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before the date of retir#ment Such regu-
lafiation/allotments are mads within the
concessional period admissible 10 the
retiring officer 10 retain the accommoda-
tion

(b) Thus provition has been made
with a view to mtigate the hardshi
experienced by retiring officers and therr
families who cannot afford to hire houses
from the private sector after their retire
ment

12 01 brs

CALLING ATTENTION TO
MATTER OF URGENT
PUBLIC IMPORTANCE

REPORTFD EVICTION NOTICES SER-
VED ON CENTRAL GOVBRNMENT
FMPLOYFES IN KANPUR

(SHK1 S. M BANERIJBE) Kaopur
Sir, 1 call the attention of the Minister of
Works and Howting 1o the following
matter of wmgent public 1mportance and 1
reQuest that he may make = statement
therson —

The reported eviction notices served
un 4000 Central Government emplo-
vees, including 3,000 Defence Emplo-
yees, in Kanpur, hving in vanous
houses cnnstructed under the Indus-
trial Housing Schems '

THE MINISTER O STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF WORKS AND HOUSING
(SHRI 1. K. GUIRAL) A statement 13
Iaid on the Table of the House

Statement

A report has already been called for
from the Goverament of Uttar Pradesh on
the reported eviction notices having been
served on 4,000 Central Government
Employees, including 3,000 Defence
Employees 10 Kanpur living i1n  varous
houses constructed under the Industrial
Housing Scheme. The report has not yet
been received.

The Scheme was 1ntroduced by the
Goverament of ladia 1n 1952 te haelp the
State Qovernwents, Indusirial Employers,
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and Cooperatives of 1ndustrial workars to
build houses for providing sccommodstion
at subsidised rents for workers fefing
within the meaning of section 2(1) of the
Factortes Act, 1548, and persons’ dmployed
in mines other than coal and micd oiipes
within the meaning of section 2(h) of the
Mines Act, 1952, and whose wages do not
exceed Rs 350 p m

According w infurmation  avsilable
with us at present, the Governmemt of
t/uitar Pradesh, with finaocial esyiefhisice

from the Government of India (50 pefeent
loan and 40 percent subsidy), built about
16000 houses in Kanpur under the Subsi-

dised lHousing Scheme for [ndusirial
workers State and Cenitral Govern-
ment  Employees including those

cmploved in Defence insiallations) aré not
cligible for alloiment of houses built
under the Scheme Central and Siate
Governmenis are expected to bunld houses
for their employees (whether industrial or
non-industrial)  wherever neccessary, bv
providing requisite funds in their respactive
budgets

2 Imittahy, the tenements were not
very popular with ithe eligible industrial
workers  Sone of the Lenements also fell
within tbe securitv zone nf certain Defence
installations 1 the aiea and the local
military authorities were not in faveur of
such houses being allotted to outsiders
In view of these faciors, and in order te
save themselves from loss of revenue, the
Gonerrment of Uunar  Pridesh  ullotted
whout 5007 1ene mems 10 tneligit ie persons
{which included eup.oyees of Delence
establishnients as well), 1n conti dvention
of the provimons of the Schems. Ever
sibue the matter came to the no.ice of my
Ministry In 1958, efforts have been made
0 persuade the Goverament of Uttar
Piadesh to get the houses under the occu-
pation of the ipeligibles, \acated so that
1l ese could be allotled 1o ineligible indus-
tr ol wirthers ot wlon the se were built

3 Lxpressing therr inability 1o sscure
vacation of the houses occupied by the
Delence employees, the Government of
Uttar Pradesh, as an alterpauve solution,
proposed that such houses might be pur-
chased from tbem by the Minmtry of
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Defence 1his proposal was not acceptable
to the Ministry of Defence At a high
level meeting held on 21st October, 1965
among the Minister of Defence, the then
Minister of Works and Housing and the
reprosentative of the State Goverpment, it
was decided that the State Government
could transfer such bouses from the Sub-
sidised Housing Scheme for Industrial
Workers 1o the Low Incoms Group Housing
Scheme w e f Ist April, 1966 and repay
the subsidy to the Government of India
(as 1f 1t had besn drawn as a loan) over
a peroid of 20 years with interest thereon
from the said date The Government of
India, as a measure of solution to this
long pending problem, offered to waive the
interest on the subsidy portion upto that
date This procedure would have enabled
the Government of Uttar Pradesh to allot
the houses to the Defence employees and
others falling within the low 1ncome
group 1 e those whose income did not
excoed Rs 600/~ per month

4 The above decision was commun!
cated to the them Chief Minister of Uttar
Pradesh on 13th Jamuary, 1966 In Novem
ber, 1966, the State Goverament communt
cated their inability to accept the abore
decision, and relterated their earlier stand
that the Minstry of Defence should pur-
chase these houses Since purchase was
not accept ible to the Ministrv of Defence
the Swuate Government were advised in
April, 1967 10 send their alternative propo
sal In Julv 1969 the Government of
Uttar Pradesh suggesied enlargement of
the scnpe of the scheme so as to cover
the Defence Employees Such a sugges-
ton was wlso made by the Minutry of
Defonce 1n vivw of the wide repercus-
sions that it would bave on the scheme all
over the couptry, it could not be agreed tv
by this Ministry The Governmeat of
Uttar Pradesh aguin stressed 10 Janpary
1970, that the only logical and desirable
solution to the problem wogld be for the
Ministry of Defence to purshase the
houset This suggestion was again com-
mended m May, 1970 to the Ministry of
Defence drawing their attention pointedly
to the fact that & large number of houses
happened to be located within the security
gote, and these thould oot ordinarily be
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oceupied by those ot 1n the empleyment
of Defence establishments The matter 18
under consideration by the Ministry of
Defence

6 Even though the houses have been
bullt by the State Government with 100%
Central financial assistance, the ownership
and management of the houses vest in the
Government of Uttar Pradesh, and they
are fully sompetent to deal with the 1mehi-
gible allottees according to their rules
elc

SHRI S M BANERIJFF They shonld
read the statement They are seiting a very
bad precedent

SHRI1 K GUJRAL That is not the
intention

MR SPEAKER [ don't agree that
it 15 a precedent If the smatement 1s short
1t should be read, but if 1t {s ong, it should
not beread We have been followiag this

SHRI S M BANERJEE This state-
ment was circulated to us at about 11
O’ clock. But, sir, thero are certain cases
when we get the ctatemen only 19 minut-
es 1o edvance

MR SPEAKER Y(u come to me
with a Motion and you give only 5 miout-
es for me |

SHRI S. M BANBRJEE You koow
more than the Minister

MR, SPEAKFR All wure human be
mgs. If 1t 13 your case, you say all that

SHRI S M BANERIEE This was
owrculated at about 1I' But 1n future,
kindly see that they 13518 giving sufficient
time, because, this 1s almost a direetion
from yon

MR SPEAKER It must be issued
giving quite reasonable length of time

SHRI 5 M BANERIEE In the State-
ment the hon Minister has narrated the
whole case 1 am reading {rom the state-
ment, which says *

‘Some of the tenements also fell with
1p the security zope of certain
Defence installations in the area and
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the local military authorities were
not in favour of such houses being
allotted to outsiders. In view of these
factors, and in order to save them-
selves from loss of revenue, the Govt.
of U. P, allotted about 5000 tenements
to ineligible persons., '

at that time they were ‘ineligible’,..

“...(which included employees of De-
fence establishments as well,,,), in
contravention of the provisions of the
Scheme, Ever since the matter came to
the notice cf my Ministry in 1958, "

that i1s, Mr, Gujral’'s Minstry, .,

' ..eflorts have been made to persunde
the Governnent of Uttar Pradesh to
got the houses under th occupation
of the ineligibles, vacated 30 that
these conld be allotted 1o eligible in-
dustrial workers for whom these were
built."”

Sir, the history of the case is like this.

When Pand t Jawaharlal MNehru visited
Kanpur in 1956 and inaugurated the Emp.
luyees' State |.surance Corporation thers
he wvisited some slum areas and he made
the historic statsment—""Why not burn the
slums.” That was his outburst, Sir, that
these slums should be burnt, they should
be demolish.ed razed to the ground, snd
new houses constructed.

As a result of the late Pandit Nehru's
«noouncement in Kanpur in 1956, these
houses came up, and the first ecolony
which was set up was called ths Bapu
Gurba onlony in memory of Bapu Gandhi.
1 These houtes were constructed on
land which virtually belonged to the
Defence establithment, that is, the Cent-
ral Ordnance Depot. Because of this, when
the commandent of that depot, namely
Col. R. G. Naida threatened to demolish
these houses; these houses were allotted to
the defence employees wotking in the
Central Ordnance Depot. Since 1958,
neirly 3000 of these houses have been
oogupied by the Defence employess, and
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1000 more [houses occupied by the Postal
and Telegraph employees and other emp-
loyees belonging to the Central Govern=
ment undertakings. There was a signed
agreement with the Labour Commissioner
or rather with the housing Commissioner
of U. P in Kanpur, TheSe employees were
paying regular rent. They are in authorised
occupation. I Can see that with all the
honesty at my command, and this can be
cheked up. Now, suddenly they have be-
come ineligible becauss of the rules framed
by the Central Goverament which do mot
permit any employee other than an indus-
trial employee under the provisions to
occupy those houses,

This question was referred to the De-
fence Ministry and to the Defence
Ministers Shri Jagjivan Ram, Shri Swarn
Singh and Shri Yeshwantrao Chavan.
When the Defence Minister Shn
Jagjivan Ram went to Kanpur, be virtually
made a difinite statement t hat no employee
was going to bs evicted, and the occupa-
uon would be regularised.

Then, the suggestion came from the
WHS Ministry that those houses might be
purchased by the Defence Ministry. This
matter is still under consideration.

Then, what didjthe UP Government
do ? 1 do not blame the UP Government
in any way, because the Chief Minister of
UP, and the Labour Minister of UP told
us very fiankly that [ the rules were
amended to include the defenc: employees
and all other industrial employees and all
employees working in the Central Govern-
ment undertakings and the discrimination
was removed, their occupation could be
regularised.

The other day, that is, on the I5th
November, 1971, 1 had put & question to
the hon, Minister:

“(a) Whether the Ministry of Defence
has approached his Ministry (0 agres to
change the rules of allotment of houses
constrocted under the Industriai
Housing Scheme in Kanpur and other
places to include the Central Govern-
ment employees working in the Defence
industry and other Cantral Governdient
undertakings; and
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(b) if 50, whatker the rules have been
amended and if not, the reason for the
same

The answer was :

“(a) Yes, The Defence Minustry had
appealed to the WHS Ministiry to
chagge the rules.”

But then the answer to part (b) of the
question was .

“The question of amppding the rule
does not arise because an amendment
of this nature would have adverss reper-
cussions oa the provision of bousas to
the employess of all Government
umdertakings not liable to inceme taa
and departmental undertakings all over
the country."”.

1 am surprised that today when we are
supposed t0 be moving tawards soclalism,
as thay claim, there s a discrimination
between smployse and employes, bstwesn
an industrial worker producing things In
an otdnance factory and an industrisl
worker manufacturing cloth ina textle
mill or working 10 & jute mull etc. This
discrimination between an  employee
working 1n s0 ordnance depot and an emp-
loyes working in a jule mill or a textile
mill should be done away wih

The situstion 13 extremaly explosive,
and we must thank you, Sir, for giving us
an opportunity {o raise this Issue, Rents
are not being taken from them. Each emy-
loyes who s staying there has been given
notiess of damage charges 1O the tune of
about Rs 3000 to Rs 4000, and there i1sa
notice that the Au i1 Amin and Housing
Commussroner would be visiting the place
after the JOth of this month to auction
their belangings, If the situstion came (o
this, then it would affect about 3000 empl-
nysps defence employeas working 1o the
cdelepce production units, which 13 the
rouma omed of this couatry today, and
about 10 employems bwlonging L0 the
RMS and telegraph and wlephoge and
thers who are doing their best in the
inierests of the country % this crucial
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hour. If their belongiogs are auetioned,
and they are thrown out of the houses
along with their family members, 1t 1s
bound to become a law and order situa-
tion.

Therefore, 1n all humility, 1 would
appeal to Shri 1 K Guyral and Shri Uma
Shankar Dikshit, both of whom know very
well what is happening at this particular
juncture in Kanpur t0 have another
meeting with the Chief Minister, the
Housing Minister and the Labour Minister
of UP and the Defence Ministry officials,
and till such time, those people should
not be asked to pay damage charges to the
tune of Rs 3080 to Rs 4000, and these
auction netices and eviction notices should
he withdrun

From the statement [
sad

find that it 1

“The matter 1s still under considetation
by the Ministry of Defence.”

When the Defence Ministry 13 conside-
niog the matter and when the UP Govere-
ment are sympathetic, and when thess men
have spant nearly 10 (0 13 yeais in these
bouses and there 15 an agreement signed by
them as tenants, why should they be evi-
cted at this hou and thrown out of these
houses, since they cannot get other houses
to live 1n now ? The (invernment of India
have no money 10 construct suddenly 4000
house~ When they have been living in
these houses and paying Rs 13 or Rs l4
or Rs, 15 aad 1egularly, why sbould they
be pvicied ™

1do not want to make 1t a fighting
1ssue as such. Nor am [ trying no provoke
the bon. Minister or threaten him with dire
consequences, but definitely, 1t 15 & Quea-~
tion of law and order At this hour when
the unity of the country 1s our primary
interest and we want the unity of the
country and we want L0 unite all the
employses. let there be no  diserimination
between employee and amployee, an smpl-
oyee working in a deparimsntal under-
taking or & publis sector undertaking and
an suployes workiog [p an  Industry, L
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the rules be amended, and till such time
these notices should be withdrawn, and the
Chief Minister may be asked to find out
ways and means to solve the problem.

I would ask the hon Minister to give
a definite reply which may allay the lurk-
ing fear in the minds of these 400 emplo-
yees who cannot possibly work in the ord-
nanee factories, all the time think.ng that
they and their family memhers including
children and their luggages would be on
the street the next day. This assurance can
be given by the hon. Minister immediately,
and that is my earnest request.

SHRI 1. K GUJRAL: 1 might clarify
one thing from the very beginning, namely
that no eviction notices have been served-
on the occupants cither on the initiative
of the Central Government,.,

SHRI 8. M, BANLRIJLE : Eviction and
damage notices have been sent to the tune
of Rs. 4000 or so.

SHRI I. K. GUJRAL " Neither eviction
notices nor damage notices have been
issued either on the initiative of the
Central Government or at the behest of the
Central Government. This should be very
clearly understood. 1 have learnt for the
first time now after 1 had received the
calling-attention-notice that some such
notices have been served by the State Gov-
ernment, The Housing Minister of the
State is meeting me tomorrow, and I shall
take this issue up with him about the
eviction or damage notices.

So far as the main issue is concerned,
these houses were built under the Industrial
Housing Scheme. The genesis of the Indu-~
strial Housing Scheme is that the diffierent
State Governments are given 50 per cent
loan and 50 per cent subsidy for building
such houses. About 16,000 houses were built
by the U.P. Government on this basis, and we
gave them 50 per cent loan and 50 per cent
subsidy, But for some reason these houses
were not given t0 industrial workers.

My bon. friend Shri 5. M. Banerjee
is not the leader of oaly the defence
production unit employees, but is also a
Isader of indusicial lnbour, I prossums,,,,

e
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SHRI S. M. BANERJEE : But thay were
not occupying it, 1 think I am being

misunderstood.,.,

MR SPEAKER : Let the hon, member
hear the answer of the hon. Minister

now,

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE : I am mot
raising a controversy now. But they were
not occupying it.

MR SPEAKER ' Let him listen now to
what the hon. Minister has to say.

SHRI 1. K. GUJRAL : Whatever the
reasons might be, these houses were given
to employees other than industrial workers,
So, they had three options open to them,
One option was that the Defence Ministry
should take over these houses and give
them to their own employees on whatever
terms and conditions they liked. So, we
took the matter up with the Defence
Ministry time and again, but unfortuna tely
we did not succeed with them, and they
would not agree. The Defence Ministry
suggested that we might sell the houses
to the occupants. We requested the State
Government to explore that possibility
also. But only two or 30 odd applications
were received, and most of the people
were not interested in purchasing the
houses. We wanted those houses to be
converted into houses under the low income
housing scheme.

Another option that arose was that
the U. P. Government might take over
these houses and refund the money given
to them under the Industrial Housing
Scheme, but the U. P, Government were
nol willing to do so.

The difficulty, so far as we are concer-
ned, is that we are averse to giving it to
the Defence Production unit for only one
resson, not because we discriminate bet=
ween an industrial worker and an industri-
al worker, but because if Governmaent
starts giving subsidy for housing its own
employees under one Department of the
other, then Shri 5. M. Banerjee will come
forward tomorrow and say that the hous-
ing scheme for industrial workers is not
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making any progress and all the money
18 getting absorbed 1n this. Now even at
this stage, we have only approached the
Defence Minisiry again that they may
teke them over at cosi, and the cost 1s
very low- about Rs 3,000 to Rs 4000
per unit—at book valus We are willing
to give at that value also

The only point 18, if we get back this
money, which 1s not going to the Consol-
dated Fund, this money will be used again
for industrial housing, bacause the ndus
trial housing 1s badly needad n this coun-
try There 1s an extreme shoitare of indus-
trial housing Either the Uttir Pradesh
Government should take them over and
refund the money or the Defence Ministry
should take over and relund the money
If my friend feels thit the money for
industrial housing should be used for
housing Government servants, 1 thunk to-
morrow he will come back or his friends
will come back with n greit deal of grie
vance, because we are keen that not only
Government servants should get houses
but people who are not in the Govern
ment service should also get houses

In this case, 1 for one feel that the
Defence Ministry on the Defence Produc.
tion Unit —should have taken over those
houses long ago, becouse some of the aouses
are built in the security zone wnd that 1s whv
even when they sell them to others, 1 think
1t 1s & nisk even then because the property
will pass from one hand to the other and
e stage might come whon they do not like
the people to be sitting or staying in the
security zone itself That 1s why we have
pointed out these facts, and 1 am sure
this will be sorted out very soon S0 far
as the eviction and dimages are concerned
I will bring 1t to the notice of the Stare
Minister of Housing tomorrow when he
comas tomofrow

THE MINISTER OF WORKS AND

HOUSING AND HEALTH AND
FAMILY PLANNING (SHRI UMA
SHANKER DIKSHIT) May 1 add

a few words ? I feel 1 bave gone through
1t yesterday - that something has gone
wrong somewhere 1n my opinion Itisa
matter of co-ordination The Uttar Pradesh
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Government or tha Defence Ministry along
with our Ministry have to find a solution
instesd of asking the occupants to get out.
T hope we shall he able to sort 1t out,

260

These are some of the delays and puzzles
n the democratic processes whether three
or four departments and the State Govern-
ment are concerned 1 assure the house
that we will 11y to sourt 1t out as Quickly
as possible

SHRI INDRAJIT GUPTA (Alipore) *
Sir, after the Mumister’s reply, 1 do not
suppose any more mformation will be
forth-coming As Mr Dikshit has just in-
tervened, T would like 1o raise one or two
g iestions He says this 15 a2 question of
lack of co-ordinition 1n the democratic
system If you go thiough this statement
reciting the whole “istory of this case,
it will be dquite clear that this s quite a
standalous stury of burewcratic bungling
not only bureau riic bangling but the
inter ministeriil and 15 between the Cen=
tral Government ind the Stiate Govern-
ment a eriminal vallousness and negligen-
ce towwds this whole question It has
been aragging on for veirs From his state-
ment, 1t first came 0 the notice of the
Ministry 1n 1958 It 1s now 1971, almost
over now Now, we are told these houses
were built 1n the securily zone of the
defence undertaking But why were they
built 1n the security sone ’ Was 1t not
known to be the security zone at that
time ? Kanpur s one of the biggest centr-
es »f Defencs p oluction 1n this country,
and | an very sorry that this matter has
come to a head at a time when the whole
world will know that when this country 1s
ending up 1ts loans to defend 1ts borders
agunst the possibility of a foreign attack,
at such a time, thousands of defence wor-
kers who are involved in defence produc.
tion are facing the uncertainty about where
they are going to live with their families
tomorrow Is this matter to be brushed
aside 0 easily ? Therefore, what I would
say 15 that these Ministries of Works and
Housing, Defence, and 8o on should ceass
to function as independant empires , they
run according to their whims and they do
not have the minimum amount of co-er-
diostion with each other These houses
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were allowed to be built intbe security
zone, and these defence employees were
allowed to become the allotiees of these
bouses ; they have not trespassed ; they
have not forcibly occupied these houses
Mr. Banerjee has Quite correctly said that
they have entered into an agreement. A
tenancy agreement was made with them
and, therefore, they are all lawful occupa-
nts ; they are not unlawful occupants in
any sense of word. Therefore, Lthe Defence
Ministry which of course is under an ob-
ligation to build houses for its own em-
ployees but possibily is notable to spare
money from its huge defence budget at this
moment because of the other priorities,
are being given the option of taking over

these houses at cost price ; even that they .

are not prepared to do. The Minmstry
here says that it cannot change or relax
the rule because it will have repurcussions
throughout the whole country, Are these
technical rules, inter-ministiy wranglings
and bupoglings to be allowed o0 go on at
this time when the defence production
employees are facing the danger of evic-
tion ? It is scandalous and should not be
allowed to be brushed aside so lightly.
Therefore, it is not only a Question of
stopping these evictions or damage no-
tices; that, | am sure, the Ministry will try
and do; but some early remedy must be
sought to this particular problem and this
must be put on a proper and stable
footing. Either the Defence Ministry or
the Works and Housing Ministry or the
State Government has got to take the
responsibility ; they cannot go on passing
the buck to each other in this way, This
is supposed to be one Government, not so

many separate Governments in each
Ministry,
Therefore, 1 should like t0 know,

apart from stopping these notices, what is
the concrete line of thinking of the
Minister so that they can get some carly
solution to this problem so that it can be
sottled once and for all ?

SHRI 1. K. GUJRAL : | may say this,
that whatever discussions might have been
going on in the past between the two Minis-
tries at the Centre and the U. P. Govern-
ment,s0 far a8 the occupants are eon-
cerned, they are not to be bothered. Let

Employees (C.A.)

that be clearly understood,.. (Interrup-
tions.) 1 shall see that they are not
evicted. That is our stand clearly.

So far as financial adjustments are
concerned, Whether this Ministry or that
Ministry bears it or the U. P Government
bears it that is an inter-ministerial adjust-
ment which will be made. 1 can assure
here and now that so far as the occupants
are concetned, they will not be bothered,

o Jy 9iF (I519%) : aEdg
gifer Nt ¥ wgr 3 fF 9T 93w wewT
g umy QU AT I3 FT @RI
AT SHY AT &F WIATHA §F §&F F1
fer ar 1 fagt ar wq a=w gafan
fafasst &t fewmrssr 97 agw 99 @ @t
Tl |aTe T o 4T qF W
s A Fer ot fs ¥ A Al
WA | T qAgr IAw afed & af
g1 aft ad) afes ga¥ Ixfas wn fear
o @ 1 # awAr wigar § 6 o e
arw ot i s sa & IWfas @ A
frg w1 ST W Aifeq @ fawrd ond ?
a9 q% A1 ATIT 4o ATHG T HT
&, a% 8% & fuq g8 9@ & URW B
afgsrfal &1 felr qad ?

ot wrdo o YACW : IWANTF
gr3fan fafaeec agt wr @& <% o
Tradla w & & @I AN B gH FWA K
ffirr F& A7)

SHR1 JYOTIRMOY BOSU (Diamond
Harbour) : May T take two submissions ?

MR. SPEAKER: I will not allow,
unless | have notice of them.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU : I have
given notice and I want your ruling. One
is about the Finance Secretary. What he
said has been widely covered and it does
not require verification. Mr. Pandey has

been reported and what he has said has been
given full coverage by the National press,
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The second thing 1s about tomorrow
Last year Guru Tegh Bahadur's Martyr
dom day was a holiday

ot gew fagrdt avRd (Fnfeae) .
®o W 46 dmagige Wi foaw § aw

m”""".

MR. SPEAKER | have no informa-

tion.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU [ want

your ruling.
MR SPEAKER * No ruling 1s required
on bolidays It 18 not my )job to declare

Tplidays.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BOSU Why not ?
You are the supreme head of this House

MR. SPEAKER
nise it sometimes

You do not recog-

12.26 brs

QUESTION OF PRIVILEGE AGAINST
NAVBHARAT TIMES

MR, SPEAKER 1 may inform the
Houce that on the 10th August, 1971
ghrt B P Maurya raised a Question of
ptivilege in respect of an article published
1n the Navbharat Tim 3, Delhi, 1n ats
1ssue dated the 6th August, 1971, allegedly
eastieg reflections on him

T then said that the Editor of the
newspaper would be addressed to state
what he bad to say 1n the matter

The Editor of the newspeper sent me
a letter dated the 11th August, 1971, in
which be had stated inler alia as

follows ~—

“We had no intention of hurting the
feelings of the Member or the Honou-
rable House As Mr B P Maurya
bas taken objection te the publication
of this 1tem, as Editor of the paper,
I bereby tender my apologies to the
Member and to the Honourable
House.”
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1 passed on a copy of the Bditor's
letter to Shri B, P. Maurya. As desired by
Shri1 Maurya, the Editor of the newspaper
was asked to have his own and the wniter
Viveki’s apology published 1n the Nav-
bharat Times. This, the Editor has domne
in the 1ssue of the newspaper dated the
24th September, 1971, Shri Maurya in his
letter dated 18th November, 1971, to me
has said that 1n view of the apology publi®
shed by the newspaper, the matter may be
treated as closed

So, the matter 1s closed

As far as this privilege motion raised
by Shri Jyotrmoy Bosu 1s concerned, 1
have my own doubts about it

SHRI JYOIIRMOY BOSU (Diamond
Harbour) 1 have notraised a privilege
motion 1 only want to raise 1t before the
House under rule 377

MR SPEAKER It 1s not a matter to
be brought up under rule 377 Shri Bosu
8ays in his letter to me

“That the Finance Secretay Mr B D
Pendey has reportedly disclosed on
Saturday before a Tax Executives’
Conference organised by the Indian
Chamber of Commerce and Industry in
New Delhi that a new Central Excise
B1ll 15 proroced to he introduced dur
ing the next session

‘1 maintain that these uttetances on
the pert of a civi] servant had not been
qQuite proper particularly when parla-
ment '

I agree, but | have to examine 1t It
should have been the Munisier to give the
intention of the business and not the
Secretary. When the House 18 sitting
Many things cre within your knowledge,
and sometimes they creep out, but espe-
cially a responsible person like the
Secretary should be very careful about bis
Observations. 1 am goung to examine It
and later on let you know as te what
comes out

SHRI P. K. DEO (Kalahaadi) : 1
wmtc to W“u.



