n Culling Attention

THE MINISTER OF SUPPLY (SHRI
D R CHAVAN) (a) The total quantity
of fertiizers authorised for import during
1972-73 18 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 1s expected though
there may be some delay in actual deli-
veries

STATEMENT BY DEPUTY MINISTER

RE STARRED QUESTION NO 268, ANSWERED
oN Auagusr 11, 1972 ReGARDING U S, AID

[RATYA SABHA]

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
(SHRI SURENDRA PAL SINGH). Mr
Deputy Chairman, Sy, on 11-8-72 I answered
Starred Question No 268 tabled by Shri
K. C Panda and others about the termi-
nation of services of a large number of
Indians employed by the Fmbassy of the
U.S A and its various agencies The ques-
tion partly related to the retrenchment of
Indian employees of USAID, which 1s the
concern of Mimstry of Finance (Deptt of
Economic Affairs). In replying to some
supplementaries about U S AID, a few
minor mustakes crept in, which came to
my notice subsequently This statement is
intended to correct those mustakes

In reply to a supplementary question by
Shr1 Mahavir Tyag, I had stated that “there
are a number of projects which are being
financed and run by the US AID” Actually,
the projects are bemng 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 1n the affirmative In fact, these
are not industrial projects In reply to a
question by Shri Jagdambi Prasad Yadav,
1 had informed the House that “a critical
review was carried out by this department,
i close consultation with the concerned
Mimstries  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' PROVI-
DENT 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 Rohtag, I beg to lay on the Table a
copy (in English and Hind)) 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 [Piaced n Library. See No Lt. 3945/
72

THE NATIONALISED BANKS (MANAGEMENT
AND MisceLLaNEOUs Provisions) (FOURTB
AMENDMENT) SCHEME, 1972,

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

CALLING ATTENTION TO A MATTER
OF URGENT PUBLIC IMPORTANCE

RL:PORTED ARREST AND HARASSMENT OF THREE

orFicIALS OF UNioN HEALTH MINISTRY

FOOD SQUAD WHILE ON DUTY ON DECEMBER

5, 1972, By THE UTTAR PRADESH POLICE AT
CHANDOUS O

SHRIMATI SITA DEVI (Punjab) Sir,
I call the attention of the Minister of Works
and Housing and Health and Family Plan-
mng to the reported arrest and harassment
of three officials of the Union Health M-
1siry 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 complamnt dated Qctober
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  spurtous condensed
mulk 1 therr factory situated at Chandous,
District Aligarh in UP The complanant
Shn C M Sharma was sent for on Nov-
ember 13, 1972, for ascertaining some de-

[8 DEC 19721

tails relevant for the purposes of conducting |

an enquiry Shri Sharma met the officials
of the Directorate General of Health Ser-
vices on November 23, 1972, and furmished
the required details  Thereafter, 1t was
decided to depute two Food Inspectors and
one Field Assistant accompamed 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 mormng of
December 5, 1972, and reached Chandous
the same day at or about 1130 A.M. The
Food Inspectors straightway estabhished

to a matter of urgent
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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 nunutes some constables 1n
plain clothes arrived at the scene whereupon
the Inspectors detected a sudden change 1n
the attitude of the proprietor who refused
to allow the Inspectors to draw samples.
The Inspectors decided to leave the prenuses
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 Inspsctor and the Freld Assis-
tant to wait at the police station and he
humself accompanies the other Food Ins-
pector to the District Head Quarters On
reaching Aligarh they went to the Additional
Superintendent of Police before whom also
the Food Inspector 1s stated to have pro-
duced his identity papers  However, the
Additional Supzrintendent of Police desired
to have further confirmation Therefore the
Food Inspector suggested that he might
spaak to the conczrned offiual in the Direc-
torate General of Health Services in Deltt
over the telephone The Additional Supre-
intendent of Polic2 spoke to the concerned
official at Delhi over the telephone around

contact with the Station House Officer of | 3 00 PM on the same day and was -

the local Police Station and sought his assis-
tance for the purposes of visiting the pre-
muses of the factory and conducting neces-
sary investigations According to the Food
Inspectors they showed their 1dentity cards
issued to them both by the Directorate
General of Health Services and by the
Union Ministry of Home Affairs How-
ever, the SH O s stated to have adopted
an unhelpful attitude and asked them to
proceed to the District Head Quarters and
obtain necessary nstructions from the
higher authorities before he could move 1n
the matter.

Since the District Head Quarters 1s
situated at a distance of about 40 km from
Chandous the Food Inspectors seem to have
decided that 1t would be better for them to
proceed to the premuses of the factory and
go ahead with the investigations even with-
out the assistance of the local police.

1t 1s stated that the [nspectors reached the

factory at 12 00 noon and after introducing |
themselves to the proprietor of the firm,

formed that a team of two Food Inspectors
and one Freld Assistant had, in fact, been
deputed to investigate a specific complaint
against the firm M/s Impenal 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 mspect
the premises However, the Food Inspece
tors felt that in the background of the
earlier protracted uncooperative attitude of
the local police 1t was not the opportune
time to proceed with the tnvestigations
They also found that the manufacturer had

| collected a crowd and they felt that pro-
ceeding with the 1nvestigation might result
in an untoward situation

Therefore, they decided to return to the
head-quarters at Dellu They reached

wanted to draw sampies of the condensed | Delht 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 in the matter from
the Government of Uttar Pradesh. How-
ever, 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 Govern-
ment 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 ot two before T arfived here, I got a
telephonic message from the U.P. Govern-
ment 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. I will supply information later on
when I am asked about the other questions.

AT rar 34V e, fafaseT e
At warg v g Sw T & FAF Q-
TF FAREFAT FET G § | IEA
T FE-HE Fiedz § gy ag ugihz
F2 foaar f & =aree Aoy & sifrwrd
T8 T AR qgT F AW F A0, avd-
Sfredy #71¢ 39% g 97 i srisfed
FE fegm ¥ TrawE W -t # da
gfera ¥ 7% ary F1aRe 8 frar s
SRR A §, IR T 3 A
T fRaT 1 S B frgeara agem
A gaT & ft, 377 § agg ard NS
fafreze age 7 9qv @ede § gefre
FA G | 9T F A7 T AR
f& a0 fady & fag swdfeedy femmr
FTH A &; R frmrey & AR
ot ok Foar R 9T a1y By acg
FT FIATIAA 7 FIAT Fgi T Ifaq & ?
IS & AT 7 forar g fir gw erfir-
FHTAT F1 3797 T & arg< fasprar
T W OF A F FOG AT F oo |
SATAT HIT IHE q1E AR FT I Fa7 |
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' R ot & e e, A sra (iR Y
¥ gzl wEw 7 fr@ararn, @ dGQ@
F[ GEAGTR I AT4 AT, TN & I A1

| AT § 6 gferm S garY ver &

| fag &, W gawr wn & fag, s

| 7o dro #Y gfew Y =W AR 9T T

| e A are st g e

| 7 T T AR A1 WA

| & St geteA & ot agl 97 At go Yo A

- qfew ¥ gage fear 41, wmfaud

| 93 FEW aEA § R g wEEe

FI 39 AT T S qgsSIT 3T g |

I ATRAE & A9 36 TG FT HGGL

gim, sreefedy fogema & grg A a7l

FY gfFrer FaoaT L &, AT gATdr T

AR FT qOTEA AT AITFA 1 AT

FE gefafaedoe a8 a9 aFm "

F1¢ anfra? e d F1 F fou A

FHAT | AT, TF AT KT Y AT

FT ATHAT T, AT GF AT T F AL

A TE-aEr T T § SR e

gfe® &7 saaT ST a= ST AT 5T

csfafrdem &% = 7 sfiwq, |

g FEAT ArEHT g fF ww A 7 fgerd

TEY A ST AfET R 5w A 7 AR

AEFT FTU TS FUE T AR

37 afra<t & faems gaw foar s

797 g7 &Y T, fA= g T | wFEE

STAT AT T o Fro FT gfaq ¥ a7 fgvma

4 fF 399 3w I F w9 fFaAT 0

gafay & Fgar JgAr g F e 3| are

# =Wt qIg AT FUT 3T AT ATRRAT

FIET & 2 gon fearan |

l

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 autho-

rity 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 &
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 head-
quarters, 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 oppor-
tunity to go into this, we cannot express
any definile opinion.

~ .1 i anke ‘

Thirdly, according to the Prevention of
Food Adulteration Act, 1954, the position
is like this. Clause 10 says: % 2/

'

“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 soliciing 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 evi-
dence to come to an independent judg-

ment. ’ :
(]

Yes, |

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:

Mr. Yadav.

syl dar 2 ;U = fafreee
ATed ¥ AAOEE T W | Ggy &e-
#z § o817 gz usfe fmn fF 9%
qre reefed F18 &, 9T S e H

[8 DEC. 1972]

78

fo u matter of urgent
public imporiance

AAT ATF & | AU TIHZ H Mg
78 W wefae fear 5 gfwa & e
F TEIG TET g, AT FTE FF w%
gT W ®T gEd 2 | T g9 Smud
rdefz Fraferedy § | zafwu & o
Fedt § fF oo uw ard smerferaer agi
T AT——o qro NAAHT FT T Gl——H2e
TAAHE FY VR § G ST 9Aq7 0 -
arzsfedrFIe s 4 a1 8 T HT A
TN I SHG §IT FI gfaa wE
fo T gy g€ ) T TR

ST ¥ S R (I 9EW) ¢
ST, § 3@ A" { G Y JAAn
ATEAT § o 97 G #1198 @ Agr §
f& oz wkor &Y gfew fow aw @
A FHG F 0ET A JANH qIE
q AT & AT FT AIGIT FX @Y
& ST 3y fow ATUTYY ST % FAT
HATAT R UG FT @I & FT I
NEAT # UE FHAAT AG % AT @
qrery ¥ F7 "AT AT srvATEA &
T GHIM GTAT §T 9 9 0T ?
TF I1G F gg AT Avgan § v ag o
qzar g€ IR g |1 W9 § FfEw

T FISHEH TAH FIA AIEAH § 7 AT
3 0 @[ 2 o g8 & ey wfa-

Hrizdt § fawr gu 4 < 34y fog g
ST ET Y &1 | gEdy ard & Fg ST
=rgm g 3% frefaer d fF S farraa
#t g fosmam 71 9g oY fF 3g = di-
fard %3 91399 F99 a9 add
¥ gfae Sesegw s g7
R g aw # (w9 a1 99
ag e fasr a«iy s @ Sieaes
F1 o FIA A1 FTAATE: 391 T8y & 7
TE & UNKT FeEw FHwrA ¥
qrg TEEfedt #1E gaT & HaT IERAN
F wd & fao, 9o faar 7 947,

SN AT TgT SEA SN Ter f5 Fmtm ® A or &8s 1 IE
areifrf FTE WG @ | 4g faeHw  §AW HIHTL AT 4G FEAT (6 IAF AT
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1 could not be extended because they them-

[sq Wi éé}] 1 der the doubt whether these
~ © N . ' selves were under the doubt whether
EIES AL '_'ﬁ@' a1 | FRAA 5 f& people impersonated themselves as some-

ELGH I8 &R woy FAATTET F ‘times they complained they had or they

ffﬁ{Tgﬂ'%Téﬁ %’ ITFT FET F gAA | Vere the genuine people sent by us. Whe-
FIAT ATEAT 3, FiTH IR wAarrem |
F 9 X qg 4T AT FT FATC @A
STEdt 3 1 zafag ag A §
EF oo & ggt & fRAr faoee
aﬁmrﬁ%r?r'raazwq'wwﬁw%r\
F AT Y grafga safawrd g s |
freg wrdaEy #X | FEA N A
ara gg & fF oY gdtaae oF oF 91 3aY |
T A% ¥ F74 ¥ A0 fariE At
a7 faardt & faeg #1€ Fraardy g 1 |
g way gI9aw g | 39 faafesr |
# oF a9 A SrAAT wvgan g froz|
W & qeae § 747 g8 ot F1% fowram
LT H 17 ars Ff A {8 gL awwT |
T FE qavag T & 7

PROF. DEBIPRASAD CHATTOQ-
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 pro-
prietor of the ficm s, [ cannot tell you off-

hand. 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, [ 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 i a wrong |
way. [t 1s too big & question and it s too
big a question to be answered in this limited ‘
context. But the truth s that the Food
Inspectors did not get the necessary co-
operation from the police. But according |
to the Government version the cooperation '

' tion is yes.

ther it is a question of harassment, we can-
not definitely say whether it is true or
false. The UP Government have seat a re-
port stating that they have oanly been de-
tained, because they could not produce
their identity cards. ...

SHRI SHYAM LAL YADAV :
tion is also harassment.

PROF. DEBIPRASAD 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.

Deten-

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-
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 inci-
dent that happened we did not think it neces-
sary. Thirdly, as [ said before.. ..

SHRI SHYAM LAL YADAV: What
is the practice?
PROF. DEBIPRASAD CHATTO-

PADHYAYA : The practice is that wher-

ever 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.
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 1dentity cards
with them Even if they did not have autho-
rity letters, the police officials there had no
business to nusbehave 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 1s a very serious matter
And at Jeast we should know who 1s the
proprietor of this firm because this 15 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 1dentity 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 n this context I think my friend 1s
absolutely right that the question of having
authonty letters, in addition to 1dentity
cards, was not called for. It was nevertheless
demanded from them

i AWTAT TEE WEH( ST HIW)
Iqasafa ARy, g WIHEAT al 937
BT &, W FAT Y F AT A gqHT
eI gar faam @ o welt Y ¥ &
AT AT g W fE ower o ¥
¥AWT FT FH! 77 AT 7 €y § %
TG 3N T AYAT TWEA et AAar | 39
& Wt ag gu fr wrg oY welt Y ar g
Tqresy qeT FET 99 7T AT BT FE
qoAT gfew FHETd F§ 3, A OAY
A fafreeT § o

=t wrelt wEwi
IGT F T |

(afeam FaTa)

o AL qAqE  WE . qArEA

[8 DEC, 1972]
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qiferardve & geedt & g9 fhgadq
| T & arg e ¥ wg foar q@ A
| €Y AraguAe dro & R A atw €
o9 AT TH AL FT @ar sfeant
i fr oy fermde 3, | wi= Eoft
T qa fauir fear sow 5 g9
ITF qF aAre=fredy w1 ar fF agy o,
A § zd ox wAr ot F fAagw &
HTEAT §, T9 ALE F WIHAT § FATATAF
gfegio ag gar E—uag wrar s g,
9 a% & ag ag 7 arfad F7 T saur
I 3 wiEF Yy U, ¥ FEa § 94,
gart e snesfedl e an, gfed
I FIA & ALY AT, q¥ AT HH FAT
| sferr F1 wr A & fag 9w
FT ATH FT 7 & qEf &, UF Fav
¥ &W arssfed #1€ IAF W T TFA
qret gl &, TEr AFL TG F 1 ;A
FE TATE ALY AT 1 AT HH FEAT
F 7919 AT AT FT BT F4 F
ITF o arfed FE gt 7 R
yAwa ag For g 5 s qees
safFt & @ wag gfem sfaa
# gt &, SR weredt A qEgAE FQ
g mF @ oA A oaEE e A
¥ W qfFE #1 A §
g

oft FTEAY q@SAt : I

= AFTET TG MG qTT A
qg & TR ST ael @ frEees F @
g ar a7 diw A famaa F:3g € 9T
oarg wfawfear & wey gur
I E——FT GITARTC AT, gL FH F——
TqTAY STV A U ST SR A )

#t S qAE AT (TSR )

| akt fafret & ot a0

| uedm wE fawn A Aaga W)
qfcaga dae@m ® e war (s W

QY 78 F9aT ¥ | G AT gE & | AEA): HATFT R A@FWEG |
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A AER FEE qEY ;9 AT
# gz wufFa gRm W {TT ST |
qTq FT A | gEI AT, I LT #Y
gfere arer feeft  frfaaer =1 s1E &1
THEN & fAg arge Fe q FiFHT g
#r wfgedw oy qed & 4 o W@y |
AT G B-9=TE ATEHT TIF FT &N |
wmﬁwframﬁrm%%gﬁa‘
SieFT J & faw T o1 &7 7 oamad
FTAT ATEAT § FF #7102 a<g A
A AT, dqET F g 7T F
arod I feeet & srfersprdy g & ST
Fé;efaaﬁwﬂg"rqra‘}'(msréwﬁl
1L, I gfew, eqdr ATSES
gewal & fag AwgT &, 9aFr 4 A
T AT FT 19 T/ TG FT 7547 Afeqqre |
G fF ST AW E I T fae

=t gqawfa : 59 21 T

%t AR THIE AR : IAT 93W
F @R F1 a0 fag £ a8 Amwen
TET 3 I 99 F19 & 98T FH
FH I ATH & gEfFa O F1 {1
gfew seeadeT &1 937 7 gear &, aT
anaF AfgFIT g qT FI ATT ALY
FLET NTT |

PROF. DEBIPRASADL CHATTO-
PADHYAYA: Sir, the hon. Member has
raised larger issues, that is, whether the
administrition. particularly the police admi-
nistration in U.P.; is corrupt o1 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. Itisa presumption and 1t may be
rebuttable.

The other question 1s whether the Parlia- 1
mentary Members have been haressed or
not. That 1s also perhaps not under consi-
deration before the House at the moment. 1
But, as I have already said, I can definitely
say that the attitude of the Police towards
the men sent by us for collecting the samples
from the firm was not helpful and coope-
rative. Secondly, as T have already said,
these pzople were duly authorised by the

[RAJYA SABHA]

84

to a matter of urgent
public importance

Ministry and so far as we are concetned,
therc was no question about their bong
fides. Lastly, [ would like to tell the House
that Shri Hart Ram s the proprictor of the
firm. There are other partners whose names
are not readily available

ero WrE wgrax  (fedy) - 1WA,
S gareq Well o1 4 gAAT g 37 g
¥, 9% OF a1q Wz F qar g A A
FT aad aferwrdr agh 9 S w9 &
frg g w=\a A, 3aEr wf A wETEE
I G F AWIFT qE T AL AT,
@z a2 #1 gfw &7 a%F § AR
g T

= T AT arEs
FTET grfaw & amd &)

Mo WIE WEEIR : 78 g 5 gfaa
T oggm g faam, @ TEEr "Il
EWT, THHT STEIE FLAT G, FH FGH
AT §; Tl oAT9F AU & HATT
S T afgFTr @i w9 & fAu W,
W AR AT FT FW OE T i
T W4, a9 3o wag ¥ gfae
JTE | Fg % AT FFT AR § gHAAT
g fF s@ At Y avF T 7 ey
e feemr g AEr avm i gfee
R ag qEAAT f & AT TEET &,
¥ wAq FEHY Z, T AW BT iy
&y g, 41 fov gfem stferwdy smae
FAR VFT AT OFTFT Y R F AT
arg F, fazar owa 9, 919 T TET o
fird way @ & 1 7Y, ar f67 avE Ay
FA g E | #IX TAT ALY gAT | qRT T A
gfew w5 & afgsr o, ag =9 FAeH |
g, st e Ag & fF oag A
N FT FIATET FT TIFEAT AT AT |
oF FAEd ¥ IfqE a9 4@ @ gt
Gaedy arel 7 Fgar ww e faogw
T A [ 3HF FE AgT 97 WE
ATe 3FEY &1 T HW | A e g
TAE T3 G GLHIL F a9 faar § i<

~% 3

(3o w3W):
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IaY waw AT & fr g g & &), =TSR w e ¥ faa T 9w
fertare 78 o, afex w=nf Az & T | & &g A o mm, &7 feR S o

@ARM 7 g o7 AaT% fFT HTT a7 F¢
AGF T G, I W FG AW JF 39W
feeem g, wifF g I A ST g
FSATE g, IQ T=ATE H1 HHA & a9,
IAERT FHEA YT IARY A FT Frarar
£ T g

7ERT, ¥ A7 FEHY A S gE9
T e R A g ag o e &
Fae qg ware q5r ¢ f5 T TN
& Afuwfat F1 T @R F 35
W 3177 U aqF FFar T ag |
oF 7o &1 fawm g A, et snfav
qUTHA Ae T gIHTK &1 g, I8
FEIT ATHTT FT g1 AT A &v are av
7% 3 foF 9 ST SFET T U g aref A7
T §, agr 7 & afuwfa & 99
# ©F gav ¥ feoms fadr aw@ dar
g 2, 91 98 uF =TT WA 17 fowar
F faqa § | A€ AT A T 0F 979

£ e

AT 9T, T A HH FEAT ATEAT
g A% 47 & fx agt o fam F ¥ fag
AWM TT §, IH T & TF0T F1 GAF F
fF qwT a7 g7 & Q1 famare fwan
ST v &, WS oA frew #Y Aiw a7
T8 &, F1E QAL gy @Y &, I Aar
T FI ST FIHTT T HH FLAT (U,
3T geawar fegendr arfed, ag 9w A
FCH TIST FFR F O AfgHCar A
ETGEY FA I 7T qOT fFar i<
IOF THTT FIA F qI9 & | SAGT q9A
gl fr 37 & 7 SrF @ frar fF 3
qAHT FAT qET forar; ;fF w1 oy 5w
2 FY aar & &5 o oawr A
&) a<g 1 e & foaan smar g, an
famr g fa7 & Fpar A efaa &
FfE 37 a7 F A 4T 7 IF FA
art # grg § AF =1 A g 1 ;e

AYAT UT TH ALE T HATAL A qE

‘%;-vrarr%-wahﬁ|svm #

quear g fF 39 sfgswrian 7 91 39
fFr g S & fFar T AwAT A
A1 Aforer gt 777 1 -

At wgrm, fom 9w # qw §
HTIHT &7 (7T ATEAT g 98 F7 2
& 3T 3| A1 A G FT AR G T
fovam & & fF a0 fFm w9 qg=
g fr 2@ wrae ¥ gl ) Fi fodrwm
ar JEr off | g 1 9g4T § 9@ OF
SR A WA g a fad @@
AT & afed SET HUSY 7 @y AT 3
‘w21 =7 fr fore”, sor @ aitT wg
A1 &7 g7 ¥ 1T 7% 39 AT FT FAT
Ad¥q & f5 z7 wgmm F At § foew
FAT T 2 AR =7 a® F T2IA0
FAZ & IF7 A ZH FTT § 408 oA
1 3= arfes ar seHY fewm 2y,
gIFT AATS F gAT L dfsa FEAT
qETE

P~ e —

T 1t 7 fr 0 o 3=er @A
$g‘ﬁma¢a'3r%rg,gnqm:@%l
TR ardy TERAT F1 d FAT F
wamﬁmaaﬁ’r'@qwm

s RN

q &IH IIC | A I
PROF. DIBIPRASAD CHATTO-
PADHYAYA  Hardly I need to add to

what I have alicady stated. I have already
stated that theie1s no evidence or proof at
our disposal to show that there is or was a
colluston between the local police and tne
administration

DR BHAI MAHAVIR : Prof Chatio-
padhyaya, do vou not see that the things
are so clear that the pobicemen in plain
clothes reached and the attitude of that
factory psople 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. Govern-
ment 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 1n 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 con-
«<lusion.

o ATE AFER : g wFaT & 5
AT FTZ @l

it 7e e (S9T wu):
S, foay e q@ s faa
srare faar T 3|y FegEe € aw |
Farar war 5 g3 s zferfaa g3 9T
TZH § 3% qik # go fuwwm o
IR I fawmaat & same o) gfAaw
& (A= & To serad U Afraen
W F g gy oy qAT AT g fw
Sa 7 afs 9 T a1 % § 99 97
&TE arafe T A7 T 4 s, A oAy
gamar § & argEifedee & are
9E ST §T HISHEH AT § I IeMY
arfey off i & smrasft ST & a7 Sasa
T g, 0 a7 ara o & i wired
TH AEHY S ggw wra g, AfeA
L IR afrrst AT wE F faan a@n
1 I9F A% If| F a #7 F1E Sra-
TAFAT TGY AT | SR FE HISTLH NAl
T ATeAFAA T, WX IR AHA
fear ot gfew wv @1 ofaw F R
FIET § AN FY JraoaFar 41 o7
IAFT AR/ srar =@riEn 9v | 98
arq A% e g% g fF 3wt fregar
fear mar ar frega 73 frar mar
@ F qamn g v o ware fra w5 o

AT IR I F oy wwwr g1 b !

THFT A1 A AN JqA | { FAAAC
g fH 30 qo waqwz 7 W1 wEE
faar § g # wve1 Jag W@

[RAJYA SABHA]

to a matter of urgent
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31 e, & ag 19 AT F fag qE
T fF o do Y gfow @@ X
9% F% @qa Ifed 8 | The Bolice of
one State is as good and as bad as that of
any other in the country. ¥ ® 3§ aTd
F1 & A F A qare § 5 oa gfew
SATET @A gl TS HT THo &to o
F A A ST AT | AT AT FA
St &1 qar g fF aome i gfee 3o o
FY gfra & Aga § Y § Srar A 5
7% fFa w7 agax § oifs v weanew
FLEF AL WA A g oA fF T
gerTe FT gfad & § 9 qOw B g
Fr wfow &3 )

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. Therefote. the
| hon. Membzrs should not pass a whole-
‘ sale judgment castigating and condemning

the U.P. police because there is nothing

| on record to say that.
l
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About the other thing, I have already
said and rep:zatedly 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 rele-
| vant information is not available with me at
| the moment, We propose to haveit and when
| we get it, we can come to a definite conclu-

sion

SHRI A. N. MULLA (Uttar Pradesh) :
Mr. Deputy Chairman, I am a little un-
happy 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 con-
sidering this explanation, I am looking at

| this allegation and I am sitting tight as a

| judge and I will pronounce my judgment
| ata very late stage when the facts are before

i me. Now the allegation is very clear. The
allegation is that a certain group of Govern-
ment 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 1dentity cards? Is 1t a reasonable
doubt? After all one has only to consider
reasonable doubts and not unreasonable
doubts. To me 1t seems that 1t 1s an absurd
thing to suggest that they had gone for this
parpose and thev had left thewr identity
cards at home Apart from that, if any
suspicion anises 1h the nund of a public
servant that somebody 1s playing a trick
upon tham, obviously the person who plays
the tuck has some wrongful gamn m his
mind Wil the Minster let me know what
was the possible wrongful gamn n the mind
of these persons who had gone there that
by pretending to be Government servants
and trying to take a sample they will suc-
ceed 1n securing it And if no wrongful
gain can be had by them obviously the
explanation which 1s given by the other
side must be discounted Apart from that,
1 every charge you have a stage when you
say a prima facie case exists And there 1s a
later stage when 1t 1s proved or disproved
and the judgment 1s pronounced I at least
expected that the Minister will take up the
position that a prma facie case has been
made out and we will test and see if the
explanation offered can be accepted espe-
crally when by 1ts obstructionist tactics the
other party did not permut the samples to be
taken On the one side a wrongful gain 1s
clearly established while on the other side
there 1s 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 pomnt which I said
that according to the UP Government’s
version the officers sent by us asked for a
sort of wiongful gamn  They say. ‘At
about 13:00 hours, Harn Ram Gupta,
owner of Dairy 1n Village Chandous,
filed a written report at the Police Station
that one Chitar Mal Sharma who had six
months back asked him to appomt him 1n
his Dairy or otherwise pay him Rs. 500/-
per month, had along with four other
persons come I1n a private car was asking
him to make payment for six months or
else samples would be taken and that he
suspected some fraud °  As I said the ver-
ston 1s different The owners of the factory
have lodged a complaint with the police
stating that the officers sent by the Min-
1stry who, we believe on good grounds had
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carried thetr own 1dentity dards, had asked
for wrongful gan
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SHRI BABUBHAI M CHINAI (Maha.
rashtra) . What s the 1dea of saying all this
now? (Interruptions) This s second thought.

PROF DCBIPRASAD CHATTO-
PADHYAYA No, no Tiis was referred
to I said to start with it was smooth sail-
1ng You know I said they asked for certam
favour I am now explaining what that fav-
our 's This 1s the favour they asked, they
ashed for some money That 1s 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 lfater onto
shield themselves or not 1s an open question.
Now, facts are here and facts are there not
quite compatible with each other So. mn
the face of contrary facts, we are not in a
positién to arrive at a definite coenclusion.

SHRI PITAMBER DAS (Uttar Pra-
desh) Instead of making the matter sim-
plified, 1t has been made all the more con-
fused

Y sy NETw Aw (IT F_29T) -
SyaTIf WERd, 98 W FET aF R
F W S FOAT A F 2, TR
FE 9T ST FEEIT A7 avq AgY F
qET H TIAAT T ST A GO FY ¥
faq 2 =far asr 7, & wrsRfed
FTE FFT MY T AGY - gt Oy
dqt 7g &, ST A9 A g7 FI AATE,
qTH|T IO TRT FTH(T H7 Y 78 717
TEr & FF Sa ermeanfeet e T srraerwar
g ar 7 ? IR ) forar 7oAz o
TG & | T WM 9E & ouE W
F1 R F1 T8 T 721 & fF 58 9%
F FHT | A ATAET AT AT A
sraeaEar gt &, zEfedt w1
FAT ATTRITAT § AT ATRSfredl FTE
AwT g MU | IyAETalT wEwRT zER
qv ag 9T e & fF I waer & Arfers
g I9F! @ g W 47 f5 srfed
ST A ATAAFAT A B, T T FA
& afefaa g9 |1 IFA FEAT T
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w&r fRar 7 ag 9z da 3 & fag
dare g f6Y I7M A7 w4l a7 7 |
gfera & grr 3w afrwifet &0 smae
FIAT, dTood FOAT | 4 qAFAT g,
T8 A 4 | T arg A a3 fr
SH4 ;e awen, @A 34
IEFT g ot | W fuwma @ fE
q FEA A & AT FB AT | A FAA
i & ) wfes Gw@ W0 IWET
TET oY | I FI IR mar AT |
# ag ST ATEAT § F0 TAAHE T 99
FFO A & f@qrE g oFw ot
T IEFT wAST T AT § 1 GEA
AT, AGT ST FEIT F PR A 7
gax my @ fau § \ | sy
gFET 304 &1 aF difaa & fF 7gl wrew
FT | AT BAH G W@HL IS TG ?
# AAA( ATEAT §, TG SHA Ggd TIA-
Tz & WR-q B g S gfwfam
g, 7 IH A€ 7 AT S @I
FdET da1 @ & arfe q=ars FY S A gy
I I =foat F g7 &Y T EF 7
PROF. DEBIPRASAD CHATTO-
PADHYAYA : We have repeatedly said
that the attitude of the police was far from
co-operative. Qur officers did carry their
identity cards. In addition to the identity
card, the authority letter was not caliled 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. Tt 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 beer} properly sorted out,
analysed and also not available in abun-

i that the proprietors
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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
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 comc in because
if tl'xey did not have their identity cards,
then the proprietor would not have allowed
them even to enter the prcmises. 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, 1f they wanted some favour, then the
proprietor could easily have signed the
promissory notes and given 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 some-
thing here, I am stalling these people.
Please come urgently in plain-clothes and
take them away from the premises. By the
time you finish with your work, T will be
able to remove all the evidence of the spur-
jous drug.” This fact is very clear So
there is no question of undue privileges
being taken by the officials who had been
deputed from Delhi to take a sample from
these people.

PROF. DEBIPRASAD CHATTO-
PADHYAYA : It is an opinion. 1 do not
know what I am expected to respond to this
opinion. Only I can 1eiterate the submission
of the UP Government that it is only after
these officers asked for some unjustified
favour that the firm-owners contacted
the police. But we have no ground or
proof to suggest that this contention of
that Government is correct.
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Allotment of time
- .

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN :
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) :
8ir, may I be permitted.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : No.

1 have

I have been

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

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : | have
to inform Members that T have received
the following telegiam 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 1730 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.”

W 271y '
-7 AR 20 LAt 1%
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
(SHR!I OM MEHTA): With your per-
mission, Sir, I rise to announce that Gov-
ernment business in this House during the
week commencing 11th December, 1972,
will consist of :

(1) Discussion on the Resolution seck-
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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tor Govt. business

(4) Consideiation and passing of the
following Bills, as passed by Lok Sabba :—

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

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

ALLOTMENT OF TIME FOR GOV-
ERNMENT LEGISLATIVE BUSINESS
TO BE TAKEN UP DURING THE CUR-
RENT SESSION OF THE RAJYA
| SABHA ]

' i

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: T have
‘ to inform Members that the Business Ad-
visory Commuttec at 1ts 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 :—

I

o

. ,Bthinass Time allotted
1. Consideration and passing of— 1, - &n.
(a) The Code of Crimi- e ""_"
nal Procedure Bill, o ",
LR LAY

1970, as reported by
the Joint Committee

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

4 hours.

(b) 1

1€ Acitald’
o st
1 hr. 30 mts. .,

e

(¢) The Indian Railways
(Amendment)  Bill,
1972, as passed by

the Lok Sabha.

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

Vo,

ydt s -

b R4

“« W !

1 hr. 30 mts.
(d)

W oD i

e RS

0t

1
R RS
gl

o

¢ S
3 hours, "
v M
Aert}osy-
Bl AV
{

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

o

L

1 hour.

The Committec recommended that the
House should <it up to 6-00 e.m. daily
and beyond 6-00 p.M., as and when neces-

| sary, for the transaction of Government
Business.
nor e il 18 tdw



