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THE MINISTER OF SUPPLY (SHRI D. 
R. CHAVAN) : (a) The total quantity of 
fertilizers authorised for import during 
1972-73 is 5-56 lakh tonnes of N, 2 04 
lakh tonnes of P205 and 1.50 lakh tonnes 
of K20. The sources of import include 
West Europe, East Europe, U.K., USSR, 
Persian Gulf Countries, USA, Canada and 
Japan. 

(b) Against the contracts placed so far 
no shortfall in supplies is expected though 
there may be some delay in actual deli-
veries. 

STATEMENT BY DEPUTY MINISTER 

RE. STARRED QUESTION NO. 268, 
ANSWERED ON AUGUST 11, 1972   

REGARDING U.S. AID 

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE 
MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
(SHRI SURENDRA PAL SINGH) : Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, Sir, on 11-8-72 I 
answered Starred Question No. 268 tabled 
by Shri K. C. Panda and others about the 
termination of services of a large number 
of Indians employed by the Embassy of the 
U.S.A. and its various agencies. The ques-
tion partly related to the retrenchment of 
Indian employees of USAID, which is the 
concern of Ministry of Finance (Deptt. of 
Economic Affairs). In replying to some 
supplementaries about U.S.AID, a few 
minor mistakes crept in, which came to my 
notice subsequently. This statement is 
intended to correct those mistakes. 

In reply to a supplementary question by 
Shri Mahavir Tyagi, I had stated that "there 
are a number of projects which are being 
financed and run by the U.S. AID". 
Actually^ the projects are being aided by 
USAID and are not being run by them. In 
reply to another question of Shri Tyagi 
enquiring whether these projects were 
industrial, I had replied in the affirmative. In 
fact, these are not industrial projects. In 
reply to a question by Shri Jagdambi Prasad 
Yadav, I had informed the House that "a 
critical review was carried out by this 
department, in close consultation with the 
concerned • Ministries.   Of the need for 
continuation of 

each of the projects------" etc.   In fact, the 
review was carried out by the Ministry of 
Finance (Department of Economic Affairs) 
and not by the Ministry of External 
Affairs. 

PAPERS LAID ON THE TABLE 

AMENDMENTS TO THE INDUSTRIAL FINANCE 
CORPORATION OF INDIA EMPLOYEES' 
PROVIDENT FUND REGULATIONS, 1948. 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
DEPARTMENT OF PARLIAMENTARY 
AFFAIRS AND IN THE MINISTRY OF 
SHIPPING   AND   TRANSPORT   (SHRI 
OM MEHTA) : Sir, on behalf of Shrimati 
Sushila Rohtagi, I beg to lay on the Table a 
copy (in English and Hindi) of the Industrial 
Finance Corporation of India Notification 
No. 10/72 dated the 11th October, 1972, 
publishing certain amendments to the 
Industrial Finance Corporation of India 
Employees' Provident Fund Regulations, 
1948, under sub-section (3) of section 43 of 
the Industrial Finance Corporation Act, 
1948. [Placed in Library. See No. Lt. 3945/ 
72]. 

THE  NATIONAUSED  BANKS   
(MANAGEMENT AND MISCELLANEOUS 
PROVISIONS) (FOURTH AMENDMENT) 

SCHEME, 1972. 

SHRI OM MEHTA : Sir, I also beg to 
lay a copy in (English and Hindi) of the 
Ministry of Finance (Departmen of Bank-
ing) Notification S.O. No. 715(E), dated the 
16th November, 1972, publishing the Na-
tionalised Banks (Management and Miscel-
laneous Provisions) (Fourth Amendment) 
Scheme, 1972, under sub-section (5) of 
section 9 of the Banking Companies 
(Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970. [Placed in Library. See No. LT.-
3942/72.] 

CALLING ATTENTION TO A 
MATTER OF   URGENT   PUBLIC   

IMPORTANCE 

REPORTED ARREST AND HARASSMENT OF 
THREE OFFICIALS OF UNION HEALTH 

MINISTRY FOOD SQUAD WHILE ON DUTY ON 
DECEMBER 5, 1972, BY THE UTTAR 

PRADESH POLICE AT CHANDOUS 

SHRIMATI SITA DEVI (Punjab) : Sir, I 
call the attention of the Minister of Works 
and Housing and Health and Family Plan-
ning to the reported arrest and harassment 
of three officials of the Union Health Min-
istry food squad while on duty on Decem-
ber 5, 1972, by the Uttar Pradesh police at 
Chandous, near Aligarh, and the action 
taken by the Central Government in this 
regard. 
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THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY 
PLANNING (PROF. DEBIPRASAD 
CHATTOPADHYAYA) : Sir, on October 
31, 1972, the Directorate General of Health 
Services received a complaint dated October 
28, 1972, addressed by one Shri C. M. 
Sharma, Manager, Healthways Dairy Pro-
duct Company (Regd.), New Delhi, to the 
effect that M's. Imperial Food Products, 
Sikanderabad, District Bulandshehar, UP, 
were manufacturing spurious condensed 
milk in their factory situated at Chandous, 
District Aligarh in UP. The complainant 
Shri C. M. Sharma was sent for on Nov-
ember 13, 1972, for ascertaining some de-
tails relevant for the purposes of conducting 
an enquiry. Shri Sharma met the officials of 
the Directorate General of Health Services 
on November 23, 1972, and furnished the 
required details. Thereafter, it was decided 
to depute two Food Inspectors and one 
Field Assistant accompanied by Shri C. M. 
Sharma to visit the said factory at 
Chandous with a view to investigating the 
complaint. 

The team left Delhi in the morning of 
December 5, 1972, and reached Chandous 
the same day at or about 11-30 A.M. The 
Food Inspectors straightway established 
contact with the Station House Officer of 
the local Police Station and sought his 
assistance for the purposes of visiting the 
premises of the factory and conducting 
necessary investigations. According to the 
Food Inspectors they showed their identity 
cards issued to them both by the 
Directorate General of Health Services and 
by the Union Ministry of Home Affairs. 
However, the S.H.O. is stated to have 
adopted an unhelpful attitude and asked 
them to proceed to the District Head 
Quarters and obtain necessary instructions 
from the higher authorities before he could 
move in the matter. 

Since the District Head Quarters is 
situated at a distance of about 40 km from 
Chandous the Food Inspectors seem to 
have decided that it would be better for 
them to proceed to the premises of the 
factory and go ahead with the 
investigations even without the assistance 
of the local police. 

It is stated that the Inspectors reached 
the factory at 12 -00 noon and after 
introducing themselves to the proprietor of 
the firm, wanted to draw samples of the 
condensec 

milk as provided under section 10 of the 
Prevention of Food Adulteration Act, 1954. 
They felt that the attitude of the proprietor 
was cooperative at the beginning but within 
a few minutes some constables in plain 
clothes arrived at the scene whereupon the 
Inspectors detected a sudden change in the 
attitude of the proprietor who refused to 
allow the Inspectors to draw samples. The 
Inspectors decided to leave the premises but 
as they were about to depart, the Station 
House Officer arrived there. The latter took 
the two Food Inspectors and the Field 
Assistant to the Police Station. He asked 
one Inspector and the Field Assistant to 
wait at the police station and he himself 
accompanies the other Food Inspector to 
the District Head Quarters. On reaching 
Aligarh they went to the Additional 
Superintendent of Police before whom also 
the Food Inspector is stated to have pro-
duced his identity papers. However, the 
Additional Superintendent of Police desired 
to have further confirmation. Therefore the 
Food Inspector suggested that he might 
speak to the concerned official in the Direc-
torate General of Health Services in Delhi 
over the telephone. The Additional Supre-
intsndent of Poli« spoke to the concerned 
official at Delhi over the telephone around 
3 00 P.M. on the same day and was in-
formed that a team of two Food Inspectors 
and one Field Assistant had, in fact, been 
deputed to investigate a specific complaint 
against the firm M/s Imperial Food Pro-
ducts. 

With this confirmation the Station 
House Officer and the Central Food 
Inspector returned to the police station, 
Chandous at  or  about  6 00 P.M. 

According to the Food Inspectors the 
Station House Officer asked them at that 
belated stage whether they wished to inspect 
the premises. However, the Food Inspec-
tors felt that in the background of the 
earlier protracted uncooperative attitude of 
the local police it was not the opportune 
time to proceed with the investigations. 
They also found that the manufacturer had 
collected a crowd and they felt that pro-
ceeding with the investigation might result 
in an untoward situation. 

i     Therefore, they decided to return to the 
head-quarters   at   Delhi.      They   reached 
| Delhi the same night. 
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[PROF. DEBIPRASAD CHATTO-
PADHYAYA] 

It has not been possible for us to obtain so 
far a formal report ia the matter from the 
Government of Uttar Pradesh. However, we 
have collected some information from them 
informally through telephonic talk. It is not 
clear from the version given by the Uttar 
Pradesh officials as to why reliance could not 
be placed on the identity papers produced 
before them by the Food Inspectors. We have 
requested the Government of Uttar Pradesh to 
have the matter properly looked into and 
furnish us with all the details of the incident. 

Now I would like to add that just a minute 
or two before I arrived here, I got a telephonic 
message from the U.P. Government giving a 
somewhat different version of the incident in 
which the main points to be mentioned are 
these : These officers, according to them, had 
not carried their identity cards and that was 
why the problem was there. 1 will supply 
information later on when I am asked about 
the other questions. 

PROF. DEBIPRASAD CHATTO-
PADHYAYA : As I said the version sent by 
the U.P. Government says that the Police 
Officer concerned advised the Food Inspector, 
Shri Sharma, to bring an authority letter from 
the district official as he had no authority 
letter even from his own department, and then 
the Food Inspector left the Police Station. The 
confusion is regarding the truth or otherwise 
of the fact 
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whether the officers concerned could pro-
duce or did produce their identity cards or 
not. They have shown me their identity 
cards. But the U.P. Government have in-
formed us that they did not carry their 
identity cards and so the Police Station 
Officer requested the food inspection staff to 
obtain an authority and only after they get 
that authority from the district headquarters, 
he will be allowed to inspect the firm. Unless 
we know the full details of the facts, this 
allegation or counter allegation cannot be 
conclusively established. 

Secondly, there is difference of opinion on 
whether the Police had deliberately mis-
behaved or harrassed these people un-
necessarily, because the two versions—one 
given by the officers concerned and the other 
furnished by the U.P. Government—are not 
quite consistent with each other. At this 
stage, when we have no time or opportunity 
to go into this, we cannot express any 
definite opinion. 

Thirdly, according to the Prevention of 
Food Adulteration Act, 1954, the position is 
like this.   Clause 10 says : 

'"The Food Inspector has the power to 
take samples of any article from any 
person selling such articles without soli-
citing any co-operation from any police 
authority." 

So, Sir, he can go on his own. So, the 
question of soliciting police assistance or 
authority was only as a sort of a precau-
tionary measure so that no untoward hap-
pening takes place. But he could do this on 
his own provided he had carried his identity 
card. But, Sir, it is a moot question whether 
he did or did not carry the identity card. On 
this we have no conclusive evidence to 
come to an independent judgment. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Yes, Mr. 
Yadav. 
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PROF. DEBIPRASAD CHATTO-
PADHYAYA : Sir, taking up the last point 
first, we have said already that we got 
complaints about this firm and it is on the 
basis of that that we sent our people to 
ascertain the truth. 

SHRI CHANDRA SHEKHAR (Uttar 
Pradesh) : Who is the proprietor of this 
firm? 

PROF. DEBIPRASAD CHATTO-
PADHYAYA : We know the name of the 
firm. But to the question who the proprietor 
of the firm is, [ cannot tell you offhand. The 
name of the firm is this : M/s Imperial Food 
Products, Sikandrabad, District : 
Bulandshahar. I cannot tell you now who the 
proprietor of the firm is. If you are interested 
in knowing it, I will ascertain and let you 
know later. 

Now, Sir, to return to the main question, 
he has raised a big question, whether the 
police under the Congress rule or the BKD 
rule behaved or did not behave in a wrong 
way. It is too big a question and it is too big 
a question to be answered in this limited 
context. But the truth is that the Food 
Inspectors did not get the necessary co-
operation from the police. But according to 
the Government version the cooperation 

:ould not be extended because they them-
selves were under the doubt whether these 
people impersonated themselves as some-
times they complained they had or they were 
the genuine people sent by us. Whether it is 
a question of harassment, we cannot 
definitely say whether it is true or false. The 
UP Government have sent a report stating 
that they have only been detained, because 
they could not produce their identity cards.... 

SHRI SHYAM LAL YADAV : Detention 
is also   harassment. 

PROF. DEBI PRASAD CHATTO-
PADHYAYA : If someone went to a place 
for which he has no authority, police could 
detain him, so that he is not harmed by the 
crowd. It is reported that already a crowd 
had gathered there. So it was thought better 
to keep them under police custody until their 
identity was established. 

SHRI SHYAM LAL YADAV :   He has 
not replied to my other questions. One is that 
the entire products of this firm are spurious. 
Second, is what action did the Additional 
S.P. take against the Constable when it was 
established from Delhi that they were the 
genuine persons? Third, do all the Central 
Government employees carry their identity 
cards with them? 

PROF. DEBIPRASAD CHATTO-
PADHYAYA : The reply to the first ques-
tion is yes. That's why we sent our men. 
Secondly, when the Additional Superin-
tendent of Police got confirmation from our 
Ministry that they were our men they were 
allowed to proceed. But it was late in the 
evening, and in the context of the incident 
that happened we did not think it necessary.  
Thirdly, as I said before.... 

SHRI SHYAM LAL YADAV : What is 
the practice? 

PROF. DEBIPRASAD CHATTO-
PADHYAYA : The practice is that wherever 
he goes, he carried his identity card with 
him. 

SHRI  CHANDRA    SHEKHAR :     Sir 
the report of the U.P. Government says that 
they had not got authority letters. I There is a 
difference between authority letter and 
identity card. Even the report of the U.P. 
Government does not mention 
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that they did not have their identity cards 
with them. Even if they did not have autho-
rity letters, the police officials there had no 
business to misbehave with officers in that 
manner. Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, the U.P. 
Government has tried to side-track the issue. 
The Minister should not take refuge behind 
that shady report of the U.P. Government. It 
is a very serious matter. And at least we 
should know who is the proprietor of this 
firm because this is a clear collusion between 
the employer and the police, and the House 
will be interested to know the name of the 
proprietor of the firm. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : He has 
said that he does not have the name of the 
proprietor with him at the moment but that 
he will give it later. About the report, he has 
read out what he got from the U.P. 
Government.   But he does not stand by it. 

SHRI    CHANDRA    SHEKHAR :    But 
an impression should not go round that they 
did not have the identity cards. The U.P. 
Government says that they did not have the 
authorisation letter. 

PROF. DEBIPRASAD CHATTO-
PADHYAYA : I have only one remark to 
make in this context. I think my friend is 
absolutely right that the question of having 
authority letters, in addition to identity 
cards, was not called for. It was nevertheless 
demanded from them. 
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PROF. DEBIPROSAD CHATTO-
PADHYAYA: Sir, the hon. Member has 
raised larger issues, that is, whether the 
administration, particularly the police admi-
nistration in U.P., is corrupt 01 prompt to 
harass tne people. I have no evidence on 
record to prove that there is collusion bet-
ween the local police and the concerned 
firm. It is a presumption and it may be 
rebuttable. 

The other question is whether the Paj 
mentary Members have been harassed or 
not. That is also perhaps not under consi-
deration before the House at the moment. 
But, as I have already said. lean definitely 
say that the attitude of the Police towards the 
men sent by us for collecting the samples 
from the firm was noi helpful and coope-
rative. Secondly, as I have already said, 
these people  wore duly authorised by the 

Ministry and so far as we are concerned, 
there was no question about their bona fides. 
Lastly, I would like to tell the House that 
Shri Hari Ram is the proprietor of the firm. 
There are other partners whose names are 
not readily available 
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PROF. D!:BIPRASAD CHATTO-
PADHYAYA : Hardly I need to add to what 
I have already stated. I have already stated 
that there is no evidence or proof at our 
disposal to show that there is or was a 
collusion between the local police and the 
administration. 

DR. BHAI MAHAVIR : Prof. Chatto-
padhyaya, do you not see that the things are 
so clear that the policemen in plain clothes 
reache'l and the attitude of that factory 
people immediately changed? What else can 
that mean? 

PROF. DEBIPRASAD CHATTO-
PADHYAYA : Sir. I have already said that 
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the attitude of the local police was far from 
cooperative. I have myself said that. But the 
other version sent by the U.P. Government 
suggests that the officer asked for some 
favour and that created a turn in the 
situation which, to start with, was a smooth 
goings one. So, there are two versions and 
that is why I said that right in the face of the 
existing two versions, which are not neces-
sarily contradictory, we are not just now in a 
position to come to a definite conclusion. 

PROF. DEBIPRASAD CHATTO-
PADHYAYA : Sir, I entirely agree with the 
hon. Member's view that the U.P. police is 
as good or as bad as any other police in any 
other State. Therefore, the hon. Members 
should not pass a wholesale judgment 
castigating and condemning the U.P. police 
because there is nothing on record to say 
that. 

About the other thing, I have already said 
and repeatedly said that the attitude of the 
police was far from cooperative. There is no 
reason—at least to me—why the police 
went there in plain clothes. But these are all 
matters of detail and the relevant 
information is not available with me at the 
moment. We propose to have it and when we 
get it, we can come to a definite conclusion. 

SHRI A. N. MULLA (Uttar Pradesh) : Mr. 
Deputy Chairman, I am a little unhappy at 
the stand taken by the Minister in replying to 
the question that has been raised in this 
House. His stand is that I am completely 
non-committed, I am considering this 
explanation, I am looking at this allegation 
and I am sitting tight as a judge and I will 
pronounce my judgment at a very late stage 
when the facts are before me. Now the 
allegation is very clear. The allegation is that 
a certain group of Government officials who 
were given a particular duty to perform had 
gone to a particular station to take a sample 
and can a doubt arise at this stage that they 
had gone to that station but they had 
forgotten to take 

 



89 Calling Attention [ 8 DEC. 1972 ]       to a matter of urgent 90 
Diiblic   imoortance  

their identity cards?    Is it  a reasonable 
doubt?   After all one has only to consider 
reasonable doubts  and  not  unreasonable 
doubts.  To me it seems that it is an absurd 
thing to suggest that they had gone for this 
purpose and  they had left their identity 
cards at home.    Apart from that, if any 
suspicion arises in the mind of a public 
servant that somebody is playing a trick 
upon thjm, obviously the person who plays 
the tiick has some wrongful gain in his 
mind.   Will the Minister let me know what 
was the possible wrongful gain in the mind 
of these persons who had gone there that by 
pretending to be Government servants and 
trying to take a sample they will succeed in 
securing it.    And if no wrongful gain can 
be  had by them obviously the explanation  
which  is  given by the other side must be 
discounted.   Apart from that, in every 
charge you have a stage when you say a 
prima facie case exists.   And there is a later 
stage when it is proved or disproved and the 
judgment is pronounced.   I at least 
expected that the Minister will take up the 
position that a prima facie case has been 
made out and we will test and see if the 
explanation offered can be accepted espe-
cially when by its obstructionist tactics the 
other party did not permit the samples to be 
taken.   On the one side a wrongful gain is 
clearly established while on the other side 
there is no wrongful gain and I think the 
Minister should  have said  that a prima 
facie case has been made out. 

PROF. DEBIPRASAD CHATTO-
PADHYAYA : Perhaps the learned 
Member could not get the point which I 
said that according to the U.P. 
Government's version the officers sent by 
us asked for a sort of wrongful gain. They 
say : "At about 13-00 hours, Hari Ram 
Gupta owner of Dairy in Village 
Chandous filed a written report at the 
Police Statior that one Chittar Mai 
Sharma who had si) months back asked 
him to appoint him ir his Dairy or 
otherwise pay him Rs. 500/ per month, 
had along with four othe persons come in 
a private car was askinj him to make 
payment for six months o else samples 
would be taken and that h suspected some 
fraud." As I said the vet sion is different. 
The owners of the factor have lodged a 
complaint with the polic stating that the 
officers sent by the Min istry who, we 
believe on good grounds ha< 

carried their own identity dards, had asked 
for wrongful gain. 

SHRI BABUBHAI M. CHINAI (Maha-
rashtra) : What is the idea of saying all this 
now? (Interruptions) This is second thought. 

PROF. DEBIPRASAD CHATTO-
PADHYAYA : No, no. This was referred to. 
I said to start wirh it was smooth sailing. 
You know I said they asked for certain 
favour. I am now explaining what that fav-
our is. This is the favour they asked; they 
asked for some money. That is what they 
have reported. Again they reported at 13 -00 
hours, four hours after our officers went 
there. So whether these people made out a 
story or cooked up an story later on to shield 
themselves or not is an open question. Now, 
facts are here and facts are there not quite 
compatible with each other. So. in the face 
of contrary facts, we are not in a position to 
arrive at a definite conclusion. 

SHRI PITAMBER DAS (Uttar Pradesh) : 
Instead of making the matter simplified, it 
has been made all the more confused. 
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PROF.       DEBIPRASAD        CHATTO-

PADHYAYA :    We have repeatedly said 
that the attitude of the police was far from 
co-operative.    Our officers did carry their 
identity cards.   In addition to the identity 
card, the authority letter was not called for. 
According   to  law,   our  officers,   without 
the assistance of police officers, could go 
and see for themselves and collect for them-
selves the   samples.     So, that way they 
have not exceeded their brief or breached 
their legal rights.    Unfortunately the firms 
did not help them in collecting the samples. 
Now, the implementation of this law vests 
with   the   local   self-government   and  the 
State Government.    So far as the Central 
Government is concerned, we may be un-
happy with the state of affairs, but we do not 
directly implement this law.  It is for the 
State Government.    The facts have to be 
ascertained about which there is a lot of 
confusion   and   misunderstanding   because 
they have not been  properly  sorted  out, 
analysed and also not available in abun- 

dance. I think the question of setting up an 
enquiry committee does not arise at this 
stage at all. 

DR.    R.   K.   CHAKRABARTI   (West 
Bengal) : It is a customary practice in India 
that the proprietors     of    spurious     food 
manufactures or drug manufactures always 
expect a previous call from some source 
saying that such and such inspectors are 
going to visit their factory the next day so 
that by that time they can erase all available 
evidence.    Unfortunately here three inspec-
tors  arrived  there  without   any  previous 
intimation.   The question of carrying their 
identity cards does not come in  because if 
they did  not  have their identity cards, then 
the proprietor would not have allowed them 
even to enter the premises.    But the fact 
shows that they were given chances at the 
beginning when everything was smooth 
sailing,  which  means  that  the proprietor 
knew the law perfectly well.    He allowed 
them to enter the premises and talked with 
them.    The next question comes whether the 
inspectors wanted some favours from the 
proprietor.   My point in this connection is, if 
they wanted some favour, then the proprietor  
could   easily   have  signed   the promissory 
notes and giveri those signed notes  to  them  
and  informed the police, "The people are 
going out of the factory. Please come and 
search and arrest them." He did not do that.   
What he did was, he stalled for time, he 
called the local police station  people who 
might  have a share-basis with him and said, 
"There is something   here,   I   am   stalling  
theie  people. Please come urgently in plain-
clothes and take them away from the 
premises.   By the time you finish with your 
work, I will  be able to remove all the 
evidence of the spurious drug."    This fact is 
very clear.    So there  is  no  question  of 
undue  privileges being taken by the officials 
who had been ieputed from Delhi to take a 
sample from these people. 

PROF. DEBIPRASAD CHATTO-
PADHYAYA : It is an opinion. I do not 
;now what I am expected to respond to this 
>pinion. Only I can reiterate the submission 
)f the UP Government that it is only after 
hese officers asked for some unjustified 
avour that the firm-owners contacted he 
police. But we have no ground or iroof to 
suggest that this contention of hat 
Government is correct. 
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : I have to 
inform Members.... 

AN HON. MEMBER : I have been 
raising my  hand... . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : 1 am not 
obliged to call everybody who raises his 
hand. 

SHRI M. P. SHUKLA (Uttar Pradesh) : 
Sir, may I be permitted------- 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN :    No. 

ARREST    AND    RELEASE    OF    
SHRI N. H. KUMBHARE, M.P. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : I have to 
inform Members that I have received the 
following telegram dated the 7th Dec-
ember, 1972, from the Police 
Commissioner, Nagpur :— 

"Shri N. H. Kumbhare, Member of 
Rajya Sabha, of Kamptee (Nagpur Rural) 
was restrained u/s 69 B.P. Act on 6-12-72 
at 17 -30 hrs. at Nagpur for staging satya-
graha under auspices of Republican Party 
of India (Gaikwad Group) and was re-
leased at 23 -00 hrs. the same day." 

ANNOUNCEMENT RE.  
GOVERNMENT 

BUSINESS AND
 PROGRAMME 

THEREOF 
THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 

DEPARTMENT OF PARLIAMENTARY 
AFFAIRS AND IN THE MINISTRY OF 
SHIPPING AND TRANSPORT (SHRI 
OM MEHTA) : With your permission, Sir, 
I rise to announce that Government 
business in this House during the week 
commencing 11th December, 1972, will 
consist of : 

(1) Discussion on the Resolution seek 
ing disapproval of the Payment of Bonus 
(Amendment) Ordinance, 1972 and con 
sideration and passing of the Payment of 
Bonus (Amendment) Bill, 1972, as 
passed 
by Lok Sabha. 

(2) Consideration and passing of the 
Code of Criminal Procedure Bill, 1970, as 
reported by the Joint Committee. 

(3) Consideration of a motion for refe 
rence of the Indian Penal Code (Amend 
ment)  Bill,   1972  to  a  Joint 
Committee. 

(4) Consideration and passing of the 
following Bills, as passed by Lok Sabha  

(a) The Coal Mines Labour Welfare 
Fund   (Amendment) Bill, 1972; and 

(b) Indian   Railways (Amendment) 
Bill, 1972. 

\LLOTMENT OF TIME FOR GOV-
ERNMENT LEGISLATIVE BUSINESS 

TO BE TAKEN UP DURING THE 
CURRENT SESSION OF THE RAJYA 

SABHA 
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : 1 have to 

inform Members that the Business Ad-
visory Committee at its meeting held today, 
the 8th December, 1972, allotted time as 
follows for Government Legislative Busi-
ness to be taken up during the current 
Session of the Rajya Sabha :— 

Business Time allotted 

1. Consideration and passing of— 
(a) The Code of Crimi 

nal Procedure Bill, 
1970, as reported by 
the Joint Committee     4 hours. 

(b) The Coal Mines La 
bour Welfare Fund 
(Amendment) Bill, 
1972,  as  passed   by 
the Lok Sabha 1   hr. 30 mts. 

(c) The Indian Railways 
(Amendment) Bill, 
1972,  as  passed  by 
the Lok Sabha. 1 hr. 30 mts. 

(d) The Delimitation 
Commission Bill. 
1972,  as   passed   by 
the Lok Sabha. 3 hours. 

2. Consideration of a mo 
tion for reference of the 
Indian   Penal   Code 
(Amendment)       Bill, 
1972, to a  Joint Com 
mittee 1 hour. 

The Committee recommended that the 
House should sit up to 6-00 P.M. daily and 
beyond 6 -00 P.M., as and when necessary, 
for the transaction of Government 
Business. 


