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MR CHAIRMAN: The question 1s

“That the Bill be passed”

The motion was adopted

18.19 hrs.

STATUTORY RESOLUTION RE
DISAPPROVAL OF THE ALCOCK
ASHDOWN COMPANY LIMITED
(ACQUISITION OF UNDERTAK-
INGS) AMENDMENT ORDINANCE,
1074 AND ALCOCK ASHDOWN
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COMPANY LIMITED (ACQUISI-
TION OF UNDERTAKINGS)

AMENDMENT BILL

MR CHAIRMAN: We now take up
item No. 13 and item No 14 together.
Shri Madhu Limaye to move hig Sta-
tutory Resolution,
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[Suht JacanmMaTurA0o JosHr in the
Charr]

THR WET ¢

“An appeal has, however, been
filed azainst the order of the court
(delivering possession of the proper-
ties of the company to the Central
Government) by M/s. Turner
Morrison & Cpmpany which iz a
major shar holder of the company
and the said company has simulta-
neously filed a writ petition challen-
gy the vires of the Act. In the
wrii petition, the applicant is trying
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to establsh that the amount speci-
fled m the Act 15 illusoty The ap-
plhicant contend, that the underta-
kings of the company, as defined in
the Act includes book debts, loans
and advances and moneys which
may be recovered by the Company
from its directors by misfeasance
proctedmygs In the circumstances
the Cential Government was advis-
ed that by way of abundant caution
the Act concerned should be amend-
ed to clarify that the undertakings
of the company as defined 1n the Act
do not include book debts and loans
and advances and any moneys re-
coverable by the company from 1ts
shareholders of directors”
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“This House disapproves of the
Alcock Ashdown Company Lamited
(Acqunition  of Undertakings)
Amendment Ordinance, 1974 (Ordi-
nance No 5§ of 1974) promulgated
by the President on the 28th June,
1974~
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1 beg to move®*:

“That the Bill to amend the Al-
cock Ashdown Company Limited
(Acquisition of Undertakings) Act,
1973, as passed by Rajya Sabha, be
taken into consideration”

MR. CHAIRMAN: Motions moved:

“This House disapproves of the
Alcock Ashdown Company Limited
{Acquisition of Undertakings)
Amendment Ordinance, 1974 (Ordi-
nance No. 5 of 1974) promulgated
by the President op the 28th June,
1974

“That the Bill {o amend the
Alcock Ashdown Company Limited
(Acquisition of Undertakings) Act,
1973, as passeg by Rajya Sabha, be
taken imto consideration.”

SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE
(Burdwan): Sir, this seemg to be a
very innocuous Bill, but according to
me it is the brain-wave of a nervous
administration. Should we go on
changing our statute on the basis of a
point or contention thet may have
been taken in a pending legal pro-
ceeding? This is the object of this

*Moved with the recommendation
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Bill, Because in a pending legal pro-
cecding before a court of law a party
hay takep a certamn puoint, to meet
that pomt, we are amending an Act
of Parliament !

The hon. Deputy Mimister has said
Just now that thus 1s by way of
usbundant caution, This is not gimply
by way of abundant caution. Previous-
ly section 4 of the Act included with-
in the ambit of ‘undertaking of this
company’ all its assets, all its rights,
powers, property, movable and un-
snuvavle, cash balances, nvestments
and all other rights

Theretore, 1t 15 no good saying that
it was pot mutially included there. It
has been included ang nghtly so.
Witlun assets and property, book
debts will surely be included. 1 am
not talkig about the misfeasance
damages. But, what 1s happemng
now 15 tnai on the basis of the valua-
fron, I take 1t, of all the assets and
properties, a huge sum of Rs. 1 crore
has been fixed as the amount to be
paid to the company to be distributed
10 the shareholders. Therefore, when
the valuation has been made and the
amount of Rs 1 crore had been fixed,
you must have takep into considera-
tion the book debts of this company
if at all the Government had applied
1ts mund at that stage.

Now, what is going to happen? We
are expressly releasing book debts.
That means the debts to the company.
We arc expressly releasing them.
The Government has been renouncing
all rights over it. Suppose, the com-
pany was entitled to receive from any
outsider, say, Rs 2 lakhs, the Govern-
ment under this new amendment will
not have any claim over that money.
Therefare, althcugh this sum of Rs. 1
crore remains fixed and will be paid
to the company in view of the pre-
sent Act, we are now giving up our
claim with regard to book debis. I
would like to know from the hon.

of the President.

— e .
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Minister what 1s the amount of debts

due to the company. By this time—

because this company wus takep over,

if I am not wrong, sometime in 1973,

if not earlier—from 1973 tll 28th
August, we must have been
able to, ithe Government must

have been able to find out what are
the debts due {0 the Compuny. The
posihion remains thus, For the totahty
of the assets, after taking mto con-
sideration the habihties of the com-
pany, the Governmeni had fixed Rs 1
crore to be distributed. Now, laubili-
ties remain the same, The assets
which the Government is entillted to
get are being reduced But the tom-
pensation 15 not bewng reduced

Therefore, 1t appears to be an in
nocuous Bill trying to mect the pomt
that has becn taken in the legal
proceeding  Bul uie we uot giving
mute mouey o.er and above this Rs 1
crore to the share-holdert ol the com.
pany? We are doing it | can unde1-
stand the explonation (b). That is,
of ecourse a contingent rnght or con-
tingent habiity which may arnse or
may not atise, but, so far as debis due
to the company not being included in
the compauy's assets and undertaking,
this 12 1nfended ta benefit those per-
sons during whose managemcnt — or
during whose control through  the
means of their share-holding, the com~
pany has reached ils nadir Therc-
fore, we supported the nationalisation
and taking over of this undertaking.
We want the Government to run it
properly and manage 1t well, because
it is one of the importunt engineering
estublishments in this couniry. We
want it to prospes. But Tdn not un-
derstand, unless the Government has
been misled but I have a lJurking
suspicion that by this process more
money which was not being given
directly 1o the erstwhile managers and
share-holders is being given through
the back donr and a circuitous pro-
cess.

Therefore, the assels remain reduc-
ed, the labilities remain the same and
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the compensation, thereby, necessarily
becomes more.
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Therefore, I would hike before the
House passes this Bill the hon, Minis-
ter will kindly enhighten the House as
to what 1s the expected amount of
debts due to the company considera-
tion of which would huve made all the
tifference to the computation of the
atnpunt because that is the fear. The
Government's fear 1s that the conten-
tion of the company that the compen-
sation amount is illusory will be prov-
ed by the fact that the debts due to
the enmpany will also be realised by
the wompany And, the erstwhile
management or the owners aie  not
bemyg compensated for that  There-
tore, 10 me, it appears that this legis-
lation has been solely brought  with
that purpuse [ have beep repoating
that not only here but 1 so many
other Bills too as to why we are un-
whle to utihse fully the powers that
have heen allowed under the Consti-
tunon of India?

Wer have supported ungrudgmgly to
grang  moie ang more powers but
why the same have not been utilised
propeily  Under Art 31 of the Consti-
tution. cettain powers are given, How
are you utilising those powers?

1 would like to know from the hon.
Minstes whether he would explain to
us as to what 1s the amount of the
hook dcbt that iz available to  the
compuny Wfler this Bill is passed,
the book debt due {o the company will
not be realised by Government be-
cause 1t will cease to be a part of the
undertaking. Who will realige it?
Obviously, ille company will realise
it  And they do not have to  pay
anything to Government. They will
utilise it for their own purpose. o,
I say that it is essential for us 1o
know what 1s the amount of debt due
to the company that is now  being
excluded from the concept of under-
taking?

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH SOKHI
(Jumshedpur): Sir, this is an amend-
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ment bill of Alcock Ashdown Co. Litd.
which was taken over last year. I
have given an amendment to be in-
serted in Clause 2, page 1, line 10,

I am surprised to read the state-
ment I have received on the 27th
August, 1874 explaining the circums-
tances which necessitated the promul-
gation of amendment Ordinance No. 5
of 10874

In the Statement, it is said that cer-
tain writ petitions have been filed by
Turner Morrison and Co, a major
share-holder challenging the Act
which is  pending before the High
Court and certain points have been
raised by them. I do not want to go
into the details of the same.

Sir, this company was bought by
Government by making 3 paym..at of
Rs. 1.17 crores in 1973 and ti.c Act
was passed by Parlioment. liow, at
this late stage, the Central Govern-
ment was advised to amend the Act
by inserting only a few words in
Clause 4(1) of the Act, 1973. 1 want
to know from the Government why
this advice was not tendered before
when such a vast Law Ministry with
full of legal brains were at the
disposal of the Government,

It looks like that as though the Gov.
ernment is doing everything in haste.
For inserting only five words to a
clause, and bringing this amendment
before the Parliament, I think the
Government must have spent thou-
sands of rupees. The Government
must call for the explanation from the
Departments concerned, why such
loopholes were left out which led to
unnecessary litigation,

It is further said in the statement,
1 quote: .

“Since the writ petition was to
come up, for the hearing on the
I6th July 1974 and the Parliament
was not in session, it was urgently
necessary to make the aforesaid
clarification.”
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Very well, Sir, I am not against the
Ordinance, but i! appears to be very
strange that, when this statement was
approved and signed by the Deputy
Minister of Heavy Industry on  the
25th July 1974, why there was no
mention as to what happened on the
16th July, 1974 in the High Court.
Whether the court allowed the writ
petition or rejected, thus House wants
to know that. No copy of the judg-
ment or what steps were taken by
the Ministry on the 16th July are
mentioned in the statement. 1 would
also request the Minister to change
the managerial staff and put fresh
blood into its management Laving
some qualifications. 1 would also like
to know whether the IMinister would
asain  come up with some (cmend-
n.ent) Bill in the nesr fulure or it
is firal in regaid to this company. 1
would request the Mini fer to give a
calegorical reply.

Now, I come to my amendment
which is for insertion of words “with.
out prejudice"” after the proposed Gov-
ernment’s official amendment after
words “In relation to the_ Undertak-
ings”. According to me it is a very
appropriate amendment and should be
accepted, which when read with
whole clause 4(1) of the Acquisition
of Undertakings Act 1973, in the an-
nexure of this Bill, would complete
the meaning of the clause in every

respect.

With these words, Sir, I support this
Amendment Bill.
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el o fawr & aff o foe ot g



307 Statutory Resl. re.
Disappl, of Alcoclk
Ashdown Co. Ltd,

[« TraTeaTe wred]

W awEs AFT WA & | uF A
dwey AT WY W gAY ¥ s
fE § 7 39 T A o, w W
gore e fear a7 A TE AT aeT
W Atfy § s g @ o Y }
arfs 9% ey ¥ frre ame & AW
fyeer o | 9 @97 oY q@ §A
31 97 % oY &Y A A § ITH
yew fraifer fold T wYd) o oot
g wcy fFow A e A0 @,
Tq qq WY T4 I377 4w a7 fE qar
w7 @ & aifF wrw Al & dar
grar & fs aga &t Al Y gl A
AY WTGH FTH w4 0T awdY § ag WA
o} stTo®) fae Wy § I wTvEmT i
fra®Y 917 AT § W) IqF I A IAH
wE o T WIGET T e ) &Y,
39 GWY I% A WY ISAT T4 4T
oY ww faer 9T g AN A wgr wr fe
gt ) T W9 qeTas § w7 ¥
g &ty | FfFEw ITFTIT ATV ET q1T
®) Adf YT | 9T WET Y AT A
¥ fad dart 7@ & WX Jwwell ardlt
T AT FRATTE | R T
R N A ST 8, WF FA &g
aafz grT & 1 91T 37 HAV AT A
T AT 21 WA &, g Jar fow 9x
TR g FRTH T EF §, AY AqQqr A7
g &, Foraay w9 a@Y fewer & gwa
sT @ g1 AL WA ¥ ¥
AW 91 ®T I sarer dar
ey A F@ AT G L
# frdre waar g 1w fow & famt
®t o, sed vt W Bl I an
ng}immﬂr%mﬁﬂ
wﬂémgiaﬁiwﬂwﬁm
der w fav | gfs we = o

AUGUST 28, 1974

(Acgn. of Undertak- goB
ings)"Amdt, Ordin

and Amds. Bill
¢ § wfy ey vy ¥ a9 v
w1 fasar &, W) warmy & waer
o ) Qi § aga | AT o @
¢ ar fHT waa) GHlEs AFT FIT &
qAX ATHT 98T & |

¥ foT wred ag) fadza s
ST €Y FE TFH HFAT & SFT WY
A% IFA I F qgT T WA
& | WIOA Sawr sAEAr WA A H
#r g, weer fear 3. Sawr AT AiF &
word, AfeT ITHY 1T gant IE wR

731 o fagrd & qarfer west
%% 3T gy § a1 477 wia & fag WY
FFAE FA! TE THA I KT 47 ST
27 WM& FqT Fwaad w0 R
fF gadt ww Y & &7 ¥
frdzs woa It g 6w a@ A

T W7 W19 WY /Y ST qF ar .4

% dar a9 fwawt w1q g FAL §

G FTART QYT (& THG 40 & ATHA

A wTiaF awe § IqH wrET S FATAY
gt | gafed wie qar § sifd
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SHRI RAJA XKULKARNI (Bombay-
North-East): As has been pointeg out
already by maeny hon. Members, the
Bill which has come before us is the
second step. Government feel that by
taking this second step, all their difi-
culties would have been solved.
Though 1 wish well for them, I, how-
ever, see from the working of the
recent past and after the passing of
the first Bill in December last, it hes
not still been possible for Government
even to start the machinery and take
over the production in their hands,
because of the legal proceedings.

It iy true that they have been say-
ing that the purpose of this Bill is a
very limited one and they feel that
a1l the legal difficulties would be over

once they define now what does not
come within the definition of the ier®
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‘undertaking’, namely book debts gnd
the money to be recovered from the
shareholders. They feel that once this

matter is clarified, all difficultieg will
be over.

But the difficulties are not only
legal or of short duration, but they
are more thap legal and more than of
short duration. They are also of a
commercial and trading nature. They
are financial difficulties to which Gov-
ernment are not prepared to give a
second look. Therefore, 1 shall not be
surprised if even after passing of this
Bill, they come across difficuities

We do not know whether they are
coming to terms with Turner Morri-
sons who have filed a writ petition in
the Bombay High Court. We do not
know whether they will not go beyond
Rs. | erore compensation and say that
they have no other liability or they
would like to come 10 certain terms
to settle down the legal claimg of all
porties, one of which is Turner
Morrisons who have gtood as guaran-
tor tu the State Bank of India which
hag given lokns to the Alcock Ashdown
Company to the extent of more than
Re 1 crore. Suppose after this Bill 1=
parsed, there comes a difference in the
valuation, what is going tuv be douv?
For, the Bombhay High Court has ul-
ready appointed gn independent valu-
er. After taking inventory o all tne
&ssets of the Alcock Ashdown Co. and
after valuing them, suppose he sub-
mits a report to the High Court say-
ing that the value is Rs. 5 crores or
Rs. 6 crores or Rs 8 crores. One does
not know what will happen ultimate-
ly and what the verdict of the Bombay
High Court wil] be, because it is all un-
certain today. What will Government
do then? Suppose the Bombay High
Court decrees that Government must
pay to the State Bank of India or to
the guarantor or the petitioner, name-
ly Turner Morrisons Rs. 5 crores or
Rs. 6 crores, what will be Govern-
ment's gtand? Are they going to come
back to this House asking for Rs. 4
o § crores more from this Housc?
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In case, the Government wing and
the valuation ig less than Rs. I crore.
The other party is bound to go to the
Supreme Court. If the other partj
wins, Government will go to (iht
Supreme Court. These legal proceed-
ings are not of short duration. They
will go on for two or three years,
once it goes to the Supreme Court If
this is going to happen, then wiat
happens to the machinery which has
already become a junk? Since 1971,
the whole undertaking is closed. Till
today Government is not in a position
‘o start the machinery. Government
had given an assurance to the workers,
wher. the Bill was passed in Decem-
ber last, thay their dues would be
paid We had told Government that
from this Rs. 1 crore, a specific provi-
sion shculd be made for payment of
the workers' dues which were to the
tune of Rs. 63 lakhs, But Govern-
ment has not done so. 1t has gone
hack on the promise to pay the wor-
kers' dues. Workers are still on the
streets. Now they are heing asked to
get themselves recruited as fresh
workmen by the Mazagaon Docks. The
Mazagaon Docks is not interested in
running Alcock Ashdown. They are
only interested in the land verupied
by this concern for their own expan-
sion. They want to sell the junk and
demeclish the structures.

This is the kind of wrong perspec-
tive at the back of this Bill. There-
fore, a national asset is being wasted.
Even now Government should come
forward with a fresh look. T repeat
the suggestion 1 made last time: let
a new Bill come taking oOver this
undertaking for management under
the Industries (Development and Re-
gulation) Act. Give it {0 a co-opera-
tive of the workers. Thetz h_atve sub-

itted a scheme. Examme it
::I (0 a co-operative or any other insti-
tulion to manage it on behalf of Gov-
ernment. But coming under the Acqui-
sivion Act and acquiring it for Rs. 1
crore has created @ lot eof difficulties
ang further difficulties will be created.

Meanwhile, a pational asset is being
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wasted Therefore, I suggest to Gov-
ernment: along wifh the Bill, have
a fresh look and {fulfil the promise
given io the workers That will be
at least something

& g¥H ¥T wArd (A1)
wamfa oY #vFTT g7 OETE Q-
ISR FEAY h AT AN e
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fafg wavag & wftq Tl wEA
T frwrr @ ww s wnm fonw
T wrE PeYé Ay wver 236 A1 &
wetd A9 X qar A fa w=@w T
g & A gegdt 7 T AT g
A7 et F farar = frar &1 3w Al
AT F1 worgw gy A1 frern S T
aifed oy | WA wEiET T faw #7 OH
ST, Ffaa gar TH A8 @Y T
¥T T A7 W7 fq@AT T4 AT 4T AT
fi g7 ¥ WIT I TIH T AEA AT
2 4 g7 faw Taeed | 717 37 419
WG |1 T WT AT WS TR
FrTia T Anras |y 67 o7 faw ot
57 s #f TR R OAN AT W
T AETERI g F o g H @3 1Ay T
T NS 3 <A 40 At & v waRd
FT 60 777 Sohq WA £UT, T ¥V
areETRa 21 AEA £ 6T T SURr
AT &7 TF G T7 20 147 A qAFL
T TR & 54 T 44 AT LA, AT H
R TA AL WX TG A g 1 qF
Trramk ¥ e fawrn ¥ qafew €
2T grit § ot f et § 9 fE R
AW £ draT 9T ATT ) gTER T W T
w1 74 319 ¥ ¥ forar § Jody g ®
q %4 37 ARt qF AT & g 7T |
®1T €% faa B Wy 7w & fifad @
fET ¥ ¥ ¥ SOA AT 7 AR |

*SHRI E R KRISHNAN (Salem):
Mr Charman, Sir, 1 would like 10
express my views on The Alcock
Ashdown Company Limited (Acqui-
sition of Undertakings) Amendment
Bill, 1974,
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This company was started by the
Biilish some 40 yeurs ago and ill
Independence they repatriated some
kundreds of crores of rupees fium
this Company. After Independetve,
when they found that it would no
longer be possible for them to ¢xploit
this company, they sold away the
shares of this Company to Mundhras.
S, it ig very well known to you :hat
Mundhra also plundered the wealih
uf this Company and it is repuiicd
that about Rs. 1.65 crore of rupees had
been cornered by him I would like
to know what steps have been funcn
against Mundhra for recovering t(his
huge sum.

It ic stated that the Government
will have to remit in the Court « suin
of Rs 1 crore. I would like to nnow
whether the value of assels ol 1hs
cempany would be more or less than
this Rs 1 crore. The Government
have also to pay to the wurkers “he
artewrs of P.F. elc. to the extent of
Rs. 37 lakhs, Besides, the Govern-
ment have 10 iolurn the loan  of
Rs 1.70 crores given hy  the Slute
Bank of India as also the Bank of
Mzaharashira to the Company. Sir,
ihe hon. Mimsier must inform this
ITnuse about the real value of the
assets of this Company.

Sir, on account of corelessness on
the part of high officials of the Law
Ministry in the preparation [ the
parent Bill, the Government have been
compelled Lo bring this amending il
before the House. When the parent
bill was discussed in this Houre i1
1973, many hon. Members > this
House pointed out the deficiencies and
loopholes in the Bill and also express-
ed their apprehension that this might
be taken to a court of law. At that
time, the hon. Minister did not pay
heed to the suggestions of the hon.
Members of this House and the con-
sequence is that the issue is before a
Court of Law and to circumvent cer-
tain issues thiz amending Bl has
been introduced by the Government.
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Before I conclude, I would request
that @ directive musy be issued by the
Prime Minister to all the high vufhcials
of the Law Ministry connected with
diaiting of Bills that they must be
more vigilant and exercise greater care
in the formulation of legislative pro-
posaly, in the form of a Bill. This is
very necessary 1if the Government
wanl to avoid the issues heing taken
to Courts of law frequently.

W th these words, I conclude,

SHRI DALBIR SINGH: Sir, ag 1
stateq carlier, this is a very simple
explanation which is being added to
seetwon 4(1) of this Act wnich was
pasced in December session. After
that this was challenged and this com=
pany filed a wnit petilion before the
Igh Court, which is shll pending.
Nobody knows at this gtage whether
the judgment would be in our lavour
or :n favour of the other party. They
kave & right of appeua! to the Supreme
Cowtl also. All legal remedies avail=
bl to them. they would like to ex-
haust and we cannot stop them {rom
doing so

The point was 1aised about compen-
silion  This amendment ig intended
w0 clarify the position that the book
debte have not been included. At that
time also ouy intention was not to
elude the book debts in the defini-
tinn. We have consulted the law
deopartment and the Additional Soli-
cntor General. who advised us that we
should issue this nrdinance. So, it was
issued and this Bill hag been moved
to replace the ordinance. This is in-
tended to show that this amount of
Rs 1 crore is not illusory. When the
intention of the Government iz to in-
clude the book debts, it is gpecifically
mentioned in the cnactment itself.
There had been a number of legisla-
tions where the intention of the Gov-
ernment wag io include the book
debts and that wae specifically provi-
ded in the enactment. as for example
in the Air Corporation Act, 1953,
Metal Corporation of India (Acguisis



315 Statutory Resl. re.
Disappl. of Alcock
Ashdown Co. Ltd.

[Shri Dalbir Singh]

tion of Undertakings) Act, 1966, Indian
Iron and Steel Co. (Taking over of
Management) Act, 1972 and Indian
Copper Corporation (Acquisition of
Undertakings) Act, 1972. In all these
enactments, it was gpecifically made
clear that book debts will be included
in the definition. The very fact that
we have not mentioned it in thie
eractment shows that our intention at
that time also was not to include the
book debts etc. in the definition. Now
by way of abundant caution, to make
it absolutely clear, we have brought
forward this amendment.

It wag asked how this amount wouid
be recovered. We have acquired the
productive assets of these two
undertakings to put them into produc-
tive uses. We have not acquired the
company. The entity of the company
is there, The company is to recover all
this.

Comany to wvaluation, a committee
of senior officers have gone into the
guestion and they have made a deep
study of the assets which are to be
acquired and they have come to the
conclusion that even if all the assets
are auctioned in open auction they
would not perhaps fetch that much
money i.e. Rs. one crore, So, the
amount of Rs. 1 crores which was
vaiued by the committee of officers is
very reasonable. They have goae into
the condition of the machinery, build-
ings etc. and they have made Lhis
ascessment, which is a very reasonable
assessment.

Shri Kulkarni raised the question of
workers’ compensation. After the
acquisition of this undertaking, it will
be governed by the law. We are iry-
ing to see that the workers are not
throwp out. We have called a meet-
ing tc discuss this question with the
representatives of the Gujarat com-
pany and the company which the hon.
Member has mentioned, the Mazagaor
Loucks. We have said that these people
should be absorbed there. We are
very eager to see that these pecple are
not thrown out,
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SHRI RAJA KULKARNI: Wnat

about thir past service?

SHRI DALBIR SINGH: We will take
a sympathetic view in considering this.

We have not gone into the question
of book debts, because it was not our
intention to include the book debts.
S50, we did not calculate it. It is for
the company to see how much of
hook debts are there and how to re-
cover them. With these words, I com-
mend the motion.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I wil] first take
up the motion by Shri Madhu Liinaye
The question is:

“This House disapproves of the
Ajcock Ashdown Company Limited
(Acquisition of Undertakings)
Amendment Ordinance, 1974, (Ordi-
narice No. 5 of 1974) promulgated by
the President cn the 28th June,
1974.»

The motion was negatived,
MR. CHAIRMAN: The question is:

“That the Bill to amend the
Alcock Ashdown Company Limited
(Acquisition of Undertakings) Act,
1973, as passed by Rajya Sabha, be
taken into consideration.”

The motion was adopted.

MR. CHAIRMAN: We will now
take up clause by clause consideration,

The question is:

“That clause 2 stand part of the
Bill”.
The motion was adopted.

Ciause 2 was added to the Bill.

19.00 hrs.

MR. CHAIRMAN: There is no
amendment to clause 3. The Jues.on

is:
“That Clause 3 stand part of the
Bl

The motion was adopted.
Clause 3 was added to the Bill.
Clause 1 wag added to the Bill.
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The Enacting Formula and the Title
were added to the Bill,

SHRI DALBIR SINGH:
“That the Bill be passed.”

MR. CHAIRMAN: The question is:

“That the Bill be passed.”
The motion was adopted.

I move:

19.01 hrs,

QUESTION OF PRIVILEGE—contd.

St TR fiwT g fag (o)

AT 4L Gd WIAATT GIEAT F HIAT
wedtso fear @y q@ @2  far 7 a0
aAg 3+ ¥ g7fega w8 av | & wraor
#rav i F 6 T 9 A wa wIar w@wedl-
FT FE 4T HIWL T4 {47 8 |

#a fediF 27-8—-74 Fi TA
¥qT H T.9&4r 730 arfaa & s
4 fafaa vz gz=r #1 7MW Se@
gifesdi F T4 @3 FEXE FFAT
¥ AEAE @ el ¥ faq @etfa @
I q§EZ 5341 & =7 F faar & T s
# WA F N o 3

3% g¥aeg § w0 fdeT ag g fa o
fodt WdT qF T AT IAF GEET F

Ordin. & Amdt. Bill

wrafrug § 77 #15 geamse Agt fEan
A T &0 o A gen F1 ot
g1

aeqfeafa ag 2 fa v Fwz wfugaa
FIsA G Fo & fam A AT agT A A1
7% F FB AT fReedr faars #4197
93 IH ArEw H MG AT 4 | SAd
77 Tqeq ; qa1 fzar a1 f4 sFF Fegfa
qa G A 1 A gEATIT @ HIT A FA4
7 #7% fadi TR FT FET g qA
aAg STT T Heheq g1 ATHA AT 3G
g & far o, oty o T2 iaTeATY, ATfored
T 7| 7 T FHT F AT w7 A AL
ATA AT seqr™ faar & sifa faaarT
g ud faga & |

iwd, O g5g HIEal F faa
g gfga X F ww & 9T AW
faamr ardet & f& A1y gl wgiar #r
7a77 4% a1 §eAfrad s7faadt g gaTATL
qAl F7 HE 6 TE(@T0 T GanT X |
19.04 hrs.
The Lok Sabha then adjourned till

Eleven of the Clock on Thursday,
August 29, 1974/Bhadra 7. 1896 (Saka)



