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[Shri K. Mohanan]
Guild, an unregistered bogus organi-
zation run by a priest named Father
Ignatius under the cover of a charit-
able society. But it was already esta.
blished that this is a bogus organiza-
tion. In the name of the Guild Fr.
Ignatius has already imparted 25,000
tonnes of cement from foreign coun-
tries. Three more cases have already
been unearthed including a bogus so-
ciety in  Ernakulam, controlled by
some influential persons who have
close connections with the ruling party
including one Deputy  Superintendent
of Police. Sir, the question that has
arisen is: how could it secure such a
large quantity as three lakh bags as
reported from STC when even public
sector and cooperative agencies could
not get adequate quota from STC?
STC had rejected applications from
the State-own«d Small Industries De-
velopment and Employment Corpora-
tion and the State Warehousing Cor-
poration for licence to import cement.

Not only that. The imported cement
has been distributed throughout the
State even without paying the due
sales tax to the State Government. It
was clear from thes, facts that some
influential ~ persons are involved in
these dealings. It was reported in the
press that some ruling party MLA's
and MP's of the State are involved in
thjs fraud.

SHRI V. GOPALSAMY:
Party?

Congress

SHRI K. MOHANAN: I am demand-
ing an inquiry on that. I am not
charging  anyone.  (Time-bell  rings).
Half a minute more.

The Keraia High Court has suggest-
ed a comprehensive inquiry by a Cen-
tral  investigating  agency into  the
whole affair. The Court, while dismiss-
ing a writ petition filed by Father
Ignatius, has said (hat it was mys'eri-
ous to see the public sector Staie
Trading Corporation  granting licence
to' an unregistered agency to import
25,000 tonnes of foreign cement. STC
had granted the licence to the Guild
in just four days, and that too before
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it was registered under the Tamil
Nadu Societies Registration Act.  Sir,
I am quoting from the verdict of the
High Court while dismissing a writ
petition from Fr. Ignatius.

So, Sir, I request the Government
of India, through you, to institute a
high level inquiry into the whole
affair including the involvement of the
ruling party MLA's and MP's and the
part played by STC. I requst, through
you, the Government to institute a
high level inquiry into the whole mat-
ter, as directed by the hon. High Court
of Kerala.

ANNOUNCEMENT RE. STATEMENT
ONSITUATION  ENT SRI
LANKA

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI
SANTOSH KUMAR SAHU): 1 have to
inform hon. Members that the Minis-
ter of State in the Ministry of Exter-
nal Affairs, Shri Ram Niwas Mirdha,
will make a statement in the House
today at 5-30 P.M. on the situation in
Sri Lanka.

THELEYV SUGAR EQUALISATION
EQUALISATION FUND (AMEND-
MENT) BILL, 1984

THE MINISTER OF STATE (IN-
DEPENDENT-CHARGE) OF THE
MINISTRY OF FOOD AND CIVIL
SUPPLIES (SHRI BHAGWAT JHA
AZAD): Sir, I beg to move:

"That the Bill .to amend the Levy
Sugar Price Equalisation Fund Act,
1976, as passed by the Lok Sabha,
be taken into consideration."

As the House may be aware, the
Government has been following in
the interest of millions of consumers,
th, policy of partial control on sugar
sinc, 1967-68 sugar year with brief
spells of breaks from 25-5-1971 to
30-6-1972  and from 16-8-1978 to
10-12-1979. Under this policy, a subs-
tantial portion of sugar production
(called "levy sugar') each year is taken
over at prices fixed under the Essen-
tial Commodities Act for distribution
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to the consumer through fair price or
ration shops. Prior to 1972-73, the re-
tail consumer price used to be differ-
ent in different areas based upon the
zonal ex-factory price; transport and
handling charges, tc.i and the distri-

bution  was  arranged through the
licensed  wholesale  and retail
dealers. Since 1972-73_  the whole-
sale  dealers have been  replaced
by the Food Corporation of
India and other public agen-

cies, and the levy sugar is being dis-
tributed to the consumer at a uniform
price throughout the country.

The ex-factory prices fixed by the
Government from time to time have
been challenged by thg sugar produc-
ers by filing writ petitions in the
High Courts and the Supreme Court.
In majority of the cases, the Courts
permitted  the  sugar  producers  to
charge higher prices pending disposal
of the writ petitions. Prior to 1972-73,
the incidence of higher price was ulti-
mately passed on to the consumer.
From 1972-73, the burden of the high-
er prices has fallen on the non-statu-
tory Levy Sugar Price Equalisation
Fund being operated by the
Food Corporation of India in
connection  with implementation
of the scheme for distribution of levy
sugar at a uniform price.

When the writ petitions of certain
sugar mills challenging the price of
levy sugar of 1971-72 and earlier sugar
years were dismissed by the Supreme
Court in 1972, the sugar producers
contested the demand of the Govern-
ment for refund of excess charges. In
order to avoid millions of consumers
entering into litigation for seeking re-
fund of the excess price paid by them
—possibly they could not have done—
and allowing the sugar producers to
retain the wundue collection of large
sums of money, the Government en-
acted the Levy Sugar Price Equalisa-
tion Fund Act, 1976 with a view to
securing recovering of such sums from
the sugar producers, along with in-
terest thereon at the rate of 12.5 per
cent per annum, refunding the sum
to the consumer of sugar, who paid
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Fund Amendment Bill,

the higher price and utilising the un-
claimed amounts for the benefit of
the consumer of levy sugar as a class
by maintaining uniform retail price of
levy sugar.

ot g wane (fagre) o faea
EqYT OFT & I A F qIF ?

SHRI BHAGWAT JHA AZAD: In
the light of the experience of the
administration of the Act and the
issues arising in a number of court
cases, it has been decided to amend
the Act so as to plug certain loopholes
in the existing provisions of the Act
of which th, sugar producers have
attempted to take wundue advantage
and make the Act much more strin-

gent. With this object in view, the
Levy Sugar Price Equalisation Fund
(Amendment) Bill, 1984 has been
brought forward for consideration and
passing of this House. The important
undue advantages which the sugar
producers have attempted to take,
are;,

(1) In absence of a specific provi-
sion in the Act, excess Central Ex-
cise Duty on sugar, collected as a
consequence of the interim higher
price allowed by the Courts, is not
liable to be credited to the Fund.
This is being sought to be covered
in the amendment.

(2) The excess realisations made
before 1972-73 are not liable to be
credited to the Fund since the uni-
form retail price was introduced
from 1972-73, and levy sugar has
been denned in the Act to have the
same meaning as was assigned to
it in the Levy Sugar Supply (Con-

trol) Order, 1972 in making is ap-
plicable to past cases as well.  This
« is the second amendment.

(3) The prescribed interest is not

liable to be credited to the Fund as
specific provision to. that effect has
not been made in one of the sub-
section of section 3 of the Act and
because the Act does not provide for
payment of interest to the consumer
alongwith refund of the excess price
paid by him. This is being rectified
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and covered in the proposed amend-
ment.

(4) These are the important am-
endments that we propose to incor-
porate in this amending Bill.

(5) I would hop, that with the
help and cooperation of hon. Mem-
bers of this august House it should
be possible to have this amendment
Bill expeditiously passed in the in-
terest of millions of consumers so
that the producers could be com-
pelled to deposit the excess realisa-
tion including the Central Excise
Duty ,s well as provide for credit.
ing of the interest etc.

With these introductory remarks I
commend this Bill for the considera-
tion of the House.

The .question was proposed.

*SHRI DEBENDRA NATH BAR-
MAN (West Bengal): Mr. Vice-Chair-
man, Sir, the Hon'ble Minister seeks
to amend the Levy Sugar Price Equali-
sation Fund Act, 1976.

The Sugar Mill owners are not hap-
py with the ex-factory prices of sugar.
They are going to High Courts and
Supreme Court for increasing the pri-
ces of sugar. The Courts are also en-
abling the Sugar Mill owners to in-
crease the prices of sugar by granting
their appeals. Consequently, the dea-
lers in sugar are being benefitted i"
many ways.

Increased price of sugar is harming
the interests of consumers. It is also
harming the interests of Government
in the matter of realising levy. The
Sugar Mill owners are not paying to
the Government its excess dues due to
increase in  prices of sugar. The
Hon'ble Minister has moved this am-
ending Bill in order to realise the ex-
cess dues from Sugar Mill owners.
This amending Bill is welcomed and'
deserves support as it enables the
Government to realise its legitimate

¢English  translation  of
speech delivered in Bengali.

original
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dues from the Mill owners. But the
Government took eight years to bring
this amending Bill. What is the rea-
son for it?

Th, Essential Commodities Act, 1972
and the Levy Sugar Price Equalisation
Fund, Act, 1976 had many loopholes.
Taking advantage of those loopholes,
the Sugar Mill owners have pocket-
ted, and are still pocketting, lakhs of
rupees by cheating the common peo-
ple. The Hon'ble Minister may say
that those Acts were enacted by Par-
liament and as such the Parliament
should be held responsible for those
loopholes.  Such a  statement may
come from simple people. But a Gov-
ernment Bill is not enacted in a sim-
ple manner. The framers of laws
have definite objectives while framing
them. Thos. objectives are to safe-
guard class interests in a class-divided
society. The interests of which class
is being protected by the Government
of India? Are they protecting the in-
terests ~of  businessmen,  monopolists
and Zamindars or labourers, workers
and farmers? If the Hon'ble Minister
takes a little care, he will find that
the Essential Commodities Act, 1972
and the Levy Sugar Price Equalisation
Fund Act, 1976 are really serving the
cause of Sugar Mill owners and sugar
dealers.

3 P.M.

The Sugar Mill owners paid interests
to the Government on its dues at the
rate of 12* per cent interest. They
did not pay Government's dues delibe-
rately and cleverly. So they deserve
punishment. 1 feel an interest of 18
per cent should be charged on Gov-
ernment's dues. If the payment is
made within sixty days, the rate of
interest will b, 18 per cent. But if
the payment is made beyond sixty
days, the rate of interest should be 20
per cent.

We have noted that this Sugar in-
dustry, like other industries, does not
safeguard the interests of consumers
in internal markets, sugarcane growers
and workers. The interests of Govern-
ment are also affected' as it happens
in the case of Levy Sugar Price.
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In 1981-82 and 1982-83 the produc-
tion of sugar was 84 lakh tons and 82
Jlakh tons. Now in the last season the
production has come down to 59 lakh
tons. There is a deficit of 23 lakhs tons
to 24 lakh tons. Internal consumption
was 78 lakhs tons. The Sugar Mill
owners and sugar dealers will take
advantage  of  this  scarcity. Already
there is dual pricing system in sugar.
They will get a golden opportunity to
Exploit the consumers. We have many
festivals in the coming months, <« that
is, from September to November.
People use  maximum  sugar  during
these months of festivals. The Govern-
ment's policy in regard to sugar in-
dustry and sugar dealers is responsi-
ble for the exploitation of poor con-
sumers. [ can say from my bitter ex-
perience that people will have to buy|

[ 8 AUG. 1984 ]

sugar at the rates of 7/8 Rs. 10 Rs. |
15.  Will the Hon'ble Minister assure
th, House that the present price of
sugar will be retained?

The Hon'ble Minister knows that
the sugar-cane growers in-this country
will now get at least Rs. 200 crores
from Sugar Mill owners. They are
not getting price for their produce in
proportion to its cost of production.
The pric. of sugarcane should be bet-
-ween Rs. 20 and R°- 27 per quintal.
But the growers are forced to sell
their produce between Rs. Il and 17
per quintal upto months between Oc-
tober and December.

Secondly, a big portion of dues of
sugar-cane  growers are not paid by
Mill owners. Consequently, the grow-

ers do not get fair price and their dues

in time. Let me not go into the cases
of other States. Let me go into the
case of West Bengal. It is very back-
-ward in sugar production. But in this
State, the sugarcane growers in Nadia
and Mushidabad districts  v/ill  still  get
Rs. 23 lakhs from  Palashi-Ramnagar
Sugar Mill.
Palashi-Ramnagar Cane and  Sugar

factory in West Bengal did not produce
sugar for more than 500 tons despite
availability of sugar-cane in their own
Sands. Consequently, th, employees
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did not get their salary for eight
months. They also did n:-t get bonus,
Provident Fund and gratuity etc. Sea-
sonal labourers have not been paid
seasonal  allowncesi  Similrly termi-

nal benefits have not been paid to the

workers. Rs. 60 lakhs are due to the
workers. In U.P. Rs. 65 crores are
due to sugar-cane growers. What steps

the Government are raking to pay the
dues of workers?

What are the reasons for such a
situation in sugar industries? Why the
local buyers are forced to buy sugar

at a price higher than the price in the
international market? Why the wor-
kers are compelled to starve day after
day after losing their jobs. Why the
cane-growers are  deprived of  their
dues? Above all, why the sugar in-
dustry is unable tq meet the internal
demand? I want that the. hon'ble Min-
ister should give correct answers to
my questions. But we feel that the
anti-people  policy of the Congress
Government is responsible for the cri-
sis in sugar industry as in other in-
dustries. The Government should give
up its anti-people policy. [ demand
that sugar industry and sugar business
should be nationalised immediately.

Sugar must be ' distributed through

rationing and  Fair  Price Shops
throughout the country at the same
price. Otherwise, it will be difficult to
save an important industry like sugar
industry.

Sugar is a sweet commodity. The

Government should not allow to deve-
lop such a situation which will embit-
ter relationship between the consum-
ers on the one hand and the Govern-
ment and sugar dealers on the other.
The Government should also see that
embittered relationship does not grow
between workers and sugar mill own-
ers. At the end I would request the
Hon'bl, Minister to nationalise Pala-
shi-Ramnagar ~ Sugar Factory. A de-
mand to this effect has already reach-

ed the Minister. Simultaneously, I
demand nationalisation of other sugar
industries in the country. 1 also de-

mand that sugar should be distributed



227 The Levy Sugar Price [ RAJYA SABHA ]

Equalisation
(Shri Debendra Nath Barman)

throughout the country through Fair
Price Shops at the same price. Only
these steps from the Government wiH
save this industry. With these words
I conclude. Thank vou.

1A mea (fagiv) meamaw .

nE WA FEE W7 WY
¥ arfan (=)

oY TIRTERR 4iEE c wEl, Al |
w1 gAIET Ad | §  Wedr #
W@ AT F owra g w fam
fedt v ft v 2 3 R OF
famatsr Fva1 £ | & THT F dEw

W @ 1 fam o ge wEw  war
artfen g 1 Sfew arataw A4 s
fadi &% ag famr 937 787, ¥ 7@
arar wt ) greife 0w faw & ama
H o I F oA Iy S
giﬁ?a:rama%ﬂsﬁwr q
|9 F. WH AT E. UHFEET & o0l
wAT 9 W wg Ot wifwmw qr, 39
9 41 qET w fy o oavz o
faor a@rar sty &fww 2w ¥ seEr
waemfs w7 maw F fF azm i
T HIATY 97 qE-FE-UEIM gy
WEAI F OWISW { o qAd e
¥ El OAVE AT WU WINE AT
aaaw {49 qife fFife aar o
¢ faut asg  wT g faz
st T f& 31 a@ M ) uw ug
#fez & wmaET g0y wdl qmEe
Al WS FIW OFEA AT Sy
f& fr zow faqi & @ FHAHT Ff
W FTF T AW F T sy
TH 3ZE ®T Vg 4, gvElT § T
G T oWE 76 § A maaferame
fosi wid 3@ & @13 01 @ fawer
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ATg F wiEl # oaEe qeae e
F7, A4 T 9|1 &7 FEr F, awiAl
T sfm AudE frveer T
7 oA9d R\ WA WS avEIT A A
TR W AT FIH FW AN AT wE
amar &, afsq aswv ag war 2 fx
oM qYRII WEET TE ﬁm T
¥ f& adi quam 7 @i 2 gy
f& a7 ¥ WIOwr 9BATAT qF
q gAT FOF F AT weT Hl
wiry § fragw w=m 5w faw
i g qim a@ R ok
0T T AVE K gWIA FEl A wA
A T OF A 4TI ¥ oAm
A I FT FEEIT FIA OFT W
Firferor #ifsam |

MEET, § #F AT AIEIT 5
e 1T AT MACE |\ WAL G
T # A a\g:n | B AE AT
I E | UR AT LEEET A 20
4 A% ANAT qIT Wrw 7 Zfir

At 1Fl 2, wE adr @ g WiT Ay
CETI LI SO AT ] wi E o
0F MaEN] 4 0F Bl 9 @Emdl T
fwr v 1 A1 W7 =H7A Ei HA 3 AT
fod wdl &7 d1 1 gl 77g & A=A
M § M AT (wF @l 7T AT
Aifw wz Zadr san fme1 g% 70w
SAA 3 AMT A TG FIE@ 3541 2
TITNAG FLLAT 41 3 71 HAIT
ﬂ AT (7T Fr-=r fzdfaga £ {% lsav

FASTIRENEIEIZ ) A m
t?’gnT TIERZHEMTAT ﬁ.
T3 ANFT § LT W EWT A LR
HUFNT T "ﬂ'-v CEN Ff*.ruT 17§ FI
AT E A TR AN @R TE 2
Azt i s 4.4 G2 gar § AT aat
% s F7 mzw A7 ffma 260 2 4
AT gﬁn g W7 Mg gfga g 91
931 71 & TN 4% iy g9 giar 2
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FT FeNET AN S9N FIAT AT [AL
sleama &7 grn 1 Afed mEE s"
faaifra ot a1 fama ofas & qzar
g ot o FAdl 1 AmE (waar wi
famat aw Ad az@ Z SEv o gadl
& #m o A1 fauwr ST
47V F3F 4 47 @« 341 E qF AL WA=
WA Froam, g wigs afqw &
sty e faaal 0§ ogenzd A
wez wigs qzdr £ wIT &% INaT
ErAT 2 38 W @ w0a AT on W@ 2
w7 T foa T o g AT I A
T FAT 2 Al SHAT KON A AN
HIT 4TH1T 73 wA0 £ A1 Tzan (#iA-
WL 8 Wl T OFT IAFT AHIAT
aTH § AT F AN (WiwE 40 ¥
T WA A% 4G KT §1 8
fodi Ty a5 1 A0 JAe ZAA
gasT s 8 el 7 v a7 an a9 g
WL SH W aF FAE0 7 7 7 qfl 97
W W W A FT AT T
f way £1 ux daZi 3 o0 ME BT
Y A 5 TR T FA Avd addf g
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AF F Tz AN § AT AT A2
TARAZ §, § B AOF GOARIT 21 72
AT AT WA G 7 A g g WT
A AZ TF F AT HIFTT AT WT
FAN W Mz I E A qTIF I
¥ sgn f& ox wd@lww fazme
am #te oza s faai w afew
FT 20g 7 w2z §3z7 7 F1 a0 w17y
qET F yzr § ET 1
UMY HE WA TEATAT &4 fE THAT
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T2 FwT 2, Wi awtEw &%
TY A T WWAAI FT AT 4 | TN
Hg % ¥% T UFATET K A1 947
AEFT ATGT § | FAT] ATE TITNE
A1Z AT & 3a AT 777 fom o7
2 o) ariy w@wTT q oan & faat
fe a4l wre =8 T 97 qq Al
fiwst mifas F ¥ s7 ™, aFw
FIE ¥ = yiET z faar 1 aF ad
AT qOT ¥, 4T &EEA

AW A ANET q3 ¥0 F 1 T

= Fv Rt & owd s § w0
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386 ®T qr 1 fFe a7 A a7 &
IA%Y d4z 2 fzar | a3 a% A0
TIAE F e ower wEoa fus
wrfast F wig Ga7 o1 4T | AW
550 fewasr 3vF & [am o
AT & qr w2 5 w7 B s ary
1 @ feamn a1tz @ A 7 )
ayte e & 47 a7 waqr At
2 feart &1 fodfi a7 | wmE S
i gFfut Twray der W
A71E § uT 5= w4qnz B A FTTOE
g TE qrean i AL § o340 v
Tz war wmw f A ¥

Al
-
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2 W WA AR an a5 w7 EF
wrazfa e @ wff 3§ ) 3
ot fagoii & waiw 1 gaM@ W
mh fewms ®3 qfy g sz
F arsa w1 ous afmd arfedr
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@ sm. &g fagd & ww oA W,
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Catl A A G LA
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At AT Frea @ weE wEe
T g fF 200 753 00F & swanar
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faefi & d& age wF 7y 37 ofear &
YA qT IHOd ¥ AT Ay
FA 97 #¥E AwarET | Rt &
far 9% ardr sTgaEer st )
SHRI BISWA GOSWAMI (As-

sam): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir...
(Interruptions).

it gamay Ay argm (fem) ¢
TR FOHIG ATE T AT AT AT
g

91 Wi o ;o A
qaraza # oA F 0 |[WE 9 g
% Wz za o g fw (R = fge
F14 | (eagam) . . § grEmEE 5]
wad war an ocargsa Yz A&
zZren #, AW v fag F oerem g
A1 qA7 gt v @ 5 feaEi ¥ ay
ECE o

wadia wW AW H qww wEl
(st weqarg @) @ AvERa feand
FNEWHA 21 °

St gIRaR ATIN A 1 A
W AR & ST § o

JrENmER (H0 G AT WAT
ang) : FyERa A1 wA @fzE o
JNo cross-talk, please.

SHRI BISWA GOSWAMI: Mr. Vice-
Chairman, Sir, while welcoming the
amendments sought to be made through
this Bill, I want to make certain ob- .
servations.

Sir. the Levy Sugar Price Equalisa-
tion Fund Act was promulgated ia
1976." As a result of certain writ peti-
tions riled before the courts and the
refusal of the sugar producers to re-
fund the excess charges, th, Act was
passed. Today, after eight years,
these amendments have been brought
forward. And in this Bill also, Sir,
the 'levy sugar' has been defined as—
and I quote—"levy sugar", means the
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.sugar  requisitioned by  the  Central
Government under clause (f) of sub-

section (2) of section 3 of the Essen-
tial Commodities Act, 1955." Sir, it
:100k 12 years for the Government to
properly define levy sugar. And this
inordinate  delay in  bringing  forward
these amendments and plugging the
loopholes in the Act haye harmed both
the consumers and the sugar-cane pro-
ducers. And these loopholes would not
* haw been there had the Bill been
brought  forward after carefuily exa-
mining th, provisions long time back.
In a casual manner this had been dealt
with. And it is after eight years that
-these Jefects are sought to be rectified.

Sir, the sugar production in this
mtiy has  declined. There was a
bumper production of 82 lakh tonnes,

an” ift t"je last sugar year, it has come
dowsi lo, 58 lakh tonnes. What is the

reason behind this? We are import-
ing sujar. What is thereason that
the suiar production has gone down?

It iff hecause of the fact that sugar-
cane j rowers are not getting remune-
rative prices on the one hand, and on
the ottier the sugar-cane growers are
yet \o get their dues from
the luill-owners. About Rs. 154
croroj (vhich is due to the sugar-cane
grow in; is yet to be paid by the miU-
ownti't. This point has been made by
the )]invious speakers, including Shri
Ramanand Yadavji. And this has ad-

verse 1| affected the interests of the
sugal't »ne' growers. As a result
of thut® they have lost the incen-
tive tnd consequently the pro-

ductiopi of sugar-cane has gone down.
Then, IMr, coming to the price of
sugar, during the last three or four
years i1Vje price of sugar has increased
and ev&n recently also there has been
an inciease in the price of sugar. Sir,

the su®ar policy of the Government
has Jailed to benefit the poorer sec-
tions oi the people. There are two
prices M sugar, the levy sugar price

and tive open market .sugar price.
Takirvg advantage of these two prices
in suj«r  the businessmen and pro-

[8 AUG. 1984 |
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flteers they always deceive the con-
sumers and particularly the people

The affluent
getting  the

living in the urban areas,
section, they only are

advantage of levy sugar. In the rural
areas you won't get levy sugar. Even
in the fair price shops levy sugar is
not available. When a consumer goes

to a fair-price shop in the rural areas
to purchase levy sugar, he will be told

that levy sugar stock js not available
and the open market sugar Is avail-
able. That means that the shopkeeper
will sell to him the levy sugar at open
market prices. So, the Government
has given scope to the traders to
deceiye the consumers'. By this two-

price system the consumers are not at

all  benefited, particularly the common
people the  poorer  sections  of the
people and the people living in the
rural areas. The Government should

look into it and see as to what can be
done to protect the interests of the
common man in this country.

Sir, these problems cannot oe solved
by depending on these mill owners.
There is only one way to solve these
problems and that is nationalisation
of sugar industry. Sir, I am aware
that the hon. Minister is progressive
person. I kno*v' it. And, I believe and
I hope that he will come forward for
total nationalisation of the sugar in-
dustry. Unless and untill that is done,
both the consumer and the producer
of suagrcane and also the Government
will find themselves in difficulties in
the hands of these mill-owners. You
cannot  control  prices. You  cannot
increase  the  production  of  sugar.
You cannot ensure the regular supply
of sugar in the rural areas unless and
until you have got control over the
production of sugar. That means these
mills should be in yocr hands. Other-
wise you cannot control the prices and
you also cannot have control over
the production of sugar.

Therefore, Sir, 1 would urge upon
that Minister that he should take (he
necessary steps and immediately bring
forward a Bill for total nationalisa-
tion of the sugar industry. And, it
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[Shri Biswa Goswami|
will be in consonance with the
declare 1 policy of their party also
becaust the Congress (I) Party
prefers to believe in socialism. So, if
they ivally belive in socialism, let
them, come forward to introduce
nationalisation, in the field of sugar
indu ill /.

Sir, then I want to know from the
h<n. Minister as to what steps he will
take fo/ payment of the arrears ol
svgarca™e growers. Will he direct
oi Jy ths State Governments to see
that thwse dues are paid or v/ill ha
take some other steps also io see that
these daes which amount to some-
thing Lke Rs. 154 crores to Rs. 200
crores are paid to the sugarcane
growers? The hon. Minister should
take immediate necessaiy steps so
that tte sugarcane growers get their
money. Secondly, Sir, the question of
availaBility of levy sugar in the rural
arecas should be taken up seriously
and tlie Government should see that
levy Migar is available to all, parti-
cular \j to the poorer sections of the
Peopl*

In The end, Sir, I once again request
and ivge upon the hon. Minister to
come forward with a Bill for nationali-
sation of the sugar industry.

it Sfwerand avsiranga wego
S (meme) gy Sy acdd
GRS I o It
F fsam gty & & #vEEr W7 T
IR (= B Gl o
Wi 7za gme &7 &1 ww gmre
e I (G E-C. (. B B C -
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2| afga zaF fad w47 v 48
war E 1 f sew Zor § H AT A AT
41 34 787 Z94 F27 a1 FF qadwr &
FaRaIAT 1 91 2 AT 24 & A T w@
F frardfi Frart gV aq € | AT W
qeET7 TR T A 77 9T T g
oz 07 faTTe 4 9 At fFe w1
za7 faare @ #ar faar |

et aF A4( AT aqta wad i
w1 A qg fadas &, @4 weed g,
& nF g qar =zl g oS svar
34 7 A9 {FI0 FAT A ARTT T 72
ST AT ATHIC A AR E | A7 wAr
A FIALATAIAZEIAT ; TEATHT |
A AT FF AATT ET AP AT qg FEAG
) A1 FETHT AT A fea w4

LiE RN

;
|
y
i
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fmAar |« o owiT SR wAm W

T 41 FAET AR RE HY w2
A TA AT H W O A1 A
qarg? T o & war & fe aresa &
AT ag 997 § SAFT ag Ja7 A
arpar ) =t fagd § sEw 5 oam
AE A W AR FL AT 4% F01%
fad #re fomdt & fad woar g
(7w w7 o2)

FHEATIR A AT wHF F 3T F
srAT ATA qANG FeAl E W 44 @1
q7% 240d §, § IEAT 1% 9 ot wawr
TETAZ | T AR AIFE L UF ar
F faurt & fad w1 4 afraraws
AT F4A | FATT AT AFAT E 47 Y
zrreq & fsgaiizm ama @t @
aTEH fAEeT % ZrEw A1 399 W T
AT /AT FOAA | ZFC AT A
fra wifasi & 37%1 FTw40 #4 F97
FUT | AT A7 wF w7 AL fawe
aFd 5 42 q% T AAArE | Ay
F1 94T &7 FT9 47 344 219 2 | {57
ST AL [T TINAIE F 1 TAC & TAR7
Fq1 AIT A% F4T | 42 glanrgE

£ A g F Fgan fw fagre e

ITL 92N AT A A F7 7F F T
GETATE FedT o1 I 6 W St
I 3AFT A wasrw 4% far war
T A2 WRAT FAT FIAAT TN T 70T
# feafrg % 39 9 1 qare 7t gur Ay
qAr T A A g | gAtad &
F1F F W7 @ @A 9T g T7q
AT G [T 7 |

SHRI VITHALRAO MADHAVRAO
JADHAV (Maharashtra): Mr. Vice-
Chairman, Sir, I rise to support this
Bill. Actually this Bill is or the Levy-
Sugar Price Equalisation Fund which
is meant for the distribution of levy
sugar at uniform prices. Sir, while
parti cipating in the discussion on this
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Sir, on the floor of the House on 27th
April,
Attention
ces
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what

1984, I had brought a Calling
about the remunerative pri-

for agricultural commodities.

sugar. Before coming to these details,
I would like to make some pertinent
points about sugar production. Sugar-
cane yield is dependent upon various
climatic factors, the ¢ most' important
of which is the solar energy and avai-
lability of water. When we compare
Sugar  production in India and in
other  parts of  the world like
Jawa, Sumatra Hawaii, Mauri-
tius and various other places,

find that whereas there
sugarcane production is about 250-350

hectares. In Maharashtra, with
progressive  cultivators, it

per
very

there a difference? In spite of the
anj technological ~ develop-

Research  Station,
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farmers remuneratives
why farmers are getting less
attracted  towards  sugarcane  produc-
tion. Sir, sugar is a sweet item. But
when prices are not given properly, it

252.

give the
That is

prices.

becomes sour. When the farmers suffer
badly, it becomes bitter in taste. So-
like this, this is the fate of sugarcane

production in our country.

In Uttar Pradesh and Bihar there
ar. sugar mills which are run by pri-
vate mill-owners. In Maharashtra 68
sugar factories are there fo the co-
operative sector. Every year we have
to discuss this problem in the House.
People from thes, Benches as from the
other side complain that there are
huge amounts as dues from the mill-
owners. What is the reason for this?
When a mill-owners, a private entre-
preneur starts an industry, he wants
to extract more profit, he wants to
extract more butter from the project
at the cost of exploitation of the poor
farmers of this country. Now this sys-
tem must be changed.

Sir, I am very proud to tell you that
in Maharashtra there are 68 co-opera-
tive sugar factories. Out of these, 52
are running in profit and only 16
sugar factories there are in loss. Now
I will come to the point of loss. Be-
cause the recovery of these 16 or 17
sugar factories is very low. and we have
given uniform prices for all. When we
come to Uttar Pradesh and Bihar, the
prices are Rs. 22-23 for 8.5 per cent-
recovery for one quintal of cane; and
for Maharashtra, it is 13.5 per cent. In
Maharashtra, what is the recovery? It
is less than 10 per cent in my area. In
Premila auntie's area the recovery is
more than 12 per cent. In some other
areas, Poona, Jalgaon and other areas,
recovery is 10-12 per cent. The people
of Maharashtra have bean demanding:'
for a long time that they must have
three different zones. There is a de-
mand from the Maharashtra Govern-
ment which they have given in this
book. They have given the proposal to
the Central Government for having
different zones. In the high zone come
Kolhapur, Sangli, south Satara district.
In the medium zone come Ahmednagar,.



253 The Levy Sugar Price  [8 AUG. 1984]

Eoualisation
Poona, Sholapur, Nasik and north
Satara districts. And in the low zone
are the Marathwada and Vidarbha re-
gions; Jalgaon and other districts. It

has been recommended by the Govern-
ment of Maharashtra to the Central
Government  several times, "but the
Central Government is not taking ac-
tion on that. The hon. Minister has
stated that an expert committee was
appointed, but that committee is not
agreeable to it. I would like to tell you
that I am M.Sc, in Agronomy and my

topic of research was sugarcane. I
have guided so many post-graduate
students of sugarcane and from that

point of view when I go to agricultural
areas and find the different agro-clima-
tic zones, I find that it is pure injus-
tice. What type of technical experts are
there with the Ministry? They are all
the while recommending that they
should not accept three zones in Maha-
rashtra, Why should th, farmers
suffer? And at whose cost? Because
one farmer is getting more than Rs.
22/- per quantal and another farmer
Rs. 13.50 per quintal. Apart from that,
Sir, even though the cost of sugarcane
cultivation has gone up very high.

SHRI VISHVAIIT PRITHVUIT
SINGH (Maharashtra):  Already zones
are existing in U.P., different zones

for different recoveries.

SHRI VITHALRAO MADHAVRAO
JADHAYV; The cost of cultivation of
sugar-cane has gone up very high in
Maharashtra, 1 have stated in this
House, to Rs. 30 per quintal. That is
the cost of cultivation for 10 per cent
recovery of sugar. This is the average
in Maharashtra. That means, how much
it will come? Rs. 300 per tonne. And
how much are the farmers getting?
Rs. 135 for 8.5 per cent recovery. That
means Rs. 180 per tonne of sugar-cane.
So, Sir, l'h, farmer is the only indivi-
dual in this country who is in loss,
who is suffering for generations to -
gether. When are we going to give
them economic and social justice?

I am proud to say that after we have
come to power, our Congress (I) Go-
vernment came, we have given to the
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farmers at least the price of Rs. 180
per tonne. But before that when the
Janata Party was in power, only Rs,

70 per tonne were given. Rs. 6' per

quintal wer, given by the Janata
Party Government. And so many far-
mers, including myself, have burnt our

sugar-cane crops. [ have burnt sugar-
cane crop in three acres in my field.
But we are not satisfied. We want to

give social and economic justice to
th, farmers of our country.
Now coming: to India*s production

today, it is 40 per cent less than what
it was two years back. Totally we could
produce 82 lakh tonnes of sugar then.
This year we could prouuce only 59"
lakh tonnes of sugar. The hon. Minis-
ter has stated in the House that wa
have got a carry-over stock of about
39 lakh tonnes. That means, 59 plus
39, we have got total sugar stock ol
98 lakh tonnes. As a < precautionary
measure they have imported 35 lakh
tonnes from other countries. I do not
know at what cost we have imported
that sugar. But I would like to
suggest..

SHRI ASHWANI KUMAR (BIHAR) ;
The cost is a Commercial secret.

SHRI VISHVAJIT PRITHVUIT
SINGH: Th, cost was disclosed by
the Minister in this House when he
was replying to a question the other
day. It is not a secret. It was disclosed
in the House.

SHRI ~ VITHALRAO
JADHAV: That is not
problem, what my hon. friends from
the Opposition parties spoke. What I
would like to say in this House is that

MADHAVRAO
actually my

we must have such a policy for five
years continuously, ,nd for five years,
I must say, we can have remunerative
prices to the farmers, we can have
such quota for export, we can have
such quota fo,r import or we must

have such quota for the home consum-
ption. If we can adopt that policy, I
am sure that the total requirement of
this country can be met by only the
Maharashtra  State They have brought,
the farmers of Maharashtra only have
brought, this year 30 iakh bags of

sugar. If you can give them a remuae- -
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rative price, they can do so, I am
assure in this House on behalf of the
Maharashtra State.

Now, what are the number of co-
operative  sugar factories? There are
68 sugar factories in the co-operative
sector, 13 sugar factories under process
afid 11 sugar foctories in the private
sector. And some 13 or 15 licences hav,
already been sanctioned by the Gov-
ernment of India.. That means, there
will be totally 100 sugar factories. Even
though the Government of India says
that Maharashtra has got all the sugar
factories, Sir, in only one area in
Maharshtra where the Gaekwadi Pro-
ject is there, the present Defence
Minister and the former Irrigation
Minister of Maharashtra has publicly
stated that there was potential for 25
sugar factories in the Gaekwadi Com-
mand Area alone. Likewise, there is
the Upper Penu Ganga, there is
Wardha, and there are so many- other
projects  in  Maharashtra.  There is
recovery. | have stated about the solar
energy and the availability of water.
We have got the highest energy. We
have optimum day light, optimum in-
tensity of the sun light. That is why
this sugar recovery is important be-
cause I am a technical person. The
sugarcane  formation  starts in  the
month of July and ends in the months
of October-November. During that pe-
riod whichever area gets more solar
energy it can have more recovery of
sugar. That is the principle behind the
sugar  production. In  the  Kolhapur
area recovery are very high because
of direct access to the climatic factor
and solar energy. So, from that point-
of view I demand in this House that
whatever  projects are pending  with
the Central Government for issuance
of licences must be  cleared. I know that the
Hon'ble Minister cannot in-
clude them in the Sixth Five Year
Plan because this is the last year of
the Six Five Year Plan. I request, in  the
interests of the farmers, the Hon'
ble Minister to clear the projects be- sauiie
these are the farmers projects,

Fund Amendment Bill, 256
1984

and include the same in the Seventh
Five Year Plan.

Mabharashtra is th, only State where
Rs. 2,000 crores is being circulated in
the rural areas through this sugar in-
dustry business. At least from this
point of view, the Central Government
should clear the projects pending with
them.

Sir, before I conclude my speech, I
would like to mention about my dis-
trict, Nanded. In this district there
were two sugar factories and subsequ-
ently one sugar factory had become
sick. Why it has become sick three
years back? Because there were over-
dues amounting to Rs. 60 lakhs. Sp,
the Government had taken a decision
to appoint an I.A.S, officer to recover
overdues. But after his  assuming'
office he has created Rs. 3.60 crores
because the public representative had
some urge or interest for that sugar
factory and he had .something in his

mind that farmers were suf-
fering, that is why the  dues
which were Rs. 60 lakhs have

now increased to Rs. 3.60 crores. The
sugar factory installed at the cost of
Rs. 1.75 crores has now become sick
and as a result the dues have moun-
ted to Rs. 3.60 crores. Although the
cost of sugar factory has gone up
more than Rs. 10 crores the Govern-
ment of India have taken a decision to
sanction the sugar factory  projects
which can crush 1500 tonnes per day
only. Earlier it was only 1250 tonnes
per day. For setting up a 1250 tonnes
per dey sugar factory it used to cost
Rs. 10 crores and now it has gone up
to Rs 12 crores and more. That means
we have to increase the share capital
more than Rs. 1 crore. Now, Many
people who are contemplating to ins-
tal sugar factories in the cooperative
sector are having second thought
because of increased share  capital
from Rs. 1 crore to Rs. 1.1 crores.
So if the Government of India allows
the farmers of Maharashtra to instal
1500 tonnes per day sugar factories
please for God's sake don't increase
the share capital. ~ Otherwise the far-
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mers will suffer and no sugar factories 3w ?R Ll A o 2

will come up. . .

Another  very important thing, 1 ‘& B RCURIEC IR iR T A 7
would like to mention is time-limit tor :
the installation of sugar factories, is ST STIET #ﬂ? # vad E-‘“ m\_ A
39 months. I think some time back 387 ¥t &<t Iy fad &3 wrdmw

this point was raised in this House. qreqaT, 7% § wmad ¥ fFaar am-
After procuring a license there are _

so many things to be executed. For T am{:”’“ faera e
example  installation, collecting ~shares, 3% g% ¥ #R Pag agT gf &

taking the capital from the State & = = ~

Government and some banks, aﬁ“‘. 1939 & 51 ® F?ﬁ[ tmmﬁ
etc. So, this 39 months for installa- 1 &% 3T 4T oF dafaar fag 1 sar
tion period is not sufficient and it faet F frager 11 wfama 9 9 o714

should be increased to 60 months so frora
that a person can very easily instal aﬁ 1o FAHE 8 W 10 9f5m

-~ -

sugar factory. FTIFTZ T W gW ? Sy
Sir. I will take only half-a-minute fA (714 grar 7%, edr=al za% fis
to conclude. 0 37 ar 7 1 3gF A fya

Five projects of the paper industry S s s s s
which are Dbased on the sugarcane W‘sz‘ﬁ‘ %;f ,:”'H' TR TR WA
bagasse, have not been cleared by the ®IATEN AZT G 1 WIT FWIL AR AW
Centre, mless these by-product in- 3% ¥ | SO 92X ¥ &7 72 F amy 4
dustries of sugar are encouraged, the - -

sugar Industry will not be economic. o :Eﬁ A7 939 F fag on g

The by-product industries of sugar are frgdl 397 920 § fRF | & &

saccharine, alcohol, etc. While giving TRFT | WITATE ART | Fad g
the sanction for setting up sugar fac- .. . . . -

tories the Government should also &M ® AM@ &7 fradr € w17 a2
keep in mind the question of encou- frary ‘-‘Tg. ag 7 # gIar e
raging by-product industries of sugar -~ - o = e
so that this sugar industry will be WA, AW F qe A &1 fand

economic. It should not be sour or t’iﬁ'ﬁ\ g8 = ® frarat =/ o W

bitter it will remain sweet. . . .
With these few words I conclude my Pt 7fa g€ & welr ;?Tﬁ g &

speech. fﬁ-ﬁmﬂﬁ@? WW
=it T A g ;- (T 2w SLC IR Sl “'i.'a] w0
ATTAM  FATATSAN  WEITT, F WA afia § | F AN FIRFTE A

vt N § 7% wTA A Op Ay gy WA O LIFRATAOR T wN Al
< A A BT F I9F daw 7 A aqrq ! w4itE 9 w2z § e fag
gt i A T, REra S e €900 aTA § 3 Qwd €, wat
T B T Faadt wrw fagd g A TE W w Ban & agd
FrAY & TAFT IAT IAAT G Are g 3 agmwiaq #Wifs FeaEi ) e
wre 9 it @ fer) amar § ood 3, Frardi @ ﬂiﬂ‘ﬂlﬂﬁ'ﬂl: ?im?qat,
3a7 A WTET YT | 9TAAYs AT S ﬂirwmer"rq:aifmaw.@ra
fer R TR L Ay f Amr TR AL WA I ogw @
fayrey adF 8, ¥ % fazrdy 8. ol ATy MY oY, AN 1948 ¥ ™ #
Tt TR AT A¥ B AR # am 2 M qF A7 W7 A 32 wq
*Whm’ﬁﬁﬁffd’faﬂ"ﬁ ax 1 Frgrd argm ¥ OF wrar aTa

dgrd, orarag 5 3 qoreg @ # o1 fF of mT &7 €Y fas, § ma e
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TR/ 7 wg A AmA fat « a7 am,
1952 ¥ T919 HAET 71 §Z q47 1 947
3 AT w7 FAT A TAT A12 A WRA
qAr azay 7f 6 g7 qF@ am@ § aa
FAMAR A EAR AN R AR AT Z 1
ZAFT AAVAT FAT § OF: AT AT TATT
A% # A F TF G207 HIT A A AT
Azl @ T a| wAr feaai
aar @ Fe fZar 1 fET e am
g AT AT FIET FH G Tar, TH
9 & & Faw at fJ 9w & am
ATT | T A2 HIT-TF O 30T
2 AT 5% 740 Av 9= wliF g s
g, Any T EAL £, VAT FHTT AT
w2 57 @z 7% Aa /T 78T F9 AT
2 W7 ga a7 & At A gdar G
72q0 2 | wifaT am way qify w4t
agt 7 (A ux fafeww aer
atf aqed | afer Aewe, @
w9 AT 7 oOar anar § fF ogAE
faz 42 amar fasga war sy far
mar ? gtfay saraag & 1948 ¥
62 X5y WAt w1 feaar 9rag =
qZ7-927 38-39 wfawa & war #
FAT AMTAZ 78 & AY TR FAT A 24 |
TA A AWT FEr &, IAF fzams A
FARY AT A 37 | AfwA WA, dar
Fit Aar w7 ag AT FE DA
#ife z7F g wmeer w9 w40 &0
wre FfarAr 1 feafy ® 723 g0 am
FTA qET £, Ao 7A@ 7 7 a7 |
afl-mdr g FE i 7 v fF
frat w1 wwftasn g7 faar s
ol TWmAE Wl wg T8 9 fw fae
st aft fasi & aresdr ar F@r F
FT7ATT & 213 A & d £ AT 1 gar
WA A qOE AT {raadr
forat v w7 2 1 g S faelt & et
T qArE AT fadi § w0 wE aige
Tl wEr w7 |3 fFar M gawr
ot qqr ¥ qArer A et & wory

Fund Amendment Bill, 260
1984

wiT {4y fadi 71 Fegiaan s1 W@
a1 W TEEETT F AT WA
aa & fwat &l s gerls wr gevar
Mg el st mg R d N
ud ol s T =@ wF 957 0F
A1 BN FHN T T E F 984
fI 7 MEFZ AT fmumare g
AYEAY I WY A AT AgeAg g2 F1 21
FE E HN F AT AT EE ) A
4 F A G AT A AN &I A0G AT
ag TA1 A=AT AgT T & gAr
Ay AOAT SV gg e § 49 faar
WA 51T FYE gnAl g1 AEL T
a faEr sy 30 TE 9w § A
forer <ot 7T qaeft & 1 el sa et
THI FEA TAET IAG A HIS F AT
T fod wdt 71\ faw wmfas @
svgar 2 fom @aa & A< a7 9
ang T @ g o\ fAer  SE
AW § S wE qA0 paasr w4
Z &0 W7 ag Favg § agi fAwar | W
AFIET F Aq AN SAtE 0
fst e AT w4 § awaaa 3 |
AT TWEAET T AT TR 550
¢ A9 15 WA wgi & o qdr A
aiad & f wewT & fi fedi §
ETEAVE AT FITNT AT AT WD
T FIUZ FNAT TR FET F A A
Tl %% @ ¢ T gaa A gn awi
A1 FSIATTE g, FARTRT 33A
TZ @Y E, WA F 70 AfFvE AW 0
FEATAT G E | gF WEAHFT G
s, @ Afgar ds Afsy ) oaF
WAL FT aqeng awRAfwG gw A
1 IAF FT NFL FAfHT (TR
FIHLT)  wwgET, 99, .

Iymamaa (S f7T @A W)
ST A1 wawd § fasna nEaw i dR
feve wowr sz fer 0r 4 9@ 99
My {19 fae ¥ ava sTQF
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A TR FIA FAANET 0 {EAAL,
A AT B FE9@M D HQ €T 7
Fa g wifaTEm T ga7 g A1 fanfe
o g, fage & i afzan ag &
argd gL 2, 1 AT sFaAT M
afegi Az 2 wie fFaraang €
TH a4 SAF AT 30 91 FZ o 97 a7
g oo ot qd 2w e A 2
otz zudi a1 3o 7F, fFamamm g
madls g4 A1 4127 oA € qmfen M
AMATT H 7 9T UF FF 713 FANG]
# ) 7z fad F5m soRT 4 fraa
¥E 1 M QT A TG0 TR 2 Al
Wiegae, 3i-30 89 & AaFim 0 BR
feara ¥1 dgda W 93 Fed 2
freqaiT 3TNT § 4941 FTNT § AT
vAy 94 fFaa @0 @ £ A9 55 5@
g, 9T®a T 5 A TH A4qF F9 8 )
firg wifssl #7 aon fFa@T 1 2130
HY FTrE WG AT 2 OMT =41 WA T
wy wifaz 57 I 54 &4
WT MM, ST SOAM, AT A4 2T 7
T gl 20 A1 faeE s e ar o &
T S AT Al | miET gant
famia 7w g ¢ F Wy fadaa
o g § T fagdr aed @1 as
Fwar famaiza T F9 & AT w W
wg fagw AMTd T F1 faa gwan
& ga AT adl & Afwg | R
a1 w1 471 991 191 gaT & w9 {4l
31 ol & & fsr 1 guan av my qa
INFT & A7 T | W gH §
Fai @ @ifsw ag m= & Ailag @<
aga #ifwg | w9 qifag s agn
wifaT FfFa s 5 waF ar Mm@z 21
# a4y gdva on, ;T aEd 119 qiig
7

fadl @ FIET AgFAT & AT gH F ToHA
Faggwit; wHE A A MAn $w Al
HITHT (AN FET TN 9T He fAoa

1984
qEL ALY AFI T WEE W mIr
YU FT WIAEr FIEE 2 T )
@l oam & sgm owgm g ofF
WIoH qre it wr FH A E o wma

uraae, wio Gratdi a7 womdr 51
T FTAFA F W T gIaA F7

g wh.wE a7 W gwd ug T
FAT AT HA FAFLT AR Sy
wagdl # FEE 9w F 9w 3 %
W ATt wEd § At el nar &
frer wafsy it wdi g1y ? me
agr g SET &1 ¥ and feeei &
a9 T AT | A7 um ow & f
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g A1 F §4¢ & Wl FOW
¥ 7w ogrw § e qmw & wET
Sy FT WTE TeUEA 84 ‘WA T
fdye TR ¥ Tewad 180 /A T
F 1% 57 T ATAY BT JONET 50 ATH
za g ? faom @t ag wewd T
arg ¢ |

et ¥ arman ¥ w &fF
i 5T e W Wi § A7
T 1 Feaw FW gatag awd g iw
T AT WEW @eE 97 Wi wied
g g H FTOT TR HT O
aq gut & o w@fig dw & w
Sy w1 SeTaR §W & | afe 7
@eq ¥ W 3| ggAmi I W@ H,
ST AP qi@ H’, q AT WL Gy
wha § @ ofeg @ wiedr & |
AT FTOO T § 7 WET T TG
& 5 qoare W war Ay faegw
fyar fadmy Afr & 7

a%q
fbe
:

dr ¥ &S g 0 W O
grgm fawmr & 198283 e
1083-84 #Y wfaw fiE & | 99
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foe & warfaw qomd # TR W
Fva 1981-82 ¥ 26 W fEewr W,
W 1083-84 ¥ 23 WX fezw

fagre § % a7 Fwa 1981-82
3 23®d fagem 91, @1 1982-83
H 10 wF 509% &1 7€ HRX T
@ 20 50 G4 2, wreE Wam
§ o & w7 1981-82 H 23
Wi 23 Ga wfy fmem @1
v gt 83 Wk 84 A 19 T
5943 &, wareez # 1981-82 §
16EW 59 93 RT 7@ 15—eF
afy fadea & WX wawqrT § 25 %0
A AT A FHE AT w9 24 W
fagza I 21 A A THA@ T AT
g T g, @@ @E A
g 91 a3 ghafema sare @1 2
fr war # Twa g€ AW AR
AT 1 NaT gerarang 4 feamt
¥ g fafewg foar f& w3 v &

ey 9T A0 FE AW AT WA

FaT wifge . #v @l @ & ot
frgme § TR TT & W W
gy A AT IWEA A qE
gefarr § fa® &1O7 3w & W%
¥owr & g ¥ g g
2 g & ;e Wg 1982
o 1983 ¥ we 170 fafama &
TWT HT FeAvEA AT AY FT 198384
¥ fraar gom T 1984-85 H
frmeT gR0 | A WAl A% FeET A
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#n {swsr 998 & 941§ SenET
# FHT AT § SAFT T4 WO 4F
# fg marsrAwa &0 fa-wrfat
F v WEET  WOAT gL A ATE(
@ WATE | A wWE Tl FEF
AT EA g0 WA g AT A
Far a1 gW @R & fw wwn wv A
firer wrfert F oA 15 /Y F90F (9)
BT AT £ | @ Al SAET wad
qrET £F @19 wdr 9% 1 Wi
wgaaii ¥ 9%fmm g1 @ § e §
AT WA A FE KT WF A
#1 Fare woAl owpdr Ay & 0 ar
fomr fpama 1 AT WA AT @A
e us a0 Ff F% adf &F ar
faama #4T WA AT FIAC, WA GAT
Fa &  ufa gasy =faet w0
gttt a7 At W gwd A
qar FTr AT g qEIT wAl F,
FAA a1 AT FAT ¥, TAT AT AT
W AR A dmA ST
frart &1 fRaga ) #fm a9 &
e oE e fr A 2 fF o
B F QR a7 fxEr st smm
feama &1 W @ & WA
FTAT BT ) Al AE TEE I TAM
From #, faaw g 3w F ooeaw
§ war @darare § gt owrE F
UF THT AT AWA W wERT W
ol wval wia fFardi & W AT
Fa arft e faww T
T Ay agrETT Howwy W€ g oAl
A F owART A A qEER ¥
FH & W7 § AWIT § a7 FEAl
g ¢ f& s me SIS Ah
qaraTy 3w % weme A1 fE
FAAH FB AW T amEr § 51
qrE @ W oW T ATt &7 Wl
FIBAT FOT A7 WEW 24 WIT 25
1@ il ENT AT AW F owdr 78

1984
AT A SET KT @9 F W S9E
g xw ® A qgEve gn
Al qF EW & wvET |9 ghr
7T saq & A & fawm wmfaw
ENT | FARI TR R F wET EeHT
FET T AE-ATAITN F AT OF
grEr feem sl gw =nn @ o
ar a1 ¥ 1979-80 W TH IW
F oweae ¥ 15 = fqar 16
R O e O A T O o O
g feafgen o & wexz fee o
W g 1 zafau § wwdiE qd S
q wgAl WEm f& owm oaa w o
A Zar afzw 4 www w2 fw
HAFE F IAT w7 W ANE T 7
g 2w gz & f5fwaEl #1
AT AT AER Fw gl
FeAl  AMEm ) sTa¥E @wa W
gt oA wwmr A gfe § arave
T g w1 F
A IE  qatfaw usdi a0 B
staT & fa & sydsy aa wf. ..
(r #igdl)... & am ax
wl g weAm Iwaasnd S
di &2 @ Al W 5g Adw Haa
T E RATE AT B uw TR
ami fa ag T A «rAYg
Fma 25/~ o feEra fafewa @7

gadi ara & ag agar wgar g
fo a1 mwe Sw 8 fyaw
FET WE Al a4 Fd) Wi am
CETIE TE TR A T S g
qurE AT Afew | wil & mte
A A4 FT 9T BF & ~65 Ffaa
AT 35 Sfawa ar gwrdt wm g%
g f& wwwre gm0 & A
FENH AT F & v #0 & gav
g gFEr F afg iR g
1 AW % oWe A7 A w1 AT
AEN G, UF AT TEAI AT TaH
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g, &8 wWwE g oW
dladi ata F1 . @4y Wgar
g ... (wm @ §%) .. =7
ag fa St qaz a1 wfaw ga 48 &
f@ fadr N Iw Fhzv Fi-

wmifen @Ered ) D9 fea ¥

Iqaamys (s da3 @A w4t)
na w15 @sg Tl a1 § @vr f
9T IEGT |

wl g WEW : IEaT §TEIT
W@ F70 § qd A A avfig
wag g & W avare Sow qq;
T A @ z0 4, fasge argw
fear s & At a1 gy
FIOT AT AT AR EHIT ATET @
wrarz oy & fazre R, @A
fei #1 s1 gEWr 2, 398 2 HAmw
A g & s froag @ gea a1
faai a1 wdiawe

et @ fauw wgwras wzw wIid

*SHRI PUTTAPAGA RADHA-
KRISHNA  (Andhra  Pradesh):  Mr.
Vice-Chairman, Sir we are discussing:
the Bill to amend-Levy Sugar Price
equalisation Fund Act, 1976 today. The
parent act was enacted in 1976. We
are discussing just some amendments
brought forward through this bill. It
is not strange that quite often the
Government enacts certain laws but
later on comes forward with certain
amendments keeping in view the diffi-
culties that have arisen in implemen-
tatio nof that act, and also to plug cer-
tain loopholes existed in the main Act.
It is nothing new. But what is strange
is that the amendments which are pro-
posed in this Bill are quite prelimi-
nary. These amendments are not of

delivered in Telugu.
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nature  which  could
the government to
amendments, but are
quite basic ones which could have been
proposed in the very principal act it-
self. ~The  government had taken 8
long years to realise the simple truths
embodied in this bill. The Hon'ble
Members belonging to U.P. and Bihar
who have preceded me paid eloquent
tributes to the Hon'ble Minister. So,
I think it is but proper to put forth
certain  problems which our  fanners
are facing today. Sir it is an accepted
fact that we had enough quantity of
sugar as reserve only last year. But
these reserves have dwindled so much
so that we had to resort to importing
sugar this year. What is the reason
for this unhappy development? Almost
all the members are unanimous that
the main reason for  this  unhappy
development is that the sugarcane
grower is not getting a remunerative
price for his produce. With the re-
sult no farmer is coming forward to
grow cane anymore. As a logical
consequence  of it the stocks  have
come down considerably and instead
of exporting we are forced to import
sugar this year. It is true that this
is the main reason for the down fall
of sugar production in the country.
But apart from paying a remunerative
price  there are two more important
reasons which are affecting the sugar
stocks.

extraordinary,
have compelled
come' out with

any

Hoarding Is
reason. Sir. as
"noticed  the
sugar  price
price  was
it  many
stocks  of
sugar by
important

important
have

equally an

you might
difference between levy
and open market sugar
very littlee. As a result of
traders have hoarded the
sugar.  This  boarding  of
unscrupulous  traders is  one
reason why we do not have
enough sugar stock in the market to-
day. This artificial scarcity is the
deliberate creation of some traders..

,  Another important reason, [  think
is, that perhaps the government, in
order to help its friends have liberally

*English translation of original speech
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issued licences to import sugar for
their benefit. 1 think this should be re-
formed. By oeslowing favours on some
persons win only ruin the position
further.

I am not satisfied with the perfor-
mance of the public distribution policy
of the centre. In this context I am
proud to state that in my own state,
Andhra Pradesh, the public distribu-
tion system is perfect or near perfect
a ad can easily serve as a model to
other states in the country. I think
the centre would not hesitate to
follow our example.

Hon'ble Member Shri Biswa (.-.oswa-
mi has mentioned about nationals&tion
of the sugar industry. But what I feel
is that it is better to go for strengthen-
ing the co-operative system rather than
nationalisation which has got its own
demerits. Moreover  co-operative  sys-
tem very much needed for our coun-

try.

Further, 1 feel that the distribution
of sugar throughout the country should
be on a uniform pattern. This will
also help further ease the sugar posi-
tion in the country.

Sir, I conclude. 1 support this bill
. and I hope the government would im-
plement it will all sincerity and
honesty.

I thank you very much for giving
me this opportunity.

Thank you.

SHRI" GHULAM RASOOL MATTO
(Jammu and  Kashmir); Mr. Vice-
Chairman, Sir, ordinarily the Bills of
this nature which has been brought
forward by ouT hon. Minister should
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be welcomed because these seek to
plug the loop-holes in the matter of
payment of money that is owed to
the Government by the producers or
manufacturers. But it appears that it
has fallen to my lot to view these Bills
from a commercial point of view.
Some time back, Mr. Azad has come
forward with exactly a similar Bill
regarding the Aluminium Equalisation
Fund. And while discussing that Bill,
I raised this point that the interest
rate to be charged for non-payment i3
so low as to encourage the person who
owes to the Government to keep the
money with him. I am inclined to
have the same view with respect to
this Bill also. Though' the purpose of
the Bill is laudable and one cannot
have any doubts about it, but under
the Amendment that is proposed to be
made, it is stated that the Govern-
ment shall charge interest at the rate
of 15 per cent for non-payment. Sir
the current rate of interest that the
sugar mill owners pay to the banks
is 21 per cent. And they ,are getting
the Government money at 15 per cent
and they are keeping it. And 1 am
afraid, they will go on keeping this
money and go on paying the interest
at this reduced rate comparatively to
the Government. It is profitable for
them to pay 15 per cent rather than
pay 21 per cent to the banks. There-
fore, 1 would request the hon. Minis-
ter that he should have a fresh look at
the rate of interest, and in case of
default, they should charge 21 per
cent from those who do not pay this
money.

Sir, npw I come to my second point.
My other friends have spoken about
the Bill at large. And I am confining
myself to the commercial aspect of
this Bill. The second point is that
the excess realisation by the mills
should be deposited with CO days.
That means, for two months at the
rate of even 15 per cent, it comes to
about 3 per cent. Why should it not
be paid within seven days or within
ten days?
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I would request the hon. Minister to
amend the Act and have ten days in-
stead of sixty days. The third point
that J would like to bring to the notice
ol the hon. Minister in this connection
is that this is a fact that mills get a
stay order in case of excess payments
and other things. But I would request
him that where the Government is re-
presented in these courts they should
impress upon the courts that the money

must be taken out from the producers
and deposited in some account with
the court or anywhere else. The idea

is that this sugar industry is always in
trouble. It is always wanting money.
When the question of payment comes,
if it is agitated by tbe producer and a
stay order is issued in his favour the
Government should simultaneously
ask the courts that all right, do not
give us the money, but keep it with
the court pending disposal of the case.
This is a very important thing. This
way we will have access to the money
when the court decides the matter.
The' fourth point that I have to men-
tion is that I have to ask the hon.
Minister to insert a penalty clause. It
is all right that he has said it is 15
per cent. But as I have suggested it
should be increased to 21  per cent.
But even after non-payment by the
party after three months the penalty
at the rat, of one per cent or 2 per

cent per month should be levied. Then
alone this money will come. Other-
wise, they will continue to defy this
order and will not pay the amount.
These are the points that 1 have to

bring to your notice. I am bringing
them within the orbit of the Bill within
the strict meaning of the Bill and I
would request the Minister to react
to the propositions that I have made.

Lastly, Sir, 1 would like to mention
one point about the production of sugar
and import of sugar. Of course, the
Government has tP import sugar when
it is needed. But I would like the
Minister to pass on my suggestion
that 1 am going to make, as food for
thought to the Ministry of Agriculture.
1 find that 80 per cent of sugar pro-
duced in Europeon countries is pro-
duced from sugarbeet. We havea
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very vast dry lan<j farming area avail-
able to us and the sugarbeet crop, is
raised on dry land farms primarily. 1
would request the hon. Minister to
pass on my suggestion as food for
thought to the Ministry of Agriculture
so that sugarbeet is also tried for the

production of sugar in this country.
With these observations, Sir, I con-
clude. %
SHRI VISHVAIIT PRITHVUIT

SLNGH: We have already a sugarbeet
mill in Ganganagar.
SHRI BHAGWAT
I am grateful to
bring the entire
the ambit of this

JHA  AZAD; Sir,
the hon. Members to
sugar policy within
small Amending Bill,
whose objective has been only to re-
alise that amount from the sugar pro-
ducers which they charge as a result
of the courts' st, orders over the levy
price fixed by the Government. 1 would
like to refer to the observations of the
last speaker,  Shri Matto, first. I am
surprised how he coula resist his temp-
tations so limit his observations only
on this Bill. He made three points
regarding the Bill. Of course, the
last one was with regard to passing
on his suggestion, regarding raising
th, sugarbeet crop for sugar produc-
tion, as food for thought to the Minis-
try of Agriculture. In this atmosphere
I must congratulate him heartily that
he took note of my Bill which is before
the House because the other Members
participated in the discussion'
spoke anything but on the Bill There-
fore, 1 have to thank Mr. Matto for
speaking on the Bill. Therefor, I
would say that he 1is right and why
should I charge only 12J per cent if
he pays within sixty days when he has
got the amount with him; he should
pay 15 per cent I agree with you as
a Miniser. Unfoirtnately, my , diffi-
culty is  the courts. They  say, when
they are due you must give them suffi-
cient and reasonable time to pay it
Otherwise it is not according to the
natural law. We have faced this pro-
blem not in one case but in many caseg
including the  aluminium matter to
which he made a reference. Therefore,

(Shri Bhagwat Jha Azad)
we have to  make this provision.

who
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Otherwise, 1 v/ill not even
6.00 PpM. get this much. There-
fore, I agree with him

Sir. It is true, why not, when there
are dues with them? They must de-
posit  immediately. = They  overcharge
the consumers after the Government
has done its fixation; but this is my
limitation and hence, I cannot do it.
Now, 15 per cent is the interest which
I will charge and my reply to your
argument for the penalty clause is
again the same that I have given al-
ready. The other point is that we do
try to realise this amount from them
as land revenue. Therefore, these
points—though ~ very  important  per-
taining to this Bill—cannot be agred
to fully and much as I would desire,
it is not possible due to these limita-
tions. 1 again thank you that you took
note of my Bill.

Now, [ have got before me the
panorma of the entire sugar policy
which does not pertain to this amend-
ing Bill, but I must eacf to the points
raised; otherwise, the hon. Members
will say that this Minister is arrogant,
does not speak about it. And secondly
on my part also, I cannot allow these
points to go unchalleneged on the floor
of the House lest it may be construed
that 1 have no arguments to offer.
Therefore, I will take up .the points
raised here.

(Mr. Deputy Chairman in the Chair.

It has been said thai—one Member
has forecast a doom in respect of sugar
production next  year—this country
will not survive possibly so far as
sugar is concerned. Let us see why
the production came down to 59 lakh
tonnes this year compared to 82 Iakh
tonnes last year and 84 lakh tonnes the
yea, before. The hon. Members have
advanced arguments that it is due to
firstly = non-remunerative  cane  price
and secondly, due to cane price arrears
These two reasons have been advanced.
I would say it is not the case. Factories
have paid about Rs. 21 to 22 actual
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average cane price against the statu-
tory price of Rs. 13.50 and the price
of Rs. 21 to Rs. 22 is being continued
to be paid by the State Government
during  1981-82, 1982-83, 1983-84. What
I say is, this pric. has brought me the
record production in 1981-82 and 1982-
83 to the tune of 84 lakh tonnes and 82
lakh tonnes. There could be no reason
to call it unremunerative this year
to bring down the production to 59
lakh tonnes. Now let us see how does
the production fall. The second point
raised was about the arrears. If that
were the reason, then production
should have fallen in U.P. and Bihar
who in this case are great defaulters.
They do mnot pa, properly this year
and last year also dia not pay pro-
perly. So production would have gone
down in these States if arrear were the
reason, compared to Mabharashtra
where there is no such problem. 1
commend, and I have done so in the
House, because in  Maharashtra they
even give advance payment and at the
end of the season they have the Bhar-
gava formula of fifty-fifty, sharing
which is a good scientific formula.
Some States have advanced the advis-
ed price which [ have always said

should be on the pattern of Mabha-
rashtra. I never said what my CPI
friend said that Government has a
definite  policy of reducing sugarcare
in the country. Why should a Gov-
ernment exist if it has this policy

especially when  this is  an important
year for any Government to come?
And certainly we are coming back.
Why should 1 do that?... (Interruptions)
Mr. Kalmadi, I know, in spite of your
small demonstration, you know what
the result wiH be. Mr. Deputy Chair-
man, Sir, 1 would, therefore, say that
the two reasons advanced by the hon.
Members are not the reasons for this.
For example they have mentioned ar-
rears as one of the reasons. Had this
been the reason, production in Bihar
and U.P. would have come down like
anything, not in Maharashtra, Kar-
nataka, Tamil Nadu and Andhra Pra-
desh. These Southern States, Sir,
today, are contributing in a great way
to the drop in production though they
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are not in the list of States where ar-
rears are there in regard to sugarcane.
This is so only in these two States,
BihiW and U.P. Therefore, this is not
the reason.

ql A 94E AR ¢ W
fagre #e swe  wqw 1 I TrEanw
faw ©a ad @1 way  EET | A
fod € @ral an fgara w4 @7 )
gar I Ay fagre # qan feafa
@ &, 9% mw fred  amal
qaaT Few @y .. (eqq9ra)

SHRI BHAGWAT JHA AZAD: 1
have mentioned about this. 1 do not
know, how many years my friend wants
me to go back. He may go back many
years like his party, reactionary party.
But a; a person belonging to a pro-
gressive party, I can go back only to
1983-84, 1982-83 ,nd 1981-82. In thes?
three years, b, paying remunerative
price to the farmers, we got highei
production in the country. I have no
reasons to believe that the price was
unremunerative.  Therefore, these two
are not the causes. (Interruption) (be

g1 e warg . e & 97
ggar =rgar £fF ... (@A)

SHRI BHAGWAT JHA AZAD: You
are quoting wrong figures. This hon.
gentleman has quoted all wrong figures.
He said that the arrears is Rs. 350
crores. Whereas,'the fact is, it is Rs.
138 crores. He has evershot only by
Rs. 200 crores! This hon. Member
said that next year will be a year of
doom for the country in regard to
sugar production. By saying this, he
is lending support to the sugar hoar-
ders in this country to push up the
price. You are not helping the farmers.
You are not helping consumers. You are
only  helping the sugar magnates
against whom you speak so -elequently.
The Congress Party is the only party
which is under the Ileadership of
Shrimati  Indira Gandhi working for
the people. This hon. Member remark-
ed that this Government's policy is
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anti-people, anti-farmers policy.
Now, Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, [
would like to know, whose policy is
anti-people' policy? Is our policy anti-
people policy or is it the hon. Mem-
ber's party policy? He says that the
arrears is Rs. 350 crores. By this, he
is creating a scare among the farmers.
He also says that next year will be a
year of doom for this country.

Sir, as you know, in our country,
which is an agricultural country, agro-
climatic conditions do vary. I have
said this in the morning. We are
giving incentives for rice production,
for wheat production, for oilseeds
production, for sugar production. But
the balance is sometimes in favour of
one crop and sometimes it is in favour
of the other crop. Last year, there was
a severe drought in The South. Pro-
duction went down tremendously in
only State, Maharashtra, whsre reco-
very is the best, where the system is
best organised and there are no
arrears also in that State. But Maha-
rashtra  contributed  very less, the
lowest, last year because of drought.
You should see this reason. In one
year, when the same price has been
paid ie. the actual cane price why
should the production go down? This
was because there was drought and
floods in the North and drought in the
South. Also, in the winter, because of
untimely rains recovery came down
in Bihar and U. P. This is the reason
for the sugar production coming down
from 82 lakh tonnes to 59 lakh tonnes.
Now, Sir, I am not an astrologer like
my friend, Mr. Suraj prasad, who
says that next year will be a year of
doom for this country as far as sugar
production is concerned. Of course, I
may not have a carry over of 49 lakh
tonnes, but 18 to 20 lakh tonnes "is on
Ist October, 1984. But I hope, with
good rains to come, we wiH have
enough to manage. Therefore, this
point is out.

The second point made was about
the dual pricing policy. Well, Sir, 1
do not know whom they support. De
they support only the farmers in the
wrong way, or, do they also take intc
view the consumers in this country’
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Whose interests they support? They
said that in 1978, when this dual
pricing policy was removed* there was
plenty of sugar and that it was sold at
Rs. 2-50 per kg. The hon. Member,
Shri Jagdambi Prasad Yadav, remind-
ed me of (his own days of fate own
government, that that Government
was very nice, they removed control
and that is why everything was avail-
able in plenty. True, you are right,
Jagdambi Prasadji. For three months
the price came down but after three
months the price went up. So much »o
that in that very year 1978-79 when
they did it, the same very Government
had to bring in dual control again.
It is not me but you who again
brought this because you had to
succumb to the pressure of consumer

in this country. Industry means
Cane growers, Industry means will
owners, industry means  consu-

mers and my Government is tbe
Government of socialist pattern, my
Government is the Government of
socialism. We have to keep a balance
You,had to reintroduce it because in
your time the price went up to by
Rs. 5. Production went down to 59
lakh tonnes. Do you deny it? It went
to 39 lakh tonnes in 79-80 Do vou deny
it?  (Interruptions). My  goodness,
what figures should I quote? All this
happened in Janata Government. The
moment Mrs. Indira Gandhi came,
look and behold. When the cane was
being burnt it started booming up.
We got 84 lakh tonnes. Still more
than 59 lakh tonnes, and we came up
next year. Therefore, this also is not
the argument which the hon. Member
has given.

They have also said about
natibnajlialation.  Tijat is  another
important point. Sir, nationalisation

has become a stick of showing the ex-
terior of some parties, about the love
for socialism, but in this respect I can
say what Mr. Kushawaha said is
correct. He js man down to earth.
He knows what it means for the far-
mer. Being a Member- in the first
Parliament of this country and the
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youngest Member since 1952, 1 have
been a blind supporter of nationalisa-
tion. Still now I support nationalisa-
tion. Sir, 'blind' means nationalisa-
tion where it is absolutely necessary
and not for the sake of showing colour
of socialism. Over the last 35 years
we have seen that the cooperative
sector is as good as nationalisation. In
this country majority of factories are
in the cooperative sector. Shri Kusha-
waha and that young Member Radha-
krishnan of the Telugu Desam have
rightly said that cooperative sector
should be strengthened. They have not
said about nationalisation I am rot
prepared to recommend to the Govern-
ment of Uttar Pradesh and Bihar to
take over those juriks from indus-
trialists and pay them for that.
Discard them, I do not mind, if they
are not prepared to give them soft
loans. If 'they do not come up, let them
go to hell. We will be having new fac-
tories, if it is better for our country.
This is the kind of euphoria for natio-
nalisation. Of course, my party is
committed to that, We want the public
sector to reach commanding heights
in the mixed economy of our country,
but not at the cost of junks, and pay-
ing to the mill-owners. You are
speaking for the mill-owners, not for
the poor consumers. So, their third
point is also not correct. Sir, there are
many more points raised by hon Mem-
bers, I am prepared to meet those
points. Now that you are saying over,
I would only like to say something
about zones. My hon. friend is. not
here. I have said, we have no objec-
tion to the recommendation from
Maharashtra. We have sent it to the
Bureau of Industrial Costs and Prices
(BICP). We have recommended and
told them to kindly examine it and
tell us. there are 16 Zone Low and
behold, when we got the recommenda-
tion, it says, reduce it to eight zones.
One hon. Member said, reduce it to
only one zone in the sugar industry.
I do not know from what understand-
ing he was saying so. In this country
there are different zones. There is
different  production, different re-
covery, w« have to make a rationale
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out of all that. Therefore, we have
asked the BICP to consider what
Maharashtra and Gujarat have said.
We cannot on our own do it because
it is not a body of the Ministry; it is
an expert body outside the Ministry.
We are considering that also. There-
fore T would say, about the arrears—
which is my last point, Sir, which
will interest you also—the Members
hava asked tne day In and day out
and today also; what are you doing
for the payment of arrears? I ask a
question: what do they want me to
do? The question is under the present
arrangement, payment of huge in-
terest is to be made by the State Go-
vernments. As a Minister 'coordinat-
ing the activities, I persuade them, I
goad them, sometimes I take the
liberty with my friends .vho | are
equal to me in being angry with them.
That is why, Sir, the dues are being
paid and compared to the position on
15th June last year when it was
15.9 per cent, this year it is 10.9 per
cent. But I am not satisfied. Why
should it be Rs. 118 crores still? But
it would be better if the non. Mem-
bers rather than shouting at me were
to tell me, what they expect from me
in the present constitutional arrange-
ment otherwise than to request them,
goad them, persuade them and also
the Finance Minister going out of the
way in giving them ways and means
loans to pay the arrears. What else we
as the Central Government can do?
On the one hand if you want to do
beyond the constitutional powers,
immediately we are reminded of the
Sarkaria Commission, the Centre-
State relations etc. and on the other
hand here they are very good, i would
advise what they should do. Rather
than only press me, I would ask all
members to tell their parties and
friends in the Assemblies of the States
of those Governments which are not
paying to put them in the same way
as they are putting to me here and
asking them to pay. L,on my own be
half assure them, even recently before
tMs debate came, 1 have done- this and
I will continue to do it that when
their request comes to the Finance
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Minister, it will be considered very
liberally. We have given a lean of
Rs. 40 crores to Uttar Pradesh. For
Bihar, Shri Ramanand Yadav was
very strong in asserting, "Mr. Jha, it
is a shame for the Government to
import" ---- (Interruptions) No, you
have said it, you see the debate; and
I-was a little pained.

SHRIRAMANAND YADAV- Not
to you:

SHRI BHAGWAT JHA AZAD:
Right for me as an individual I would
tolerate this "shame"” better rather
than "shame" for the country. That
is what I wanted to tell you. I jet not
the country have "shame" for this.
The country has to take note of
hoarders of Bombay and Calcutta who
threatened me that they would push
up the price because there had been
less production, to tell them that this
Government is strong enough. I have
only imported 3.54 lakh tonnes. I
had to tell them, "No price will be
increased’. One hon. Member has
asked me to stabilise the-price ?t this
level. T will stabilise it at this level
in this country for the consumer. I
would not permit the hoarders and
blackmarketeer in this country to
increase the price. Please believe me
when I say it, I will release as nuK-h
sugar as possible in the market to
keep this price in the festival days
for the consumers in this country fo
enjoy their festivals I humbly submit
to the House to keep these important
considerations of the sugar policy in
view and with these words I com-
mend this Bill for the hon. Members'
consideration and passing.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The'
question is:

"That the Bill to amend the
Levy Sugar Price Equalisation Fund
Act, 1976, as passed by the Lok
Sabha, be taken into considera-
tion."

The motion was adopted.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We
shall now take <up -clause-by-clause
consideration of the Bill.
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[Mr Deputy Chairman]
Clauses 2 to 8 were added to the Bill

Clause 1, tfie Enacting Formula and
the Title were added io the Bill.

SHRI BHAGWAT JHA AZAD: Sir,
I move:

"That th, Bill be passed."

The question tt?as put and the motion
was adopted.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN; Now
we will take up the next Bill.

THE CINEMATOGRAPH (AMEND-
MENT) BILL, 1984

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF INFORMATION AND
BROADCASTING AND IN THE DE-
PARTMENT OF PARLIAMENTARY
AFFAIRS (SHRI H. K. L. BHAGAT):
Sir, I move;

"That the Bill further to amend
the Cinematograph Act, 1952, as
passed by the Lok Sabha, be taken-
into consideration."

Sir, ,t this stage I would make only
a very brief observation as to why this
Biil is being brought. Because of the
video boom in the country, there are
reports that uncertified'video films are
being exhibited on a large scale, A
large number of video parlours hav®
sprung up an over the country and
they exhibit such films recorded on
video tapes by charging admission fee
from the clients. Among other things,
this has also hit the Indian film in-
dustry very adversely. It is felt that
there should be more stringent punish-
ment . provided in the Cinematograph
Act, 1952, the curb this practice of
exhibiting uncertified Indian/foreign
films by video parlours, etc. Hence
this Bill for enhancing the penalties
provided under section 7 of the Act
as also prescribing minimum punish-
ment for exhibiting uncertified films.

Sir, the net effect of these provisions
would be to increase the punishment,
to provide a minimum penalty. As a
consequence this is read with section
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513 of the Criminal Procedure Code,
and tne oii'ences will become non-
bailable. Of course even now they
are cognizable and in view of the new
previsions also they will remain cog-
nizable.

Sir, I commend the Bill to the House.

The question was proposed.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: There
is one amendment by Shri Satya Pra-
kash  Malaviya.. .He is not. here
This Bill has to be finished today and
so we have to sit a bit late. Shrimati
Ila Bhattacharya.

*SHRIMATI ILA BHATTACHARYA
(Tripura): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir,
the Hon. Minister has moved the Ci-
nematograph (Amendment) Bill, 1984,
today in the House, video is spreading
corruption in our country. This Bill
seeks to enhanc, the punishment for
those who are guilty of spreading the
corruption  through video. I  support
this Bill. But before supporting this
Bill I would like to make certain ob-
servations. I hope my observations
will receive due consideration from
the Government.

Cinema is a great industry in our
country. This industry can move the
society backward or forward. So the
Government in every country has a
special responsibility to this industry.
Cinema industry has progressed
much jn our country. Our films have
already earned international  recogni-
tion.  Producers like  Shri  Satyajit
Ray, Shri Sham Benegal and Shri
Ritwik  Ghatak have produced many
films of educative value. These films
can. take the society forward. But in
proportion to the expansion of cinema
industry in our country, good films
have been produced in less number.
Multiplicity of low standard films have
brought degeneration in society. The
society is already moving backward
with the growth of bad films in the

*English translation of original speech
delivered in Bengali.



