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Jewellery BrlonglDg to the Nawlb or 
Rampar 

·8i3. SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: 
Will the M;nister of FINANCE be pleascd 
to Btate : 

(a) whether tbe je\l\'ellery of tbe late 
Nawab of R.ampur was impounded at 
Calcutta and deposited in the State BaDk 
of India, New Delhi, while attemptinl to 
smulile it out into Paki5taD ; 

(b) whether part of this jewellery was 
returned to the prelent Nawab ; and 

(c) if so, the reasons therefor ? 

THl: MINISTER. OF ~TATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF FINANCE (SHRI VIDYA 
CHARAN SHUKLA) : la) The jewellery 
of the late Nawab of Rampur was not 
impound.d. In 1954 there were lome 
reports that the R.ampur Jewellery 11'15 likely 
to be taken out to Pakistan, without the 
knowledge of late Nawab. Tbe late Nawab 
agreed, at the 5u8g~stion of the Government 
of India, to bring the jewellery to Delhi and 
deposit it in the State Bank of India. 

(b) and fc). The jewellery was the 
private property of the Ruler of Rampur and 
on the death of the late Nawab the jewtJlery 
was divided bet"ccn his wi('ow and his 
successor. 

RaId OD tbe House of Sbri R.K Nayyar 

·824. SHRI SURAl BHAN: Will the 
Minister FINANCE be pleased to state: 

(a) whether the house of th~ film 
producer, Shri R. K, Nanar and his wife 
Sadhna, 'us raided by the Income Tax 
Department and Foreign Exchange Enforce· 
ment Directorate in Bombay some time 
ago; 

(b) whether the documents seized reveal 
the hUle evasIon of taxes by both of them 
in contrav. Dlion of foreiln excllanle re.ula-
tions, and also laIc of import licences in 
black-market ; 

Ie) If so, tbe amounl of evasion of 

income till and lIIe.al ealOin.s of farelan 
nchanlC ; 

(d) Ihe action Government have taken 
in Ibe mailer; and 

(e) tbe staae of Investiaatlons at 
present 7 , 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF FINANCE (SHRI VIDYA 
CHARAN SHUKLA): (a) A sea.ch wu 
carried out by Ihe Forei.n Ellcbange 
Enforcement Direclorate on 13-:-1969. Tbe 
Income-Tax Deparlmenl wa. also a'lOClated 
with tbe learch. 

(b) The documenls are beinl scrutinlled 
and Investilalionl a.e 10 prolle.l. It II not 
possible at the presenl stage· to .. y Ihat 
tbere bas been bUle evasion to laxel or laIc 
of import licences In the black market. 
Ho\\ever, the doculLenls do Ibow a prl'!'tI 
/tlcie ca.e 01 conlraventlon or Ibe poreltpl 
EIl~hanle Relulat/oD Acl, 

(C) to Ie). Various inveslipting agencies 
are makin. inveslilalionl which are not 
yet complete. The queslions of quanlifylnl 
the ell lent of income tax evasion and iIIepl 
foreian ellcbansc earnin.s would arilC only 
"hen Ibe Investilalionl have been 
completed. 

Views FzprelHd by Cbl'rml •• Tat. 
Cbemlcal Ltd. 0. Monopolies Act. 

·825. SHRI RABI RAY: Will Ib, 
Miniller of COMPANY AFFAIRS be 
pleaaed to state: 

(a) wbether hi. attention bal been drawn 
10 the remarlel made by Shrl J. R. D. Tala 
al Cbairman of the Tlta Chemical. Ltd., 
while presidin. at Ihe company's annual 
pneral meetlnl on Ihe 191h November, 1970, 
at Bombay; 

(b) if 10, tbe reaction of Government to 
tbe vieWi ellpreased by Sbrl Tata on tbe 
Monopolle. Act; and 

(c) wbether it is also a fact tbat 
lepresenlalivea of Tata. have met officerl of 
bil Miniltry on O;tober 220d and Octllber 
26th Ind if 10, tbe details thereof 7 

THE MINISTER Of COMPANY 
AFfAIRS (SHRI RAGHUNATHA 
REDDY). (a) Yes, Sir. 

(b) Tho Government does not alroc with 
the varioul viewl ellprellCd tbereln. 




