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the Indian Law Commission. I agree with 

the philosophy behind this admendment. 

But I have my own reservations with the 

wording of this amendment. 1 fear that 

the wording of this amendment may 

attract a spate of litigations. I would 

come to that particular aspect later on. 

Firstly, I would like to deal with the 

philosophy behind this Amendment Bill. 

I say that I am happy to support the 

philosophy behind this Bill because the 

philosophy behind this Amendment Bill 

is against the philosphy of the IMF, the 

World Bank and the WTO. The parent 

Act was passed in the year 1872 by the 

British rulers. Actually, the philosophy 

prevalent at that time was the philosophy 

of laissezfaire. We all know what is 

meant by the laissez-faire policy. The 

State has no role in the economic affairs, 

let the parties enter into agreements. Let 

them create rights and liabilities. Let the 

economic laws deal with the economic 

affairs, demand, supply, exchange and 

the operation of the free-market forces. 

Actually, the State is concerned only with 

the laws, regulations and procedures. The 

role of the State is considered to be the 

role of an umpire. An umpire cannot 

play in the game. In all games, an umpire 

only ensures fairplay. Like that, the 

Government has no role at all in the 

economic affairs. This particular 

philosophy is so evdient in the 1872 Act. 

Actually, the 1872 Act stresses the liberty 

of the individual for the creation of rights 

and liabilities and the liberty of the 

individual for the extinguishment of rights 

and liabilities. When rights and liabilities 

are created, naturally, the Government 

comes into the scene. And the 

Government makes its own laws for the 

enforcement of these rights and liabilities. 

So, the role of the Government is the 

role of policy, the role of controlling the 

economic transactions. This is so vividly 

and faithfully expressed in section 28 of 

the Indian Contract Act. The present 

section 28 of the Indian Contract Act 

prohibits any absolute restriction for 

going to courts and tribunals and states 

that those restrictions arc void. It also 

restricts any curtailment of a party, going 

to the court. But this particular section 28 

does not prohibit the extinguishment of 

any rights or liabilities. This is an 

anomalous position. But this anomally is 

the creation of the laissez-faire policy 

because the laissez-faire policy stresses 

the liberty of the individual in creating 

rights and liabilities. If rights and 

liabilities are created, it is the task of the 

State to regulate them and enforce-them. 

So, this particular aspect is very 

effectively put forth by the Law 

Commission Report. The, Law 

Commission Report reads as under:— 

Under section 28 of the Indian 

Contract Act 1872, the point in brief is 

stated as under:— 

"An agreement which limits the time 

within which a j>arty to an 

agreement may enforce his rights 

under any contract by proceedings 

in a court of law, is void to that 

extent. But this -section does not 

invalidate an agreement in the 

nature of a prescription, that is to 

say, an agreement which provides 

that at the end of a specific period 

if the rights thereunder are not 

enforced, the rights shall cease to 

exist." 

So, this distinction between a right and 

a remedy is there in the present form in 

section 28 of the Indian Contract Act. 

Now, the Government is coming forward 

with an amendment for the intervention 

of the State in the right of the individual 

in the creation and extinguishment * of 

rights and liablities. I approve of this 

thing. I support this philosophy because 

the Government accepts the right of 

social intervention, the. State's 

intervention, in the economic affairs. 

That is why, particularly in the present 

context, the IMF, the World Bank, the 

World Trade Organisation and their 

friends are advocating that the State 

should go away from the economic 

affairs. In that particular context, the 

Government is coming forward with a 

new   restriction   in   the   creation   and 
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extinguishment of rights and liabilities. 

That is why I support the philosophy 

behind this amendment. I also urge upon 

the Government to expand its area of 

intervention for protecting the interests of 

the overwhelming majority, the poorer 

sections, who are exploited, oppressed 

and discriminated against. 

Now, I would like to deal with the 

present amendment moved by the 

Government. Actually, the intention of 

the amendment is to remedy this 

anomaly. But I fear that the wording of 

the present amendment go beyond the 

scope of the intention and that will create 

a lot of confusion. Now, I come to the 

amendment. Sub-section (a) deals with 

the present section 28 of the Act. Sub- 

section (b) is intended to find a solution 

to the anomalous position. It reads as 

under:— 

"...Which extinguish the rights of 

any party thereto or any liability 

under or in respect of any contract 

on the expiry of a specific period so 

as to restrict any party from 

enforcing its rights." 

It means any agreement that 

extinguishes the rights of any party under 

or in respect of any contract on the 

expiry of a specific period or discharges 

any party under or in respect of any 

contract on the expiry of a specific 

period... 

[The Vice-chairman (Shri G. 

Swaminathan) in the Chair] 

...is intended to restrict any party from 

enforcing his rights, is void to that extent. 

So, my fear is that the fixation of a 

specific period "for the operation of rights 

and liabilities be construed as a 

restriction and then be argued as a void 

contract. I also fear that the present 

wording. ...{Interruption)... 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI G. 

SWAMINATHAN): Please conclude... 

(Interruption)... Please conclude. 

SHRI RAMACHANDRAN PILLAI: I 

am explaining the clause. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI G. 

SWAMINATHAN): No, no; please 

conclude. Your time is up. 

SHRI RAMACHANDRAN PILLAI: 

Yes, I am trying. So, fixation of any 

period, if first considered as a restriction 

and then argued that the particular 

fixation is void, will lead to unlimited 

operation of the rights and the liabilities. 

That is my fear. I want to bring to the 

notice of the hon. Minister three 

instances. A multinational company is 

entering into an agreement with India to 

construct a plant in India and the Indian 

Government gives a guarantee of a 

particular return or yield. There is a 

condition that the international company 

should complete the plant within a 

specified period, and, if it does not do so, 

the liability of the Government to ensure 

returns stands extinguished. The firm 

does not complete the construction of the 

plant within the specified period. It takes 

more years. Then the Government comes 

forward and says, "We have no liability 

to ensure the returns." Can the firm 

argue that fixation of this particular 

period is a restriction on enforcement of 

its rights and hence void? And the other 

is 'A' and 'B' enter into an agreement. 

'A' agrees to sell two acres of his land to 

'B' at a price of five lakhs and 'B' agrees 

to offer the price within six months. It is 

also provided that if 'B' does not pay 

within six months, 'A' has no liability to 

sell his property. Can we claim that this 

specification of six months' time is a 

restriction on enforcement of our rights 

or that this particular condition is void? 

And there is a contractual agreement 

between the Government and a particular 

person, and the Government appoints a 

particular   person   to   a   post   and   asks 
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him to join duty within seven days, and if 
he docs not appear before the 
Government, that appointment order 
stands cancelled. Can this period of seven 
days be a restriction on enforcement of 
his rights? My doubt is whether the 
particular wording "on the expiry of a 
specific period so as to restrict any party 
from enforcing his rights" is correct. The 
specification or the fixation of a period is 
considered a restriction, and if they argue 
that it is void, then no contract would be 
possible. This is the point that I want to 
raise. I support the philosophy behind 
this law, but I have my own doubts with 
regard to the wording of this particular 
section. 

3.00 P.M. 

PROF. RAM KAPSE (Maharashtra): 

Hon. Vice; Chairman, Sir, I rise to 

support this Bill. Actually cases under the 

Contract Act went up to the Supreme 

Court in the last 12 years and. though the 

section in the Act was detrimental to the 

interests of consumers, the Court could 

not decide in favour of the consumers 

because of this section in the Act. This 

amendment will correct the situation. We 

were waiting for this amendment for the 

last 12 years. Twelve years ago, on 7th 

May, 1984, an assurance was given in the 

Rajya Sabha itself that the Government 

would come forward with an amendment 

to see that the Contract Act was in 

conformity with the purpose of the 

Government. Still it took 12 long years. 

Near we are talking of assurances. Mr. 

Hanumanthappa was very much annoyed 

because of the assurance and he had a 

right to do so because for the last 12 

years we could not do anything. When 

the Standing Committee took up the 

matter in 1994 it was said that the 

Committee on Government Assurances 

was pursuing this issue. But the 

beraucratic approach came in the way 

and it took long 12 years to bring this 

amendment before us. I would like to 

support this amendment in the present 

form so that at least today we stand by 

the assurance given by the Government 

12 years ago. 

A distinction is assumed to exist 

between remedy and right and this 

distinction is the basis of the present 

position under which a clause barring a 

remedy is void but a clause extinguishing 

the rights is valid. Now because of this 

amendment the consumers will be 

benefited. Since the amendment is in the 

interest of the consumers and in the 

interest of the persons who are 

economically disadvantaged, I support 

this amendment. We expect hereafter, at 

least, the attitude of the bureaucracy 

would change. Amendments should be 

brought as early as possible and, at the 

same time this amendment was brought 

here in 1992; it took us four years-we 

should also mend our matters. I support 

it in the present form and I request the 

entire House to support it. I would again 

request the Law Minister to take an early 

decision on the new Law Commission's 

recommendations which are in the 

interest of the society. As far as the 

recommendations of the Law Commission 

are concerned, if an early decision is 

taken, that will be in the interest of the 

society. Thank you. 

SHR1 R. MARGABANDU (Tamil 

Nadu): Respected Vice-Chairman, Sir, I 

am very thankful to you for giving me 

this opportunity to express my views on 

this amendment. Mr. Ramachandran 

Pillai said that he was approaching this 

amendment as a layman. But I am 

approachiang this amendment as an 

advocate, as a practising lawyer, who is 

experiencing difficulties in the courts of 

law where the rights of the parties are 

being denied. I would like to say that 

when this Indian Contract Act was 

enacted in 1872 there was only one 

restrictive clause that the parties should 

not impose their own limitations. That 

action alone was restricted and was held 

to be void under the present Act. But the 

later position is this. If the rights are to 

be extinguished, there is no provision at 

all made in the Act. This anomaly was 

pointed out in 19S1 in a judgement 

delivered by the Bombay High Court. 

The     common     man's     right     is 



265    The Indian control [3 DEC. 1996] (Amendment) Bill, 1995   266 

extinguished by this Act. But no step had 

been taken to rectify it. In 1960, the 

Punjab High Court, while rendering a 

judgement, held the extinguishing right to 

be void. These are two anomalous 

positions. The Law Commission was 

constituted in the year 1984. It had come 

forward with a proposal to introduce this 

amendment to remove the extinguishing 

right. This Bill was introduced in the year 

1992. It has taken us four years to discuss 

it. So much injustice has been done to 

the common man. I would request the 

Government to give it retrospective 

effect. It should be made effective from 

1984 onwards. It should be made 

applicable to all the pending proceedings 

in the courts of law. I would also like to 

submit that a permanent body be 

constituted which would go into the 

anomalies that exist in law. In 1872, we 

had become aware of this lacuna. Now, it 

is 1996. For so many years injustice was 

being perpetrated. I would like to say 

that Section 28 has caused a lot of 

hardship to the consumer. The present 

Section 28, declares as void if the party is 

restricted absolutely by his own 

limitations from enforcing his rights in 

respect of any contract, by legal 

proceedings. The law of limitation 

prescribes the time-limit for enforcing his 

right. Under the law of limitation, the 

time for enforcing an agreement is three 

years. I can quote an instance: Two 

parties enter into an agreement for the 

sale of an immovable property. They 

enter into a contract which stipulates that 

within three months or within six months, 

the consideration should be paid and 

registration should be effected. But if 

they cannot do it, unless it is prohibited, 

the party loses its right. The law enjoins 

upon them to file a suit within a period 

of three years. In the case of specific 

purpose suit this' is followed. But the 

clause, extinguishing the right or 

discharging any party of his liability in 

respect of any contract on the expiry of 

the specific period so as to restrict any 

person from enforcing his right, is not 

made violative. I can give examples of 

the Indian Insurance Companies Act, and 

the Fire Insurance Act. The three major 

corporations, while entering into a 

contract, incorporate certain conditions 

which are advantageous to them. They 

can do this because of the high position 

they hold. They are in a position to 

dictate terms to parties which enter into 

contract. They impose conditions to the 

effect that unless the claim is made within 

six months or within one year, the right is 

extinguished. This causes a lot of 

hardship to the common man. These big 

companies are in a position to dominate 

the common man. I support this 

amendment and I am thankful to the 

hon. Minister for bringing forward this 

legislation. 

Now, Sir, I would like to say that the 

position of the parties who had occasion 

to deal with business being unequal, the 

consumer may have to 'agree' to a clause 

extinguishing the right. So this anomaly is 

sought to be rectified by this Bill. So in 

this way, this Bill is very much 

appreciated. So, Sir, I would like to 

quote some of the defects in the Act. 

Firstly, it causes serious hardships to 

those        who are        economically 

disadvantaged and is violative of 

economic justice. Secondly, in particular, 

it harms the interest of the consumer 

dealing with big corporations and thirdly, 

it is illogically being based on a 

distinction which treats the more severe 

flaws and invalidates the lesser ones. So, 

Sir, this Bill, this legislation, which is 

being brought, with a view to helping the 

common man should have been brought 

even in the year 1951 itself. The Bombay 

High Court came forward pointing out 

these flaws which were causing injustice 

to the common man even in the year 

1951. But the Government had not taken 

care of it and it has slept over, the reason 

being that there was no permanent 

agency to find out the flaws and 

intricacies which affect the interest of the 

common man, there was no permanent 

body to look into this position. With this, 

I would request the hon. House to give 

retrospective effect to this Bill, at least 

from   the   year   1984   and   to   make   it 
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applicable to the pending proceedings. 

With this, L conclude my speech. Thank 

you. 

SHRI SANATAN BISI (Orissa): 

Thank you, Sir, for giving me this 

opportunity. It is a very welcome 

proposition that no man can exclude 

himself from the protection of court by 

contract. So, while we support the 

present amendment, I will seek some 

clarifications in view of the multinational 

contract and World Trade Organisation. 

What will be the impact as far as the 

amendment is concerned? The second 

thing is regarding financial services, 

banking, insurance, security and trade. In 

all these cases when we are intruding into 

World Trade Organisation, what will be 

the effect of this amendment and whether 

any suitable action can be taken to give 

the benefit of economic justice avoidance 

of hardship and systematic application of 

law? As you know, as far as the Contract 

Act 1870 is concerned, this Act is not 

applicable to the State of Jammu and 

Kashmir. There is a restraint. As far as 

restraint of trade is concerned, I want to 

know from the Minister whether the 

anomaly will be cleared by this 

amendment and if it is not cleared, what 

more can be done for the purpose of 

giving justice to the people at large? 

Thank you. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI G. 
SWAM1NATHAN): Any other Member 
who wants to participate can do so. 
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THE MINISTER OF STATE OF THE 

DEPARTMENTS OF LAW AND 

JUSTICE (SHRI RAMAKANT D. 

KHALAP): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, I 

am grateful to the hon. Members who 

have extended their wholehearted 

support to this Bill. The discussion has 

very clearly brought out the sluggish 

attitude of our system which has slept 

over this discrepancy, this anomaly which 

has been existing from the day this Act 

came into force. I , am particularly 

indebted to Shri Margabandu for bringing 

to the noitce of this House that we all 

have slept over this issue even though the 

Bombay High Court pointed out this 

anomaly as far back as 1951. And this 

very Bill is crawling in this House since 

1992. However, the House has come 

today to the rescue of the consumer who 

has been suffering at the hands of the 

powerful industrial and . commercial 

sectors which have made him sign on the 

dotted lines. Today this particular aspect 

is clarified. I think it is an opportunity to 

say to myself that such a situation should 

not happen again. 

The Law Commission has been 

submitting reports to the Government 

from time to time. It will be our 

endeavour to study these reports as soon 

as they are given to us and to sincerely 

try to implement the recommendations 

contained in those reports. The 

suggestion of Shri Margabandhu that we 

should have a permanent body to 

consider such aspects is a welcome 

suggestion. However, I will not give any 

assurance on this issue beyond saying that 

there is already a permanent body, the 

Law Commission, to which various issues 

are referred from time to time. 

I thank you all once again. 

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI (Kerala): 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, hon. Member 

Margabandu has raised a point in regard 

to the century-old law which is existing 

today. There might have been a lot of 

case law on various issues connected with 

this Act. The Supreme Court might have 

taken various decisions in litigations 

involving the Act. In that background, 

we want to know whether the hon. 

Minister proposes to bring forward a 

comprehensive law replacing the old one. 

SHRI RAMAKANT D. KHALAP. 

This issue will have to be studied 

threadbare, in detail. Therefore, it is 

difficult for me to say that we will come 

out with a comprehensive law right now. 

SHRI R. MARGABANDU: Mr. Vice- 

Chairman, let the hon. Minister at least 

assure us that the Bill would be given 

retrospective effect from 1982. 

SHRI RAMAKANT D. KHALAP: 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, all the 

suggestions made by the hon. Members 

are being taken into consideration. At 

present, let us have the Bill passed the 

way it is. It is pending here since 1992. -If 

there are any inadequacies in the Bill and 

if they are brought to the notice of the 

Government, we will certainly come 

before the House with further 

amendments. 

SHRI RAMACHANDRAN PILLAI: 

Mr. Vice-Chairman, I have raised a 

point. I have said that the fixation of a 

period could be considered as a 

restriction and argued as a void 

condition. Sub-clause (b) of  clause 28 

reads thus and I quote: 

"which extinguishes the rights of 

any party thereto, or discharges any 

party thereto, from any liability, 

under or in respect of any contract 

on the expiry of a specified period 

so as to restrict any party from 

enforcing his rights." 

My argument is this, Sir. Any fixation of 
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a period could be considered by any of 

the interested parties as a restriction 

imposed on the enforcement of its 

rights. So. any fixation for 

implementation of a contract could be 

treated as a restriction. This is my 

doubt because wording is there. The 

wording of sub clause (a) is, "This 

limits the time within which he may, 

thus, enforce his right". That is one 

thing and that we can understand, 

which is the limited purpose. Here it 

says, "specified period so as to restrict 

any party from enforcing its rights." 

This is much wider. My doubt is 

whether any fixation of a period for the 

operation of a contract could be 

considered as a restriction and argued 

as void. Take any sale agreement or 

any contractual agreement for 

appointment of a person. Suppose 'A' 

appoints 'B' and asks him to join duty 

within seven days. If he doesn't join 

duty within seven days, his right of 

appointment stands cancelled. Can this 

specification of seven days be 

considered as a restriction and argued 

as a void restriction? If it is so, then 

there can't be any agreement in this 

country. (Interruptions) No. The 

difficulty is that. Can you prescribe a 

time limit for the enforcement of rights? 

I am only concerned about wording. 

Can this wording be considered as a 

restriction...? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI G. 

SWAMINATHAN): Please address the 

Chair. 

SHRI R. MARGABANDU: Mr. 

Vice-Chairman, am I permitted to say a 

few words on this aspect? Sir, under the 

Common Carriers Act, under the 

Limitation Act, for claiming damages a 

three year's time-limit is fixed. In the 

case of insurance companies under the 

Common Carriers Act and also under 

the Fire Insurance Comapanies Act, 

they have restricted the time limit 

saying that within six months or one 

year time-limit, the person must make 

his claim, otherwise he loses his right. 

Though under the common law or the 

law of limitations, a three years' time- 

limit is there, this right and the remedy 

for the common man is restricted. Now, 

that anomaly has been removed by sub 

clause (b). If we allow that position, the 

entire Section 28 can be taken away 

from the statute. So, the restriction on 

the time imposed by the dominant party 

has to be removed by sub clause (b). 

This is a welcome idea. There is no 

doubt about it at all. 

SHRI RAMAKANT D. KHALAP: I 

think this point has been answered by 

Shri Margabandu. In fact clause (b) is 

absolutely clear. In spite of ail this, 

there can still be situations and 

situations and arguments and arguments 

in different ways, all of which cannot be 

foreseen at this particular stage. So, my 

opinion is that as this amendment has 

been put forward with due consideration 

of the various pronouncements of the 

courts that have come from time to 

time. I submit that the language used in 

this Bill is absolutely clear. It should 

expel every doubt that has been 

expressed in this House. I request you 

to pass it. 

PROF. RAM KAPSE: Sir, I had 

suggested that the latest report of the 

Law Commission should be placed on 

the Table of the House. I want to know 

when you are placing. 

SHRI RAMAKANT D. KHALAP: 

Sir, I hope to place it on the Table of 

the House before the end of this 

Session. 

THE  VICE-CHAIRMAN  (SHRI  G.. 

SWAMINATHAN): The question is: 

"That the Bill further to amend 

the Indian Contract Act, 1872, be 

taken into consideration." 

The motion was adopted. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI G. 

SWAMINATHAN): We shall now take 

up clause by clause consideration of the 

Bill. We shall now put clause 2 to vote. 

There is an amendment by Shri 

Ramachandran Pillai. 
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Clause 2 

Amendment of Section 28 

SHRI   RAMACHANDRAN  PILLAI: 

Sir, I beg to move: 

"That at page 1, line 17-18 for the 

world "so as to restrict any party 

from enforcing his rights", the 

words "which limits the time within 

which he may thus enforce his 

rights" be substituted. 

The question was proposed. 

SHRI RAMACHANDRAN PILLAI: 

Sir, I move this amendment just to avoid 

the confusion in sub-section (b). I still 

fear that the present amendment will 

attract a spate of litigations and all 

fixation of time in a contract for its 

enforcement will be argued as a 

restriction and create a spate of 

litigations. Actually, the Law 

Commission's report made a proposal for 

amendment. The Government rejected 

that amendment. This is the revised 

section as 28 proposed by the Law 

Commission. The Government rejected 

their wording and put it> own wording. 

The wording is so confusing... 

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI: I want to 

know whether the contents are the same 

or not. 

SHRI RAMACHANDRAN PILLAI: 

Exactly. ...(Interruptions)... What is the 

wording of this particular thing? This way 

the wording is vague. That is why I move 

my amendment. My amendment is this. 

"On page 1, line 17-18, for the words "so 

as to restrict any party from enforcing his 

rights" the words "which limits the time 

within which he may thus enforce his 

rights" be substituted. So, I am taking 

the last word of sub-clause (a) and asking 

for substitution of this. My submission is 

this. This will take away all doubts and 

vagueness from the sub-clause and make 

it precise, short and to the point. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI G. 

SWAMINATHAN): Mr. Minister, have 

you anything to say? 

SHRI   RAMAKANT   D.   KHALAP: 

Sir, I request the hon. Member not to 

press any amendment, at this stage. Sub- 

clause (b) is absolutely clear. In fact, the 

simplest language has been used here. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI G. 

SWAMINATHAN): Mr. Pillai, are you 

pressing your amendment? 

SHRI RAMAKANT D. KHALAP: 

Sir, he is withdrawing it. 

SHRI RAMACHANDRAN PILLAI: 

Actually, I am not satisfied with the 

reply, but I am not pressing my 

amendment. 

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI: Sir, I want 

to know whether the amendment has 

been withdrawn...(Interruptions)... This 

amendment can go against the existing 

law also...(interruptions)... 

The     amendment     was,      by     leave, 

withdrawn. 

Clause 2 was added to the Bill. 

Clause 1: Snort Title 

SHRI RAMAKANT D. KHALAP: I 

move: 

"That at page 1, line 4, for the figure 
"1992" the figure "1996" be 
substituted." 

The question was put and the motion was 
adopted. 

Clause 1, as amended, was added to the 

Bill. 

Enacting Formula 

SHRI RAMAKANT D. KHALAP: I 

move: 

"That at page 1, line 1, for the word 

"forty-third" the word "forty-seventh" 

be substituted. 

The question was put and the motion was 

adopted. 

The Enacting Formula, as amended, was 

added to the Bill. 

The Tide was added to the Bill. 
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SHRI RAMAKANT D. KHALAP: I 

move: 

"That the Bill be passed." 

The question was put and the motion was 

adopted. 

THE   SEAMEN'S   PROVIDENT   FUND 

(AMENDMENT) BILL, 1995 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI G. 

SWAMINATHAN): We are now taking 

up the Seamen's Provident Fund 

(Amendment) Bill, 1995. 

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI (Kerala): 

Sir, there is a supplementary list of 

business which says that Shri Ram Vilas 

Paswan will make a statement. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI G. 

SWAMINATHAN): The Minister came 

here and requested time till 4.15 p.m. 

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI: But at 4 

o'clock we have a Short Duration 

Discussion. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI G. 
SWAMINATHAN): The Minister is in 
the Lok Sabha now. He came here and 
requested. He is on his legs there. 

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI: Sir, the 

point is very simple. There are two 

Ministers. One is the Cabinet Minister 

and the other is the Minister of State. 

The Minister of State is here. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI G. 

SWAMINATHAN): The Railway 

Minister himself is taking interest to 

make the statement. (Interruptions) 

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI: What about 

the protocol? (Interruptions) 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI G. 

SWAMINATHAN): We can take up 

protocol. He himself is taking interest. 

He himself wants to make the statement. 

THE LEADER OF OPPOSITION 

(SHRI SIKANDER BAKHT): Why did 

he not foresee all the difficulties? This is 

very bad. (Interrutions)  It is not possible 

at 4.IS p.m. We are going to have a 

Short-Duration Discussion. 

SHRI SATISH AGARWAL 

(Rajasthan): It is already listed in the 

supplementary business. It cannot disturb 

the original list of business. 

SHRI SIKANDER BAKHT: He 

himself plans! (Interruptions) 

PROF. VIJAY KUMAR 

MALHOTRA (Delhi): Sir, it is a very 

important Short Duration Discussion. I 

would be speaking at the right time. My 

speech should not be stopped in the 

midst. If the statement is made, it is 

difficult. Let it be at 6 o'clock. 

(Interruptions) 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI G. 

SWAMINATHAN): Immediately after 

his work is over in Lok Sabha he would 

come here. That is what he said. 

SHRI VAYALAR RAVI: 4 o'clock 

business cannot be changed. 

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE (West 

Bengal): Already we have selected the 

agenda. Just in order to make it 

convenient for the Minister; please do 

not change it. Let us have the discussion 

at 4 o'clock and the Minister can make 

his statement after that. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI G. 

SWAMINATHAN): We will request 

him. We will put it before the House 

adjourns for the day. We are now taking 

up the Seamen's Provident Fund 

(Amendment) Bill. 

THE MINISTER OF SURFACE 

TRANSPORT (SHRI T.G. 

VENKATRAMAN): Sir, I move: 

"That the Bill to amend the 

Seamen's Provident Fund Act, 1996, 

be taken into consideration." 

With your premission, I would like to 

say a few words while moving the 

Seamen's Provident Fund (Amendment) 

Bill, 1996 for consideration and approval. 

The Seamen's Provident Fund Act, 1966 

was enacted by the Parliament to provide 

for the institution of a Provident Fund for 

seamen. In the process of Implementing 

the provisions of the Act, certain 

practical difficulties have been 

experienced  from   time   to   time.   For 


