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Tyre Factory, Bombay (Statt.)

it comes to item 6A. I want to make out
my.case. Then you can ask the House.

MR. SPEAKER: Let him mrake the
statement.

'SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Privilege
motien, according to your Direction. .

MR. SPEAKER: I do not hold it as a
privileges motion.

12.16 hrs,

STATEMENT RE: STRIKE IN CEAT
TYRE FACTORY, BOMBAY

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINISTRY OF LABOUR (SHRI BAL-
GOVIND VERMA): Regarding the
strike in the Ceat Tyre Factory, Bombay
I said that T would ascertain the facts.
According to the information avail-
able.. ..

MR. SPEAKER: You may lay it on
the Table of the House.

SHRI BALGOVIND VERMA: Sir, I
lay the statement on the Table of the
House.

Statement

On December 3, 1973 Shri Dinen
Bhattacharyya drew attention to the strike
in the Ceat Tyre Factory, Bombay. I had
said that I would ascertain the facts.
According to the information made avail-
able by the Government of Maharashtra,
which is the appropriate Government in
this’ case, there is complete strike in this
unit from November 12, 1973, involving
1200 workers. The immediate cause of
the strike was the disciplinary action by
the management against Shri Bharucha,
an office bearer of the union, who accord-
ing to the management was responsible
for acts of indiscipline and is also alleged
to hHave abused the Supervisors and officers
on October 14, 1973. There were also
acts of alleged go-slow and indiscipline in
the Fruck-Tyre Building Deptt. of the
Compeny - employing abodt 100 workers
for sometime in the past. The strike
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from November 12, 1973 was preceded
by a sit down strike by the workers in
the truck-tyre department om October
25, 1973, and token strike by all the
workers in the Factory on October 29,
1973, in support of their demand con-
cerning withdrawal of tcharges against
Shri Bharucha. The State Industrial Re-
lations Machinery is looking into the
matter.
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SHRI DINEN BHATTACHARYYA
(Serampore): The only information I want
to know from the Minister is whether
the Centre considers the necessity to
settle the matter.

MR. SPEAKER: The statement has
been laid.

SHRI DINEN BHATTACHARYYA:
There is a great dearth of tyres and the
foreign company is doing all this mis-
chief.

12.17 brs.

STATEMENT BY MEMBER RE:

ALLEGED INACCURACY IN

THE INFORMATION GIVEN
BY THE MINISTER

SHR1 JYOTIRMOY BOSU (Diamond
Harbour): On the 28th September, [
gave notice and it is upto you and the
House to decide.

Under Rule 222/223 of the Rules of
Procedure, 1 hereby seek the consent of
the Speaker to raise a question involving
a breach of privilege of the House. Facts
of the case are as follows:—

On 8th December, 1972 while replying
to Starred Question No. 370 on the dis-
parity of pay scales and conditions of
service of the two classes of Income Tax
Officers Shri K. R. Ganesh stated the
following: ’

“SHRI K. R. GANESH: The bon.
Member has asked three questions.
First, he has asked whether the PAC
had recommended the abolition of Class
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I1 officers’ cadre in the Income Tax
Department. I am informed that the
PAC did recommend this, but the De-
partment later on discussed it with
the PAC and the PAC was persuaded
to withdraw this position.”

I may point out here that the PAC did
not make any such recommendation nor
they were persuaded to withdraw any-
thing because that does not arise at all.

In this connection, I am quoting the
relevant recommendation from the 29th
report (4th Lok Sabha) of the PAC
(1967-68), page 29, para 2.41 which
reads as follows:—

“The Committee feel that one of the
reasons for declining standards of out-
put in the Department is due to an im-
balance in the service conditions of
employees of the Income-tax Depuart-
ment. A note has been submitted by
the Chairman of the Board of Direct
Taxes which is appended to this Report
(Appendix V). The Committee is sure
that Government  will examine the
suggestions contained in the note and
take suitable action on it.”

From the above you may please see
that the Minister has misled the House.
not withholding the information, but he
has deliberately misled the House and
by his utterances, alsp lowered the Public
Accounts Committee in the eyes of the
people. I may mention here that very
recently, while as a Member of the
Taxation Law (Amendment) Bill Com-
mittee, I was hearing the representation
of the Gazetted Officers of the Income-
Tax Department, they expressed their
shock and disappointment on this that
the Public Accounts Committee could
have been persuaded to withdraw from a
position that they were said to have
taken.

In the circumstances, since it is a clear
case of breach of privilege, I would re-
quest you to send it to the Privileges
Committee so that they could thoropghly
look into the matter and the papers and
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call for evidence and give their report to
the House. This is a very serious mattet
because it involves the Minister., It is
not that he withheld any information, it
is not that he really made an inaccurate
statement in regard to facts or figures. It
is a question of deliberately telling the
House something which is wholly base-
less, untrue and false.

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF FINANCE (SHRI K. R.
GANESH): In replying to a supplement-
ary question on starred question No. 370
in the Lok Sabha on 8th December, 1972
1 said:

“The hon. Member has asked for
three questions. First, he has asked
whether the PAC has recommended
the abolition of Class II cadre in the
Income-tax  Department. I am in-
formed that the PAC did recommend
this but the Department later on dis-
cussed it with the PAC and the PAC
was persuaded to withdraw this posi-
tion.”

The detailed position about the issue
has been looked into by me. The Public
Accounts Committee, in para 2.41 of their
29th Report (1967-68) observed:

“The Committee feel that one of the
reasons for declining standards of éut-
put in the Department is due to an im-
balance in the service conditions of em-
ployees of the Income-tax Department.
A note has been submitted by the
Chairman of the Board of Direct Taxes
which is appended to this Report
(Appendix V). The Committee is
sure that Government will exdmine
the suggestions contained in the note
and take suitable action on it.”

The note from the then Chairman, Cen-
tral Board of Direct Taxes attached to
the PAC’s Report as Appendix V read
in the relevant paragraph:

“The following proposals are madé
for improving the conditions of servicé
of officers of the Income-fax Départ-
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ment so as to improve efficiency and to
combat the temptation to leave the
Department:—

(i) Class I[ Service of the Income-
tax Officers should be abolished.
Al]l Income-tax Officers should be
m Class I. A new but small cadre
of Examiner of Accounts may be
created to absorb such Class II
officers who are not considered suit-
able for absorption in Class L”

The above-noted observation in para
241 of the PAC's 29th Report was
examined by the Central Board of Direct
Taxes and the Committee were informed
on 4-1-1969 to the following effect.

“As desired by the Committee the
Government  will duly examine the
suggestions  contained in Appendix V
of their 29th Report and take suit-
able action thereon. As important re-
commendations regarding the admi-
nistrative set up of the Income tax

Department ang the pay-scales for the
different  categories of officers are
believed to have been made by the

Sub-Committee of the
Administrative  Reforms  Commission
also, it is proposed to undertake a
camprehensive examination of these
recommendations together. The study
and the subsequent implementation of
the recommendations are expected to
tgke some time.”

Direct Taxes

The above-noted interim reply sent by
the Board was noted on page 87 of the
PAC’s 76th Report (1968-69). The
matter was further examined by the Cen-
tral Board of Direct Taxes and a de-
tailed reply was sent to the PAC on 26th
March 1970. In this detailed reply on
the relevant issue of the abolition of
Class II ITOs Service, certain com-
ments were offered. It is a long reply
offering coments and this is part of
PAC's record. I will not take the time
of the House in going through the long
reply. Sir. after the above-noted reply
was sent to the PAC nothing further was
heard in the matter from them. In my
reply: to the supplemeontanies on 8-12-72.
I was only roferring to the abovemen-
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tioned position which was on record in
the Lok Sabha (P.A.C.) Secretariat. The
P.A.C. in their 29th Report had taken
cognisance of the note submitted by the
Chairman. Central Board of Direct
Taxes suggesting abolition of ITOs Cl
II Service and the - Committee had
wanted the Government to examine the
suggestion and take suitable action. The
position was examined by the Central
Board of Direct Taxes and elucidated to
the Committee at length on 26-3-70.
The Committee did not pursue the
matter further. These are the two stages
to which I had alluded in my reply to
the supplementaries.

The first was that the Committee did.
include the recommendations of the Chair-
man of the Central Board of Direct Taxes
in their Report and asked the Central
Board of Direct Taxes to examine that,
for which the Central Board of Direct

Taxes first sent an interim reply
and later on they sent a detailed
reply on the date which I mention-

ed, that is, on 26-3-70. In rzply to the
direct question from the hon. Member [
had stated and I shall quote this again.

“First he has asked whether th; P.A.C.
has recommended the abolition of
Class II cadre in Income-tax Depart-
ment. ] am informed that the PAC
did recommend this but the Depart-
ment later on discussed it with the

P.AC. and the P.A.C. was persuaded
to withdraw this position.”

As far as the first part is concerned,
the P.A.C. did include the Chairman’s.
note in their Report and asked the Chair-
man, Central Board of Direct Taxes to
examine this and as far as the second
part is concerned, as I have stated already,
the P.AC. was persuaded to withdraw
this position. I may submit that this
phraseology—this  particular expression—
‘persuaded to withdraw’® may not have
been very appropriate. The fact of the
matter is that the P.A.C. did recommend
this note of the Chairman of the Central
Board of Direct Taxes to be included im
their Report and they askeq the Chair-
man of the Central Board of Direct Taxes
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10 examine this matter. It was examined'
and an interim reply was given; another
comprehensive reply was also given. The
only point for consideration which I leave
it to you and for the wisdom of the
House is
aded to withdraw this Pposition’ amounted
1o a breach of privilege and amounted to
misleading the House. " I leave it to the

House.

SHRI H. M. PATEL (Dhandhuka): Mr.
Speaker, Sir, the words used the ‘discussed
with the P.A.C. and were persuaded to
withdraw’. Firstly there was no discussion
and secondly there is no question of
being ‘persuaded to withdraw’. There is
nothing in what the Minister has read
out which would show that the P.A.C.
agreed to withdraw at any stage. They
never had a discussion, though there was
a communication. You can say that the
letters were sent explaining their points
of view. 1 am really referring to what
the Minister has said. I have no means
of knowing it. These two are very clear.

MR. SPEAKER: Wrong phraseology
seems to have been used.
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SHRI H. N. MUKERJEE (Calcutta—
North-East): ] presume I am speaking
with your permission. 1 would not take
long; I would be very brief. 1 take it
from what the Minister says that he
is unhappy about the expression ‘the
Committee was persuaded’ which he had
happened to have used. We all in this
House quite often use a language which
is not our own and may be, certain things
are said in the manner which is not
always intended. 1 should desire the
Minister to offer a word of apology and
not leave it to the House as a matter of
challenge which was the spirit in which
he concluded.
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My suggestion, therefore, is that we
can put a stop to these proceedings which
are beginning to be rather vexatious in
spite of the importame of Parliamentary
Committees—statutory and other Com-
mittees. ] am sorry to say this. But T
should say that a veil should be drawn
over this matter if th¢ Minister grace-
fully comes forward and says that he is
sorry he had used an expression which
he had not intended in the way in which
it can be interpreted. That would be the
end of the matter. As a member of the
Committee of Privileges, I would be
happy not to be saddled with responsi-
bility for geRing into aH kinds of matters
which are clonding our agenda.

SHRI SEZHIYAN (Kumbakonam)::
This reply was given on the 8 December,
1972, more than a year ago. Though the’
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Minister bad in an open manner given
the answer in the House, perhaps his
secretariat  should have been careful in
pointing out these things and due rectifi-
cation should have been made. But for
more than a year this matter has been
lying there.

The second thing is this. The Minister
wants to pursue the matter. I would like
to know the mind of the Committee.
Shri Jyotirmoy Bosu happens to be the
<Chairmran of the Committee. Since some-
thing has been said about the Committee,
I would like to have a report
from the Committee to the House. If
the matter is to be pursued, it has first
t0 be sent to the Public Accounts Com-
mittee and the Committee should submit
a report to the House on what it thinks
about lt, whether there was persuasion or

or whatever it is, and then we
can come to a conclusion, if the Minister
is not coming forward, as my hon. friend,
Prof. Mukerjee suggested, with an
apology.

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA
(Begusarai): The matter is not so simple
ag the hon. Minister wants to make it out
to be. If the Public Accounts Committee
takes it up as a challenge, it will be
difficult for the majority to get it
through, as there will be a clash between
the PAC and the House itself. In fact,
we have got on record that the Public
Accounts Committee said that it did not
make any such recommendation. The
Pulllic Accounts Committee also says—
probably the implication is—that th: Com-
mittee would thus be deemed to have
been pressurised to accept a recom-
mendations of thig kind. Our re-
quest also to you would be to ask the
Minister to tender an usqualified apology

for this. That is the only way to get out
of this situation.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: 1 want to
help you.

MR, SPRAKBR: I will take it if ¥
noed it. )

SHRI JYOTHIRMOY BOSU: I-offer it
suo motu,

2700 LS—6.
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MR. SPEAKER: If I need it, I will
take it.

1 greatly value your comments on
it. All these days I had been waiting for
this file to come to my motice also. In
this particular situation, Shri Jyotirmoy
Bosu is the mover and he also happens
to be the Chairman. So many papers
move between the Committee and others.
One thing I want to say for the future.
If he was the Chairnan, he should have
informally met the Minister and got his
explanation as Chairman. Informally, he
could do it

P N ALK
AT QAT

MR. SPEAKER: No, no. There are
many other things also.

PROF. MADHU DANDAVATE (Raja-
pur): We will have to call them every
alternate  day.

MR. SPEAKER: Not in the regular
and formal meeting of the Committee,
but we do get the information otherwise
teo.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: That is a
precedent for me.

MR. SPEAKER: Do not use it
officially.

SHR] JYOTIRMOY BOSU: You have
got cold feet?

MR. SPEAKER: He is always in search
of arms wed weapons, more than the
work he has to do.

I have seen it.
lot of confusion.

There seems to be a

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: No, Sir

MR. SPEAKER: I saw the whole file.
I was lucky. I got it out of the Com-
mittee. He was eitting over it for qmte
a long time.
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S_HRI JYOTIRMOY -BOSU: No, Sir.
:I‘hls kind of observation you are making
18 uncalled for, unwarranted and base-
less. It is unfortunate,

'MR. SPEAKER: Let Shri Mishra see
this file. I will give it to him. Let him
come with a finding.

.SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Let the
Privileges Committee see it.

MR.SPEAKER:&IﬁMﬁhamldue
itandmakehisohernﬁon.

SHRI SEZHIYAN: We take your
observation.
MR. SPEAKER: The recommenda-

tion of the Committee is here.

“The Committee feel that one of the
reasons for declining standards of out-
put in the department is due to im-
balance in the employees of the income-
tax department. A note has been
submitted by the Chairman of the
Board of Direct Taxes which is append-
ed to this report.”

The Committee said that they have
appended 2 note from the Chairman,
Revenue Board etc., with that,

“The Committee is sure that the
Government will examine the sugges-
tion ang take suitable action.”

So, this is neither a recommendation nor
a submission. It is something which 1
have not been ®ble to follow. They have
just put it that this note came and we are
forwarding it to you to examine it.
There i no definite recommendation
added to it. Then it comes again: )
“As desired by the Committee, the
Government will duly examine the
suggestion contained..”

etc., and all that.
“It is proposed to undertake a com-
prehensive examination of these re-

commendations.”

1 fail to understand what was the action
taken. Action taken is always on the
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recommendations. Here there is 3 sug-
gestion and not recommendation. Both
sides afe sticking to their point. If they
had seen it, and if he had seen it, they
will see that these are suggestions and
not recommendations. You can examine
it. Now, in these suggestions alone, if
you had just seen, then you would not
have mentioned the word “recommenda-
tion.” That is the reason why I always
invite the ‘attention of over-zealous
Ministers and say, “Please be cautious
before you reply.” And that is not to
harm anybody. That is because in the
heat of the moment, sometimes they
make such observations. This was just
a suggestion. A representation has come
from the Chairman and we are forward-
ing it for mecessary action. And they
say we will examine it. But on both
sides, there is g misunderstanding that
this was 2 recommendation. Once you
yourself said that there is a little wrong
description in describing the whole situ-
ation—"and persuaded them to  with-
draw the recommendations.” It was
neither recommendation nor persuasion;
nor is it proper. 1 would advise you, as
our friends have advised you, just ex-
press your regret; and mever do it in
future. I hope there is nothing wrong.
You authorise, and I can do it on your
behalf. Just say you are sorry for this;
that this was a little wrong expression.
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SHRI H. M. PATEL: Sir, before the
Minister replics, may 1 point out ope
thing? You have said that this was a
suggestion and not a recommendation.
Even if it is a suggestion, a suggestion
from the Public Accounts Committee,
when he uses the words, “persuaded to
withdraw the suggestion”, even then, it
is. inaccurate.

MR. SPEAKER: What seems to have
gone on is, as is the case with all Com-
mittees, the department came and they
discussed it—may be with the Lok Sabha
Secretariat, the Secretaries somcerned, the
Audit and the Chairman, this and that.
But the words are not mentioned there in
the open Howse. You camnot ‘say that
an outside ageficy has persnaded them.
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You say that the: Committoe had discussed
it, and that wag all

SHR] JYOTIRMOY BOSU: Now, may
I render you my help?

MR. SPEAKER: No, please. I do not
need it.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: I do not
want any fees.

MR. SPEAKER: I do not need your
help. Now, Mr. Ganesh, there is nothing
wrong in just saying that you regret it.

SHRI K. R. GANESH: Sir, I woukl
make a submission. Firstly, as you your-
self said, there has been some confusion
about the “suggestion” and “recommen-
dation.” The Central Board ‘'of Direct
Taxes have been in correspondence with
the PAC. They first sent an interim
reply. Then they sent a final reply. Their
interim reply was included in the ' 76th
report. So, as you yourself have said,
there is a confusion as far as the “sug-
gestion” and the “recommendation’
are concerned. That is one aspect of the
matter.

I had already said....

MR. SPEAKER: My advice to you is,
a regret over the words. Mr. Ganesh,
there is no dispute about “suggestion” or
“recommendation.” The whole discussion
has arisen because of the words that the
Committee were “persuaded.” And that
is a wrong expression used; and you are
sorry for that; that is all right.

SHRI K. R. GANESH: 1 have already
said that. I am saying it out, (Interrup-
tions). They cannot take my blood like
that. (Interruptions) All right, let them
have it done. I am saying it out. If 1
had committed a mistake. ... (Interrup-
tions) Let them have it. (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: I leave it to the hon.
Minister.

As I said, there is nothing in this ex-
cept the use of a wrong expression. There
is nothing deliberate and there is mothing
wrong, but some wrong expression had
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been used. Instead of referring to the
matter having beem discussed and
dropped, he said ‘persuaded’ which per-
baps will not be a good instance for the
future. That was why I had suggested
that persuasion was a wrong expression

used, just by slip of tongue or other-
wise. ...

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: I must
make it clear that I have nothing against
him personally. This is a matter of the
House.

MR. SPEAKER: After all, they are
all human beings. Hon. Members com-
mit mistakes, and similarly they may also
commit mistakes.

MIA W TR EQ E A A
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SHRI K. R. GANESH: I have in my
first submission itself mentioned already
that the expression ‘persuaded to with-
draw’ was an umhappy and inappropriate
expression. If for that your suggestion
bhas been, and it is the feeling of the
House also, that I should express regret,
I have absolutely no hesitation in cxpress-
ing regret for this imappropriate expres-
sion which I bad used. If I have reacted
to anything, it is because hon. Members
did not allow me even to finish the sub-
mission which I was trying to make.

MR. SPEAKER: May I tell Mr.
Ganesh that it is really very good of him
that he has expressed regret. He is a
very good man. He does not mean
anything wrong or anything of that sort,

and we accept what he has gtated.

SHRI SYOTIRMOY BOSU: Even we
on this side do not mean anything ill of
him. '

MR. SPEAKER: Now, this gentleman,
Mr. Bosu has always been mentioning the
word ‘retommendation’, in spite of the
fact thet he is the Chairman of that
committee. What is to be dome in his
case now? He is the chairman of fthe
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[Mr. Speaker] SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA:

committee, and not on ane occasiom did
he say -suggestion’, but he had always
been mentioning the word ‘recommea-
datien’.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: You are
catching the wrong end of the stick.

SHRI K. R. GANESH: May ] make
one submission? I am quite clear about
the inappropriateness, for which I have
expressed regret. But I would submit
to you and to the House that confusion
still persists, because in the recent ques-
tionnaire which has been sent to the Cen-
tral Board of Direct Taxes....

SHRI JYOTIRMOY
point of order....

BOSU: On a

MR. SPEAKER: Why is he creatng
tifficultics?

SHRI K. R. GANESH: He is shutting
me out.

:homthis;infum,thehon. Minister
may write to the Speaker, and I shall for-
ward it to him.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: We do
oot want to shut him out.

MR. SPEAKER: 1 went through the
file word by word. It scems that nobody
scems to have applied his mind to this
question. That was a suggestion and
that suggestion was sent. In the Action-
taken Report it is mentioned as ‘recom-
mendation”. I fail to understand why.
What could the Ministry or the Govern-
ment do if in the Action-taken report it is
mentioned 8s ‘recommeondation'? I am
going to send it to the committee.
SHRI K. R. GANESH: I shall write
to you on this.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU: He is
referring to the questionnaire sent by the
PAGC. Let him say hare what he wants
to say.

It is clear from what he says that they
have not yet decided about it.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU:
wants to explain, I do not mind.

It he

Mr. SPEAKER: But I must say that
there are very good watchdogs sitting
here.
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