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‘MR. SPEAKER :
Madhu Limaye.

' Question o.f.'

Order, order. Shri

12.44 hrs.
QUESTION OF PRIVILEGE

Evidence of certain Iron and Stee] Department
Officials before Public Accounts Committee

@t 7w fmy (A7) : & fam
TeATT AT WA T@AT Wrgar g

“That the question of privilege
against Shri N. N. Wanchoo, former
Secretary, Department of lron and
Steel, and Shri S. C. Mukerjee, then
Deputy Iron and Steel Controller, for
allegedly giving false evidence befure
the Public Accounts Committee, be
referred to the Committee of Privi-
leges.”

Wiﬁﬂ?#ﬂﬂrmtali g aga
g &1 amgy gard arfagriz &
wfazra & ¢a fFeq &1 F1€ g@u Iz
A el gR g IR R fF @
qiaegs it & ag awr fraie
st

oy &1 AU geqry fedt @Ay &
fams g & afew 1 I WA &
faars ¢ foedid aiferardiz & @ qeai wt
‘qar IAN IFEE THRITTE FAA ) H-
g fearn

G AFIET qYAT F WA R T I
Ag & fEO0 qw Q0 S Ay WK ya-
q¥ fecdt & w2197 s gHo HYo gl
¥ faes gawa aaAr wgar § s
IR BT W ATE FIA A9 8T
darx fear ¥ & qifariie € a3 &
AL wHA ¥ FrAY I fwar

@ ady Wit qE-wEE gy
e ¥, fowd ey odieR aiaE,
Y O g UT adr 378 arafha
ot gt g oY, S aiy A, S gl A
g &, g ol
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gfens mrrdew sAA oY Io-afafy ¥
frg grmga ¥ qarar fesq A ®
YO % wigie & at ¥ o gwe
EECTH ROATAS & gTU AT q97 97, IAH

A1q waAt gzafa 3R fET aat 9T swe
Y 91

faw axr@g & dgw afax 3 2 @
fe g & wd &Y oF :

(1) Fratr & at & fafewa sz
grar wrfgw aar %7 & gg wwAEA
faaar wifzn fs g faale & s fada
gzt faddy, areaq & witg § ¥t g
5T

(2) & w4 qzz sfama I& &
TRE &

“fagfa greet fafewa su &
ga=g geaia qqiar f& cERay @daEd

qr & q19 FU G 4G
W aFEH & wEre 9t qfedw
oRITEE RS A ot 3 F mAd) S Ay
37 fzdl & geara afes 71 s34 3 qar
et 390w oAl B 2T F1AT 7 Aw
awg anr foaar ar | off 7ig 3 Y Wz,
ag ¥ g@q & da7 99w, W@IE:
The instructions of the Ministry
left some room for different interpreta-
tions. 1 feel the instructions of the
Ministry were not as clear as they
ought to have been on this particular
point, wviz.,, whai was intended. The
Sub-Committee enquired if there was
anv misunderstanding on this point
between the Economic Affairs Depari-
ment and the Ministry of Iron and
Steel. The Secretary, Ministry of Iron
and Steel stated, "'l would nol say that.
Ihe Ministry of Iron and Steel do not
seem to have translated the instructions

of the Economic Affairs Department
in clear and unambiguous terms.”

w g Y gAg § e o o
marezd ¥ vt ot e fasr e
aedt qarad) fold § 62 9= 9y
T
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“The Sub-Committee regret to
observe that these views of the Minis-
try of Finance were not communicated
in clear and unambiguous terms by the
Department of Iron and Steel. The
Sub-Committee cannot but deprecate in
strongest words this failure on the part
of the lron and Steel Ministry.”

ga ¥Tr ag wgArd f shag &
Zrr sfergar aqy &1 wvedt &Y g ATET
01T fawr wrreg Y gEAw §1 3w a1
¥ e F219T F1 7 warar qAr sfg 9y
a8 wét 7€ ¥ ©F fagg AATgT wFrAT
# | t@ u1q & f 9% qre w1 A1
a#Y @1 | §a § wewW qF a1 ag & e A
aryg # qa1 91 T @AW ARERAA®
farn Ia% T\ wrE gga A7) ar, fR7 A A
ary A uFo HYo gEAl W faw, weary
W\ g HAMT F WAFEAT JGqT AW ®
wfafcer wifeex aAtw &1 aofeafa &
g % T RS T &, §F w
fgmrar sx aifaqriz & gaug fEar

gq fagg ¥ TEQIT WATHG q91 &
FAATF AT AV TA-AFFIT AT I
gzeiz g dar g f AT ozF
uFe o GANAN F FU FET HAET &
37 afgs §1 39 719 1960 Y fa¥ o

g7 ®) qgAT 1A § ¢

“The other day | spoke to you about
Ministry’s letter No. SC(C)-5(5)/60 of
20d February, 1960 laying down the
procedurs for barter deals. In para-
graph 2(b) of this letter it is mentioned
that import licence against barter deals
should be issved before the export is
made only in cases ‘where u firm con-
tract for export' exists. We are not
quite clear as to what firm coatract
for export the Ministry has in view in
this conlext ; in other words, whether
the Ministry desires that the exporter
should have a firm contract with the
supplier of the cxportable material in
India, eg. Hindustan Steel Ltd,
Kalinga Industries Ltd,, etc. or whether
a firm coatract for export should exist
with the forelgn buyer of the exportable
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materials and only a letter. of credit
would be lacking. You promised to
look into the rele vant file and to give
me a ring. As | have not received any
communication from you so far and as
a pumber of parties are pressing us for-
issue of import licences prior to export
by submitting 15 per cent bank
guarantee, | would request vou (o send
me a telegram as soon as you get this
letter.”
7z ®a fAaA & arz oY wEAw ¥
st o wgo w Y fgzraa 9T gwrAfE
v fawrr & ot arfe fo oy ¥
Fradia #7 | 9 qrra F q, e Iw
a7q % geqra afqs, o gafare, o
geafa &, IEA 5 g@o dro gwAf WY
frer swit s frar e
“Please refer to your letter No.
C/3/59, dated the 10th March, 1960,
I have consulted the Economic Affairs
Department.  Government’s intention
is that at the time you allow import on
a bank guarantee, you should have
satisfuctory evidence that the exporter
in India has a definite commitment
from a foreign party to purchase the
tonnage proposed to be exported. We
would leave the form of evidence to
you."
g7 99f § gz frmd Bar @ fe faer
qAAA7 A A F A HA eaq s gwofl
3 srEts T Tigr o1 WY g gafag fe
qiFeT ARAM &Y FTATH FF IAN
FIT AT T & za7 W Y dF
T EqCAKIW AT qG7 IAK' A
X F A TAT w90 A ey wwr-
A # aal &) FEOA, A0 Areqw ¥
cenid AT A % AT 8§ WA KN
w1 zar fzar qr |
fa® g3ar #! aff, «few ofmw
TRISEA FAN ¥ arsd qa ¥ ewg
IFA, TN FRAT 9T AN A ar,
348 ZwaT AT ofedw oREIRE WA
T, &g AT W adft freafdt
3% $73 ¥ faq sfor farar
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[ 7y fomd]

T garfes & afrod-fe s @
THrel ®t T sgrA A=A Agar g, a7
# wdY warad 23, %3 gEI JA Q@
orfr #r =i &7 af 21 Ffega T A1z
% qga @ gAl & fag 919 @ % w0
gt &Y 7 qEA R |

ww gzl TGN @ W E fwaw
qifeariie 1 graal &1 At s @
oft e WY = GFET A WO Fadg
sore gert fea & gz 201 92
foram §

“Prevaricating, giving lalse W’Idﬂ\?ﬂ,
or wilfully suppressing truth or persis-
tently misleading & Committee is a
breach of privilege and constitutes a
contempt of Parliament.”™

& fraga s Tigar § e s
e & ;A ) rad | e
Tramy & g jA T | oew
it gouw A & wdifwe & sgw
fF grat alr 9 @A F & wa Sar
¢ fs iy qiq Al sl & ailT goue
fear 2

zard) gadtg gans § @iy wenag)
Y mafyal & fay, oYy g9 guEaar &
far, ®x & v7 dadlg gfez 3, afal
! fordgr s3uw war g S gEE
I wWraa W HTY gt @, e 3w
qr TTATET &K |

e g7 wiad & ghag) ) G-
rht 5T 81 g £ 3A A @A
W A § gy & 1€ yayd s
s R nU I ET AN N WA@Y
#1€ waww A4 ar 1 wfag wAfe &
wrA wrw At 9T wfevay £ 3@ gamnar
oTAT | AW qF AV qur wWez sqraIT
w1 qg TN WY gaw gfw afEgrEe
Ffagmm & g W g Tw A
a7 okx ¥ i §1 T aT¢ 9w wTH
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oead & gro fRy My §, ¥ ww
sgrifeal & zarg o1 qEadt ¥ ®w
fed i g

g% gety @ fr a7 araen fafadfa
¥ F FIAY AT T9T W ® fore Nar
ST W ag AL €W ATAY W) i
T w40 1 F 9w wa & faregly
aifqariz 1 oF ®#ggd /A & awy
%3 narg) 4t ¢, IAF wfe 0 zar aqr
fraiga agy azad s =ifge

wa § & fad gaar & wgw f& &
WAk ¥ guIew gaT d GEar A
wigar g 1 ¥ @t ama w1 ety
R § qra AwAr Jigar g o

SHRI M. R. MASANI (Rajkot) : Sir,
before the Minister replies, would you
permit me to say a few words about the
procedure which is proposed to be followed
here ? 1 sympathise with the hon. Member
who raised this point. [ appreciate his
concern that parliamentary committees
should get honest evidence. But the
procedure sought to be followed
appears to hold out a danger for the
very system of parilamentary accountability
which the hon. Member has at heart. 1If
officials are to feel, whether or not the
Committee in question finds them guilty of
having misled them, that what they say can
be placed before Parliament und referred
to the Committee of Privileges, 1 do feel
that in future we shall not get the frank
and candid information and expression of
views that these Committees have got so
far......(Interruption). Mapy times mistakes
are admitted very frankly. Officials say :
“We have made a mistake ; we promise
not to do 1t again,”” That is not the kind
of admission you will get if every remark
made by them is open to this kind of a
thing.

In this particular case, the old Com-
mittee, before this Committee took over,
adjourned. the proceedings... ... Alnrereup-

taeu’.
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SHRI S. M. BANERJEE
Are we discussing it 7

ot e v (T0) @ Avegw T
¥EG 2 WA | weIM AR, WIT TH 9T
o wga & faw ey Afag

MR. SPEAKER : As Chairman of the
PAC I have permitted him.

(Kaapur) :

SHRI M. R. MASANI: The old
Committee adjourned this matter in 1966
until  the Sarkar Committee made its
report. That report has been made. Only
in the last few days action-taken notes have
been received from the Ministry. Now the
Committee, at present in existence, will
regort on this matter in an ‘Action taken’
Report by the 30th of April. Tt is at that
time that this motien would be in order in
the light of that Report. 1 would, there-
fore, suggest that the correct procedure
would be, when the PAC is seized of the
matter, to Jet it make its report before the
end of its term on 30th April. At that
time we will also consider what Shri Limaye
has said in his statement and if it is found
to be true we ourselves will report about
it,

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE: Let it go

to the Privileges Committee. It has nothing
to do with the ‘Action taken' report. T
also am a Member of the PAC.

THE MINISTER OF STEEL AND
HEAVY ENGINEERING (SHRI C. M.
POONACHA) : Sir, Shri N. N. Wanchoo,
ICS. former Steel Secretary, appears to have
committed certain errors in furnishing infor-
mation to the Public Accounts Committee
about certain matters of 1960, five or six
years later. It has, however, to be pointed
out that Shri Wanchoo took an early oppor-
tunity to bring the error to the notice of
the PAC when the first action report on the
recommendations of the PAC was sent to
that Committee. During the investigation
by the Committee of Enquiry on Steel
Transactions headed by Shri A. K. Sarkar,
Shri Wanchoo referred again to the errors
and made no attempt 1o conceal them.
The Sarkar Committee did not draw any
adverse inference against Shri Wanchoo.
One of the members of the Committe,
however, in bis disspnting note expresscd
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the view that Shri Wanchoo had been
misled by Shri Mukhe;ji but even that
dissenting member did not make any obser=
vation against Shri Wanchoo.

I refer to these facts to give the House

a rough idea of the circumstances
of the case. Adverse  observation
having  been made by a dissenting

member of the Sarkar Committee against
Shri Mukherji and the matter raised being
one of privilege, it is in the interest of all
concerned that possible doubts about Shri
Mukherji’s conduct should be looked into
by the Privileges Committee. The case of
Shri Wanchoo does not contain even this
element of doubt but since his case is
closely interlinked with that of Shri
Mukherjee, Government would have no
objection to the cases against both of them
being referred to the Committee of
Privileges.

MR. SPEAKER : Since it is accepted
by Government also, I shall put the
motion to the vote of the House. The ques-
tion is :

“That the question of privilege
against Shri N. M. Wanchoo, former
Secretary, Department of Iron and
Steel, and Shri S. C. Mukherjee, then
Deputy Iron and Steel Controller, for
allegedly giving false evidence before
the Public Accounts Commitiee, be
referred to the Committee of Privi-
leges.”

The motion was adopted,

12.59 brs.
PAPERS LAID ON THE TABLE

Statement of action taken on recommendations
contained In the report of the Committee on
Broadcasting and Information Media on
‘Radio and Television’

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINISTRY OF FOOD, AGRICULTURE,
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND
COOPERATION (SHRI D. ERING) : On
behall pf Shri Guijral, I beg to lay on the
Table a statement of action taken on the
recommendations contained in the report
of the Committee on Broadcasting- and
Information Media on ‘Radio and Televi<



