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I would
like to clarify. Mr. Chairman, Sir, that this
particular Bill was introduced in the Lok
Sabha. It is coming up for discussion
tomorrow in the Lok Sabha.

MR. CHAIRMAN: All right. Mr. Dalbir
Singh.  (Interruptions)

SHRI RAMESHWAR SINGH (Uttar
Pradesh); On a point of order. (Interruptions)
MR. CHAIRMAN: Please writ.
(Interruptions) Mr. Dalbir Singh (In-
terruptions)

STATEMENTS BY MINISTERS—
Contd.
(iii) Correcting the reply given in the

Rajya Sabha on the 27th April, 1981, to

Unstarred Question 559 regarding
oreign drug companies operating in
small scale sector.

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM,
CHEMICALS AND FERTILIZERS (SHRI
DALBIR SINGH): Sir, I invite the attention
of the House to reply given to Unstarred
Question No. 559 in this House on 27-4-
1981.

T[ ] Transliteration in  Arabic

Script.
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In reply to part (a) and (b) of the orignal
reply, the following may be substituted: —

(a) Only companies with direct foreign
equity exceeding 40 per cent are considered
foreign companies under the new Drug Policy
and Foreign Exchange Regulation. Act.

(b) The first four lines beginning with
"Presumably the reference....

............. Industries (Development and
Regulation) Act," may be replaced by the
words "Presumably, the reference is to non-
DGTD units (because either they were in the
Small Scale Sector or because they were not
covered by the provision of the Industries
(Development and Regulation) Act."

In the original reply, the status of one
firm—M/s. C. E. Fulford was not clear, hence
it was stated due to an inadvertent omission in
part (a) of the reply that, "at present there is
no company with direct foreign equity
exceeding 40 per cent operating in the Small
Scale Sector." However, the fact is that this
firm is in Small Scale Sector engaged in
making drug formulations and has already
submitted a scheme to bring down its foreign
equity to 40 per cent whereby it will become
an Indian Company. Reserve Bank of India
has given an extension of time upto 31-12-
1981 for dilution of foreign equity by this
company. The error was detected at the time
of giving reply to another similar Lok Sabha
Unstarred Question replied in  September,
1981.

I, therefore, crave the indulgence of the
House to the extent mentioned above.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I think there are three
points of order going on together. Mr.
Sezhiyan.

SHRI ERA SEZHIYAN; On this point, I
feel that the hon. Minister is correcting a
reply given on 27th April, 1981. In the
statement he says that the error was detected
at the time of giving a reply to another similar
Lok Sabha Unstarred Question replied in
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September, 1981. September has got 30 days.
He did not mention the exact date. I  took
the trouble of going through the record of
Lok Sabha and I found that they  had
given the reply on 8th September,,
1981. I would' like to know from 8th
September to this date—the error was detected
on 8th September—why, should they
not come before this House, either in the
last session or during the first 20 days of
this se-sion instead of waiting till today? Ab-
out the earlier one also, I have to say, this.
The hon. Minister is very angry, with me. My
point is that the Ministry is supposed  to
have this one in September, 1980 itself. I do
not know whether the delay is at the Ministry
or at the Election Commission. It should have
been given to this House in September, 1980,

MR. CHAIRMAN: This is that specialised
kind of delays I have been cautioning them to
come as early as-possible.

SHRI ERA SEZHIYAN: Sir. the House is
entitled to know.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I think what I have just
now said should be sufficient to show that
expedition is necessary.

(Interruptions)

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNI
(Maharashtra): Sir, my submission is on a
procedural point. We had submitted to you a
privilege motion against the Times of India.
What has happened to it?

MR. CHAIRMAN: There should be a
privilege motion when something is said in
the House at the wrong time. I have still to
finish this thing.

SHRI PILOO MODY (Gujarat): Or not
said in time.

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNTI:
Are you deciding it before 24th December?
That is what I want to know.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Of course.
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SHRI KRISHNA CHANDRA PANT (Uttar
Pradesh); May I explain this point of Mr
Sezhiyan? The election was countermanded in
September, 1980.

MR. CHAIRMAN: He said that it was the
8th of September. He also said that September
has 30 days.

SHRI KRISHNA CHANDRA PANT: The
election was countermanded in September
1980 in Assam. In September 1981, the reply
was given to the House not including this
fact. Now, this fact has been included in the
Correction in December, 1981. One year has
passed between the countermanding of the
election and the first reply given to this
House. Surely, within that year the
information should have reached the
Government. I think his point is valid.

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR; For the
knowledge of the hon. Members. I explained
that the information that has been received'
was received after the 18th of September,
1981. That is why I corrected the reply. If the
information has not reached me I cannot he
blamed for that.

SHRI KRISHNA CHANDRA PANT: The
Government should function better.

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: Which
Government?

SHRI KRISHNA CHANDRA PANT;
Your Government.

SHRI P. SHIV SHANKAR: I do not think
whether they are understanding it. It had not
come from there. How can I be responsible?

SHRI JAGDISH PRASAD MATHUR
(Uttar Pradesh); Sir, in this session there have
been corrections galore to the replies give
earlier and is shows sheer inefficiency of the
Government. You would rather ask them 1o
come prepared properly. Everyday, we have 3
or 4 corrections.
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SHRI DINESH GOSWAMI (Assam): This
only shows that no Government is
functioning in Assam. There is no
Constitution functioning nor is there any
Government in Assam. It proves my point
that I have been mentioning.

REFERENCE TO TRANSFER OF LATE
SHRI L. N. MISHRA'S CASE.

F oy viamax fag (397 w3w) -
AT, 7O @qIEE NE AET A E
At UAo UA o sy =1 Ha AT FiAwT
frar svegrg 7 ... (eowE)

it frm wwwm (fagie) - ¥
CITEAIHAICTE | ., . (SHEIA)

=t gawfa: 77 s A AET
7z & f5 w1€ arde = & 3er a2

it TiRwaT Yag @ ¥ argz 9w
MET § | uF faaz & argy apaey
qgar § | AL ata ga sifso
U o U o e %71 Fa TF 07 AT F q1F
& wgr wammawa fefasm @ s@0
qr, zziaT f@dl g3 99 & 9rF
TTART & AT RE | & ST AT
gngfanfm A w g1 (eowam)

ot awafa : gz 297 T F ATy
faemr (emmam)

it e = oY WO FET AT
|

T T

oye

SHRI PILOO MODY (Gujarat): Sir, this
being a legal matter, you will be more
interested in it.

MR. CHAIRMAN:I am interested...



