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The Lok Sabha re-assembled after
Lunch qt twenty-five minutes past
Fourteen of the Clock.

ISHRr CHINTAMANI PANIGRAHI in the
Chair]

CINEMATOGRAPH (AMENDMENT)
BILL—Contd,

MR, CHAIRMAN: Now, we will
take up clause by clause consider-
ation of the Cinematograph Bill, There
is no amendment to Clause 2. The
question is: :

+  “That Clause 2 stands part of the
~Bill.”

- The motion was adopted.

" lause 2 was added to the Bill.
Clause 3—(Amendment of Section 3)

SHRI MOOL CHAND DAGA (Pali):
I beg to move:

Page 2, line 10—

for “twenty-five” substitute
“fifteen” (12)

Previously, there were onlyl2 Mem-
bers., Now they have increased the
number of Members tg 25, more than
double the number. The whole expen-
diture, after all will be borne by the
Board. The present Members have
outstanding educational qualifications,
I, therefore, do not consider it neces-
sary to enhance the number of Mem-
bers up to 25. Only 15 Members are
sufficient, Why 25?

THE MINISTER OF INFORMA-~
TION AND BROADCASTING (SHRI
VASANT SATHE): I can satisfy Shri
Dagaj;, He was not there that day
when I explained it. The whole idea is
that we want to have Regional Boards.
To form a quorum at a Regional
Board, we must have the requisite
number of Members, That is why this
is ‘permissible. It is not that we will
immediately have 25 Members tomor-
row. Minimum is 12, Maximum nums=
ber of Memberg is 25, This is what
we are providing so ag to facilitate
the having of Regional Boards, The
idea is to democratise the functioning
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of the Board. Today every cinema pro-
ducer has to come to Bombay from
Bengal from Tamilnadu and from
Kerala. It is not fair, That is why this
number is increased.

MR, CHAIRMAN: I hope you are
withdrawing your amendment,

Mr. Daga.
SHRI MOOL CHAND DAGA: Yes.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Is it the pleasure
of the House that the "amendment
moved by Shri Mool Chang Daga be
withdrawn?

Amendment No, 12 was, by leave,
withdrawn.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The question is:"

“That Clause 3 stand part of the
Bill”

The motion was adopted.
Clause 3 was added to the Bill.
Clause 4— (Amendment of Section 4)

SHRI MOOL CHAND DAGA: I
beg to move:

Page 2,—

omit lines 23 to 27. (1)
Page 2,

omit lines 13 to 22. (13)

SHRI BAPUSAHEB PARULEKAR
(Ratnagiri): T beg to move,

Page 2,— .

for lines 16 to 22, substitute—

“Provided that having regard to
any material in the film, jr the
Board is of the opinion that any
child below the age of twelve
years may not be allowed to see
such g film, the Board shall sanc-
tion the film with such endorse-
ment; or”; (25)
SHRI MOOL CHAND DAGA: The-
proviso under Clause 4 reads:

“Provided that having regard to
any material in the film, if the Board
is of the opinion that it is necessary
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to caution that the question as to
whether any child below the age of
twelve years may be allowed to see

. such a film should be considered by
the parents or guardian of such chilg
the Boarg may sanction the film for
unrestricted public exhibition with
an endorsement to that effect;”

That means, the parents or guardian
will first go to the film, they will see
it ang then they will allow or not
allow their children to go tg the film,
I have not been able to understand
this. The parefits will have to go to
the film and find out whether it is
. good for children below the age of
twelve or not; if they find it to be
good, then they will endorse, “Yes;
my child ig alloweg to go and see the
picture”, How can thig be done? In
Indig only 37 per cent of the people
are educated. That means, so many
persons are uneducated and they do
not go to films. I do nof think that
" this provisp is practicable, = Kindly
«consider this and see that it is deleted
altogether; otherwise, it is a very cum.
bersome thing,

SHRI BAPUSAHEE PARULEKAR:
I strongly support the submissions
made by my learned friend, Shri Daga,
and I would request the hon. Minis-
ter to give a secong thought to this
particular Clause, Apart from the sub-
missions made by Mr, Daga, I do not
know how thig particular Clause can
be implemented. Apart from the fact
that the parents will have to go and
see the film, there are other difficul-
ties also. A group of parents may feel
‘that their children should see this
particular film and another group of
parents may feel that children should
‘not see this particular film, What is
Your intention?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Do you think that
_all the boys also agree to what their
parents say? -

SHRI BAPUSAHEB PARULEKAR:
That Is gnother point to which I am
<oming. .
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Another point I would like to bring
to the notice of the hon. Minister is,
how this is going to be implemented,
Suppose they go ang purchase tickets.
Where 1s the guarantee that the certi-
ficate which they have broyght from
their parents is a genuine certificate?
How can the person at the counter
give the ticket? This will never be
implemented and will only lang us in
chaotic conditions ag far as seeing

‘movies ‘is concerned. If we have aug-

mented the strength of the Board from
12 to 25, is it not possible for 25 pers
sons in their wisdom to decide whether
children belpow the age of twelve
should see the particular film or not?
Therefore, I have suggested that, ins-
tead of the present proviso, the fol-
lowing proviso be added:

“Provided that having regard to
any material in the film, if the
Board is of the openion that any
chilg below the age of twelve years
may not be allowed to see such a
film, the Board shall sanction the
film with such endorsement;”

Instead of giving only the endorsement
that it is left to the discretion of the
parents, the Board itself ghould take
the responsibility.

Hence I have moved my amendment.
This will be most practicable, Other-
wise your intentions may be good but
they will never be implemented be-

cause they are impracticable. I reqest

the hon. Minister to given a second
thought to this and see whether this
clause could be implemented at all,

SHRI VASANT SATHE: This has
been done in conformity with the re-
commendations of the Khosla Commi-
ttee as well as the Film Policy Group.
They have given thought to this. Here
the intention is actually the child
will be accompanied by a guardian
or a parent. The idea is that at least

the parent or guardian should bhave
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the child or the child going with the
guardian or parent and the responsi-

" blity should be his as to whether a

particular film is good for his children
to be seen or not. That is the idea be-
hind this and it is not that a certifi-
cate is going to be given and the child
will carry the certificate and give it to
the cinema-owner and say : “Here is
my guardian’s certificate”, That is the
idea behind it. If we find from expe-
rience that that does not work, we
will make it clear later on.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Is it the pleasure
of the House that the amendments 1
and 3 moved by sShri M. C. Daga to
clause 4 be withdrawn ?

Amendment Nos, 1 and 3 were by
leave, withdrawn.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I will now put
amendment No, 25 move by Shri Ba-
pusaheb Parulekar to vote.

Amendment No. 25 was put and nega-
tived.

MR. -CHAIRMAN: The question is
“That clause 4 stand part of the

_BilL”

The motion was adopted.
Clause 4 was added to the Bill.
Clause 5 was added to the Bill,
Clause 6 was added to the Bill.

Clause 7— (Substitution of New
section for section 5C)

SHRI MOOL CHAND DAGA:
I beg to move:

Pﬂge 3!—
omit line 22. (4) '
Page 3, line 26—

for “Such order”
ceipt of such order” (5)

substitute ‘“re-

Page 3,—
omit line 31. (6)
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Page 3 line 36,—

for, ‘“one  thousand”
“two hundred” (7)

SHRI BAPUSAHEB PARULEKAR:
I beg to move:

substitute

Page 3,—
after line 36, insert—

“(3) Every gppeal filed under thig
section shall be disposed of by. the
Tribunal within a period of six
months from the date of filing the
appeal.” (26)

SHRI MOOL CHAND DAGA; In
section 5C they say within .30 days
from the date of such order, he shall
prefer an appeal Now I have simply
said ‘from the date of receipt of such
order.” An order might have been pas-
sed by the Board, How can that man
know that the Board has passed such
an order on a Pparticular date? So I
have said ‘within thirty days from the
date of receipt of such an order’ he
shall prefer an appeal to the Tribunal,
Otherwise, sometimes when the Board
passes the order the man may bnot
know it or he may not be informed
accordingly. I say that jt must be
from the date of receipt of such order,
And it is for you to tell him by send-
ing a registered notice, Otherwise it
i3 not pOSSible.

The second thing is this.
proviso:

There is a

“Provided that the Tribunal may,
if it is satisfied that the appellant
was prevented by sufficient cause
from filing the appeal within the
aforesaid period of thirty days
allow such appeal t; be admitted
within g further periodq of thirty
days”.

The other proviso is:

“Every appeal under this section
shall be made by a petition in writ-
ing and shall be accompanied by a
brief statement of the reasons for
the order appealed against where
such statement has been furnished
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to the appellant and by such fees,
not exceeding rupees one thousand,
as may be prescribed.”

It should not exceed Rs, 200. The
clause says:

“_ ...where such statement has
been furnished tp the appellance
and by such fees, not exceeding
rupee one thousand, as may be
prescribed.”

After all you want justice should he
cheap. Why should it not be Rs. 200
as a fee? Suppose he wants to file an
appeal against the order of the Board.
Why should it be Rs, 1,000/- and why
should it not be Rs. 200 only? After
all, you collect Rs 37 crores. You
wang¢ that justice should be done at
the cost of the persons who want to
apply for the exhibition of the film.
Therefore, 1 say that Rs. 1,000 is too
murch and it should be Rs, 200/- not
more than Rs, 200. You say that
Rs. 1,000 should be deposited. I say it
is too much.

SHRI BAPUSAHEB PARULEKAR:
Sir, I have requested by this amend-
ment and addition af sub-gection (3)
to 5(c).

As Mr, Daga gaid justice should not
only be cheap but it should be ex-
peditious because if justice is delayed,
justice is denied.

PROF. MADHU DANDAVATE

(Rajapur). It should be qualitatively
cheap.

. SHRI BAPUSAHEB PARULEKAR:
I think there should be a statutory
limitation on disposal of this parti-
cular appeal. After all a person who
produces the films has to invest lakhs
of rupees in this particular business
and if a certificate is not granted, he
will be a‘loser because there is g huge
amount of investment which he is re-
quireg to make. After all 3 produc-
tion of film has been made. If any de-
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cision goes against the person who
produced that film he shall prefer
an appeal within thirty days. I have
suggested that you provide some sta-
tutory limitation for disposal of the
appeal, I have suggested that it should
be within six months, I think this
period of six months Is more than
sufficient for the Board to dispose of
any appeal, If there js no such limi-
tation, this matter may be pending
there for years together and it will be
a total disadvantage to the persons
who produce the fiims, Therefore, I
have suggested by my amendment
that there should be a statutory limi-
tation. I hope that the hon, Minister
will consider my amendment. He
will accept this. especially, he being
an advocate, knows that justice delay-
ed i3 justice denied.

SHRI VASANT SATHE: Shri
Daga's amendment ig to limit it from
the date of receipt of the order. It
is not possible to accept that for the
simple reason that the party is not
interested in avoiding, A person who
asks for a certificate himself is inte-
rested. So. he will get the order imme-
diately and so, it should not be from
the date of receipt, It is there where
the mischief starts. It should be from
the date of passing of the order. That.
73 also the normal vractice.

Ag far as shri Parulekar’s sugges-
tion is concerned, he wants that we
should put a limit, Normally, the Tri-
bunal ig presided over by a High
Court Judge, You expect him to act
within the purview of the whole ob-
jective of this Bill and to put g time
Jimit under g statute is not welcome.
1 see your point. I am expressing it .
myself here also that the idea is that
the appeal should be decided expe-
ditiously, In fact, I would say within
three months and not even siX months,
But in statute let us not put down a
time-limit. Let us see how it works.
If we find Tribunals are deciding ap-
peals expeditiously then it goes to
their credit and if Tater on by expe-
rience we feel that the time-limit is
required then we can alwayg provide
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for that. Let us not at present dis-
trust the capacity of the appellate
body. .

MR. CHAIRMAN: I shall now put
amendments No, 4, 5 6 ang 7 moved
by Shri Mool Chand Daga to.the vote
of the House,

Amendments Nos. 4 to 7 were put
and negatived.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I shall now put
amendment No, 26 moved by Shri
Bapusaheb Parulekar to the vote of
the House.

Amendment No, 26 was put and negd-
tived, -

MR. CHAIRMAN: The question is:

“That Clause 7 stand part of the
BilL."”

The motion was gdopted,
Clause 7 was added tc;'the Bill.

Clause 8—(Insertion of new seclion

5D, 5E and 5F)

SHRI MOOL CHAND DAGA: I beg
}0 move:

Page 4, line 11,—
«add at the end
“and one sych person shall be a

member of Central Legal Service”
(8)

Page 4, line 36,—

for “such period as it thinks fit”
substitute—

»

“a period not exceeding three
monthg at a time” (9)

Page 4, line 5—

for “four” substitute “two” (14)
Page 4, line 31,—

after ‘“order” insert—

“within the periog not exceeding
six months” (15) g

'SHRI BAPUSAHEB PARULEKAR:
I beg to move: K
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Page 4, omit line 8. (27)
Page 4, for lines 9 to 11, substitule—

“(5) The Central Government may
appoint such persons__

(i) who are familiay with the
social, cultural or political insti-
tutiong of India; or

(iiy who have special knowled-
ge of varioug regions of India; or

(iii) who have special knowledge
of films and their impact on so-
ciety.” (28)

Page 5, line 24,—
after ‘“‘necessary” insert—

“within three months from the
date of filing review petition.” (29)

SHRI MOOL CHAND DAGA: Sir;
my amendments are very simple, Fir-
stly, I would like to say why four
members, You have said that Tribu-
nal consist of a Chairman and four
more Members. I say why not only
two members, There should be a
Chairman and two more Members.
Thig wil] save you unnccessary ex-
penditure, Secondly, you have bresc-
ribed the qualification of 5 retired
judge of 5 High court. I say that a re-
tired judge should not be given an
opportunity of being appointed, After
all many a time we know how cor-
rupt the judiciary is, When we give
a chance to these retired judges
there ig temptation.

SHRI BAPUSAHEB PARULEKAR:
‘How corrupt is the judiciary’-— he
said this: it should not go on record.

SHRI MOOL CHAND DAGA: My
point is that the Retired Judge should
not be appointed. Then, Sir, here it
ig said:

“The Tribunal may, after making
such inquiry into the matter and
after giving the appellant and the
Board, an opprtunity of being heard
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in the matter, make such order....”
It means, within a period of 6
months. It should not be a period not
exceeding 6 months. You have laid
down in your previous Acts that only
a period of 3 months should be there.
But here you do not fix any period.
Within a period not exceeding 6
months, he should give hig judgement.
They have to appreciate certain thingg
and they have got to give their judge-
ment within a period of 6 months.
Here you say;

“Notwithstanding anything coun-
tained in sub-section (2) of Sec-
tion (6), the Central Government

may, be notification in the Oflicial
gazette, suspend a certificate grant-
ed under this Part, for such pe-
riod... .”

Why should it be such period? Say
one month or one year or 5 years.
Prescribe the period. You only say,
such period ag it thinks fit. It is not
correct to say like this. That is why I
have brought in my amendment. I
say ‘A period not exceeding 3 months
at a time.’ Otherwise you can keep it
pending for an unlimited period, At
least there should be some time limit,
The term ‘such period’ is vague and
I have not understood this term. So
I have brought my amendment "a pe-
riod not exceeding three monthg at a
time.’ I request the hon Minister to
accept this.

SHRI BAPUSAHEB PARULEXAR:
Mr. Chairman, Sir, I must seriously
press all the three amendments, that
is, Amendments Nos. 27, 28 and 29.
My amendment No. 27 is for omitting
line 8 on page 4, It describes the qua-
lification to be the Chairman of the
particular Board. That should be de-
leted in by opinion. Because, accord-
ing to thig clause, the qualification of
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a person who ig qualified to be a jud-
ge of the High court, is also made a
qualification for being appointed
Chairman. In the first reading stage,
I made a submission on this point.
‘The hon. Minister replied 'that Gov-
ernment wants to appoint a Jurist as
Chairman and that government shoulg
be at liberty to do so and therefore
that Clause ig there, I wish to briag to
the notice of the Hon. Minister that
Article 217(2) of the Consitution
speaks of the qualification of High
Court judges, It does not say that a
person who ig a jurist can be appoin-
ted a High Court judge, You gee Arti.

ecle 124 (3) (c). This is the only qua-

lification applicable for the appoint-
ment of a Judge of the Supreme
Court, So, that argument of the hon.
Minister in reply to mv submission at
the first reading stage is not a valid
argument. Why not persons with 10
years’' experience as a Lawyer be ap-
pointed? So, the hon, Minister forgets
that only 10 years’ experience is not
even sufficient for appointment as a
High Court judge. I need not go into
details, how they are screened, what
are the merits and so on, If yoy put
this particular clause in the Statute,
it would mean that & person who is a
judical Magistrate, first class, for 10
years; is (qualified for appoinatment
as a chairman he happens to be 3 per-
son in the judicial service, He is qua-
lified to be appointed to the High
Court. He can be appointed as Chair-
man also. Therefore, we go on equa-
ting a high court judge with a person
who has put in 10 years’ sgervice as
a judicial magistrate. T don’t tnink
that would be the intention of the hon,
Minister nor would that be the inten-
tion of the Government. But apart
from this, T could have appreciated
this clause if retired judges of the
High Court were not available,
I believe that there is no dearth of
the retired High Court Judges in this
country. This showg that the Govern-
ment may get an opportunity to ap-
point anyone who has just taken a sa-
nad of 10 years before the date of ac-
tual appointment. To avoid all the
apprehensions in the mindg of the
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persons, I request that the amendment
be accepted, If this clause is retained,
the purpose will not be gerved. The
person will actually be in service as
a High Couri Judge for a certain pe-
riod and he sould be appointed. It is
only for this reason I have given the
particular amendment.

15 hrs,

Now, my amendment No. 28 is a
very important amendment, Kindly
refer to Clause 5 which gays:

“The Central Government may
appoint such persons who, in its
opinion, are qualified to judge the
effect of filmg on the public, to be
members of the Tribunal.”

Now what are the qualifications? It
does not mention here. If the Govern-
ment feel that they are qualified,
what are the tests, we do not know.
What are the guidelines, we do not
know, Ag far as thig point is concern-
ed, I would like to invite the atteution
of the hon. Minister to the original
Section 5(c) of the Cinematograph
Act which gives the qualifications of
the persong to be appointed on the
Board, There it is mentioneq that
these persong who are familiar with
the social, cultural and with atl politi-
cal institutions of India, who have
special knowledge of the various pla-
ces of India, who have gpecial know-
ledge of films, ete, If these qualifi-
cations are already there in Section
5C of the Old Act, I would like to
know from the hon. Minister as to
where was the necessity of deleting
these qualifications. This is already
there in the Statute and the necessity
is to have some officers of the Govern-
ment to judge whether the particular
person is qualified to be appointed as
a member of the Board or not. I
have therefore suggested my amend-
ment No. 28 to include those qualifi-
cations which are there already in
Clause 5C of the Old Act,

With reference to my amendment
No 29, the same argument ag has been
advanced by me in favour of my
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amendment No. 26, stands 1 do not
want to repeat that.

SHRI VASANT SATHE: Sir, T will
take the points made by Mr. Parule-
kar. The argument now advanced by
him, really goes against the point of
view put forward by him earlier. He
says that a person who ig qualified to
be g High Court Judge should not be
appointed, if found fit but only a re-
tired High Court Judge can be ap-
pointed. I had said the other day
also if a person is good enough 1o be
a High Court Judge, while being ap-
pointed as @ High Court Judge, he can
be considered qualified to be a High
Court Judge, Then according *2 him
the moment the High Court Judge
retires and when we say ‘qualified
to be a High Court Judge’, does it
mean that all those things are not
there. That means not only 10 years
practice but having other qualifications
as well of merit, of selection and all
that, So, all those things are included
in the phrase “qualified to be” and
not only tenure. Otherwise, we
would have said “having the tfenure
of”.

SHR1 BAPUSAHEB PARULEKAR:
So, qualifications mean not those qua-
lificationg which are mentioned in the
Constitution.

SHRI VASANT SATHE: Not only
the years, but other qualifications also.
The same qualifications are considered
here also,

Another thing ig that he has said
about the qualifications for other
members which are already there in
the Old Act. Yes, they are there in
the Olg Act. But it need not be speci-
fically mentioned here. After all the
Appellate Tribunal is there No
Government in its wisdom with dig-
nity will choose persons who do not
know anything about judging films.
None would do it. In fact, why should
there be limitations? The Tribunal
stature should be judged by the peo-
ple who occupy the position. So, it
is not necessary to put any limitations,
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If Memberg of Parliament are gjuali-
fied to be a Minisier can we say that
any Member is not qualified enough
to be a Minister? That will be an
insult to the Members of Parliament.
Therefore, we must judge the people
by their own merit.

As far as Shri Daga’s suggestion is
concerned, whas is the logic in having
2 or 4 members Why should it he
kept to 4? But 5 is the figure in the
whole ethog of our country—Panch’,
That is why it hag got some sanctity.

9 AEITHIAT
There is no logic in it. But ‘Panch’ is
an accepted figure likeq by all in our
country. So, let us have ‘Panch’..

Then he says Rs. 1000 should be
changed to Rg 200. This ig an indus-
try where lakhs and lakhs of rupces
are spent to make a film Even one
thousand rupees are not enough. Then
why shoulg it be changed to Rs. 200?
I would therefore request both the

hon. Members to withdraw their
amendments,

st wdr vuw amE (fgAe):
a2 TIgd, 39 987 * Hged HIAAA
doa fag S0 #Y foelt & focwan<
frar war  HiT Aay Wl aF G3q
T FIS TAAT Agl & 1 AT TE
TER Giar & Feax fgarr @9
g @ gaa faersg g fe gasrfaeard
®Y gIAAT GsT F1 oo o f
wig | feeehy # fygware @1 AR
IgF! AT ATTET 7 Y TT AT FHT AN
T H @ |

MR. CHAIRMAN: It wil] take some
time. It will come here after some

time.
A W A feer Tl
F fag ar gwg Fr Fg QI
T g
SHRI BAPUSAHEB PARULEKAR:
It is a very important point.

MR. CHAIRMAN: We will
out the position,

find
When you have
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raised this point, this has been iaken
note of.

sUowAl TR oAME . F OIS
T A 7 FE | AMFT a8 A9
fd sdi & +18 FvgT fgae
AR ag @t fege=t # AR IgN
frerd A g=ar sow T A
g ar ag 3w 7& &)1 78 gL AR
F1 firaersr & =g ag fadt ¥ qu
F g1 AF guT Fr F1E A gIe
fag as faea @ ok a=9 =
oar 7 < @ waAT ag gAur @
TFCATE ATTRY W G A& FLAT

2

MR. CHAIRMAN:
right.

That is all

MR. CHAIRMAN: Now, Mr. Daga,

are you withdrawing your amend-
ments Nos, 8, 9, 14 and 15?

SHRI MOOL CHAND DAGA: Yes,

Sir. I seek leave of the House to
withdraw my amendments.
MR. CHAIRMAN: Hag the hon,

Member leave of the House to with«
draw his amendments?

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Yes. I

Amendments Nos. 8, 9, 14 and 75 were
by leave withdrawn,

MR. CHAIRMAN: Now, I shall put
Amendments Nos, 27, 28 and 29 of
Shri Bapusaheb Parulekar to the vote
of the House.

Amendments Nos, 27 to 29 were put
and negatived,

MR. CHAIRMAN: The question is:

“That Clause 8 stand part of the
Bill”
The motion was adopted.
Clause 8 was added to the Bill.
Clause 9—(Amendment of gection 0)

SHRI BAPUSAHEB PARULEKAR:
I beg to move:

i PR

-

)
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“Page 5, line 30,—
after ‘stage,” insert—

“if the question concerning na-
tional security of concerning friend-
ly country has arisen”. (30)

Mr. Chairman Sir, thig again ig an
important amendment. The hon. Mi-
nistey has in hjs speech said that for
the first time the Appellate Tribunal is
being comstituted by this particular
Bill. It is no goubt a happy incident.
But the Government is keeping the
powers of changing the decision of
the Tribunal by enacting this particu-
lar clause by having revisional powers
in the handg of the Government, So,
if the Appellate Tribunal decides a
matter, then the Government can re-
vise that particulay decision. In my
respectfu] submiission that ig an eye
wash. The other gay the hon. Minis-
ter has gone on record in the Rajya
Sabha that this particular power with
the Government will be exerciseq hy
the Government only in cases when
question concerning nationgl security
or concerning friendly countries has
arisen. I respectfully submit that if
that. be the intention of the Govern-
ment why not add that in the statute
itself saying “may, of its own motion
at any stage, if the question concern-
ing the natiomal security or concern-
ing the friendly country has arisen,
then the Government shall exercise
its revisional powers.” The appellate
tribunal gives a particular decision ang
okays the film, but if thig is the real
intention of the Government, and they
feel that that film should not be screen_
ed, then my amendment should be ac-
cepted. I gave an instance of the
movie “Aandhi”; You have reserved
the right with you to ban any film,
which is permitted by the Board and
cleared by the Tribunal, 1 submit
that thig power shoulg mot be with
the Government, If at all the Gov-
ernment feels that there should be
somebody having the revisional juris-
diction, why not leave that power
either with the High Court- or with
the Supreme Court? Why should the
Government keep this power
with itself? I strongly oppose
the revis'onal jurisdiction be-
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ing kept with the Govern-
ment. This would, in fact, be nega-
tiving the new clause which you are
adding. I request my colleagueg to
accept my amendment.

SHRI VASANT SATHE: The very
creation of the tribunal ig an adequate
guarantee that the decisions and re-
visions would be that of the tribunal.
However, in some extraordinary cases,
which are not to be usual or normal
ones, the powers have to be with the
Government and representatives of
the people, who are sometimes ignor-
ed. I do not want to have a cumpa-
rison with the judiciary. I respect
the judiciary and I do not agree with
anyone who thinkg that judiciary is
corrupt, as someone mentioned, Not
at all. Indian judiciary is, by and
large, of a very high standard; excep-
tions can be everywhere. But, that is
not the questign here. The queslion
is, that if there is a film which has
a tendency to incite violence, or an
overtone of caste bias, and it has
been overlookeq znd allowed by the
tribunal, it is the duty of the repre-
senatives of the people, the Govern-
ment, to see that such a film inciting
communalism, casteism or violence or
affecting relations with friendly coun-
tries ig not allowed to be screened. I
do not want to give any example, but
recently there was a case where a
film was approved by the Censor
Board, we found that it was a goodfilm
by all standards, but there was such
a' delicate thiag that it would have
immediately affected our relations
with gome friendly countries. That
is why thig power is kept with the
Government,

I, however, assure the House that
this power would be exercised very
sparingly and in very rare cases.
Normally, in view of the appellate
tribunal, it will not arise, but to deny
it altogether to the Government would
not be correct and we will be failing
in our duty.

15.10 hrs.
[SHRr HARINATHA Misra in the Chuir]

MR. CHAIRMAN: 1 shall now put
amendment No. 30 to clause 9 moved
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[Mr. Chairman]
by Shri Parulekar to the vote 'of the
Hous¢, L

Amendment No. 30 was put and ne-
gatived.

MR, CHAIRMAN: The question is:
“That Clause 9 stand part of the
Bil», '
The motiOn was adopted.
Clause 9 was aqdded to the Bill

Clauses 10 to 20 were added to the
Bills.

Clause 1, the Enacting Formula and
the Title were added to the Bill.

SHRI VASANT SATHE: I beg to
move: et

“That the Bill be passed”.
MR, CHAIRMAN: Motion moved:

“That the Bill be passed.

Shri Ramavatar Shastri.
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MR. CHAIRMAN: The question is:
“That the Bill be passed.”
The motion wag adopted,

15.33 hrs.

*DEMANDS FOR EXCESS GRANTS

(RAILWAYS), 1978-80 AND SUPPLE-

MENTARY DEMANDS FOR GRANTS
(RAILWAYS), 1981-82

MR. CHAIRMAN: The House will
now take up items 6 and 7, namely,
Disussion and Voting on the Demands
for Excess Grants in respect of the
Budget (Railways) for 1979-80 and
discussion and voting on the Supple-
mentary Demands for Grants in respect
of the Budget (Railways) for 1981-82.

Motions moved:

“That the respective excess sums
not exceding the amounts shown in

(Rlys) 1981-82

the third Column of the order paper
by granted to the President ouf of the
consolidated Fund of India to make
good the excess on the respective
grants during the year ended on the
31st day of March, 1980, in respect
of the following demands entered in
the second column thereof—Demand
Nos. 3, 4, 7, 9, 11 and 16.”

“That the respective Supplemen-
tary sums not exceeding the amounts
shown in the third column of the
Order Paper be granted to the
President out of the <Consolidated
Fund of India to defray the Charges
that will come in course of payment
during the year ending the 31st day
of March, 1982, jn respect of the
following demands entered in the
second column thereof—Demand
Nos. 2 to 12 and 16.”

Demands for Excess Grants (Railways) 1979-80 submitted to the Vot of Lok Sabha

— ——— —

- ot

No. Ng.me of Demand

of

Amount of Demand
submitted to the

Demand vote of the House
1 2 3
Rs.
General Supcrinténdcncc and Services . - . 1,29,30,311
Repairs and Maintenance o( Permanent Way and Works . . 1,08,10,836
Repairs and Maintenance of Plant and Equipment . . 8 1,52,34,456
Operating Expenises—Traffic ¢ 4,00,16,557
Staff Welfarc and Amenities 40,42,479
Assets—Acquisiton, Construction and Replacement . . . 27,32,08,575

*Moved with recommendation of the President.



