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DEVELOPMENT be pleased to refer
to the reply given to Unstarred Ques-
tion No. 6256 on the 14th April, 1969
regarding opening of C.G.H.S. Dis-
pensary ip Naraina Residential Scheme
area very soon;

(a) whether it is a fact that the
area is fas; developing and the num-
ber of families of Government rmp-
loyees are likely to exceed 2,000 in the
area very soon;

(b) if so, whether Government pro-
pose to conduct a survey and open a
separate dispensary in the area;

(c) if so, by when; and
(d) if not, the reasons therefore?

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND
FAMILY PLANNING AND WORKS,
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT (SHRI B. S. MURTHY): (a)
No basis has been mentioned for the
agsumption that the number of Gov-
ernment employees in this area will
exceed 2000 very soon.

(b) Mot at present.
¢c) Does not arise.

(d) New dispensaries in areas which
qualify will be opened when funds are
available.

1217 4.
- -

CALLING ATTENTION TO MATTER
OF URGENT PUBLIC IMPORTANCE

REPORTED ARRANGEMENT FOR TAKE OVER
BY GOVERNMENT OF TiMEs or INDIA
GCROUP OF PAPERS

M. SPEAKER: We shall take up
the next item,

SHRI NAVAL KISHORE SHARMA
(Dausa): On a point of submission,
with regard to the next item on the
agenda, the call attention notice, I
want to submit that the call attention
notice involves certain important legal
and moral issues. It should not be
disposed of in this manner, There-
fore, would you kindly allow a dis-
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cussion on this subject, at least half
an hour discussion?
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MR. SPEAKER: Let the Minister
make his statement. Shri §. M. Joshi.

st oo OHe WMmI : #
afaeain d1& Tga i faefafa
faug #1 a7 wrfos fawmm, w-
fo s AgT FEE-EE qET &7
o1 fawan wTzan § ATe srdar s
ffFagematiogs am=g:
“sft Wi waR A T w
sfrdi & favg FWaw ag
T FAIRATE ;AT FTEATE T
T ATETET & FL TEHIT
gra arge o1 § e qy & @-
qfawmi #1 fawe wies &
FEga: A g & o far W
#r #fqq =aaem”

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN
THE MINISTRY OF INDUSTRIAL
DEPARTMENT, INTERNAL TRADE
AND COMPANY AFFAIRS (SHRI
RAGHUNATH REDDY): The follow-
ing matters pending in the Bombay
High Court are connected with
Messrs. Bennett Coleman & Co. Ltd.,
publishers of the Times of India
Group of Papers,

(1) Petition under Section 398 of
the Companies Act 1956.

(2) Petition under Section 388B of
the Companies Act, 1956.

(3) Civil Suit filed by Messrs,
Bennett Coleman & Co. Ltd. for the
recovery of about Rs. 36 lakhs from
Shri S. P. Jain and other persons in
respect of the amounts stated to have
been misappropriated by him or for

“his benefit with interest thereon.

(4) Appeal by the company against
the injunction granted by the erst-
while Companies Tribunal against the
order of suspension of five senior em-
ployees of the compnay.
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(5) Petition by two Government
directors against the with-holding of
pensionary benefits of one of the
senior employees of the company.

(6) Appeal by the company against
the objection of the Company Law
Board under section 635B to the uLro-
posa] for the dismissal of five senior
employees,

The other pending matters are—

(i) Writ appeal before a Division
Bench of the Calcutta High
Court filed by Shri §. P. Jain
and Shri ‘A, P. Jain challeng-
ing the valadity of the action
proposed under section 388B
of the Companies Act, 1956.

(ii) Charge-sheet filed by the
Special Police Establishment
against Shri S. P. Jain and
others for offences under
Sections 120B/409/109 and
409 of the Indian Penal Code
before the Additional Chief
Presidency Magistrate, Bom-
bay.

The proceedings relating to he
petition under section 388B of the
Companies Act have been stayed by
the orders of the Calcutta High Court
at the instance of the respondents.
The proceedings under section 398 of
the Act are going on from day-to-day
in the Bombay High Court. Certain
proposals were received on behalf of
the main respondents regarding the
reorganisation of the Board of Direc-
tors of Messrs. Bennett Coleman &
Co. 14d. These matters connected
with the reorganisation of the Beard,
the period of life of the reorganised
Board and of protection of the em-
ployees who have assisted in the
investigations have been considered by
the Government for making appro-
priate submissions to the Court. In
Government’s view the re-organized
Beard should have a majority of
non-shareholder Directors for a
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reasonable period in the interests of

the Company and the employees con-
cerned should be protected.
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It is quite incorrect to speak of
virtual take-over of The Times of
India Group of Newspapers by the
Government in return for not proceed-
ing with cases of mismanagement and
misappropriation against Shri Shanti
Prasad Jain and others. The fact that
the petition under Section 399B of the
Companies Act is continuing and that
a criminal prosecution has been filed,
will itself show that action has been,
and is being, taken purely on merits.

mqﬂcqﬂcﬁ!ﬁ: T8 ATHAT
FE I EAT AT AT E 1 964
¥ o3 weoAr F faars ag arae a2
¥ mr oar A FRET mE oEToarr
398 T 38 41 F AT TR TN
T O O ST AR FE | ow
g R
ST TEF W 3 frm A4 gwEr g
T FY WY GAT AHT FE FET E
wrii J faar femma feara @t wh
oo or wHT % ferar  OET Sy
IFAA | IAFIF FT AT FT 308
F wTagd St ATST ST AT ag g1 =
A€ g & o F v & donfet
2 AR N AT eEH E
AT g Fé A a6 T 3o s
far mm & & o AT wwar § R
WFAA &1 R § & T & TIT a1
AFOT R|T 9T 7O O IWOH &
qEa g1 uF Al ofem e ¥ O
FAT AEWEF AT KT THH A FL
NG qgl FE A AL | WL FAT
T IW ¥ ST FHEETY § g femd
FgAT AT | G A W E=ET
99 @’ oTH 3w & fgg § QFAw
qr | Z1 & 9eEw g7 37 A% g |
R aF sEatfal &7 A 8, F dmar
g 7 = s § oo sl ¥
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A9 Ty & & @ 8, Wy Sy 4
o oA | AF wTeE oY gu
# 1 Orw g7 a0 A€ FT S Gaer qwm
41 =3 T T T AR fwaT T |
A AT-ATd  SSETEIT &7 AT Wi
2

o

Y st f2ar oo 2§ gad @9 aTaen
AIF A& g97 2 ses T AT 2 99
W ag Form @ 2 R O#E TEiEeT
7 #YE =rfe o s ¥ sl
g, SUET T AGL FaAr arfEy o
o WY T W a7 2 F, oug
TRT a7 947 2 16 12 F qeFra a1
g fFanm Siw ¥
fao @t 2 3 4 S IEERT FoEy
#F T ¥ TH 3@ & o ¥ I gw=T-
AT H AT qAd Ay § F W 7
9F FE H Tz AW A1 AT qEI
X Taw forg 0w wefm af o
g | Foem 9FaT £ F @ Aed
F faat 91 var A8t g wifed. afy
gt wifer a1 sed fam s wn
sy feaT 2 ¢ S ATTR @ =T
srataeT Fei AN ¥E K FWT AAEH
& wfafafo o <7 750 & 7 T TR
fedt &t w1 &% nir 7

T BEAT Z1 AT A7 SEHT Faerd
#4178 0 ¥ 398 & sFET o7 W
FA T 2 &g @W g o ?
388 &@r 4 ard ¥ FE FE i FT
oAET AT fRem g &, T W
g 7 3@ aXE § SN AR AN
fr ¥ fafaes THEEIE A 2 ag
FHAT AT 2 a1 T 7

T 79 A UG W1 Al
AT T TAHT TF BT AW A oAy
o FET H WA GERT 7 @ qIL
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T @ F o7 T g T W
% ¢ afFw om Fw o s fasie
FT @ F O 99 TF 3% HTV @
=&l foran T @ a9 9% gW T T
THT 92 97 TG 9 ARG £ ! 9AT
F wdmm oA famr om0
W g dae g oAt s
¥ =it T faelt oY, SEw AW o @
@t @y | fafaw gz oA fafam
T & A F TEA & U] S S
T A FAT SAET FIETT OHWT e
W@t Ffagdme 2 7 oo @
AU weAl s g § @ sHEr 6
g & wE F AT wwT A 0 daran
IH T FT AT 97 97 G W@ F (o7
Y dqare § 7

ag 93 T 941 g R R
@t seme fge o o § oW
Tter 2 famr & 7 W sRE
e 2 faam & at 7 T aEmT
HY AR § W 37 & A1 B Fran
¥ W T fror g, 4y o @
sy |

SHRI RAGHUNATH REDDY:
Several questions have been raised
by the hon. Member. Sir, I hope you
would permit me to preface my
answer by saying that the entire
matter connected with this question
is pending before the court and, there-
fore, is in the nature of sub judice.
Keeping this in mind, I hope the hon.
Members would kindly appreciate
that the answers that I may have to
give will have to suffer from this
limitation that since these matters are
pending before the court, we cannot
go deep into the question, on the
merits of the matter, one way or the
other.

SHRI SHEO NARAIN (Basti): On
a point of order, Sir. This Govern-
ment has given an assurance in this
House that they will give us the
Attorney-General's report, That is
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not before the court. That is a very
genuine demand and they must give
the report to the House. This is the
demand of the full House,

MR, SPEAKER: He hag raised only
two points: whether there will be any
representative of labour on it and
whether the new Attorney General
has been consulted or not. I do not
think that can be sub judice.

AT TEe URo AW : WA AT AT

qer # & 0 w1 W amw T

A A7 FTO a7 FE@e A war Zoar

Agl & W1 AT 918 a9, A W S

| o wgn # g qfeee g g e

or yfqgeT smEy W@y |

MR. SPEAKER: That comes to the
same thing.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY: The
questions raised by the hon, Member
are about petitions under sections
388B and 398 of the Companies Act.
As far ag the petition under section
388B is concerned, as I have already
made a submission, the matter is
pending before the Calcutta High
Court by way of a writ petition filed
by the respondent, dismissed by the
single Judge, now pending before the
Division Bench by way of an appeal
filed by the respondents and stay
order having been issued by the Divi-
sion Bench. But as far as that is con-
cerned, that has nothing to do with
any kind of negotiations or settle-
ment in relation to proceedings under
ccetion 2398, The proceedings 'nder
section 388F wor'd continue as it has
rothing to dn with any kind of
talks about settlement or with any
discussion; that would be in relation
to proceedings under section 398. I
would like to make that submission
very clear.

As far as the criminal proceedings
that are now proceeding are con-
cerned, they have nothing to do with
proceedings under section 398 pending
before the Bombay High Court. The
CBI is in charge of the prosecution of
the criminal proceedings and they
would take their own course as ad-
vised by the legal advisers of the CBI.
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SHRI JYOTIRMOY BASU
(Diamond Harbour): Take

some,
energetic steps, :

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY: The
only question that we are now con-
cerned with is in relation to proceed-
ings under section 398 and it would
stand to reason—it would be my sub-
mission—that where a petition has
been filed for removal of the respon-
dents under section 398 for misfea-
sance or malpractices, certainly such
of the persons who are so mentioned
in the petition cannot be the directors;
thev cannot continue in any kind of
positions. If any settlement is likely
to take place, certainly it would ex-
clude such persons mentioned as res-
pondents in the petition.

The only question that would then
arise is whether to continue the pro-
reedings until all the evidence is
over—the defence evidence is also
over—and leave it to the court to give
a decision on merits. Since the object
of the proceedings under section 393
is to get a proper management of the
company, if that can be achieved even
otherwise, by putting an end to the
court proceedings and thereby saving
some money for the Government
also { Interruption)

SHRI S. M. JOSHI: How much
have you spent by now?

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY: If
such a settlement would be helpful
and if it would be in the interest of
the company. the public and the
persons who are employed, Govern-
ment may consider it favourably and
the lawvers would take the appro-
priate action.

SHRI RANGA (Sri Kakulam) Has
the Chairman resigned?

SHRI SHEO NARAIN: Sir, he is a
progressive minister. We put a defi-
nite question but he is not ready to
give us the Attorney-General's report.
What is this? Is this the way to run
the Government? We know, you are
very progressive, An assurance had
been given. You give us the report
of Attorney-General. We want it. He
must give it.
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SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
May I, with your permission, Sir,
state that the hon. Member, Shri
Sheo Narain, may kindly pardon my
lapse in not directly answering the
question relating to the opinion ex-
pressed by the former attorney-
General? The Government need not
have much hesitation to place the
opinion of the former  Attorney-
General on the Table of the Housz. .

SHRI MADHU
(Monghyr) Why?

LIMAYE

SHRI SHEO NARAIN: What is tae
objection? You have given an assu-
rance to this House.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY: 1
would only like you to appreciute
that, in the process of consultalion
between the Government as a client
and the Attorney-General as a legal
adviser, several opinions would be
expressed from time to time and
opiniong may differ. But whether it
would be correct to place the opinisn
of the Attorney-General on the Table
of the House . . .

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Why not?
SHRI KANWAR LAL

(Delhi Sadar): Why not?
it does not suit you?

GUPTA
Because

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY: 1
am in your hands, Sir. If you direct
me, I am prepared to do so.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA:
You must direct him, Sir.

SHRI SHEO NARAIN: An assu-
rance was given in the House,

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY: As
far as the other question, whether we
have consulted the new Attorney-
General, I do not think the matter

was again referred to the new
Attorney-General because already tke
former Attorney-General had ex-

pressed an opinion on the subject,

SHRI RANGA: Sir, I had raised a
point and it was also raised by the

BHADRA, 3 1891 (SAKA)

Group of Papers
(C.A)

Hon. Member, Mr. 5. M. Joshi. I do
not know why he has been trying not
to give an answer to that, I want to
know whether it is a fact that the
Chairman has resigned; whether the
Government have come to know about
it. He has not given any information
about that. About the opinion of the
Attorney-General, I would like, if
necessary, you to take sometime, zlso
study the matter and give your rul-
ing, not only the former Attorney-
General but also the present Attornny-
General, as to what are their advices
to the Government of India.
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SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY: If
I have correctly understood Prof.
Ranga, the question is, whether the
Chairman of Bennet Coleman & Co.
has resigned. As far as I am .on-
cerned, I have no knowledge about it.

A1 gEEmaAR wEdr (FYE)
Fo faAl ¥ faeedt H, WX A W, 78
g adt T & 7 Ay s s
qai Y T FT HIET FLAT I
g1 (sram) ag favi ot foem §
agar g1 UF F<H g | afz e
fex g gwtagm fol fear mm, &
FaTETTE AT ae-gfear Wedr 77 A<
¥ WTET F A a9 FT 1@ AT W g
qw & fag aga 4% g & g
gRIT 1

A HT o SHE 99 AT 99 &
g} oyt faepe fR @ § a9 ot
HTH S G867 7 g9 § e
F ATer F 7 F15 AT FATeAT TR
g, 79 AV 4qT WEwFA@l § 7 WX
< § 2 & a1 97 F w19 wwe
X oad A A& & 7
i ot 0% e T A 2 0#
ArAATg " G & dT T T8 9Tl
g w1 @1 & faor 1 feEr S &
swifaa 7@ 4 |
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[t s fre )

O 9ge AT SV a4 §
« =fF afeafas &, fo w1 sfe
fifa & drar a=rw & 1 ofim
fafr am= g& g0 wews T dwaw
gr mfzx 7 nEwe sk a @
A §UT o frrr aw # &t
TTfE qWE G AR ¥ W o W
qeary i war fr e o
3% % dfave & o fafaee st &0 Fo
g, A qIT T4 & 0F (063 Ageq
g1 9 ¥ ArAw ¥ aada ¥ ag
menifs et v il
frar & 5 I afEm & & aee @9
§ 73, AfeT I9 #Y T8 T T wwe
Fv far o A T=dE ¥ @ =
"zer T F W | T4 A w9 @ fw
i’ﬁﬁﬁiﬁ".’ﬂ"ﬁﬂﬂ'ﬂ?ﬁrtﬁ
ary 3, 37 ¥ TEg ¥ s ufa e
F7 7 quaw faar @ 2 ok T
g Az R v O 3 Aee B
T OF |1 TREAY ¥ UF 937 98 FA0-
afy & W g T ¥ 9T o
Az F T, AT A AT §,
St 39 799 §fE9T W@IAETS 7 AT
g

§az oftsm a1 wew g fr drg
20 FIEET B TAT FIATT F I577 F
cigaz w @ AnT fAar o &
for ogEA ® TWA & F1E
T fawy garfaT I AAT HAET 9
Fag a7 7 5 WA AE T TEEd
afzaz 7 20 710 & fAorg 7 3y
¥ w4i fgowy 4 7

gy oofes 7T A & ooma £y 7w
fsT ¥ A AL TF qiaw v A #
I9 F gEET § ACHIL A HAT T 4T
FrgqEr #1827
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SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
Under section 398 of the Companies
Act, when a petition is fled seeking
to disqualify the respondents in view
of charges of misdemeanour committed
by them, naturally the petitioner
would request the court that they
should not be included for the purpose
of any responsibility. Since the
charges against Mr. Shanti Prasad
Jain and others were connected with
this, it was the petition of the Gov-
ernment that for the purpose of
administration in the interest of
public and in the interest of
the company, representatives of non-
share-holders must be placed on the
Board of Directors so that, having
regard to the previous history, the
company might be managed in public
interest and also in the interest of
the company. I am again submitting
to the hon. House that this can only
be a submission made to the court by
the petitioner and that the decision
fies squarely with the court; the
court's orders are final in this respect,
whatever may be the arguments ad-
vanced by the Government in this res-
pect. The court has a duty to pass un
order; notwithstanding any argu-
ment or submission made by the Gov-
ernment or the other side, the court
nas ample powers to pass an order in
public interest, and there is sufficient
case law on the subject,

sft werTErET MR ¢ e AR,
Y AT AY A3 AR, o A A Eh )
& muzaT & fF ¥ 9vFT FY AT AE)
WEtET 7 79 AH 3} AT AT F=OT HL
¥ e wrAmET ) W UF T AE 9T
fr srafe Fafa z0= 1 25 =19 w747
T TRy For o e fafa g
¥ womm ¥ o1 Aew T AWE
? g g wg A 20
arerT & Ffadz gy P 5t o
g ag & s A ag o fE e
IT ¥ g @2 wfawrd T E I
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FRETFEAEIFCEE | F g
g f&® gn AAT  wvwdt &1 Iw< A0y 0
AL Uy f& Fo Uwo HIET AT FAIT
HEH & gAU W F4T TRIA eaTHia
g d1g o Tifqarie M EwEm §
qE 9 I9 F CAIGHE FET qTET
€7 dia @9 T 5 IO | Al a

g !

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY: As
1ar as the reference made to Jan
Hit Nidhi is concerned, I have
absolutely no knowledge. If the
hon. Member can give me some

information, I will be able to find
our. (Interruption).

SHRI SHEO NARAIN: Where is
the Cabinet Minister? He s not
present here. You are our guardian
in this House; You must protect us.

MR. SPEAKER: I cannot be the
guardian for everything. I am only
responsible for order in the House.
As the guardian, I am unable 15> con-
trol you.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY: As
far as the other aspect of the ques-
tion referred to by the hon. Member
1s concerned. as to what the Cabi-
net has Jdecided on the 20th, the
Cabinet has considered two aspects
apout reorganization of the Board and
the reasonable period during which
this kind of arrangement can be had.
That is for the purpose of giving
instructions to the lawyers, what
Instructions should be given :3 the
laywers representing the Government
mn respect of the reorganization of
the Board and the period during
which the new Board can work and
also the necessity for giving ample
protection.

SHRT RANDHIR SINGH (Rohtak):
How can he disclose the discussions
in the Cabinet?

SHRI M. L. SONDHI (New Delhi):
This hon. Member clearly betravs an
animus against the House; he wontis
the House not to carry informatizn.
Thus he is failing in his ditv 8 2
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representative.  This House should
have all the information.
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MR. SPEAKER: The -juestion
asked is very simple. If you think
that there is no relevancy or you
have no knowledge, you can say that
it is not connected with this, But
kindly do listen to the categorical
questions and the answer should aiso

be categorical.

SHR1 RAGHUNATHA REDDY: I
very respectfully submit, Sir, with
regand to the questions asked, I am
at a disadvantage. I cannot travel
beyond a -certain level because the
matter is pending before the court.
‘Whatever I say here should be appre-
ciated within the limits of the doet-
rine of sub judice. That is the diffi-
culty that I have got.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: The
court has nothing to do with the
cabinet decisi‘on.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
As I have already submitted ind have
made a reference in the staloment
whieh I read out, the question of re-
organisation and also the protae-
tion to be given to the employees
who had helped during the investi-
gation are the two aspects that were
considered and the nature of instrue-
tions has to be decided bv the Gov-
ernment in relation to that.

st SETIETC STest ¢ weTEs w3,

NagE @ T FTATATARET T
e ¥ sy R A9 A A
v FT, 7 F7 FgrrArEwy 7T
#r vy FFAT ) T X ET A IR
fr 7z ¥ e AT 7 ¥ 3 7R
fgr 7T A o 9w Y AT FW
% § oYy e Rvw AW T ¥
Az wATET AT A §, T ¥ AW
g At T A T § AT w g
FF FT A AT gEar fgrEr bt
e § 7
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eaW WEET : IR AW A
2afrmiFay | oA D 7
a7 9 TET F TH Al wA K 7@ A3 A0
T & FFar § 7

ot gz &= @ e AqEr
RIT FAIT Hew F7 aa7 9T2d #, 77
i ==te 731 faor

MR. SPEAKER:
ing your question?

ity fot ¢ A7 et 30 R
A g+ dfF 37 ¥ gt F gar
T o1 @1 @ gafon & 7Y @wr g
i< o wrta @ § At & #5 @ g ?

wead ARy, g AfansT F
duer &, TW A wgH 1 @ 9 FAfET
#r7 ¥ I g o 9 7 et
g ~arw faer 7€ 1 & 3 ¥ ag ®Enr
qeAT JgT § fF W Ay Heard F
TAAGAT FY T FAT 18T & AT F 6w
FEMfF WF IR aTE F Tt
& uF @ oz 2 e qofefedl & g
# qg A1¢ FE@ar< & AR ga0 @0 qg
f& S gt &1 IWiT ggaT & Ar
fergeama aTgvre ST AXHIX FT A9
A AT § W TTEW AR gfear
T A% g & et &, AT g7
FT g & W g9 & AT # A
T T A O AEN—aAE Y
gawmfrmmmaw afrt s
T W FUEAT [T F AT SyAeTIE
freFo Ty wifz A1 § T @ &
TAATCHE FIFEH ARACE
wre=f: 38 g & A1 R a qe STEeT
fd s smaTr FHATG ATH ATH
ifear &1 3@ T F FHT H ®EHWM
A IEFT AT WG AT FA ol
A1 a3 T € A faars @y far
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e 2 Fratdt #0 F fou w51 far
TN & 1 ZAE AT gT Qoo Hiaw-
TS ATZE F FgT 4T €% 18 §F &1 417
€ I FFER 7 g T afe
=T &0 AR FIRET g9 T AT
w® € & wwwrr ¥ et
|1zt £ f5 mad =1 & fr et
F feAi %t w1 29 w7 wgw f, fea
Fa% fom #77 1T & 7g W faepa
gt amg 391 UanTHET qEEy Tw v
TR SR fa & Far 19 T4 9w
o T § #w 4 wfafafg s
Y fiforg 21 afemr wAfaves § sfafafa
o) I FHAIfE F wfafafe o

gl TF AT T qaTe g IOH
At s wqwfEi § oy far ik
g S F1 Ao Fiford s g forar
feetr & & 79 & w27 ot ereew W
fear 3 v §, o7 39, s A
T IAM § T F av forg ¥ w99
€ 9% smafawar o3 st qrgror
AT F1 W wwd fr o9 o e
T w9 & fow e ooy g
gfFag T d e At e &
W & qAfes § Tl awre & gt
Fofrgwagiar s &

i HdT AGIET AT T gEET W
feams 7 gaw ¥ % & a@
weat § % fese av s99a
™ E | A g O QAN
T FT A F 7

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
The first question raised by Shri
Madhu Limaye is about Shri P. K.
Roy and others. P. K. Roy was one
of the respondants where others zre
also involved. Therefore, there is
already a case pending against him.
He happens to be a defendant in a
civil suit filed by the company for
recovery of certain sums, I think the
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Hon. Member will kindly excuse me
if I do not go into further details.

. 7g fmyd : 7 qer g fE o
ol wAfad F7% @ g | AT
i g T fegs gaafai &
T AwiTe F46 T F 79 [F g5
faais aga waar wilm §, T
HAT AT TH FEAT S OET F A A
T €, WAl F190 ¥ AT § 95 §,
FART I TS0 qaTAT £, AqAT THA
®F ATAT TWAT 2 THA W Agl war g?

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
As far as Shri P. K. Roy is woncern-
ed along with this, there are others
who are involved in this matter, as
respondents or defendants or witnes-
ses, He will kindly excuse me
if I do not answer because I Jdo not
want to say something that might
affect the merits of the case.

R w f@47 : wagdd, s
#Y gL iz 7eyvs 74 §, afeT 5= 73
AR &0 FGT9 [T £ AT T AT A
s E

ot fra wmm o AR 19—
faeeat w1 w=Es 5o, o= o
aetvs far, ot aeive i agf FW F
If he says about suspension, what

is the harm? That will not affect the

case, It creates no obstacle in regard
to court matters.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA  REDDY:
Ag far as the point raised by Shri
Madhu Limaye is concerned, 1 fully
appreciate the force in the sugges-
tion he has made and the logic be-
hind it. This will also be borne in
mind when we will have to suggest
some numes, Several names are be-
ing thought about.
nite decision taken about the names.
Therefore, he may kindly excuse me,
if T don't answer anything about
names because still the Government
have not taken a flnal view about
these matters. Only when a final
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view js taken, instructions would be
given to the counsels appearing on
behalf of the Government. We can
only give names. It is for the court
to pass orders.
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ot A WG 0wy Far a3 7
AT wF40570 &, afaq sAmeea s
AL AT AAZT P I AT H A
FAT o g7

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
The suggestion made by Shri Madhu
Limaye, I submit, is a very excellent
suggesation which would be taken

into consideration at the appropriate
time.

SHRI JYOTIRMOY BASU:
have double standards, In case of
particular employees you are so
harsh. In the rase of certain other
persons you are so lenfent and libe-

ral. Why should all these things
continue?

You

MR. SPEAKER: There
question of that.

is no

=t AT FAER (FEAE T0r) ¢
T WENRW, TRz RrAdT A1 ATHET
qIAq & & W A4 wgET ggi o
FAAFTLT TT 7oA T 39 ¥ T977 7%
@ &, SH ATAFT &7 H217A F w7 gwr
w7 & fam fme &L

ot 7 TwRg : ag T F A
FEIE W% qifeaTie & |

ek woaAw ¢ faegE #

wer R
§?

gAY T FAT

st vg faqq : marAT F aed
HFfmarime? gz a8t F—az A
Hgi FEEgr g aifamEee § )

WA WEAT I e w1 RE
AT TEY & |
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AR o wA e EEEe
TH WER FTATAT /1 AT q7izq 38, sHH
T FlAga T T AL niEA &
FILH TG 3T | FTGA1 AT 39 FifET
F aTe Al RS AT 7gag 7 afe
SHIE A H1 2 A6 14 (a1 #1797 agr -
A1 ara /A w4 45 T8 & fag Fart
AEL & — AET TT AT 71 AT A1
AT F FAF A ATAT § w7 & o

21 ¥l agi q@ A AT g ¥
FHMATMEAT F a8 FISEA

Al HEHR ®T AIRIA AT /R
FEit ag wwt 2 T ardar # Gaar @
aqr § St owroRr gfee @ oaier
gor & fr wd= Sa F1 A1 kg g=1R
F7 ¥ AIF § TAR ITAAII ¥ fAQ
dare &, A€ § guIl AT AqERT Wit
S o €Y enaET Qi A wan
4 F1 ATCHT FINAT |

i SAlE d9 F aFA & I
o7 1F WRTAT # o d g g iwaar A Y
wEET §H WS4 W I §HG 9w T3
¥ FITFT 78 & | Og HET &7 v
TOMA & ¥ WA fand F A7 a7 & 0
fosw org 92 ¥ w9 §ag 9289 99
@t &, ag AOWTT A1 1 A i1 F—aHiad
# g9 g FT GATHI FFAT |

Fadt ATF-— § AE TYAT AR §
fF o7 1T IrgEw #AUF §fEaT & qraer
¥ BT GTAT T1gH & A1 T Fredle
F AW T 1964 § TAR A gAR
feqr qi fx 618 798 92 sdaniai # 1
sty als wga =rfgm, F0a 37 awa o€t
@il TG A AGT AT ACH & 2779
B FT AT T AL FIATATH 47T
fear a A o 9= wq fer & Far
q12 a01F A7 72 £ T7 37 THa F foq
ya fadq £ o9 ¥ ATT & [OFT FT
L EE -
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JAT FZaE T AT FHez agi W
faar &, « ca T & &1 Ty aiEg agi 9T
9% A YATAT wlgal g—

“Certain proposals were receiv-
ed on behalf of the main respon-
dents regarding the reorganisa-
tion of the Board of Directors of
M|s. Bennet Colemen and Co. Ltd.”

& sraa aga § & 7 a0 gam &2
HOF qTE FT AT WA 7, fSAE
G 9§ ITRET 48 28 & w12 (i v
WT HAT F FgF &< & (75 Far<
I AT FITFTAE LT

HOd ag W@ g g

“These matters connected with
the reorganisation of the boad,
the period of life of the reorga-
nised board and the protection
of the employees who have assist-
ed in the investigations have been
considered by Government for
making appropriate submissions
to the court.”.

What are those appropriate sub-
missions that Government are mak-
ing?

T T A agh 17 A TET T AT

“In Government's view, the
reorganised board should have &
majority of nonsharehnlders

dir>ctors for a teasonable period
in the interests of the company
and the employees concerned
should be protected™.

7 A arrmrEfme Tied
fors “par war Fo-3 TT W W
qarirT A1 fasqr gy 2, Ooaar
foear 2, s 21 gl € @y e
arfgd | fairT 7 59 01 §, avly
A-gEfaf+3 T T 1964 ¥ ga%
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{AG A G 8T AL 19 W9 § arg
Al TAT-ETIZT «TH A 43 ABAT
€ VTR 1360 F, TALETE F AT
TEE F 71N F 4% H=d 41T FHTARL
THAEN A1 10 4 FAT o W@
AR SE (XL I ENTPRE . Y S
.51 1 A0 T 6673 47 F ¢F w0g
q A0 WA LIERE AT T AN faE-
igar am g, 34 auTH 4130 F1 qF
ZIEFA W6 TOIAT A A AT IH
TN 4, 59 & AT W NI FqT I

AT g AT ATIH AL T 4T AT,
e =qee IAC Moy, g4t wTaET
AT 53 S(idar

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY. .
would like to dispel one impres-
sion which is there. There is no-
body @as a company law adminis-
trator who is running this company.
The erstwhile tribunal had appointed
a chairman, first Dr. Cooper and when
he resigned, Shri D. K. Kunte was
appointed as chairman of the com-
pany by the Companys Tribunal; the
tribunal also appointed certain per-
sons as directors and allowed the
option to Government to appoint two
directors. That was how the present
board of directors came into existence.
There is nobody ag a company law
adminisarator who is running this
company. Therefore, 1 would like
to dispel that impression.

13 hrs.

As regards ihe serond question

, raised by 5hri Fernandez, I would
very respectfully submit that I have
not committed any contempt of the
House. They would, I hope, appreciate
my difficulty. The matter is pend-
ing before the court which is deal-
ing with the merits of the case. Gov-
ernment is only in the nature of a
petitioner; it is not an adjudicating
authority. ¥t will have to give ins-
‘ructions to counsel depending upon
the stage of the case and sometimes

BHADRA, 3, 1891 (SAKA)
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even to adjust to circumstances,

Suppose the Judge makes a sugges-
tion, that will have to be considered
by Governmeni with great respect.
Therefore, to go into these details
and exp.an step by step everything
that Government would do or pro-
pose to do when the matter 15 pend-
ing before the court would be very
difficult for me to do on the Aoor of
the House. As circumstances wairant,
Government will have to give ins-
tructions to the lawyer to present the
case,

-..lf(‘;rr\i' GEE  HAF G F
a1 # 7o Wi'E geTe Fu A0 AE g9
g WeT A A wZ NG T 0 dE W
gaem & 7 (smEAA). ..

=t ugo Two AT : BY W 4g
9B1 91 3T FFTLN GF & 4 50 1A B
a7 frar 7 (=@EEsw) ...

sft a SOEw 0 A NY &
e femr dfa f wife sae a7 wi
20 T &1 o FEEEM WAl WGAR
Teg ARG ! s (= 7)......

ey RgET © WIg dfew | w9 #
Wt q1ST g &1 § T AT Aifew )

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY: 1
have no knowledge as to whether
Shri F. A. Ahmed telephoned Shri

S. P. Jain.
=t w7 ford @ wod wET & FTAf
g AT A fasrer (===nar)

st mHo ~Wo W : A wify
SHTE S F7 a7 § qg T A
&t gt T ¥ W ¥ AR
fam (mam=) ... ..

st 9T WA @ WIEA A g
amerS T ¢ L, (smEmw)
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=it fom artm oS S s
T IGHT ZIIT F FgqA F FAT TATT
glasar g ?

Wt Ay fawy W9 wEeerT
A@HR TG IAH |, (FFEAA) .

Aeqet KW AT HATH AR
szt wroam 23 €

A A3 famd a7 wEsdm 9y
FaaAFrafaw g 1 ., (=)

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
There would be a number of pro-
posals being made on each side. Gov-
ernment and counsel, depending upon
the nature of the proposals made,
will have to consider them
(Interruptions).

SHRI UMANATH (Pudu Kottai):
Shri Shanti Prasad Jain's lawyer has
told the court that Government has
proposed such and such name in re-
gard to the reorganisation of the
broad. Let him confirm or deny it.

MR. SPEAKER: He has specifical-
ly said in the House that Shanti
Prasad Jain’s counsel had put these
two points in the Court. Of course, if
it was true, they should have been
knowpn or would have been reported.
When this has been conveyed to the
court, what is left of the secrecy?

SHRI MADHU LIMAYE: Do not
try to save Fakhruddin! Speak with
God as your witness,

SHRI M. L. SONDHI: May I
say that truth makes a man fearless?
I truth is on his side, he need not
fear anybody.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
The Counsel representing Shanti
Prasad Jain might have said......
(Interruptioms.)

MR. APFAKER: You may look
and say it wou are aware of it or not.
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There is
have . . .%

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
I can only give information in res-
pect of suggestions made by the
Government Counsel (Inter-
ruptions.)

o WIW GEITER OO GLEIT
T a1 ST AETAd H wad &9 W @
g1 TFmam @ E 7. . (TmEEm). .

N FAAR R A AT HF
AET Z | WY S WIF AT 42 8
f& ot 4 fom, 9w 7 A
AEET & wer o wrgr wifs g€ G4 F
TEIA F Ig AT FiE | (a9 Z AT AR 6
FEEEA WAl WIET A AR AR
e =T ag avaer far 6 gt @e=t
(=), ... @raasgmag gl
TS A TLHTL G134 o @Y ¢ 79
ara &1 f =wan =g e S & ar T,
At ST AYRTT AT H A TATT I AT
e 9 mEed W owifa wER
99 F Fwre F Fur fgar & &1 A
JHET AT I F4T AET qarar =avga & 7

...... (zm@m|). ... ..
SHRI RANGA: He should be
frank. It seems there is something

fishy and they are trying to hide it.

sitwe fomd ;g 7@ Fem Tfew
g o et & faom L, (swiw) .

o waTE™ U T FrafoEr o
qgT AT ATy §

St oAy fomd - o s Wmw
MITE | AT FT IO FACAT IS0
g fF T arT qud g @ T SrAwrd
T TRE 1 T A glga s
¥ fow g@ oy §——ag fraw 41 ¥
g g | gl T gg e A f fe
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a1 wify w913 97 F T T 98 T
R 9% I AT F Ar Sfatwar
g | AT AL g wEd o @l A
I 1 G4V T G T At K Heft wgRa
¥ FTEET gar g F 7w 91wty
far famr wifs ware st 3 faedt ot
SEATT 9T HIGFT & Te! HgAr =Arigq |

MR. SPE%KER: It is a simple
yuestion. They want to know it you
ure aware of it or not.

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
I shall have to find out the informa-
{ion from the Government Counsel
and then only give the information
that is asked. Before that I cannot
say.

SHRI M. L. SONDHI: His reputa-
tion will suffer if he does not say the
truth. We are in no hurry for
lunch. Democracy, Press and human
rights demand of him a proper ans-
wer. What is wrong? He is a young
man. Procrastination is evil and he
should shun it.

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE (Kanpur):
He can make a statement later. Let
him ascertain it. The House is sitting
till 6 O’clock.

MR. SPEAKER: I would like to
avk the Minister that he should give
a categorica! reply: whether he i3
aware of it or not, That is all.

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE (SHRI
M. R. KRISHNA): He said he is not

aware.

it forx Amevmw oW F g R
amwE

&t wew @ wqx (fFwair) o
ofrafar & a1 FERTT FTHET F @Y
g | mEastaAgie |

MR. SPEAKER: Are you aware

of it or not?
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SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
The question raised is whether a
particular type of submission has
been made by the council of Shri
Shanti Prasad Jain to the court.
That is the question, I will have o
verify and then answer. (Interrup-
tion).

SHRI UMANATH: That is
the question.
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not

SEVERAL HON, MEMBERS rose—

SHRI UMANATH: The question
is this, 8. P. Jain's lawyer had made
a submision in the name of the Gov-
ernment. The question is whether
Government had made such sugges-
tions as claimed by him. He can
say he is not aware of any such sug-
gestion having been made or he can
say that he wants notize of the ques-
tion. That is the reply we want. It
is not the other thing,

MR. SPEAKER: If the Minister
has not heard it, why should he in-
volve himself like this? If he is not
aware of it, he may say he is not
aware of it,

SHRI RAGHUNATHA REDDY:
When I said I will have to verify
that does not mean that I am not at

all aware of it, but I will have to
verify.  (Interruption)
13.11 hrs.

PAPERS LAID ON THE TABLE
Krrosrye (Frxatron o= CarmLine
Prices® FOURTH AMENDMENT
Orper, 1969

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN
THE MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM
AND CHEMICALS AND MINES AND
METALS (SHRI D. R. CHAVAN):
I beg to lay on the Table a copy of
the Kerosene (Fixation of Ceiling
Prices) Fourth Amendment Order,
1969, published in Notification No.
G.S.R. 1838 in Gazette of India dated
the 1st August, 1969, under sub-
section (8) of section 3 of the Essen-
tia]l Commodities Act, 1955. [Placed
in Library. See No. LT-1800/69.]



