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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.
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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
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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- (% g0 @ 5 A1, fadar srstl 017 fod
PADHYAYA] g gzi wEA T frmarar,

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.

Al Jrar 347 - Avae, fafaee arga
qA ot oy faar 2 3w 9w F 39 4l
UF FATTRHAT F7A7 FOEAT 2 | T2
HIT AT FEodc § |7 ug nEfeE
7 fam 2f & waresr gam=g & wfawrd
FET T AT gBf F wrEw * v, are-
et 1€ 39% O a7 #17 grisfed
¥rZ faam ¥ a1 77 4 dwa
Ife T 37% arq T 78 T 6
W R AT A, IEE AT I
T Boar S fF fegrma o
A a7 A Y, IO F aga an fiF
fafrezs arga & 909 =2z § vsfaz
FL AT E | 9T F qg FAAT TEAT £
for o et & fre smésfeedt faamar
FrEr 48T 2, mEEfed framm Faw
FT RIATIA A FAT Fgf % Ifaa g ?
aTS F waae v faer & fe o wfu-
FTeAt &1 74t T F awe fwrar
AT AT U WA & TR T T e
THTAT ATT IAE AT W BT IAH w7

AR
F1 ST ITF AT ZAT, AT a2 077
qreAT g o A gfes 9 gandt v &
farr 2, st Fawy war & fao, #m
To dro #V qfewr #1 @ 417 97 718
qefgo ar 18 & gafEr g v
4% 8¢ g TL eIt w4 | WTgEd
# WY geeT g v agt a7 H go dro F
gfem 7 geiagre fFar 41, safao A
77 FEa amar § fF gard aEede
F1 29 v AT AT FFSAT Fa1 T o
e ATEEET F AT TW AYE HT SR
2, areefeedy femana & arz W T77
@1 gferer dzFadt FiadT &, A1 ZaTdr 9
ARz T quTHT q@aT qivwd g1 s

1% A fFaT =g F31 F fao adt=n
aFam | AT, 77 A1 TF A TEATIA
T WIHAT AT, AfHA A AT Fed F 17
§ TE-AE T FET F T s
qferr &7 a1 E1|ET a7 AT A7
vefafsns #8 Fm 7 oddwg, 4
ag FgAam argar g fF =7 Araw F fremd
A2 Y s SriEd oY T AT F #rE
ATFRAT T THATAI F99% F1F AT
a7 war & 17, = wa F wyae
AT AT Lo Fro FiT e 7 w71 fevmm
a1 fF 3ma 3 a7z &1 w fEar
sfan & Fgar FEAr £ fF o1 =7 an
i el T & AT HIH A1 ATREAT
FHLATT & T2 a1 faaAraa |

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.

sirel diar 38 nF Are fafey
qIga A FAAEE THI AN | TR TR
Wz § T | nzfwe fear 6 s
qr HrzEfEdr a7 &, 97 S AT #
S S T2 IR Seid ge fE
et w18 W@ 9 | 7 faem
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AAT AT & | AT FREHE {9
ag Wt vefaz faar fr ofww 51 & a9
T T=EIA AR 2, ATTEfET FTE 299 g7
9z {1 F7 wwa £ | A W amE
ez Feefewedi g ) Tafev & ag
Fgar g fa s uw avs srfoaer oy
A AT—F o o AFAFTFTH Fl—F2eT
WARHE FY ATE {6 /1 94T FA7Y o
areEfedtFTE A 4 A1 7 T T A1
AT T¢ THd HaA F1 qfaq aF
i Far sy 2%

AT W TiE aRT (IE 9aEm) ¢
A9, § 38 FVaH H gOEC 8§ SAar
A1zZAT § fF a1 7w w19 9 gl @
f& wuv gaw #1 yfaw fow a7 @
AT FIEE & UTHA § AFAH A9
H SHAT & ATIFTTFT HUETW F7 @Y
2 Ty feq A0 99AT ® IO
HATAT? 417 FAFE F7 @1 & FTFAT
WEAT § 4 3uEAT Ael 2% 7 A
T OFGT GHT AT ATETHET A9 (6
TH AHIW WTHA AT 4 i w0
TF AT ® a4 ATAAT A1EA g % ag
gzl g€ AW A4E A1 FH g o
HE GIEATA AR FIA TEAH § ¢ A4
T 0T A/ Z W aEF F wEe oafa-
wrfear § faer go 4 417 =4 o 399
T AL ENAT T | ZHT ATd A Fg qAAT
wtem g o feafra & f& o1 fowa
At 77 forgros a4t 72 4 fF 7z v
fra 7 9iz9Ew 94 9AE AT
g wmferew dizEza aamr & 7
FT 5 a<E F1 (wEtEa 4r A1 99
az i faer a4t ame a9 grEEa
FT oA FIA 4 1 FTAATE, 341 ART A1 7
TRl F OUWE S e FEsal §
qarg wTeEfzdy 1€ 1T & WU AgAT
g 19 F fmo, gav faar 3 awA7,
FAAE H  Aal W #6Fd | 39T
TET HTETY AT AE FEAT (& I 9
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[t wmn 7]
AreEfcdt w1 Adt ar & wwnar g 5
IAA TZ AHIT g4 wHATTAT H
STEATET 2 7EY &, IAOHT GLAT H17 AAGT
FIAT ATEAT 2, Fifw I wwanfey
F a9 97 92 HTAT FAT FT FATT L@
qrEAT 2 1 zwfAo gz aaew g i
ORI Ao wow gzr a feer faone
SfaFII § FE TG0 T A7 WHA
1 AT o gt gfawrd 21 3%
favz Frdardy ¢ | wAA AW w
ara 7z 2 fF A1 ot oa df 41 399
I A7 F 17 F foqo faeqare gmeEe
ar faardy & faeg w18 wrfardy 781 #v

qg #aq @z9aF g | TN faafew 7
¥ 0F aF A1 wraAr g g 5 oaw
T F e § 47 agor |91 0% forwra
FEHRTTH O H7E 47 A% 5w 97 Fewre
q F7E Agswz 741 4 ?

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 ofthand. 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
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: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 YADAYV : 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.

oft AvieAT waTe Wl (37 9Iw):
AT WEET, TE HTHET A7 4sT
BIZT 8, WL Hat Y F q49 9 3550
qedrT et faar & o7 WET WY w7
ATy wimA gu oFgw fw oHET o &
FHT T FAI 47 Tfgr T EE fF
T AT I AT TUTHA AZY A=A | TH
F Wit ag gu f i oy Wy ofr ar =
e /AT Y 99 A0 AW 5T w08

-, -

AT qfaq FA=Td ¥F %L, F A9
wr fafaes § 0

At wret gt (7w T
| F A |

A AMEET WHE  WE: 99TEd

o A A | oA A gf
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qifearive ¥ #aedi & @ fagEda
FE & a7 7w 7 %7 o q@ wrew
T AraguRo Mo F A aw &
AT AL TH ALE FT AT AferarT
F30 fr g feemdz 2, oot wtfw it
7 qa fafa fpar smom e aee
ITH qrH Arzefdr w1F ar fF 76 4,
a1« T/ 97 weAT ot & fAaw w7
HTEAT &, T9 A7 F ATAAL § qWrHAE
gfeagor ag Z1ar §—ag AvaT SMAT 2,
wa % fr 4w ag 7 aifas 77 § gegan
A 3 sfawrdr U, T FEA F A,
gaTe qr sTsEfedl W oqr, gfed
AT FEA @ 7T 4T, qF ATT FA FAT
afawrdr #1 s w ¥ fao a& @ ?
T Wt FIG ¢ &7 arEf &, uw e
2 aw yrzsfed #rE Fwe T F gEA
e FEAT 8, AEY AwT AU q | FEA
F1E TAE AT 4T | AT FH hEAT
FE AT FIT AT FL BAAT FAA 6
TN T FeEfEd FwrE oar 7 A
a7 A g 5 s g
=l & v warrg g wfeaa
¥ 2YAT &, 399 weqelt 98 UAHa AT
g oufF oA F e g fF
¥ wEer qfw #1 weer § F
#

sit et st o 2

ot ANYAT SHIE WEL : A AEA
ag & FERTT, A A4l 7 T &9
F gy M7 A1 7 faweee wva § I
warta sfamrfeal & weasr  FO
AT &7 FHIATL FT, T FH F1—
AT ZEAMET A At # @ A |

oft s e AT (T ) -
it fafaezst & o Fur &

HoE & faam aar dtaga Wi
aftaga waa | wow war (s W
HEgAT): A A A AT AAFTIAG |
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At AT qErT WTET 99 aed
# gz w@fwd gRm SET AT S
ATT FTHH | I A1, w7 (AT FT
gfersr arer fesft  fafaaa ar =
ThEA & fan aige o A AFa giaw
a1 wfaedsn #47 qzdr 21 W7 Ao
A AT B-TE ATIHT OZ T 39 )
39 grAd | 341 arsAr a1 v 7 gfaa
grEFA A9 F fan oy oq1 @ s
AT ATRAT g o9 s 38 v #7
| AT, F9NT Fosare 7
g At faeedt @ srfasrdt ao 9 a0
w7z faAaT adr a7 s 3w 93w A
L, IR qfaw, quAT A
Fwal & faq qwge 2, SAr 4
T AT HY AT TH AVE FT T4AT AfeAaiT
FEF A AT ARIE F9a12% fad |
ot IumeTafa © 77 #1190 |

ol ARIAT AT WFN : TAT 9A
FI ATRIT F1 A9 A" B oaE greET
TEITE ¥ AT ST FIH W O9EA FH T
FH OIH AT T gafad M0 & A9
gfas TFmaET K1 421 i gear 7, 39

FTAT TR |

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
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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

ETo 91§ Wegrare  (fear) : ATHe,
ST AT WAL ST A JATAT g IHW AT
FT, 42 OF A1G T F¥ AT § 6 4
ST HT9F ATTFHIT q@T 9¥ FIH FIA
fam o @&l &, 39ET @i A e
I FANY F AN AT AT AL AT,
wHrEE Az a1 g 17 gvE a4 A

A

oft sy STE arEg
AT arfaer 7o 2

Mo WiE wEmEy @ a7 Fgar & gfaw
7 wgEm aar fman, a1 gwEr w0
ETT, THAT TS FIAT F1T, HH FE
AAATAT & FfH A% q0a & FAHT
wa & wfewrT @iw Fed & faoom,
T AR @4 w1 ¥ qE fRer ST
A A, a7 3w ¥ qfaw
ATE | gE A AT FAT AT { awaAr
g B oz e A avw e o7 o
gare feamar waa 7 2o fogfes
T 77 wawAr fr T Aw rvwe #
i arerA ATEET F, A @i g
& @y &, @1 fov gfew afesrd amwe
FAF TFT AT OFT TG H A AT
w4, faza wha 9, 5ts Fv A 4
fed wdr @ 2y 7Y, ar few a1 aay
a9 ZUE | T G AEY g4 | 7wt 97
gfes o= @ afga arf, a8 &w s ®
ars, st arrm A & f5 3z awA
A T FEAGIET FT TEAT ATEAT A7 ) I
T FAre ¥ gfeaw am o aw gat
T Al A wgar ue e fmoew
qRA AEN | IEE AT AR 97 WIE
ATz TR A1 7 w1 |/ A oar a9
TOF AT T ATFTT T a0 Frat B o#1

(gm7 w3m):
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49 wrqm e ¢ v R qfem &
feem s frafm et g fe
AT A g7 A9 AaT7 fFa1 17 a7 w7
HTTE OTH AAT. A W B AW A 36H
femmr 2, 9fifF v Fp 6 s Aor M
AETL 2 F9 ASATE W1 WIAA & a0,
TR ZEA AET AR ZMAX FT R
ok g

HETEA, T AT ®ETAI W OW1 HAq
{7 &7 @1 A9 WAl 2 4z a2 £ e
TA TF RATH A8l & {5 FEm g
T wfuwifa @1 vow 7T ¥ 3w
AT ST & Aas feromar ag @t
vE e 3 famm 2 3y ents anfav
A AT T ALHET F[ L G
TeEla AT 1 21 17 qH FTarar
az Z f& o7 a1 Fz1 77 0% &0 #7
seETE 2, agr q7 41 wlwefvE § A
A e gue ¥ faars fAendt g qar
T &, A1 A v FTy avAye 519 feer
w famm 2 a7 A1 3T a1 oo 9gd
Z

ZAIT 9EA, S A HMME FgAT ATEAT
a7 wy 2 5 awr o7 few s & fm
a@ AP G, THE [ AEeS ¥ HAT FT
fv et 91 @z F wrg faqarz @
ST YET &, W% uEA fvem & siw aq
TET 2, H1E JIETALT #1 TET F, 3F S
FET FT ST TR FFH FoAT /170
ZEa Herer faerEr arfed, gz | A
w5 Ty wYETT ¥ §e wfgwfan g
dTEE e ane o7 gL e (17
TE AATF T4 T 0T AT | AT A9
w31 fv 39 Awn T 2 F frar fr 3w
wHa AAT A foar; i w6 i e
|7 1 o 2 fr fr ower awan
TR 47 31 A AT A A 2 A
faar gamT fr &1 e wew sfaa
i =7 777 F T4 A4 § qF T
A F 314 | Arg A feedar 20 e

1)
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g1, |17 92 &7 aua 7 fzar aar #1739
¥ arz awa fm o, few S oA

ARAT AT g7 ATZ FT cAATAI GO AT
49 AriAW g o gAfan

wamal g 7 35 whawfar & @1 39
At &g v §y fm 7 qmar A9

Fr gafwow 751 F7 0

afrq wamy, Bor S %1 a7 0
FITET SqT7 | ZoAT ATEAT § 98 9% 2
f& o7 T® 2 7 [ ATH ¥ AT FAA 70
famars & & 5 9w fam ad 97 w9
# fw 2% qrwe | g0 a7 g foAmane
Al @21 41 | 58 91 9%aF g &z 09
ek RTINS Sl ¢ ¢ A o S £
TEl 2 afew qm wusr 5 g wnAr 2
#=1 gq {7 foms”, sman wa A7 w0E
A1 GAT 2T 2 AT A7 S AT FT AT
A%7 g % 77 ngAm w oA v feer
FIAT AR 2 AT TH A2 T 7]
F1 A7 0 ATF7 417 7 a0 § |12 (994
A1 39 arfess qm AT fZEEee A,
AARD  qUTH T GEF ATEE Al FEAT
FEIT 2

T grzar £ fw wEr 97 f=w aw oA
7 % fa a1 aview 2, 29 0d7 wET 20
TEY AT TSAT R A HEwE w7
#1757z FEEmT TAAr @ wwaAr
F a8 IAI0 |

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



87 Celling Attention

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.

TMo WY WEHElT : 71 qFAr 2w

T FLF 21 |

W1 qam fewie (s wEw):
#rad, e qam q@ e faae
AT faar qar 3ud sepgaT & aw |
aamr war f az o zferfaa g2 -
TRA 2 3AE At # 3o fwwrmd 4
#17 I fomwmaal & arare 97 gfqaa
Zwa fafae § g vt o Afges
o F fAu ) ag o o AT 2
s F Afers &9 0 AT aE § o3 9
F1¢ st wd &% w1 o, ¥ 1w
aaaar § & urE=ifedos A T
TEA 1 % HTEHEH AT F I 2T
wrfge A f & st Stqee & ar dwea
A 7, FIF 9 1 o1 2 5w
A ATIHT AT 9gw W 2, Afew
AT I afera e oE w7 frar @
a1 39% 412 Ofaw % 9w #7171 -
vOFAT TE1 4T | S BE SrLAEH A1
F1 AT qT, AT T 2ARE
frar ar gfas #1 a1 gfs w1 =
FTE A A AT ATAVAFAT FAT 477
FA%T afawr | A arfzge 4r | 37
arA A% q@r gt & R It firegare
e mar ar fregare 7@ fFar w
A1 7 waman g f& i sramT faa w7 o
T IEAT A F Fwa HeWr g fw
AL 91 Wi A S | # Awmar
g fFao dto waddz A w1 A
fear @ g #r% swswr waAw @
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& 1 v, & a7 T AT F fag dare
7@ g fF 3o dre #Y gferw a@m alT
9 F1E @aa gfewr & | The Police of
one State is as good and as bad as that of
any other in the country. 7 § TH &1
F1 & A F fan fare g f a7 gfes
SUTAT WA &1 TE A7 UFo dlo Fo
F AR F ATST AT | L HAA T HAT
Sit ®1 g1 21 f g A1 g 7o dro
*1 gferer & dgav & 1 9 s g 5
3z fra v | agaw 2 aife 2w e
F7 @ IAT 93W A1 ofaw #1153
g9 FT gfaw F 2 97 994 F1 g
FT FIOW FL |

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
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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<
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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.

it AEH gwW AW (IET g7
IEATIA WETRT, AF GIF FAET TR
F WA AT ATATT ZET OFT 2, TAR
FTE O AT FEEIT ST 1A q@7 T
g TEAGHZ F AT F GO a9
faw 2 sxfar a5 WO, T aEEfEH
FTE SFT AT AT FE M- AT AT
ar 4Z &, 1 AT A 97 FT AT 2,
AT FT ITT TZI HIF(T FT AT 42 A
721 Z f 37 Ararf = 77 sravraar
& ar 7@ 7 FEE A fear & o=z o
T Z | THE W 77 # fF ow g
T ACHTL F1 A 9 AZ1 2 fF =0 9577
% FAT F AL ArArieEr AEw A7 wrd
 SHTEEEAl AZ1 2, A1zefeEdr wrE AT A
FAA ATAGIFAT § AT ATS2fez2 FT2
EE e s G o il
a1 92 ATF A1fE7 2 o o F=dr & wrfaw
2 39F1 A1 97 AW 41 5 ararfE
FET AT AEATETAT qE1 2, T AT FEAT
& afefaa g FI1 3@ T TR
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[=ft siwEew @]

7gl frar ? 3z wEw 6799 39 & fAg
Fare 4 foe S Gv9e =47 3% 7
gfees & g = alreilar &0 soae
werT, dwa ®TUr | gAadr g,
Tod 41 a4 | 73et 9w A a3 e
EREAE LTI Ce e
FEF A Nt S fawma & F
¥ ¥AR aPE & a7 7 Ay 8 qg 99w
i 3 o afFe dmm WP SEAY
e Y | 9g AV IR Adt faar
# g WmAi ATLAT § 0 TARE I
FFE ay & fgars o owm
oY g% wqWr T gA & 4 g
A, WY I §ETF F ARG IR A
gk wwh w@ U § | W s
Zq T6A & a5 difve § 7 agh T
AT & DAL HFCE GTAA TEEC IS AT ?
& J=A AGAT §, TG WA GLA TA-
He ¥ AR-ATAE T §a@ W Gl
& #1139 WA@Y ° A4 wE FEHd
FH da1 @ § wifF T=E 7 ST @
I Gyt xfamdi w1 awr & S ?

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-
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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 [ 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 :
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.

I have been

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.
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(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
Bill, 1972.

Railways (Amendment)

\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—

(@) The Code of Crimi
nal Procedure Bill,
1970, as reported by
the Joint Committee

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

4 hours.

1 hr. 30 mts.

(¢) The Indian Railways
(Amendment) Bill,
1972, as passed by
the Lok Sabha.

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

1 hr. 30 mts.

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.



