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INTRODUCTION 

I, the Chairman of the Committee on Government Assurances u 
authorised by the Committee, do present on thea behalf this Seventh 
Report of the Committee on GoverDment Assurances. 

2. The Committee at their sittings held on 18 and 19 June, 1986, 
considered twelve requests from Government for dropping of pendjng 
assur.ances, out of which nine requests were disposed of and their 
decisions are contained in this Report. On the remaining three 
requests, the Committe~ decided to take the oral evidence of the 
officials of the Ministries concerned. 

3. The Minutes of the aforesaid sittings of the Committee are also 
includ~ in this Report. 

4. At their sitting held on 8 September 1986, the Committee 
considered and adopted this Seventh Report. 

S. Conclusions/Observations of the Committee are contaJned in 
succeeding chapters of this Report. 

PROF. NARAIN CHAND PARASHAR. 

NEW DELm; 
Chill"""", 

Committ~e on Government Anurancea 
8 S~pt~mber. 1986 
17 Bhadra 1908 (Saka) .,.-,. .. -..... ~, 

• 
(v) 



CHAPTER 1 

REVIEW OF PENDING ASSURANCES OF SEVENTH AND 
BlGHTH LOK SABRA , 

During the Seventh Lok Sabha, 7,231 assurances were culled out 
from IJok Sabha Debates for impfementation by Government. 'Of 
these, 7201 assurances have since been implemented, leaving a balattce 
of 30 assurances to be implemented. ' . " 

2. During the First, Second, Third, Fourth and Fifth Sessions of 
Eighth Lok Sabba in aU 19,426, 331, 355 and 760 assurances, 
respectively, were culled out. Out of them 19,395, 302, 257 and 
289 assurances have since been implemented, thus leaving a balance 
of Nil, 31, 29, 98 and 471 assurances, respectively, pending implemen-
tation. 

3. The above figures take into account tbe latest statements of 
implemented assurances laid on the Table of Lok Sabha by the 
Minister of Parliamentary Affairs on 13 August, _~ 986. 



CHAPTER II 

REQUESTS FOR DROPPING OF ASSURANCES-
NOT ACCEDED TO 

(i) 

"... 

4. On 8 April, 1983, :the following Unstarred Question (No. 6342 >' 
liven notice of by Shri Krishan Datt Sultanpuri, M.P.: was addressed 
lit the Minister of Defence : 

"Will the Minister of Defence be pleased be refer to the reply 
given to Unstarred Ouestion No. 246 on 9th July, 1982 
(Appendix) regarding promotion of employees of Direc-
torate General, Ordnance Factories as Chargemen 
Grade-II and state : 

(a) whether the judgement of the Supreme Court dated 2nd 
February, 1981 in Appeal No. 441 of 1981 (Virendra 
Kumar and others vs. the Union of, India) and subse-
quent c1arificatory order of .the Court dated 5th March, 
1982 have since been implemented by Gover'nment; 

(b) if so, whether the arrears of pay & allowance have sinCe 
been paid to the employees receiving promotions re-
trospectively in implementation of the Supreme Court 
Judgement; and 

(c) what steps have been taken by Government to give 
promotions to the employees from back dates from 
which their juniors have been promoted to higher post?''-

S. The Minister of State in the Ministry of Defence (SHRI K. P. 
Siqb ])eo) gave the following reply:-

"(a) Yes, Sir, 

(b) and (c) The matter is under examination." 

6. The above Reply to parts (b) It (c) of the question was treated' 
• 811 assurance by the Committee which WQ to be fulfilled within 
"IIIRe months of the date of reply i .. e. by 7 1uly, 1983. 
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7. The Ministry of Defence requested through the Ministry of 
Parliamentary Affairs for the dropping of the aforesaid assur~..Ee on 
the grounds setforth in a note da.ed 8 February, 1985 from the 
Ministry. of Parliamentary Affairs. Relevant extracts there from are 
reproduced below:-

"In November, 1962 D.G.O.F. (Director General of Ordnance 
Factories) issued instructions to all the Ordnance Facto-
ries that those diploma holders who worked satisfactorily 
as supervisors 'A' Technical or in equivalent grades for 
two years in Ordnance Factories should be promoted as 
Chargeman. In 1972, about 100 employees belonging 
to various fae.ories in Kanpur filed a writ petition praying 
that in terms of D.G.O.F. circular dated 6-11-1962 they 

,should be automatically promoted as Chargemen Grade-II 
from the date they completed two years service as Super-
visor 'A'(T) or equivalent. After taking up the issue in 
High Court'>, finally the questions was taken up in the 
Supreme Court who gave the judgement that appelants 
will have to be promoted with effect from the date on 
which they ought to have been promoted unless they are 
found to be unfit. . 

As there were 75 petitioners in the appeal before the Supreme 
Court, they have been promoted as Chargemen Grade-IT 
from the respective dates of completion of two years 
service as Supervisor 'A'. They have, however, filed 

:'t'" ~er writ petition in the Supreme Court seeking their 
Orders on the following two aspects:-

(i) Promotion to the next higher grades viz Chargemen 
Grade-I & Asstt. Foreman should be ante-dated. , 

(ii) To give their arrears of pay and allowances consequent 
upon such ante dated promotions. 

..;.l' .......... ,_" .. ,\ 

The Ordnance Factory Board have filed a rejoinder to the above-
mentioned petition in the Supreme Court'. The views taken by the 
Ordnance Factory Board in the re;ioinder is as foUows:-

(1) The Orders contained in Supreme Court ludgement dated 
2-2-19'81 have been fully implemented: by the Govern-
ment by ante-dating the promotion of the Pe'itioners in 
the Grade of Chargemcn Grade-I and that the Petitioners· 
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cannot have any claim to ante-dated promotions to ):tigher 
9_s of Asstt. Foreman etc.' in tel'ms of the s:ud 
~preme' Court Judgement; and ' .1 

(ii) The question of payment of arrears of pay & aJlowances 
on account of' suchante-<fating of promotion to higher 
posts does not arise since the petitioners have not actually 
performed the duties of the hi~er posts. 

:Until the .Supreme Court passes its Orders on the above Petition no 
further action can be taken by the Government. The case' which was 
last heard by the Supreme Court on 12-3-1984 has been adjourned for 
further hearing by the Chief Justice. The next date of hearing of the 
case has' not yet been intimated by the Supreme Court." 

S. Tile Committee on Government Assurances (1985-86) consi-
dered the above request from the Ministry of Defence at their sitting 
held on 13 July, 1985 and recommended as follows vide para no. 5 
of their 2nd Report presented on 29th August, 1985:-

"The Committee \;lid not agree to drop the assurance and 
decided to keep it pending for six months (upto December, 
1985): The Committee desired that the Ministrv of 
Defence be asked to inform about, the development 
taking place in the matter in the. D?~antime." 

9. On 21 February, 1986, ,the Ministry of Defence again approach-
. ed t~e C'?lIlmittee on Ooverf!ment Assurances througb the Ministry 
ofParlia.men,tary Affairs [we&> theirU.O. Note No. F-XI/D(9) 
US. ,6342~~S/83] da.ted 21 ,February 1986; to dt6p the assurance on 
the grounds indicated below:- . . 

"The case is still sub-judice in ,the Supreme Court despite our 
. having moved the Standing Counsel in Supreme Court for 
expediting early hearing of the case. The Committee 
had agreed to review the case for tBking a final' decision 
with regard to dropping of the Assurance some time in 
December, 1985." 

10. The Com~~tee at their sitting held on 18 June, 19~.6. consi-
'.dered the request of the Ministry of ·.Defence for droppiDgtheassu-
ranee as also keeping in view their earlier recommendation. 
• • • " , ••• ",. >. 

11. Tbe request ·f()r gropping &he assurance wa$ not accompanied 
by~ny request Jor~xtensionof ti!'1efor implem~ntati''ln of the assu-
rance ,~s r~commended by ~he Committee earlier. . 
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l2 .. The ~~~~~ in tRe 9ues~i~ pertams tc? tQtters conce~1 
prorn~tI(~ns ~ P'YJn~~t of ar~s of pay a04 aUowances to certain 
emp\o),c:es ,,"orkips i!l Ordn;mce f~torie,s. 1be assW'(lDcehas ..... 
awaiqn8 iI¥.lep1~~tion for over three y~ars (lS t\le ma.tter is pending 
before the Supreme Court. The Committee regret that the matter has 
been hanging in fire for such a long time and little seems to have 
been done to have early finalization of the case in the Court. In this 
process the real sufferers are the employees. The Committee urge 
upon the Government to take effective steps to secure earl)" hearing 
of the case in the Supreme Court so that the case is decided quickly 
and Government are able to settle the claims of ,the employees and 
also in tum implement the assurance. 

12. The Committee further recommend that Government should 
<;eek extension of time as may be considered minimum to implement 
this assurance. 

13. On 22 Aug\lst, 19~5, the following Unst".med Question 
(No. 4668) given notice of by Shri Vishnu Modi, M.P. was addressed 
to the then Minister 0f Shipping and Transport: 

"(a) whether the second instalment of interim relief has been 
granted to all thr employees of the Central Government; 

(b) whether Delhi Transport Corporation is also under the 
control of the Central Government; 

(c) if ~o. whether the second insta~t of ~tetimreUef has 
been paid to the employees of DTC; 

(d) if~ot, !he reaso115 ~~efor; an~ 

(e) the time by which Government propose to grant this instal-
ment to UJeJll?" •. 

. 14. The theJl Minister of State for Shipping and Transport (Sbl'i 
Z. R. Ansari) gave the following reply:- . ' 

"(a) Yes,Sir 
(b) Yes, Sir. 
(c) to (e) 'The question of grant of interim relief is being exa,. 

mined." 

JS. ~y to WU',s (~) tp.(~)of ~ ~ was *,,~ .. ID 
assUf!;I,llce, b)'tbe, C..o~i;fe,e, which was to be fuIjJJed witbift three 
tmOll,~ of tlle4ate ~f.t~plf ;.t. ~LN~yem.ber, .9.85. • 
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16. On 26 February, 1986, the Ministry of Transpon approache<l. 
the Committee on Government Assurances through the Ministry of· 
Parliamentary Affairs vide their U.O. Note No. Ill/S T(5) USQ. 
4668-LS/85 dated 26 February, 1986, to drop the assurance on the 
grounds indicated beJow:-

"The question of payment of 2nd instalment of interim relief 
to DTC employees has been under consideration. How-
ever, il~ the meantime a petition requesting for grant of 
interim relief to the employees of the public sector under-
takings has been admitted in the Supreme Court and the 
matter has therefore become sub-judice. In view of this 
it may not be possible to fulfil the assurance till the 
matter is finally decided by the court." 

17. The Committee at their sitting hrJd on 18 June, 1986 con-
sidered the request of the Ministry of Transport for dropping the 
assurance. The Committee before taking any decision, on their re.-
quest. desired that the Ministry might be requested to furnish infor-
mation on the following points:-

(i) The date when the petition requesting for granting of interim 
relief to the employees of public sector undertakings was 

admitted in the Supreme Coun; 
(ii) The precise issue raised in the aforesaid petition and the 

specific reasons for which the action on the payment of 
second instalment of interim relief to DTC employees 
could not be taken; 

(iii) The progress of the aforesaid petition in the Supreme ~ourt 
indicating the date(s) of hearing(s) already taken place 
and if no hearing had taken place so far the date on 
which the hearing was likely to be fixed. 

18. The Ministry did not furnish information on the above points 
raised by the Commi!tee but implemented the assurance by laying a" 
statement containing the information required in the aforesaid assur-
ance, on the Table of the House on 24 July, 1986. In the implemen-
tation statement laid on the Table, Government stated that the second 
instabnent of interim relief had been paid to the employees of the 
J)'fC. ,., .. 

. 19. WIdIe uodq the Imp .... tadoa 01 the .... ce. the Com· 
Ddaee ... nprea tllf.1r ............. _ lie delay In........... to 
.... INIdc:e the ....... Iy 01 the Goftl'lUDfat to .... pIe •• 
tile u •. awe OR .~ 01 • petItIoa ...... ... .... M· 
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:.iJnplemeDt the lISSOI'auce OD aecOUDt of a petitiOll -rill beat IDO_ 
la the Supreme Court. This lad sIaouId have beeIl broagllt to die 
aot.ice of tbe Committee earHr aad Dece&sary request for permisIiOII 
to grant extension of time for implementation of the ~ aaade 
after the expiry of the normal period of three IIIODtbs allowed for bn-
plemeotation of an assurance. 'l1le Committee' also. deprecatetbe 
casual manuner in whicb the Ministry made a request for the dropplq 
of the assurance. The question of payment of second ........... It of 
interim relief to tbe DTe employees. whkh was the subject IIIIItter 
of the assurance, was already under consideration 01 the Govemmeat 
and its 6nali~tion, as It ~ms from the circumstances mentioned 
above, bad to be belp up since the matter became sub·judice. The 
right course, therefore, for the MiDlstry was to assess the q ..... tum of 
time likely to be taken iu the disposal of the petition iu the Supreme 
Court and accordingly make a request to the Co.JIImittee tor extensiOD 
of time and not for dle droppiug of tbe asurance. The Committee 
hope that the Ministry would show due deference to the HOUle to 
wbkh the assurance was given and to its Committee wbleb WIll 
'seized of the matter for follow up. , .. 

(iii) 

20. On 26 November. 1985 the following Unstarred Ouestion 
(No. 1354) given notice of by Shri Sarfaraz Ahmed, M,P. was ad-

.dressed to the Minister of Law and Justice: 

"( a) the names of States demanding a second bench of High 
Court; 

(b) the names of States for which Government have agreed to 
set up the second bench and the time by which and the 
names of places where second bench in such States is likely 
to be set up: and 

(c) the names of the States whose demand for setting up of 
second bench has not been accepted and the reasons 
thereof?" 

21. The Minister of State in the Ministry of Law and Justice (Sbri 
H. :R. Bhardwaj) gave the following reply:-

"(a) apparently. the Hon'able Member desires to know the 
names of States which have demanded Dew benches. as 
some States already have a second Bench of the High 
Court. • 



j. 

2. 
3. 

4-

5. 
" (j. 

9., 
8. 

8 

The folto-Mnl sUtis h."e demandeli e8t1l1)Hstiideilt t)t ¢hrl4~ 
tient Beiich~ Of lH~n HIli\. t'ourts: 

Utt.Pt~h 

~.~IP\U. "I 
i:cqhabya ~ 
NataI*Dd I 
TripWa J 
~ 
~Pradesh 
Turiil Nadu 

• • .-: 
.' 

, ,e" . ""', 
Allahiabad High Court ... 

Karnataka Hi&h Coun 
Madhya Pradesh.Hip Court 

Madras Hip Court 

(b) and (c): Theses demands were referred to the Jaswant 
Singh Commission. The report of the Commission has 
been received and is engaging the attention of the Gov-
ernment of India." -22. The above reply to parts (b) and (c) of the question was tre-

ated as an assurance by the Committee which was to be fulfilled within 
three months of the date of reply i.e. by 25 February, 1986. 

23. On 27 January, 1986, the Ministry of Law and Justice 
approached the Committee on Government Assurances through the 
Department of Parliamentary Affairs vide their V.O, Note No. F,IV!LJ 
(2) VSQ. -1354-LS!85 dated 27 January, 198(i'to drop the assurance 
on the grounds indicated below:-

"The Jaswiint Singh Commission was required to report on the 
general question of establishment of Benches of High 
Courts away from their principal seats, and also to ex-
amine and report on the specific demands for Benches of 
certain High Courts. The report of the Commission is a 
confidential document. It is not possible to indi~ate bow 
much time would 'be taken to process the report and reach 
decisions on the recommendations contained in it. Fur-
ther, the reply given to parts (b) & (c) of the Ques-

• tion w~s not intended to constitute an Assurance. The 
entry made in the 'column "Promise Made" in the state-
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ment enclosed with thC aforesaid OM does not conform. 
\0 the reply actu~Uy given to the QUestion. In view of 
the foregoing,. it is requested that the Committee on 

I .. , ,~ • t 

Government Assurances (Lok Sabha) may be moved 
to delete the assurance." 

24. The Committee at their sitting held on 19 June, 1986 consi-
dered the request of the Ministry of Law and Justice for dropping the 
assurance. 

25. The Committee do not agree to the request of the Ministry 
to drop this assurance as the matter is of wide public importance 
affpcting as it does several States. in the country which have been 
demanding the establishment of new permanent benches of their 
High Courts and that those demands were pending consideration of 
Union Government for a considerable time. In this connection, the 
Committee would like to reiterate their following observations made 
earlier in rf'Spect of a similar assurance and eontained in para 77 of 
their Sixth Report (Eighth Lok Sabha) presented to the House on 
13 August, 1986. 

"Tht" demands for setting up of additional benches of different 
High Courts in towns other than their main seats have been 
pending since long. Now that the report of the Jaswant 
Singh Commission has already been received by the Gov-
ernment. it is high time that a general policy is laid down 
by the Government and in the light of that polley the 
specific demands including the one about setting up a 
Bench of AUahahad High Court in Western U.P., referred 

to in tlte aforesaid question, are coMldered _ ftnally de-
cided. With theAe eonsideratlons in view. the Committee 
have come to a decision tIWt the assurance need not be 
dropped as requested 'tty the Ministry and is required to 
be implemented early." 

(iv) 

~o~\;~) !iv~~:tr6t 1:~~bA~t~ii~'8r1I~=1r.e~··s~:: 
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:.addressed to the Minister of Industry: 

"(a) whether Government are considering any proposal for 
merging the Engineering Projects (India) Ltd. with some 
other public undertaking; and 

(0) if so, the details thereof?" 

27. The then Minister of State in the then Ministry of Industry 
v(Shri M. Arunachalam) gave the following reply:-

"(a) and (b): Details of certain proposals for restructuring of 
Engineering Projects India Limited, are being worked 
out." 

28. The above reply to the question was treated as an assurance 
,by the Committee which was t(~ be fulfilled within three months of the 
,date of reply i.e. by 16 May, 1986. 

29. On 9 April, 1986, the Ministry of Industry approached the 
Committee on Government Assurances through the Department of 
Parliamentary Affairs vide their V.O. Note No. IVIInd(29)VSQ, 4288. 
LS185 dated 9 April, 1986, to drop the assurance on the grounds 
.indicated below' . 

'1n the 811S\\er to the question referred to above, this Depart-
ment had given th(, factual position in the matter. How-
ever, the variom implications of restructuring of Engi· 
neering Projects (India) Ltd. are being worked out and 
it is difficult to indicate either the nature of restructuring 
that may finally come about nor the time frame by which 
a decision will be taken in the matter of restruct~ring. 
EPI has large contracts and dealings with banks both in 
India and abroad. Any premature disclosure of the pro' 
posed restructuring of the company may jeopardise the 
interests of the Government company vis-a·vis the clients, 
banks nnd collaborators. In view of the above. the 
Department of Public Enterprises requests that the reply 
given in respcc't of the above question may please be not 
treated as an assurance." 

30. The Committee at their sitting held on 19 June. 1986 consi-
,dered the request of the Ministry of Industry for dropping the assu-
rance. The, request for dropping the assurance was not accompanied 
,by any r~quest for extel\~i(ln of time for implementation of assurance. 

31. In the opinion of the Committee, the request of the MiDistr7 
for cfroppiDg of the USU1'8Dce is supported by a varue and omDiltu 
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argument of secretiveness. The Co.mmittee feei that after hav .. 
given an indication that some scheme of restraeturing of the Com-
pany was under consideration, Government could have shared a. 
least some more information about the lines on which the proposal 
was being worked out, if not the minute detaUs of the scheme. Shar-
ing of information with the Parliament on such a vital matter is bound 
to serve national interest better as it would provide opportuaities to 
the Members to offer their views and comments for consider:atien of 
Government. In case the Ministry wanted a little more time to come 
out with the requisite infonnation, they could request for extension 
of time, a suggestion made by the Committee on several occasions 
in the past. The assurance should be implemented expeditiously and 
the Ministry shoUld seek permission of the Committee for extension 
of time as may be considered minimum for tbe purpose. 

(v) 

32. On 10 March, 19R(l, the following Slarred Ques ion (No. 220) 
f'Jven notice of by Dr. B. L. Shailesh and Shri Ananda Pathak M.Ps 
was addressed to the Minister of Labour: 

"(a) whether his Ministry has made any assessment about the 
implcl11cnlation d the Equal Remuneration Act, 1916 
and if so; the infirmities noticed therein and instances of 
vil)lations "f pro\isions of the Act during the last three 
years brought to his Ministry'S notice; and 

(b) what steps ;"Ire being taken to give more teeth to thilli 
law and to make the violations of its provisions cogni-
sable by courts?" 

33. The Minister of State in the Ministry of Labour (Shri P. A. 
Sangma) gave the followin¥ rcply:-

"(a) the implementation of the Equal Remuneration Act in 
most cmployments is the responsibility of the State G(1\"-
crnments. As tcgards implementation of the Equal Re-
muneration Ad in employments for which Central Gov-
ernment is appropriate Government figures relating to en-
forcement Ita lit' been collected from time to time. The 
particulars of violations of the Act in the<;c employment!' 
during the las'. three years are given in the Annexure. 

(b) proposals to Dmend the Act to make it morc cffecth"~ are 
under con'iidcl ati0n. '" 

1806 LS-2. • 
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. ; 34 .. The above) epJy to part (b) of the question was treated as ali 
aSsurance by the Committee which was to be fulfilled within three 
~lonths of the date of reply z.e. by 9 June, 1986 .. 

• 35. On 16 May, 1986, the Ministry of Labour approached the 
Co~mittee on Government Assurances through the Department of 
Parliamentary Affairs vide their V.O. Note No. V /L(6)SQ-220-LSj86 
dated 16 May, 1986 to drop Cl;! assurance on. the grounds indicated 
below: - . 

"The amendment of the Equal Remuneration Act will take 
time us it is in tlw very preliininary stages. Therefore, 
the Ministry n~qLlc.,ls that the reply may not be treated 
as an as:mrunce to be fulfilled only' when the Act is 
amended." 

36. The Committee at their ~itting held on 19 June, 1986 consi-
dered Ille request uf the Mini:;tlY of Labour for dropping the assur-
ance. The request for dwpping the assurance was not acrompanied 
by any request for (~xlension of time for implementing the assurance. 

37. From the reply given by Government to this question, it is 
clear that the proposal to amend the Equal Remuneration Act to 
make it more effective has been receiving Government's consideration. 
In the absence of any. specific and expressive language implying that 
the prC\lposal is only in a preliminary stage, the Committee can 
l'easonably interpret that Government intend to finalise the amend-
ments to the aforesaid Act within a reasonable time. From the date 
of assurance given on the floor of the House already a considerable 
period has elapsed. However, the Ministry instead of submitting to 
the Committee precise progress made by them in the direction of 
finalizing' their proposals, have pleaded for the dropping of the as-
surance stating vaguely that 'the amendment of the Equal Remunera-
tion Aet will take time as it is in very preliminary stages'. From 
this request of the Ministry, the Committee are constrained to draw 
an inference that no proper application of J;llnd was made either at 
the thue of giving reply to the question or making the request for 
the dropping of the assurance. The Committee would like the Gov-
ernment to .finalize their proposals early and report the implementa. 
tion of the assurance to the House .. A request for exten!'lion of time 
likely to be taken in this process should also be submitted to the 
Commi~ without delay. 

(vi) 

38. On 10 March. 1986. the fol1owinl! Starred Question (No. 212) 
~iven .notic~ of by Sal\u!o:hri D. K. Naikar and Ram Swamp Ram 
M.P.::, was :1ddressed to the Minis~er of Urban Development. 
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"(a) whether Government propose to bring forward any legls~ 
lation to lix urban Jand ceiling, as has been done in the 

. case of land ceiling: . . , 

(b) whether any Committee has been appointed to go into the 
. question; if so, what are their recommendations; and 

(c) when the jl~gh;latioll is likely to be introduced in Parlia-' 
ment?" 

39. The Minister of llrban Development (Shri Abdul Ghafoor> 
gave the following reply:·-

"(a) The Urban Lund (Ceiling & RegulatiQn) Act, 1976 
enacted by Parliament o.n 17-2-1976 imposing a ceiling 
on vaCant hi1l0s in urban areas is already in force in all 
the Union Territorie') and States except Jammu and Kash-
mir., K\!rala, Nugalund, Sikkim and Tamil Nadu. 'Tamil 
Nadu has its own State law which is in force from the 
14th May, 197!:!. 

'(b) & (c): The question of making certain amendments in the 
Act is under consideration." 

40. 'The ,above reply iL' par~ . (b). and (c) of the ques~ion was 
treated as an assurance by Ole Committee which was to be fulfilled 
within three months of tlh~ datt: of reply i.e. by 9 June, 1986. ' 

41. On 16 May, 1986, the Ministry of Urban Development ap-
proached the Committee Oll Government Assurance through the De-
partment of Parliamentary Afl'airs vide their U.O. Note No. F.VIUD 
(2)SQ-212-LSI86 dated 16 May, 1986, to drop the assurance on the 

,grounds indicated below:--

"The Urban Land (Ceiling & Regulation) Act, 1976 is an im-, 
portant Act whereunder actiQn lies not only with ~he Gov-
ernment of India bu! mostly with State Governments a) so, 
Amendments particularly if these are substantial, to such 

. Act invariubly tal'e lime. In view of the above and hav-
ing regard to the fact that it will not be in the public in-
terest to discll)se the nature of amendments that arc under 
consideration, it . i~ requested that answer given to the 
above question (Part B & C) may not kindly be treatoo 
as an as!lUraIICI!." 

" 42. The Committee at their sitting held on 19 June, 1986 cOllsi-
-dered the request of the Millj~try of Urban Development for dropp-
ing the assurance, . The lcquest for dropping .the assurance was 110t 
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accompanied by any lcquest for extension of time for jmplementing 
the assurance. . 

43. The Committee must express their pave toocem over the 
growing ~odency on tbe part of the Ministries to !retract frOm the 
assurances 00 oDe ground or the othe.r ootwitlutandiog the fact that in 
their replies to questrons, Minister lDade categorical assuraacc to the 

I . 

House. 

• 
44. In tbe instant case, when tbel _ Minister stated in reply that 'the 

question of making certain amendmetnts in the Act Urban Land 
(Ceiling and Regulation) Act 1976) is under consideration', it obvious-
ly meant that the whole process which includes tbe consultation witb the 
State Govemments and other concerned Ministries in tbe Centre would 
be completed quickly .. To say now that the reply of the Minister 
sbould not be treated as an assurance is obviously not tbe busine6S of 
tbe MinilOlry but is the exclusive jurisdiction of the Committee, as also 
p01.ntcd out by them in their earlier reports. The Ministries must, the..-c-
fore, rdrain from doing so and make sincere and speedy efforts for tbe 
quick implementation 'of the asSurance. The Committee are of the 
opinion that the implementation of the as~ .. urance should be possible 
without giving the details of the amendment'i envisaged which are 
sought to be kept secret by the Government. 

(vii) 

45. On 25 March. 1985. the following Unstarred Ouestion (No. 
1018) given notice of by Shri C. D. Gamit, M.P. was addressed to the-
Minister of Food and Civil Supplies: 

"(a) Whether ,Shri Madhivibhag Khand Udyog Sahakari Man-
daIi Ltd., Madhi, District Surat, Gujara: has increased the 
capacity of its sugar factory from 2500 T.C.D. to 3500 
T.C.D. without obtaining permission from Government 
of India, Ministries of Food and Civil Supplies and Indus-
try; 

(b) jf so. the details thereof; and 

(c) whether the Government of India have taken any action--
• against this concern for violating the licensing laws: if so,. 

the details of the action taken or proposed to be.taken?" 
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46. The then Minister of Food and Civil· Supplks (5hri Rao 
Birendra: Singh) gave. the following reply:-

(a), (b) and (c) 

"The Government are aware of the matter regarding the ex-
pansion und~rtaken by Shri Madhivibhag Khand Udyo']; 
Sahakari Mandali Ltd., Madhi Distt. Sura~ raising their 
factory's capacity from 2500 T.C.D. to 3500 T.C.O. 
The legal ramifications of the entire matter ate under active 
examination of the Government." 

47. The above reply to the question was treated as an a~surance by 
the Committee which was to be fulfilled within three months of the 
date of reply, i.e., by 24 June, 1985. 

48. On 28 May, 1985 the Ministry of Food and Civil Supplies 
requested the' Corrfmittee on Government Assurances through the Min-
istry of Parliamentary Affairs vide their U.O. Note No. nIFCS(i) usb 
1018-LS!85, dated 28 May. 1985. that the above assurance might be 
.dropped on the following grounds:.-

"This Department feels that the reply should not have been 
regarded as an assurance as it is not feasible to fulfil the 
same within any specified time limit. In this connection, 
it may be stated that in a similar type of case, a sugar 
factory filed a writ petition in the Delhi Righ ·Court and 
the Division Bench of the Delhi High Court has passed its 
jUdgement.. As per advice of the Law Ministry, this 
Directorate has fil:,d an appeal in the Supreme Court 
against the judgement passed by the High Court of Delhi. 
A., such, a final decision On this case is likely to take time. 
Keeping in view the decisions to be taken in this CRse, all 
such cases are likely to be reviewed and a decision on 
merits of each will be takCJI by the Government." 

49: Not agreeing to the request of the Ministry. the Committee .re-
<:ommended in para 7 of their Second Report (1985) that the assu-
rance be implemented at the earliest. 

SO. The Ministry of Food and Civil Supplies thereafter informed the committee thrOl;rh th,'! Ministry of Parliamentary Affairs vide their 
O.M. No. F1Il\F&CS(l )USQ·1018-LS!85, dated 2 April, 1986. that 
the Delhi High Court had passed its judgement ina similar case (Dham-
pur Sugar Mills Ltd., Dhampur, Oisu. .Bijnor, V.P.). Against the 
judgement of. the High Court. a speciaJleave petition was tiled in the 
Supreme Court which had also been dismissed. They a1'1O inf&med 
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that the issue in the court case was similar to the case under 
reference.' It was stated that the Madhivibhag Khand Udyog 
Sahakari M~ndali Ltd., Madhi, Distt. Surat to which the 
above assurance relaks, had also filed a writ petition in the Delhi 
High Court (No. 1584 of 1985). The S~ow-Cause Notice, seeking 
quashing of the same through a wrj·t and for. grant of a writ, manda-
mus in the nature, directi'ng the respondent (Union of India--Chief 
Dircctoor of Sugar) to grant registration retrospectively to the factory. 
The next date of hearing was fixed for 24 March. 1986. On an 
enquiry they also irtformcd that the caSe W:lS still slIh jlldia and could 
not he heard on 24 March, I CiF,() due to the di~,olution of 'he exist-
ing division bench. The next date for hearing would be fixed only' 
after the constitution of a new division bench in High Court for 
hearing this case which was yet to be done. 

51. On 1 May, 1986 the Ministry of Food and Civil Supplies ap-
proached the Committee on Government Assurances through the 
Ministry of Parliamentary Affairs vide their O.M. No. F.TI!F&CS(1) 
USQ. 1 0 18-L~/ 85, dated 2 June, 1986 for the dropping of this 
assuronce on the following grounds:-

"That Shri C. D. Gamit, Member Parliament who had raised 
the' above question has already ~ithdrawn the objections 
raised by him ...... It may also be mentioned that 
whtle alI attempts would be continued to expedite the 
disposal of the caSe pending in the High Court of Delhi, 
the likely time taken to disPose of about 2 to 3 years, 
in such cases by High Courts may also be kent in view. 

52. The Committee at their sitting held on 19 June, 1986, again 
considered' the request of ,the Ministry of Food and Civil Supplies 
for dropping the assurance. 

53. The Committee do not a~ree witb the Min~y of Food and 
Civil SlippUes that since tM Member, of Parliament who raised tbe 
above question bad withdrawn the objections raised by him, this 
88SUrance be ,dropped. According to the established Pat'liamentary 
prac,ice. the moment 8 question L'i replied to in the Hou4ie, the reply 
including an assurance ,given by the Mfnistelr tbereon becomes the p''I'O-
perty of the House and even if at that stage the Member who might like 
10 withdraw such a question woulcl not affect the position of the ques-
tIon'as weD as assurance given in reply. The Committee desire that the 
Ministry of FoOd and Civil SuppUes slwluld take note of thk posIfJOR 
for future guidance and take an steps to implement the 8SSIII'8IIee at 
-.e< eiIrIIe8t. 



cllAPTERm 
REQUESTS FOR DROPPING OF ASSURANCES ACCEDED TO 

(i) 

54. On 12 December, 1985, the. following Starred Question (No. 
356) given notice of by Sarvashri N. Dennis and Dr. V. Rajcshwaran, 
M.Ps., was addressed to the Minister of Transport. 

"(a) whether Government propose to have a scc~nu lpok .at the 
Scthusumudaram Canal Project in Tamil Nadu in vJew of 
the prevailing circumstances in the region; . and . 

(b) if so, whether the'scheme is proposed to be examined by 
a new committee of experts?" . 

55. The then Minister of Transport (Shri Bansi· Lat) gRve thefol-
lowing reply: 

"(a) & (b): No decision as yet has been taken by Government 
on the report of the commi!tee of experts." 

56. During the course of supplementaries on the question, Sarvashri 
N. Dennis and P. Kolandaivelu, MPs wanted early implementation of 
Sethusamudaram Canal Project which had been'· pending for a long 
time. . 

57. In reply. the Minister of Transport sta~ as foHows:-
"We are still considering it." 

58. The above reply of the· Minister to the $uppiementaries on tbe 
question was treated as an assurance by the Committee which was to 
be fulfilled within three months of the date of reply, i.e., by 11 March, 
1986. . 

59. On 9 April, 1986, the Ministry of Transport approached the 
Committee on Government Assurances through the Ministry of Parlia-
mentary Affairs vide their U.O. Note NQ .. F. TvlT (36) SQ-356-LS!8S. 
dated 9 April, 1986, to drop the assurance on the following grounds :-

• "Presently a decision on the proposalrelating to the Sethusamu-
daram . Shipping Canal Project has been·. deferred by the 

. Government.· The Seventb Five Year Plan, since finalised, 

17 . .. 
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does not contain any provision for this project during the 
Seventh Five Year Plan." I 

60. The Commit.ee at their sitting held on 19 June, 1986 consi. 
dered the request of the Ministry of Transport for dropping the assur~ 
anee. 

Ii 
61 .. lit .view of the position stated by the Ministry that the Seventh 

Five Year ,Plan doe!iJDot 'contain ",y prevision fOr the afol'e8llid project, 
die Committee agree to the ·request,of the Minilltry to drop tbe asslU-
_ceo • 

·(ii) 

62. On 2 April, 1986, the following Unstarred Question (No. 
4882) given notice of by Shri Vijay Kumar Mishra, M.P., was addres-
sed to the Minister of External· Affairs: 

.. (a) whether· Government have taken. up :he work of re-. 
organising the foreign office; 

(b) whether the report of the Pillai Committee would be used 
as a guide for reorganisation work; 

(c) whether another report of Sen Committee submitted in 
April, 1984 has been made public; 

(d) whether the main recommendations of the Sen Committee 
and the Pillai Committee have been implemented; and 

(e) if not, the reasons therefor?" 

63. The then Minister of State in the Ministry of External Affairs 
(Shri K. R, Narayanan) gave the following reply:-

.. 

"(a) Some reorganisation in the functioning of the Ministry is 
undertaken in t1K' normal course from time '0 time in 
order to meet specific needs and to make the functioning 
of the Ministry more streamlined and effective. 

(b) As in (d) below. 

(c) No, Sir. 

(d) Follow-up action on majority of recommendations of the 
Pillai Committee, which were accepted by the Government 
including recommendations on such subjects as greater 
delegation of administrative and financial powers to Mis-
sion~. improvement of foreign language skills of IFS per-
sonnel. planning: for expansion in representation abr~ad, 
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gtea:er emphasis on economic and commercial work, re-
view of instructions on consular matters and toiling up of 
information and publicity work eto. was initiated in 1966 
and their implementa jon carried out over the years. 

As for the Sen Committee report, its recommendations are under 
consideration. " 

64. The above reply to part (d) of the question was treated as an 
assurance by the Committee which was to be fulfilled within three 
months of the date of reply i.e. by 1 July, 1986. 

65. On 16 May, 1986, the Ministry of External Affairs approached 
the Committee on Government Assurances through the Ministry of 
Parliamentary Affairs vide their U.O. Note No. FV lEI\. (4) USQ 4882-
LS/86 dated 16 M~y, 1986, to drop he assur~nce on the grounds.in-
dicated below:-

"The report of the Indian Missions Review Committee has been 
classified as 'Restricted'. The Report is not proposed to be 
made public; it is not considered to be in the national in-
terest to have a public discussion on its recommendations. 
These recommendations are under consideration within 
the Ministry. As many of the recommendations have far-
reaching implications, 'hey would be required' to be dis-
cussed extensIvely with othe,r Ministries and Departments 
concerned before they are accepted by the Government. 
The Report has 0'0' yet been accepted by the Government. 
Only after the Government accepts the Report wholly or 
partly, can decision!; be taken to imoJement the recom-
menda'ions whi;h are accepted.'" -

66. The Committee at their sitting held on 19 June, 1986 consi-
dered the request of the Ministry of External Affairs for dropping the 
assuranr.e. 

67. In view of the position explained by the Ministry, the Com-
mittee are inclined to ~ree to their, request for the . idropping of die 
assuralift: . " . . 



· .. CHAPTER IV 

POSITION OF PENDING ASSURANCES PERTAINING TO 
SEVENTH AND EIGHTH LOK SABHA 

68. A s:atement showing the position of assurances pertaining 
to Seven'jl and Eighth Lnk Sabha pending implementation by the 
Government as 011 24 July, 1986, is given in Appendices T & II. 

69. The Committee would Uke the Ministries\Departments concem-
f.d to make a criti~1 analy!lis of these assorances so as to implement 
them without further loss of time. 

. NEW DEUII; 

8 September 1986. 
-:-:-:-7--:~-:--

17 Bhadra, 1908 (Saka) 

I 
PROF. NARAI.N CHAND PARASHAR 

Chairman, 
Committee on Government Assurances • 
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MINUTES 

FIRST SITTING 

P' I If i 

Minutes of the First Sitting of the Committee on Government Assu­
rances held on 18 June, 1986. in Committee Room No. SO, First 
Floor, Parliament HOllse" New Delhi. 

The Committee rhe~ sm Wednesday, 18 June, 1986, from 15.30 
hours to 16.30 hours. 

PRESENT 

Prof. Narain Cl{and Parashar-Chainnan 

MEMBERS 

2. Shri Virdhi Chander Jain 
3. Shri Jitendra Prasada 
4. Shri Rahim Khan 
5. Shri Puma Chandra Malik 
6. Shri Channaiah Odeyar 
7. Shri Keshorao Pardhi 
8. Shri Ram PujanPatel 
9. Shri K. N. Pradhan 

10. Shri J agannath Prasad 
11. Dr. G. Vijaya Rama Rao 
12. Shri Muhiram Saikia 

SECRETARIAT 

1. Shri C. K. Jain-Chief Examiner of Questions 

2. Shri D~ M. Chanan...!senior Examiner' o/.Questions 

3. Shri S. C. ·Gupta;-Senior Examiner 0/ Questions 

2. At the outset, the, Chairman extended a warm welomc to ,the 
Members of the Committee. Explaining the sCoPe and functions of 
the Committee, the Chairman emphasised that the Committee 
act as a watch dog on the implementation of assurance 
given by ministers from time to time on the floor of the House. 
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whi.ch were in the nature of solerun promises to the House. The 
Chairman observed that although normal time limit prescribed by 
the Committee for implementation of an assurance is three months, 
~fforts are made to see that the assurances are implemented by the 
Ministries I Departmen'ts within the shortest possible time. The 
Chaiman mentioned that from, the previous Lok Sabha, ,the 
Committee took. over 697 pending assurances. Out of them 663 
had sinc~ been 4nplemel1' cd and 34 remain pending. During the 
present Lok,Sabba, upto the end of 1985, 1,131 assurances were caJl4 
ed ou~ and out of them 897 had since been implemented, leaving a 
balance of 234 assurances the implementation of which is being 
.closely putsued by the Commjttee. For the current year (1986), 
the Chairman added, ,he scrutiny of Lok Sabha debates for extrac-
ting assurances was in hand. Concluding his observations, the 
Chairman observed that by convention the working in Parliamentary 
Committees was not subject to party whips and was conductcdin a 
spirit of camaraderie and with objectivity away from glitter of media 
publicity. Every issue was considered ,and decided on meritS! with 
a view to achieving unanimity. The Chairman pointed out, that the 
'System bad lent strength to the recommenda~ions of the Committees 
and enhanced their dignity and prestige. The Chainnan stressed 
the need of keeping up this tradition. At the end, the Chairman 
sought cooperation of the Members in the deliberations of the 
Committee. (Text of Chairman's Observations vide A rre.ndix) .. 

3. The Committee then took up for consideration Memoranda 
Nos.' 3~, 40 and 41. 

MemO"uu/llm No. 39: Request for dropping of assurance given on 
~ Apri I. 1983, in reply to Unstarred Question No. 6342 regarding 
prom(lt:on of employees of Directorate General, Ordnance 'Factories 
as 'Chargeman Grade II.' . 

4. The Committee considered the f6110wing reques.t of· the 
Ministry of Defence received thro~gh the Department of Parliamen-
tary Affairs vide O.M. No. F.XI/D(9)UQ6342.LS/83 dated 21 
February, ]986, for dropping the· assurance on "he foHowing 
grounds:-

"The case is still sub judice in the Supreme Court despite our 
having moved the Standing Counsel in Supreme Court 
for 'expediting early hearing of the case. The Commit-
tee had agreed to review the case for taking a final 



23 

decision with regard to dropping of the Assurance-
some time in December. 1985." 

4.1 Noting that tqe assurance had been kept pending for more' 
than three yeats and recalling the earlier decision of the Committee· 
taken at their si'.ting held 'on 13 June.198S, the Committee decided 
not to drop the a'ssurance as requested by the Ministry and desired 
that the Ministry should seek further extension of minimum time 
required for impiemenling the assurance. 

• • • • 
Memorandum No. 41: Request for droppin~ of assurance given on 

• 
22 August, 1985, in reply to Unsarred Question No. 4668 re-
garding payment of second instalment of interim relief to D.T.C. 
employees. 

6. The Committee considered the following request of the' 
MiniSitry of Transpot'1~ received through the Department of ParHa-
mentary,Affairs vide their U.O. Note No. IlTjST(5) tJSQ d668-LS/85, 
dated 26 Februa~T_ 1986. for dropping of the assurance on the follow-
ing grounds:-

"The question of payment of 2nd. instalment of interim relief 
to DTC employees has been under consideration. How-
ever, in the meantime a peition requesting for grant of 
interim relief to the employees of the public sector under-
takings has been admitted jn the Supreme Court and the 
matter has therefore become sub-judice. In view of :his 
it may not be possible to fulfil the assurance till the 
matter is finaJIy decided by the court." 

6.1 The Committee de~ired tha' in· the first imltance the Ministry 
of Transport be asked to furnish further infonnation on the following. 
points:-

(i) The date when the petition requesting for granting of 
interim relief '0 the employeec;! of puhlic sector ~nder­
takings was admitted in the Supreme Court; 

(ii) The precise issue raised m the aforesaid petition and the' 
~pecific reasons fOF which the action on the payment of 
second instalment of in'erim relict to DTC employees 
could not be taleen; , 

(iii) The progress of the aforesaid petition in the Sqpreme 
Court indicating the date(s) of hearing(s) already takell 
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place and if no hearing had taken place so far the date 
on which the hearing was likely to be fixed. ' 

7. The Committee decided to hold their next sittings on Taesday, 
'8 J~ly and Wednesday, 9 July, 1986. 

8. The Committee then adjourned to meet on Thursday, 19 June, 
1986 at H.OO hrs. in Committee Room No. 50, Parliament House, 
New Delhi. 

ANNEXURE 

(Vide para 2 of the minutes dated 18-6-1986) 

OPENING OBSERVATIONS TO BE MADE BY PROF. NARAIN 
·CHAND PARASHAR, M.P., CHAIRMAN: COMMITTEE ON 

GOVERNMEN"(' ASSURANCES, EIGHTH LOK SABHA 
(1986-87) AT THE FIRST .sITTING OF THE 

COMMITTEE ON 18.6. 1986 . 

Friends and Colleaguesl, 

I deem' it a great pleasure and privilege to welcome you all collea-
gues in this" Committee which is having its first sitting after reconsti-
tution for 1986-87. 

2. As you are aware, Ministers while replying to ques!ions or 
participating in other debates like Motion~ Resolutions and Bills make 
promises and giv~ assurances to furnish certain information or to take 
some action on a matter under considendon of the goverment. These 
promises, commonly termed in parliamentary parlance as assurances/, 
need follow up for fulfilment. I! is the duty Of this Committee to keep 
a watch on assurances given. by Ministers from time to time on'the 
floor of House and ensure their implementation within minimum 
ti~. . 

3. The mootqueition is what constitutes an assurance. This was 
defined by the first Committee in their first Report of 1954. This 
definition has now been delineated in the Brochure ''Introductory 
Guide" on this Committee brought out by the Lok Sabha Secretariat, 
copies ~of which have already been circulated to . all the Members of 
the Committee. 
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4. The parameters for our functioning have been. set out in Rule 

323 of Rules of 1!!,ocedure and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha. 
The Rule provides; I quote: 

There' shall be· a Committee on Government Assurances to 
scrutinise the assurances, promises, undertakings, etc., given by 
Ministers, from time to time on the floor of the House and to report 
«>n-

(a) The extent to which such assurances, promises, undertak-
ings, etc. have been implemented; and 

(b) where implemented whether such implementation has taken 
place within the minimum time necessary for the purpose. 

5. The normal time limit prescribed by the Committee for the imp-
lementation of an assurance is 3 months. When a Ministry or a Depart-
ment feel difficulty in implementing an assuranCe within that time, a 
request is made by them to the Committee to grant extension of time . 

• 
6. Out of the vast majority of the assurances given on the floor of 

the House, a large number relate to providing factual information to the 
House not readily available with the Minister at the time of answering 
a question in the House. Such assurances are usually implemented 
within the prescribed time of three months, However, difficulty arises 
when the assurances relate to some policy matter:s where things move 
not so swiftly as ought to. It is in such cases that the Committee en-
sure implementation of the assurance within minimum time. For ins-
tance, passing of the Delhi Apartment Ownership Bill during the last 
Session was a sequel to the Committee's efforts to get the assurance 
implemented. The Committee are pursuinJ! another important mat-
ter-an assurance given On the floor of the House a few years back 
about the decision on the question of coverting the lease land holdings 
in Delhi into freehold. There are several other cases which are being 
closely pursued by the Committee. r would like to mention that from 
the previous Lok Sabha. this Committee took over 6Q7 assurances 
which were pendin~ implementation. 'Out of these. (i(,3 'have since 
been implemented leaving a ba1ance of 34. Durin] th" presentLok 
Sabha. 1,131 assurance., were culled out anti out of tr ~m 897 have 
since been implemented. The remaining 2~4 as~uranr~s are being 
closely pursued for implementation. For the current y('~". that means, 
,!he last budget session, the scrutiny of debate.; for extracting ~s~~r5c!,. 
man. ' , 



7. The assurances given on the floor of the House are a solemn pro-
mise or undertaking given by Ministers, thereby raising a sort of ,hope 
in the minds of the people affected by such an assurance and govern-
ment's decision thereon is required' to be expedited by an agency out-
side the Executive and this precisely is the role of this Committee. The 
success of the Committee lies in making this Parliamentary device 
trully effective by achieving genuine fulfilment of the assurances and 
within the shortest possible time. 

8. In the past, the Committee have very zealously and fervently 
tried to preserve their independence and not to allow any Ministry· to 
sit in judgement on the decision of the Committee about treating a reply 
as an assurance. Not only this, the Committee have imprcsc,ed upon 
the Ministries of the Government of India not to take them for granted. 
Time and again, the Committee have stressed that while sending a re-
que!;: for dropping of an assurance, the Ministry concerned should not 
assume that their request would be acceded to. To avoid delay in !iuch 
case, the Committee have been of the opinion thai the request ~or 
dropping of an assurance must- be accompanied by a request for exten-
!iion of time for implementation of the assurance.· , 

9: Before 1 c()llclud~. I would like to add a word about the work-
ing of Parliamentary Committees. The 'work in these committees by 
convention is not ~ubi::cted '0 l'arty whip~ and is conducted in a sflirit 
of camaraderie· wi!h 'Gbjectivity and away from glitter of medi~ pub-
liCity. Every is~ue is considered and decided on merits wth a view to 
achive unanimity.' This has lent strength to the recommendations of' 
the Parliamentary Committees and enhanced their dignity and prestige. 
W:' haye to keep up this tradition: 

10. With these words. friends. T welcome vou once aJ!!lin and 
invite your valuable cooperation in the. dcliberatiom of the Committee 
which should lead to a -fruitful. discharge of our duties. 

Thank you. 



MINUTES 
SECOND SITTING 

Minutes of the Second Sitting of the Committee Oft GovernmenJ 
ASl'urances held M 19 June, 1986, in Committee Room No. 50 
Fir:,'! Floor, Pal'1uzment House, New Delhi. 

The Committee met on Thursday, 19 June, 1986, from 11.30 
bours to 12.30 hours. 

PRESENT 
Prof. Narain Chand Parashar--C'hairman 

M8MBBU 

2. Shri Virdhi Chander Jain 
3. Shri Rahim Khan 
4. Shri Puma Chandra Ma.lik 
S. Shri Channaiah Odeyar 
6. Shri Keshorao Pardbi 
7. Sbri K. N. Pradban 
8. Dr. G. Vijaya Rama Rao 
9. Shri Mubiram Saikia 

SECRETARIAT 

J. Sbri D. C. Pande-Joirl! Secretary (A) 

2. Sbri C. K. Jain-Chie! Examiner of Que~ions 

3. Shri D. M. Chanan-Senior Examine, (If QuenlOtll8 

2. The Committee took up for consideration 

Memoranda Nos. 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, and SO. 

Memorandum No. 42.-Request for dropping of aSSUrance given 
on 26 November, 1985, in rep1y to Unstarred Question 
No. 1354 regarding demand for letting up second bench 
of High Courts in various State!. 

3. The Committee considered the foJ1owing request of the Ministry 
of Law and Justice received through the Department of ParUamentary 

• 
1806 LS-3. 

I, 



Affairs vide their U.O. Note No. FIVIU (2)USQ-1354-LSI85 dated 
27 January, 1986, for dropping of the assurance on the following 
&fOunds:- • 

"The Jaswant Singh Commission was required to report on the 
general question of establishment of Benches of High 
Courts away from their principal seats, and also to ex-
amine and report on the specific demands for Benches of 
certain High Courts. The report of the Commission is a 
confidential document. It is not possible to indicate how 
much time would be taken to process the report and reach 
decisions on the re.commendations contained in it. Further, 
the reply given to parts (b) & (c) of the Question was not 
intended to constitute an Assurance. The entry made in the 
column "Promise Made" in the statement enclOsed with 
the aforesaid OM does not confonn to the reply actually 
given to the Question. In view of the foregoing, it is re-
quested that the Committee on Government Assurances 
(Lok Sabha) may be moved to delete the assurance." 

3.1 Considering the wide importance of the matter, the Committee 
decided not to agree to the request of the Ministry of Law and Justice 
to drop the assurance. The Committee desired that Government should 
expedite their decision in the matter 80 as to be in a position to impl~ 
ment the assurances at the earliest and request for necessary extension 
of time. 

• • • • • 
Memorandum No. 44: Request for dropping of assurance given 

on 12 December, 1985 in reply to Starred Question 
No. 356 regarding Sethusamudaram Canal Project. 

S. The Committee considered the following request of the Ministry 
C!l Transport received through the Department of Parliametary Affairs 
vide their U. P. Note No. FlVIT(36)SQ-356-LS!85 dated 9 April, 
1986, for dropping of the assurance on the following grounds:--

''Ptaently a decision on the proposal relating to the Sethu-
samudram Shipping Canal Project has been deferred by 
the Government. The Seventh Five "(ear Plan. since fin-
alised, does not contain any provision for this project 
during the Seventh Five Year Plan." 

S.l. Agreeing to the request of the Ministry, the Committee 
~ed to drop the UlUraDOe. 



Memorandwm No. 45: Request for dropping of assurance give 
on 17 December, 1985, in reply to Uustarred Questioa. 
No.4288 regarding merger of Engineering Projects 
(India) Ltd. with some other Public Undertaking. 

6. The Committee considered the following request of the Ministry 
of Industry received through the Department of Parliamentary Affairs 
vide their u.P. Note No. IVIJnd(29)USQ 4288-LS185 dated 9 April. 
1986, for dropping of the assurance on the following grounds:-

"In the answer to the question referred to above, this Depart-
ment had given the factual position in the matter. How-
ever, the various implications of restructuring of Bngino-
ering Projects (India) Ltd. are being worked out and it is 
difficult to indicate either the nature of restructuring that 
may finaJlv come about nor the time frame by which a 
decision wilt be taken in the matter of restructuring. BPI 
has larl!e contracts and dealings with banks both in India 
and abroad. Any premature disclosure of the proposed 
restructurinl! of the Companv may jeopardise the inter-
es's of the Government company ViH-vis the clients, 
banks and collaborators. 

In view of the above, the Department of Public Bnte.rpriIce 
requests that the reply given in respect of the above quell-
tion may please be not treated as an assurance." 

6.1 Committee decided that the ass.urance need not be dropped 
and Ministry be asked to expedite its implcmen!ation. The Com-
mittee were unhappy to note that the Ministry instead of making a 
straight request for dropping of ~he assurance had suggested that the 
reply should not have been treated as an assurance. The Committee 
desired that the attention of the Ministry should be drawn to their 
earlier obserVation that the question of deciding whether or not a 
paricular reply of a Minis 'er should be treated as an assurance, WU 
exc1usiveJy the function of . the Committee and no Department or 
Ministry was competent to question their decision. The Commireo 
fanher desired that in view of their decision not to agree for dr0p-
ping of the assurance, 'he Ministry should make request for extension 
of time required for implementation of the assurance. 

M~morondum No. 46: Request for dropping of assurance given on 
10 March, 1986, in replV to Starred Question No. 220 
regat'din~ offences under Equat Remu.neratioD Ac\.to be 
cognizable. 



an 
7. The Committee considered' ;he following request of the 

Ministry of Labour received through the Department of Parliamen-
tary Affairs vide their V.D. Note No. V /L(6) SQ-22Q-LS/86 dated 
16 May, 1986. for dropping of ,the assurance on the following 
grounds:-

"That amendment of the Equal Remuneration Act will take 
time as it is in the very preliminary stages. Therefore. 
the Ministry requests that the reply may not be treated 
as an assurance ~o be fulfilled only when the Act is' 
amended." 

7.1 The Committee found no substance in the request of the 
Ministry of Labour for dropping of the assurance and desired that it 
should be implemented at the earlie~·. However, if Government 
requested some more time to implement the assurance they could make 
a request to the committee for eX'cnsion of time. 

Memorandum No; 47: Request for dropping of assurance given 011. 
10 March. 1986. in reply to Starred Question No. 212 
regarding legislation to fix urban land ceiling. 

8. The Committee considered the following request of the 
Ministry of Urban Development. received through the Department of 
Parliamentary Affairs vide lheir U.O. Note No. F.V.jD(2)SQ-212-
LSI86 dated 16 May. 1986, for dropping of the assurance on the 
following grounds:-

"The Urban Land (Ceiling & Regulation) Act, 1976 is an 
~t Act Wbereundler action lies not only with 
the Government of India but mostly wi.h State Govem-
metlu . also. Amendments particularly if these ale 
&ub8tantiAl, to such Act invariably take time. In view 
of the above and having regard 10 the fact that it witl 
not be in the public. interest to disclose the nature of 
amendments that are under consideration, it is requested 
that aD5wer given to the above question (Part B&C) may 
not kindly be treated as an assurance." 

8.1 The Co~ttee noted that the reply to the question clearly 
.indicated tha~ Government were considering to' amend the Urban 
l.and (Ceiling & Regulation) Act, 1976. Therefore. the Committee 
decided not to accede to the request of the Ministry to drop the 
assurance aDd later might make a request for extension of time to 
"implement :he assutIllKle. 

Memorandum No. 48: Ilequest for dropping of assurance given on 
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2 April, 1986. in reply to Unstarred Question No. 4882 
regarciingreorga,nisation of foreign office. 

9. The Committee considered the following request of the 
Ministry of External Affairs received ~rough .he Department of 
Padiamemary Affairs vide their U.O. NoreNo. V /EA(4) USQ 
4882-LS/86 dated 16 May, 1986, for dropping of the assurance on 
• following goounds:-

"The Report of th.! Indian Missions Review Committee has 
been classified as "Restricted". The Report is not 
proposed to be made public; it is not considered 
to be in the national interest to have a 
public discussion on its recommendations. These 
recommendations are under c:1nsideration with· 
in the Mini<;try. As many of the recommendations 
have far-reaching implications, they would require to 
be discussed extensively with other Ministries and 
Departments concerned before they are accepted by the 
Government. The Repor' has not yet been accepted by 
the Government. Only after the Government accepts 
the Report wholly or partly. can decisions be taken to 
implement the recommendations which are accepted." 

9.1. In view of the position expUned by the Ministry, the 
"Committee agreed to the dropping of the asrurance. 

Mnnorandum No. 50: Reque!;t for dropping of assurance given on 
25 March, 1985, in reply to Un starred Question No. 
t 018 regarding inc~efl~e of cApacitv of SUJ!81' factory by 
Shri Madhivibhag Khand Udyog Sahakari Mandali Ltd., 
Surat, Gurat. 

11. The Committee con!liderad the following request of the 
lrIIinis'Ty of Food and Civil Suoolie~ received vide their O.M. No. 
P.7(6)fRS-ST dated R Mny, 1986, for the drowing of thi'! assurance 
._ file fol1owin1! p:rounds:-

·'That Shri Chhitubbai Gamit, Member of Parliament who had 
raised the above question has already withdrawn the 
objections raised by him. . . . . . It may also be mentioned 
that while aU attempt& would be continued to expedite 
the disposal of the cue pending in the High Court ot 
Delhi, the likely time taken to dispose of about 2 to 3 
years, in such cases by High Court"! may also be kept • inview." 



D 

11.1. The Committee decided! not to agree to the request of the 
Ministry to drop the assurance. Incidentally the Committee desired 
to point out that the moment the question was replied in the House, 
the reply including an assurance given by the Minister became the 
property of the House and even if at that stage the Member who might 
like to withdraw such a question would not affect that position. The 
Committee desired the Ministry to take note of this position for future 
guidance and to take all steps to expedite their decision in the matt«. 

The Committee then adjourned. 



CONFIDENTIAL 

Minutes of t~ Sixth Sitting of tM Committee on Government 
Assurances Mid on 8 September, 1986, in Committee 

Room No. '8', Parliament House Annexe, 
New Delhi 

The Committee met on Monday, 8 September, 1986 from 15.30 
hours to 16.15 hours. 

PRESENT 

Prof. Narain Chand Parashar-Cllairman 
MEMBERS 

2. Shri Virdhi Chander Jain 
3. Shri Jitendra Prasada 
4. Shri Puma Chandra Malik 
5. Shri Keshorao Pardhi 
6. Shri Ram Pujan Patel 
7. Shri K. Pradhani 
8. Sb.ri Jagannath Prasad 
9. Shri Muhiram Saikia 

SBCRETAlUAT 

1. Shri C. K. Jain-Chie/ Examiner of Questions 
2. Shri D. M. Chanan-Senior EXIlmmer of Questions 

2. Tho Committee considered the draft Seventh Report as 
circulated to them. In view of certain developments, for para 7 and 
lOin the draft report, the following re~ paragraphs were suggested 
for consideration of the Committee ...... The draft Report with 
above mentioned modifications W~ adopted by the Committee. The 
Committee authorised the Chairman to prescD.t the Report during the 
next Session of Lok Sabba. 

• • • • • 
The Committee then adjounK"d to meet apia on 9 September. 

1986 at 11.30 hours. 



APPENDIX I 

[Appendix to Para No. 4 of the Report] 

LOK SABRA 

UN STARRED QUESTION 246 

TO BE ANSWERED ON THE 9TH JULY 1982 

Promotion of Employees of Directorate General, 0rcInanee Factodls. 
As Chargenu. Grade 0 

246. SHRI ERA ENBARASU: 

Will the Minister of Defence be pleased to State: 

(a) the steps taken by Government to implement lilt, 
judgement of the Supreme Court dated 2-2-1981 in CJyil. 
Appeal No. 441 of 1981 (Virendra Kumar and otbc:m 
Vs. the Union of India) and subsequent order of tha 
Court of 5th March, 1982 regarding the promotion of 
employees of the Directorate General, OrdnaDce 
Factories as Chargeman Grade n on completion of two· 
years service; 

• ( b) if no steps in this regard have been taken so far, dID-
reasoDS the~for; and 

(c) the action now Government propose to take in die-
matter and by when? 

ANSWER 

THE DEPUTY MTNISTER IN THE MINISTRY OF DEFENCB 
(SHRI K. P, SINGH DEO) (a) to (c) The modalities of implemea-
tation of the Judgement dated 2-2-1981 (Not 1-2-1981) read with 
Order dated 5-3-1982 of the Supreme'Court are under examinatiOIL 
Efforts are being made to expedite fina1isation of the· case. 

34 
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APPENDIX II 
(Yitl, para No. 68 Of the R.eport) 

(f) sw.-nt·...., '~1jIe tlUIITQIIeD 01 5.vent/l lA/c SabhiI petUIIIw 
lU 011 13 Auauat, 1986. 

First Seltioll,1980 
Seooni SeuioD, "10 
Third ScI,ion, 1980 . 
Fourth Session, 1980 
fifth Seslion, 1981 
Silth SoIaJDn, 1981 

se.tDtJa IlelIioD, 1981 
EiIbth SelIIon, 1982 . 
Nimh Session,l982 . 
TeDth SOaslon, 1912 . 
EJOveath 80Ilion,.I98' 
Twelfth So,Iion, 190 
'IbirteIath .Iaioa, 1983 
PocteeDth SealIoa, 19M 
FifteeDth Setlion, 1984 

Total AalutaDCel gUl.ltaDdiDa 

No. of 
.ISuraDQCI 
called out 

26 
196 
548 
333 
793 
373 
418 
798 
429 
315 
861 
433 
424 
956 
321 

No. of No. of 
alsuranccs .SBUI1IIICCI 
implemeD- outstaJId-
ted/cIropped ina 

16 
196 
547 1 
333 
793 
372 1 

418 
798 
428 1 
315 
859 l 
433 
423 1 
939 17 
311 , 

30 

(m SIQU",.", IIwwilflt/rl JIOII&n 01 iIu",QIItU qf E/lhlil W Sa 6'"' pe"""" ,.",. ..... 
''''' til .11 13 AMprl, J.9I6. 

. Pitat Seasion, 1.' . 
Secood SellioD, 1915 
'Ibirc1 SOaaion.l!18S • 
Fourth Seaaion. 1985 
,iRb setaloD, 1986 . 

Total AI ....... -ltaDdiac : 

No. of No. of No. of ... urance. .1.Ul'IIICeI .a,urall"_ 
oaUed om i~ o:ataDd. 

19 
426 
331 
355 
760 

31 
29 ,. 

471 
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(M M'ItIi.stry-wl# _tails of ouI~ dssurGll«,s of EiI'"h Lole s.6Iw 

M\ nistry/Department 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 
Session Session Session Seuion -, .. _----'--'-

A8l'iculture 2 32 

Atomic Energy 2 3 

Commerce 3 10 

Conununications 2 8 

Defencc 9 

Eloctronics 5 

Energy 18 
Environment and Forests 3 24 

Elttornal Affairs IS 

FiDaDeo 7 13 .. , 
Food and ClvU Supplies 2 10 
Health and Family Welfare 4 21 

Home Affaits 2 3 7 27 

Human Resource Dcyclopment 3 4 9 32 

Industry . 18 33 

Information and Broadcastilll 2 10 

Labour 3 3 6 33 

Law and Justico 4 4 10 

Occan Development . 
Parliamentary Affairs 
Personnel and Trainina. Administrative Re· 

forms and Public Orlev&IU'JIIS and Pension. 8 
Petroleum and Natural Gas 2 2 2 3 
Plannina . 3 4 
Prime Minister 
Proaramme Implamlntation 
Sciance an4 TooImololf 11 
Spaco 
Steol and MInoa 4 4 17 
Textiles 2 
Tourism- . 1 3 6 
Transport L 10 31 
Urban Development . 2 3 2' 
Wa. RIIources 1 3 
Weltare 3 16 

Total : 31 29 98 471 

• 
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