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(c) the action taken against them?

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS
(SHRI F. H. MOHSIN): (a) to (e):
Facts are being ascertained from the
State Government and will be laid
on the Table of the House,

Seizure of hoardeq paPer in Ratlam
(ML.P.)

3128. SHRI JHARKHANDE RAI:
Will the Minister of HOME
AFFAIRS be pleased to state:

(a) whether under Defence of India
Rule hoarded paper worth Rs. 3 lakhs
wag seized from three firmg in Ratlam
(Madhya Pradesh); and

(b) if so, the facty and action being
taken against the proprietors?

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS
(SHR] F. H. MOHSIN): (a) and (b).
Information is being collected from
the State Government and will be
laig on the Table of the House.

Power Planis in Delhi
3129. SHRI M. S SANJIVIERAO:

Will the Mimster of IRRIGATION
AND POWER

be pleased to state:

(a) whether (jovernr enl propose
to take over Capital's Power Plants;
and

(b) if so, the main featureg there-
of?

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINISTRY OF IRRIGATION AND
POWER (SHRI SIDDHESHWAR
PRASAD): (a) No such proposal is
under consideration,

(b) Does not arise.
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QUESTION OF PRIVILEGE

Avurzcep FAILURE OF GOVERNMENT TO
LAY ON THE TABLE BHARGAVA COMMIS-

S8ION REPORT
PROF. MADHU DANDAVATE
(Rajapur): Mr. Speaker, Bir, yester-

day I sought your permission to raise
a privilege issue against the Minister
of Agriculture, Bhri Subramaniam,
for his failure to lay on the Table of
this House the report op nationalisa-
tion of sugar industry, though this re-
port was submitteq to the Government
as early as 15th May, 1873,

It is absolutely clear that under
section 3(4) of the Commission of In-
quiry Act, 19532, it is an obligation on
the Govermment to lay op the Table
such reports, not only the report but
even the memorandum on the action
taken, within six months,

Yesterday, whep I raised this issue
there was a little controversy
by Shri Maurys regarding the exact
date of presentation of fhe Report, I
shal] just place for the consideration
of the House three important aspects.
One is the ruling given by you in the
course of some discussion, which is
relateg to the matter under discussion.
Here I am quoting from the proceed-
ings of the Lok Sabha of 16th May,
1973,

“The Minister of  Agriculture
(Shr1 F. A. Ahmed): 8ir, yester-
day the hon, Member, Shri Laxmi
Narain Pandeya raised the question
of the report of the Sugar In-
quiry Comemittee. I have great
pleasure to inform the House that
the report of the Commitiee was
submitted to me yesterday and it
is under examination.”

This was the reply given on the 16th
of May, by Shri F, A Ahmed, the
then Minister of Agriculure, now the
President of India. That means that
this report was presented to the Gov-
ernment on the 15th of May. Again,
from the Lok Sabha debates of 26th
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November, 1873 you will finq that
when the same matter was raised un-
der rule 377 by Shri Narasingh Na-
rayan Pandey, he said:

“It is seven months since the
Bhargave Commission, op sugar na-
tionalisation hag submitted its re-
port to the Government but the
Government was not in a position
to inform the House regarding the
various action taken in this regard
....The Minister should come with
a statement op sugar policy.”

“The reply to thig was:

“The Minister of State in the Mi-
nistry of Agriculture (Prof. Sher
Singh): The final report of the
Tariff Commission has been receiv-
ed only recently and it is under con-
gidera‘ion., Ag for the Bhargava
Commission, an interim report on
nationalisation anq other issues was
receivied. We asked for certain cla-
rification from the Commission. We
have recently received some clari-
fications, Government is consider-
ing that report. The final report is
yet to be gubmitted. It is likely to
be submitted by the end of Decem-
ber.

MR. SPLAKER: I think we should
have some discussion. By what time
will you tring it?

PROF. SHER SINGH. Government
is cons'dering the interim report.
After Government has considereg it,
it will be laid on the Table. Then
there can be a discussion,

MR, SEAKER: We need not wait
for that. We cap confine it earlier
also.”

Then, I would like to point out one
fmportant observation made by you
o‘nﬁtelﬂthm?whensmmdhu
Limaye sought the permission of the
House to raise the issue. There the
question, was whether it was the in-
terim report or final report,

On 16t May, Shri Madbu Limaye

raiseq a Question of privilege against
three Ministers and at that time his
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contention was that the Tariff Com-
mission’s report was not presented
and, therefore, it became the contempt
of the House and, therefore, g breach
of privilege of the House. Op that
occasion, the Minister of Commerce,
Prof. D, P. Chattopadhyaya gave his
unqualified apologies to the House and
bhe said that the distortions in the
prices that were createq as g result of
this delay would be rectified. This
was the assurance given. But in spite
of the unqualified apology that was
given by the Minister, you made cer-
tain observations which were very
important. You actually passed stric-
tures. Whe, an unqualified apology
was given by the Commerce Minister,
you said that the matter could end
there. But the discussion proceeded
Mr. Madhu Limaye insisteq that the
matter should be taken up as a pri-
vilege issue. At that stage Shri
Shyamnandap Mishra interveneg and
this was what he said:

“May I submit that thig deserves,
strictures from the Chair because
lack of presentation of this particu-
lar report hag affected vitally the
economy of this country.”

At that time you made a Very im-
portant observation and, I think, it
will guide all the discussions coming
fourth on such subjects. This was
what you told Mr. Shyamnandan
Misghra:

“If you want strictures, I strong-
ly disapprove of it. 'The Minister
has now expresed his regret. I ac-
cept it. But I am not going to tole-
rate it in future”

You made it very clear, Sir, even when
unqualified apologies were offered by
the Minister concerned, that even
though you were willing to accept the
apologies and drop that particular pri-
vilege issue, you woulq not tolerate
it in future, You gave this warning
to the Ministers that hence forward, In
future, you were not going to tolerate
it, Shri I, A. Ahmed has made it
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elnr that the report wag lubmittsd
he has accepted it; he is a man of
great integrity. ...

MR. SPEAKER: When so ‘many
things happen op this side, there also
I have said that I would not tolerate
it.

RROF. MADHU DANDAVATE: 1
will conclude by refering to  what
Mr. Maurya saly yesterday. He said
that it was only en interim report.
The same thing wag ssid by Prof.
$hey Singh ang in spite of that, from
what I see from the Lok Sabha debate,
you madg it clear that though it might
be ap interim report, we might con-
fine ourselves to it, there might ke a
discussion, and you wanted it to be
lsid on the Table of the House,

g

MR. SPEAKER; There are no ob-
servations from me about the interim
report.

PROF. MADHU DANDAVATE:
There 18 one mote point about this.
Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayer rightly
pointed out yesterday that, ag far as
the Third Pay Commission’s report
was concerned, though the Govern-
ment had not applied its mind, thou-
gh they bad not considered the re-
commendutions, though the line of
action was not at all finalised, even
then as required by this House the
Thirq Pay Commission’s report was
laid on the Table of the House,

As I submitted, you rightly pointed
out last time when Prof, Sher Bingh
wanted some time for considering:
‘We need not wait for that; let it
come for discussion earlier and let us
oonfine ourselves to it.”  ‘Earlier’
Teans ‘earlier report’...

MR, SPEAKER: I meant to say

discussion earlier than that. Do not
ddd your own words to 'it.

MADHU DANDAVATE:
THerefore, Bir, whatever has been
placed .betore you is:pufficient to bring
out' a’ dlear case of privilege. I have
teied’ to reply to every point that Mr.
Mhaurys tulbed westerday, and in writ-
ing I have Turnishby the informution

" sheqpoanl ot
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aboutuuthenmmmmem
debates, There is thus & clear case
of breach of privilege and 1 may be
permitted to raise this issue,

On one occasion you haq said that
it was an impropriety. Let us evolve
a mathematical formula as to how
+many improprieties constilute one
case of breach of privilege. If there
are improprieties three times, let us
have a formula, that three improprie-
ties would mean a breach of privilege.
(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Only the Minister.
I am not allowing any one The
Minister may give us the information
about the date of presentation of the
report.

THE MINISTER OF INDUSTRIAL
DEVELOFPMENT AND SCIENCE AND
TECHNOLOGY AND AGRICULTURE
(SHR] C. SUBRAMANIAM). There
seems to be some confusion here about
the year, I am reading out from the
hon. Members notice:

“l had raiseq a privilege 13sue
against Shri C. Subramaniam on
August 20, 1974, for his failure to
place the Bhargava Commission Re-
port concerning nationalisation of
sugar industry before the Parlia-
ment though the report was submit-
ted to the Government as early &s
May 15, 1974

PROF. MADHU DANDAVATE:
That is your typist's mstnke, In my
copy, it is 1973,

SHRI C. SUBRAMANIAM: I thou-
ght only the Min.sters committed mis~
takes, But here even hon. members
do commit mistakes wity, regard to
year.

PROF. MADHU DANDAVATE: In
the original copy there is no mistake.

S8HR] SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA
(Begusarai): Mr Spesaker, Sir, do yow
allow the debate to be belittled it
this manner? His deputy probably
did not peport to him properly, That
ir }:h depariment’s fault. Why shoudd

.

[T
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he be allowedq to belittle the signi-
ficance of the discussion in the House
in this 'manner? Is it a matter of
great intelligence to cash in on that?
Our time is being wasted in such
petty matters, (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: I want to know
from the Minister the dates.

SHRI C. SUBRAMANIAM. When
the finel report wag submitted is the
first question,

The flnal report was submitteg on
27th February 1074 The interim
report was submitied in May 1973.
He said about some breach having
bee, committed under the Commis-
sions of Enquiry Act, 1952. Now, I sub.
mit that it relates to the final report
and not to any interim report whatso-
ever. Therefore, I have not committed
any breach of privilege with refe-
rence to the provisions of the Com-
misisons of Enquiry Act, because the
fina] report was submitted only in
February 1874, He raised the other
point about ruling by you, that the
ruling is disobeyeq etc. 1 have gone
through the proceedings and I do not
find any such ruling, as far as I could
understand it. If you feel that there
was a ruling by you directing the
Government to have a discussion what
ever the thing, I am very sorry for
it, but that is not g question of privi-
lege. .

MR. SPEAKER: That was about
whether we can have discussion even
earller than the submission bf the in-
terim report. Don‘t put it ke that,
ag Mr, Dandavate has put it.

SHRI C. SUBRAMANIAM: If it is
a question of your direction being dis-
obeyed, that is not the case, we have
submitted our position and we have
also to take this aspect into account
that since the fnal report has already
been submitted ang it is in the hands
of the Goverrment and Government
are sonsidering it is it necessary that
we should merely bring the interim
Teport for consideration, even though

[ N
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we have got the final report, which
we are still considering It would
have been premature after having
receiveg the final repcrt to bring
only the interim report and have a
discussion on that here. So far as
the final report is concern, we are
considering it and I wish to assure
you, before 27th August we will try

to place the Report on the Table of
the House.
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SHRI S. M. BANERJEE (Kanpur):
My point of order is this, He sald
about interim report ang final report.
He can possibly and legit.mately sub-
mit a report on the floor of the House
before gix months are completed that
is, upto 27th of this month. I concede
that point. But what I wish to sub-
mit is that thig so-calledq interm
report is not an interim rcport at all.
This Bhargava Commission was ap-
pointeg and they had these special
terms of reference whether nztlona-
lisation should be there or not. It is
the only report regarding the nationa-
lisation of the sugar factories and I
request that that report must be plac-
ed on the Table of the Fouse. My hon.
friend Mr. N, N, Pandey from the rul-
ing party will bear me out when I say
this, although he belongs to the rul-
ing party, he would agree with me,
this report is not an interim report
at all, but is the only report regard-
ing nationalisation. So, this is my
submission, Sir, and I request that
this report shoulg be laid on the
Table of the House,

& avfegareaw ot (MT@9)
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Y F qIHT | WY CF AT HEe Hiog
TEAT W9 AT T Qo ¥ & fag
wrer g, vt adt gr g o of
Ty BT T W7 woAr e, 1fg
o oaEmewam ¥ an Ffw wae
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SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA:
I quite agree that the issue of nationa-
lisation of sugar industry should mnot
be lost in any controversy that is rag-
ing over the issue of privilege. But,
to my mind the two things stand out
clearly and they are sought to be
smudged by the other side. The first
issue is this: this House has persistent-
ly asked a question whether the report
on sugar nationalisation had been sub-
mitted and if it had been, whether it
was going to be presented to the House
and discussed. That was the question
persistently asked in this House, Then
at one stage the then Agriculture
Minister had told the House that the
report had been submitted. It was
very clear and categorical statement
and, I think, it was a true statement
that the report on sugar nationalisa-
tion had been submitted on the 15th
May, 1973,

Later there were prevaricatiung anc
misrepresentations €o that some kind
of a difference could be made between
the report on sugar industry as such
and the report on sugar nationalisa-
tion. But this House had never asked
for the report on sugar indusiry as
such. It had asked a specific question
whether the report on sugar nation-
alisation had been submitted, and the
reply given was it had been submitted
on the 15th May, 1973,

So, the issue of privilege gelates to
the specific jssue of the submission of
the report on sugar nationalisation.
And it has now been clearly establish-
ed that there is only one report on
sugar nationalisation. If that ig the
only report, then why since May, 1978,
there have been prevarications and
misrepresentations amounting to a
breach of privilege. Since you have
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given a clear ruling that you wanted
a discussion to take place on this
without further delay and procrasii-
nation and since delay and procrasti-
nation has occurred, there is another
issue of the flouting of the decision of
the Chair,

MR. SPEAKER: Let not the hon.
Member quote me just as it suits him
or somebody else.

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA:

If we are quoting you wrongly, then
you can object....

MR. SPEAKER; He gaid that they
were considering it and we could
have g discussion. I said that we
need not wait for that but we could
have it earlier than that also.

SHRI SHYARMNANDAN MISHRA:
That is still better. But the jssue is
this. Considering the importance
and urgency of the subject which
everyone in this House shares inclu-
ding the other side of the House, the
question was asked whether the re-
port on sugar nationalisation had been
presented. The then Agriculture Min-
ister did say that it had been presen-
ted, but we have beep denizd of the
submission of that report during all
these months, nearly a year or even
more, and the discussion has not taken
place.

So, there has been a clear breach
of privilege and the only candid thing
that the Government can do is to con-
fesg that there has been a breach of
privilege and express regret about it.

PROF. MADHU DANDAVATE:
May 1 make just a submission before
you give your ruling so that you can
clear that point also? Ultimately, the
whole controversy boils down to this
whether what was submitted on the
15th May, 1973 was an interim report
or not. It you look at the terms of
reference, they prepared specifically
& report on one specific issue on sugar
nsationalisation, and if they were to
submit it in two perts and tell the
Government that a8 far as the issue
of nationalisation of the sugar indus-
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concerned they werg giving
:y;e :::t report in which they were
giving the findings on the basis of
certain evidence that they had gather-
ed and still they had not come to any
final conclusion, they would have said

ready seen the light of the press, and
it you go through the press reports
you will find that ‘even the conclusions
have been given, and I had quoted
them yesterday, and in fact, even the
break-up has been given, Some mem-
bers say that a sugar authority should
be created; others say that there ghould
be total nationalisation. But as far as
the structure to be built up is con-
cerned, it should be taken away from
the private sector; that has been made
explicitly clear.

Since the final conclusions were
arrived at, there 15 nn question of this
report being an interim report. It is
ua  sclf-contained findl report on
nationalisation and, therefore, it ought
to have +ome hefore us

in concluson, 1 would draw your
aitention to the phrase ‘report, if any’
in seclion 3 of the Act. It does not
itk abrut irt2um and final reports
Tu enly refers to rapori, if any'. That
means, that my report that has been

pres'nt>d hes to come before the
Taouse,

MR. EPTAKFR: It did come out.
But 1.t the hon. Members not make
ceverything « matter of Jdebate here
every day

SHHII P. K. DED (Kalahandi): The
whole controversy bolls down te this,
whether the earlier report is an in-
terim report or not. The Ministers
take eheltcr behind this plea that it
18 an mierim report and therefore, he
was not bound to place it on the Table
of the House, This matter cannot be
discussed here in a dispassionate
maenner. So, it ghould better be refar-
rid to the Privileges Committee whers
all aspects could be discussed and
light thtown on the matter.
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SHRI G. SUBRAMANIAM: There
18 one clarification to be made. This
is what the Bhargava Commission
have said while forwarding the Report:

“I have great pleasure in present-
ing the Report of the Sugar Inquiry
Commission. It includes the two

Interim Reports of the Commission
_as Yarts I and 1II of the Report...."”

So the Commission themselves have
taken those two Reports as Interim
Reports as Parts 1 and 1 and they
are submitting their report along with
that,

Therefore, the Report as in the Act
refers only to this final report which
hag been gubmitted on February 27,
1074. This is in the letler of the
Commission itself.

MR. SPEAKER: ! would tell Prof.
.Dandavate that as I understand it. the

Question of
Privilege

Report of the Commission is in three
parts, You quoted me, but I do not
think you properly interpreted it
When Prof.'Sher Singh sdid ‘we are
examining the Interim Repor?, I said
we can have g discussion even earlier

than that. I did not say interim re-

port. I gave the ruling: you keep on

considering it; we can have a discus-

sion earlier than that

The whole position boils down to
this. The report is presented trice—
once, twice, thrice. 1 have to judge
when ig the final act of presentation
to be counted, from the first one, the
second one or the third one. Or have
I to divide the privilege into one-third,
one-third, one-third?

I think in the case of interim re-
ports when they are part of the final
report, the final presentation counts.
The Report should be counted from
the date of its final presentation. The
Minister has qubted the Commission
itself to say that these two were two
interim reports and included in the
fna) report It 1s very clear. i .-
not divide the privilege into one-third,
one-third and one-third. I haya to
take it from the las! date when it was
finally presented.

PROF. MADHU DANDAVATE
Before you conclude your ruling, 1
want only to make one submission.
This ruling will ultimately guide all
the future decisions. Even after what
Shri Subramaniam has quoted saying
that they have sent Parts I and II and
in that gense these are interim reports,
even then Parts I and II are self-con-
tained reports on gpecific issues sub-
mitted. So, though technically he
may describe them as interim reports,
it is a self-contained report and the
issue is closed wifh it. They are not
going to touch on this question of
nationalisatien in any further report.
So as far as that is concerned, the
issue is closed

" MR. SPEAKER: Which is the final
report and when was it presented?

SHRI MADHU .LIMAY¥E (Banka):
The so-called Interim report is gelf-
contained!
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MR, SPEAKER: From which date
the presentation to be counted? I
not going to count the date of
tation from the first * interim
Do we count the presentation
three heads? We have to take
the presentation from the last date.

M

1 am gorry I cannot admit the privi-
lege motion.

PROF. MADHU DANDAVATE: Be-
fore you give the ruling, kindly go
into the Report.

SHRI SOMNATH CHATTERJEE
(Burdwan): The issue is mot decided
in the final report. Every issue can-
not be decided in the final report....

MR, SPEAKER: I am a little sur-
prised. This implies that the privilege
should be divisible. I cannot divide
the privilege. The report is the report
which is finally presented.

SHRI DINEN BHATTACHARYYA:
What is final?

MR. SPEAKER: ] cannot go into
that.

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA:
Do you disbelieve the statement of
Shri F. A. Ahmed, the then Agricul-
ture Minister?

MR. SPEAKER: No, I do not dis-
believe any party or anybody. I do
not disbelieve anybody, inside or out-
side the House. My point is, from
where do I count the date of presen-
tation. You say, it is a privilege. But,
he sayse it is the final act of presen-
tation which should be taken into
account. He has quoted to this effect,
The report is final including the two
interim reports. I cannot agree with
you.

PROF. MADHU DANDAVATE: Sir,
kindly go through the report and see
whether it is a self-contalned report.

AUGUST 21, 1974

MR. SPEAKER: No point of order
now please,

PROF. MADHU DANDAVATE: Sir,
kindly go through the report. You
decide whether it is gelf-contained or

not. This is my request. Let us not
hustle through the matter.
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MR. SPEAKER: 1 am waiting for
that. I will let you know. Vester-
day, you kept me quite busy. I had
hardly any time for lunch and I had
to come back for two meetings here.
I left after all of you had gome. I
frankly admit, I could not find any-
time for it. Give me some time to
find it out.
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