5587 Sugarcane

Shri B, R. Bhagat: Sir, I made a
promise to an hon. Member and I
would seek your indulgence to reply
to the point raised by him. He ask-
ed a.bouv? particular section, why it
was there, and asked me to explain
it.

The point is this. We have taken
powers in the Bill so that 20 per
cent of the profits will be transferred
to the special reserve. That is the
general power we have taken through
this Bill. Therefore, by this section
(2A) we are taking powers to give
exemptions in case of foreign banks
when we think it is necessary. We
are taking similar powers for giving
exemptions in the case of Indian
Banks under clause 3, section 17
(1A). When we think that the banks
have adequate reserve and it is not
necessary that this continual transfer
should take place, we can give the
exemption at that stage. That is the
genera] policy. 11 (2A) deals with
foreign banks and 17(1A), with the
Indian banks.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question
is:
“That the Bill be passed.”

The motion was adopted.

15-30 hrs.

SUGARCANE CONTROL (ADDI-
TIONAL POWERS) BILL

The Minister of Food and Agricul-
ture (Shri S. K. Patil): Sir, I beg to
move:

“That the Bill to empower the
Central Government to amend the
Sugarcane (Control) Order, 1955
with retrospective effect in respect
of certain matters, be taken into
consideration.”

First, I would like to give a brief
history of clause 3A of the Sugarcane
Control Order which it would be
necessary to amend retrospectively and
for which powers are now being
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sought under this Bill. Clause 3 of the
Sugarcane Control Order provides for
the payment to the grower ¢f a mini-
mum price of his sugarcane. One of the
factors required for determining his
price is the price of sugar. Clause 3A
of the Order was inserted in Septem-
ber, 1958 making it compulsory for the
sugar manufacturers to pay an addi-
tional price to the sugarcane grower
over and above the minimum price.
Between 1953-54 and 1957-58, when
sugar prices were running very high,
at first voluntary schemes for these
additional payments were in force in
the northern and southern regions. In
the southern region it used to be called
the SISMA formula. These were
worked out in the south between
growers and manufacturers and
in the north by Government in consul-
tation with the growers and the indus-
try. In Maharashtra, that formula not
only worked then but it is working
even now beautifully. There has
been peace in the industry and there
was a sort of an understanding bet-
ween the industry and grower in the
beginning of the year or periodically.
In 1957-58, as a result of that arrange-
ment, more than a crore of rupees was
given as additional bonus or deferred
payment, whatever you may call it,
to the growers. There were com-
plaints and disputes, and to resolve
these, the Gopalakrishnan Committee
was appointed in 1955—Gopala-
krishnan being an officer of the Agri-
culture Ministry which submitted its
report in 1956. That committee made
certain recommendations in regard to
adjustmentg of costs and also suggested
a formula for compulsory application
when there was an undue rise in the
price of sugar. This report was accept-
ed by Government and its formula was
incorporated in the statute; but unfor-
tunately in regard to one matter,
namely, the determination of the share
of the cultivator, the formula did not
specify precisely how that share was
to be determined, that is, whether with
reference to any cost schedule which
was operated, or whether with refe-
rence to the actual costs of each fac-
tory on the basis of recovery and dupa-
tion of the season. This is an impor-
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tant point to bear in mind because in
the absence of this precise definition;
the position of costs itself became a
point in issue. In the meantime, sugar-
cane prices had been controlled from
July 1958 and in September of the
same year only three days before the
insertion of Clause 3A. The entire
cost structure of the industry was
referred to the Tariff Commission. The
imposition of contro] and the reference
of the determination of the cost of the
industry to the Tariff Commission, in-
troduced a new factor affecting the
implementation of this formula. As
the House is aware, in 1959 a scheme
of incentives was devised to encourage
growers to produce more cane and to
induce manufacturers to produce more
sugar. Under this scheme the grower
began to get Rs. 1:62 per maund and
some incentive was given to the manu-
facturers, namely, a little rebate in the
excise on the average of two preced-
ing years. That was another factor
that came into the story of sugar
affecting the implementation of the
formula and the formula was amend-
ed in March 1960 for this purpose. To
resolve all the points of dispute, the
whole question of this formula was
referred once again to the Tariff Com-
mission in October 1960. When the
formula was evolved there was a kind
of difference of opinion on both sides.
The growers claimeq that it was pre-
judicial to them and that they should
get something more and the manufac-
turers saying that too much was given
and it should not be given. So, Gov-
ernment could not come to any arbi-
trary decision, and so they rightly took
the decision to refer it to the Tariff
Commission. They were asked to con-
sider the formula in all its aspects and
either suggest modifications ir the for-
mula or a new formula altogether,
particularly the question of the for-
mula being applicable to conditions
when the sugar prices were controlled,
and the question of rehabilitation
allowance which the industry claimed
and the position regarding incentives
which were given from 1960-61. At
the time these incentives were intro-
duced, the position was slightly diffe-
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rent because after the Gopalakrishnan
Committee report, we took some deci-
sion. So, two factors came sigto effect.
The price of sugar was controlled on
the recommendation of the Tariff
Commission. The second thing is that
we had the incentive formula. These
two things were new to the situation
and that was why it was submitted to
the scrutiny of the Tariff Commission.
The Tariff Commission then made its
report in June 1961, about a year ago
and the report with the conclusions
which the Government have reached
on the recommendations of the Com-
mission has been placed on the Table
of the House.
——

From this history it will be seen
that apart from the original lacuna in
the schedule to which I have referred
at different times, different factors in
regard to sugar economy have held up
the implementation of the formula. It
is a pity that this is so and nobody is
more sorry than I am that due to these
various factors sugarcane growers have
been deprived of their due all these
years. The delay wag largely inevi-
table. But now the position of finality
has been reached and we have to im-
plement the formula with whatever
changes may have been felt necessary
during the years 1958-59, 1959-60,
1960-61, and 1961-62. Today it is open
to Government to amend clausz
3A of the Sugarcane control order and
the formula, but this will have effect
only in 1961-62. But the question of
implementing it in the earlier years
would still remhin and for this we ,
need the powers that have been pro-
vided in the Bill.

Here I would like to explain that
it would have been necessary to come
to the House for these powers even if
we were to implement the existing for-
mula. To the extent it becomes neces-
sary in the light of various considera-
tions pointed out by the Tariff Com-
mission, the power to amecnd retros-
pectively is, therefore, necessary in
any case. Under the Essential Com-
modities Act and in the control order,
we never had any power to give re=
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trospective effect or jurisdiction to
whatever we do. That was not taken
at that time: if that was done at that
time, it would have been easy and we
could have taken a decision to give
retrospective effect and all these
questions could have been settled.
The power not having been acquired
then, it has now become necessary,
because we have got to stretch the
formula back to four years, from 1st
November, 1958, and hence has arisen
the necessity of arming the Govern-
ment with retrospective powers which
we are seeking under this amendment.

As regards the Government’s deci-
sion on the Tariff Commission’s re-
commendations, they have been
broadly indicated in the resolution
which was placed before the House a
long time back. The House will notice
that we have not accepted the formula
of the Tariff Commission largely be-
cause we felt that the growers’ share
in the formula was not equitable and
it changed the entire character of the
existing formula. There are two
things: the Tariff Commission has
recommended that certain things
should be done in the event of these
new factors that have crept in and
therefore they have got to be done or
they have not got to be done.
Secondly, in the light of that, they
have suggested a formula also. On the
balance, we found that while certain
things will have to be done, the for-
mula suggested by the Tariff Com-
mission was not according to our lik-
ing, because we felt that the growers
will be prejudicially affected by that
formula, and therefore we felt that we
need not accept that formula in toto
with the other recommendations.

Shri Yallamanda Reddy: You have
accepted everything except that.

Shri S. K. Patil: Therefore, we felt
that the more appropriate course
would be to take the existing formula
as the base and make such changes as
may be felt necessary in order to bring
it in line with subsequent develop-
ments. I may assure the House that
I do not have a closed mind in regard
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to changes that might be made and
that I wish to ensure as far as possible
that both the industry and the growers
get a fair deal in the linking of the
price of sugarcane to the price of
sugar. While the Government resolu-
tion containg broad indications of their
intentions, it is not the final word; the
final word would be the formula that
would be ultimately incorporated in
the order. This would be settled after
taking into-account the considerations
brought out in the Tariff Commission’s
report and the views of the different
interests that might be available to
Government.

Thus, the issue before the House is
a simple one, namely, to arm the Gov-
ernment with powers to implement the
provisions of clause 3A with such
amendments as may be found neces-
sary.

I said that long before the compul-
sion was introduced, in September,
1958 it was to be started from Ist
November, when the season begins, and
so we are now asking for retrospective
powers so that it might be made. This
thing was managed very well indeed
by private negotiations between the
manufacturers on the one hand and
the growers on the other. The House
wil] be interested to know what
exactly was the benefit that was accru-
ing during these years, before the
years for which I am now asking for
retrospective powers. So far as Maha
rashtra and Gujarat are concerned,
they were never a part of this. They
hag their own formula then, now, and
they will have it in future also, be-
cause that is their relationship by
which they are governed; the State
Government come in there. They
merely bring the parties together;
there is no compulsion; there is no
law either. They managed it by sit-
ting together, perhaps before every
season, and decided what should be the
price and the price was so arranged
that it was much higher than other
prices. We give Rs. 1'62 nP. which is
our minimum price, per maund. In
Maharashtra, the prices vary from
Rs. 2 sometimes to Rs. 2-4-0. There-
fore, what we intend to do is to give it



93 Sugarcane

[Shri 8. K. Patil]

by deferred payment or by share of
profits. The Maharashtra Government
has been doing it right from the
beginning. Therefore the question does
not arise as to whether they should
have any bonus after that. This is
being done there and I hope it will
continue to be done so that the Gov-
ernment does not become responsible
either to compel them or otherwise do
anything in that regard.

Dr. M. S. Aney (Nagpur): The
agreement is between the Gujarat cul-
tivators and the Maharashtra culti-
vators?

Shri S. K. Patil: In Gujarat there
are very few factories. Maharashtra is
the main thing here, and the Govern-
ments were one til] recently. I am talk-
ing of the past when it was a large, bi-
lingual State of Bombay. The agreement
is between the mill-owners on the one
hand and the growers on the other.
So, by persuasion, the growers have
said that they will produce more; that
the sugar content also wil] be more; it
is our business as well ag your busi-
ness; therefore, let us consider the
thing and evolve the prices which are
beneficia] to us and which will also
help the industry. That is one of the
reasons why in Maharashtra the con-
dition of the sugar industry is the
soundest, the best and which can com-
pare with the best in the world.

Dr. M. S. Aney: The consumer’s
agreement was not had in the settle-
ment of price.

Shri S. K. Patil: That is true. Bet-
ween them they managed t{heir affairs
so well that the consumers had to pay
a higher price. That i true. For
1957-58, the additional amount that was
given was Rs. 1:37 crores. We have
deducted ,it and we must see what
must have been there in the absence
of such things and then find out the
difference as to what they have.

As far as Andhra Pradesh is con-
cerned, I do not give the whole figure,
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year by year, for it will take a long
time. But in the year 1957-58, before
theé compulsion came in, the figure
rose to Rs, 20'99 lakhs. There are
fewer mills, and the sucrose content
and also the production per acre are
not as high as in Maharashtra. In
Madras, it was Rs. 8'10 lakhs because
the mills were lese in number. In
Mysore, it was Rs. 1689 lakhs. In
Uttar Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh,
Punjab, West Bengal, Bihar and
Orissa, they did not pay anything all
these years. Of course, Uttar Pradesh
paid a very large and substantial
amount—Rs. 5105 lakhs. The House
will realise what would be the situa-
tion it they were continued because
most of our mills are in Uttar
Pradesh, and therefore Uttar Pradesh
will have a major share. The others
gave it for only one year under the
voluntary basis. After that, they
ceased to give. In Madhya Pradesh,
it was Rs, 1 lakh; They paid once.
Punjab paid only once—Rs. 373,000.
Bihar paid once—Rs. 14,000—not
even a lakh. I do not know how.
Some millowners must perhaps have
started it and by that time they were
stopped by other people and possibly
it did not materialise. West Bengal
also paid once—Rs. 53,000. Orissa
paid once—Rs. 15,000. In Kerala, they
paid all the years just like Madras,
Andhra Pradesh, etc In Kerala there
is only one factory. The last payment
was Rs. 2,49,000 in 1957. For the
periods after that year, I have not
got the figures. They have gone on
paying to the tune of lakhs and lakhs
of rupees—those four Southern States
and also Maharashtra, because, there,
it is governed by private negotiations
between the manufacturers and the
growers, and they have never asked
for the help of the law in order to do
it.

The position has come to this. For
the last four years, after it was made
compulsory, of course, when one goes
to a court of law, one can recover
the amount. When it was voluntary,
nothing could be had. Because of the
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voluntal'-y character, nobody could exe-
cute it and therefore that is a loss.
Now, when we have got the
power to make it obligatory, it is
only from the year 1958, because
clause 3A which is sought to ‘be
amended now was enacted only in
September, 1958. Therefore, we can-
not give any retrospective effect
beyond that, and so we have stated
that from the 1st November, the new
season, this retrospective effect would
be given.

The question is, whatever it is,
whether you accept one formula or
any other formula—you may wholly
agree with the Tariff Commission, or
partly agree or not agree at all—and
what is before the House just now is,
not exactly the formula, but the Gov-
ernment are considering, in the light
of the circumstances, what that for-
mula should be, and whether it can
stand scrutiny before the court of
law. This has now become not a
question of one’s sweet will one side
or the other, or on all sides, but a
point which will have to stand the
scrutiny of a court of law. Therefore,
whatever we do, whatever decision
we take, must be so complete that
the interests of the growers should
not be destroyed as a result of it. So,
the formula has got to be enacted and
made. Whenever the formula is made,
it always comes before both the
Houses; according to the Essential
Commodities Act, any rules, any
formula, any change that we make
from time to time is to be kept on
the Table of the House and it
becomes the property of this hon.
House.

What is sought to be done now is
very simple and of a very limited
character. Whatever may be the for-
mula that the Government will ulti-
mately evolve, that formula has got
to be given retrospective effect from
the season of 1958-59. Such a power
of retrospection is not with the Gov-
ernment  today. Therefore, my
humble submission is that the Gov-
ernment has to be armed with that
power, so that if necessary, we may
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give retrospective effect to it. Even
essuming that this power is not to be
used, nothing is lost. Government
could have taken this power in the
original Act itself. If we bring
another piece of legislation, we shall
be wiser to take these powers to give
retrospective effect right from the
beginning, so that we may not have
to come before the House with
measures to give retrospective effect.

The formula is most complicated
and even if I try to explain it, it
requires precision in mathematics and
working out figures which are of a
highly complicated nature. The ex-
perts will do that. Government have
got to declare year after year, from
time to time, the relationship of the
price of sugarcane to the relationship
of the final price of sugar. It appears
very simple, but it is not so simple
as it appears. Suppose we call this
factor X. This factor X has got to be
determined and announced from time
to time by the Government. Having
announced that, other factors come
in as to what is actually the price at
which sugar has to be sold, the taxes,
the question of rehabilitation, profit
and loss, export drive, incidental
charges—whether the rates have
increased during the time or not in
certain respects; for instance, a gunny
bag which was selling at Rs 2 might
become Rs. 2% and so on. So many
figures have to be divided, multiplied
and so on, and ultimately the figure
comes.

Then, it has to be worked in accor-
dance with the various mills. There
are mills in this country which are
so mechanically equipped that they
give the best results and you have
got the best contents of sugar; the
losses are practically negligible. Then,
there are quite a number of other
mills where all these things are not
there. The result 1is, the formula
changes so drastically so far as those
mills are concerned. But whether
there is a good mill or bad mill, so
far as voluntary distribution of these
deferred payments is concerned, the
mills in U.P. have uniformly not paid .



5597 Sugarcane

[Shri S. K, Patil]

anything. There is no difference
between a good mill and a bad mill.
So also, the mills in Bihar also have
not paid anything at all. There is one
exception in the case of U.P. In 1953~
54, I think they paid well; it was
possibly Rs. 53 lakhs or Rs. 55 lakhs.

Whatever formula we ultimately
decide upon, we shall have to give
retrospective effect to it right from
1958. Therefore, the simple object of
the Bill is to arm the Government
with power to give retrospective
effect to it. We are seeking this power
thrcugh clause 3A. With these words,
I move that the Bill be taken into
consideration.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:
moved:

Motion

“That the Bill to empower the
Central Government to amend
the *Sugarcane (Control) Order,
1955 with retrospective effect in
respect of certain matters, be
taken into consideration.”

There are some amendments.

Shri S, M. Banerjee (Kanpur): I
beg to move:

“That the Bill be circulated for
the purpose of eliciting opinion
thereon by the 30th October, 1962.”

Shri Tridib Kumar Chaudhuri
{Berhampur): I beg to move:

“That the Bill be referred to. a
Select Committee consisting of
15 members, namely  Shri
Bhagwat Jha Azad, Shri S. M.
Banerjee, Shri P. R, Chakraverti,
Shri M. L. Dwivedi, Shrimati
Subhadra Joshi, Shri Gauri
Shanker = Kakkar, Shri R. K.
Khadilkar, Shri Bhajahari
Mahato, Shri Bishwanath Roy,
Shri Sham Lal Saraf, Dr. Ranen
Sen, Pandit K. C. Sharma, Shri
Jai Bahadur Singh, Shri Sinhasan
Singh, and the Mover with ins-
tructions to report by the last day
of the first week of the next ses-
sion.” (2).
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Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The amend-
ments of Shri Lahri Singh, Shri Jai
Bahadur Singh and Shri Mandal and
amendment No. 6 of Shri Tridib
Kumar Chaudhuri are all the same as
Shri Banerjee’s amendment. They are
all barred. Amendments Nos. 1 and
2 and the main motion are before the
House.

Shri Yallamanda Reddy (Marka-
pur): Sir, I have carefully heard the
speech of the Minister explaining the
provisions of the Bill. He has sought
to take powers for the Government
to give retrospective effect to the
formula. No doubt we generally give
powers to the Government to give
retrospective effect in certain cases,
but before the House gives such
powers, we have to satisfy ourselves
that such powers are to be used in the
interests of the general public. The
House must be convinced that this
power which is sought to be taken
under the Bill will be used in the
interests of the sugarcane-growers in
general.

As the Statement of Objects and
Reasons says, Government propose to
amend the sugarcane order in view
of the recommendaticns made by the
Tariff Commission. But we find that
the whole burden of the report is to
build arguments against the interests
of the sugarcane-growers. The Gov-
ernment have said that they have
accepted some recommendations
made by the Tariff Commission. The
Statement of Objects and Reasons
says:

“....Amendments which are
necessitated as a result of the
acceptance by the Government
of the suggestions of the Com-
mission for inclusion of allowan-
ces for rehabilitation and export
losses, for adjustment of costs
and for sharing of incentive
given for increasing the produc-
tion of sugar.”

Excepting the last one, the other
recommendations may go against the
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- interests of the cane-growers. In view
of the. recommendations accepted by
the Government, when Government
propose to bring some amendments in
the sugarcane order, one can presume
that the order may go against the
interests of the sugarcane-growers
and the Government are now seeking
10 have power to give retrospective
effect to it. Necessarily one should
think that the Government may use
this power against the interests of the
growers.

If we see the recommendations of
the Tarif Commission, they have
tried at iength to show that the price
of sugar is so high because of the
high price of the sugarcane. This
was the burden of the report. So,
Government may have a formula
which will reduce the cost of the
sugarcane in the final analysis. Pre-
viously, there was a formula which
the Minister explained—deferred pay-
ment formula or sharing of profit for-
mula. There were extraordinary pro-
fits made by the sugar industrialists.
Recently there was a report of the
Reserve Bank of India where it has
been stated that these factories are
getting enormous profits. The bulle-
tin of the Reserve Bank of India, 1961
shows that 73 public limited com-
panies accounting for 79 per cent of all
public limited companies in the sugar
industry earned a profit of Rs. 51-2
crores during the years 1955 to 1959.
Some of them have been earning a
profit of 20 per cent. annually. But
this factor has not been taken into
consideration by the Tariff Commis-
sion; they have never mentioned a
word against the extraordinary pro-
fits made by these industrialists.

They have only tried to convince
the public and the Government that
the high price of sugar is due to the
high price of sugarcane. For your
information, Sir, I will read out one
or two lines from the report:

“At the same time, the con-
sumption of sugar in the coun-
try has remained low because of

1730(Ai)LS—8.
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the high price of sugar which is
due partly to the high cost of
cane, and partly to high taxa-
tion.”.

They have mentioned two factors: -
high taxation and high cost of sugar-
cane. But they have not mentioned
anything about the exorbitant profits
earned by the manufacturers.

13 hrs.

They have also tried to convince
the Government by saying:

“In addition to the mimimum
price a deferred payment to cane-
growers in accordance with
average selling price @& sugar
during the year. The deferred
payment in the price of manu-
factured product raises serlous
difficulties. In a free market
when prices take their own
course according to the general
trends of the economy, growers
of raw materials can hardly
claim share in the price of the
final product without sharing the
risks of business.”.

The Commission could take into
account the risks of the manufactu-
rers, but they could not appreciate
the risks of the peasantry. There are
many difficulties which they have to
face. Sometimes the sugarcane gro-
wers find themselves in a loss. Some-
times they find that they are not able
to get a successful crop. Is there any
guarantee given either by the Gov-
ernment or by the industry in this
behalf? Therefore, no one can take
any responsibility of giving any
guarantee. The Tariff Commission
has tried its best to  show that the
high price of sugar is due to high
cost of sugarcane. Therefore, in the
proposals that the Government are
formulating on the basis of their re-
commendations, there is every danger
of the interests of the growers being
hit. They may even go to such an
extent as to reduce the cost of the
sugarcane.
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The Tariff Commission has recom-
mended that the price of sugarcane
must be fixed on the basis of the re-
turn that is derived. In Maharashtra
they get a better return, but in other
States they may not get a better
return. Also, it depends mostly on
the factories and their functioning.
Therefore, in view of these recom-
mendations we feel that the Govern-
ment are going to fix the price of
sugarcane in relation to the recom-

mendations of the Tariff Commission.

In that case, we are sure they are
not going to give them any share of
the profit that is derived by the
manufacturers. The Commission only
insist on ¥he quality of the cane and
in accordance with the quality of the
cane they can take the price.

The hon. Minister told us about the
SISMA formula. In South India,
particularly in Andhra Pradesh, many
factories have failed to pay the extra
profit to the sugarcane growers. There
was a big agitation among the pea-
sants about this matter. They have
made many representations to the
State Government. But fthe State
Government say that this is a central
subject and therefore they are power-
less and they cannot do anything.

Now, the hon. Minister did not tell
us one thing. Because of this revis-
ed formula or the formula that is
going to be ' implemented, who is
going to be benefited? The Minister
did not tell us whether the Govern-
ment is going to use the power with
retrospective effect and make the
factories pay to ‘the peasants with
retrospective effect, or they will let
the peasants lose the amount which
Is to be paid by the manufacturers.
He could have come out with a state-
ment that in view of the revised
formula every factory or owner must
pay. the peasants their dues and that
they are going to use the power with
retrospective effect from 1958. In
that case the ryots would have got
their share.
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But the Minister has not told us
that. He only said: “What is wrong?
Give the powep to the Government.
We may use or may not use it. It
will be with us.” It is quite absurd,
because in that case there is no
change at all. The House can give
the power to the Government pro-
vided the House is convinced that the
Government are going to use this power
in favour of the sugarcane growers, In
that case, Sir, I am prepared to sup-
port the Bill. ' But that has not been
told here. .Even today the Govern-
ment has not come out with a re-
vised Sugarcane Order. The Govern-
ment could have come up with this
Bill afterwards. They could have
prepared the revised Sugarcane Order
and placed it before the House. Then
the House could have understood as
to who was going to be benefited and
who was not going to be benefited
because of that revised Order. If it
is in the interest of the sugarcane
growers the House will readily agree
to give the power to the Government.
If it is in the interest of the manufac-
turers, 1 am sure a majority of the
Members in this House will not agree
to such a power.

Therefore, Sir, it is beftér to defer
consideration of this Bill. First of
all, let the Government prepare a
revised Sugarcane Order and place it
before the House. Let the House
examine it and come to a conclusion
whether the revised formula is going
to help the sugarcane growers or the
manufacturers. Then alone the House
will be able to decide whether this
power should be given to the Gov-
ernment, even if it is going to be
used with retrospective effect from
1958, so that the House will be con-~
vinced that the peasants are going to
be benefited. But now, as things are
at present, when we see the report of
the Tariff Commission, when we see
the recommendations of the Tariff
Commission and the acceptance of
some of them by the Government, we
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are unable to be convinced that the
revised formula is going to benefit
the peasants. I feel that it is going
to benefit the industries.

Before I sit down, Sir, I would re-
quest the hon. Minister to make it
clear whether according to the re-
vised formula the factories in the
country are to pay to the peasants or
the sugarcane growers in the country
are to pay to the manufacturers. This
fact must be clearly told. Then alone
the House can consider this Bill. It
is very common with the hon. Minis-
ter to keep silent over such matters.
When there were so many agitations
over the SISMA formula throughout
the country saying that the sugarcane
growers were not given their due
share and there were many repre-
sentations to the Central Govern-
ment as well as the State Govern-
ments, the Government kept silent.
They never tried to use their power
and see that the sugarcane growers
got their due share.

I feel, Sir, that the Government has
gone hurriedly with this Bill. Because,
as I said, if they pass the Sugarcane
Order and the House comes to know
the implications of the Order, they
will not get this power as the pea-
sants are not going to be benefited.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon.
Member is repeating his arguments.

Shri Yallamanda Reddy: Therefore,
first the Sugarcane Order must be
prassed. The House <can then know
the implications of that Order. If it
is in the interest of the sugarcane
growers, we are ready to give such
powers to the Government. Before
doing that, it is not proper on the
Part of the Government to demand
sBuclh powers. Therefore, I oppose the

i1l

Shri A. P. Jain (Tumkur): Mr.
Deputy-Speaker, Sir, in, order to fully
a_nd correctly appreciate the implica-
}mns of this Bill it is necessary to go
into the history of the formula which
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is sought to be applied retrospective-
ly. It was in the year 1953 that late
Shri Rafi Ahmed Kidwai, when he
tried to fix a lower price of sugar-
cane, came out with the suggestion
that the mills which had longer
crushing season, mills which were
making more profit, should share
their profit with the cane growers.
The sharing formula was then applied
on a voluntary basis. Shri Rafi
Ahmed Kidwai was a dynamic per-
sonality who always acted in the in-
terests of farmers and, therefore, he
could persuade the mill-owners to
part with a share of their profit on
a voluntary basis. That voluntary
formula continued up to the year
1955 when it was given a statutory
shape and an order was passed on
the 27th August, 1955 which laid
down the method of calculating the
price of sugarcane.

The price of sugarcane was to be
calculated in the following manner.
Firstly, Government laid down a
minimum price. It was Rs. 15)-
at that time. Then it came to Rs. 1|7|-
and today it is Rs. 1]10{-. In addition
the minimum price for sugarcane
laid down by the Government, addi-
tional sums were to be paid accord-
ing to a formula, which was append-
ed to this Order, Rule 3A(1) says:

“Where a producer of sugar or
his agent purchases any sugarcane
from a grower of sugarcane or a
growers’ Co-operative Society,
the producer shall,”

It is necessary to remember the
word “shall”

“in addition to the price fixed
under sub-clause (1) of clause 3,
pay to the grower or the Society
as the case ‘may be, an amount, if
found due, in accordance with
the provisions of the Schedule;”

What was the position 1955? The
mill-owners were put under an obli-
gation to pay (a) the minimum price
of sugarcane, as announced by the
Government, plus (b) whether you
call it bonus or by any other name,
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an extra price as worked out accord-
ing to the formula. Both these became
stautory prices. Thus in 1955 the
mills were put under an obligation to
pay the minimum price plus the bonus
or the extra price.

Shri A. M. Thomas: Not in 1955.

Shri A, P, Jain: It was in 1955.
The Minister is challenging that.
Perhaps I may read out rule 3(1) also.
It reads:

“The Central Government may,
after consultation with such
authorities, bodies or associations,
as it may deem fit, by notifica-
tion in the Official Gazette, from
time to time, fix the minimum
price of sugarcane to be paid
by producers of sugar or their
agents for the sugarcane purchased
by them,....”

Later on, clause 3A says:

“Where a producer of sugar or
his agent purchases any swgarcane
from a grower of sugarcane or a
growers' Co-operative Society
the producer shall, in addition to
the price fixed under sub-clause
(1) of clause 3 pay to the grower
or the Society as the case may
be, an amount, if found the due,
in accordance with the provisions
of the Schedule;”

It is statutory. Anybody who has got
a preliminary knowledge of law
would agree that this is statutory.

In 1958 this formula was amended.
In 1958 the position, so far as the
statutory enforcement of this formula
was concerned, remained the same,
though the formula was changed.
Here it is necessary to have some idea
of this formula. This formula has
used the expression ‘X’, which has
been defined in this order.

««X' is the percentage cost of
sugarcane to the total cost of sugar
excluding taxes as determined by
the Central Government from time
to time on the basis of the reco-
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very and duration of season of
the factory for year;”

That is to say, the value of ‘X' is
prescribed from time to time. In the
year 1958 when this formula was
revised, the mill-owners were dissa-
tisfied with it, so were the cane-
growers dissatisfied with it. I was
the Minister of Food and Agriculture
at that time. In order to resolve the
differences, I referred the formula to
the Tariff Commission. The report of
the Tariff Commission has come. At
this stage, I am not concerned with
the report of the Tariff Commission,
which has raised very many different
and larger issues. I am only con-
cerned with that part of the report

which is connected with the present
Bill.

The Minister has stated that be-
cause the matter was with the Tariff
Commission, therefore X could not be
announced in the years 1959-1960 and
1961. Now we are running 1962. 1
am sorry, I cannot agree with him.
There was nothing to debar Govern-
ment from declaring the value of X,
viz. saying what portion of the price
of sugar relates to the price of sugar-
cane.

The first question is whether this X
can be declared only during the year
to which it relates or it can be declar-
ed subsequently as well. Are we {o-
day by law debarred from declaring
the value of X? Whatever may be the
opinion of the hon. Minister, I again
read out the relevant portion for the
benefit of the House, though repeti-
tion is not a good thing.

«x' js the percentage cost of
sugarcane to the total cost of sugar
excluding taxes as determined by
the Central Government from time
to time on the basis of the reco-
very and duration of season of
the factory for the year;”

It does not lay down that the value
of X must necessarily be declared
during the year. So, it is open te
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the Government to declare it for the
years 1958-59, 1959-60 and 1960-61.
There is nothing to debar Govern-
ment from doing it. For that pur-
pose, we need not take power to
apply this formula retrospectively.

1 understand that the Tariff Com-
mission has recommended that where
the point is in dispute the 'mill-owners
are entitled to get rehabilitation re-
bate; that is to say, for renewal of
machinery and for replacement of
worn-out parts etc, they must get
an allowance. I am not quarrelling
with the proposal, because if the in-
dustry has to be in tip-top condition,
if it has to be kept modern then the
mill-owners are entitled to it? But
the only question is whether this
should apply retrospectively. Here
I will refer to the Statement of Ob-
jects and Reasons. You cannot light-
ly pass over the Statement of Objects
and Reasons which give pith and
substance of the provisions of the
Bill. The Bill is to be considered in
the light of the Statement of Objects
and Reasons. The hon. Minister has to
convince the House that the State-
ment of Objects and Reasons is suffi-
ciently weighty to entitle him to get
support for the Bill. What does it
say? After saying that the Tariff
Commission has given a new formula
for determining the additional price,
it adds:

“This new formula has bean ex-
amined and it is considered that
it would be more appropriate to
apply the existing formula after
making suitable amendments
thereto which are necessitated as
a result of the acceptance by the
Govermrment of the suggestions of
the Commission for inclusion of
allowances for rehabilitation and
export losses....”

So, there is no mention of X here
Perhaps, it is an after-thought. Why
was it not said in tne Statement of
of Object and Reasons that X could
not be declared retrospectively with-
out amending the law? The only two
things mentioned in the statement are
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(1) payment of rehabilitation allow-
ance to the mill-owners and (2) re-
covery of export losses. Anybody
who has got any knowledge of the
cost-structure of sugar knows that it
consists of three elements; whatever
price is recovered from the consumer
is made of three parts. First is the
governmental taxes, second is the cost
of manufacture and the third is the
price paid to the sugarcane grower
for sugarcane.

In this particular case, as it relates
to the past, sugar has been sold. The
price which the sugar fetched is fixed;
it cannot be changed. You cannot
raise it or reduce it. The taxes have
bee recovered. You cannot change
them. The mill-owner has also re-
covered his cost of manufacture, pro-
fits etc. The sugarcane grower has
received his ‘minimum price. Now
what is left over? The only thing left
over is the bonus, that is, whatever
extra price a farmer was entitled to
get under the notification of 1955 as
amended in 1958.

What does this Bill say? I am a
small grower of sugarcane. I supplied
sugarcane in the years 1959, 1960 and
1961 and will also supply sugarcane
in 1962. I supplied it under a defi-
nite and statutory price. What was
that price? It was Re. 1-7-0 or Re. 1-
10-0 plus bonus. That is my money.
There is deferred payment but it is
the grower’s money. What does this
law intend to do? The Government
wants to get authority to pay the
canegrower’s money to the mill-
owner in order to reimburse his
allowance for rehabilitation. Are we
going to rob Peter to pay Paul? It
amounts to that. I think there is no
justification for the payment of reha-
bilitation allowance out of my money.
There are various ways, if an occasion
arises and even if a justification is
found for the past, in which this
money can be reimbursed. There
have been cases where wmill-owners
have been paid amounts due in the
past by raising the cost of sugar for
future. If a suitable case is found,
you can take to that device. But
there isno moral orlegal justification
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as to why the money that has fallen
due to me, a part of which has not
been paid because it was deferred
payment, should be paid to the mill-
owner or appropriated towards export
losses.

Then there is another fundamen-
tal defect in this law and it is this.
There are some 80 or 90 factories in
India which are producing sugar. Out
of these only some 30 or 40 factories
pay this extra price or ‘bonus; the
rest of factories do not pay this bonus
or extra price. Now, assuming that
this power is taken by the Govern-
ment what will happen? The result
will be that the 30 or 40 factories
which have to pay extra price or
bonus to the cane-growers will get
rehabilitation allowance. These are
the best factories in the country which
are making large profits. So, by
this you are not helping even the
poorer factories. You are discrimi-
nating between one factory and
another factory. You can at the
most benefit 30 or 40 factories and
not the whole industry. Therefore,
it would be wrong to accept this
principle that the extra price or
money which is due to the cane-
grower should be appropriated to-
wards rehabilitation allowance.

Shri Tyagi (Dehra Dun) May I
obtain a clarification? How does my
hon. friend feel about factories which
have already paid the ‘cane-growers
their due bonus? After this change
will they be authorised to withdraw
their share of rehabilitation?

Shri A. P, Jain: No factory has
paid any bonus because the Govern-
ment did not declare X.

Shri Tyagi: 1 see.
Shri A. P, Jain: Now, the position

is this. I consider this Bill to be
totally. . ..
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Shri A. P, Jain: Upto the year 1955
this formula was applicable volunta-
rily and therefore those payments
were voluntary. After 1955 it was a
compulsory formula and it has been
paid under the compulsory scheme.

What I am submitting is that I do
not agree with the hon. Minister that
in order to declare X it is necessary
to pass the amending Bill. But since
he is of one opinion and I am of
another, let his opinion prevail. I
am agreeable if he wants to have the
power retrospectively only to fix the
value of X. I have no objection to
that, but if he wants to reimburse
the mill-owners in regard to the
allowance for rehabilitation or if he
wants to cover export losses, I will
say that this law is anti-farmer; it is
anti-social; it is going to harm this
country; it is going to shake the faith
of the people. So, let it be made
clear that if at all these powers are
to be taken, they will -apply only to
the declaration of X so that the far-
mer may get what is his due and
which he is not getting because of
certain legal defects.

Mr, Deputy-Speaker: Shri Lahri
Singh....Absent. Shri Tyagi.

Shri Tyagi: Mr. Deputy-Speaker,
Sir, it is a matter of great importance
for the whole nation because prima-
rily it immediately affects the pockets
of the poorer lot in the country, that
is, the agriculturist. It is well-known
that of whatever little addition has
been made to the national wealth
quite a meagre portion has gone to
the villagers. It is always the indus-
trialist who gets it; every tmie it
is the industrialist factually. I must
confess that the strain and stress of
the Government has been more to-
wards the industrialists and the urban
areas than the rural areas. The rural
areas have not profited much. They
have been neglected in many ways,
economically as well as otherwise. Al
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though quite a lot of sum is being
spent on rural areas, no direct benefit
has come to them and they have not
‘been able to add very much to their
income. Therefore I must warn this
House, as I know the fact, that the
villagers are not happy with the
present way of administration of
govermenta] affairs as far as these
economics are concerned. They are
unhappy because they feel that they
have not been given their due share
of prosperity or whatever it is. We
are the guardians of the whole popu-
lation ang it is far us, everyone of us,
to see that no injustice is done to a
bigger class of people. It is not al-
ways a question of some majority
party or a minority party. Every-
one of us claims to be a patriot and
patriotism means that we must
protect the rights and privileges of
the people as a whole.

It is in this background and in this
strain that I beg to submit and advo-
cate the cause of the villagers. In
this case once a committee was ap-
pointed which had looked into the
cost structure of sugarcane. This Re-
port of the Tariff Commission says
in so many words that under the
terms of reference which were given
to them they were not asked to en-
quire into the cost structure of sugar-
cane production. I have known of
Traiff Commission reports where cost
structure was an essential part of
their enquiry. But this was not given
to them and they have mentioned
it in the Report that the Government
had not asked them to enquire into
the cost structure.

=t ffe fw (ifdRrd )
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Shri Tyagi: But some time ago an
ad hoc committee was appointed, in
my hon. friend’s time perhaps, which
had given a report about the cost
sStructure of sugarcane production.
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From this report, I am surprised to
know that that committee had given
a report which has depressed the
actual cost; I do not know, to what
extent, but there are two instances
given in this report where this com-
mittee had reported in that manner
while taking account of the cost
structure. That committee reported
that a pair of bullocks cost Rs. 340.
Now, this Commission says, and an
agricultural expert says that the cost
is not less than Rs. 1000. It is a fact
that a pair of bullocks which used to
cost, in the days of my boyhood, Rs.
80 or 90 is today costing not less
than Rs. 1200 or 1400. And yet this is
the kind of cost structure which they
have taken into account. Have they
ever cared to know how much the
agriculturists have to pay for the steel
that they buy, and how much they
have to pay for the textiles and other
things? Nobody bothers about the
expense ratio of the farmer at all
Again, have they ever realised the
cost of labour? The cost of labour
is also increasing. In my district at
least I can say that it is difficult to
have an agricultural labourer for less
than Rs. 2 per day, or Rs. 2% per
day.

Shri Braj ‘Bihari Mehrotra (Bil-
haur): Buffaloes formerly and bul-
locks nowadays.

Shri Tyagk Again, why is it that
every time care is taken to see that
the margin of profit of a factory is
maintained, as if all of us are wedded
to factories alone and we are loyal
to factories alone? Why mnot take
into account the economics of the cul-
tivator? He is the poorest of the lot,
and, therefore, he should be our first
concern rather than he factory; the
factory should be our concern only
after him, Therefore, the cost struc-
ture should not be calculated in such
a light manner as was done by that
committee. I wonder if those very
figures have been the basis of the cal-
culations and the conclusions drawn
now,
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Another instance which they have
mentioned in this report is that that
committee had taken into account the
irrigation charge per acre in Bihar as
45 nP. That was the rate which they
took into account in North Bihar as
the irrigation charge per acre, where-
as actually, it is about Rs. 60 in Bihar.
This is the casual manner in which
the cost structure of sugarcane is
calculated. This is unsympathetic, and
this Parliament cannot tolerate it. I
may make that quite clear. We have
seen enough of it in this freedom,
but we cannot allow any power to
ride roughshod over villagers, and
the villagers’ rights should be protect-
ed.

Coming to the Tariff Commission’s
report, they were asked only to ex-
amine the formula of fair distribu-
tion of extra price realisation between
the growers and the manufacturers.
That is quite right. A commitment
was already made, as Shri A. P. Jain
has clearly proved now before this
House. I too am at a loss to know
where the legal difficulty comes. He
has said that this was the right given
according to this notification; the right
was for the Government to announce
what the value of X would be. But
that has not been done. But, even
so, the matter has come up now.

Then, they have recommended that
the scheme of deferred payment for
growers should be discontinued. I am
alarmed on account of the nature of
the recommendations and the sub-
stance of the recommendations of this
blessed Tariff Commission. I call them
the blessed Tariff Commission, be-
cause I say, may God bless them; I
do not mean any abuse.

The Tariff Commission have recom-
mended that the scheme of deferred
payments for growers should be dis-
continued. Thus, in a word, they can
dismiss all the rights of the growers;
and crores of rupees which are due
to the growers can be written off in
that manner. We are not prepared
to tolerate it so lightly.
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Shri Vishram Prasad (Lalganj):
This is because they do not have any
voice.

Shri Tyagi: Then, they have said
that the control price of Rs. 1.62 per
maund of cane compares fairly with
the cost of alternative crops. That
seems to be a good argument that
sugarcane crop gives better profits
than other crops, than fodder, than
maize and other things. In the same
way, can I also argue that the prices
of Tata’s steel shares must be reduced,
because that is another industry which
gives better profits as compared to
khadi or charkha industry? Can I
come forward with this argument that
because the Ambar charkha produc-
tion does not give so much margin of
profit as iron and steel does, therefore,
the profit of the steel industry must
be reduced? Can that argument apply
in the case of industries? And yet,
here, the learned Tariff Commission
argues in this strain and says that the
cultivation of sugarcane is more pay-
ing than that of other crops, and,
therefore, the rights of the cane-
growers need not be emphasised.
They say that the cultivation of sugar-
cane is more profitable, and, therefore,
the growers take to cultivation of
sugarcane, and, therefore their rights
need not be emphasised. The argu-
ment is that they are already getting
a profit because they have grown
sugarcane instead of the other crops.

Then, they have said that the de-
ferred payment could be jusified on
the ground that the initial payment
was only tentative, or that it was
meant to give incentive for the adop-
tion of better techniques of produc-
tion to improve the quality so that the
cost could be reduced, and also that
the minimum price fixed by Govern-
ment was fair and yielded better re-
turn in certain areas than what was
obtained from alternative crops. So,
the argument is that because the alter-
native crops did not pay so much,
therefore, this price was all right for
sugargane.
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They have™ further stated that the
deferred price completely ignored
the interests of the consumers. Yes,
consumers also come into the picture,
and, therefore, the consumers’ in-
terests also must be  considered.
Everybody is a consumer, and since
his cause is a large cause, we have
always to look to the interests of the
consumers better. So, because the in-
cidence on the consumer is large,
therefore, they say that the sugarcane
price must be reduced, but not the
profit margin for the sugar industry.
The consumer also suffers on account
of the high prices that the sugar in-
dustry is realising, but nobody bothers
about it, because they are after all,
our cousins. The industry people are
our cousins, urban cousins, while the
rural people are step-sons or step-
brothers as we might call them. This
is not the manner in which we should
proceed. This kind of logic is not
proper. The same logic must apply
uniformly to all the citizens. But the
argument that is put forward is that
the cultivation of sugarcane is paying
more profits, and if we give a higher
price for sugarcane, then the inci-
dence of that higher price will fall
on the consumers, and, therefore, in
the larger interests of the consumers,
the sugarcane price must be reduced
but not the price of sugar; they never
say that the price of sugar must be
reduced.

If government felt that owing to a
sheltered market, the industry was
making high profits, then the proper
course would have been to mop up
such profits by measures other than
sharing with the growers. If Govern-
ment felt that the sugar factory people
were realising huge profits, the best
thing would have been to realise more
taxes from them, but then they would
not give it to the cultivators, because
they will become better and they
may compete with the urban citizens;
and, therefore, this formula of giving
additional payment over and above
the minimum price should be given
up. This is the recommendation which
has been made. So, all these recom-
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mendations go agaist the interests of
the cultivators. '

Of course, my hon. friend has said
that he has the interests of the cul-
tivators at heart in bringing forward
this measure, although I have not
quite understood the argument. But
I do realise that there must be some
hitch, legal or otherwise, to remedy
which he is bringing forward this
amending Bill. Perhaps, it may be
that legally it may not be sound to
pay the deferred payment which was
promised to the cultivators at this
point of time on account of the lapse
on the part of Government or on ac-
count of some lacuna in legal inter-
pretation or on account of other
reasons, which I need not go into now.
But I want that that payment should
be made to the cultivators. If it is
true, as my hon. friend has practically
guaranteed in his statement, that after
amending this Act he will be in a
better and stronger position to make
those payments which have been
pending, and which have been due to
the cultivators, then I would who-
Ieheartedly support his amendment,
but at the same time, I would insist
that nothing in his notification should
go against the interests of the culti-
vators.

But, I am afraid that they have said
that the sugarcane price be linked
with the recovery in the preceding
season. But then they have said that
Rs. 1'50 will be the minimum price,
and the price will not go below that;
if that is so, I can quite understand
it. But, then, again, a difficulty may
arise, Of course, I am coming to a
subject which is not relevant to this.
A difficulty may again arise out of the
notification because the price has been
linked with the recovery percentage.
during the past season. For, it is said
that it will be on the basis of the
past recovery. How can I get the
incentive? Suppose I have produced
a richer crop this year. I shall not
be paid for the richer  crop
which I have produced, and I shall
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not be compensated for the extra ex-
-penditure that I have incurred on a
lost of good manure which I have
used, because I shall be paid not on
the basis of the richness of my crop
this year but an the basis of the
-average of the crops during the cor-
responding five or six months of the
previous year. If that is the basis
on which I am going to be paid, then
what is the incentive for me to im-
prove my crop? Thia does not give
any incentive to the cultivator at all,
because, after all, he is going to be
paid only on the basis of the previous
year’s crops. After all, one has to be
paid for whatever he has produced
ROW.

Then, it must also be taken into ac-
count that the crop does not yield
very good recovery in the month of
October when it starts. October-
November are lean months. Perhaps
January/February are the Dbest
months. Then again it becomes lean.
So it is only for a month or so that
the highest recovery is there; for the
rest of the season, the recovery is
-very lean.

Therefore, we shall be paid on the
average. The average of the year will
be taken, average of good crop and
bag crop, as if the whole area is one
sugarcane co-operative factory con-
cern or a joint family. It is not so.
There are individuals who have pro-
duced better crops. You are looking
at it as if they have produced a rich
crop not for the’r own personal ad-
vantage or the advantage of their own
family but for the benefit of the whole
area. If I produce a richer crop and
there is better recovery on it, the
benefit thereof will not come to me;
it will go to 20,000 or 30,000 families
all round. What is the incentive for
me? A collective incentive is there,
no doubt. But then an atmosphere
has to be created to bring about that
collective incentive.

1 therefore appeal on behalf of prac-
#ically the whole House including the
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Minister that everything should be
done to see that fhe interests of the
peasants and cultivators do not suffer.
I hope this hope will not be frustrated
and that the assurance given by the
hon. Minister will be kept at all costs.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Shri Tridib
Kumar Chaudhuri. There are about
20 hon. Members anxious to speak. I
would request hon. Members to be as
brief as possible.

Shri S. M. Banerjee: May I request
that the time may be extended?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: We will gee
how we proceed.

Shri Bade (Khargone): The Business
Advisory Committee had decided to
give one more hour for this Bill.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: We  have
fixed four hours.

Shri Tridib Kumar Chaudhuri: I
represent one of those States which
have the fewest number of sugar
mills. But fortunately or unfortu-
nately, I represent also a constituency
which has a sugar mill and as Shri
A. P. Jain and alsp the present Minis-
ter will bear me out, I also happen to
be the President of the local cane-
growers association and I have had oc-
casion to communicate with the pre-
vious Minister and also the present
Minister over a number of years.

~ Shri Tyagi: But your constituency
does not appreciate ‘sugar’ politics.

Shri Tridib Kumar Chaudhuri: It
is now four years since the price-
linking formula was adopted and I
have been pleading with them that it
should be impl2mented for the cane-
growers of my area. But up till now
it has not only not been implemented
but the blanket powers that the Min-
ister now seeks through this Bill make
one doubtful whether whatever the
promises he might make here will be
fulfilled at all in future.
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The non-implementation of the
price-linking formula over these years
is really a history of broken pledge.
"A solemn pledge, as Shri A. P. Jain
has told us just now, was given by the
late Shri Rafi Ahmed Kidwai, the then
Minister of Food and Agriculture, in
1953-54, according to which this
formula was evolved on a voluntary
basis; for that year only, that is 1953~
54, could the late Shri Kidwai per-
suade some of the mills in UP to pay
according to the previous price-linking
formula. But since then, as the Report
of the Tariff Commission has made it
clear, and as the Minister has also
said more than once today, nothing
has been paid so far. Several
tripartite conferences were held
between the millowners, sugarcane
growers and the/Central Govern-
ment and State Government re-
presentatives concerned. But the
gentlemen’s agreement was never
implemented, that is, the voluntary
formula which was previously said
to have been inforce in terms of
that gentlemen’s agreement.

Then after three or four years
‘when Government came to the con-
clusion that it would be impossible
to persuade the sugar mill owners to
pay anything voluntarily, only then
they went for this statutory formula
making it a statutory obligation in
1958, as has been pointed out by
speakers preceding me. In termgs of
clause 3A of the Sugarcane Control
Order of 1955, this clause was insert-
ed in 1958. Sugar producers because
obliged to pay the canegrowers the

deferred price according to the -

present formula. Since then, as it
has fallen to my lot, I have been
pursuing one Minister after another
to implement it. In 1959, the last
letter I got from Shri Jain when he
was in charge of the Ministry con-
tained his promise that he would ask
the department to see that the cane
growers were paid their due, Then
Shri Jain left the portfolio and the
matter came intpo the hands of Shri
‘S. K. Patil. In March 1960, he
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wrote to me with reference to the
implementation of this formula:

“The extra price due for a
particular season under the price
linking formula can be deter-
mined only when the accounts
for the season concerned have
been finalised, which normally
takes 3 to 4 months after the
close of the season”.

He also mentioned that the Ilast
release from that particular mill,
about which I wrote to him, was
given in November 1959. He also
informed me that the value of ‘X’
(used in the formula) i.e. the per-
centage share of the cane growers in
the sugar price for 1958-59 season,
was being worked out ang as soon
as it was finalised, it would be com-
municated to the factories for
making payment of the extra price
for cane, and that this was expected
to be done shortly.

That is, in March 1960, two years
after. the linking formula was adopt-
ed, when it was under the examina-
tion of the experts of his department,
he had no doubt in his mind, or at
least he was advised to that effect,
that there was no complexity about
the formula. All complications
began to arise only, as he has told
us, when the Government adopted
the new control schedules of prices
recommended by the Tariff Commis-
sion in the same year, and repeated
pressure, it is evident, was brought
by the sugar mill owners upon the
Government either to abandon the
formula or to give them such allow-
ances for rehabilitation etc.,, which
would make a nullity of that
formula. Since then, I have written
to him this sheaf of letters which I
have here, and he wrote to me, and
eventually he saig that the thing
appeared to be much more complicat-
ed than he had earlier supposed, but
he never explained to us before, nor
now, how and. wherefore these com-
plications arose. The only factor of
which no account seems to have beem
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taken in the formula, or in calculat-
ing the price of “X”, was rehabilita-
tion costs for the mill, but there was
never any lack of power with the
Government to do that even in
terms of the old order.

I might draw your attention to
sub-clause 2 of clause 3(a) which
reads like this:

“Where the Central Govern-
ment, having regard to special
circumstances prevailing in any
State or part thereof, and after
consultation with the State
Government, is of the opinion
that the provisions of the
schedule should, in its applica-
tion to the State or part thereof
as the case may be, be varied,
or not applied, the Central
Government may, notwithstand-
ing anything contained in sub-
clause 1, direct that in lieu of
the payment provided therein,
payment shall be made in
accordance with such other pro-
visions as may be notified in the
Official Gazette.”

That is, if they felt the necessity of
varying the formula, they had
already the power. It is not that
they were not armed with the power.
They had the power of varying, but
they chose not to apply it, sat quiet
for four years over the powers, the
very wide powers, that they had
even under the existing order. The
question of giving retrospective
effect has come up only because they
want to vary the formula, according
to us, absolutely in favour of the
mill owners ang of none else. The
Government are not really sincere
in their claim that they want to im-
plement this formula and to realise
for the farmers, the canegrowers,
the money that is due to them from
the industrialists who have made, as
our friend Shri Yallamanda Reddi
just now said, Himalayan profits,
about Rs. 55 crores in one year; and
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from that time onwards, several
years have passed. You can easily
realise what colossal amounts of
profit have been made by this indus-
try. Our only plea has been to allow
the growers some part of this extra
gain which the industry has realised.

Now I come to my main objections
against the amendment of the
Sugarcane Control Order which is
being proposed. ] draw the attention
of everybody to clause 2 of the Bill.
Although the Minister has said that.
he wants power for giving retrospec-
tive effect to the amendment, really
if you read the clause, it is a com-
plete blanket power. Government
arms itself, is trying to arm itself,
with the power even to abandon the
formula, if they so choose,

Shri Tyagi: You want to protect
the rights of the cultivators. Give
more powers so that they can do it
more successfully.

Shri Tridib Kumar Chaudhuri:
That is what they say, but I remind
my hon. friend Shri Tyagi, that a
man of the stature of Shri Kidwai
gave that pledge, and your party
and your Government has failed to
keep that pledge. They have sullied
the memory of that great man, whom
everybody, all sections of the House,
irrespective of political opinion, res-
pect and hold in high honour. It is
your Government which has failed to-
keep up that pledge.

15.56 hrs.
[SHERT MULCEHAND DUBE in the Chair]
The clause says:

“The Central Government may,
if satisfied that public interest
so requires,......

—not only the interests of the
cultivators—
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“....by order notified in the
Official Gazette, amend either

prospectively for retrospec-
tively....
Why  prospectively? Prospective

power is already there; perhaps as
an abundant caution they have added
this to the clause, so that they might
do anything they like.

Shrimati Renuka Ray (Malda): For
the cultivators, I hope.

Shri Tridib Kumar Chaudhuri:
You have done that for the cultiva-
tors, you have done that for eight
years. You gave a pledge here on
the floor of the House in 1953-54 and
this is 1962, year of Grace 1962, and
you have not up till now been able
to realise a single naya paisa from
the mill-owners. That . is your
achievement, that is you credit.

Shri K. C. Sharma (Sardhana):
Something has been given some-
where.

Shri Tridib Kumar Chaudhuri:
Only when Shri Kidwai could per-
suade the mill owners to do it. You
could not, armed with all the powers
that you had, realise anything.

So, we are not prepared to give
this blanket power to the Govern-
ment. If Government really mean
business and if they want to keep up
the pledge that the Minister is now
holding out to the cultivators and
Parliament, they must suitably
modify not only clause 2 but also the
formula in favour of the cultivators.

Thank you.

ot fog @ @ (Rafar )
aAAE  awfa S, S faw @ew &
gy faarmdm &, @y 3@ # 6k
TR F qe § Agd AT wIw
a1 & awar g e ug faw e
F g & fad, < fael & wifost
# fad 2T I & fad e
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g, T T & Samew! & fag @
T oow TAE A el WWE?
e § wiag fF faw safag g
57 feen AW faw owfest &
¥ FX SO & far oA
IuHT T3 fawar 7T 78 foyan fomgia
T SN & agry F w16 sw fear
MR oaw @ Ay fEar afes iy
W oggwr afeqw s 0@
AT TP (e )
® faog ¥ am a7 F ogw & gwmla
AR, FUF A, FR FT AW 37
AR AT AT AT g fF oA
¥ SR 9 FT IAT FA T 3 fFEE
St e o ofom s RE [T F SO
e ¥ 7 & ogf X W W I
qaET TIHfAF TG F FIO TG
AT & ) 39 GHT | [ET AL 0T FY
W F arg F For fa & st A<
THT IARA FF a1 fFaEl F
FIUAAET TR LI F A A
=T T SO TG R F@T § FF ol
Efcw Ffmm #r foe & ag g1 sar
¢ fr = ¥ SoEw T W ¥ 64-
NF ¥ FF AfuF G971 N7 § awr 9%
T I FT A s wa =g fF
forg Sox Ry & @ fee # A%
fage & o9 e & o SdrEs
N T I aF | @ TR F
&t yFw T T @Y § ) ag @ A
fawg & fF Sy o< s wfame
AR 78 TR §F SUWT FT @' 2
T | A SEnE Y gren & fag
fal & s gl &1 & fog o=
T A7 qA% F1 faa afes) & foa
gfea g & fod s7 =1 SaREt
¥ fgal #Y aT% IeAT FY o7 ?

16 hrs..

o GrFfaEs TRGE AT Fred
% AR A« A ATy qEl AT S A
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[+t e v ]

W T qifeq @5 9 TIF AN FY
e 3w ¥ A g g1 8 e
T FAIAT F FAAT AH FT IATRA
FH I frart £ qem R TR X
gfgs @Y | @ qug AW T |
T QRUR-UY F SEE 3N A OH
I 9 T AT SR g A agr A
PE-TR F FA g0 7@ TFE qfH
9% TR G g W ) W A
Ig ¢ foF 3w & T T IR T
frami  # gear g @ & AR fow
R ¥ I Hem A G g A
T gm & faed Yo wimma ¥
faF Fusl # A3 § 99 TET AT
Foamm wemed & srwr feAr fam
afg &t | & T Ifeemw & S
= f% 2 A o grn, frafe < &1
g w1 3q fagla 4 gfasm & foF
faamafa®i &1 9t mwed @ @ 2
9] g w® o Fn fwar 9w ?
% fog sY Ay framt & fog
wiTa faifa fFn a1 o o =@
e F fratfa e ar gam
91 T 939 F gL CF A< A@F 7
IR AT AW J IGT IEI &1 AW
Fg @5 ¢ f5 39 faqr § ag Twamw
agl § faad ag waw ar & fF S
qaer & faar s @ A foan
swrn | 99 " faale & fag ar @
A AT F T@ET | F fag v
TUHI & ATH F F FA F AT S
g wfad 3 feem fga ara &
T | T@ 1 &7 g FE fm o
MY ¥X I § THT SRR F faegar
g wfaafag 99 FX I 9
war. faeag §t ST s oS ¥
TN W 3w fag @ Y gEer W
F T GIA qg TR Hifeq grar g
qAA "W 9T qg JATH fAAw F oaer
afe Sad wRY QA & A wE B
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sifaca 7 § 1 aft aw 9 AT
feom & aww & g 71X 5= S
A F foar @ & 9 e |
WY 3, a1 A & g w) St
& sgaET o aFar g | 5w o
oY TG FT GRS § Iq FH F G
& FI FE gEU ST FIAT AMET
S IGFT gHAX g S fAg e
g 2 9% ST g FT &1 g IX qHIA
FX e 17 78 #gi F1 w7 A
Fg0 fF 7 @ A a9, FH FW ;¥
I g wwar § fr wfesw & feg
o9 3F F | AfFA fqw aw F fqg
O TG TF NGO Y IqW G g
UF AFAAT T & 97 gwar #1
T TG &Y aHAT |

FaTafa wged, § G §1 T
AR 1 gEea a1 fF Sam-
qfet & Saw g6 ®Y Sgw F o
Fa< frafa & adf & Y #1 frafe
o< § &, IR I 9gF Iq a7 At
qr | Ifs frafe &1 wwEaE @
TP AR & O A fag Iw A & fF
FER T F @ A IAT FL AR
T IARE IR A
1§ g weER a7 g R oaw
F WM IR § AR I @ oI
Fiferr W FAr ¥ AfEw o A
TRy F AR ) ™ F T A
FH A A AT Afwa g & & 3w
# awe Efte wFTT 7 @ @ W
fasiy 7% & == 79 frar &) q@ A
ffg &1 FvawT N A Fwad A
gifgs S EF § e e R @ i
g o wwwr @ =fgd ) om
wwE Ffeww ® & @y faaw
any g & A9 "= feadr @ni o
R I JE ¥ NN F agy I
qAS F S oW U I fra X
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AT EL JART AN AR g AT H
AT ARA d1 T Y T F
IATEA 9 HHETT 0T 1

a7 @ faq & fqqa @ adf
FIAT & AfFT TTF FT a8 A IO
g fF A oY= ¥ FF W7 TF
A T 9T TR H SAF AR F
TR ¥ T TET G g AT ATE g7 |
FAE  FAYF 9 JAY TR G |
aw g @ e ¥ feAm A
SAFETEfF I as WM
# 9gm fF T RS & e A
gIer & for @R #1% g 99
s i wfgg & fog # Afq og-
Y wgE T gea feior #Y 9@
fARlgqqA & WF | 9 98 99 989 &
ar WA qw 9T X fER g
afF =g gug A A  fF o s
aRT FX TF § UF a9 § G afes 71
9 ¥ T FG AW & I9F TR T TF
7 G AR FW oA o e
F@ ®1 5 #%6 & 45 g dfaw
e @ am 39 a1
FNEII F AR @ faor o
E@g g & fog g §
RIAY FIET AT WA TGE TGO
FETE )

=it fofa faw . wwofa W@,
fas Ia¥ w_W A F G AAT w5
9 g9 wr g fage sl #) o ar
T 9T T4 F1 A f@ar sna

Shri S, M. Banerjee: Mr. Chair-
man, Sir, ] have already moved my
amendment that the Bill be circulat-
ed for the purpose of eliciting
opinion thereon.

Sir, T join my hon. friends whether
on this side or on that side in
opposing this Bill; and I fully agree
with my hon. friend Shri A. P, Jain
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in this case. To me, after the Land
Acquisition Bill, this is the second or
rather the ugliest manifestation of
the procapitalist policy of this
Government.

I have very carefully gone through
this Order which was issued on the-
27th August, 1955. It clearly says-
what should be the basis and how
the price is to be fixed. As the hon.
Minister stated, because this parti-
cular Order could not either please
the mill-owners or the cane growers,
so a reference was made to the-
Tariff Commission, It was all in-
tentional, I believe, when this re-
ference was made to the Tariff
Commission. I will read this term»
2.

“To examine whether the
claim of the industry for a re-
habilitation allowance in the
matter of division of sugar price
between the canegrowers and
the industry is justified and, if
so, the rate at which the
allowance should be allowed in
the price-linking formula(e).”

I do not know what was the
necessity of referring this particular
item to the Tariff Commission be-
cause in the Tarif Commission’s
Report itself, on page 45, it is stated:-

“On the question of the applica--
tion of the formula the industry
drew our attention to a letter
from Government of India,
Ministry of Food and Agriculture
(Department of Food) No.. J.S.
(S)|P.S.|61 dated 10th April, 1961
to the Indian Sugar Mills"
Association, relevant extracts
from which are reproduced
below:—"
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The Indian Sugar Mills’ Associa-
tion might have referred this matter
to the Government of India and
might have demanded some more
concession ot price facilities to meet
their so-called losses due to export.

The reply of the Government was:

“On the basis of the Schedule
for the northern region and re-
covery and the duration attain-
<d in 1959-60 the exfactory price
in U. P. and North Bihar works
.out to Rs, 37.31 per maund of
sugar. The price of Rs. 37.85 per
maund had thus a margin of
‘54 nP. per maund. The current
«crushing season is still on and
having regard to present trends
and estimates of production, it
‘is likely that the margin avail-
ble this year may be somewhat
larger. Government consider
that the margin should suffice to
enable the industry to meet not
only the extra cost on account
of wage board award and other
factors but also the losses on
export quotas so far announced.”

T am quoting this to show that
whatever is Dbrought in the name
protecting the interest of the farmers
is for protecting the interests of the
capitalists who are making fabu-
lous profits at the cost of the consumer
and farmer. The hon. Minister said
that he was not a mathematician and
that the new formula which was
going to be evolved would be in the
interest of the farmers. I am not a
mathematician and I do not think
we require an Indian Einstein to
understand the formula in the
schedule it has been well defined.
Shri A. P, Jain referred to ‘S’; There
are ‘P’, ‘T", etc.; all have been well
defined. Government should see
that the farmers do not suffer and
the request of the mill owners to
reduce excise duty or for more con-
cessions in the name of rehabilita-
tion, etc. is not taken into considera-
tion. Farmers should not be left at
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the mercy or at the feet of the mill
owners or of Government.

Dr. M. S, Aney: Has ‘X’ been
defined?

Shri S, M. Banerjee: Yes; every-
thing has been defined. Given more
time I can read out the whole thing.
Hon. Members would have seen the
Resolution of the Government
embodying the recommendation of
the Tarif Commission. It says:

“The  Commission’s recom-
mendations are: the scheme of
linking the price of cane with
the price of sugar which is not
linked with the quality of cane,
which completely ignores the
interests of the consumers and does
not also promote good relations
between the growers and the
miller, is not in the larger in-
terests of the sugar economy and
should be terminated as soon as
possible.”

They suggest that this should be link-
ed. It is said in U.P. and Bihar suc-
rose content in the cane is less; it
comes to an average of 9'7 or about
10 per cent. But Shri Tyagi has cor-
rectly pointed out that in the subse-
quent months after the first two
months, the content is increasing. I
am not a farmer but I have served in
a sugar factory for five years as
quality supervisor and it will be im-
possible for the Government to fix the
cane price when it is linked with the
quality of the cane. It has been done
simply to help the industrialists.
Right from 1953, the late lamented
Rafi Ahmed Kidwai had some arrange-
ment with the employers that they
will pay this amount voluntarily.
Unfortunately, nobody paid voluntari-
ly with the exception of a few. In
U.P. alone, I speak subject to correc-
tion, about Rs. 4:5 crores has to be
paid to the growers. The Govern-
ments of U.P. and Bihar have both
opposed the linking formula and have
demanded that this money should be
realised from the sugar magnates and
paid to the cultivators. The hom.
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Minister says that he wants this power
retrospectively so that he may safe-
guard the interest of the farmer and
see that the same formula is followed
by which they can get this amount
which is not yet paid to them. May
simple question is this. In the Essen-
tial Commodities Act is there no sec-
tion under which a sugar mill owner
can be convicted? Section 7 is a penal
<clause; if an employer or a mill-owner
does not pay the grower, he can be
punished with three years rigorous
imprisonment. Has this section 7 been
used against any mill-owner, in Bihar
or in UP. or anywhere else? They
never wanted the mill-owners to be
asked to pay this amount. Sugar in-
dustry in U.P. is the backbone of
‘Congress politics in U.P.

Shri A. M. Thomas: That is here
also.

Shri S. M. Banerjee: If you have
contested an election from U.P. you
would know what it is. I request that
this Bill be withdrawn. The State-
‘ment of Objects and Reasons has made
the whole position clear, shamelessly.
You cannot segregate by saying that
it is only the Bill that is to be con-
sidered and not that Statement of
©Objects and Reasons which speaks of:

“inclusion of allowances for re-
habilitation and export losses, for
adjustment of costs and for shar-
ing of incentives given for in-
creaging the production of sugar.”

I do not think that this rehabilitation
allowance is necessary. No more sub-
sidy is necessary. We have been told
by the hon, Minister that the Govern-
ment would incur a loss of about
Rs. 12'5 crores on account of sugar
export subsidy. What is the loss sus-
tained by the sugar industry for ex-
port of sugar to the United States?
This Bill simply helps the employers
and mill owners. They asked for con-
cessions when the wage board award
‘was there or whenever there is any
occasion. This time also, this Act is
amended retrospectively to suit the
meeds of the mill owners and to give
1730 (Ai) LS—T7.
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them rehabilitation allowance. Sup-
pose Rs. 30 crores is due from the
mill owners by way of deferred and
other payments, I may tell you that
only Rs. 5 crores will go to the far-
mers and Rs. 25 crores will go to the
mill owners in the name of rehabili-
tation, subsidy for export losses, etc.
This is highly objectionable. The
hon. Minister should tell us when he
is going to evolve the formula, what
is the formula and how does it differ
from the 1958 modification or the
1955 order. Otherwise, how can we
pass this Bill? The hon. Minister has
given a sugar-coated pill in the form
of this Bill and wants us to swallow
it. We have seen the sugar-coated
pill. But we want to know what is in
this Bill. It is against the interests
of the farmer; it is against the in-
terests of the consumer. Everywhere,
it is known that the sugarcane price
should be Rs. 2. We have argued for
it not once, not twice, but many times
in this House. I am sure that Dr. Ram
Subhag Singh, when he was not a
Minister, always stood for the cause
of the farmer.

The Minister of State in the Minis-
try of Food ang Agriculture (Dr. Ram
Subhag Singh): I am so even today!

Shri S. M. Banerjee: I am not a
farmer, but even today, I believe that
Shri S. K. Patil is in favour of the
sugarcane grower. But my difficulty is
that either it is too deep for us ¢to
understand, or, it is all rubbish and
in the interests of the mill owner.
That is my point. I appeal that the
interests of the cane grower should be
protected. There are some provisions
for the protection. The protection
should be given. Under section 7 of
the Essential Commodities Act, the
mill owners should be dragged to the
court of law and punished for three
years and they should be clearly told
that they cannot possibly do this sort
of thing. The cannot force the Gov-
ernment on the basis of their political
influence and I am sure that the hon.
Minister will kindly withdraw this
Bill and take protection under the
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existing law we have got and realise
this amount.

I am opposed to the linking of cane
price with quality. That is wrong.
Even the Tariff Commission, in their
various reports, have said that it will
be impossible for them and at any rate
it will be very difficult to arrive at a
definite figure as to what should be
the price of the cane with reference
to its quality of sugar. I feel that this
Bill is not necessary. This should be
withdrawn. Heavens are not going to
fall; when this Government waited
patiently since 1955 up to this day,
when they saw that the farmers suf-
fered in the hands of the mill owners,
when the mill owners did not pay any-
thing, why should this Bill be so
necessary now? I feel that the Bill
should be circulated, if at all it is ne-
cessary, for eliciting public opinion.
After the opinion is obtained, we
should consider in a calm and cool
atmosphere, without any leaning
towards the capitalists, whether this
Bill is necessary in the interests of
the farmer.

1 oppose this Bill and I want my
amendment for circulation should be
accepted.

=t feufa frw - awmfa gy,

YaT 3Ed fF & o g g, WY
9g & S WIE¥ & T § grer
T FEAT ATEAT §,IHHT ATST A I7GH
YT FIATAT ATEAT § | T gH
QeER H 9T FT ¥IC I¥ I77 UF
FAT 1T W AT UF ®IET g
OET {F I+ FT W TG T AT )
9 & 919 gH faeas agE & o9 U
T ITY ZAY T F A F g
frar AT I Farar fF AT der
F qrEl 1 F9 9 faar 91 @ R
A frgag ogE § g7 N fEr
o wgl fF g WOwt %€ WIgE
31 g faamw wG gm 5 faw
a F6RE ATEH X 1 st o Ao
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faar 7gr 7 & 21X =T a@ EN
A I8 W WOFY FAY f g T @
+t frzas age ¥ T8 U AR IW
g1 f& faw @ 7oFT o1 & A%
7g %€ WIzH fEqEt 1 g faaay
A freag wreE A, Ao IAT R
#1 Wt # w1 5 faafa fog qo
w5 fag i @ § a1 fae
et A F ST g | 48 IW SHE
STEH FT FIEE & | SEF 9¥g U
F ae frad wgE w1 WS
g mar ) I§F AR W %E U
TiFea ™ fafaeex aga o7 U AR
Y W %S Wz Y faer

# grost 9g W FAAET AR
g fF g Swe wmzw E F¥ g
289Y ¥ 98¢5 TF FT T B Fos
FIT Y, 99 937 g o § v afwar
T $Ft § fo¥ siw a9 av
NI I IHS v & 1 IfF gAAY
AT HT 41, IFFT WA AT AT
T T 999 IS 7 fgear fgar
fE st ot fasw a € § T @7 AR
oY 2 & AT T gL I KAITET
2 9 OF AT FAA F a8 qT FT
fear war f5 3T SwE ww o
ar ¥y a9z 2 f& I feqard 6
AT 21 2845 F A€ T o SHE
grzd T&t faet M g fag g
1 FH9 fFam T 7 FEIC A AV
Iz FAST 47 39F IR ¥ 97 FT Fav
2 f& ag 2fs wfaea & o == sTar
arfge | 9@ ag wwen 2fw Fwfame
F O A9 TG HI TGN IHRY
TG #7 A1 IW FAT T G IHT
oot fR & AT ¥ qv  few
fear .

“As regards ‘X’ the percentage
share, the growers claimed that it
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should be exactly in proportion of
the cost of cane to the cost of
sugar which at current levels is,
according to them, not less than
75-25. The representatives of the
mill industry who had been advo-
cating a share on 50:50 basis after
payment of taxes and meeting cost

incidents were agreedble to raise
the ratio to 60:40 in favour of the

grower.”

g 99 a9 g A4T a1 IqF qE
A AT FT FH ¥ FH FI4T Q1 ]
arfgd a1, o g v A T
femrar arfgd a1 1 AfET T <o
Qe AT g 7 TG feAar §
# gwmar g f5 aone 3w fog 3fw
g AW F1 fagmw %, 3| &7 qrAT
qET F, W F A FEA &, ST
IF qXE ¥ AT TR | WIS F9R TG
gaFEae o1 fF gd €o TWe fRad |
g A9q  F1 Ag fad@rar 0 g
art & fdwygefea agi ae@m F%
J5q § AT g AN W IFTI T q9€
I FW § | I8 IR 19 ¥ ZH SR
T I 919 F AT W@ § 7T qF R
F AFT AT TG AR AFS KT
9T W9 qw Ay IFRT  qg faew
e £ 1

# uF AR F1 79 AIH GO AT
arga g | 2few Ffama &1 A fane
g ag wrAdr &1 feera & 0 zEe
agd & a faer & 1 g orfew
g UF AT FA@ amA & TF
IAFT qATA ATGAT § ag ATq AME
g fawr & w@eRe WH Wi U
Torvg & forelt g8 & ——

“This new formula has been
examined and it is considered that
it would be more appropriate to
apply the existing formula after
making suitable amendments
thereto which are necessitated as
a resuit of the acceptance by Gov-
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ernment of the suggestions of the

Commission for inclusion of
allowances for rehabilitation and

export losses....”

# qawra awa § f = foe
¥ fomt 3 fF aT@ qwde ot dEY
amEt #1 fear & I9H 99 §F °1 ST
g A, @Al @R A®) W H
9T IR § f5 g@ a1 9@ #
fRfafeeas =1 =& #=ar & ?
TR aifew gge W feami & 999
grASW kT AT § T ag =@
aaFI fF gexy F o1 AT faw
g wE A, IET W qw  fEaEr
HATET FATAT & 7 ST G 86T
@ A ITHT W@ A AGAT | AR
I BT ST FSIA T & I 39 TH
oy T §4¥ & 9w § 30 wqF 3Y
T ¥ a7 Fma & WL yo AW §F
I AT X fRw Tw € 5 T AT
TR & A I9F1 F QT FIF 1 ST
WE FAFAT & @A AT & & ZHAT
=& @ ¥ 999 § & agi 9
¥ ¥ 7T A fawdr o &
o AT FY U e TE E, SHET F
fred & 1 STY WY T graT @ SEET
IM SART & AR ST ga«T  grAr
gHar g, SHET AW FH T 2 1 St
FICEATAILE § AT qF AIAT FATE
FUEI AT AQ & | &, a9l [gRy,
STYFT LqTT 99 G141 # 7 A1 feaqrar
argar g &t fr 2few afwma & &
g1 Suq feer o feara £7 @y
T AT R Iz EST H g™ A
sarar dwax &, fow 7 ¥ 39 faama
AT & AT T a% fEara ot 1 afET
TF W AE-aNT F T a7 e
wfama ¥ margr a8t & & 1 R 4w
¥ A g dfwar § AR v
faer &, areT ¥ o s fawr § fea
wgt q¥ fardT #Y magr T & af
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Tarfeat ot &, AW ¥ d5 I F,
T ¥ 33 F@, FAFAT § TEqg
T AEW A 93 F WL IT TaRAT
& JTITC T I A e T &
21 9w e wfpga ol &
FTaTT 9T gATR e |rga 7 ot ;Aqaw
ffeammFT@mENT T gy
Fifem g1 I I w7 foe
o @nnfas &, fF IT
TF G AT T ENT & FET T
AfFagsars/ R ATE QeER
F TF JWGIT GHR AT A6 &
qfserar fvar «ar a1 1 I g F
Fgr & f FRfafoesw & sre T
v AT Wi 9w ¥ g faar g
g

“Government consider that it
would be more appropriate, equit-
able and reasonable to apply the
existing formula set out in the
Sugarcane (Control) Order 1955
after suitable adaptations and
amendments in order to incorpo-
rate the suggestions of the Com-
mission for the inclusion of allow-
ances for rehabilitation and export
losses.”
g W W ¥ q9TEAW A ATH
Zar § &5 oz waew s ffafedew
o2 TFEE e, T FIAC ALY 4T |
RO AN FAC AT Ry g ag 2 i
oTT HH; OF T g9 ATT HIT TF
AT ATS WA I | FALF gavas
JTHTT 1 Fdeq ¢ F g0 Gq1 A2 W
AT &0 fC0T 1 W AT FA90
far feaml 1 A8 Ay ¥ @ §
gl § F a0 5O FAT 7T A+
THC WA A F OGN g
ArAAE  anEr St X @gr AEem
FT GTT T WA AN FH FE a1 war
g1 IFT F awaw g {5 o e
A0 i Ay & 7% o9 fram Ay e 4
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e Ay ara AT A0 oEl @S Igd
AT AT T AT §,  FE wTH WG
sy § 1§ awaar g fr wr &
FAUT § 56 T FT OF AT I g\,
Mg TE Fis Wi i, AHA a8 Fraei
¥, FRIFI & 3@ AT F7 A
AT 1T, A7 qg Fr ETH HiqmA A
fagiE & a7 g &Y g

TR AT A FET g FF Fa 7 81
§ agf #zar 05 w7 44 &1 A0
FET F7 TQAT T GFAT & AR TAH
FE qEwd a1q Ag &) 2R faw ¥
syt v fraEl § qaset Grar fag
aqrfF 3 FIHRAE qJr oGFF § AR
feamat ¥ &g g5 ATATaTy I 6 gE
FTEr A | ARPT WigT @ FAER WY
St % ATH g 9T qrAT §, SEW amE]
Iq FIA i aqqaman o fFawt F
g AR 5§ A gfawrd o, 99 F7 q9
<o | AT ITF AW O AT FIA A,
AR & AW FH qIT AR g ¥
ITF qF (FATAT FT S 47 WEHT 920
W AT IEt & 9, 8%s § AT
Iaw; I% A9 gl faAr ey 9 7
msmar s e Fm eI ||
Ffew g & g 961 | §F AT F@ar
g 5 ag 7 ISt avq v < fr i @
gFdT A | Yo, %o wfagal ¥ 4¥
3 F ) A I W as g7 9w
e Ffamw & oy v mdr Y &
T 8¢=-28 W TF ATH & WK
qe A XA ...

aaAmfa wEEAT . T9 qGH G897
g i Wl |
«ft fanefar faret: goe foe # & G-

ar 1 FARY ArEE XA AV § T|LR
s wr A faw |
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§ TR FHRE T g A a1 FreErd
& S 1 R el e § -
T #1 Fig Afkar T § AW IR
RS & | mfed 7R o= fmz @1
T AT fur o

Jef AT JOR I F 4TS ey &
R % & § 1 F JaO wRa §
fF S8 o WY S ¥ AT aQqAT
feat H< foramat &) Ted fawmar | JFA
ST A a6t a6 fRamT #1 $wS TEE
T fewars | W Fed € fFEw A wA
A feard | FANE T F AW TH
ff o9 S FT I | & I
F feadt #1 SRS AEE A
e #¢ Rafweat moEe w)
THFAITE ATHS AT & Te¥ FAT | F ATIHT
FaeT ARt § &6 A ¥ dfeai ¥
Aifel ¥ EER AT @I AT &1 Y
R ¥ W1 A7 GOl 7 fAedT )
# qifeer arew 1 ST X E F A
faeet & AT § AT a9@E F qR A
e 3G {7 ¥ AT AT o FE Q)
ot fET AT ¥ o AT @7 SEeT
T A & 1 R AT AT ¥ Mo
& HTo TF g TH G aTdl q9al &,
&t fF @R & M & mar & 1 afeA
TAFT QI W7 A ST ITar g | S
oI ANE g, J9HT 997 oY 9AF ure
FaaT & |

s sfama &1 famm aifggd o
ot faE ¥ £ gam T et @
g g™ wAqe @aT &, fad am N
&1 S8 At 2 o & 1 Afww 2w wfaae
T i gyl fmar) & sawy
FaeT ateq ¢ £F &x wa feam ot
T fAgadi s maa qar g1 i,
IR T T8 I J% fa ar §F ow
SITaT @ aa T Iaw dur g A fada
2 xR A Fama s 3y faar
& 78 | fcs Ffamw Aol a9 fo
Al R AT FTAA a9 R E | TE W
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FTA 3F d%@ § F@R T & A
28Ys § AT §F QA% T® Wi A
T SHE WTEH § a8 QT {HeAv) ST
YT ¥ Tc SHE WIzH e 9w |
o FE¢ T § 5 e R
g {zam@w ? fra a@n & ot e
IHE WIRH AT £ | WX =M SH
g T & a1 2w w9 71 atwa w
Fgd & & wwr W& 2w
Y gan § SR WA ¥ AR § weE-
AT FOAAT SRAT T, W N
Ta § e fen & awe g
fF agi ax vt W ad  UEHY OF
s f5 oE &, 9 FwaET @ ar
RATFT AW § AR g WS ¥ faa
FE I3 E | AU A G § 9 faa
¢t 5 www afew g afgd | w2
QI qF TAG BT G47 767 (7T, S
g2 FT g FI& HIT ForRT &7 4T |
affa IR @IF qF AT WA @ )
Efew wfwaT  wg W W faer
fom T At & GaT 7 R @ s
o &Y Ad | AT T § 5 FRT
g | ST A g, AT ST a9
¥o TR frrr gHT & fo Whal gy
®1, fFaET 1 WX Yo y@e faw
Tiwt | fram =ifzd 1| H) A @wrer
0 % A& g fed | e g o
& g

qrfcd 9Ted @R AR aweEr
& AR framt @ wa € 1 9 Sy FeT
A g F a9 7 S @war g ar
FS G ATECI & | WY S qGT TS
T T gs § |

qH TF AT AT AT & | W
Ffag far g fr foad 3 ) "o
AT FI T T AT, FWA ob6 gTv
AT 4R |IAF aT g | 79 e
# gz frar & f5 5@ & e gt
afewe & | 9fH 5 § a1ane o g
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[ fargfer fors]
¥ wmataa FiREad & 3
FrRG TET STAT | Ig 9 F IR
AT AT GHIL 519 § IR ATE
d7 79 9 X BT 7 SWS WISw
a3y, W FEd & P IBE wrEm A @Y
Ry« & qg aaa g §F wfex
Fa1 TeT g frami & A9 ? oF
&, [, =TT o7 99 CFS T FETT
S gL A AW AT FIHFEAT
Z 5 310 W T A7 N TF HET

=< & @arsw & 7 fgaw wm

FT qAE, 5 4 341 faar am, ©F
a1 T IAH F4T ATAT 2 | I HT @dr
I fhom @9 g & oK fraEr a9a
AT R, T AT T F g A 3
TR {5 F1 T T90 g a1 fFa
& G foar smy o @ 7 forr 9ma

% AW a3 G
Colk vetd

ot fawfa faw : & w0 A 7
Tgt IAT YL IS & A7 W1 TG A, W
X E AF? AW oF F9iT B WA FY
G 1AM F qa W F g @
T a% 9fom R § a8 T§ "HIAO
TRT SR 9F X AT @, AEA I9F
Rz A T¥ F1 qq AT A AT
AT GTHTT i & A X AT 2 0
FET FET AR LT Y gER QAT
o F% Q¢ To & Ao AW Fd¥ & 0
F agd wed & 98AT Tea g fEommw
J 71 F4 Sqwe frar 7 Sy GaT W
Y waHgfeam dwwmw &
I¥ 97 & FAT ? FU qd9H ¥V
TEFTL W TN JLFIT AT § & |
8 TaHe W 3 Wo Il g ¥ §F
FAR FT T FTT G 31 T, 74
HIFTZ ) UFARS AqT § dg W FA7T
®3T Zi 4T, FF A TG TS §3 I
I G AT aErU By IIAT T
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TR @i 457 &, Yoo To FEAI -
& AT § AT L To T W §, T
Ferawre ¥ 457 & wf9d ga =y
feam\ & §T9T FT I@T T T
LietACTIE I G i I I PR
FTH I AT T5 S FTH & $, I9
FOF T FTH AT IIRT | A AT
%3 R GHFeAT (AR W g
g @dr §%d, wH g9 § 594 99,
FIAL AFG, q@ I2 99T FAqr 5
fram &1 @ qR & 71 i3

TF HAAT qIq : 0T @7 797
e Rt § 7

it fafa foewt @ 30 9T 7 g
g 5w aifewr aa Faet & dav
fearar wza & @ Fgfafedam men-
I8 A TRAE FES KT 1T A FN
o9 § 9 a9 % & % 27 wA A
¥ @@y wmad § ST G @
TN & AT 99 F ¥ @A g
F4T gar ¥

ot fasm W FuWiT 72T,
T g AR AT F A F R
gf e ¥ gr7, 9@ T AX FIH
F R F T FEr A § W faw
aF ard § far ¥ feaml &1 age
T Aufgd A T[T T 1 oW F
gt d3 efrfaae faw o, fag &
FA ITAT RTER {AT | S wASHT
ge AR =@ g gEw fas wmaw & @
TEE A F AR N I F N FT A
R =t el i aal ¥ ggaa § o
s B faar Im @ oz o fear
g E | uF e wnfar A &
oA @Al § | O OF St
# % UfiFe) g9 AR IF F A
To dfo TaANT ¥ Qs feardde
# ¥ O« aF FW fFar 0 & wway
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afrFeat foqdde ¥ fow 2
@ggwgoouamﬂﬂiﬁm
A IWH Y o 77§ fawar §,
Y A9 T3 frpaar & AR o WR
yfr faadr & 1 d9r f5 g R
fora foar &, o) faam 1 TR
9 To o Hlo HA g, a1 Loo ®A &
W FAT {80 To gHI | T I¥ A
¥ 90 HA AAT FAT AV IF FT IW
T Yoo so@lﬂlﬂ%‘m
fas arfast w1 ¢ a1 L 77 e, 5| 5
T WeAE F3a 8, fraar &, @Y% W
faadt & | WX I¥ FT IH ARV
g, %o %o & W@ A qr FA ¥Qo %o
DNTT | ITAY (%0 To TR FT FIAT
faserer €, &1 ¥t farer wifers &Y %o o
97+ 39 ¥ ¥ o« Arfdas w1 qifee,
Fig ¥ fogar fog @ «W I
frrrr Afad 1 ¢80 ®To AV fFEM
#1 faem, fAT e %o # & TG T
oME SERA e e ffad o
MR fFAA F o0 B QY fraam
R @ A AT B Lo B & fawaw
R e @ 7 R Fr T fram
T g AN AT QT WA R A9 W AR
F faw wr oy & f5 forg & feami
B NF WA AA I oNT AL ¥
Qﬁﬁ{ﬁo Qomomﬁmw
a7 39 F T feaw Y A9 0 ar
A s Fv & fF 3@ aq &7 fawr qmy
o ? W faw 7 I T qFGT WU
2 ? weae a8 § v @ A faan o
5 | 7N Y A FawT fEowgos
T o § o fad & ag ™ W+
W A TIar H}IT qar &Y w9dr | F
gz framl F1 0F FAS 0 a9
AT WG ¥ ' ¥ T g | SfFA
IAT RT ¥ TG Yo F SART AT
fad § st fomiy wy FA3 AR
fwar, 3gq & framal &Y Faw ¥ dE
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fear +  w@FT wawT gy & 5 o
AT ITH A F €®7 A IJ]A7 e
1 IF WS qF G R 7 ™
faw & I ' grawEa @ a7 T
T T9A §FAT 57 A9 qAG F' 7R
t fra &1 GOT fawdar @ IEwY
[ T fRemd ST Y A ST |
faa afast ¥ 91 20 9% g2 HIX Y
I FE qATH FEF I LY FAT A7
FAAT § JAFT IGT FF A (FAFL
FI f2dq™ #7 ara Y At ag faw aue
FE F FfAT AT |

o fFE F AT TR FT g
TF 7 WX 9 A R fAaar &
Y 2F fF fram feay ofom & =0
a7 FAT & | T TGT FR A4 &
N ag s g 5 fram few s
o F AR § ¥ = # @ g AR
fog T & T TAT F IqHT @O
Fa@ 2, AR 5T IaN Fe < frm
THFT IqH A7 F T@ 9 fr¥ i
feA aF & @A & | IEF AR
IgF OF AA TR T AW ¢ T
o g faFar 2 A T ¢
& feq o & d9mE ¥ @3 w7
T ¥ 7 8§ @ A §, AfF IAwy
wgErE { s fF famT O dar
g an s fram ofomw s
e &

ug faor @ I o § ag fE@fx-
faza & fag AR CROE dRT W
QU FA Ffag § | R A ¥
fogm &1 FT =T g 7 I9ET ;0
FEI & ? W WY TR FT WA
 §YQT I AW AT @A & v S
T TM & " & f@F 2R W A
frfr &7 AT OF TG AT @A E Q¥
fHam Y AUY TH FT IW I WA
7 fag =fge | WX Fa@ 5
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wEe WX quTa #F feae @

FT oW §ar & w7 f&ar wmr ar oft
faa Arfasl 3 IT6T TF FULT 30 A9
T I &1 fqar

s ®o w0 Tfest =T TG ﬁ
@, T 99 IF T F IV § AT
T, T 9w Aafaa g

o+t faarr @R - A1 A ARG )

¥ wgar 9w § fFoAamd 9w
TiFead TR &, fad 87 §
e 2 & o feveqrr @Y T S @ S99
TFIHE GF Fee fraar awm §,
T@EE qET § AT O @ IS g,
HAY FT FRE AH SSFA F7AT qSAX
2 W AT FAX AT 9T g, W]
IqF O fFgW A1 N HAa ey
7g Sfaa g ar a8 | W wa fgama &
R fram F7 AR FT AW FA A
@ F ffwg, 3fFw R O fFamw
FERNATFAE .......

=t ®o Flo foart (TvmET) : W
T FqT-Fg Q& | 9T Y THE THA
#F32T ERTT A a2 TN I 34, 39Y FFa
T THEH EFT W F7 0 @ w63
9= ! A9 R T FI AT F
RE?

=t fasrtw @R : § s g B o
gRde FT A A | T
gxar g, fw fegmy, w9ad ok w3
FU ¥ T W qF SART T 8, W
¥ a F9 g7 & | SfFT g 9@
F AL ST )

# zm faw #7 g 79 9T gwdw
X g § fF 8 & g fewt
§OT &7 84S ¥ WIT qF T Ay
ag SAa! feemar e ) sy W fE
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feaml #1 7greg AR T § 33
fawar § | S fogw ¥ == feael #
ot faamn T Y & TEEr wwaA #T
FFAT E | TAT T frEl B TEEE
T AR AT AWE F1 e[S R
fiaasT, 79 famam@ 8, A FAT AT
2| wWR g a9 & g AW a8 FAw
aRd & & faa afast #1 feaml 1
9 F9 [T & g Arw F faan o,
&Y 9 T@HT a3 A

Dr. P. S. Deshmukh (Amravati): A
lot of points have already been urged,
and I would not like to repeat what
has already been said.

The formula itself came into exis-
tence because it was found that sugar
was being sold at prices higher tham
what Government had delermined,
and the price of sugarcane was deter-
mined in relation to a particular price
of sugar. When it was found that the
millowners were making larger profits
and selling the sugar at higher prices,
it was my senior colleague, at that
time, Shri Kidwai who considered it
unreasonable for the millowners to
appropriate the whole profit and not
to share it with the cane-growers.
The genesis of this formula and all
these various other things that have
arisen out of it is this.

So far as the present Bill is con-
cerned, it looks fairly innocent, and I
believe it is, because all that Govern-
ment seek by this Bill is to get the
power of retrospective action, so far
as the application of the formula is
concerned. On the other hand, Shri
A. P. Jain has urged with consider-
able force, I believe, that no such re-
trospective power or authority is ne-
cessary because there is in the Order
itself the necessary power with Gov-
ernment. All that they have to do is
to determine the percentage, namely
the value of x, and to work out the
profits that should go to the cane-
growers. If that suggestion is accept-
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able, then there will be no need for
this Bill. But he also said that in case
Government differed from this view
and thought that without this power
they would not be able to act, then
he had no objection, nor do I have
any objection, to the Bill being pass-
ed. But I have the strongest possible
objection to the Government’s accept-
ance of the recommendation of the
Tariff Commission so far as rehabili-
tation and export losses are concern-
ed, and I have taken this opportunity
to say a few words by way of protest
against this acceptance by Government
of the Tariff Commission’s recommen-
dations, so far as these two points are
concerned.

This is fantastic. I think that it is
unheard of. I have not been able to
get the time to study how far in any
industry the man who supplies raw
material is made to contribute to the
rehabilitation of the dindustry, how-
ever foolishly it is run by those who
are the owners and the managers of
the industry. It is apparent that it
does not apply only to sugar but it
applies to all the industries in India;
they are run by people who cannot
distinguish one thing from another
and have no expert knowledge what-
soever. All that they have is the
thousands of rupees which they have
accumulated through usury and other
things, and they have become indus-
trialists with that money; they never
take any precaution to see that the
industry from which they get the pro-
fit functions properly, adequately and
scientifically so that it could last long,
and also see to it that the machinery
is repaired continuously to the ade-
quate extent. When the condition of
our industry is this, Government have
accepted, somewhat blindly, I believe,
at any rate without proper thought
that the people who are supplying
sugarcane and thus are doing an in-
nocent job of supplying the raw mate-
rial for an industry, this recommen-
dation of the Tariff Commission. The
growers are now going to be retros-
pectively subjected to the charges for
rehabilitation of that industry, for the
upkeep of which the industrialists
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have not at any time paid much atten~
tion because all the time they are
interested only in profits, high profits,
exorbitant profits and unreasomable
profits, and profits day and night and
every time, without caring to see
whether the machinery can bear that
much strain, whether jt is properly
repaired, and whether it is kept in
proper trim.

So I think the Government ought
to revise this decision even after the
acceptance of this recommendation,
and they should come forward and
say that it is unreasonable to expect
the sugarcane growers to bear any
portion of the cost of rehabilitation of
the industry, because they have nad
no share in the management of the
industry. I could have understood if
they had any say in the management,
if they were repsented on an advisory
board or some such thing connected
with the management. But there is
no such relationship between the sup-
pliers of cane. and the management of
the industry.

Similarly as regards export losses,
why should the growers bear the
same. There are many other agencies
coming into play. For instance, Gov-
ernment have given the whole mono-
poly of export not to the co-operatives
but to the Sugar Mills Association. 1f
they have to bear any losses ang if
Gavernment think that they sheuld
not bear so much loss, they might con-
tribute out of the taxation they get
from the industry which pays very
heavily in terms of taxation. The
sugarcane grower has to pay the
sugarcane cess, the industry has to
pay; I have calculated some of the
figures put before me and 1 find that
a new factory pays in a year about
the whole investment in that factory
by way of taxes including, of course
the sugarcane tax. If a new mill
costs those people who set it up about
Rs. 1% crores, I think the factory has
to pay minimum in one year about
Rs. 90 lakhs by way of taxes to Gov-
ernment, Central and State. There-
fore, I submit it is very unreasonable
for the Government which make seo



5649 Sugarcane

[Dr. P. S. Deshmukh]

much out of the sugarcane grower and
the industry to except the small sugar-
cane grower to be made respousible
for these export losses.

Secondly, I agree with the conten-
tion that the "kag of the price with
the sucrose content will not be a prac-
tical thing to do. I hope the Minister
of Food and Agnculture will see that
this matter is considered, because as
has been mentioned in another place
by Shri A. P. Jain, there are so many
factors; it takes a lot of time fcr the
sugar factory to crush the cane which
lies in the yard for a day or two—the
<ane grower is not responsible for
that—he fis also not the authorily to
«choose his own time to cut the cane;
as soon as it is ready—there may be
no water in his well—he has no alter-
native but to cut it and bring it to the
factory. These are all the circums-
tances and it would be penalising the
sugarcane grower to link it withk the
sucrose content.

Here I must also say that circums-
tances relating to cane growing differ
from place to place. The situation in
UZP. and Bihar does not obtain so far
as Maharashtra is concerned. Probab-
ly something else may therefore be
proper in Maharashtra which would
not be proper to be applied to U.P.
and Bibar. For instance, even the
period of maturity of sugarcane dif-
fers. In U.P. and Bihar the crop is
mostly annual while in the south it
is 18-month crop. In the south they
get two crops in three years; there-
fore the sucrose content is higher.
“There are so many other factors also.

My main point is however against
the rehabilitation charges being put
on the shoulders of the sugarcane
growers. I may also say that I wish
Shri S. K. Patil every success in his
attempt because I think it s his desire
that the sugarcane growers should not
be put to a loss. I hope as a result of
this Bill which he is piloting he will
be able to pay the growers what they
are entitled to and so far as the future
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is concerned, he will support my con-
tention, namely, that the sugarcane
growers should not be burdened with
the cost of rehabilitation and export
losses. To put this burden on the
sugarcane growers, who have no hand
in the management of the industry or
in the export of sugar, would be un-
just. Therefore, even if a decision
has been taken before, I hope it will
be revised and the sugarcaue grovrers
will not be saddled with these charges.

H M 79 FY (FIRRW)
s wELT, FS A g faw
ST F THA TET AT & S9 F gfage
T T MR FT QY & 7 dar F omi
TAETAT TAT E AT LAUN F @S &
TH AYE § QAT T a8 1T AT
mha‘mmw‘rﬁwamﬁfwﬁr—
a7 g 3% AfafeE aae F & F @
Y AT =7 FI & IA*Y g7 faur @
T A T YU F OF AR a7
AR UF S O 2 G
a1 8ys ¥ o Sad g fewr o
A IS I AT IFHT TZT FTH TRAT-
TR | 99 0F A I FAAT AT 9T
a1 7 & Y T e FRA & AN TR
N Faa w3 WM N @EfwE
ez gt Iud wfafom 9T w1 a@
g F aX qT T AT o fey
ar | vl oF g 'wE ¥ Aafwr o
f& w fewpg o AT | Wl o
wafe cafamge FAfed dFz Qeyy
# a1 %X I FTF F TR fwar
™ @ 99w ¥ awafag e #
og T2 4% faar g § e fawdy
aOF F FE T AEE A AT w7
T qEar g A AT w9 v
g Y quy F faq far g @ 1 @@
71 AT ¥ 9F F FEQ A T a@
Y 6 9 ft T FrRaTd A fargia
fF mar Gar fFar 99 A1 qET § IAE
az &1 3 ¥ fof v fwe At 2
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§ 374 9% gAT AGY &Y gF4T 1 A
aY ag faae § & AT Sfesor & a7
cifafags FRIfeAT TF AR &
a1 1 ¥t G 37 & AR fama fF amae
&zl A7 77 eus A A A g, Ak
AT e 9 § SR ag & faw
wifasi & agqa fear a1 qvar & 1 T®
g fafas amafady 78 & fofaasr
FIA Ay Wt € Fmife cEfaa a1
fefts 0Fz & wwia a8 AR T TaHE
o 2 7 o fFar § 1w A
FW R Far fF §7 o fAaaw fFaw
ITR AT A FT AT 1 F A A
Taa & Y " F 97 §@R
TE N AIZAAGT IS E Fgm T &
FATAIREY AGF qaeqT 98T § TG
9T §Z7 F amA 1% gmiaa faw mrar
8 97 gI ¥ qEE F1 WY FIEA AT
T I FrRTT AT FF 3w
& TE AT T W A G AT J
1 fr qrfes § 379 NEET W &
fod 21T I daq 1 AR Tl W
ST T3 & foq wiw fFar v @

a@ a1 qg 3@ F 97 9 qav
fF gl gz wfaw ot & aga & A@-
47 gaer Wt 5w A AAWMT FQ@
R Iuf F@ § T A”
Hagga & ¥ AT &
AER A F AW QA fFag
TAAATLY ATFAE ITH Iq qRT AGY
@ It § | § 98 gwaa ¢ e ag
AEATS fa®r f5 a8 929 §@T 7
FW § o 7% fag & 5 93 aAraardr
et Feat ¥ faeg fawda A
Bt & A fA 9T S® adF 9 ag
7 F Y qrEr @ Tfed o

Famfs wdaw, 9@ W9 F @O
qAT vt ¥ g Maga s E
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Tg TFT FI[TRA TIT TR T2 & 1
TS Y FAA THPL F HAS § Iq FIL
gafa @1 & fF 796 o qar S 2
forast fr gn fRal & Wy w9 & 1 9
TFF F IARA F faa wifawt # =
FIL TATH Zrav & I fF fead dF
fad afafcm e F Sa M v aw &
Ky FAT T F FOa A g Y
Qa7 smaaTa foraq 5 s wies gaver
gar &, a1 I 7T FW & AV frw
AT §2T FRY &, gEE ¥ AW F T
AT TF FQ & ST AFEI FT Q@
9T & fawT F w9 T I+ g
faar &, oY dar AR O & FAT
faad f ag afesrd & gefos 2
I ¥ fad WY A9 IR @ AR A
T AET TF T 918 93 &
¥ fo S dar 7 A @3

17 hrs.

g I ¥ oA { A A A E o
@ faw ¥ iz Ae AaEEg ™
G & a8 g1 71 & fF a8 aEw
fordas ‘wafad s or @ & fF g
&1 s a3 fraafas & @
qAatE A1 THENE 9T N A a9,
THTE AIfER, FT TqA F F¥ [T0q0
# oW | 8IHT A% AEANRE 0%
aw ¥ @ fawr 1 3w faegw @
/T &% FifeT At § 1 W fAw e
@R I T F) 78 fazamw i &1
ST F 5 T 77 427 F AT framt
FRAdAw M@ EFTaT QR

© & @ ag O A gwE ¥ A w

& gaaar § fr 1§ ame FET a
N7 Y T AT & GgAT G &Y gFAT |
AR T T3 FAT AT (Far A &
AT, Y TIHT A AEERE @
AT F AR 9T F4{1 W T W
F1 1§ fofar 7k & e, Foradr qe-
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[ = M e w972 ]
1 a7 v T fHaEl 1 wEeT &
¥ | WIHE WE AEwT e A

¥ fuega o safgx @1 & fF

@R 7 I T fa94s [ F TF
Tt W fae ATt FY HEET W A
Tga ¥ gfeedi ¥ W a1 F awa
war &, 9 & gu aaw ar ) § 6K
forrrt TR Fer-sifer fier ag < &

TR TF 919 AR T g | @R
T aTg F Fifw F g - ew amn-
% fadas 1 fag Weifes g
a1 frar s SR st foge el &
graeyg ¥ WY e T s 1 ST e
7Y ol w0y gy &, fomr feaml X
YgAd F& T FT IARA HAT G,
fordin Q84U & FFR AT TF FT TAT
T FAT §, A fF ST FEEAT
L, TTEee AR wfaa 8, S framit
1 FITAT ©7 & g & fog 9w yafaa
F@ F a7 g@R 78 fauas a1 @
2130 g A 7 AT fR R ag
TS faer @ AT o, a7 ET H
8% T smafa § 1w f safR
FE FEA CTEEA A1 AUFRK T 2,
& @ A ¥ faAr SuET WE &t
FFAT § W ag G g fFar v awar
2 a2 9% 5 9@ S amE FOAA
F o Frfe s & @ g |
I §9 T g W @R AR & ag
31 7 @ & fF 757 G427 F et &
feal #Y e ¥ forr ag Guaw faggs
AN W WEAEFAT §F |

79 @2 g 5 eu U A 3w e
qIq a¥ g T, JfFT qIER B
A6 7 d1 T AT AT ARAT G AR A G
A I FV I AT FT G99 ey
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I & qaar o Fraa faifa stas )
ST aF IT BHES F g g, ok
o g fraifa fer s g, 9o
TR 7 ff &R T Wit aF FE fvi
7t foar § 1| o &Ta a¥ 71 @ A
& AT AR AT T I A FIH T
ISTAT AT E, a1 FRR a8 9 9T S
fF TR ¥ g7 § 99 e frarn &
fag fdft ag Y guest g, et aw
F7 gae g, 1 F wa-fer g o
TF F3& T FT IQEA F & 7

M OF q<g W G 7, o
fF 20 939 ¥ g T g Ao
&z foa T 4T | 9@ EWA Y QAT AT
BT a1 fF 3| 9e9 F gWe qEArT
TEM @ FE fFsgfaa Fgra
el F FICF IST TS AT
I g {7 @1 F F09 06 F g
foal AR it 7 a8 IR F A 7
I TF &1 gwGA fFan, dar 5 o @
fados ¥ aR ¥ @ W & 1 g qW
g A & wfed fR S A
3 39 919 F1 gAAT § AR T qA-
% fagas &1 R qX ¥ 3@ F wWF
7Y A fawTen &, gER A A fer-
T mfE R agREy
37 FAST fFETT FT agd 971 Afgd
grm, fagiv T FT IAEE F& AT
# e & SR R Ja F3A § gaer Ay
AR AT foFam &, ATQW F A X F
AEE gee, =it 9, sRogEl
IE F I A 6T T 9§
T Tng T, form w1 g ag € 5
=g favas 1 09 33 § 95 9HT
TAAT FT T SE F fF T A
S | gl qF TH GGT FT A (5
9T 3 IR ¥ FAGT WY T A A,
F IH FT GG F@E |
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¥ @ a7 # fagarm faomar g
fr @ a@ ¥ wiifer fasr aw FT
¥ @ AW F gAY Wi sEer
F AT TF TTT FT I34T 7 & 5
FrEIT § FATAITR A I FT FIE graq
T &, afer 9 F7 v T
™ W F gAY WY, T-Fr derafm
¥ ¥ AR IE F GrEET GFEAT I FT
e | T Afadw § gw oA A
78 37 faar f a0 9o are ¥ divew
FT F I A I 997 99 @ @, Sy
fomm feamr s |1 av fF 9,
qE q1F T WA ¥ ag I fAw
A, I F AR F g S ¥
grfEd GaaT 73 faar W) 9@ qrar
Y fie7 7 faT | IF FT AT FTROL ?
I FT F0 7 ¢ fF ATaw F1 0
af@me g, fore # gard g S
g ¥ faw srEmgw [ ATEE &
AT F AW FT T F fAA
& I, a7 I qf@ ;@ AR
H #rE AT @ @ g |

# frdzw sar T g fF oo
= I@ ¥ gy faaas, g ¥ fF
AW AT AR AgAT F ar@l A
2w g7 &, IT AR F g AT A
7 & AN fF aed § Y, Y W,
8% ¥ T3, 3 Al T Fg fadw
F G | /IS IT AW FT FIAY AT FX
T M F AU FI aF I
gm ? '

=g fao & orq & gra A ST ¥
ST FET fF AT A 98 FO I F
=g wufew fadr #Y qra9 F A, A, I_T
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SO F Al § FT T, 39
faor & a ¥ wawa & foar o, afw
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HEAT FT F FAIT FT I v &,
IR s FaX A g AT T A

-

TT I TR |

Shri K. N, Pande: Mr. Chairman, I

-have to say a few words about this

Bill. So many points have been touch-
ed by hon. Members.

Mr. Chairman: The House will be
sitting up to 6-30 til] this Bill is
finished.

Shri Harish Chandra  Mathur
(Jalore): It should be with the con-
sent of the House. The decision
should not be taken in the Chamber.

Mr. Chairman: Government is un-
der some difficulty.

Shri Hari Vishau Kamath
(Hoshangabad): Parliament is sup-
reme here, Sir; it can even revoke
what Government has decided....
(Interruptions.)

Shri S. K, Patil: With due respect,
I would say that Government has no
part in it.

Shri Tyagi: He says Government
has no part in it. If you are pleased
to extend the time of the House, you
may kindy take the formal sanction.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: On a
point of order, Sir. The Order Paper
says that the item listed at 5 O’Clock
is the half an hour discussion. What
has happened to that? I find Shri
Malhotra also waiting here.

Mr. Chairman: It will be taken up
on some other day.. (Interruptions.)

Shri Bade: Sir, a point of order
has been raised by Shri Kamath.

Mr. Chairman: I see the point.
But let us proceed for the present.

Shri Bade: It is a point of order.
Please give us a ruling whether you
accept the point of order or not.

Mr. Chairman: One may or may
not accept it. It is a different matter.
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[Mr. Chairman]
‘But the House is sitting till this Bill
is finished. Please go on. Let us see.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: Does it
mean that the half-an-hour discussion
will be taken up at 6 O’clock instead of
at 5 O’clock?

Mr. Chairman: Yes; or at the time
that the House wants,

Shri S. M. Banerjee: Before this
Bill was taken up and even after that,
some of the hon. Members including
some on that side requested the
Deputy-Speaker who was in the Chair
at that time that the time for this Bill
should be increased. It appears that
as in the case of the Land Acquisition
Bill, they want to pass this Bill today.
It is really strange why this Bill should
be passed today itself.

Shri Tyagi: I formally propose that
the House shoulq sit up to 6 O’clock
and finish this Bill. You might take
the consent of the House.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: Let that
motion be put to the House.

17-11 hrs,
[Mr. DepuTY-SPEAKER in the Chair]

Shri Gauri Shanker Kakker: I rise
to a point of order. According to the
Order Paper, at 5 O’clock, we have to
take up the half-an-hour discussion.
I cannot understand how it can be
changed ang discussion on this Bill
continued.

Mr. Speaker: The House is master.
of its own procedure. If it wants to
proceed with the Bill and finish it,
certainly we can make adjustments.
‘We are not ruling out that we cannot
take it.

Shri Hari Vishnu XKamath: The
point is whether it is agreeable to the
House.

Mr. Speaker: 1 have just put that
point. I am not saying that I can do
it. The House can do it. I will have
to explain the position to the House
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also. We have just had a meeting of
the Business Advisory Committee.
Shri Kamath was also present there.
We had just seen the business which
we have. We want to rise on the 7th
September, definitely, as has been
programmed already. Therefore, we
have to adjust the business. There
is some business with the Gevernment
and the Government is very anxious
to finish it. Again, there was a very
streng demand that the flood situa-
tion should be discussed because it
had caused so much demage to the
country and a grievance was made
the other day also. So, we have to
find some time for that also. Then
the discussion about the law and order
position is there, so far as Delhi is
concerned. Some hon. Members feel
that that also must be taken up. We
had all these considerations in the
Committee just now and we have
come to the conclusion that every day
we shall have to sit longer in order
to finish the work that we have got.
For today, we wanted that—and it
was our desire—this Bill should be
finished. It is for the House to decide.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: We sit
longer from tomorrow. That was
what we decided.

Shri S. M. Banerjee: When the
Deputy-Speaker was in the Chair,
some of us requested that this Bill is
a controversial Bill. As you can as-
certain from the proceedings, almost
all Members who spoke wanted to
oppose the Bill in one way or the
other. My submiSsion is, since this
Bill has raised a public controversy,
the time should be extended. This
Bill, after all, is not replacing any
ordinance. Therefore, what is the
hurry that this Bill should be passed
at this point of time?

Shri Rane (Buldana): This diffi-
culty would not have arisen had the
Land Acquisition Bill not taken such
a long time. Additional time of ten
hours or more was taken by it. That
is why the dffiiculty. (Interruption).
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Shri Hari Vistmu Kamath: But
then Shri K. C. Reddy’s motion was

dropped.

Mr. Speaker: We are faced with a
situation in which we have to finish
some business that is before us within
the last four days of this session. We
need not go into the causes: whether
we spent more time on the Land
Acquisition Bill or whatever else was
the reason. Now, we are faced with
a situation that if we want to adjourn
the House on the 7th, then, we must
sit longer. Wre: shall have to bear that
in mind and I think we should agree
to do that.

It is for the House to decide
whether we want to take up the half-
an-hour discussion just now and then,
after half an hour, take up again the
discussion of this Bill. If that be the
wish of the House, we can spend half
an hour on that discussion and then
come back to the discussion of this
Bill and continue with it and finish
it. Or, we might continue this Bill
and fix the half-an-hour discussion
for some other day. I think hon.
Members will also agree to that.

Shri Tyagi: In this Bill, there are
no other amendments to the clauses;
there is only one amendment that the
Bill should be circulated for eliciting
opinion.

Shri S. M. Banerjee: There is an
amendment that the Bill be referred
to a Select Committee.

Shri Tyagi: Therefore, this Bill is
not going to take any time for the
second reading. We have had our say
and if there are a few other Members
who want tc have their say, they
may do so. We may sit till 6-30 and
finish this Bill. [ formally move that
we sit till 6.30.

Mr. Speaker: That would be my
request also, that we might sit up to
6:30. I would give time to those who
want to express themselves. What-
ever decision the House takes ulti-
mately, that is a different thing,
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whether the House then feels like
throwing it out or whatever it is.

Shri S. M. Banerjee: There is am
amendment for referring the Bill to a
Select Committee. Same of the Mem-
bers, thinking that it would be put to
vote tomorrow, have left and they are
not here.

Mr. Speaker: So far as the amend-
ments or clauses are concerned, when
we come to them, if there is any real
difficulty, we can have the voting
postponed. But let us first finish the
discussion on the Bill and then take
up the clauses. If there is some prac-
tical difficulty, we will see what can
be done.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: May I
make an earnest appeal to you? There
is a seminar in the Central Hall today.
Secondly, I have found unfortunately
—it is a matter for regret—that
several times in the last session and
in this session also, half-hour discus-
sions fixed on several items have been
postponed and sometimes not taken
up at all. Again it is going to happen
today. It is very unfair to the House.
I do not blame vou nor the Minister
of Parliamentary Affairs wholly, but
collectively the Government and the
Ministers. (Interruptions). Today
let us have the half-hour discussion.
From tomorrow, let us sit till 6.30.

Some Hon. Members: No.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: If the
Minister is agreeable, he might with-
draw the Bill and bring it for the next
session.

An Hon. Member: Why should he
withdraw?

Shri Hari Vishnu
might postpone the Bill.

Mr. Speaker: The time that we can
usefully spend in duscussing the Bill
is spent in other directions.

Shri Sinhansan Singh (Gorakhpur):
4 hours have been fixed for the Bill
and the Bill began at 2:30. Even if
we sit till 6, it will be less than 4
hours.

Kamath: He
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Mr. Speaker: We are sitting till
£-30. It comes to 4 hours, unless he
‘wants to exclude the time that he is
now taking.

Shri Sinhasan Singh: Then, you
have discretion to extend the time by
1 hour more.

Mr. Speaker: There is a formal
‘motion by Shri Tyagi that we might
sit up to 6:30 and finish this Bill
‘today. I think that is the pleasure of
the House,

Some Hon. Members: Yes.

Shri Inder J. Malhotra (Jammu and
Kashmir): What about the half-hour
discussion?

Mr. Speaker: We can have it
tomorrow or the day after. I shall
see that it is taken up tomorrow or
day after.

Shri Inder J. Malhotra: All right.

Mr. Speaker: Was any Member in
possession of the House?

Shri K. N. Pande: Yes; I have
‘been called.

Mr. Speaker: There are a large
number of hon. Members who want
10 speak. They might make their
points ag strongly as they want, but
take as little time as possible.

Shri K. N. Pande: I do not want
to mention many points in this con-
nection, because many points have
been stressed by Shri Jain, Shri Tyagi
and others. I want to say something
ag to why this Bill was brought and
what effect it is going to have so far
as the practical working is concerned.
"The reason given for bringing this
Bill before the House is that the Com-
mission has recommended that some-
thing should be given towards
rehabilitation and also for losses in-
curred against exports. But I fail to
understand as to how the Bill is going
to be brought into practical action.
The same Tariff Commission had
recommended that the factories were
not entitled for rehabilitation in 1959
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though the Indian Sugar Millowners’
Association had put its claim for the
same before the Tariff Commission.
But they rejected it. First of all, it
has to be understood first as to what
rehabilitation js. Every factory has
got some machinery which has a cer-
tain life. Taking into consideration
the lives of those machineries, depre-
ciation has to be allowed. Most of
the factories were established in 1934.
At that time the price of machinery
was very much less. As such, the
depreciation money realised by those
factories cannot be sufficient to meet
the higher prices prevailing at the
moment. Therefore, the [factories
represented their case before the
Commission and said that as the
prices have gone up, they should be
given some margin so that they can
replace their machinery. The Com-
mission pointed out that the condition
of the factories was not uniform.
They said that some were established
in 1924, some in 1934 and some in
1940, and therefore the rate of
rehabilitation allowance for each
factory was different. The Commis-
sion therefore asked the factories to
put up their case so that they could
understand how much money was
required for rehabilitation. The case
was represented before the Commis-
sion, but in the end the Commission
did not favour it, and when the report
of the Commission came before the
Government they also did not accept
the proposal of the industry. An
order was passed and Government
accepted the report of the Tariff Com-
mission.

What new thing has come up at this
moment that the same Tariff Commis-
sion has suggested that the factories
require support for rehabilitation?
This is reasonable. That the
machineries have to be replaced, and
as the prices have gone up naturally
they require some help. But how is
this Bill going to meet the require-
ments of those factories which were
not required to pay extra price for
cane to the cultivato:s? This was not
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based on sound reasons. This for-
mula was applicable only in north
where the foctories had earned more
money by selling sugar at a higher
price. The price of sugar is also not
uniform in all the factories. Not all
the factories have realised the same
price. Therefore, the formula was
based on this, that if a factory realised
certain results beyond what was
fixed by the Government they will be
liable to give something out of that
and share, it with the cultivators.
This was under examination for four
years. Anyhow, his Bill has come and
T agree that if the case of thc-e fac-
tories who were required to pay
higher prices is considered to allow
them something for rehabilitation, let
the same be done.

But what*is going {o happen with
those factories which were not requir-
ed to pay anything to cane growers?
You cannot discriminate among fac-
tories. You cannot say that one
factory is going to get rehabilitation
charges and the other factory is going
to be deprived of it. I do not think
that anybody can say that this for-
mula or this reasoning is rational.

What is the otber alternative? I
am not referring to the amount of
money that will be collected. I am
referring to the principle. Once the
Government is agreeing that the
factories are entitled for rehabilitation
without ascertaining as to how much
the factories require in order to
rehabilitate themselves. This question
has to be examined first, and if the
Government comes to a decision that
such and such_ factories require so
much money for rehabilitation they
have to take decision for all the
factories in the country. Now what is
going to happen? Out of the 172
sugar factories only a few factories
are going to give this extra price
according to this Bill. If it is accept-
ed that the whole money is going to
be pooled and the Government will
share it equitably among all the mills
in order to enable them to rehabilitate
themselves, then it is all right. But
is the money going to be pooled?

1730 (Ai) Ls—s8.
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Coming to the export losses, there
is no doubt about it that there are
losses on exports done by this coun-
try. But the factories have got a
margin to adjust that loss and some-
thing is allowed in the sugar price
against export loss. How is it going
10 be utilized? Is it going to be
refunded only to those factories which
were required to pay the extra price
or is it going to be pooled for others
too? That is the question which has
to be examined. If you accept the
principle of rehabilitation then those
factories which are not going to get
any refund even they will claim to be
rehabilitated. Then what will happen?
You will have to increase the price
of sugar. Is it possible? If you
simply say that you are going to
collect this money for rehabilitation
and export losses, it is a very danger-
ous thing which will invite so many
complications. Therefore, I would
suggest to the hon. Minister to re-
consider the whole matter, because it
is very complicated, and refer it to the
Tariff Commission for examination so
that we may not become a laughing
stock before the country.

Coming to the linking formula,
although the hon. Minister says that
the formula evolved just now by
relating it to the recovery is very
rational and the present ad hoe
arrangement is very irrational, still I
fail to understand the logic. It may
be anything, but the new formula is
not rational. Why? What was your
basis for evolving this new formula?
You want to encourage that cultivator
who produces better type of sugar-
cane. But by the introduction of
your formula what is going to happen?
Bad and good cultivation will be
mixed together and the payment will
be on the average. Then there will
be no encouragement to a good culti-
vator to produe better cane. The
result will be that the quality of cane
will deteriorate at the end and yom
will not achieve what you want to
ahieve. Therefore, if after two years
you will have to come to the same

3 | conclusion, why not you examine the
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formula in the beginning itself. What
is wrong with the ad hoc formula?
By that the cultivators were at least
assured that they will get so much
price. Now, according to this formula,
what is going to happen for the last
two years or seasons, the factories
have been running upto the month
of July. Naturally, after March the
recovery goes down and the average
is very low. It is only in the end of
December and January and February
that there is high yield, but it is
consumed by the low recovery in the
beginning and the end of the season.
As the factories in the last two sea-
sons have been running up to the
month of July, the recovery on the
‘whole has gone down. So, if you are
going to take the average figure,
naturally, the cultivator is not going
to gain anything, unless you fix some
minimum price as the limit. There-
‘fore, there is no differene between the
old formula and the new formula, if
you fix that a certain minimum has to
be paid to the cultivator in spite of
the fact that the quality of the sugar-
cane is not good. So, my suggestion
is that before you start this new ex-
periment try to improve the quality
in the first two years. Your new
formula has a history behind? Your
own department has conducted some
experiments in some factories but
that is not sufficient. As long as the
cane of each cultivator is not being
analysed in the factory, what is the
difference between the good and bad
cultivator? So, the result is not going
to be very good. Therefore, as I said
in the beginning, I hope you will give
some thought to it and do the needful,
as required by the cultivators.

17.30 hrs.
[Mgr. DEPUTY-SPFARER in the Chair]

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Shri Thomas.
The Deputy Minister in the Ministry
of Food and Agriculture (Shri A. M.
Thomas): Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir..

Shri K. N. Tiwary: Sir, I gave my
name much earlier.
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Shri D. D. Puri (Kaithal) and Shri’
Sinhasam Singh (Gorakhpur) rose—

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He is not
giving the final reply. He is only
intervening. We will continue the
debate after his speech.

Shri Inder J. Malhotra (Jammu and
Kashmir): Let the the intervention be
final.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon
Minister will be replying to the debate
at the end.

Shri A. M. Thomas: I am
intervening.

only

Shri S. K. Patil:
at the end.

I will be replying

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon.
Deputy Minister will have to be very
brief.

Shri D. D. Puri:
some time.

We must be given

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He will be

brief.

Shri A. M. Thomas: This is only
an enabling measure which authorises
the Central Gevernment to apply the
price linking forraula, wihatever it
may be, with rei-osoective effect,
that is, from the year 1958-59. A lot
of issues have been raised in this
debate which are, to me, alien to the
consideration of the issue in question.
It has even been stated that this
measure is anti-farmer and anti-
social. Very strong expressions have
been used by Shri A. P. Jain and Shri
Tyagi. But I humbly submit that
they have not carefully read either
the Tariff Commission’s Report or the
Resolution of the Government of India
on the Tariff Commission’s Report.
If they had carefully read the Report
as well as the decision of the Govern-
ment of India, I think. they would not
have rushed with the expressions that
they have used on the floor of the
House today.
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Shri Tyagi said that we should
always be ready to protect the inter-
ests of the peasant and the farmer. I
would like to recollect what exactly
has been the minimum price of sugar-
cane. A lot of things were said about
the late Shri Rafi Ahmed Kidwai and
how he tried to vprotect the interests
of the growers. He had done a great
lot for the farmer and for this country
but we have to bear in mind certain
facts. When Shri Kidwai was the
Minister of Food and Agriculture the
minimum prie of sugarcane was
Re. 1)3|- and Re. 1/5-.

Shri Tyagi: And of sugar?
Shri A. M. Thomas: I will tell you.

Shri Inder J. Malhotra: In which
year?

Shri A. M. Thomas: In 1952-53.
The increase in sugar prices mainly
arose because of the excise duty. I
remember, in the First Lok Sabha,
when 1 was a private Member, hon.
Members led by Shri Lal Singh fought
for an increase in sugarane prices.

Shri K. C. Sharma: We may take it
that Shri Rafi Ahmed Kidwai was as
bad as you are.

Shri A. M. Thomas: When we consi-
der the minimum price we have cer-
tainly to take into consideration the
prices of competing crops; and ac-
cording to Shri Kidwai even at the
rate of Re. 1|3- and Re. 15]- sugar-
cane cultivation was profitable. Then,
after Shri Kidwai, Shri A. P. Jain was
the Minister of Food and Agriculture.
The price of cane was Re. 1/5]- and
Re. 1]7]- till he left in August, 1959.
Every Session, so to say, there was a
debate on the price of sugarcane and
it was said that this must be raised
from Re. 1/5/- and Re. 1|7|- to at least
Re. 1/8]- and Re. 1[12-. But then it
was consistently being resisted saying
that it was a reasonable price and
that even with this price acreage
under sugarcane was increasing.

BHADRA 12, 1884 (SAKA) Control (Additional 5668

Powers) Bill

Shri Tyagi: Ministers always do
like that. .

Shri A. M. Thomas: I do not want '
to say that. It was in 1959 that the
minimum price of sugarcane was
raised from Re. 1]7- to Re. 1|10}-. Is
it an anti-farmer measure? Is it an
anti-social measure? I respect-
fully ask. Without knowing the back-
ground it is very easy to blame ard,
say that the measures brought by..
Government are all anti-farmer or
anti-socia] and something like that. '

I am afraid, there is a lot of mis-,
understanding as to what the Gov-,
ernment intends to do in this matter..
The Government has published its
resolution on the Tariff Commission’s
recommendations. Hon. Member's
think, and I think Shri Tyagi stilF
entertains that doubt, that we are’
going to enforce the recommendations’
contained in the Tariff Commission’s:
Report, and it is for that purpose thaf
we have brought forward this Bill.

Shri Tyagi: Yes, my hon. friend i
right.

M.

F oo

Shri A. M. Thomas: The mai
recommendation of the Tariff Com
mission is this:

¢ ce vy g Wa

“A new formula ghould be
applied on an all-India basis for *
the seasons 1958-59 to 1961-62 for *
computing the deferred price pay- *
able to the growers. In this for- =
mula, the share of the cultivator *
has been fixed at 45 per cent of ™
the additiona] sugar price and that
of the miller at 30 per cent, the
balance 25 per cent being repre-
sented by taxes on the share of
the miller.”.

This is the crux of the recommen-
dation of the Tariff Commission. What
have Government done on that? Gow-
ernment have not accepted that
recommendation. Government haue
said that the existing price linking
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formula will continue with certain
modifications.

Shri S. M. Banerjee: What are those
recommendations?

Shri A. M. Thomas: The question
now is whether those modifications
are necessary or not. Shri Tridib
Kumar Chaudhuri has been saying
that for the last four or flve years,
we have not been enforcing this price
linking formula, but now we have
brought forward a measure which
might take away those very rights
which have accrued to the sugarcane
growers, and he wanted to know the
reason for it

Now, what is the real position? It
was in the month of Septemer, 1958
that this schedule making compulsory
the payment of a deferred price had
been incorporated in the Sugarcane
(Control) Order. Shri A. P. Jain
said that it had become obligatory
from 1955. I interrupted him at that
time and said that he was wrong, but
he persisted in his remark. Now,
8ir, what exactly is the correct posi-
tion? The Sugarcane (Control) Order
is of the year 1955, but the Sugarcane
(Control) Order from which he was
reading had this heading ‘Sugarcane
(Control) Order as amended up to
2nd March, 1960'. The price linking
formula by which the sugarcane
grower gets a deferred payment has
been incorporated in it only in
September, 1958. That notification is
also with me, and it is dated 23rd

September, 1958, and it readg thus:-

“In exercise of the powers con-
ferred by section 3 of the Essen-
tial Commodities Act, 1955, the

Central Government hereby
makes the following further
amendments:...... ",

ft is in that notification that this
clause 3A has been inserted. So, it is
only from the season 1958-59 that
this deferred payment has become
compulsory. Before that it was
only  voluntary; the sugarcane
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growers and the factories, and in
order to keep up the good-relation-
ship, Government also, were trying
to sce that payment was made, but
that was purely on a voluntary basis.

Shri Sinhasan Singh: No.

Sh:i A. M. Thomas: I do not under-
stand how my hon. friend Shri
Sinhasan Singh says ‘No’. When' the
lega] pocition is like that, when I
quote from facts and figures, from
the statute itself, I do not know how
my hon. friend says ‘No’.

Shri S. K. Patil: My hon. friend
has not read the order.

Shri A. M. Thomas: I was saying
that it was only from the year 1958-
59 that this deferred payment had
become obligatory.

Shri Yallamanda Reddy: I have got
the 1955 Order with me, and I can
read out from that.

Shri A. M. Thomas: I do not know
how with so much of legislative ex-
perience my hon. friends are saying
like this. The Order was issued in
1955, but whenever an amendment is
made to any enactment or any order,
that will take effect only from the
date of that amendment. This Order
of 1855 has been amended by the or-
der dated the 23rd Spetember, 1958.
Further, this clause has been called
clauge 3A. If it had been in the ori-
ginal order, it would have been num-
bered as 3, 4, 5 or 6 or something like
that, and not as 8A, so that this was
something new and this was some-
thing which came into force from the
season 1958-59. So, this was enforce-
able only from the year 1958-59.

I may now explain why this Bill is
necessary. Although the price linking
formula was deviseq from the year
1958-59, in that very same year, the
question of the price structure of the
sugar industry was referred to the
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Tariff Commission. The Tariffff Com-
mission in jts report prescribed four
regional schedules applicable to four
regions. That was a revised cost
structure. So that when this ‘X’ had
to be declared, we have necessarily to
take into account the Tariff Com-
mission’s report which was accepted by
Government and which was laid be-
fore this hon. House. No Member
raised any obfection to that price for-
mula which has been adopted by us
on the recommendation of the Tariff
Commission. That had necessarily
to be adopted. In order to enforce
this price linking formula, in order
to arrive at ‘X’, we have necessarily
to adopt this revised price schedule
drawn up by the Tariff Commission,
accepted by Government and laid on
the Table of the House. It is neces-
sary that two or three points be made
clear in this matter.

So that that has to be done. Then
the Gopalakrishnan Committee, the re-
port of which was responsible for in-
troducing this price linking formula,
recommended a rehabilitation allow-
ance of 52 nP for every factory.

Shri S. M. Banerjee: Did you accept
it?

Shri A. M. Thomas: If you had to go
according to this price linking for-
mula, that is the Gopalkrishnan Com-
mittee’s formula, you had necessarily
to adopt the price structure adopted
by that Committee; so that you
had necessarily to give 52 nP
by way of rehabilitation allowance.
And what is it that the Tariff Com-
mission has recommended? The Tariff
Commission recommended 40 nP re-
habilitation allowance for factories in
certain regions. What have the Gov-
ernment of India done? They said it
would be given only in those cases
where as a matter of fact factories had
set apart an amount for rehabilitation
allowance and in those cases where
amounts have been spent in rehabili-
tation. Only in those cases would the
rehabilitation gllowance become pay-
able. Ig this a case where justice is
being denied?

BHADRA 12, 1884 (SAKA) Control (Additional 5672

Powers) Bill
Shri Tyagi: Why did you not
clarify it in the very beginning?

Shri A. M. Thomas: This is the case
with regard to rehabilitation allow-
ance.

Then with rgard to export losses,
it is true that in certain seasons when
exports started the export losses
were ment by. raising the in-
ternal price of sugar. But after-
wards that was stopped. Then Gov-
ernment itself came in and said they
would bear the export losses. The
industry was also asked to bear a part
of the loss from the fair price that has
been fixyd for it.[But when you:'want to
share in the margin, you would ne-
ceossarily have to take into account
for that particular loss that has been
borne the industry. That is only
proper and fair.

|
Shri Yallanmanda Reddy: What is
the recommendation of the Tariff
Commission?

Shri A. M. Thomas: You will find
that although the Tariff Commission
had only recommended 45 per cent to
the grower—when Government com-—
mit a matter to such an impartial and
competent body, Government usually
accept all the recommenc}ations—here
some ‘fodifications have been made
and it was only for this purpose, name-
ly, to see that as far as possible the
existing formula was kept on which
the expectations of growers have been
based. At the same time, we must
try to be fair to the industry in order
to cover the actual expenses that the
industry was legitimately entitled to.

Considering all these aspects, Gov-
ernment have come to the conclusion
that they have. The Resolution makes
the matter clear. 1 am very sorry
that several Members have used very
strong words which had gbsolutely no
relevance. If they read the Resolu-
tion of the Government of India T
think these words would not have
been used.
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17-44 hrs.
[Mr. SPEARER in the Chair]
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Section 3 provides:
‘“If the ‘Centra] Government is
of opinion that it is necessary or
. -expedient go to do for maintain-
. ing or increasing supplies of any
essential commodity or for secur-
curing their equitable distribution
and availability at fair prices it
may by order provide for regulat-
ing or prohibiting the production,

supply and distribution thereof,
and trade and commerce therein.”

It includes the prices at which they
may be bought and sold. This order
wag issued on 27th August, 1955 un-
der this very provision of section 8
of the Essential Commodities Act. My
hen. friend has been mentioning sec-
tion 3A. Sections 1 to 3 of the order
mention the minimum price of sugar-
cane, the price payable to the pro-
ducer of sugarcane. Then the addi-
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tional price is given in 3A. He has
misconstrued thig 3A. This 8A has
been again referred to while modify-
ing the very order in 1958. It is not
that a new order was issued in 1958.
The 1958 order is only a modification
of the order issued in 1955. The order
of 1955 says:

“Where a producer of sugar
purchases any sugarcane from a
grower of sugarcane or from a
growers’ co-operative society, the
producer shall unless there is an
agreement in writing to the Con-
trary between the parties, pay
within fourteen days from the
date of delivery of the sugarcane,
to the seller or tender to him the
price of the cane sold at the rate
fixed under sub-clause (1).”

This was a mandatory order issued
by the Government under the provi-
siong of section 3 of the Essential
Commodities Act. It is not voluntary.
Not only this. This particular order
specifies how the minimum should be
settled. The amount payable to the
growers may be at such time and in
such manner as the Central Govern-
ment may from time to time deter-
mine. The Central Government has
not taken recourse to this clause 3
of the order, in which they have stat-
ed that they will fix the price from
time to time and try to see that it is
enforced.

Under section 7 of the Essential
Commodities Act, if the order is not
complied with, there is a penality.
Fortunately, two ex-Ministers have
spoken against the Bill.

L4
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Shri S. K. Patil: Why change the
language now? First English then
Hindi.

Shri Sinhsan Singh: Section 7
«<learly says that if any person contra-
venes any order under section 3, he
will be punishable with imprisonment
‘which may extend to three years and
.also be liable to pay a fine. This was
a mandatory order for compliance
by the factory owners, and if they fail-
ed, there was the penal clause, but
.have Government punished any one
in a court of law, can Government
.say they have tried to enforce it?

Now, the Minister comes with an
:apology. He says he wants to en-
force it now, he could not do so till
now because he did not have the
power to do it retrospectively. There
.is no question of taking a retrospec-
tive right from this law. The right
was given to him under the Essential
Commodities Act. All orders were
issued for compliance under that Act,
angd the penal clause was not applied.
The same order of 1955 was modified
in 1958. Between 1955 and 1957 noth-
ing was paid to the growers. In 1958
the order was modified, but nothing
has been paid in U.P. except some
lakhs as the hon. Minister gaid.

Coming to the substance, what is
the purpose of the present Bill? My
hon. friend has read out a portion, but
left out another portion which is ap-
plicable.

Recommendation (d) is the recom-
mendation of the Commission about
the distribution of the deferred price
and recommendation (e) is the re-
commendation about the incentives.
There are two prices to be paid to
the growers, one, the incentive price
ratio the other the deferred price.
About the deferred price the figure fix-
ed by the Tariff Commission is bet-
ween 45 and 55; 45 to the growers and
30 to the mill-owners and 25 as value
of taxation. Government does not
agree to this.
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“Government consider that it
would be more appropriate,
equitable and reasonable to apply
the existing formula set out in the
Sugarcane (Control) Order 1953
after suitable adaptations and
amendments in order to incorpo-
rate the suggestions of the Com-
mission for the inclusion of al-
lowances for rehabilitation and
export losses, for adjustment of
costs and for the sharing of in-
centives, than to accept the new
formula for retrospective applica-
tion.

Al]l these recommendations of the
Commission have not been accepted
because they have fixed the propor-
tion of 45 to the grower. As regards
incentives, (e), they say:

“As regards item (e) of para-
graph 2 above, the Government of
India, having regard to the back-
ground of the scheme of incentives
and to given effect generally to
the recommendation of the Com-
mission, have decided that out of
the incentives allowed by Govern-
ment for increasing production
of sugar by way of 50 per cent
rebate in basic excise duty, 25
per cent should be left with the
industry to meet taxes and other
outgoings and only 75 per cent of
the amount so earned should be
taken into account for determin-
ing the additional cane price pay-
able to the growers.”

They want that 25 per cent should
be ear-marked for the industry and
75 per cent distributed. But the
Commission said that out of 100, 30
should go to the industry and 70 to
the growers. This is specific recom~
mendation. But Government said let
25 per cent be ear-marked for the in-
dustry and let the 75 per cent be dis-
tributed between the two. Is it in the
interests of the grower?

Lastly, they say, the law is coming.
The Bill has come; and we have seen
it; we have seen the Objects and Re-
asons of Bill. They say that they are
going to give relief by way of allow-
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ances for rehabilitation and export
losses.

I will further quote an old recom-
mendation of 1961, wherein they said
clearly that the sugar mills could not
have incurred any losses and that they
were earning lots. In view of this, I
do not know how the hon. Minister
could go against his own writings,
against his own letters.

In 1955, the Government came for-
ward to take powers under section 3
of the Essential Commodities Act and
asked those people to pay who have
not already paid.

This law is unnecessary unless the
Goverrment want to take some money
out of the pockets of the growers and
give it to the mill-owners.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Shri Puril.
The hon. Member should be very
brief.

Shri . D. Purj (Kaithal): Sir, I
will be ver brief; but I have a lot
of groung to cover. The Government
of India, for the first time in 1950-51
assumed power to fix the price for
sugar-cane. It was in 1952 that sugar
was de-controlled except to the ex-
tent of 25 per cent, which was reserv-
ed to be allotted by Government. The
bulk of the sugar produced was de-
controlled for the first time in 1952.

As soon as that happened, the price
of sugar started going up. But, it was
in the year 1952 itself that the mini-
mum price of cane was brought down
from Re. 1|75 nP to Re. 1|31 nP. The
two things happened at the same time.
‘the price of sugar went up and the
drice of cane came qown. The statu-
tory minimum price of cane came
down. At that time introducing cont-
rol again was very seriously consi-
dered by the Govermment. I say that
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from personal knowledge. This defer-
red payment was devised for the first
time as an alternative to control.
Government of India felt it was no
use introduce control again because it
would inhibit production or to vary
the price of cane with the varying
price of sugar. It was the genius of
late Kidwai who said: it does not
matter, let the factories make ex-
cess profit and I shall mop them
up and I shall make the grower
a partner in  those profits. It
must be clearly wunderstood that
it was the excess profit that was
sought to be mopped up; it was tiie
alternative to control. The hon.
Minister has today spread the net so
as to include the period in which the
industry was controlled and the cont-
rol was confined to northern zone and
this problem also arises there. De-
ferred payment was confined to any
realisation by a factor over and above
what was considered to be a reason-
able price. Today what is happening?
The period to which the Bill relates
is from 1958 to 1961. Contro! was
first introduced in Punjab, U.P. and
North Bihar on the 30th July, 1958
and it was extended in April 1960 to
South Bihar. This continued till
November 1961 when sugar was de-
controlled. In this period, what was
happening? Government referred this
question to the Tariff Com-
mission. There have been two
reports of the Tariff Commission, and
that has created some confusion.
First, they were given a simple exer-
cise, to work out the cost of production
of sugar. They sampled 42 factories
all over the country and they sent
their cost accountants to examine
very closely all the figures of the
sugar industry and examined them and
then the cost was worked out for the
northern zone and also for the other
zones. They also recommended that
in addition to the actual cost, there
was to be an incidence of 12 per cent:
this was to cover a multitude of items
including bonus to labour, gratuity
also to labour, interest on debentures,
etc. That is all given in the Tariff
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Commission report. This was to be
the cost of production, plus, they re-
commend 12 per cent return on the
capital employed to be given to the
industry to cover items I detailed be-
fore. That is what the Tariff Com-
mission said. Throughout the period
of control the price fixed was on the
basis of cost as worked out by the
Tariff Commission plus 12 per cent,
not a penny more, nor a penny less.
So, there are no excess realisations.
There may be individual factories
which made more and others which
made less. When we take an average,
certain factories will work better than
the average factory, certain others
will work less than the average fac-
tory. But the point I am making is
that throughout the period for which
powers gre now being sought the in-
dustry realised only the cost plus 12
per cent that was awarded by the
Tariff Commission and accepted by
the Government of India in their re-
solution. The price of sugar was
fixed on that basis. Certain adjust-
ments were made because of the vari-
ous things such as duration, recovery,
ete.

The point that I am seeking to
make is that the price-linking for-
mula was conceived to mop up the
profits made above a certain point, as
an alternative to control, and there
was no question of the price-linking
formula being applied during the
period when the sugar industry was
under control. That is the first point
I want to make.

18 hrs.

Mr. Speaker: How many niore
points has he got? He said this is
the first point.

Shri D. D. Puri: I have quite a few
more points. It is true that some com-
plexity was introduced in this matter
because the sugar industry was given
certain concessions. The country
was short of sugar and an incentive
was devised for the industry even as
an incentive was devised for the
grower. The minimum price of cane
was raised from Rs. 1.7 Rs. L10.
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There was an incentive for the in-
dustry; they said: “you go on; ex-
tend the area beyond the area that
you normally operate if you incur some
extra cost, you will get a rebate by
way of half the excise duty. That was
a new factor. The industry readily
agreed. When the second reference
went to the Tariff Commission, they
said, “Yes; we get this incentive; let
the price-linking formula be applied;
we will give the calculation.” But the
Minister is going beyond that. He is
not going to confine himself merely
to the realisation of the incentive. He
has cast his net much wider even
during the period when the price of
sugar was statutorily controlled—

=it fifa fox oot ST faw
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Shri D. D. Puri: I can answer that
very easily. But I do not go,beyond
the period before 1958 that is cover-
ed by the Bill. There has never been
any question of any compensation paid
to the industry in this period. Then a
point has been made that the Bill is
not necessary. If the growers do not
want it, the industry does not cer-
tainly want it, because, after all, the
position is very clear. Unless the
Government themselves take powers,
what will be the result of this? Noth-
ing could be realised as deferred pay-
ment of cash. You are going back to
the season 1958-59. In respect of

1959-60 and 1960-61 seasons, the
cost was worked out by the
Tariff Commission, and any

element that did not go into those
costs cannot legitimately be put upon
the shoulders of the sugar industry.
At" that period, certain details were
gone into by the Tariff Commission
and the cost of the cane was put at
the actual minimum price at that time.
That is the price that has to be realis-
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ed. Any other elements were not
taken into account by the Tariff Com-
Jission.

Shri Tyagi; For instance?

Shri D. D. Puri: For instance the
-extra payment in question itself was
not taken into account by the Tariff
Commission at that time. They said:
‘““This is the control period; why do you

‘want anything more?” So, it was not-

allowed. The point is that any ele-
‘ment of cost which did not go into
the calculation of the Tariff Commis-
-sion cannot now be imposed on the
industry.

Shri Bibhuti Mishra: What about
molasses?

Shri D. D. Pari: I will come to
malasses. The sale price of molasses
as sold by the industry figures pro-
minently in the Tariff Commission
cost calculation. Credit has been duly
given for it, and if my hon. friend
Shri Bibhuti Mishra bears with me, I
shall show him the report.

Mr. Speaker: If he just listens to
the interruptions and gives agn answer,
he might miss his own points!

Shri D. D. Puri: I am sorry. The
second point is. all items which were
‘not taken into account in the cost
structure by the Tarif Commission
cannot now be imposed. The Tariff
Commission, in their earlier report,
refused to enter into it and said that
‘there was no question of the deferred
payment, because that was meant for
mopping up the excess profit. They
did not allow it.

In regard to rehabilitation, the
-Gopalkrishnan formula hag it as an
item of cost. Even on a voluntary
basis, when the first calculation was
made, there was an element of reha-
bilitation. I will not go into the de-
tails of that; when that formula comes
and if it is ever discussed by this
‘House, I will place the entire case
before the House. Rehabilitation was
taken into account by the Gopalkrish-
nan formula as an item of cost.
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In regrad to export losses, again it
is up to the Government. For a cer-
tain period, they have met the export
losses out of general revenues or the
excise duty which they have levied.
But for this period, they have not
paid. Apart from this loss, the in-
dustry has borne its own share of
export losses and even today when
exports have been subsidised, the in-
dustry is still bearing a certain loss.
That apart, it is up to the Government
to make good the loss out of general
revenues. For that, it need not come
here at all.

Shri S. M. Banerjee: What about
profits made by the industry?

Shri D. D. Puri: The industry is not
the profit on sugar export. Some parts
of the industry are making profits,
but on sugar export the industry is
not makin'g profits.

Profit-sharing through price-linking
was devised as an alternative to cont-
rol and there is any amount of
evidence to show that there was no
question of introducing price-linking
during the period that sugar was con-
trolled. Secondly, any item that was
not taken into account as part of the
sugar price as determined by the
Tariff Commission and as accepted by
the Government cannot be imposed
on the industry now.

=t fim Aremwr (ai) s
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Shri K. C. Sharma: Mr. Speaker,
Sir, I have to make only one or two
observations. This Bill is to have re-
trospective effect from 1st November,
1958. My submission is this. Suppos-
ing a commodity has been sold away
and the price has been fixed, after-
wards it is not up to the purchaser
to say: “Well, I purchased your cow
for Rs. 100; unfortunately my wife
and children were asleep and a thief
came and stole away all the money”.
That is no argument to say that he
is not in a position to pay and there-
fore he would not pay. The same is
the case here. It is up to the Minis-
ter or to the industry to make a pro-
position or to devise a formula. If it
is acceptable, it is all right. If they
can enforce it, they may do so. Let
the power be balanced. The situa-
tion in 1950 or 1955 was different
from what it is now in 1962, and we
know to our cost in the elections what
the public pulse is. We cannot say:
“You have given the cow to us. We
have nurtured our children on the
basis of the milk of that cow. But
because a theft has been committed I
do not want to pay the price of the
cow.’. Sir, you are a lawyer. A gen-
tleman promised some money to a
mosque. On the basis of that promise
certain material was bought and a
building was coming up. The cas2
went to a High Court. I am referring
to the famous Calcutta case. The man
said: “Well, there was no considera-
tion for this promise. I do not mean
to pay”. The court held: “You made
the promise, and on the basis of that
promise certain things took place; you
are responsible for that change in the
situation and therefore you shall have
to pay.”

Therefore, having given the crop,
now the industry or the Government
cannot stand in the way. It is an im-
possible proposition. There is a thing
which I regard as essential ingredient
in the freedom of tlie coumtry.
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What is freedom to me if justice is
denied to me? What is freedom? Is
freedom a kala saheb?

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member may
turn this side and address me.

Shri Tyagi: He cannot talk in that
tone towards you.

Mr. Speaker: That is why 1 wanted
him to look this side.

Shri K. C. Sharma: Sir, I want to
make my position clear. I am second
to none in sacrifice, suffering or in
doing anything that a young mman in
my position can do.

Shri A. M. Themras: Young man?

Shri K. C. Sharma: 1 was young
then, and I am comparatively young
even now too.

Mr. Speaker: Why should hon.
Members dispute this claim of his?

Shri K. C. Sharma: My point is this
that justice must be given to every-
body. I appeal in the unalterable
nature of justice that justice to the
peasant must be done. I ask a per-
son with conscience, a person with
honesty: can he say that the position
from 1958 can be changed retrospec-
tively? Suppose I sold a commodity
to a person in 1958 and the price was
settlel. How can anybody now say
that he has got the right to modify
the conditions of that sale? That is
an impossible thing. I again submit
that there is such a thing as the un-
alterable nature of justice, and that
will stand for ever. On that the
‘human society has been nurtured and
established.

All over the world it has been ac-
cepted that wherever the peasant
produces something, because the com-
munity lives on the production of the
peasant, the peasant in relation to
the non-peasant community will get
68 per cent of the income of indus-
trial sector. Suppose the industrial
income increases by 10 per cent, then
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for the same belong and investment
income of the peasant incerases to 68
per cent. Here in India the position
is, and that is the tragedy of it, when
the national income increases by 5 per
cent, the income of the peasant in-
creases by 2 per cent. That is to
say, if the income of the nation is
Rs. 200 today, it wouliy be Rs. 210
next year. For the peasant, because
he is half the shareholders, his Rs. 100
will become Rs. 102, So, Rs. 210 minus
102, that is, 108 is the portion which
will go to the non-agricultural coms-
munity for every 100. But the peasant
gets only 25 per cent.

The position now {s that if the in-
dustry gets Rs. 100, for the same
labeur. for the same intelligence, for
the same investment, the peasant gets
only Rs. 35. This is an impossible
proposition, and this has been possible
for two reasons. The peasant was
ignorant and he was unorganised.
Now, in the coming years the peasant
is going to be neither ignorant nor
unorganised. You have to meet the
situation as it is. My friend says he
shall not pay. - Who is he not to pay?
I will get money through his nose.

Mr. Speaker: He should not extort
demand in this manner.

Pandit K. C. Sharma:* They have to
pay through their noses and he is no
exception. With these words, I want
to express my gratefulness to you for
glving me this opportunity to take
part in this debate.

Mr. Speaker: Shri Lahri Singh.
Hon. Members should not take more
than five minutes each.

st wgd fag (JgTw) o wEE
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Shri Tyagi: We are more or less re-
peating the argument.

Mr. Speaker: The arguments are
being repeated. The same thing has
been said so forcefully by so many
hon. Members. If they want that
their names should be included in the
list, T will put their names in that.
May I call the hon. Minister then?

Some Hon, Members: Yes, Sir.

Mr. Speaker: But if the House is
prepared to sit longer, 1 have no
objection.

Shri S. K. Patil: Mr. Speaker, Sir,
I would appeal to the House that on
this very important, not the Bill but
the subject, let us not be guided by
mere sentiment.

Mr. Speaker: I might be excused
one interruption. Shri Shastri and
one other Member stood up. I will
certainly accommodate them when we
take up the clauses.

Shri Tyagi: That can be done dur-
ing the third reading stage, if you
like

Mr. Speaker: I will accommodate
them. Now the hon. Minister might
continue.

-Bill passed.
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Shri S. K. Patil: As I have abun-
dantly made clear in the very begin-
ning, this particular legislation has
nothing to do directly with any of the
things that have been said here.
They may be for my guidance when
the formula is made. They may be
for the guidance of the Government
or when we consider many of those
things, but so far as this enactment
is concerned, it has nothing to dec
either with this formula or with that
formula because such a formula is not
before the House just now. Many
Members have asked—I would like to
ask them whether they are really
serious jn that—Why do you have-
this Bill?” I would be most pleased
to withdraw this Bill just now. But
do they know the consequences of the
withdrawal of this Bill?

Here, a situation has arisen where
everybody gets up—and naturally, I
can quite understand that—and says:
that he is the protector of the rights
and privileges of the poor people, and
the poor Minister is merely somebody
who wants to grab from the kisan
etc. If that is the claim, I respect-
fully say that no gentleman should
advance that type of claim. We are
all here, the Members of this great
House, and the members of this coun-
try, interested in protecting the
growers’ iaterests. Tf <‘he slightes!
harm is goirg to come to the Kkisans
or to the grovrers by passing this
Bill, I would not be the Minister to
do it here.

But, here is a case in law, where we
have not done something for reasons
that have been explained by my hon.
colleague. We could not determine
the thing because so many commis-
sions were sitting. Therefore, a

"doubt has been created that if I want

to give retrospective effect, as I must
give retrospective effect, there is no-
formula worth the name that we can

‘think of or that this House can think

of for doing so, other than having this
Here, those who profess
the interests of the producers or the:
growers must understand that if the-
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growers have got to get anything out
of this, the formula has got to be
made, and they have to get it from
the time that the formula has been
made compulsory.

Now, for the information of the
House, 1 would say this. 1 was going
through this Bill, and I found that it
wis such a Bill or such a proposal
w.ich meant that the grower was
geing o take part in the sharing of
the proiit etc. as we intended him to
do, or get the deferred payment or
whatever else you like to call it. Has
any (Government, any progressive
‘Government anywhere in the world
.ever enacted such a thing? The
answer is an emphatic ‘No’.  There
is no legislation of that kind any-
where, because these things are done
generally by the sweet will of the
other side, call it sweet will or the
power of the growers, because they
have got power, and many things are
-done because of that power. How
did they do it in Maharashtra? Do
you mean to say that the Government
of Maharashtra is so angelic that there
‘is no trouble about it, and things
happened smoothly? There are many
things that do not happen in Maha-
‘rashtra, but because of the power of
the growers, it happened.

An Hon. Member: Our Gujarat also.

Shri 8. K. Patil: Or Gujarat also,
because Gujarat was also part of the
“Bombay State.

Why did it so happen in Bombay?
It happened because of the cumula-
tive or collective power of the
-growers, because they threatened ‘hat
‘it this thing were not accepted, they
were not going to give sugarcane to
them, and that unless they became
participants in the excessive profits
that the industry was earning, they
-would not part with their sugarcane.
“When that was the situation, the
.sugar producers themselves thought
-that it was in their interest that they
should have the co-operation of these
:growers and they should have some
“kind of arrangement with them; Gov-
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ernment came in only as the third
party just to give their blessings and
say that what they were doing was
the right thing to do, and the growers
should also be benefited. @ What was
open to the then Bombay State and
the growers there was open to the
States and the growers elsewhere also.
All the time, it was open to all the
growers and all those people whose
interests have been represented in
this House today. What prevented
them from doing so? As I have
pointed out, all the southern State:
were giving something, and they have
been giving up till now. But what
prevented UP, Bihar and ail these
other States from giving it? I am’
talking of those years when there was
no compulsion at all. What prevent-
ej the people in all those States
where there were growers from doing
such a thing? Even after coming to
the conclusion that it was necessary
to give something to the growers, not
a single factory in UP, good or bad,
has paid anything to the growers
except for one year; only for one year
out of the four years before, they
have paid, and for the other three
years, they have not paid even a single
naya paisa; there was no difference
whatsoever between one factory and
another in this respect. (Interrup-
tions) I am not yielding, Sir. What I
am saying that it is not for me or for.
the Government to do it, but I was
pleading and 1 was expecting that it
would have been really much better
it the governmental machinery had
not come into the picture and Gov-
ernment had only used their good
offices in bringing the growers and
the sugar producers together and done
it as in the vast world, everywhere,
in every country including the Hawaii,
and Cuba and Indonesia where these
things are done day in and day out.
But we thought in the plenitude of

‘wisdom that this was perhaps the best

way of doing things, ani we have
done it. Now, let us consider it
Given good-will, all things will be all
right. But the point is what is to
happen during those four years, be-
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cause, there was not such a formula
before them? If we make the for-
mula now, it will be very difficult to
apply it to those four years, unless
there is retrospective effect; unless
there is retrospective effect to this
it will not be possible for the growers’
interests to be protected. My hon.
friend Shri D. D. Puri made a state-
ment giving an account. Apart from
that account, I am . afraid ‘that he
would be the man who will be most
happy if this Bill is withdrawn, be-
cause there is nothing that remains,
and there is no legal stand for any-
one to go to a court of law. My hon.
friends here may merely talk, but do
you mewn to say that simply because
it is saiu that the grower is a poor
person, ne would not go to a court of
law? There is a growers' association,
anij would they not go to a court of
law especially when crores of rupees
are involved? They could not have
gone to the court for those four
years. I am not talking of the
period when the iormula became com-
pulsory but the period betore inat.
They knew tnat because the formula
was voluntary before, going to tine
court would be of no avail, because
they wou.d not get anything out of 1t
It during these four years they had
not gone to court, it is because there
was no formula and there is nothing
legally by which they could go. What
I am seeking to do, I would respect-
fully submit, is in the largest interest
of the growers themselves and it i3
the only way in which their interests
could be protected. I am giving legal
legs to it; when the formula is enact-
ed that formula would be placed on
the Table of the House, as is usually
done. If there is anything in that
formula which requires amendment,
there will be time enough to amend
it or change it or do anything. But
what is sought to be done in the pre-
sent legislation is very limited, name-
ly, that whatever formula that Gov-
ernment may enact, it should be given
retrospective effect.

Therefore, I would make a humble
appeal to those hon. Members whe

1730(A)LS=9.
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have moved for circulation ¢of this
Bill for eliciting opinion or for refer-
ence to Select Committee. | cannot
understand it. I want tais Bill passed
as early as possible so that if aiy
action js going to be taken my hands
should be free. I am not prepared to
wait. I wailed for long. Do you
suggest that so much time should be
taken on it? The Commission waa
sitting on it. Is it now suggested that
I snould spen, another two years on
it to find out....

An Hon. Member: Only one month.

Shri S. K. Patil: Do you think it is
in the interest of the growers that
you are trying to protect by this
move?

Dr. M. S. Aney:: Is the hon. Minus-
ter telling us that he is going tu
create a legal rignt 1n favour o. iue
peasaat wnich can be enforced in tne
court?

Sari S. K. Patil: Legal right may
exist, but I do not wan. to be in an,
agoupt at all, when tne formuwa 1.
made.

We have not accepted in toto the
proposals of the Tariff Ccinmuss.on.
But I respectfully submit that the
derogaiory remarks which were made
against a Commission of that type
which Government have appointed
shouid not have been made. The
Commission is not present here to
protect itself. It is the responsibility
of the Minister to see tnat when Gov-
ernment. appoint a Commission,—you
may accept their proposals or yonu
‘may not—they should not be held to
ridicule in the manner some Members
have sought to do.

But even after the Commission had
made their proposals, there is the
Government Resolution, which vwras
read out by my hon. colleague.
There we have not accepted in tato
what the Commission has said. Ac-
cording to the Commission, they
would not get more than 45 per cent.
I am trying to bring it up to 65 per
cent. I have not taken every word
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of what the Commission has said. U
you want to do more and you can
sustain it in a court of law, I do not
mind if you make it 100 per cert.
The formula is not before the House.
1 have not made it. Government will
apply its mind and will take into con-
sideration all the good and useful
suggestions that have been made
here. If the formula can be made im-
pregnable and with that the largest
amount of money could be given to
the growers, Government will be
second to none in their anxiety to do
so.

Therefore my appeal to those Mem-
bers not to press their amendments.
Let Government be given this power.
It is only power to give retrospective
to the legislation, to the formula that
will be evolved. I think that is where
the interest of the growers will be
protected.

Sir, I move:

Mr. Speaker: There are two ameni-
ments. One is by Shri S. M. Banerjee.

Shri S. M. Banerjee: 1 press it.

Mr. Speaker: 1 will put to vote.
The question is:

“That the Bill be circulated fnr
the purpose of eliciting opinion
thereon by the 30th October 1962.”

Those in favour may kindly say
‘Aye’.

Some Hon. Members: ‘Aye’.

Mr. Speaker: Those against will
kindly say ‘No’.

Several Hon. Members: ‘No'.

‘Mr. Speaker: The ‘Noes’ have it....

Some Hon. Members: The ‘Ayes’
have it

Mr. Speaker: Let the Lobbies ha
cleared.

N wemEl e (fawAi)
on a point of order. HegW WY,
§% gwrFTAeAr faw ¥ 5 g
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& fags &1 wast s frafwa &9 §
IF & 1% W) g3 97 a1 99 Afaf=
AT H &S Fifen TE gnir o
wAW W ;. AHE g,
=t FAT, T FEAT AR & 7
There is already a point of order. ls
he going to say something different,

or the same that has been mentioned
by him?

Shri S. M. Banerjee: Same

AR WA . AT GeET,
A AT, T I @ WIE WET ISAT
3 fr i 73 pweefew max g, wafac
zad F1E Afen TE 1 ogwar o

ol THEITEIE AEAT . qg wEAAW

&

A WERY : [EA T Ag &
gRmafFmgm it & Fag
TS aF ST T FIST TGl (HAT FGT )
TOFT qaod & ff 99 999 SR @w T
A &), aY T g7 FEAREr 9T & 6K
W FE G g WHT & A
% 7g a1 AT f 3@ a9 FRH AR,
d1 S¥ 999 WHT FPIW § gAY =g
grea™ Fr firdy a8 wom, arfs aar
T &3 &7 §arq A 95 aF 1§ gfis
wNTH g T, 36 o wrargr A€
A &l | A7 foew wT e o
wfem @1 § 1 g T § Iw fow =g
T ¢ 9 ¥ erS a9 aF wrEE T H4Q,
I a@ g wrwEfeE wET F ot ag
QT (F792) & w1 qg e
& & qR 7 g, AFT WRwgw A
wE € 1 AT *fF 47 grew F1 anw
A AT FY Afew fag T gEwEE
frar a1, 2a(eU § 3@ @iz o WY
FT MACIFL AG FEAT ArgAT | T
YT AT 1 T AR # agd @O
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&, @ F @ afer &7 W@ Tw W
am o
§G WA T TR T &y
foor 9

qeqA G qGET WG | |
I T IO &1 el v & AR FA
g4 TER AW |

Shri S. K. Patil: When do you take
the vote?

Mr. Speaker: Tomorrow morning, I
think,

Shri Tyagi: The debate has been
closcd. It is only voting.

Mr. Speaker: Yes. It is voting that
heas to take place.

Committee

Shri S. M. Banerjee: No, no; the
debate on the general discussion has
concluded.

Mr. Speaker: Whatever the stage is,
from here we start tomorrow. That
is all right.

BUSINESS ADVISORY COMMITTER
SixTE REPORT

Shri Rane (Buldana): Sir, I beg to

present the Sixth Report of the Busi-
ness Advisory Committee.

Mr. Speaker: The House will now
stand adjourned till 11 Am. to-
mMOrrow.

18:41 hrs.

The Lok Sabha then adjourned till
Eleven of the Clock on  Tuesday,
September 4, 1962/Bhadrq 13, 1884
(Saka).





