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before the  date of rettfrfmdnt Saeh regu- 
latftflation/allotment* are made within the 
concessional period admissible to the 
retiring officer to  retain the accommoda-
tion

(b) This provision has been made 
with a view to mitigate the hardstm 
experienced by retiring officers and their 
families who cannot afford to hire houses 
from the pi irate  Sector after their retire 
ment

12 01 brs

CALLING ATTENTION TO 
MATTER OF URGENT 
PUBLIC 1MPORTANCI

R e p o r t e d  E v ic t io n  N o n c e s  S e r -
v e d  o n  C e n t r a l  G o v e r n m e n t  

F M P L o y rts  tn  K a n p u r

(SHRI s. M BANERJBE) Kanpur 
Sir, 1 call the attention of the Minister of 
Works and Housing to the following 
matter o f tngent public importance and 1 
request that be may make a statement 
thereon —

The reported eviction notices served 
on 4,000 Central Government emplo-
yees, including 3,000 Defence Emplo-
yees, in Kanpur, living in various 
houses constructed under the Indus* 
trial Housing Scheme ’

THE MINISTER O! STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF WORKS AND HOUSING 
(SHRI 1. K. GUJRAL) A statement is 
laid on the Table of the House

S t a u m w t

A report has already been called for 
from the Government of Uttar Pradesh on 
the reported eviction notices having been 
served on 4,000 Central Government 
Employees, including 3,000 Defence 
Employees m Kanpur living in various 
houses constructed under the industrial 
Housing Scheme. The report has not yet 
been received.

The Scheme was introduced by the 
Government of ladia in 19S2 t•  help the 
State Governments, Industrial Baafloyers,

and Cooperatives o f industrial workers to 
build houses for providing accommodation 
at subsidised rents for workers filling  
within the meaning of section 2(1) o f  the 
Factories Act, 1941, and persons’ Employed 
in mines other than coal and m taf chines 
within the meaning of section 2(h) o f  the 
Mines Act, 1952, and whose tfages do ttot 
exceed Rs 3*0'- p m

According tu information available 
with us at present, the Government of 
IJttar Pradesh, with financial estfftifcce 
from the Government or India (50 pefcent 
loan and ^0 percent subsidy), built about 
U000 houses in Kanpur under the Subsi-
dised Housing Scheme for Intftilittal 
workers State and Centra) Govern-
ment F nip1o>ees including those
cmploved in Defence installations) arc not 
eligible for allotment of houses built 
under the Scheme Central and Srtate
Governments are expected to build hotises 
Tor their employees (whethei industrial or 
non-industrial) wherever necessary, bv 
providing requisite funds in their respective 
budgets

2 Initially, the tenements were not 
very popular with the eligible industrial 
workers So no of the tenements also fell 
within the security zone of certain Defence 
installations m the aiea and the local 
military authorities were not m favour of 
such houses being allotted to outsiders 
In view of these lectors, and in order to 
save them sehes from loss of revenue, the 
Cirueirment nf Uitar Pridesh allotted 
ibout 500'J tenem ents to tnehgiMe persons 
(which included e nptoyees of Defence 
establishments as well), in contuvention 
of the provisions o f the Scheme. Ever 
since the matter came to the notice of my 
Ministry is  1951, efforts have been made 
to persuade the Government of Uttar 
Piadesh to get the houses under the occu* 
pation of the ineligibles, Vacated so that 
tl ese could be allotted to ineligible tftdus- 
ir al \m liters lot wloni these v.ert built

3 I xpresMpji their mabiln> to secure 
vacation of the houses occupied by the 
Defence employees, the Government o f 
Uttar Pradesh, as aa alternative solution, 
proposed <hat such hotises might be pur* 
chased from tbem by Um Ministry of
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Defence Ih is  proposal was not acceptable 
to Ihe Ministry of Defence At a high 
level meeting held oo 21st October, 1965 
among the Mini*ter ot Defence, the then 
Minister of Works and Housing and the 
representative o f the State Government, tt 
was decided that the State Government 
could transfer such houses from the Sub-
sidised Housing Scheme fot Industrial 
Worker* to the Low Income Group Housing 
Scheme v* e f  1st April, 1966 and repay 
the subsidy to the Government o f India 
(as if  it had been drawn as a loan) over 
a peroid o f 20 years with interest thereon 
from the said date The Government of 
India, as a measure of solution to this 
long pending problem, offered to waive the 
interest on the subsidy portion upto that 
date This procedure would have enabled 
the Government of Uttar Pradesh to allot 
the houses to the Defence employees and 
others falling within the low income 
group i e those whose income did not 
exceed Rs 600/- per month

4 The above decision was coasmun! 
cated to the thea Chief Minister of Uttar 
Pradesh on 13th January, 1966 In Novem 
ber, 1966, the State Goverament communt 
cated tbeir inability to accept the abo\ e 
decision, and reiterated their earlier stand 
that the Ministry of Defence should pur-
chase these homes Since purchase was 
not accept ible to the M inistry of Defence 
the State Government were advised in 
April, 1967 to send their alternative propo 
sal In J u l v  1969 the Government of 
Uttar Pradesh suggested enlargement of 
the scope of the scheme so as to cover 
the Defence Employee; Such a sugges-
tion was also made by the Ministry of 
Defence In vivw of the wide repercus-
sions that it would have on the scheme all 
over the country, it could not be agreed to 
by this Ministry The Government of 
Uttar Pradesh aguin stressed in January
1970, that the only logieal and desirable 
solution to the problem would be for the 
Ministry o f Defence to purchase the 
houses This suggestion was again com- 
mended m May, 1970 to the Ministry of 
D eftaee drawing their attention pointedly 
to  the fact that a large number o f houses 
happened to  be located within the security 
sose, and these should not ordinarily be

oeeupied by those aot m the employment 
of Defence establishments The matter is 
under consideration by the M inistry of 
Defence

6 Even though the houses have been 
built by the State Government with 100% 
Central financial assistance, the ownership 
and management of the houses vest in the 
Government o f U ttar Pradesh, and they 
are fully competent to deal with the ineli-
gible allottees according to their rules 
etc

SHRI S M BANERJFF They shonld 
read the statement They are setting a very 
bad precedent

SHRI 1 K GUJRAL That is not the 
intention

MR SPEAKER I don’t agree that 
it is a precedent If the statement is short 
it should be read, but if it  Is ong, it should 
not be read We have been following this

SHRI S M BANERJEB This state-
ment was circulated to us at about 11 
O’ d o ck . But, sir, there are certain eases 
when we get the 'tatemen only 15 minut-
es in edvance

MR SPEAKER Yc u come to me 
with a Motion and you give only 5 minut-
es for me I

SHRI S. M BANERJEE You know 
more than the Minister

MR, SPhAKFR \11 ure human be 
mgs. If it is your case, you say all that

SHRI S M BANfcRIEE This was 
circulated at about 1" But in future, 
kindly see that they issje giving sufficient 
time, because, this is almost a direction 
from yon

MR SPEAKER It must be issued 
giving quite reasonable length of time

SHRI b M BANERJEE In the State-
ment the hon Minister has narrated the 
whole case I am reading from the state-
ment, which says *

’Some of the tenements also fell with
in the security zone o f certain
Defence installation* m  the area and
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tiw local m ilitary authorities were 
not in favour of such houses being 
allotted to  outsiders. In view of these 
factors, and m order to save them* 
selves from 10's1! of revenue, the Govt, 
of U. P. allotted about 5000 tenements 
to ineligible persons...”

at that time they were 'ineligible '...

"...(w h ich  included employees of De-
fence establishments as w ell..,), in 
contravention of the provision! of the 
Scheme. Ever since the matter came to 
the notice o f my Ministry in 1958 ,../’

that is, Mr. Gujral’s M inistry...

“ ...efforts have been made to persuade 
the Govern nent of Uttar Pradesh to 
get the houses under th occupation 
of the ineligibles, vacated so that 
these could be allotted to  eligible in-
dustrial workers for whom these were 
built.”

Sir, the history of the case is like this.

When Pand t Jaw&harlal Nehru \ isited 
Kanpur in H56 and inaugurated the Emp-
loyee** State I durance Corporation iharc 
lie visited some slum areas and he made 
ihe historicbtsn ioient— "Why not burn the 
slums.”  That #as his outburst, Sir, that 
those hiu ms should be burnt, they should 
be demolished razed to the ground, and 
new houses constructed.

As a result of the late Pandit Nehru’k 
announcement in Kanpur in 1956, these 
houses came up, and the first colony 
which was set up was called ttas Bapu 
Gurba oolony in memory of Bapu Gandhi, 
n These houses were constructed on 
land which virtually belonged to the 
Defence establishment, that is, the Cent-
ral Ordnance Depot. Because of this, when 
the comm&ndent of that depot, namely 
Col. R. O. Naidu threatened to  demolish 
these houses} these bouses were allotted to 
the defence employees working in the 
Central Ordnance Depot. Since t95g, 
nearly 3000 of these houses have been 
occupied by the Defence employees, and

1000 more [houses occupied by the Postal 
and Telegraph employees and other emp-
loyees belonging to the Central Govern* 
mem undertakings. There was a signed 
agreement with the Labour Commissioner 
or rather with the housing Commissioner 
of U. P in Kanpur. These employees were 
paying regular rent. They are in authorised 
occupation. I Can see that with a ll the 
honesty at my command, and this can be 
cheked up. Now, suddenly they have be-
come ineligible because of the rules framed 
by the Central Government which do not 
permit any employee other than an indus* 
trial employee under the provisions to 
occupy those houses,

This question was referred to the De-
fence Ministry and to  the Defence 
Ministers Shri Jagjivan Ram, Shn Swam 
Singh and Shri Yeshwantrao Chavan. 
When the Defence Minister Shn 
Jagjivan Ram went to Kanpur, he virtually 
made a difinite statement t hat no employee 
was going to be evicted, and the occupa-
tion would be regularised.

Then, the suggestion came from the 
WHS Ministry that those houses might be 
purchased by the Defenee Ministry. This 
matter is still under consideration.

Then, what didj the UP Government 
do 9 I do not blame the UP Government 
in any way, because the Chief Minuter of 
UP, and the Labour Minister of UP told 
us very fiankly that if the rules were 
amended to include the defence employees 
and all other industrial employees and all 
employees working in the Central Govern-
ment undertakings and the discrimination 
was removed, their occupation could be 
legularised.

The other day, that is, on the 15th 
November, 1971, I had put a question to 
the h o n . Minister:

"(a) Whether the Ministry o f Defence 
has approached his Ministry to agree to  
change the rules of allotment o f homes 
constructed under the Industrial 
Housing Scheme in Kanpur and other 
places to Include the Central Govern-
ment employees working in the Defence 
industry and other Central Governifcent 
undertakings; and
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(b) if so, whether the rules have been 
amended and if not, the reason for the 
same V'

The w fjre r  was :

“ (a) Yes, The Defence Ministry had 
appealed to the WHS Ministry to 
c h io ie  the rules.”

But then the answer to part (b) of the 
question was .

“The question o f amfRftinf the rule 
does not arise because an amendment 
o f this nature would have adverse reper-
cussions oa the provision of bouses to  
the employees of all Oovernment 
undertakings not liable to income taa 
and departmental undertakings all o \e r 
the oouotry.” .

1 am surprised that today when we are 
supposed to be moving tawards socialism, 
as they claim, there is a discrimination 
between employee and employee, between 
an in ta ttr ia l worker producing things in 
an Ofednance factory and an industrial 
worker manufacturing cloth in a textile 
mill or working in a jute mill etc. This 
discrimination between an employee 
working tn an ordnance depot and an emp-
loyee working in a juie mill oi a textile 
mill should be done away wl*h

The situation is extremely explosive, 
and vt# must thank you, Sir, for giving us 
an opportunity to laise this issue. Rents 
are not bem f taken from them. Each emp-
loyee who is staying there has been given 
notieee o f damage charges to the tune of 
about Rs JQOO to Rs 4000, and there is a 
notice tlu t  the k u tk i  Amin and Housing 
Comnitssroner would be visiting the place 
after the 30th of this month to auction 
their belongings. If the situation came to 
th u , then u  wouid affect about 1000 empl-
oye** defence employees working in the 
<<e(epc# production units, which is the 
rrtm e nged of this country tod»y, and 
about 14U0 employees belonging to  the 
RMS and telegraph end tekghene and 
("hers who are doing their be*i in the 
imprests o f the country at th ii crucial

hour. If their belonging* are auctioned, 
and they are thrown out o f the houses 
along with their family members, n  is 
bound to become a law and order situa-
tion.

Therefore, in all humility, I would 
appeal to Shri 1 K Gujral and Shri Uma 
Shankar Dikshit, both of whom know very 
well what is happening at this particular 
juncture in Kanpur to have another 
meeting vuth the Chief Minister, the 
IiOusinf Minister and the Labour Minister 
of UP and the Defence Ministry officials, 
and till such time, those people should 
not be asked to pay damage charges to the 
tune of Rs 3000 to Rs 4000 , and these 
auction notices and e\ iction notices should 
be withdrun

From the statement I find that it is 
said

“ The rm tter is still under consideiation 
bv the Ministry nf Defence.’’

When the Defence Ministry is confide- 
ning the matter and when the UP Oovern-
ment are sympathetic, and when these men 
have spsnt nearly 10 to 13 yeais in these 
houses and there is an agreement signed bv 
them as tenants, why should they be evi-
cted at this hou and thrown out of these 
houses, since they cannot get other houses 
to live in now f  The tJcuernment o f India 
have no money to construct suddenly 4000 
houses When they have been living tn 
these houses and paying Rs 13 or Rs 14 
or Rs. 15 aad iegular)y, why should they 
be evicted

1 do not want to make it a fighting 
issue as such. Nor am 1 trying no provok« 

the hon. Minister or threaten him with dire 
consequences, but definitely, it is a ques-
tion of law «nd order At this hour when 
the unity of the country is our primary 
interost and we want the unity of the 
country and we want to unite all the 
employees, le t there be no discrimination 
between employee and employee, t n  empl-
oyee working in a departmental under-
taking o r * public sector undertaking and 
<u> employee w ftfciot i* an iadw try, t f i
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the rales be amended, and till such time 
these notices should be withdrawn, and the 
Chief M inister may be asked to  find out 
ways and means to solve the problem.

I would ask the bon Minister to give 
a definite reply which may allay the lurk-
ing fear in the minds of these 4000 emplo-
yees who cannot possibly work in the ord-
nance factories, all the time thinking that 
they and their family members including 
children and their luggages would be on 
the street the next day. This assurance can 
be given by the hon. Minister immediately, 
and that is my earnest request.

SHR1 I. K G U JR A L: I might clarify 
one thing from the very beginning, namely 
that no eviction notices have been served • 
on the occupants cither on the initiative 
of the Central Government...

SHRl S. M. BANLRJLfc : Eviction and 
damage notices have been sent to the tune 
of Rs. 4000 or so.

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL ‘ Neither eviction 
notices nor damage notices have been 
issued either on the initiative of the 
Central Government or at the behest o f the 
Central Government. This should be very 
clearly understood. I have learnt for the 
first time now after 1 had received the 
calling-attention-notice that some such 
notices have been served by the State Gov-
ernment. The Housing Minister of the 
State is meeting me tomorrow, and I shall 
take this issue up with him about the 
eviction or damage notices.

So far as the main issue is concerned, 
these houses were built under the Industrial 
Housing Scheme. The genesis of the Indu-
strial Housing Scheme is that the different 
State Governments are given 50 per cent 
loan and SO per cent subsidy for building 
such houses. About 16,000 houses were built 
by the U.P. Government on this basis, and we 
gave them SO per cent loan and 50 per cent 
subsidy. But for some reason these houses 
were aot given to industrial workers.

My hon. friend Shri S. M. Banerjee 
is not the leader o f oaly the defence 
Ptoduotion unit employees, but if also a 
leader o f  ladustrial labour, I proesume..,.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE : But they were 
not occupying it, I think I am being 
misunderstood...,

MR SPEAKER : Let the hon. member 
hear the answer of the bon. Minister 
now.

SHRI S. M. BAN1RJEE : I am aot 
raising a controversy now. But they were 
not occupying it.

MR SPEAKER ! Let him listen now to 
what the hon. Minister has to say.

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL : Whatever the
reasons might be, these houses were given 
to employees other than industrial workers. 
So, they had three options open to them. 
One option was that the Defence Ministry 
should take over these houses and give 
them to their own employees on whatever 
terms and conditions they liked. So, we 
took the matter up with the Defence 
Ministry time and again, but unfortunately 
we did not succeed with them, and they 
would not agree. The Defence Ministry 
suggested that we might sell the houses 
to the occupants. We requested the State 
Government to explore that possibility 
also. But only two or so odd applications 
were received, and most of the people 
were not interested in purchasing the 
houses- We wanted those houses to be 
converted into bouses under the low income 
housing scheme.

Another option that arose was that 
the U. P. Government might take over 
these houses and refund the money given 
to them under the Industrial Housing 
Scheme, but the U. P. Government were 
not willing to do so.

The difficulty, so far as we are concer. 
ned, is that we are averse to giving it to 
the Defence Production unit for only one 
reason, not because we discriminate bet-
ween an industrial worker and an industri-
al worker, but because if Government 
starts giving subsidy for housing its own 
employees under one Department or the 
other, then Shri S. M. Banerjee will come 
forward tomorrow and say that the hous-
ing scheme for industrial workers is not
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m aking any progress and a ll the  money 
is getting absorbed in th is . N ow  even at 
this stage, we have only  approached th e  
Defence M inistry again th a t they may 
take them over a t cost, and the cost is 
very low - about R s 3,000 to  Rs 4 000 
per u n it— at book value We are w illing 
to  give a t th a t value also

The only  poin t is, if  we get back th is 
m oney, which is no t going to  the C onsoli-
dated F und, th is  m oney will be used again 
for industria l housing , because the indus 
tria l housing is badly needed in th is coun-
try There is an extrem e shoit-n»e o f  indus-
tria l housing Either th e  U tt ir  Pradesh 
Governm ent should take them  over and 
refund the money or the D efence Ministry 
should take over and relund the money 
I f  my friend feels t h i t  the money fo r 
industria l housing should be used for 
housing G overnm ent servants, I think to -
m orrow he will come back o r his friends 
will come back w ith  a g re i t  deal o f grie 
vance, because we are keen th i t  not only  
G overnm ent servants should  <jet house* 
but people who are no t in the  Govern 
ment service should also get houses

In th is  case, I fo r one feel tha t the 
D efence M inistry on  the D efence P roduc. 
tion  U nit —should have taken ovei those 
houses long ago, because some of the .louses 
are bu ilt in the security  /one  md that is whv 
even when they sell them  to others, I th ink  
it is a risk even then because the property  
will pass from  one hand to  the  o ther and 
a  stage m ight come w h-n they do not like 
th e  people to be sitting  o r staying in the 
security zone itself That is why we have 
pointed  ou t these facts, and 1 am sure 
th is  w ill be sorted out very soon  bo far 
as the eviction  and damages a re concerned 
I w ill bring it to  the n o n c e  o f the State 
M in ister o f  H ousing tom orrow  when he 
com as tom orrow

TH E M IN ISTER  O F WORKS AND 
HOUSING A N D  HEALTH AND 
FAM ILY PLAN N IN G  (SH R I UMA 
SH A N K ER D IK S H ll)  May I add 
a  few words ? I feel 1 have gone through 
i t  yesterday - th a t som ething has gone 
w rong som ewhere in my o p in ion  It is a 
m atter o f  co -ord ination  The U ttar Pradesh

Government or tha Defence Ministry along 
with our Ministry have to find a solution 
instead of asking the occupants to  get ou t.
I hope we shall he able to sort it out.

These are some of the delays and puzzles 
in the dem ocratic processes whether th ree 
or four departm ents and the State Govern* 
m ent are concerned I assure the  house 
tha t we will tiy  to  sort it out as quickly 
as possible

SHRI 1N D R A JIT GUPIW  (A lipore) * 
Sir, after the M in ister’s reply, 1 do not 
suppose any m ore inform ation  will be 
fo rth -com ing  As Mr D ikshit has ju s t in-
tervened, I w ould like to  raise one o r two 
q icstions H e says this is a question o f  
lack o f co-ord ination  in the dem ocratic 
system If you go th iough  th is statement 
reciting  the  whole history o f this case, 
it will be quite clear that th is  is quite a 
scandalous story ol b u rn u c rn tic  bungling 
no t only bureau rm c  bangling but the 
inter m in isten il and is between the. C en-
tral G overnm ent m d the State Govern-
m ent a crim inal callousness and negligen-
ce tow \rds th is whole question I t  has 
been aragging on for veirs. From  his sta te-
ment, it first came to the notice o f the 
M inistry in J958 it  is now 1971 , alm ost 
over now Now, we are to ld  these houses 
were built in the security rone  o f  the 
defence undertak ing  But why were they 
built in the secun ty  /o n e  '  Was it not 
known to  be the  secunty zone a t tha t 
tuna 0 K anpur »s one o f the biggest cen tr-
es )f D efence p o lu c tio n  in th is country, 
and I a n very sorry th a t th is m atter has 
com e to  a head at a tim e when the w hole 
w orld will know that when th is country  is 
e n d in g  up its loans to  defend its borders 
against the possibility o f  a foreign a ttack , 
at such a tim e, thousands o f  defence w or-
kers who are involved tn defence produc« 
tion  are facing the uncertainty about where 
they are going to live w ith their fam ilies 
tom orrow  Is th is m atter to  be brushed 
aside so easily ? Therefore, what I  w ould 
say is th a t these M inistries o f W orks and  
H ousing, D efence, and so on should  cease 
to  function a* independant em pires , they  
run according to  their whims and they do 
n o t have the  m inim um  am ount o f  co-or-
d ination  with each o ther These houses



161 Eviction biotias to AORa H a y a n a  1,1893 (s a k a ) Central Govt. 262
Employees (C.A.)

were allowed to  be built in tbe security 
zone, and these defence employees were 
allowed to become the allottees o f these 
bouses ; they have not trespassed ; they 
have not forcibly occupied these houses 
Mr. Baner jee has quite correctly said that 
they have entered into an agreement. A 
tenancy agreement was made with them 
and, therefore, they are all lawful occupa* 
nts ; they are not unlawful occupants in 
any sense of word. Therefore, the Dcfence 
Ministry which of course is under an ob-
ligation to build houses for its own em-
ployees but possibily is notable to spare 
money from its huge defence budget at this 
moment because o f the other priorities, 
are being given the option of taking over 
these houses at cost price ; even that they 
are not prepared to do. Ih e  Ministry 
here says that it cannot change or relax 
the rule because it will have repurcussions 
throughout the whole country. Are these 
technical rules, inter-mimstiy wranglings 
and bungltngs to be allowed to go on at 
this time when the defence production 
employees are facing the danger of evic-
tion ? It is scandalous and should not be 
allowed to be brushed aside so lightly. 
Therefore, it is not only a question of 
stopping these evictions or damage no-
tices; that, 1 am sure, the Ministry will try 
and do; but some early remedy must be 
sought to this particular problem and this 
must be put on a proper and stable 
footing. Either tbe Defence Ministry or 
the Works and Housing Ministry or the 
State Government has got to  take the 
responsibility ; they cannot go on passing 
the buck to each other in this way. This 
is supposed to  be one Government, not so 
many separate Governments in each 
Ministry.

Therefore, I should like to know, 
apart from stopping these notices, what is 
the concrete line o f thinking of the 
Minister so that they can get some early 
solution to  this problem so that it can be 
settled once and for all ?

SHRI 1. K . GUJRAL : 1 may say this, 
that whatever discussions might have been 
going on in the past between the two Minis-
tries at the Centre and the U. P. Govern-
m ent, so far as the occupants are eon- 
ewned, they are not to be bothered. Let

that be clearly understood... (Interrup-
tions.) I shall see that they are not 
evicted. That is our stand clearly.

So far as financial adjustments are 
concerned, whether this Ministry or that 
Ministry bears it or the U. P Government 
bears it that is an inter-ministerial adjust-
ment which will be made. 1 can assure 
here and now that so far as the occupants 
are concerned, thejr will not be bothered.
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sot  i ^  3iH?rr *rr§5iT$ f a  * r r  qster 

arcft f a  s *  % titfsrar *
fsprtr grrq-' *TT»t ?

AST f o t  QVPK  5TT<^fa z
# ,  cT«r ffsfT % fa q  % WT&T

u t f  o %o gancra : %

arrcf®rV?r *p t % t
^*»1T I

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU (Diamond 
Harbour) : May I take two submissions ?

MR. SPEAKER: 1 will not allow, 
unless I have notice o f them.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU : I have 
given notice and 1 want your ruling. One 
is about the Finance Secretary. What he 
said has been widely covered and it does 
not require verification. Mr. Pandey has 

been reported and what he has said has been 
given full coverage by the National pres*.
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The second thing is about tomorrow 

Last year Guru Tegh Bahadur's Martyr 
dom day was a holiday

w s h  (**rf*n rc) .

«65T 5 ?  ^*T5T|f5^ fa * *  t  w

?ft...............

MR. SPEAKER 1 have no informa-
tion.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU I want 
your ruling.

MR SPEAKER • No ruling is required 
o a  holidays It is not my job to declare 
l*»*idaya.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU Why not * 
You are the supreme head of this House

MR. SPEAKER You do not recog-
nise it sometimes

12.26 hrs

QUESTION OF PRIVILEGE AGAINST 
NAVBHARAT TIMES

MR, SPEAKER I may inform the 
Hou«e that on the 10th August, 1971 
Shri B P Maurya raised a question of 
privilege in respect o f an article published 
m the Navbhorat T i m s ,  Delhi, in its 
i**ue dated the 6th August, 1971, allegedly 
cftgtfeBg reflections on him

I then said that the Editor of the 
newspaper would be addressed to state 
what he had to say in the matter

The Editor o f the newsp?per sent me 
a letter dated the 11th August, 1971, in 
which he had stated in te r  ah& as 
follows —

“ We had no intention of hurting the 
feel togs o f  the Member or the Honou - 
rable House As Mr B P  Maurya 
has taken objection to  the publication 
of this item, as Editor o f (he paper, 
I hereby tender my apologies to the 
Member and to the Honourable 
H ouse/’

1 passed on a copy o f the Editor's 
letter to  Shri B. P. Maurya. As desired by 
Shn Maurya, the Editor o f the newspaper 
was asked to have his own and the writer 
V ivek i's  apology published m the N av- 
bharat T im e s . This, the Editor has done 
in the issue of the newspaper dated the 
24th September, 1971. Shn Maurya in his 
letter dated 18th November, 1971, to me 
has said that in view o f the apology p u b lr 
shed by the newspaper, the matter may be 
treated as closed

So, the matter is closed

As far as this privilege motion raised 
by Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu is concerned, I 
have my own doubts about it

SHRI JYOIIRMOY BOSU (Diamond 
Harbour) I have not raised a privilege 
motion 1 only want to raise it before the 
House under rule 377

MR SPEAKER It is not a matter to 
be brought up under rule 377 Shri Bosu 
says in his letter to me

"That the Finance Secretay Mr B D 
Pendey has reportedly disclosed on 
Saturday before a Tax Executives' 
Conference organised by the Indian 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry in 
New Delhi that a new Central Excise 
Bill is p r o n g e d  to be introduced dur 
mg the next session

* 1 maintain that these utterances on 
the pert o f a civil servant had not been 
quite proper particularly when parlia-
ment "

I agree, but I have to examine it It 
should have been the Minister to give the 
intention o f the business and not the 
Secretary. When the House is sitting 
Many things rre within your knowledge, 
and sometimes they creep out, but espe* 
cially a responsible person like the 
Secretary should be very careful about bis 
observations. 1 am going, to examine it 
and later on let you know as to  what 
comes nut

SHRI P. K. DEO (Kalabandi) : 1 
wrote to you,..


