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THE        COMPANIES        TRIBUNAL 
(ABOLITION)   BILL,   1967 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Fakhruddin Ali 
Ahmed. 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF INDUSTRIAL 
.DEVELOPMENT AND COMPANY 
AFFAIRS (SHRI K. V. RAGHU-NATHA 
REDDY): Sir, I beg leave .   .  . 

SHRI RAJNARAIN (Uttar Pradesh) :  On a 
point of order, Sir .   .   . 

SHRI K. V. RAGHUNATHA REDDY: 
Sir, you have called me. 

SHRI RAJNARAIN: On a point of  order, 
Sir. 

SHRI K. V. RAGHUNATHA REDDY: Sir, 
on behalf of Shri Fakhruddin Ali Ahmed, I 
beg leave to introduce a Bill to provide for the 
abolition of the Companies Tribunal -and for 
matters connected therewith. 

 
MR.   CHAIRMAN:  Yes. 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
DEPARTMENTS OF PARLIAMENTARY 
AFFAIRS AND COMMUNICATIONS 
(SHRI I. K. GUJRAL): Not before he has 
finished. 

 

 
"The Chairman on a request being made 

to him may order thi.' publication of any 
Bill (together with the Statement of Objects 
and Reasons, the memorandum regarding 
delegation of legislative power and the 
financial memorandum accompanying it) in 
the Gazette, although no motion hag been 
made for leave to introduce the Bill." 

 
"A debate may then take place not so 

much on the merit of the actual Bill the 
contents of which are not yet available to 
the House, but rather on the question 
whether legislation on the subject outlined 
in the introductory speech is desirable." 
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SHRI TRILOKI SINGH:    Thai although 
I made a submission that if you, Sir, agree 
and the House so minded, we could establish 
vention that thenceforward n'o    motion for 
leave to introduce a bill would be opposed.   
I am sorry to say it was not agreed to.    As it 
is,  the rule is there  and the practice is also 
there. 

Now, the main question is, if it is 
open to a  Member to     oppose 
motion for leave to introduce a Bili, 
the       Member       must know what the Bill 
contains. It is not necessary that the Bill 
before it is brought forward here and before 
leave to introduce it is asked for, should be 
published in the Gazette. It may be 
published in the Gazette; before or after trie 
leave is asked for. But if the publication in 
the Gazette has not been made should be 
laid on the Table so that the Member knows 
what he is called upon to grant leave to 
because the right of opposition is there. How 
can I oppose a thing unless I know what it is. 
Therefore the rule is there and the practice is 
also there. Whether it is published 
previously or afterwards, the availability of 
fhe Bill to the Members is necessary and 
unless that is done the right given under 
Rule 67 cannot properly be exercised. 
"SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: Sir, the Rule 
of course, as Shri Triloki Singh j i has said, 
does give the right to oppose at the stage of 
introduction as well but it has been an 
established practice in the House of 
Commons and in this House that at the1 
stage of introduction it is not opposed as a 
matter of course, unless there is anything 
very fundamental or it is a question of the 
competency of this House as was raised in 
the case Of the Industrial Securiy Force Bill 
when it was said that that Bill cannot be 
considered by this House. In such cases in 
special circumstances there can be 
opposition, otherwise not. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal): 
Sir, you will have noted that even Mr. Akbar 
Ali Khan conceded that.    He said that 
unless there     is 
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fundamental objection, normally there should 
not be opposition t0 introduction. Therefore 
he concedes that there may be objection on 
very fundamental grounds. I start from there. 
How do I know whether a matter is funda-
mental or incidental? 

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: It is provided 
in Eule 67. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: I shall deal with 
it just now. How do I know whether a matter 
is fundamen-apprised beforehand of what the 
Bill apprised beforehand of what *he Bill 
contains? Therefore even according to Mr. 
Akbar Ali Khan in order to judge whether 
there is valid ground, to judge on the 
fundamentally or otherwise of it, the Members 
should lie supplied with copies of the Bill or 
should be made acquainted with the text of the 
Bill. That settles what Mr. Akbar Ali Khan 
s"af3. Ham glad that he said it. 

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: You must 
remember the rule which was read out that 
publication is not necessary. 

SHRI  BHUPESH  GUPTA: You 
never said that under no circumstance* must 
there be opposition at the introduction stage. 
You said normally there -hould not be and 
you were vehement about it and with all your 
vehemence you said that there might be some 
fundamental objection in certain cases. So the 
question cannot arise unless we know what 
the Bill is about. Therefore even if we were to 
atcept your thing, we would like to kave the 
Bill. 

Mr. Chairman, about the convention I may 
tell you that hundreds of Bills have been 
passed by this House and the other House. 
Well, generally we do not oppose at the 
introduction stage, but there does arise 
sometimes an occasion when we have to 
oppose its introduction. I know of a case 
when I sought leave of the House to introduce 
a Bill, but Government opposed its 
introduction. We had two, three or four 
occasions, when I also did oppose 
introduction in all fthese fifteen years or so.    
Therefore, 

by and large we have that kind of convention, 
but there may be a certain very atrocious Bill, 
which is repugnant. You cannot even look at 
it. The very name of the Bill, the very nature 
of the Bill, is horrifying. In such a case any 
sensible man would register his protest right 
at the beginning. That right should not be deni 
Rules provide for it. Now, here our difficulty 
is this. In the other House the Bills are 
circulated before they are introduced. In our 
House it has been somehow or other a 
convention that the Bills are not circulated be-
fore they are introduced. Therefore, there does 
ariso some kind of contradiction between the 
rule that we may object to and the practice we 
follow, namely, we do not know what the Bill 
is until it has been introduced and only then 
we know it. Therefore, I think the best course 
would be hence forth for you to direct that 
Members should be apprised of the contents 
of the Bill a day before. The Bills could be 
circulated, say, two days before the 
introduction of the Bills. The Bill could be 
circulated to the Members of the House, as is 
done in the other House. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I look at this matter 
both as the Chairman as well as a common 
man. Some two years before this matter was 
raised in this House, but the practice was 
allowed to continue. I also note that the Lok 
Sabha is circulating the Bills among the 
Members before their introduction. You may 
kindly leave it to me to discuss 'it with the 
Leaders of the Parties here, and I am in favour 
of the suggestion. There is no question about 
it. Therefore, whatever the practice is, let us 
follow now. but certainly I shall place +he 
matter before the Leaders of the Parties and 
get it changed. 
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"This Act may be called the Official 
Language Act, 1963." Section 3 •ays   .   
.   . 

MR. CHAIRMAN: It has nothing to 
do with this matter. 

SHRI RAJNARAIN: Sir, just hear me. 
Let me say my point.    It says: 

"Section 3 shall come into force on 
the 26th day of January, 1965 and the 
remaining provisions of this Act shall 
come into force on such date as the 
Central Government may by 
notification in the Official Gazette 
appoint and different dates may be 
appointed for different provisions of 
this Act." 

But as far as section 3 of this Act is 
concerned, it has taken force from the 
26th day of January, 1965. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN: I am sorry. I have 

given my ruling. Whatever may be that, I 
have given my ruling. I do not wish Mr. 
Rajnarain to continue this. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN:    I do not allow 

you. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN: I have given my 

ruling. What is the use of discussing a 
matter on which I have given my ruling? 

 
 

 
"Notwithstanding the expiration of 

the period of fifteen years from 'the 
commencement of the Constitution, 
the English language may, as from the 
appointed date, continue to be used in 
addition to Hindi . . ." 

MR. CHAIRMAN:     No. 

SHRI   RAJNARAIN:      ...     for 
which it was used immediately   .   .   . 

MR.  CHAIRMAN:     No, Mr.    Raj-
narain.    I have given my ruling. 

SHRI RAJNARAIN:    For the tran-
sation of business in Parliament .  .  . 

MR. CHAIRMAN:  I gave my ruling; 
recently. 

  

 



3435      Companies Tribunal      [ 12 JUN1 1967 ]        (Abolition) Bill, 1967 3436 

MR. CHAIRMAN: We have heard 
you. The House has heard you suffi-
ciently and I have given my ruling. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN: We will be 

wasting our time. After I gave my ruling, 
let us stop at that. 

 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I got a letter from 
you and I am dealing with it. You can 
certainlv leave it in my hands. 

SHRI RAJNARAIN: For how many 
days? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: You need not ask 
me 'for how many days or how many 
hours'. Certainly I am dealing with it. 

 

SHRI K. V. RAGHUNATHA 
REDDY: Sir, I beg to move for leave to 
introduce a Bill to provide for the 
abolition of the Companies Tribunal and 
for matters connected therewith. 

The question was proposed. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN: Before I adjourn 

the House to meet at 230, I must make an 
appeal to Members, namely, the Railway 
Budget will be taken up this afternoon. I 
would like you to sit for an hour more, so 
that all people can take part in the 
discussion of the Budget. The House 
meets at 2-30. 

The House then adjourned for 
lunch at twenty-eight minutes 
past one of the clock. 

The House reassembled after lunch at 
half-past two of the clock. The DEPUTY 
CHAIRMAN in the Chair. 

 
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You 

state it briefly. Before Lunch Hour also 
you had said something. 
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THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You 
need not give comments in that running 
fashion. You say why you want to 
oppose the Bill. You say it only in two or 
three minutes. 

SHRI K. V. RAGHUNATHA 
REDDY: Exatcly to facilitate the very 
objectives which the hon. Member had 
mentioned in his speech we are seeking 
to abolish the tribunal for the purpose of 
quick disposal of these matters by the 
High Court. I wish to dispel the 
impression that has been sought to be 
created that something is happening by 
the abolition of this tribuna1. Nothing is 
going to happen. All the proceedings that 
are before the tribunal are going to    be 
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transferred to the High Court. Instead of 
going through a tortuous, complicated and 
prolonged legal procedure, we want to avoid 
litigation so that the remedies which are 
sought for and the objects which are to be 
achieved from the tribunal would be achieved 
quickly by the procedure before the Hight 
Court. This is the main intention and the 
purpose for which this Bill is sought to be 
Introduced. I hope the hon. Member will  
agree. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The 
question is: 

"That leave be granted to introduce a 
Bill to provide for the abolition of the 
Companies Tribunal and for matters 
connected    therewith." 

The motion was adopted. 

SHRI K. V. RAGHUNATHA REDDY:   
Madam, I introduce the Bill. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now we go 
to the Budget (Railways), 1967-68 Shri 
Ruthnaswamy. 

THE  BUDGET   (RAILWAYS)     1967-
68— GENERAL DISCUSSION 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY (Madras) : 
Madam Deputy Chairman, those of us who 
are interested in the Railway Budget must 
congratulate ourselves that it has at last come 
up for discussion. The unpunctuality that 
characterises the running of our railway trains 
seems to Have pursued the presentation of the 
Railway Budget in our House also. As I turn 
to the Railway Budget, I wonder why such a 
good man has produced such a bad budget. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal): 
He is in bad company. 

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY: I do not 
want to go to any metuphysical explanation 
like 'karma' or fate, but I think it is due to the 
fact that he has    inherited    this    system      
from 
893 RSD—5. 

his predecessors. He has been unfortunate 
enough to produce an unpopular budget, a 
deficit buget which he tries to cover by raising 
the rate of passenger fares and freight charges. 
All this is due to the original sin of the 
Railway Administration which is the 
convention by which a large sum 0? money is 
to be paid to the General Revenues. This time 
it is about Rs. 155 crores, in 1967-68. I have 
been attacking this convention from the time I 
began to speak on the Railway Budget year 
after year, and the only reply is that this 
convention is approved by Parliament and 
therefore it must be allowed to go through. As 
a result of this convention the Railway 
Administration is obliged to pay, whether it 
makes a profit or not this amount of crores 
agreed to in the convention, and it is this large 
amount that has to be paid to the General 
Revenues that is largely responsibile for the 
sins of omission, the failures of the Railway 
Administration to give us as good a railway 
system as the people deserve. All these tears 
that we have to shed on the Railway Budget is 
due to this original sin as I have called it. It 
not only accounts for the rise in our passenger 
fares and freight charges but is also 
responsible-for the lack of improvements, not 
enough improvements, in our railway system. 
For instance, we have not enough double 
tracks. For the speedy running of our railway 
trains and for increasing the number of 
railway trains, double tracks are absolutely 
necessary. So far, only 15.47 per cent, of our 
railway mileage has been covered by double 
tracks. I cannot understand it because a large 
quantity, of rail'; is lying idle in our steel 
works at Durgapur and other steel works. I do 
not see why such a large amount of rails 
should lie idle when the railway system cries 
for the rapid increase in double tracks. No 
new lines are being proposed, whereas year 
after year I have been proposing that there 
should be a direct rail connection between the 
Capital of Andhra Pradesh and its chief port,    
Vishakhapatnam. 


