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I cannot the tom. Minister to 
make a statement every day. Hon. 
Members are making it a daily prac-
tice.

hon. Members not ask such 
questions. 1 cannot react to it every 
day. This i* an every-day pheno-
menon. I am not going to allow it 
now. If they do this kind of demons-
tration every day, there is no alter-
native except to stop them.

We have already fixed a meetmg of 
the Business Advisory Committee on 
the 2nd May and we shall discuss this 
there. We cannot have that meeting 
today because wc have other meetings 
also.

Hon. Member^ cannot make Parlia-
ment a forum for raising everything 
that comes.
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They are holding the House to ran-
som. They have no right t0 hold the 
whole House to ransom,

1 cannot ask the Railway Minister 
to come every day and make a state-
ment, whoever happens
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QUESTION o r  PR1VILEGS
Affidavit of Shri C R. Das Gupta of 

IO C  before Pipeline Inquiry Com-
mission*
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“It is also on record that the
■ Managing Director was acting on his 

own in his dealings with Snams as 
well as Bechtels in vital matters 
concerning the capacity of the pipe-
line, bypassing thus the authority 
both of the Board of Directors and 
Government. The Board of IOC 
have also gone on record to the 
effect, at the meeting held on 3rd 
February, 1968 that: Out of the
report and the discussions thereon, 
it emerged that the Board had been 
bypassed in the matter. The Board 
was very emphatic that the matters 
of such importance should neces-
sarily be reported to the Board at 
the earliest possible opportunity. 
The Board also wanted to place on 
record that in future all such im-
portant matters which entail in 
itself any project of capital nature 
involving its performance, its capa-
city. design or of financial implica-
tions, should be brought before the 
Board for its notice and appropria-
tion. The Board's decision in the 
above matter also applies to any 
significant amendments which are 
of the above nature to any existing 
contracts or project’*
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“The above recommendation ate 
very clear, unequivocal and empha-
tic. The then Managing Director 
admittedly acted on ' his own; 
he did by-pass the Board of 
Directors in his dealings with' Snam. 
and Bechtels in vital matters con-
cerning the capacity of the HBK 
pipeline; the amendment of contract 
did adversely affect the capacity of 
the pipeline; negligence wa$ sub-
stantiated against the MD|UtL tor 
not bringing these to the notice of 
the BoardjGoverament; the General 
Manager and Managing Director 
were perfunctory and casual in del-
ing with an important communica-
tion  of the 26the September, 1863 
from Bechtels to IRL mentioning 
the design capacity of H-B Pipe-
line as 19 million tonnes per annum. 
These are all matters of fact and 
they had been amply and demons-
trably established.

What the Committee wanted in 
these recommendations was that a 
thorough investigation for . fixing 
responsibility on all those officials 
who were lax and causual in dis-
charging their responsibilities should 
be conducted. The Committee ex-
pect that Government would do 
that even now."
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^U il quite obvious &om th i above 
recommendations that the Com-
mittee baaed on the whole «et of
evidence and -information available 
to them had pointed out in clear 
and in no uncertain terms that in-
duction of Bechtels in the Pipeline 
Projects was wrong, improper and 
unjustified and that undue favours 
were shown to the Bechtels at all 
stages during their association with 
the pipeline projects. By referring 
this matter to a Commission of In-
quiry under term of reference (a) 
(ii), the Government have only re-
opened the issues highlighted in the 
recommendations

In the opinion of the Committee, 
reference of this particular matter 
under (a) (u) to Commission of 
Inquiry was not farranted In the 
context of these recommendations, 
an enquiry would have been in 
order for the specific purpose of 
fixing responsibility for the grave 
lapse pointed out by the Com-
mittee.”

* wt&t | :

"The Committee take a serious 
view of Government's attempt to 
misconstrue the recommendations of 
the Committee.*'
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‘The Committee expect the Gov-
ernment to defend and pursue their 
recommendations contained in their 
66th Report of the Fourth Lok 
Sabha (1969-70) on Indian Oil Cor- 
poration (Pipeline* Division) in 
letter and spirit before the Com-
mission of Enquiry With the same 
sense of urgency that was marked-
ly evident from the above report.
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“7.32. These facts would indicate 
that neither the Managing Direc-
tor bypassed the Board in his deal-
ings with Snam and Bechtels in 
vital matters concerning the capa-
city of the Haldia- Barauni-Kanpur 
pipeline nor the Amendment of the 
contract adversely affected the capa-
city of the pipeline, and therefore, 
the question of any negligence on 
the part of anyone in the IRL does 
not arise.’*

SHRI N. K. P. SALVE: Is it an affi-
davit?

SHRI MADHU UMAYJE. Yes.
A  ***■
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"SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE:

About certain persons having been
influenced, do you stick to that?

MR. CHAIRMAN; Please answer
yes or no. Do not give vour elaborate
reply.

SHRI P. R. NAYAK: I had said
that after reading the second Report
of the Public Undertakings Commit-
tee I felt that the conclusion I had
reached about influence, persuasion,

inducement, etc. was incorrect and
that the Committee had come to these
conclusions objectively in its best
judgment.

SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE::
Therefore, you agree that you should
not have used those words.

SHRI P. R. NAyAK: I agree:

SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE~
Are you prepared to withdraw those
wonts unhesitatingly?

SHRI p. R. NAYAK: Yes, I am:"
Unconditional, unqualified apology.
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MR. SPEAKER: Mr. Madhu Limaye,
when you raised this question yester-
day, after looking into the contents
of your Motion, I thought I should
go into the reports of the Committees.
Last night, I did see all of them and
the facts are like this. This was
taken up in 1969. The Public Under-
takings Committee came to the con-
clusion that Mr. Nayak had over-
looked, had ignored the Board of
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Directors and had amended the con-
tract without any consultation. The
Committee held that it was not pro-
per for him and held him guilty for
this. This is one point. Later on,
I think, on the basis of Mr. Khera's
letter-he wrote some latter' when
this House was already seized of that
matter-he said the, Committee was
persuaded and approached 'and so on.
So, the House, took a very serious
notice of this. I think there was a
very clear debate on this. Later on,
this went to the Privileges Com-
mittee and there he was cross-ex-
amined. Among the cross examina-
tions, two cross examinations were
very clear, one by Mr. Somrrath
Chatterjee and the other by Mr.
Sathe. They put certain questions and
Mr. Nayak then said that after seeing'
the second report; he came to the
conclusion that he was wrong in con-
veying this impression to Mr. Khera
and that he was also of the view that
he was wrong. The report of the
Committee was correct and objective.
In the meanwhile, 'I'akr'u Commission
was appointed. Then, this gentleman
Mr. C. R nas Gupta appears before
the Tak;u Commission and he files
an -affidavit that whatever is there is
correct and so on, and in which he
supports Mr. Nayak. Then, in whose
favour he is giving. the affidavit is a
very interesting question. In whose
favour and to help whom he is giving
this affidavit? He Mr. Naik himself
admits before the Privileges Com-
mittee that he was wrong and this
gentleman, Mr. C. R. Dasgupta in
his affidavit before the Takru Com-
mission conveys that was right-I
mean his affidavit comes to this.

SHRI MADHU UMAYE: Because
he is a protege of Mr. Nayak.

MR. SPEAKER: I have examined
it very thoroughly. But, I think,
Mr. Dasgupta never made any re-
ference to the Public Undert'akin,gs
Committee. I tried to find out whe-
ther he made any reference.

SHIn MADHU LIMAYE: Thi~ is
obvious.

MR. SPEAKERff He just filed.
the document before the Takru Com-
mission without any direct or indirect
reference to the Public Undertakings
Committee.

SHRI MADHU LlMAYE: No
other body has made such a' recorn-
mendation.

14.00 hrs.

MR. SPEAKER: Secondly, if we
are to send it to the Privileges Com-
mittee, we must bear in mind that
(he Takru Commission is already
seized of it.

cofill' 'filfi!/T<f i ~T~ f!1cr~;;r 'r.B-ii 'fir
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SHRI MADHU LIMAYE: We
never wanted the Takru Commission.
to enquire into the facts.

MR. SPEAKER: It is very much.
there. '

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE: Govern-
"ment have flouted the decision of the

House.

MR. SPEAKER: We have to take
cognisance of the position as it is. II
I admit it as a Pr-ivileg., Motion and
the Priviligcs Committee comes to one
conclusion and the Takru Commis-
sion comes to another conclusion.'
that will create some complications.
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MR. SPEAKER: But I am really
surprised at one thing. When his
boss his own friend whornhe L; de-
fending, says that he was wrORg and
the report of the Committee was ob-
jective ....

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA:
(Begnsarai) : May I' make one sub-

mission in this respect? It does' ap-
pear, on the face Of it, that the con-
tradiction between the statement
made by Shri Nayak and the shte-
ment made by Shri Das Gupta, is;
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[Shri ShyamnandaA Mishra]
somewhat strange. But may X sub* 
jrnit to you that although Shri Kayak 
might have, in order to protect him-
self, stated before the Committee that 
■what he had said was wrong, this per* 
son could take the stand that what-
ever Shri Nay alt had said was quite 
right. There cannot be anything 
wrong about Shri Das Gupta taking 
a stand like that.

MR. SPBAKJSR: When the court is 
already seized of it. one of them will 
ultimately be found to be wnnR,

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE: What hap-
pens to the Public Undertakings Com-
mittee* We are made a laughing stork 
This is an intolerable position

MR. SPEAKER: The position which 
Shri Nayaak has taken in his letter 
to Shn Khera, that has been corrected 
fcy him in the Privileges Committee. 
Then there is the position taken by 
Shn Das Gupta in his affidavit before 
the Takru Commission. If we get hold 
of him also in the Privileges Com-
mittee. I do not think juridically it is 
very sound. We leave it to the court 
fcr that much period so that if he 
wants to stick to the position, he may 
•do.

eft **  fan* : firTO!
? VS ?

MR SPEAKER: This gentleman,
Shn Dasgupta, has made no direct 
reference to the Committee on Public 
Undertakings

PROF. MADHU DANDAVATE 
(Rajapur): Which other body can he 
refer to?

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE* This is the 
finding of the Committee.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU (Diamond 
Harbour): This is the most important 
thing. The House has to express its 
resentment on the flouting by the 
Government of the findings of the 
Public Undertakings Committee. Are 

we to remain helpless spectators?
MR SPEAKER* The Government is 

i»ot involved in this

SHRI MADHU LMAYX: It is w qr 
much involved. Government created 
this anomalous position, by floating the 
decision of the Public Undertakings 
Committee
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SHRI N. K. P. SALVE (Betul): Sir, 
it is an important and delicate ques-
tion May I make a submission on this 
matter?

What is of utmost importance is not 
whether he makes a reference or not. 
What is of importance is, if there are 
findings of facts by a Committee of 
Parliament, can he m an affidavit men-
tion the facte which are contrary to 
the findings by a Committee of Parlia-
ment? As long as this matter was the 
subject-matter of a discussion of a 
Committee or Parliament, it was his 
business to find out what were the 
findings of a Committee of Parliament 
and not say anything which would be 
contempt. If there is a judgment deli-
vered by a court of law, it is not neces-
sary that make a contempt is Com-
mittee only there is specific reference 
to the court.

We want to know from you, Sir, 
since you were the Chairman of the 
Public Undertakings Committee who> 
ther, factually, the facts mentioned by 
him in the affidavit are contrary to the 
findings of the Committee on Public 
Undertakings. We would like you to 
enlighten us on tha t

MR. SPEAKER: Here I can’t en-
lighten you about the Report 

SHJU VABANT SATHfc (Akotsl: 
May I make a submission?
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Actually, before the Takru Commis-
sion, when the Government made an 
affidavit, in that affidavit a statement 
was made controverting and denying 
that there was any slurring over, etc. 
To that an objection was taken. When 
Mr. Khera came before us and when 
we asked him certain questions, he 
accepted that he had made a mistake 
and that he would make another affi-
davit correcting the first affidavit 
Therefore, what was before the Takru 
Commission was, in fact, the observa-
tions made by the Public Undertakings 
Committee presided over by you, Sir. 
I do not want to take up the question 
here as to whether some matters on 
-which there was a clear-cut findings 
should have at all been referred to 
the Takru Commission. Later on. the 
Committee itself has made the o b s e r -
vations. I do not go into that.

The fact remains that what is now 
before us here is that in the affidavit 
he directly refers to the observations 
of the P.UC. It is not necessary to 
say and take the name of the P.U.C. 
What he is controverting is the obser-
vations per se in Ur ms of the Public 
Undertakings Committee You see the 
wording. You have been pleased to 
observe that he has not named the 
PUC. That does not really matter 
What is before the Takru Commission 
U the PUC. Report on which an 
Inquiry is being made. He has said:

"These facts would indicate.......

—that fact he has mentioned in the 
affidavit—

**.. .that neither the Managing 
Director bypassed the Board ...

—the Public Undertakings Com-
mittee had aaid that the Managing 
Director had bypassed the Board in 
clear terms—

" in his dealings with snam 
and Bechtels in vital matters con* 
censing the capacity of the Haldia- 
Barauni-Kanpur pipeline nor the

* amendment of the contract adver-

sely affected the capacity of the 
pipeline—

This is also the finding of the P.U.C
What more do you want? What is 

he controverting? He is controverting 
the findings of the P.UC. This is a 
clear case of contempt unless you 
want that he should by an a&idavit 
reduce the P.U.C. to a laughing stock, 
to a non-entity. This is a direct case 
of contempt and nothing more is need-
ed on that, names or no names.

ME. SPEAKER: Now it is a coinci-
dence that, when this case came, 1 
was the Chairman of the PUC and it 
has been going on along with my 
tenure as Speaker in the last Lok 
Sabha and even now; in some shape or 
other, it always crops up.

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA: 
As your presidentship of IPU.

MR. SPEAKER: 1 thought that the 
matter was finished. But the dead mat-
ter has again come to life.

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE. It was not 
dead.

MR. SPEAKER: We thought that it 
was finished; the Takru Commission 
was already seised of it. You had also 
forgotten about it till this appointment 
came
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firs t of all, Sir, you should make 119
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your mind whether there is a prima 
facie case that the PUC’s findings have 

been flouted
SHRI S M BANERJEE (Kanpur): 

I have a suggestion, sir, which you 
may kindly accept Let it be referred 
to the Privileges Committee and proper 
action should be taken only after the 
Takru Commission submits its report.

MR SPEAKER. What will the Pri-
vileges Committee do then’

SHRI S M BANERJEE It can col-
lect evidence.

SHRI VIKRAM MAHAJAN 
(Kangra) Mr. Baneijee’s suggestion 
is a very wise suggestion for a change 
What is going to happen if you start 
the proceedins here is that the defcnce 
m the Commission will be affected, he 
will not be able to defend himself 
properly Rightly or wrongly wc have 
adopted a s>stem that every man muit 
be givten an opportunity to defend him-
self properly If you start the proceed-
ings here, he will have to make a defi-
nite admission or confession which 
may affect his defence tiheie Therefore 
what I submit is that you should direct 
the Pnvilege5 Committee not to take 
up the case till the decision of the 
Takru Commission comus out, after 
that, it can be taken up Otherwise, 
what will hapten is that there will 
be two conflicting decisions bj the 
two bodies and it will affect the per-
son who is involved in this entire 
mes«? ^h at I submit is that it involves 
broader questions whether when a 
person is going to a court or a Com-
mission he can take a defence contrai y 
♦o what has been the findings of 
a parliamentary Committee on fact 
If it means that once a parlia-
mentary Committee comes to a 
decision, no person can in any court of 
law or before any comftussiun take a 
contrary stand, it implies that the 
findings of a parliamentary Committee 
are resjudicata Even according to the 
Constitution, it Is not so Our findings 
must be taken very solemnly. What I 
submit is that it should not go to the 
extent of gagging a person He must 
be given a chance to defend himself

in the Commission, Therefore, j  sub** 
mit that the whole thing should be 
kept pending till the Commission gives
its findings. (interruptions).

MR* SPEAKER: So far as the Gov-
ernment were concerned, they were 
criticised on two occasions, on two 
counts One was when the clear find-
ing of the Committee was there and 
the Committee had reasserted its opi-
nion at the end of the Report This 
was referred to the Takru Commission , 
Meanwhile, many things happened; and 
they do happen, when people get in-
volved and as time passes nature helps 
them or circumstances help them; but 
the basic facts do not change In spite 
of that, it went on and there was a 
lot of discussion m this House, a lot 
of criticism m this House, and later 
on it went to the Privileges Committee 
The second siuation has arisen when 
Mr Dasgupta has been appointed as 
Chairman of IOC The difficulty m 
sending it to the Prmliges Committee 
is this Th<» Commission is already 
seired of it and might not want that 
theie &hould bf any clash. I will keep 
it pending and we shall discuss it later 
on

SHRI MADHU LIMA YE It may be 
kept pending in the Privileges Com-
mittee

SHRI VASANT S*\THE There can 
be no question of clash

SHRI PILOO MODY (Godhra) Thi* 
Hou&o can abolish the Takru Commis 
sion

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE A lot of 
money has been wasted The Commis-
sion should be abolished by a Resolu-
tion of this House

MR SPEAKFR This position ba* 
arisen because he has been appointed 
as the Chairman of the IOC

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE: Even
otherwise it would have arisen.

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA 
The issue that should be considered *• 
whether any person can before a court 
of law or any commission sty that 
whatever had been done by Parlta-
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>ubhc tfodertaktngs Com- 
mittee is* in a sense, considered as.. 
P^iiajnentrr-was not ' right. The ques-
tion is whether, if ax^ decision is 
taken by Parliament, it is open to 
Shyamnandan Mishra to go to the court 
and say that Parliament was noi Tight 
in taking decision of a particular kind 
although, in a sense, he has been a 
party to the decision. Since the ques-
tion raised is one of privilege, it must 
be gone into in its full depth and 
subtlety, (Interruptions), Plqase do 
consider the Implications ol this 
matter whether any person can ro to 
a court of law. It may well be that 
the person can be punished in some 
other ways also because he is before 
the court of law and if he docs not say 
the truth as he sees i t . ..

AN HON. MEMBER: What is your 
conclusion?

SHE* SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA: 
The main issue is whether it is a ques-
tion of contempt or privilege—-probably 
it is a question of contempt that is 
being submitted—, whether it would 
constitute contempt of the House or 
Committee of the House for any citizen 
to make any statement before any 
commission or court of law that what-
ever a particular Committee or even 
Parliament had done in its wisdom 
was not right. (Interruptions),
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SHRI PILOO MODY: We are total-
ly, completely and absolutely uneon- 
627 LS-$

Qemed with what the Takru Commis-
sion is doing. Aa far as we are. con-
cerned, the Takru Commission, can 
jump ill- the lake. We can by a Reaolu- 
ttaft of the House abolish it if we like. 
Therefore, for the House even to 
ridiculously 'consider that there is a 
Commission sitting on this matter, and 
therefore, the contempt or the privilege 
of the House of Parliament has to be 
kept in abeyance or suspension, is 
something which is totally unaccept-
able to me. When the Government 
itself cannot make up its mind about 
every conceivable finding of this Com-
mission which is collecting dust in the 
Government archieves, why should 
this Parliament be made to wait to 
consider the outcome of the decisions 
of this Commission? Therefore 1 sug-
gest that if this House is satisfied that 
what has been presented is a falsifica-
tion of the finding of the PUC action 
must start from that point on, in ac-
cordance with the procedures of Par-
liament unconnected with the outside 
world.

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA: 
Any citizen, any lawyer, -ol the coun-
try could say that the Supreme Court 
was not right in coming to a certain 
decision. Would it be contempt of the 
Supreme Court? That would not con-
stitute contempt of the Supreme 
Court.

PROP. MADHU DANDAVATE: 
Under the pretext that this matter is 
being considered by the Commission if 
we do not refer it to Privileges Com-
mittee that means we are compromis-
ing the sovereignty of this Parliament 
and We are not treating the contempt 
of the FU Committee, which ultimate-
ly amounts to contempt of the House, 
with the attention which it deserves. 
We should not under-estimate the issue 
and we should not set up a bad prece-
dent. It will appear as if these Com-
missions are more important than the 
sovereignty of this Parliament If we 
do not take the right action just now ..

MR. SPEAKER: In this case Mr. 
Madhu Limaye started with something. 
He says ke not connecting that. He 
started with appointments; and then
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MR. SPEAKER: It is much better if 
you had not linked it up with that 
from the beginning.

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE: I wanted 
to give the background. What if 
wrong?

MR. SPEAKER: Don't do like that 
we have to go by what if there in 
writing before the House. How can you 
say it is not a fact?
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MR. SPEAKER: No question of pre-
cedent; we have to go by right pro-
cedures.

SHRI DINESH CHANDRA GOS- 
WAMI (Gauhati): I was also in this 
Committee. The issue raised if that the 
Takru Commission being in session, 
this matter should not be taken up and 
also should not arise Because, Sir, I 
wish to point out that even when the 
Takru Commission was in session 
earlier we sent the case of Mr. Naik 
and Mr. Khera to the Privileges Com* 
mittee on the ground that they made 
certain suggeftl r* and ^submitted o b -
tain affidavits to the Commission 
lengmg the findings of the PU Com-
mittee. When in such cases we have 
referred the matter to the Privileges 
Committee the same abort* aptfy In 
the case «l Mr. Daagttpta wlto hat,

in his affidavit, made a statement im-
puting that tlie finding* of the Oett- 
•mittee are wrong. Itt fact, the argu-
ment* advanced by Shri MMura  ̂ fttd 
other things must be considered by 
the Privileges Committee.

Has a person any right in a privilege 
to take some defence in a court of law 
even against some findings of a Parlia-
mentary Committee?

MR. SPEAKER: May I seek your 
indulgence in qpite of what has hap-
pened? Naturally, our attention is 
drawn to the appointment of this 
gentleman, Shri Daa Gupta. There if 
some criticism against this officer who 
has been appointed. I wish Shri 
Limaye had retained that background 
along with his motion. But, he says 
now that he is not linking it with 
that. I would very much wish if tw 
links it with that go that we can *tao 
examine the whole background and 
how it is proper for the Government 
to act In such a manner.

As staked by you, X shall give the 
copy of the motion and we shall draw 
our own conclusion.

SHRI JYOTUtMOY BOSU: How far 
has the Government the right in ap-
pointing him?

SHRI PILOO MODY: The two issues 
are separate—one if the privilege and 
contempt and the other issue is the 
Government’s propriety in appointing 
the person. These are two separate 
issues and I with there is a way devis-
ed by Parliament by which the Gov-
ernment of India can be censured for 
taking this action.

MR SPEAKER: Now, so far as hi* 
appointment is concerned, I shall ask 
the Government to make this position 
clear if they want to.

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE: I am not 
Interested. If you want to take it up 
you may do i t  I am not interested.

MR. SPEAKER: Well I am interest-
ed in that because you mentioned in 
your motion.

SHRI K. LAKXAPPA (Tumktir*: 
Let the Government make a state-
ment.



:257 PGoeTB Laid VAISAKHA 11), 1896 (SAKA) -

MR. SPEAKER: A statement can be
asked for from Government about
that. But, as far as the other matter
is concerned, we can examine it again
and, if I have any doubts about this
going to the Privilege Committee, after
listening to all the views, I shall come
to some conclusion.

So far as the appointment of this
person is concerned, it is for the Gov-
.ernment to come out with their ONn
<explanation if they so wish.

SHR~ JYOTIRMOY BOSU: I have
written to you ....

MR. SPEAKER: There is no ques-
tion of your writing to me. I am not
going to allow this if vou go on like:
this. No submission is allowed.

Now, papers to be laid.

14.2~ hrs.
PAPERS LAiiD ON THE TABLE

DELIMITATION OF COUNCIL CONSTITU-

ENCIES (MADRAS) AME!>iD!\U.Nl
·ORDER, 1974 AND DELI:VIIV.TI()~;

COMMISSIONS ORDERS IN R"SPECT OF

KERALA AND KAR!ilATAKA.

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF LAW,JUSTICE AND
COMPANY AFFAmS (SHRI NITIRAJ
SINGH CHAUDHARY): I beg to lay
on the 'l'able:-

(1)' A copy of the Delimitation of
-Couneil: Constituencies (Madras)
Amendment Order, 1974 (Hindi and
English versions) published in Noti-
fication No. G.S.R. 114(E) in Gazette
-ot India dated the 2nd March.
1974, under sub-section (3) of see-
tiOh 13 of the Representation of 1he
People Act. 1950. r Placed i.1t Lio-
rarll. See No. LT-6862/741.

(2) A copy each of the fol lowiug
'Orders (Hindi and English versions)
-of the Delimitation Commission,
under sub-section (3) of section 10
of the Delimitation Act, 1972:-

(i) Order No. 11 of the Delimi-
tation Commission in respect of
the State of Kerala, published in
Notification No. S.O. 241 (E) in
Gazette of India dated the lOth
April, 1974

(ii ) Order No. 12 of the Delimi-
tation Commission in respect of
the State of Karnataka, published
in Notification No. S.O. 248(E) in
Gazette of India dated the 15th.
April, 1974 [Placed in Lib rar-i],
See No. LT-6863/74].

REPORT OF C. & A.G. OF INDIA FOR

1972-73 UNION GOVEH:-iMJ::SI'", Ap-
PROPIUATION ACCOUNTS (C,'J[Lj,

1972-73 AND CERTAIN PARTS OF C.

A'>lJ A.&G."s REPORT OF J.970-71.

THE ::vrINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF FINANCE (SHnI
K. R. GANESH): I beg to lay. on the
Table- .

(1) A copy of the Report of the
Comptroller and Auditor General of
India, for the year 1972-73, Union
Government (Civil), under article
151 (1) of the Constitution.

(2) A copy of Union Government
Appropriation Accounts (Civil) for
the year 1972-73.

(3) A copy each of the following
parts (Hindi versions) of the Report
of the Comptroller and Auditor
General of India for the year 1970-71
=--Uriion Government (Commercial).
under article 151(1) of the Constitu-
tion.
Part III. Appraisal of the working of

the Triveni Structurals Limited.
Part IV. Appraisal of the working

of the Central Warehousing Corpora-
tion.

Part V. Appraisal of the working of
the Hindustan Housing Factory Limit-
ed. I Plnced in LibrarjJ. See No LT-
G86-i l-t I.
REVIEW .\ND ANNUAL R'EPORT OF LUBRI-

ZOL INDIA LTD. FOR 1972-7:3 AND

j\\OTIFICATION RE RAJASTHAN KERO-

SENE OIL, DEALERS LICF:NSING
ORDERS. 1971.

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND
CHEMICALS (SHRI SHAHNAWAZ
KHAN): I beg to lay on the 'Table-s-

(1) A copy each of the following
papers (Hindi and English versionse
under sub-section (1) of section
819A of the .Companies Act, 1936:-


