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THE DEPUTY CHAIHMAN: I enjoy the
peace in the House sometimes alter so much
of storm.

SHRI JAGDISH PRASAD MATHUR:
You enjoy peace otherwise also.
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SHRI S. JAIPAL REDDY: There is no
such proposal as yet.

THE UNIVERSITY GRANTS COM-
MISSION (AMENDMENT)  BILL,
1997.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; Now, We
will take up the Bill to be withdrawn.
Otherwise, we will keep the Minister arrested
in this House.

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINISTRY OF HUMAN RESOURCE
DEVELOPMENT (DEPARTMENT OF
EDUCATION AND DEPARTMENT OF
CULTURE (KUMARI SELJA): Madam, I
move for leave to withdraw the University
Grants Commission (Amendment) Bill, 1991.
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KUMARI SELJA:: Madam, this Bil was
introduced with a dual purpose in mind, to
empower the UGC to prescribe' by
regulations, the terms and conditions of
service of the employees cf the Central
universities and also to provide for enhanced
penalty for setting up land running bogus
universities.

After that, we asked the UGC to take a
fresh look at it. The UGC set up a sub-
committee. The sub-committee gave its
findings. With regard to the first, there were
sharp reiactions amongst the community all
over, especialljrin Delhi.  Keeping that

[RAJYA SABHA]

(Amendment) 318
Bill, 1991

in view, the sub committee recommended
that this was not really required and that we
should go in for more consultjdtion between
the

UGC and Central universities to resolve such
issues of service of teaching and non-
teadhing employees.

As regards the second part about enhanced
penalty for fake universities, thatis an
important issue, and we propose to bring in a
-freah Bill to that effect.

The question was proposed.
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this Nill as far as the second part of the Bill*
'is concened we are equally conecrned abou-
‘the fake universitiesthe Billis rreadedy and
'we have reqested the Rajya Sabha eraterat’
in  this regard That 1is ready forl
intyroduction any time . :
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KUMAR SELJA the Bill is ready with us.
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" Ther, is no time now.

. ﬁtﬁgw: wam  (dvaw dare):

¥ "o W F-WIE aTe g o
q 9T FH T ARG T FTE HIT

oY 35 faw w7 fawgy 7 F@-mg
e g W ¥ froggw gege wEd
wet § a:ng igﬂ-ﬁﬁ?ﬁ:rtmz
¥ Tz T FT G E AR
&% gfrafed ¥ art & ma Fq fag

[1 JUNE 1995 ]

(Amendment). 380
Bill,1991

R

Ul 25 Yo Vo) 5, e

i LS
; %)JJ!A—%.-J&»%O/%U%
| «.?a'f'z/ffbw‘u Fka)

E’?)/ é)//’dyj‘ Jurss
o pd Tt )5
D piesi? /115‘_33 _,1/»'/ é_.{,’i
» { ut Y \_:3»
L R SR T P
| ia-,ucf_ - okl
B D1
<brloo iyl yu fé{/
bl - < e
el LA A
o e

FRIQ  dEt o wEw, TEE
(smgars) . .

£ Wgwm wiwoseRe ¥
wafgw § e gedy @fen 5% §
CEcn f ,

8B ot o) s o F AT}
Bl Tt ) 2 .
KUMAi{I SELJA: .Madam, I want to

withdraw this Bill.

SHRI MD. SALIM: We are not allowing
you to withdraw the Bill. We are having
objections.

KUMARI SELJA: Madam, the Bill was
' introduced in 1991. I explain the

F[ ]Transliteration in Arabic Script.
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sequence of events. We asked the UGC to
take a fresh look in view of the reactions
among the teaching community

As far as the second part is concer ned, I do
not think there is lany difference of opinion
about the fake universities and the new
legislation is ready with us. That' Bill is to be
introduced. So, I do not think there is any
such confusion about that and I may be
allowed to withdraw the Bill now.

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; If the Bill v/as
brought in 1991, why  has it been brought on
the last day for discussion today?
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Let me
aek. The knows that degrees are being sold.
What I am asking is that in 5991 the Bill Was
brought to the: House, because you were icon.
cerned about the fake universities .and fake
degrees. And the people were netting jobs on
the basis of those like degrees. Now, when the
Bill was brought and you were thinking of
discussing something, my point is. in the first
place, why this matter was not discussed in
the earlier part of the session. Toddy you pre
withdrawing it Again you are going to, bring
in a fresh Bill. What is that fresh Bill?

KUMARI SELJA: Madam, there
are two aspects to the UGC (Am
endment) Bill. One is regarding the
tern?  'and conditions of the service
of the employees of the Central
Universities.  That evoked a  sharp
reaction among the teaching com-
miinity. So, we asked, the UGC to
take a fresh look at, this and they
set up, a sub-committee.
Hence this time period between 1991 and
now. They asked why, instead of amending
the UGC Act, we could not have a
mechanism by which

[ RAJYA SABHA ]

(Amendment) 382
Bill. 1991

there was more consultation between the
UGC and the Central Universities. We
accept that.

Now, the second part is regarding the fake
universities. We had made an amendment in
that by which, we want to enhance the penal-
ly. We want to enhance it further because of
the seriousness of the situation. I think
Members of the House shared that
seriousness and concern. So, we want to
further enhance the penalty, Hence I want te
bring a fresh Bill to that effect. So, I may be
allowed to withdraw the Bill.
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; 1 wiH
explain to you. She has brought a Bill for two
reasons. One is the University' Grsfnts
Cornmission (Amendment) Bill. 1991. There
was a problem of the employees of the
Central University. So, there was some
con'stiltation going on. The second question
was of the fake universities land fake degrees.
There are two different aspects, Now, she has
already introiduced the Bill- I think the Bill. is
under circulation. Perhaps, Memlsers might
have got it-If not, you will be getting the
copy. In the light of that, she is withdrawing
this :pill. The Bill whjich she has introduced
will ,take precedence in the next. Sesssion.'
,But I only want one thing that in the next
Session, please insist on every-
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body bringing in the Bill in the first part of
the Session because it is a very serious
matter.

KUMARI SELJA: Okay, Madam.

THE DEPUTY: CHAIRMAN: So. now
has She the permission to withdraw the Bill?

SOME HON. MEMBERS; Yes. The

Bill was, by leave, withdrawn.

RE. PROCEEDINGS AGAINST
FORMER  CABINET SECRETARY
FOR WRONG ADVICE ON SECU-
RITY COVER TO SHRIRAJIV
GANDHI,

SHRI S. JAIPAL REDDY (Andhra
Pradesh): Madam Deputy Chairperson, I
would like to state at the very outset that I do
aot want to enter into any partisan
controvensy. Yesterday, Mrs. Jayan-thi
Nataijajan and many Members of this House
belonging to almost all parties have expressed
a great concern at the inordinjate delay that
took place, that is stil] taking place ir
disposing of the case of Rajiv Gandhi's
asspasination. Madam, we are al] equally
concerned about the prompt need to punish.
the guilty in  a deterrent fashion.

Madam, now, I would like the House to
give me a patient hearing and lister to me in a
non-panisan way.

Madam, I would like to raise a matter
relating to the action, that is contemplated, in
fact, that has been initiated tsgainst some
senior officers. We all know that the SPG
legicla-tion was enacted in june, 1968. When
this piece of legislation was brough I
happened to be a Member of the Bighth Lok
Sabha and I opposed it
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Advice on Securintu 384
cover to Shri
Rajiv Gandhi

on the ground that such a piece of legislation
was not obtaining in any part of the
democratic world. The President of the
United Statea of America is taken care of by
the usual methods.

[The yice-Chairman {Shrimati kamla
Sinha) in the Chair]

The security of tho Prime Minister at the
United Kingdom is taken care of by a unit in
the Scotland Yard. We have also raised the
issue*, what would happen to the Office of
the President and the Office pf the Vice-
President At that time, we have also raised the
issue as to whether this would apply to Shri
Rajiv Gandhiji just in case he ceases to be the
Prime Minister. At that time, the Government
spokesman by the Minister. Mr. Chidambarm
clarified categorically that an extra-ordinary
situation occurred in the country, the
Government was, therefore, convinced about
the need to have this legislation and this
security contenplated under the SPG law
would be coafined to the Office of the Prime
Minister, whoever held that office. Madam, 1
am recalling all this becuse it is very
important to understand the: problem in
proper perspective. Rajivji ceased to be Prime
Minister in November, 1989. At that time, a
problem arose as to what kind of security
should be given to him as an ex-Prime
Minister, as to what level of security should
be given to him. There were talks between
Mr. B. G. Deshmukh, who was then the
Principal Secretary to the Prime Minister-,
and Mr. Chidambaram on a. number of
occasions and the matter was settled. Madam,
I am quoting from the memoirs of the Former
President, Mr. Venkat-raman, in this context.
He said in his memoirs!,

"The Congress people mounted *

campaign on this issue. A member of
delegation called upon the President and
urged that security should not be measured
jn  terms of expenditure and the
Government was deliberately ex-



