruptions)

MR SPEAKER : Of course, we have
to observe this. We want to have thuir 
comments. I fail to understand how all 
the three newspapers could be wrong and 
only the Counsel could be correct. That 
is the reason. We have to It*ten to them. 
These are distinguished Counsels. They 
should have at least the basic knowledge of 
the privileges and rights of this House. I 
am sitting here as the custodian of the 
privileges and rights of this House.

I have not relished what was said by 
them* They are taking shelter under certain 
words, that it was the feeling. The report,

observations under emotional stresses I 
happened to be the Chairman of the (Com-
mittee on Public Under-takings before I 
took over as Speaker, and this matter was 
taken over by them. 1 very well remember. 
At least 1 do not count myself as an emo-
tional Chairmhn; and the members of the 
Comm'ttee were also not emotional- Mr, 
Gokhale, I never acted with emotion so far 
as the decisions of the Committee were 
concerned. I remmbcr, there were no cm > 
tional members on the Committee. We 
were advised by the Auditor-Gercral, we 
were advised by the other audit officers; the 
Heads of Departments normally attended; 
our own officers attended; and after a lot 
of discussion and consideration, we came to 
cert* in conclusions and those conclusions 
were cast in a very polite la- guage. But 
that does not mean that, if we expressed in 
a fine larguage, in a very cultural language, 
you could relegate it to the position of 
“ feelings” . This is an august committee 
of the House. All these committees repre-
sent the whole House and they have the 
same privileges, the same protection, as the 
House iiself, and if the Minister or anybody 
else belonging to this House starts like 
other bureaucrats protecting the Depart-
ment and accepting the interpretations like 
this, of course, that will be a very sad day. 
We expect you and other Min sters also to 
be on our side, on the side of the House, 
rather than on their side. If such a big 
thing as had happened in ‘pipeline’ were 
just to be covered like this* I cannot express 
my feelings how pained I was to go through 
what happened in ‘pipeline’ case. After 
aP, it was the Committee** duty to point 
out certain deficiencies, whatever had 
happened, and i! the observations of the 
Committee were to be treated so lightly and 
if the sovereignty of the House were to be 
subjected to the whims of the bureaucrats, 
God help us! So, whi 11 am proposing to do 
is that I will have the version from those 
papers—(Interruption*) I must follow the 
convention; we have to get i t . (Interrupt 
(ions).

SH RI S. M . BA N ERJEE : They did 
not m ake the change. L et us m ove a  
privilege m otion against the Press... Inter*
ruptiona)

[Mr. Speaker] as it appears, is that all of them who were
members cf the Committee made these
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SHRI ATAL BIHARl VAJPAYEE: 
Let the Committee find out.

MR SPEAKER: I have made my
observations. I pass on to the next item • 
{Interruptions) I am sending for the com-
ments of the papers. I will take it up 
again after I have received the comments 
from the papers.

*reTH
frvn? ^rrr i ^  stftraR

% t o  m  ^  f^rrc s n t f  an
5THT vfjpfc’ I

btt T r^ri 
?rsr WF *t»r w  m  ^
T $ l I

w m  w r s M t : S ix  #
t o  m*r*r | ?

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU : What 
is this procedure, Sir ?

SHRI INDRAJIT G U PTA : This
onerous task of sifting of the evidence and 
finding it out cannot be done by you or by 
this House.

MR SPEAKER : I am not going to
sift the record. When the comments come, 
I will put them before the House and I will 
go by your decision {Interruptions)

SHRI S M. BANERJEE : I rise on a
point of order.
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SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU : In case
they do not maintain verbatim report of the 
proceedings, it is very dangerous for us 
( Interruptiont) Why are you placing on our 
shouldets the responsibility of sitting in 
judgement, at your own command, over 
this ( Interruptions)

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA : It will be
unnecessarily time-consuming if you go 
through (he papers because it is an Agency 
report, it is not a report from the corres-
pondent of a particular piper. Only UNI 
has reported it, nobody else

MR SPEAKER * I am going to have 
it direct from the UNI

SHRI ATAL BIHARl VAJPAYFE . 
And also from the Commission

SHRI S M BANERJEE * The UNI 
report has been published in many news-
papers, some of which might have been 
correct, some may not (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER ; No, no. I am not 
gomg to allow anything more.

SHRI S M. BANERJEE Kindly near 
us. After all, the proceedings of the House 
are governed under some Rules. Under 
what rule

MR. SPEAKER: No, please. Next 
itcm-Mr. Gokhale.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU . Again 
Mr- Gokhale;

13.22 hours *
ADMINISTRATORS-GENERAL (AMEND-

MENT) BILL, 1972,

THE MINISTER OF LAW AND 
JUSTICE AND PETROLEUM & CHEMI-
CALS (SHRI H. R. GOKHALE): Str, I 
beg to move •

"That the Bill further to amend
the Admmistrators-General Act, 1963,


