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Manufacture of Ballot Boxes

*857. SHRI JYOTIRMOY BASU: Will
.the Minister of LAW be pleased to state:

(a) whether M/s. Khaitan Brothers of 4,
Queen Park, Ballygunge, Calcutta had been
.given contracts to manufacture ballot boxes
for the 1962 General Elections and, if so,
whether there was any written agreement
between the West Bengal Governmeat and
- M/s. Khaitan Brothers;
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(b) the number of ballot boxes supposed
to have been manufactured by them as per
agreement and the total gquantity of stee}
supplied by Government for the purpose;

(c) the actual number of ballot boxes
manufactured and the quantity of steel left
unutilized with the manufacturers and whet-
her this was returned to Government, and if
pot, the reasons therefor;

(d) whether it is a fact that the ballot
boxes made by M/s. Khaitan Brothers had
to be rejected because of an information
received from one of the employees of the
firm that the design of the box had been
Icaked out to a particylar political party; and

(e) if not. whether Government wouid
lay on the Table a statement explainipg the
whole position with regard to the manufac-
ture of ballot boxes for the 1962 General
Elections?

THE MINISTER OF LAW ( SHRI
GOVINDA MENON): (a) No, Sir.

(c) No manufacturc of ballot boxes
was undertaken for 1962 Genceia! Elections.

(b) to (d) Do not arise.
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Employecs Provident Fund Organisation

*861. SHRI S. M. BANERJEE: Will the
Minister of LABOUR AND REHABILITA-
TION be plcased to state:

(a) whether itis a fact that the Ministry
of Law had earlicr adviscd that the Employ-
ces Provident Fund Organisation was an
industry; and

(b) if so, the reasons for changing their
opinion now?

THE MINISTER OF LABOUR AND
REHABILITATION ( SHRI HATHI ), (a)
Yes. In April, 1966.

(b) The present opinion is based on the
recent judgments of the Supreme Court in
the casc of the Madras Gymkhana Club and
the Cricket Club of India, Bombay.
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