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[Shri K. Mohanan]

Guilg, an unregistered bogus organi-
zation run py 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 imported 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 {he 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
reportea from STC when even public
sector and cooperative agencies could
not get adequate quota from STC?
STC had rejected applications from
the State-owned Smal]l Industries De-
velopment and Employment Corpora-
tion and the State Warehousing Cor-
poration for licence to import cement.

Not ounly 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 these facis 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: Congress
Party?

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

The Kerala High Court has suggest-
ed a comprehensive inquiry py a Cen-
tral investigating agency into the
whole affair. The Court, 'while dismiss-
ing a writ petition filed by Father
Ignatius, has said that it was mys‘eri-
ous t6 see the puablic sector Staie
Trading Corporation granting licencc
to an unregistered agency (o import
25,000 tonnes of foreign cement, STC
had granted the licence to the Guild
in just four aays, 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 Coury 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
ON SITUATION IN SRI LANKA

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

————

THE LEY V 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 amena 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 peen following in
the interest of millions of consumers,
the policy of partial control on sugar
since 1967-68 sugar Year with Dbrief
spells of kreaks from 25-5-1971 to
30-6-1972 and from 16-8-1978 to
16-12-1979, 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 Commuodities .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 basea upon the
zonal ex-factory price, transport and
handling charges, etc., and the distri-
bution was arranged through the
licensed wholesale and retail
dealers. Since 1972-73  the whole.
sale dealers have beep  replaced
by the Food  Corporation  of
India and other public agen-
cies, ana the levy sugar is being dis-
tributed to the consumer at a uyniform
price throughout the country.

The ex-factory prices fixed by the

Government from time to time have
been challenged by the 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 distribulion 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 paia by them
—possibly they coulq not have done—
anq allowing the sugar producers to
retain the undue collection of large
sums of money, the Government en-
acted the Levy Sugar Price Equalisa-
tion Fund Act, 1876 with g 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

1984

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

At gt ware (fagre) o faaa
wqgr TQT § IF QeI F qr|g ?

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 the sugar producers have
attempted to take undue advantage
and make the Act much more strin-
gent. With this object jn 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 ahsence 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 crediteq to the Fund.
This is being sought to bhe covered
in the amendment.

(2) The excess realisations made
before 1972-73 are not liable to be
credited to the Fund gince the uni-
form retail price was introduced
from 1972-73, and levy sugar has
been defined in the Act to have the
same meaning as was gassigned 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 ana
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) 1 would hope that with the
help and cooperation of hon. Mem-
bers of this august House it should
be possible {o have this amenament
Bill expeditiously passed in the in-
ferest of millions of consumers so
that the producers coulg be com-
pelled to deposit the excess realisa-
tion including the Central Excise
Dutly as well as provide for credit=
ing of the interest ete.

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 benefifted in
many ways.

Increased price of sugar ig 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 que 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
Covernment to realise its legitimate

*English translation of original
speech delivered in Bengali,

1984

dues from the Mill owners. But the
Government fook eight years to bring

this amending Bill, What is the rea-
son for it?

The Essential Commodities Act 1972
angd the Levy Sugar Price Equalisation
Fund, Act, 1976 had many loopholes.
Taking advanfage 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-
liamept and as such the Parliament
should be held responsible for those
loopholes. Such g statement may
come from gimple people. But a Gov-
ernment Bill is not enacted in a sim-
ple manner, The framers of Ilaws
have definite objectives while framing
them. Those 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-
ferests of pusinessmen, 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 Mil]l owners and sugar
dealers,

3 pM.

The Sugar Mill owners paid interests
to the Government on its dues at the
rate of 121 per cent interest, They
did not pay Government’s dues delibe-
rately and cleverly. So they deserve
punishment. I 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 be 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 affecfed 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
lakh 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. I can say from my bitter ex-
perience that people will have to buy
sugar at the rates of 7/8 Rs. 10 Rs.
15. Will the Hon'ble Minister assure
the 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 price of sugarcane should be bet-
ween Rs. 20 ang Rs. 27 per quintal.
But the growers are forced to sell
their produce between Rs. 11 and 17
per quintal upto months between QOc-
fober and December,

Secondly, a big portion of dues of
sugar-cane growers are nof paid by
Mill owners. Consequently, the grow-
ers do not get fair price and their ques
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 will still get
Rs. 23 lakhs from Palashi-Ramnagar
‘Sugar Mill,

Palashi-Ramnagar Cane angd Sugar
factory in West Bengal di@ not produce
sugar for more than 3500 tons despite
availability of sugar-cane in their own
%anas, Consequently, the employees
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did not get their sgalary for eight

months, They also did n~t get bonus,
Provident Fund and gratuity etc, Sea-
sonal labourers have not been paid
seasonai allownces. Similrly  termi-
nal benefits have not been paid to the
workers. Rs, 60 lakhs are gue to the
workers, In U.P, Rs. 65 crores gare
due to sugar-cane growers. What steps
the Government are taking to pay the
dues of workers?

What are the reasons for such a
situation in sugar industries? Why the
loca] buyers are forced to buy sugar
at a price higher than the price in the
international market? Why the wor-
kers are compellea 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 shoulq 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. I demand
that sugar industry ana sugar business
should be nationalised immediately.

Sugar must be ' distributeq 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 hana 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'ble 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
industri®es in the counfry. I also de-
mand that sugar should be distributed
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throughout the country through Fair
Price Shops at the same price. Only
these steps from the Government will
save this industry. With these words
I conclude. Thank you,

=1 vArarg arEg (fagie) wieagw . ..

UF [IANG §IY 0 W19 g
¥ afae | (swaen)

oY TRTARE gTEd A, A |
AT wasizy g 1§ Wl #
g AAT ) F g g . faw
fet 3@ wreEmar &1 3@ W OH
ﬁquwavgllﬁmﬁﬁaﬁqm 1

ateE, § gw faw &1 aRfes
¥ ogwdw Al g 1 oug wer @
grafes fow g sSfaw faw & o
W@ g I faw aga wgw  war
arfge av | AfFw ar-wTam #4055
fedl &% ag faor ot 7@y, *1 +€
|vaT T greifs oF faw & o
¥ W F A sgemafy awifa
g9 & | ST GIAAIT St ower #
g &, HF AT g whEewv ¥
wl & W oug o wifger g1, 9w
T o @ W fFosmoavg W
faor @t sty wfEw 2w & A
St T gaw g T owga faay
F FIFIT Qv GE-FA-TFIT mud
AEAY F Y § . qAT  TTFT
¥ET EOGYE AT HUT WIEE Fy
sae Hid Aif frtfa /& oo
g fowar asg  wig waiw fag
St zw faw &1 A8 @ o ww ug
#fse & ArEET oy md wER
AT WISIT FT TR VG GFIT F57
f% fF o7 faml & o wogme @y
I FT & TW W F WAl sty
9 WA W T, T F AT
ST & 1T 76 F I vagfueimeT
fad qrg @9 F @1z W § fawew
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G & FEf ¥ wwe quaa e
F%, I qIF 997 a7 FE §, Al
F sfw qoaw fstasr g
¥ A9d g HT WG gVEIT A qq
T F T FIE FH FNT AT g
wrar &, afeq As g mvar & f&
ooF  VEIY HIRET TE o9l &
# & #d qu-a 7 BT 2. fad
f arz ¥ mIodr 9EATAT g%

q g FOT F OATT WA Ha)
wgrey & feasw et f oz fyer
¥ focge quaw wg v wifgw

LW T GYE ¥ gET FE ¥ mia

g AIF TAT ¥ AT 4TI § @y
ar 39 Fr w@FIT FIA W [
Fifarar s

HiFGaT, § O 918G §E&IT T
W AT aTmar g | WA gat
H R/ a1 A MEar | i S0 FEAr
qIgAr g | ug AT LEET &9 20
37 % NG JIF gLERT § fiw
et g &, we adr Wr § T asv
FEl @ & g advll A g oy
UF MW A UF Gl 7 ggmIr f1
{wer ope &Y o1 AT o5 & IHA AT AT
fadt =S #7 &1 1 A a7 4 T
M 7 NI I A @l aTH F
FifE wz oAl sua fwell g 3.t
ST S AMT A FE FLD S5HU
MTAA ATS BEAT A1 G 71 HFIL
F1 A fa 3o fewfea € (FisasT
AW ¥ THE) FAUD BT E ) W Al A
FIANT & gEE H § M A f7 94T
FW QA G IR H g LA HE
HURT T 37vee H F | aferor qIeg /ST
MG §f £ TUA AW GA TIA &
a8t wia® g da 9% giar g WL IE
% fa5 &4 migw s (fmg @6 & 38
o Zi1 & wT N gl § S AT
93 i § S5 §% 913w ol gl ¥
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Y a4 o7 fewia Sra a3 g% 2
afawid S a8 # AT e dazf
H ot fefiganm 8+ Oae sugear
& gifa &Y i Y & T A A ey
¥ St 9127 fewda g v a9l asEA
FEArE 1 AT\ |y FTEE 12y fqui-
fra &y st @ =0 A TSt 7 EET
T fags wien ¥ 15 gqd) fa20 adr
g 30, 40 & ¥euy § SNt AT
§9 foer AT & [T I9F FART SR
I #7 fqa Mam A1 SHF FHT F7
F1E 7 9507+ wigw g@ {wwd g%
foa ot oy fewr as 990 7R 39
F SAET &7 &F Wl &7 q23M | H
Sgt M, 9w {7 g dv agr gL UF
wT AL €3 {wady T sya A4y
F1 IENIT ANTA SANRT ET HI7 9TT
fgFwd F9 o0 1 AlEg snztr q
fraifea geit dt fage afgs = gzar
. & SaET @ Sl g mtra faat A<
fagat a9 md 9z & s@Ey €1 Ia!
& g {wat | ar frent S
40 FIT T 2T @ G341 § ag At qIFAI-
wa g oawm, 3g wfus af7F
ST AT Ay €1 W osenEs &
w1z wlga asdt § AT F+7 FENRT
gHr 2 3g W 8 m?r FEET S G )

a7 ! (G gt S 3@ E W 97 ag
HI WET 2 Al SWAT T AA g
T YTFIT T 947 3 a7 7339 {wiv-
WL § TOul A FT IGRT AN
a3yt & [T F FAY (WiwEl 40 I
T WG FF AT T FT 8
et & a0r =5 3 gEAr qEr EAQ
FoaFTsa ¢ WAt 7 av1 ¢ g ™ g
W 3T 7 gF FFY T °F § 7y 97
WE L AT MY 7T FT QST FT
f& eag 27 oF §3L0 & 90 MW wAX
A7 A TF AL F B AFET @AY 3
e & faF 1 agh w997 E

[ 8 AUG. 1984 1]
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HF § W@ FENT F F A0 AT
ATAAT A, T T WO AIARIT g F
g AR AT @ DT F AT g g WT

gd Tz g § A AT EOWMT
I R 2 W E A AT §TIT

& wgm fx ux FHwT  fazag
st Oy za oswe fadi @y afEm
F g T 2T qFT | Fo4r Qg
qFIT & weT A Bl
HT #e Fwg TEHIMEE F2 ooy
vAaqfed @=t F4T 2T W@ T qrHTRO
Rizdy wiEl H Fieg waAlql § €a
=T ®wT &, #diz adtEv &g
I9 « I® FAITA! FTHaT § 1 %
Y8 ¥ ¥ F UIATFT & oA) 98T
ATET AT § | FATT GVF TITHE
1T AT & 1 AT AT 77 fiem wrdy
21 o) Ay AT ¥ ay #© faur
fr 990 e 7w w97 on Eﬁ'
fwa qrﬁ'—u% %2 ¥ Wy 77, gHi
FZ 7w oy ¥ fear g Tq?;'
WAZT qii ¥, o4T i
dW aw anwT 43 go ¥ |
e F far f& wd s ¥ oS
fagtfve frar & s o7 =& @l 1
I F #gT F6 340 ToAT ¥ &Y
g1 gdw ®E F war fBoadl 380~
386 ®4T 2 | v & dw aq &
IaRY qFT FT frar | @A a% A
F5qAd & g s wE oW few
wIRET & wig G477 96T 1 =/
Zag Pewads #F F AT g
G 2 ar ag f6r FT A W 9w
gL @ fratAl f1vde agy i g )
U {921 ¥ 47 a0z ®agT &Y
g framdl &1 fydl 9T 1 mww ST
v wazhar Famafy dves ¥
a:né% YT B2Z WHAHE F sn FITTAH
§ SH%F . Wlenw & a+1g § 35+ w0
FUT AT HIF § ﬁhwﬁ F1 R
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Iar aea ¥ fazie ¥ feaw Gang
g g &) Qaez 72 § W § TR
9 SAF 9qt 48 fawr v § $q
gl ardq faaft a9 ¥ @9 g
H @Er T4 I TE 7 AT I
aqar ag a1 gt g7 59 W@
g7 AT dar T W 2 wat FF 8o
Alg =¥ 937 F A 1 gA F4al,
fast, atfeqm gl aad gias =i
T FEAEd Fal q1 S5AF  TFEAA
¥ ga 97 I 9, 919 gq fowe
59 AT 7 9T HT 7T & 1 TART
wRa 317 g ? w7 33 § & fwareEt
F fregadfea g 78 [ S,
QAT AT F T(AT A1 HI AL A
FrE C wiza fmEvma off @ ®
Tar w7 § fagar @@=t wmar g,
FAF AT T¥ KT BT AT 93 A
Trar star fagy Prata odara grar
81 Fa IS F AT §F TATTIRIAA
7gd &1, fagar diesmq gar Saw
fYad ¥ ¥ ¥ w4 v 1 FRER
gAasrew? # fazar w97 I9F
qFEET § A8 230 1 v T4 Fram
B g TaT @ W gewiga favowar
Bt &% 94 %0 i 92 2 B @i
fagor 3 I g AT @ E 0 FA0
@& ¢ A% ? g4 frawi w1 @A
wrzq 3T, Fegafer wrgg &0 Al
aas T4 IF 95 w1 @ F
@@ ¥ UF g BT FiE QA g,
92 @ JE T qT FNT BIA FIES
¥R £ | mia foa qaar § R
€37 914 WHIT I8F, Ta1 Faaar
agt 2, zay e & B ogw ) wAd
HE ) TAG g4 AAET A0 1 AfwA
T A1 W & faw NN Afer &
faw 1 &t 3z ¥ WA F T 20
frarT ) w12 # 2. w6 9@ ouE
¥ % 91w & derare W fire T

1984
g W W AZ8 a8 AL FF FEG
vrgAvfza wrgg ot w4 &W € 0 mw
#t fadei & waw # qam3 gon
or fawr Fa Ty At afer o
¥ wrz@ B U gfawrd arfad
EE(ERIE L T E T T E TS (L
T A € | 4 gvAr § A
r os gFfasg Fa arfedy e
fraifra w¢ 1 & Saa faseq &
IR W TENAA BT FT Fwd
F AT ( Ag ST FES GIAT W
Any E WA AN AZT I FW
g AR WL TF G IS 9T Jead
g | I gET wIY AWY 9T WigE
&E2 93y F MY A fua wifas
st & fanwr @9 A4 g L@ A3
qATE ¥ |47 AT F 1 IAQT A
w241 & T za oifady :1 =wivsy
WL F40 AT

gAYy FA geedrew qrferdl ot qTHrT
Ft Taafid F3A 90feh S7 &% avFHR
7 qifrdy fratfg aff w0 feam
fofead TT ¥ HIeaeq G gRT 1 ST
¥, I3, @ ¥ IFH0 S w4 4y
AT TEAT 39§ FB TA7 faa s
zafay oG FF FT TR THH
FA FV IEAT FT | A A7 A
a7 gt g 99 fAq gadr § v 9w
faqr gar ST qF w FA A
e FE GO GIRTT
I FA AW F qgd g AR FA
sizg fwam w2AY =rfgy afs fea™
g M3 5 F4 drzw w0 foww g3
£ MY 5g g wwg & Ay ¥ oav
781 1| A A0 FSH FFATT AqAAT |
T AIEw 34 aFF fRAR wA ¥
ST g QL@@ g ST @ frgrA

. gawmn wd =Ear & & sasr A

g9 H F4 937 T @ AT, TGN
T 9y, g1z T AT, II9FT W A7
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g@ Wu, ag faeer & 919 T 99,
zafay 98 wedl ¥ Sl SEE aw
[T WX Hg T AH AT | Y
fad 9u Fgar g fE &9 mew
fEar A\ S F9 FeddwA F g |
T Afd  awdF N W eger
Y ey

AT FA TIE AIGd GAET ) 9
sifasm &1 F§ oy wWe TEHdAE
A AE FIE | WA T FT
araar gIgF a1 F1E 4w § 5 ome sw
TaE FT AN FL@Tq ¢ g F4 T
¥ g wifasw 2 fF 14 fRwd e, %9
qIE &7 & Fg AT fow mfaw
qqT FEY AT § A SWIAT FE  A«wAT
SO ST B ke CO
| 1 w9 < fSEAard @y ?
TUF! TRIWE I FT oy TW AW UEE
¥ Wfasw g dfes ws aw w Qg
T gt zafed frEw o
N AFT F9F ¥ g7 FLIAT §, q9g
gl owEr g o omS st @@ dg
fFam oo wa § gF w  AF<
a2 e &) ¥ wu¥ wg &) 9 Fal
g & aaiss 50 FUT ¥ a7 wUAT
&g F1 SAFT T 9T gF@T =g T 1
A SFT aF @A g, G FT AT
wa § 147 sTswwar iy
FT &l § afwa @7 qw & o fow
wifews & M@ q Ay migfed §aex
¥ @, wzae @ ¥ @ wr w@e
FaeT & g, F1TE & g, 200F0T
wd FFEr g ouF @i & few
ulad vHifgomer & wfew T F@l
f& zamt gwon § afxg suwr ot
& 7 S« frot A FgrfF ag @@
L AT wuAr wnw g fFO200
FAT T ¥ FH WS AT =W W
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sam): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir...
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=t gamda Aromm air (few) @
AT ST AT &TF & F1 17 F
g1

W\ AR qEE ¢ Arded
gElaga A1 a@ R | Ug wogsl
g Mz da g g o fwae S fHmag
A | (swamrR) .., § qUEEE 6
gwer. WAl a1 dEsate fag o F
M #, 9w T fag & o ¥
o §7 agt @ 91 fr framl & @a
wd gT E |

gafia i fawm § e HeY
(s weaarg ) @ AvFIw  FHATET
FEET 10O

+{t gIRTA AN AEH ¢ FIAATH

STt IFEA & TIRRT §

Iq@AETA () qFIN FAIR
ang) : gFmRE ST " Ffga v

No 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 in
1976. As a result of certain writ peti-
tions filed before the courts and the
rvefusal of the sugar producers to re-
fund the excess charges, the 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
Sovernment under clause (f) of sub-
section (2) of section 3 of the Essen-
tial Commodities Act, 1955." Sir, it
+ook 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 ang the sugar-cane pro-
ducers. And these loopholes would not
have been there had the Bill been
brought forward after carefully exa-
mining the provisions long time back.
In a casual manner this had been dealt
with, And it is after eight years that
these defects are sought to be rectified,

Sir, the sugarproduction in this
countyy has declined. There was a
bumper production of 82 lakh tonnes,
angd in b@e last sugar year, it has come
down Jo 58 lakh tonnes. What is the
reasHn behind this? We are import-
ing sugar. What is the.reason  that
the sujzar production has gone down?
It ix hecause of the fact that sugar-
cane jrowers are not getting remune-
rative prices on the one hand, and on
the otlier the sugar-cane growers are
yet 1o get their dues  from
the 1.ll-owners. About Rs. 154
croro? which is due to the sugar-cane
growus is yet to be paia by the mill-
ownti'y, This point has been made by
the previous speakers, including Shri
Ramanand Yadavji. And this has ad-
versely affected the interests of the
sugaisgane  growers, As a result
of that, they have lost the incen-
tive 4nd consequenily the pro-
duction of sugar-cane has gone down.
Then, Wir, coming to the price of
sugar, Juring the last three or four
Yyears {ye price of sugar has incrassed
and even recently also there has Leen
an incsease in the price of sugar. Sir,
the sugar policy of the Government
has failed to benefit the poorer sec-
tions of the people. There are two
prices »f sugar, the levy sugar price
and the open market sugar price.

Takirg advantage of these two prices-

in sugar, the businessmen and pro-
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fiteers they always deceive the con-
sumers and Dparticularly the peaple
living in the urban areas, ihe affluent
section, they only are getting the
advantage of levy sugar. In the rurai
areas you won’'t get levy sugar. Even
in the fair price shops levy sugar is
not available. When a consumer gnes
fo a fair-price shop in the rural areas
to purchase levy sugar, he will be told
that levy sugar stock is not available
and the open market sugar s avail-
able. That means that the shopkezper
will sel]l to him the levy sugar al cpen
market prices. So, the Government
has given scope to the ftraders to
deceive the consumers. By ihis fwo-
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 probiems cannot oe sclved
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 awsare
that the hon. Minister is progressive
person. I know it. And, T believe and
I hope that he will come forward for
total nationalisation of the sugar in-
dustry. Unless and untill that is done,
beth the consumer and the producer
of suagrcane and alsp the Government
willi 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 cannoet have control over
the production of sugar.

Therefore, Sir, I would urge upon
that Minister that he should take the
necessary steps and immediately bring
forward a Bill for total nationalisa-
tion of the sugar industry. And, it
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will by in  consonance  with the
- declare ) policy of their party also

because the Congress (D) Party
prefers to believe in socialism, So, if
they m,ally belive in socialism, let
them come forward to introduce
natignalisation in the field of sugar
industx /.

Sir, (hen I want to know from the
hin. Minister as to what steps he will
take fo, payment of the arrears of
svgarcane growers. Will he direct
ordy the State Governments to see
that thuse dues are paid or will he
take gowne other steps also o see that
these ddes which amount to some-
thing Lke Rs. 154 crores fo Rs. 200
crores —are paid to the sugarcane
growers? The hon. Minister should
take ‘nimediate necessary steps so
that tae sugarcane growers get their
money, Secondly, Sir, the guestion of
availahility of levy sugar in the rural
areas vhould be taken up seriously
and thke Government should see that
levy s\gar is available to all, parti-
cularly to the poorer sections of the
peopt s,

In ‘he end, Sir, I once again request
and wge upon the hon. Minister to
come forward with a Bill for nationali-
satior of the sugar industry.

e Sfremand arsirangs wegmr
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T gz Wi g 7w fFar
¥ i zafon & =signt 5 s fRafe
FT ST ouw YA F@e  fewr sar
g 3% aw fx =fes A & 7,
zafqu faale <7 = 1@ HIFA
oW, @ wEE FE FAAC
o wq fAafs #@ 7@ ¥, ar 139
FUT F1 92T &9 F fqu, =9 ag
FaC ?  wAT @@l @ al ag Jar
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FA | EW UF A OB FT AR
zgFy fgara &vAT AMfgm w1 gw
oF Aq@ ¥ gt WATF F@ & faor
FIT G A A HI AW fwav
g @t 39 Wiz # U T
& faw fpar a1 ° qEAdw  agwr
WY wgl AR H W agar =igar g
TAT 9IT ATFIT 72 qr=d g f%
AR M F NG &7 wlaw qArF@EHqT
g a @R T FRA FT W1 SAIT
2, @ fEa@ w1 ogghm @

4,00 p.M.

g fFama &Y GgAT & 1 w9 ¥ w9
A5 IFAT §§7 IIFT AleAr |
e 7Y, 3 4 FAT &I4T AFTATE ar
51q 98 g2 999 Feard ) zad fod
G FAEAT I AT AL 3q5 AT
AET & a1 SAFT 6 FWAZ T | AT
arx & fag wifesi 1 oo 947 &
& o< ST ;e AT At fRarai 9%
g9 ¥ 2, A % GeATET I @H FLa
A oW Fy wA AN A o gad) §
T AZF A7 KA FT IATGA I8 FHAT
g1 wfpa zas fad w4 avan ag)
war g | 99 qug I F HATT HYFAT
oY 39 gRA AN w37 A1 {5 wALF! F
FRaral 1 T LT WT G § 9T 7@
F et v st agiaa &+ av wra
FATT 2 97 fa9 L AT AT 59
w2 miq faare A} F30 a fee o #7
ga¥ Tz § Far fa=ar |

At aF A4y A1 G1R Frad (7fw
1 <t g fadas &, o7 9vd g,
F uF qrq FAar 4gar g fF S sgar
I & FqA fHAT AR JT ATEIT § 78
sqqIAr GIEE & A5 €1 9g ®qAv
A FIIATEH AT AE &A1 & FEATHT |
AT T TS 3 JTL &Y ATAAT AT g Fered
A1 FSTAT AT HF A fFT w4
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faaar « Far W SEEr WA #
T4 4T TAFT WA K o wgE 2}

&) we Ty @R w5 Od I ara

Fared fr foa & qar &t & ateqa §
=T ag 997 ¥ SAFY 9g Gar S
oAt T faa § 9gw 5 g
394 FR ¥ R FL 4T a9 AR
fagd o frami & fag st I
(wwr &Y =)

IIFATI(T ST FT WIS § gafed &
#HTA qIT AN FE@l g AT F7 Sy
w3E 364 &, § AGFA FF qel St sy
WA Z ) A TR AT E L TR ay
7 fputdl & fax =R o afasews
AT FLA | ITHT ST TFET 2 5T Sy
srgent & fReradfes wew A @
g13a fHHATR % 2T ) 99H AT I
qIT AT FOEAT | ZHL AT Ay
e wifadi & 93FT FFAT 8 a9
FU U AT TF FE FC AL fawa
q5a o %2 9 FT qEATE | RN
FY 92T 74 919 oY 399 15 § | fie
ST e HIR CFAANE 7 FTACE IHHN
FAT AT ATF FI0 | 4 sfanigws

£ AR g § 7gar fF feroaix

I T2W & FT AT F7 7T § w97
FErETT w2l o7 W@ & W W Aw
HF TAKT AL FAATH a5t fwar wmy
&Y Fg AT FAT AIAAT FT H{ALT AATY
Ffedm § 379 F1E gur =8 gar ay
qJT TG AW M7 g | gafem  §
=g fF 71T 3@ @9 9T 9F W TR
T FS AITAT |

SHRI VITHALRAO MADHAVRAQO
JADHAV (Maharashtra): Mr. Vice-
Chairman, Sir, I rise to supbport this
Bill. Actually thig 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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Bill, I would like to say that there is
a very basic principle of economice.
The basic princkple of economics is
production, consumption and satisfac-
tion. So here, in the case of sugar and
sugarcane, the producers are the far-
mers and consumers. Sevenly per
cent of our population js dependent
upon agriculture. So, the consumer is
also the farmer and, ultimatsly, the
man who produces and the man who
consumes must be satisfied. Bui un-
fortunately, what we have seen in
the infrastructure of the country is
that the long, traditional grlevance

of our agriculturist is that he
is not getting remunerative
prices for agricultural commodities.

Sir, on the floor of the House on 27th
April, 1984, I had brought a Calling
Attention about the remunerative pri-
ces for agricultural commodities.
From that point of view also I woula
like to discuss some more points about
sugar. Before coming to these details,
I would like to make some pertinent
pointg about sugar production. Sugar-
cane yielg is dependent upon various
climatic factors, the most jmportant
of which is the solar energy and avai-
lability of water, When we compare

Sugar production in  [ndia and in
other parts of the world like
Jawa, Sumatra‘ Hawali, Mauri-
tius and various other places,
we find that ‘whareas there

sugarcane production 1s about 250-350
tonnes per hectare, here if{ is not more
than 100 tonnes per hectares. In north
India the yield comes to about 25 ton-
nes per hectares. In Maharashtra, with
the very progressive cultivators, it
comes to 100 tonnes per hectare. Why
is there a difference? In gpite of the
scientific ang technological develop-
ment in sugar crops and various varie-
ties having been evolved by the Coim-
batore Agricultural Rsasearch Station,
in Maharashtra also we are having
(different varieties such as 740, 775,
778, 22,165, the high yielding varie-
ties—our sugarcane production is go-
ing down; it is getling lower every year
What is the reason? There is the eco-
nomic reason. We are not going to
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give the farmers remuneratives prices.
That is why farmers are getting less.
attracted towaras sugarcane produc--
tion. Sir, sugar is a sweet item, But
when prices are not given properly, it
becomes sour. When the tarmers suflep
badly, it becomes bitter in taste. Sc-
like this, this is the fate of sugarcane
production in our country.

In Uttar Pradesh and Bihar there
are sugar mills which are run by pri-
vate mill-owners. In Maharashtra 68
sugar factories are there in the co-
operative sector. Every year we have
to discuss this problem in the House
People from these Benches as from the
other side complain that there are
huge amcunts 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 vroiit, he wants toc
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-
live 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 factorijes 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? IV
is less than 10 per cent in my area. In
Premila auntie’s areg the recovery is
more than 12 per cent. In some other
areas, Poona, Jalgaon and otaer 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-
mang from the Maharashira Govern-
ment which they have given in this
book, They have given the proposal to
the Central Government f{or having
different zones. In the high zone come:
Kolhapur, Sangli| south Satara district.
In the medium zone come Ahmednazgar,
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Poona, Sholapur, Nasik and north
Satara districts, Ana in the low zone
are the Marathwada and Vidarbha re-
gions Jalgaon and other districts. It
has been recommended by the Govern-
ment of Maharashira 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
appoinfed, but that committee is not
agreeable to it. I would like to tell you
that I am M.Se. 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 zoneg in Maha-
rashtra, Why should the farmers
suffer? Ang at whose cost? Because
one farmer is getting more than Rs.
22/- per gquantal 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 VISHVAJIT PRITHVUJIT
SINGH (Maharashtra): Already zones
are existing in UP., different zones
for different recoveries.

SHR1I VITHALRAO MADHAVRAO

JADHAV; The cost of cultivation of
sugar-cane has gone up very high in
Maharashtra, I have stated in this

House, to Rs. 30 per guintal. That is
the cost of cultivation for 10 per cent
recovery of sugar. This is the agverage
in Maharashtra. That means how much
it will come? Rs. 300 per tonne, And
how murh are the farmers getting?
Rs. 135 for 8.5 per cent recovery. That
means Rs. 180 per tonne of sugar-cane.
So, Sir, the 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

. glve social ang economic
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farmers at least the price of Rs. 18G
per tonne. But before that when the
Janatg Party was in power, only RSs.
70 per tonne were given. Rs. 6 per
quintal were given by the Janata
Party Government. And so many far-
mers, including myself, have burnt our
sugar-cane crops. I have burnt sugar-

cane crop in three acres in my field. .

But we are not satisfied. We want to
justice to
the 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 prouauce only 39
lakh tonnes of sugar. The hon, Minis-
ter has stated in the House that we
have got a carry-over stock of aboul
39 lakh tonnes. That means, 59 plus
39, we have got total sugar stock of
98 lakh tonnes. As a . precautionary
measure they have imported 35 lakh
tonnes from other countries, I do nof
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 PRITHVIJIT
SINGH: The 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 MADHAVRAO
JADHAV: That is not actually my
problem what my hon. friends from
the Opposition parties spoke. What I
would like to say in this House is that
we must have such a policy for five
years continuously, and for five vears,
I must say, we can have remunerative
prices to the farmers, we c¢an have
such quota for export, we can have
such quota for import or we must
have such quota for the home consum-~

pltion. 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 krought,

the farmers of Maharashtra only have -

brought, this year 30 jakh bags of

sugar. If you can give them a remune-:-
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rolive price, they can do so, I am
assure in this House on behalf of the
Mzharashtra 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
and 11 sugar foctories in the private

sector, And some 13 or 15 licences have -

" already been sanctioned by the Gov-
ernment of India. That means there
will pe totally 100 sugar factories. Even
though the Government of India says
that Maharashira has got gll 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, ana there are so many other
projects in Maharashtra. There is
recovery, I have stated gbouf the solar
energy and the availability of water.
We have got the highest energy. We
have optimum day 1light, 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
-moenth of July and ends in the months
of October-November. During that pe-
- ried 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 hecause
of direct access to the climatic factor
and solar energy, So, from that point
of view I demand in this House thal
whatever projects are pending with
the Central Government for issuance
of licences must be cleareda. 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'
vle Minister to clear the projects be-
. rautie these are the farmers projects,
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and include the same in the Seventh
Five Year Plan,

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

Sir, before I conclude my speech, 1
would like to mention about my dis-
trict, Nanded. In this district there
were two sugar factories and subsequ-
ently one sugar factory haa become
sick, Why it has become sick three
years back? Because there were over-
dues amounting to Rs. 60 lakhs. So,
the. Government had taken a decision
to appeint an 1.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 ihat sugar
factory and -he had something in his

mind that farmers were suf-
fering, that is why  theé 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 erores 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 sefting up a 1250 tonnes
per dey sugar factory it used to cost
Rs. 10 crores and now it has gene up
to Rs 12 crores and more. That means
we have to jncrease 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 fo Rs. 1.1 crores.
So if the Government of India allows
the farmers of Maharashira 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 syffer and no sugar factories
will come up.

Another very important thing, I
would like to mention is timedimit for
the installation of sugar factories, is
39 months. I think some time back
this point was raised in this House.
Atter procuring a license there are
so many things to be executed. For
example installation, collecting shares,
taking the capital from the State
Government and fome banks,
etc. So, this 39 months for installa-
tion period is not sufficient and it
should be increased fo 60 mouths so
that a person can very easily instal a
sugar factory.

Sir, I will take only half-a-minute
to conclude.

Five projects of the paper industry
which are based on
bagasse, have not been cleared by the
Centre. nless these by-product in-
dustries of sugar are encouraged, the
sugar Industry will not be economic.
The by-product industries of sugar are
saccharine, alcohol, etc. While giving
the sanction for setting up sugar fac-
tories the Government should also
keep in mind the question of exncou-
raging by-product indusirles of sugar
so that thils sugar industry will be
economic. It should not be sour or
bitter it will remain sweet.

With these few words I eonciunde my
speech.

=t TR AW [T ¢ (I )
AT SUAArsIE v, § Amda
at N F M FIA0 Argar B A A
= B F A § F9F gEq F Faw
gar 17 74T ¥ wgr, Pt & A
T gy # faady afaw faad @
JreAY & IHFT IAG IFAT & AT Fr
R ) faay w9 foray amr § sod
33Ar Y AT FMT | AR qAY Sy
faare R @Y TR 2, R )y
fasrdr adf ¥, ¥ 3w ¥ @, aH-
Tl s AT Ay & whd #
Fgar qraar g B wefy S & I D
davd vtz f5 @ garsg @ ¥

the sugarcane
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PR AT W R D F
gl § gy WA W) St W wgd
St gt Afa & 398 I wiw Ak
fagr & aryr A fad & s
q7AIL, AKX F AT §F oAt ara-
I ¥ 1 T e Tawrg s aqumy
a¥ g ¥ wr Pad ot agr g §
afFq 1939 ¥ w3 FE Fa STawdz
FT a5 Y 97 oF Fafaar Mg 5 A
foreit # Frwar 11 wfoma 7 9 375
g 1oafwT FFa g 8 o 10 9fomm
FATFEL) T3 I an ! saisd
ME oA grar g, @ e P
T 37 ar 7§ ) IEFE; AR
wifad adl 7%, TWH ARG ¥ oS
RIATE AT 1 1 HIT IR 7 FH
El TINWA T RS qHE
uF gt I W F fT W gEw
affadl o7 R & g 1 Ga @@
TRET L WIT @Ta et A gy
g F A ww fmwad @ #r A
frate @3, 28 &9 & FHaT § 7
WEAAT, T F AT & TH &1 D)
gfe g @ Aw ¥ frendl o @ &
faat gt g€ & o goly amg &
fedl 9 TS A ? FIAT qIFIT
oY & 98 gFFE 3 A gm U9
amd § 1 7 Iy dhAwE  Tew
FT qY 0 YIFF aq0ar g 7 Fuy 7
st ? ¥4It 1 s & few fag
ggxr AT & A% qFa §, w4l 7df
AT 9% W g7 feams § agd
¥ zgmlag it GewiAl Y e
¥, PRarAT T QEATT FAT & | AT7A3T,
T T T QY GE G AR ;A
foe @r 1 WA I T &l
AEvq A4y oY, Y 1948 ¥ wH &
TM 2 TT ¥F 97 AR DAT 32 T

a7 1 fraad arga ¥ OF At amar
%1 fF of A1 g7 A RS, § Wy
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w7 9z & oA fwar ) @ra ara,
1952 & 1T [raT a1 1T Ta7 1 TWAT
3 WA FT T AT AT arg A FRAAL
qdY agay wf & g7 gAT ara § o
¥ AFgF A AN FImMag§
ZAFT AFIA0 FAT § TH QI ANF A
g & T X GIT HIT HAT F QW
53rd @ AT W@ wAr feedi W
i F7 F¢ frar 1 fpT geF am
Ha AAY FT FqMEA FT G Tal, T&AT
Y g1 & FIC0 ar 57 g & Im
3ETT ) 38 Q78 HIT-FAT iw aut o
R & &g A7 Y 997 7w w14
&, gy W LA &, AN FFTF 76T B
T BT 93 & g A< w39 av
g o7 38 a8 ¥ DA A gwr g
vedr £ 1 wAifE? gnF war Afy T
g A€ 1 T uF fafgwg v
Afy avzg 1 afgr weags, qAE
Fq FUAT ? 0qr auar § FF zaw
fa3 ug wwat fasga gar o1y far
war ? gtfEX #@rIee & 1948 ¥
62 Sfowy FRardl £ feaar arag wra
qra-923 88-39 Nfywa ) war &1
FIF AT 3 78 & A §AEY FA7 7S 37 |
TR W ama FE g, vaF frare |
IIET 290 AL Iq | FfFA AL, dar
A5 far A7 ag gafad ad Qar
ifF 79F g oo 79 W 2
wre asarr & feals ¥ ved gu anm
FTAT AIZT &, A6 713 TG F AqG |
gt gy #3 fwdi & w3
faat &1 wdas FT famr g
miY UAAE S 78 @ 9 5 faw
y517 gdY faat 7 @ieqd o 9iqr &
FITETY § 131 fad @&t #3411 gar
I IAFRE N A g A9 H Fgd)
forat wY AT g =AY et & wiferst
F mare =4 /A0 § FA0 FF q13T
gay AT F1 @I THAT § AT AV
g qar § TAE JHY el | sy
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M FHT fosd} &Y gegTadr #T W@
&) 9 ¥ WEraSTT & oA0H A
ag § fuadl § ;i 5o gerl w1 gerar
ar@re . fodl Ay o  F a
uF 1 faa stra =ar W@ gFq 1 OF
qr gmY FHN 39 LA & §F 97
AN FENTFZAFE fr qx a1 @Y
AL ¥ AT 0 AT qAeAig geq & §1
72l & 19 FT ) Tewd agrg | M-
w6l & AIA G qAT TGS g1 A AT
ag 997 a_adT Ay gWr S qal -
AaT QT ST ag v § 37 faar
Srar & #iT wE quar auf F ®
o f2El AT &1 5@ 9FT H FIE
frd =t 74T gl 2 1 gafad o faaAT
T TEA TAET IFA K ATH0 g AT
T fad adt &3 1w mfas ar
agal & fyq @qa & AT a8 94
qud FT @ g fodr  Saw
ST § 38 S TAC AT ST I
% &7 32 ag Favg & ag) v | AT
QLIFTT F1 A7 AqT FAqF TH A
faer wwd wad Agr § Iwaad € )
AT WEAFT F S FAaaN I50 7@
¥ 29 715 WA A4 § AT qdT AW
wiAd & fr @i & e fadi
TEqaTd ¥ W7 FITAT T AHT AT
TVE TAGE ATAT TR 440 Fo0 TEN §
Tafd &% <@ § o gt ara ga A
FII5rArTE gry, fradiar ssrar
9T @Y &, Wigi & ;o Sfawd AW A}
ISAVIT @I & | G WEAFIH BV
wre, @ Ffgar dst ffex )o@
T T aeAiy FHT A NG g Al
F1 IAE FT 3L F Nfqg | (A7
FN HLT) AR, WAL L

guaAtan (5§37 @R W)
T F1 g § faega qegae 1 dw
faAe svawy seniz fFy 1% F 39 IR
MY A4 fe & g #TIG §
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Y TR AT FTAET . qHTAT,
e el &7 aF19 &7 Wid '9F §
goe g mifeTgmi gy g o facfa
mi g, fagr Y A afzavag v g
arg ms g€ g, 9Ff IaT WA WA
afefi gyl wR fFarq ang g
TH T4 SART AT FIST 91 ag o7 97 Tal
g1 AT oy =g g % A Adl
7T el w1 T30 7F, fraanaman g
A% ge Sy £t &1 i § @i wi}
FAALTF T ALK FILT 777 q61a7
21 3z fad 45l g d froeaw
FE 1 gAT Ny A FFIUYN Fav g Al
wiegae, -3 4R F GRS A B

fFpara 37 dEd.d W 9]  FET § .

fTTaai T FXAIR § AT FET & AL
gar 4! fEaqi @0 30 § Aq7F FQ@
&, 9T FHm FX A A AW AT FQ G |
faq mfasl 7 aW@ faaEi & S
§Y FOT ST ArET 2 MT 247 F30 &
w1 wfer g 307 @ @&
HT NAAT, 3 SNAT, 3T T 37 7
T g &0 A1 fred) w99 a1 08 &
e T A0 SUFAT + e T gqr
fegat ww § ¢ d WT § fagad
e Mgt g fw faadr sedr g1 A%
gwial fadaiza MR &9 F arlh my
g fAom aMF5 AUV F fSiaar gman
Egg Ty 0Hl q AfRg 1 wWR
fRaiT T #1 g=f AT WAl § FS F A
3gd1 9dT F OiFF | guFT & 7w g
anFT & agT H | WY gH &
Fal @ Slwx ag =1 qifSF %<
Fga #ifag 1 WA F Aifog SR gqq
FfwT i o & ga 7 AT T345 2
§F 30 g W, T 999 Mg wilg
I |

et & FIET AgEAT g AT WA Al

2aggwC g HAgi mar)  gmar
FIGHT (ATT FTAT T30 0T HL Faora
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TR FT AR F qIE oI a

X FT HIAAT FET T T |

gad Jiq § Fgr AT g F

TF qrE DAY FFE TG & W WA

Y FHAT TG TS AT WOT AqIqET

. Fma Aw & AW W GraEt

g | fFT wrEIT, wigE A& e
Wt gl & & & zo agw 43 qrat
5 wmrg fa T8 & dagraT aer
& ur fafa wer & 1 § 919y wEar
wtgar g 5 faara 92 o ste
¥ oA arw ad ¥ wmoame @
AT qgaT Jgal FAT ST @ 2!
wifgr 9 @ o W oS
fegears ¥ dar A 9% | IB T
q der I dEr WIS amgT ¥
Wy Hfew o WS ar sieaies
3 ¥ agtdar # ST awd & vawr
0 78 qa F@ & ! oww & &t
Y g5 farwr Feasl 1 Ag &
gy 3 afww 3w ¥ wWg anE
wea WY Ag @ aFa §, Say o
2, 4 ¥T 10 TI¥ FAIY 1 TW
qwr & fGrardl &7 qar a8 ¥ 9,
W ¥ A T w1 owm oad R
aFq § afaw fa3wi & awad sgwr
FE TAT AR ST ? GEHY TF AVET
g T WY FE GF TRl ?
wrvga, wtq GRatdt £ woad &1
®IAT I3T g & witw frary ggar
TEFTAFT 1 W T gEaveT ¢
A gz Y 9% | safqe ang
AR ANAL FT HIRT AT FTE

g W % IV W gwY uwg 9
IBHT AT wAa HARS TRe @y
ezl #1 9 %9 £ W 3 3w
9¥ 919 FgT & ar ﬁr%ﬂar :
frare gafer it adi o1y ? g
T ST @ ¥ a1 Grgrel &
AT & R L g9 nrT OF & i
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¥ 3ot wmy | dfwa fema gufsa-
TEE Mg ¥ 1 A A N oA
o FE & AIOET 9T, FE- & TN
T €91 ? T AT ¥ Ag wF
FFy & | wre 31y fgw gt Hifg
oy PRt & feely wewr 0@ 9T
Fvar @ifog @ 3@ e f5 Tar
o € ! Ifew wff, wiedl w g
WA gWT B 1 TiMg WA gewar
YgAT & TOAT FY oty FEw & fag,
afer fev o ardf & o At S
AqmraT ¥ fearw aff w1 @w Yy §
g gofae oe & =18 w1 -
faq wrAd@m HqE St ST 9T %
a faard, @ s s 99 qod )
& q1od FET MEgam § 5 w97
# foarf w2t §, 7w ol R &
agt ¥ M § AT w|y W W
¥ ¥ & WY qrEEe, Yoy ThEl
T ToAfe Y & F qvg ¥ ety
w5 § 5 At g wvowat §
A wEFAl & WO F 98 97w
¢ wivtgr g ¥ feardl ¥ gl
F guEd § uh Say warfaw 3o
g FAAEY FGT Ty qF AT &)
g e wEl F g § oargy frar
qqr g

1 W TWE : STGVTERE
FowEcll e § < & w7 12-13
auf & arg gverv ¥ ag faw g At
F gmT wwm frar & fey &
wfedr Y frer wifersl 7 o ofts
FHT IGA F & WA FGA TR
FT WA FW faw ¥ e var
W g ¥ ggady ¥ uw A ama
Fg Agm 1 Jagfr A qw &
wRT T gy AfeEt # | &

1984
Y BT GHES TETEN AT § | T
7w i o % S At aF W
TP AW g aF U A BT EwC
I & AeEY SO QAT | 1981
o 82 ¥ gt WMr F7 Swrew
84 9@ e 91 agl 82 W 83
¥ 82 T@ = guT, 83-84 ¥ 59

g T T A qLAT ag g fE

84~85 ¥ MY T JMTET WEA 51
qTg 7 0 | A7 gefrg g @y
avax grae fasw & S @iy
T ¥ 1 T W @R ¥ 9
T wtg 2w fadw & S gmErd
F o @t awar € 5 o wfuw
A TR FY AR 9T | GO
F YT ug & & mr A &
gFe 7E & | : ‘

gy ST A W@ gwr ¥ wreor
foar f5 3w & 59 w1y =@ v
# darare @ g | ag ate TR,
afer B ¥ F7q-WE T ara a1
T O 46 9§ W g | Wiy
M W wiE were § iy &1 fomw
ofrg gr 3w & SR T AFET
qar g & 1 afrT 1984-85 F
WA BT FA-HET WET  23-24
qG ST | WX 1984-85 H
HA F AT 51 TG A, T
geq I F HEL A A IqeH
gril, 9g Wes 78 W@ I gRl
HIT TAIY ATAET AT $Y @9d 78
MG & F OB\

'Eﬁ' zafaT, 1984~85 FT sﬁ
qIT gRIT, 3T & F1T HIAL FT I
gFS FT QA R |

& avFTT Y ag FgW g g f
ST T 9Y S AT @Al ARy |
T g & o ooifar aw & geeR
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TWTg AT F TFE FT @ FA
T ? owroFvw g fF Rw F wwaw
Y FT RIS FEAIA 84 'qW T
iR T FT SWEH 180 A1E &4
% T8 T8 I AT FT IR 59 AT
@ ? freaa § 3g wwmd AW
g g

guE ¥ arpan ¥ wgr gfs
HN 1 wwreT Fw WHT § A
T FT I 79 gqhow Iy g
TF GIF AIEW @ I 91 W7 A
UT g F FTOT TH FT IWEA
0 AT & o7 wmiqu dw & el
Hdr 1 veyaw ww § | AfwT T8
g ¥ W ) g ant wrowe ¥,
SqT #¢ wrE@ W, 4T gIRTT WA &
wig & T afeq g@ @@ § )
qoe FIIT FT 7 HGA FIO TG
t 5 qeate F1 wer A faoga
feara faOey Aifg & 2

§ awR ¥ O et ¥ Ay
gifeg w1 @@ g &5 oW dw
et ¥ T A 9g U ghafew
fifr @ 3 5 a9 T IwEA W
¥ wee Tw fEar AT 4 @Er S ¥
Y geE ¥ ode@ ge
o ¥ weT AN ¥ AAd g, 98
aricfeas g, 9g ATdEgd § |
gac wm=w ¥, fage ¥, g A
¥ o1 TR A Hwd a”w W §,
ag aEd g, waeeR § A
zafay W@ §W A A § T
£ w1 Fa W F wa fratfa
g arfgr 1 @ A F
o G & TER W AX F
fou oo AT & fF o A
Fag ¥ FEE A LA O
wrgm fawrmr & 1982-83 AT
198384 # arfaw e § | s@

1984
foe & gafas oo § ) W
®a 1981-82 ¥ 26 €Y forgew WY,
oW 1983-84 ¥ 23 w¥ fEzm ¥

fagre A = & FWT 1981-82
¥ 23®T fagew o1, W1 1982-83
d 19 %F 509/ & T #AR W
g™ 20%9T 50 §Q §, m;rew oW
A oad ® FT 1981-82 W 23
w3 23 98 ufg fRea @1
e ol 83 AT 84 H 19 7@
5998 &, wartrse § 1981-82 @&
164 59 98 AT g 15—\
afy fages & =T TawgrT A 2570
A AT A Fowd AT FL 24 wWOF
fagea 1L 2\ T TF ST IE A A
g @ ¥ wd @@ @t A
gxER &1 78 glafmma wag <ar &
fog Tr A FTwg @@g 9w WK
TAT F FNAT gEA A9 A fwamE)
3 ug fafma foar f& @3 ™7 &

e 9T @A g AW @ IarE

FeaT AR AR 9@ & r & o
fram § SN T F e AR
gEd A T SORA #RAT qE
e far & foad w11 3w & weey
Foawr F oA ¥ ogw g
T T@R ¥ AR g 5 1082
M 1983 § W 170 fafem &=
N1 FT JFOATET AT AT A 1983—84
¥ frar gam T 198485
fraaT g | @1 ol a% g J
mgr faq gd @t & dy e
el SR A e € 1 afem
g ww ag & f5 W ® g
M S F ar, ™ ) Hew J
O & de fraet ¥ gg fefem
ferr f&F ma g w1 A qEER
Tt TIfg W IEW =7 1§\
gF FW ag § | FEU AW,
T ¥ Iaarew ® S HAT HIAY @
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gr feaf asg & 94T F  SeareT
F FH A1AT § SAFT AU KW AG
g fx wmrFrdma &1 Wa-arfast
F qug WET  ®IAT L AM@ &
W AErg | g A zE g8 H
WA W gL AEAE gl ST«
FEraTgd @i & fF T wAwa
foa wrfa®t F arE 15 & FUL (9)
FGT AEY | NG Gl SAR] Jq0E
L gTER 59 @A el aF o Aiwe

pEal # ysifog & ® & w9 F
I AT A Fwd w1 A A
1 w07 waT gl G g1 an
fam fFam # 5q4r F9g Sy 0
M OF A9« FE A9 9F  qr
fFaR am T G]1 FIAT, AAT q&r
FH & O g wfweta w1y
geit?  Fg @t Al gEd =
qar F31 AR gurdl  aewe g4v g,
FTAT QT a0 A F; AT FT AT
T L @ AV FE SHET J
frart &1 faadm 1 afEw a @R &
qrg oF SeEam o AgY & fFoqR
M & qwiA qr fwdr W g
frarT & S@EW g@ T WA
FAAT 21 | q7 Ag  TEF I TEAM
H1eor g, 9% S Jm F owrEw
F At avdarae ¥ g A€ g
T TAT I FET A Fewd! Wi
O wE Wy e & o &0
FHg I @AT foar w0 ¥
THT &Y qETEATT U FHY WE oAk
T F HTET AN A GeE F
FH § WMT H GG ¥ T8 Tl
sl § & oo @@ AiE W
qEa ¥W  F WA Sar  fx
A O AW X @A 51
AME A AT AT T@ ;I FT ST
FIHAUT EOIT 987G 24 ML 25
g AT AT IW K omer 78

|
e

1984

A I HAT FT GIT § WX IgH
pRE qW # feadr qeEr g
IaAT AT W F W AT gy
T Saw 1 I F faw wifaw
g | JAR T TWM F AL GAFT
FTHI & AT FW FT 0F
g faem wie gw oS S uF
g Al ¥ 1979-80 ® ITH W
#F geee § 15 w1q  fadr 16
Ty faar as A0 fawr ot
T feafgzgdw & e fB ot
¥ g\ A § Aradg adr S
¥ AT AW f5 @ a| | IR
gt BT mifgm o1 ww @E & fR
TFe & SUW &7 9T g Twar g 7
g & U, GEr wg g fFfwamEt &
T A a99E Fd gfafe,
FET AIfg | ATINE FHd &
g7 & g # ghe ¥ A
Fraa SRES |y g
AT 38F  watfaw usdi & i
stat & fa @ awvew 3wl ..
(7qm #igdl). .. & =W av
W g WA Syawsus S
qi ®e 3 ax W 93 Ao Haa
T § 1 AT G A 97 T
g f g T F WIINR
T 25[~ ' fadey fafera a3

gadi ara & ag wgar =mgar g
f@ it 31 Bwe HF 8 firgew
FAT AE @l qA) Al wWT AW
o A X T @ 9T w7 2, S
Uy &var Afew ) A v
A7 FAT FT 9T BF & ~65 yiaag
wT 35 gfawa & gwrd awm A€
? fao mewiv dAF & SO FA
F®H wT ¥ ¥ AT Im ¥ ghev
T gFET & afre fagw g
g IW & wHar @ A FToaronv
g W, T arTT | Al gad
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IaF A H ST AR gl gE

¥, g W g @ |

gl arq §7 o Fgay Fwgar
g ... (wma &t &) .. @
ag f& =i gae a1 sufaw o d8 §
fm  fuadi o I/ Fhar w-
wdfes grrsd A DA fed L

AR (7t q93 TR WHY)
g WS Gow FI a7 & dwe
9% SIFHT |

Wl qW TR IET GYEC
UEHEI FT i F qAr Ay A 3I9d|g
g g fv v 9w F 0T Od;
TAY qwar @ 3¢ 9, Mg areg
fear e & @@l #1 Tdawor
FIT FT AT Jg BWIR W4T
warg W o g frare A, S
feett A v gEwr §, 9ud g wawg
8 g # agw 5 oaw o amew #T

- fadi a1 wdiaF
F % fau awga wew 93¢

*SHRI PUTTAPAGA RADHA-
KRISHNA (Andhra Pradesh): Mr.
Vice-Chairman, Sir we gre discussiné
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 forwarg 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 n 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
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any extraordinary nature which could
have compelled the government to
come' out with 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 farmers
are facing today. Sir it is an &ccepted
fact that we had enough quantity of
sugar as reserve only last year. But
these reserves have dwindled so much
so that wWe 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 reaszn for this unhappy
development is that the sugarcane
grower is not getting a remunerative
price for -his produce. V/ith the re-
sult no farmer is eoming forward to
grow cane anymore. As a logical
consequence of it the stocks have
come down consic'ierably and instead
of exporting we are forced to import
sugar this year. It is true tihat this
is the main reason for the dow:n fall
of sugar production in the country,
But agpart from paying a remunerative
price there are two more important
reasons which are affecting the sugar
stocks.

Hoarding Is equally an important
reason.  Sir as you might have

®noticed the difference between levy

sugar price and open market sugar
price was very little. As a result of
it many traders have Thoarded the
stocks c¢f sugar. This boarding of
sugar by unscrupulous traders is one
important 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, I think
is, that perhaps the government, in
order to help its friends have liberally

*English translation of

original speech delivered in Telugu.
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issued licences to import sugar for
their benefit. I think this should be re-
formed. By bestowing favours on some
persons wilk only ruin the position
furiher.
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I am not satisfied with the perfor-
mance of the public distribution policy
of the centre. In this context I am
pioud to state that in my own state,
Andhra Pradesh, the public distribu~
tion system is perfect or near perfect

aund can easily serve as 4 .nodel to
other staies in the country., I think
the centre would not hesitate to

follow our example.

Hon'ble Member Shri Biswa (.nswa-
m1 has mentioned about nationalsation
of the sugar indusiry. But what I feel
is that it is hetter to go for strengthen-
ing the co-opérativg system rather than
nationalisation which has got its owh
demerits. Moreover co-operative sys-
tem very much needed for our coun-
try.

Further, I fee] 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 Bijlls of
this nature ‘which has been brought
forward by our hon. Minister should
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be 'welcomed because these szek to
plug the loop-holes in the matter of
payment of money that is owed to
the Government by the producers or
manutacturers. But 4¢ 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 is
so low as to encourage the person who
owes to the Government to keep the
money with him, I am jnclined to
have the same view with respect to
"this Bill also. Though the purpose of
the Bill is laudable and ome cannct
have any doubts about i, but under
the Amendment that is proposed to be
made, it is stated that the Gouvern-
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 Gevernmen{ money at |5 per cent
and they are keeping if. And I am
afraid, they will go on keeping this
money and ga on paying the juterest
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, I 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 al 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 60 days.
That means, for two months ai the

rate ot even 15 per cent, it comes to
about 3 per cent. Why should it not
be paid within seven days or within
ten days?

\
272
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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
of the hon, Minister in this connection
is that this is a fact that mills get a
stay order in case of excess payments
ang 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 proqucers
and deposited in some account ‘with
the court or anywhere else. The idea
is that this sugar indusiry is always in
trouble. It is always wanting money.
When the question of payment comes,
it it is agitated py the producer and a
stay order is issued in his favour the
Government should simultaneously
ask the courts that all right, da not
give us the money, but keep it with
thée court pending disposal of the case,
This is a very important thing. This
way we will have adecess to the money
when the court aecides 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 rate of one per cent or 2 per
cent per month should be leyied. 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, I would like to mention

one point about the production of sugar
ana import of sugar. Of course, the
Government has to import sugar when
it is needed. But I would like the
Minister to pass on my suggestion
that T am going to make, as food for
thought to the Ministry of Agriculture,
I find that 80 per cent of sugar pro-
duced in FEuropeon countries is pro-
duced from sugarbeet. We Thave a

1984

very vast dry lang farming area avail-
able to us and tne sugarbeet crop. is
raised on dry lana farms primanly. I
would request the hon. Minister to
pass on my suggestion as food for
thought to the Ministry of Agriculture
so that sugarbeet is glso tried for the
broduction of sugar in this country.

With these observations, Sir, I con-
clude, v

SHRI VISHVAJIT PRITHVIJIT
SINGH: We have already a sugarbeet
mill in Ganganagar.

SHRI BHAGWAT JHA AZAD: Sir,
I am grédtetul to the hon. Mempers to
bring the entire sugar policy within
the ambit of this 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’ stay orders over the levy
price fixed by the Government. I 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 paints
regarding ‘the Bill. Of course, the
last one was with regard to passing
on his suggestion, regarding raising
the sugarbeet crop for sugar produc-
tion, as food for thought to the Minis-
try of Agricuiture. In this aimosphere
I must congratulate him heartily that
he took note of my Bill which is before
the House because the other Members
who participated in the discussion’
spoke anything but on the Bill. There-
fore, I have to thank Mr, Matto for
speaking on the Bill. Therefor, 1
would say that he is right and why
should I charge only 12} 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. Unfortnately, 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 lJaw. We have faced this pro-
blem not in one case but in many cases
including the aluminium matter to
which he made a reference. Therefore,

(Shri Bhagwat Jha Azad)
we have to make this provision.
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Otherwise, I will not even
6.00 p.m. 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 gue to these limita-
tions. I again thank you that you took
note of my Bill

Now, I have got before me the
panorma of the entire sugar policy
which does not pertain to this amend-
ing Bill, but I must react 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 allew these
points to go unchalleneged on the floor
of the House lest it may be construcd
that I have no arguments to offer.
Therefore, I will take up the points
raiseq here. ‘

(Mr, Deputy Chairman in the Chair.

"It has been said that—one Member
" has forecast a doom in respect of sugar
production next year—this country
wil] 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 lakh
tonnes last year and 84 lakh tonnes the
year before. The hon, Members havs
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 centinued
to be paid by the State Government
during 1981-82, 1982-83, 1983-84. What
I say is, this price has brought me the
record production in 1981-82 and 1982-
83 to the tune of 84 lakh tonnes and 82
lakh tonnes. There coula 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.I>. and Bihar
who in this case are great defaulters.
They do not pay properly this year
and last year also dia not pay pro-
perly. So production would have gone
down in these Statesif arrear were the
reason, Compared to Maharashtra
‘where there is no such problem. *
commend, and I have done so in the
House, becausg 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 g good scientific formula.
Some States have advancea the advis-
ed price which I have always said
should be on the pattern of Maha-
rashtra. I never said what my CPI
4Arieng said that Government Thas a
definite policy of reducing sugarcare
in the country. Why should a Gov-
ernment exist if it has this policy
especially when thig is an important
year for any Government {o come?
Angd certainly we are coming back.
Why should I do that?... (Interruptions)
Mr. Kalmadi, I know, in spite of your
smal] aemonstration, you know what
the result will be, Mr. Deputy Chair-
man, Sir, I would, therefore, say that
the two reasons advanced py 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
ang U P. would have come down like
anything, not in Maharashtra, Xar-

nataka, T{m_xil Nadu ang Andhra Pra-
desh. These Southern States, Sir,
today, are contributing in a great way
to the arop 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,
Bihgr and U.P. Therefore, this is not
the reason.

! T qOTE A™L ¢ HO
fagre #ite e w_w FT IR WwFAT
faw ©a av a1 7wy EfEd 1 oW
foed #§ @1al a7 fgara v sfay
Y WRw HiT fagre ® Fn fafg
W 2, ze% wg foey  gral )
gaar Fwew @y ... (saqai)

SHRI BHAGWAT JHA AZAD: I
have mentioned about this. I 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 ag a person belonging to a pro-
gressive party, I can go back only to
1983-84, 1982-83 and 1981-82, In thes=2
three years, by paying remunerative
price to the farmers, we got highesr
production in the country. I have no0
reasons to belieye that the price was
unremunerative. Therefore, these two
are not the causes. (Interruption) (be

st qv warg . e & 98
Fgar argar Efs ... (@3gE)

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 leadership of
Shrimati Indira Gandhi working for
the people. This hon. Member remark-
ed that this Government’s palicy is
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anti-pecple, anti-farmers policy.
Now, Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, 1
would like to know, whose policy is
anti-people policy? Is our policy anti-
people policy or is it the hon. Ilem-
ber’s party policy? He says that the
arrears is Rs. 350 crores, By this, he
is creating a scare among the larmers.
He also says that next year will be a
yvear 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 ig 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, whare 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 lass, the
lowest, last year because of crought.
You should see this reason. In c¢ne
year, when the same price has been
paid i.e. 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, pecause of-
untimely rains recovery came down
in Bihar and U. P. This is *he reason
for the sugar production ceming 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 %s on
1st QOctober, 1984. But I hope, with
good rains to come, we will have
enough to manage. Therefore, this
point js out.

The second point made was about
the dual pricing policy. Well, Sir, I
do not know whom they support. Dc
they support only the farmers in the
wrong way, or, do they also take infc
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 his own
government, that that Governmert
was very nice, they removed control
and that is why everything was avail-
able in plenty. True, you are right,
Jagdambi Prasadji. For three mcenths
the price came down but after three
months the price went up. So much so
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. Indusiry means
Cane growers, Industry means will
owners, indusiry means consu-
mers and my Government is the
Government of socialist pattern, my
Government is the Government of
socialism. We have fo 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? 1t 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
‘nationatisation. ThHat 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. XKushawaha said is
correct. He is man down to earth.
He knows what it means for the for-
mer. Being a Member. In the first
Parliament of this country and the

1984

youngest Member since 1952, 1 have
been a blind supporter of nationalisa-
tion. Still now I support nationalisa-
tion, Sir, ‘blind’ means nuationalisa-
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 rooperative
sector is as good ds naticnalisation. In
thig -country majority of factories are
in the cooperative sector. Shri Kusha-

- waha and that young Member Razdha-

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 recgmmend to the Govern-
ment of Uttar Pradesh and Bihar to
take over those junks 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 couniry.
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, wot for
the poor consumets. 8o, their third
point is also not correct. Sir, there are
many more points yaised 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. 1 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 recommendsd and
told them to kindly examine it and
tell us. there are 18 Zone Low and
behold, when we got the recominenda-
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, wa have to make a rationale
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out of all that. Therefore, we have
asked the BICP fo. 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 I would say, about the arvears—
which is my last point,
will interest you also—the Members
have asked me day in and day out
and today also: what are you doing
for the payment of arrears? I ask a
question: what do ihey want me o
do? The question is under the present
arrangement, payment of Luge 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 who | 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 @hem, 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 mpowers,
immediately we are reminded of the
Sarkaria Commission, the Centre-
State relations etc. and on the other

. hand here they are very good. 1 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. ¥ on my own be
halt assure them, even recently before
this debate came, I have done this and
I will continue to do it that when
their request comes to the Finance

Sir, which -
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Minister, it will be considered very
liberally. We have given a lcan of
Rs. 40 ‘crores to Uttar Pradesh. For
Bihar, Shri Ramanand Yadav was
very strong in gsserting, “Mr. Jha, it
is a shame for the Government to
import”.... (Interruptions) No, you
have said it, you see the lebate; and
I-was a little pained.

SHRI RAMANAND YADAV: Not

to you. q-,?:‘f & fag qT £ ara% |

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. et not
the country have “shame” for this.
The country has to take ~noia 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 st’rong enough. 1 have
only imported 3.54 lakh tfounes. I
had to tell them: “No price will be
increased’. One hon, Member has

" asked me to sfabilise 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 fo
increase the price. Please helieve me
when I say it, I will release as murh
sugar as Dpossible in the market fto
keep this price in the festival days
for the consumers in this country fo
enjoy their festivals I humbly submit
to the House {o 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 Dpassed by the Lok
Sabha, be taken info considera-
tion.”

T_he motion was adopted.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We
shall now take wup clause-by-clause
consideration of the Bill,



283 The Cinematograph

[Mr Deputy Chairman]
Clauses 2 to 8 were added to the Bull

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

SHRI BHAGWAT JHA AZAD: Sir,
I move:

“That the Bill be passed.”

The question was put and the maotion
was adopted.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:
we will take up the next Bill.

——

Now

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, ot 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 have
sprung up ail over the country ana
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 shoulg 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
providea 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 Criming] Procedure Code,
ang the offences will become non-
bailable. Of course even now they
are cognizable and in view of the new
provisions also they will remain cog-
nizable,

Sir, I commend the Bill to the House.

The question was proposed.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: There
is one gmendment by Shri Satya Pra-
kash Malaviya.. . He is not. here
This Bill has {0 be finished today ana
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. Thig Bill
seeks to enhancy the punishment for
those who are guilty of spreading the
corruption through video. I support
this Bill. But before supporting this
Bill T woulg 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
socciety backwarda or forward. So the
Government in every country has a
special responsibility to this industry.
Cinemag industry has  progressed
much jn our couniry. Our films have
already earned international recogni-
fion, Producers like Shri Satyajit
Ray, Shri Sham Beneggl and Shri
Ritwik Ghatak have produceq many
films of educative yalue. These films
can take the society forward. But in
proportion to the expansion of cinema
industry in our country, good fIms
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 translatien of original speech
delivered in Bengali,
]



