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DR.Z. A. AHMAD: This
allowed.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please sit down.
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take any more time.
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to Questions 10
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Next question. No-
thing will be taken down.

(Ends)
SHRI RAJNARAIN: (Continued speak-
ing).

MR. CHAIRMAN: Dr. Mathew Kurian.
Please put the next question.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: This question
is for the Prime Minister.

SHRI C.. SUBRAMANIAM: It
been transferred to me.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Not in our
paper. Sir, on a point of order. This question
was addressed to the Prime Minister and
therefore the Prime Minister should answer
this. CBI comes under the Prime Minister
and therefore the quesion has been addressed
to the Prime Minister. I know that Shri
Subramaniam can answer. I am not
questioning that ...

DR. K. MATHEW KURIAN: This ques-
tion should be answered by the Prime
Minister. This is one of her rare visits to the
Rajya Sabha.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Shri Subra-
maniam dealt with this at length the other
day in this House. Why a repeat perfor-
mance? Let us hear the Prime Minister this
time.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Now, Mr. Bhupesh
Gupta, Mr. Subramaniam will answer and the
Prime Minister is hear and if she wants to
intervene she can do so. Yes, Dr. Kurian,
please put the question.

has'

CBI Inquiries against Central Government
Officers
*326. DR. K. MATHEW KURIAN:f
DR.Z. A. AHMAD: SHRI
BHUPESH GUPTA:

Will the Minister of IDUSTRIAL DE-
VELOPMENT AND SCIENCE AND

+tThe question was actually asked on the
floor of the House by Dr. K. Mathew
Kurian.
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TECHNOLOGY be pleased to refer to the
answer to Short Notice Question 2 given in
the Rajya Sabha on 9th August, 1971 and
state:

(a) whether Government have received the
proceedings of the annual general meeting of
the Indian Civil and Administrative Services
(Central) Association held on February 25,
1973 and have taken note of the observations
regarding certain C. B. L. inquiries contained
therein namely. "Thirdly in the particular case
of the officer concerned—Shri N. K. Seth, the
CBI search has not brought forth anything
incriminating at all, even then the Government
did not make any amends to him despite the
clear assurance of the then Cabinet Secretary,
Shri T. Swaminathan that such amends would
be madev;

(b) whether it is a fact that after the CBI
inquiry, Government came to the conclusion
that there was no evidence in support of the
allegations of a leakage on the notings on
Government files against Shir N. K. Seth, that
led to the search; and

(c) if so, what action Government have
taken in the light of the observations made by
the Indian Civil and Administrative Services
(Central) Association and Governments own
conclusions in the matter?

THE MINISTER OF INDUSTRIAL
DEVELOPMENT AND SCIENCE AND
TECHNOLOGY (SHRI C. SUBRAMAN-
IAM: (a) and (c¢) The Government have not
received a copy of the proceedings of the
General Meeting of the Indian Civil and
Administrations Services (Central) Associa-
tion, held on February 25, 1973. However, in
March 1972 and November 1973, the
Association wrote to the Department of
Personnel and Administrative Reforms raising
certain issues regarding searches conducted by
CBI at the residence of Officers. A suitable
reply was sent by that Department to the
Association on 28th December, 1973. The
Department of Personnel have received a
further letter dated 17-1-1974 on the same
subject from the said Association and it is
under exmination. The Ministry of Industrial
Development have also received
representations dated March 25 and April
15, 1974 from Shri
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to Questions 12
N. K.. Seth.  His representations are also
under examination.
(b) Yes, Sir.

DR. K. MATHEW KURIAN: Sir, the
honourable Minister has given a very evasive
and a non-committal type of reply. Sir, on the
25th  April, the Minister for Industrial
Development, Mr. Subramaniam, had slated in
the Rajya Sabha that injustice had been done
to the aggrieved officer and that the whole
thing was unfortunate and it was unfortunate
that his house was searched. I would like to
know from the honourable Minister whether it
is a fact that the officer had repeatedly
protested to the effect that there was positive
evidence to show that the file was not with
him at the time of the leakage. Also, Sir, I
would like to know whether this crucial
question and the fact in the light of the
officer's representation had been examined that
is, whether the Government had noted the fact
that the evidence of notings on the file and the
photostat copies thereof as well as other
circumstantial evidence would prove that the
file could not possibly be in the possession of
the officer when the leakage took place.

SHRI C. SUBRAMANIAM: No, Sir, This
is wrong. The file during the relevent period
was with this officer also. But there was
nothing to show that he used this opportunity
to take photostat copies and it was also found
that there was no opportunity for him to take
such photostat copies and publicise them. That
is why it has been held that he is not involved
in this thing and he. has been exonerated as far
as that thing is concerned and, therefore, there
was no question of any evasion or any such
thing in answering this question.

DR. K. MATHEW KURIAN: Sir, my
second question is this: I would like to know
from the honourable Minister whether in the
Confidential Report notings were made by
Shri B. B. Lai and Shri R. V. Subramaniam
and Shri B. B. Lai, who wrote the Confidential
Report against this particular officer, Mr. Seth,
was himself the person who tried to oblige M/s
Mohan Meakin Breweries Ltd., by allowing
the illegal expansion of the capacity. I
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would like to know whether it was this
officer who was in collusion with M/s Mohan
Meakin Breweries Ltd. and it was M/s
Mohan Meakin Breweries Ltd. who made the
complaint to the Government and on that
basis, on the basis of this complaint, the
officer was victimised and the same officer,
Shri B. B. Lai, who was in collusion with M/s
Mohan Meakin Breweries Ltd., had to write
the Confidential Report. I would like to know
whether this is true or not.

SHRI C. SUBRAMANI1AM: Sir, Mr. B. B.
Lai was the Secretary of the Ministry of
Industrial Development during this time and
it is wrong to say that he had recommended
the expansion of M/s Mohan Meakin
Breweries Ltd. On the other hand, he had said
that this should go before the Licencing
Committee for consideration. That is all what
he had noted and that the Licensing
Committee should take a decision on that.
Ultimately—I  assure  the  honourable
Members are aware of this because I
mentioned it in this House—that expansion
application was rejected and I am sure the
honourable Members are aware of it.

DR. K. MATHEW KURIAN: Who made
that complaint?

SHRI C. SUBRAMANIAM: Pardon?

DR. K. MATHEW KURIAN: Who made
the complaint? Is it true that M/s Mohan
Meakin Breweries had made this complaint
and the officer had to be victimised?

SHRI C. BUBRAMANIAM: Sir, it is a
fact that the photostat copies of the not-ings
on the files belonging to the Ministry of
Industrial Development were exhibited in a
Press conference by one of the honourable
Members of the other House and also it was
published in "The Current". Therefore, the
fact was that somebody had taken photostat
copies of the notings on the files and the
confidential parts of the files and this was
against the Official Secrets Act. Therefore,
the matter was referred to the CBI for an
inquiry, not against any particular officer. But
this fact was referred to the CBI for an
inquiry and the CRI made the inquiry and it
was unfortunate that during the inquiry they
thought

[9 MAY 1974]

to Questions 14

it necessary to search the house of Mr, N. K.
Seth. But nothing incriminating was
found. ..

DR. K. MATHEW KURIAN: Why
only this particular officer . . .

MR. CHAIRAMAN: Now, please sit down

SHRI C. SUBRAMANIAM:
going into . . .

I am not

{hilt'rritptions).
MR. CHAIRMAN: Please sit down.

SHRI C. SUBRAMANIAM: I can very well
understand the hon. Member's question. But
the CBI was in charge of the inquiry and
during the investigation they thought that it
was necessary to search the house of this
officer. But I am not going into the
justification or otherwise of this.

DR. Z. A. AHMAD: I would like to know,
Sir, as to who made the allegation against this
officer, and why most of the remarks made
against him were expunged by the
Government but some remarks were left there
in the file. This matter should be clarified.
And my demand would be that proper justice
should be done in this case. The Prime
Minister should look into the matter. That's
all.

SHRI C. SUBRAMANIAM: I thought that I
dealt with this matter exhaustively when Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta raised this matter in Half-an-
Hour discussion—which went on for an hour
and a half, if I remember rightly. I dealt with
this exhaustively in this House, and I
explained, Sir, that no complaint was made
against this officer as such. Just now I said,
Sir, that a complaint was lodged that photostat
copies of certain portions of the file have been
taken and exhibited. Therefore, this fact
should be inquired into by the CBI. That is the
allegation made. No specific allegation was
made against this officer as such, but the
C.B.I, during the course of this inquiry found
sufficient material. But I won't go into that.
They thought it necessary to search the house
of this officer. But nothing incriminating was
found as far as this offence was
concerned. And,
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therefore, ultimately the Government ex-
onerated the officer. This is a fact. Whether the
CBI was justified in searching the house, I am
not in a position to go into that fact now,
otherwise we should have to make an inquiry
against the CBI for the manner of conducting
the inquiry. I do not know where it would lead
to.

Secondly, with regard to the remarks made in
his confidential file, Shri Seth made a
representation against those remarks, because
those were communicated to him. By that time I
had taken charge of the Ministry. I referred the
matter to the Cabinet Secretary to find out
whether those remarks were justified,
particularly in view of the exoneration of the
officer. And on the recommendation of the
Cabinet Secretary I had expunged the remarks
which were not justified. But there was one sen-
tence there, with regard to which the Cabinet
Secretary also came to the conclusion that we
are not justified in removing that sentence.
Therefore, it was kept. Against this he made
another appeal. It was an appeal against my
order. Therefore, I sent it to the Personnel
Department, and it was put before the
Appointments Committee, in which the Prime
Minister and the Finance Minister also
participate, and they also came to the
conclusion that this particular remark need not
be expunged, and the President passed orders
on that basis. Therefore, I said on the floor of
this House the other day that it was sent to the
highest level and it was decided on that basis.
Again, the officer has made another
representation with regard to this, and with
regard to that I have already told the hon.
Member that it is under consideration of the
Ministry,

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Sir, the question
was addressed to the Prime Minister. I would
still request the Prime Minister . . .

(Interruptions) MR.

CHAIRMAN: Put your question.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: My question is
whether the Prime Minister called for all the
papers connected with this particular case,
which would have shown that
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to Questions 16

entries in the Confidential Report were
emade by B. B. Lai, I.C.S., of the 'Land grab'
fame, who was taking presents from Mohan
Meakin, and Mr. R. V. Subrama-niam,
Additional Secretary, both having supported
them. She would also have seen thai the
entries were mala fide. Has she examined the
notings in the Confidential Report, which
would have shown that the notings in the
confidential report prior to the Mohan Meakin
; episode were favdura-ble— when he was in
the Ministry of Industrial Development. All
these were ignored. And, 1 vvould like to
know why the Prime Minister did not find out
from the authorities concerned as to who
made the allegation. Our report is that the
allegation came from the Mohan Meakin
Breweries which is why they ordered an
investigation as such, and the instruments
were that Mr. B. B. Lai and Mr. R. V.
Subramaniam. Now, you may or may not
agree with it but when this kind of
demoralization takes place and the officers
are intimidated— this is what the proceedings
of the Indian Civil and Administrative
Services Association would show —I should
like to know whether the Prime Minister
considered the advisability of herself going
into the file by calling for that file and that
officer and hearing as to what he has to say.
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"The right to ask a question is governed by
the following conditions:—

shall not repeat in substance
questions already answered or to which
an answer has been refused."
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SHRI C. SUBRAMANIAM: Sir, the other
day also Mr. Bhupesh Gupta brought in the
name of Mohan with regard to this, Mohan
who is an aggrieved party as far as this
incident is concerned, the incident where the
photostat copies of the files belonging to a

particular Ministry were exhibited in a Press
conference. Therefore

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: On a point of
explanation, Sir. I have not said that Mohan
was an aggrieved party. Mr. Subra-maniam.
be fair to me. I said that Mohan was telling his
friend that he would teach a lesson to the
officer who dared to oppose that proposal for

ORI ¢ 1A, gETT 0
TR ATE AT 2 ) AT 9w g F @9
H\d WA FTIA G GT FET ¢ (7 T Wy

FAA dlo W7o Wegd ... (waEm)
MR. CHAIRMAN: There is no point of
order.

Y TOHATOO ¢ A WA WY A S
ATEd & 0% qar 93T A Ao ATTo HIEA . .
(sa=am)

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I did not say
that. Thank you very much...

[Interruptions).

ST TTAATCIA ¢ BH AWE G 49 6 T
AAT A AT WA AT AR £ )
SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: This is your

question. You do whatever you like. You do
it, I don't object...

[Interruptions).

MR. CHAIRMAN : Mr. Rajnarain, (here is
no point of order. Please sit down.

SHRI C. SUBRAMANIAM : I am glad Mr.
Bhupesh Gupta has got very inconvenient
friends also by his side. The point is this. I
really do not know what Mohan
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to Questions 18

was going about saying, <and the hon.
Member gives some information which may
be correct or may not be correct and that is
not relevant here. I don't think that the
decision taken on the file by me or my
predecessor or later on by the Prime Minister
and the Finance Minister was influenced by
any extraneous circumstances. We have gone
into the merits of the case and we have
decided. And I assure the hon. Members ...

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA :
believe...

SHRI C. SUBRAMANIAM: Kindly wait *

I refuse to

(Interruptions)

DR. K. MATHEW KURIAN : How can the
Industrial Development Minister answer a
question...

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please, don't interrupt.

DR. K. MATHEW KURIAN: On a
point of order. Sir. The question was whether
the Prime Minister has examined all the
papers. The Prime Minister should answer
that.

SHRI RAJNARAIN : Yes, why not?

MR. CHAIRMAN : Please sit down. I have
over-ruled that point of order.

+fy AT ¢ AT A AEA-EA
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F4T |
MR. CHAIRMAN: Please, don't interrupt
like this. Please sit down.
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MR. CHAIRMAN : I am asking you to sit
down.
it Trareram o # g fAEET a7 g
f st e ¥ war w1 ATo Ao
AT [T ATo ATTo WA AT wifam T
qEiTer A g, afan & ) e



19 Oral Answers

% faa &, 99 a% g 9 F9W, qIA G
FIF-ATIZ F@T § |

MR. CHAIRMAN : You are obstructing
the proceedings of this House.

(The hon. Member then left the House).

SHRI C. SUBRAMANIAM : I want to
assure the hon. Members that now that two
more petitions are pending. I shall certainly
place all the papers before the Prime Minister
and let her have a look into them. I am sure,
whatever justice will have to be done for the
officer will be done. We shall look into it and,
therefore, I do not think that the hon.
Members need get unnecessarily excited over
1t.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Next question, Shri
Kalyan Roy.

SHRI NIREN GHOSH : Sir, [ want to put a
question.

MR. CHAIRMAN: We have taken 35
minutes over two questions.

MR. NIREN GHOSH: Sir, I have to put a
question.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I do not allow any more
questions on this. Mr. Kalyan Roy, next
question.

Violation of Foreign Exchange Regulation
Act by Hindustan Aluminium Corporation

+327. SHRI KALYAN ROY :t

SHRI S. KUMARAN :

Will the PRIME MINISTER be pleased to
refer to the reply to Unstarred Question 650
given in the Rajya Sabha on the 1st March,
1973 and state :

(a) whether the appeal filed by the En-
forcement Directorate in the Supreme Court
against the order of the Calcutta High Court in
the matter of violation of Foreign Exchange
Regulation Act by the Hindustan Aluminium
Corporation has since been disposed of; and

(b) if so, what's the result thereof?

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
DEPARTMENT OF PERSONNEL (SHRI

+The question was actually asked on the
floor of the House by Shri Kalyan Roy.

[RAJYA SABHA ]

to Questions 20

RAM NIWAS MIRDHA): (a) and (b) A
statement is laid on the Table of the House.

Statement

(a) and (b) By a consent order, the Supreme
Court directed, on 6th September, 1073, that
the sealed boxes containing the seized
documents be handed over, within a fortnight
of the date of the said order, to the officers of
the Court appointed for the purpose and
should remain in the custody of such officers
for a period of two months thereafter, within
which the Directorate of Enforcement could
take over such of those documents as were
required by it by serving notices under section
19(2), 19E or 19F of the Foreign Exchange
Regulation Act, 1947. The Court further
directed that the documents which were not
taken over by the Enforcement Directorate, be
returned to the party on the expiry of the
aforesaid period of two months. Consequent
upon this arrangement, the appeal of the
Enforcement Directorate was disposed of.

2. In pursuance of the aforesaid arrange-
ment, the Enforcement Directorate took over
documents required for the purpose of
investigation. The documents are under
scrutiny; and in the light of the results of such
scrutiny and further investigation that may
have to be made, appropriate action will be
taken in accordance with the relevant law.

SHRI KALYAN ROY : Sir, I think that it is
better that we pull up the Directorate of
Enforcement instead of merely plugging the
loopholes as this Department is not able to
enforce the Foreign Exchange Regulations
Act effectively. The Government in this
Department is week and vaci-lating. And, do
you know who are involved? The parties
involved are the Shaw Wallace, the Birlas, the
Goenkas, the Bangurs and Aminchand
Pyarelals. The whole thing is so scandalous.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are you going to put
the question?

SHRI KALYAN ROY: Sir, I want to know
if it is not a fact that so far in no case penalty
amounting to three times of the foreign
exchange involved has been imposed. I want
to know who are the people involved in this
particular case and



