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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, 1 beg
leave . . .

SHRI RAJNARAIN (Uttar Pra-
desh): On a point of order, Sir . . .

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

SHRI RAJNARAIN: On a point of
rorder, Sir.

SHRI K. V. RAGHUNATHA
REDDY: Sir, on behalt 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,

= TRATIEAT
tHT3E ATE ATETE |

H{T AU, TF

MR. CHAIRMAN: About thiy Bill?

st TGO AN A @I A
fae s 9 faar ar ST arast qreqm
g7

MR. CHAIRMAN: Yes.

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
DEPARTMENTS OF PARLIAMEN-
TARY AFFAIRS AND COMMUNI-
CATIONS (SHRI 1. K. GUJRAL):
Not before he has finished.

SHRI RAJNARAIN: 1t is 5 point
of order about the introduction of
the Bill. T had written to the Secre-
tary and he must have informed the

Chair. s, 6131 w1 &, forad foram 2,
“adrafy & wrdAr A W7 9T, ag
fagas (9@ 7 9T 329w qur
FTOT geaeet fagwor wiag & geratsa
arged) A9 AN fa<iy qraw afg)
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F AAGH { FHAT T jiaw T g5ar’
yuafe fagas £1  qwfeg #37 #7
wawfa & fog seara 78F <ar margn”

Tl gwrX a1 fAqmrEs £ sy
¢ faw<r wasy § M g% 30 § T %
61 a7 & 93T 19, qT IqH fa@y § -

“The Chairman on a request
being made to him may order the
publication of any Bill (together
with the Statement of Objects and
Reasons, the memorandum regard-
ing delegation of legislative power
and the financial memorandum
accompanying it) in the Gazette, al-
though no motion hag been made
for leave to introduce the Bill.”

SR, gAFI AT FAFTL TR0
faem &, o=t ogd g gwA ag Hww
e e 1 fa= ggTegm 7 aren €,
aggFr ! g MATE, a9 g, fa=m
Al gaaT AT FAT § ¢ AT gEd
Ffarer #Y A< w19 faaray & w0 w7
IgFy FIUOT AL fAw qrg 1 aTaR
ggigga g F a1 IW 1§y faet
% | e frm & #RT a4y
g% gifas & & gq wo & agi FoEe
# fF 719 99 F STIegT FW F agw
g sEwr F19 wAANEE FOF | g
dqy H ofma, & wow & fafew
Tifmarie & o dfieg g sgw ary
A FITHT EATT WIFAT

“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 desir-
able.”
3z gAIX qTF A qifwariedy Sfaea
#, gad WY €7 Y & 1T F JAETq
gArfiaw Fag ey s § R
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gq a9q w0 fawm & Jar s fE ey
Sl AT Re' aFg WelF Hum
FaT fagas 9o HT T § W JEH!
garsra & 19 ¢ & qUAAr Agar g
geT & grofag @esg 17 a1 w=ae
IJEHT 9 H F 13 71T g 1 07
g a¥ fx fagqe @ & 9w #9
g 7Fq g f® gg fagas ¥Y s=2igqq
FHTn T FATONT FAT HGIaT F1 &7 A1 |
qg dga & Fwlwegmaa ;T
&\ wareE g 1 wifeegqama, v
HIT JINT qTqT & BT A &, A
FIAARE FT @ Isal § | FqA
ggfaar g :

“to move for leave to introduce a
Bill to provide for the abolition of
the Companies Tribunal and for
matters connecteq therewith.”

wg qg FM g & fgegAd
F47 &Y 97 47 WYX 47 91, qT #4Y
aqr ar ?

»ft FHFIT QA FA (F7 FIW)
T 55 i

st TRATIOM . 61 A1 93 f3aT |
68 WT 98 AT | EHW AMI & gT
FT F T & #T qAT  KifAT |

St sdo Fo AATR . TW W
T e Wieag § I HTRE G ] |

st TARme IfgT 68
“fagaw § qearias FT ST
& are gumee fagws, Towd W
weptfora wT faar sy, afz ag agr
fuwfag afem st @ "

oF THHT WY GHAAT GET | Ul
qger gFtfwa femr sar aed g o
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oY frdt T @ 95 waifma 7
gaT g #T 997 7 fagyw %7 Tizaw
F & FAT9T 2 4T T AT Fg M-
qa3Y foar wr w@r § & wgeam &
g a1 & 39 & gFfwd & fam
AT | ggfe 9 FEUS  §9ET 8
92 SR T &, AfHT A AHIY F
qrq ggFT HF FATAT AAL, A GHHT
qeT T8 E | & ast ¥ st g7
“As soon as may be after a Bill
has been imtroduced, the Bill, un-

less it has already been published,
shall be published in the Gazette,”

%ed & fa wrearE fa qger €Y qafaw
T gAT AN GIA §
WRHFF F F 418 FIH G
e ¥ qafaw fEar sroar | gay iy
q& 1T ATTET § |

SHRI AKBAR ALJ] KHAN: In other
words it is not necessary tp publish
it before introduction

M TWAREAW gy a1 ¥ g%
FZ W § 9T aigg & afwy fx
HIITTT Y § | FEA WY I &19
arar o & fF fagae & gregew &
gz gafam geT A& g 1 ®AN
afz faet w0 Tt @ faret JegaSit
¥ %1€ paiee fagas T 3 4 saF!
[GT 71 AT g A A wH
IHET AW Bl 1% 2 o FEed
¥ 414 ITHR F oed) ey qafaw FI
& | T AT THT wregan & fiw

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL (Punjab):
After introduction,

SHRI RAJNARAIN: After intro-
duction if already the Bill is not
published.
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[Shri Rajnarain.]
66 &1 7 faaqra sawene |

“Ag soon as may be after a Bil'
has been introduced, the Bill, un-
less it hag already been published,
shall be published in the Gazette.”

AT qE 9@ aafaw A40 gar g ar
IEH & 19 Wi Awdaq fwar
AT L § W WA ag g AW
ma ¥ fF g9 fagas &7 g0 qug 719
qg TEIEIT wTE AT FTWAA A L |
gu dadia, srraga A1 Ffer gfaar-
¥EY sifged &7 HY gavar & gy 7y q
oS wT @ & AR 34T fay gue g
& fag o¢ & @ faar ar f& gu &0
3 AFAT F 7 THAAT I8 HT
2 & qufe ga =t sra o T $ar fasras
TR T g% T 9L FE gFT § fF
AT ZEreaa &1 gAwerg 1

ar & AT | 98 OF 95T &1 Agaqw
qrEe g |

SHRI TRILOKI SINGH (Uttar Pra-
desh): Sir, may I make a submission
about the point made by my {riend.
Mr, Rajnarain? I would like to add
something to what he has said. Under
Rule 67 of the Rules of Procedure of
this House it is open to a Member of
this House to oppose a motion for
Jeave to introduce a Bill although, as
1 submitted a few days back, it it
not the practice in the House of
Commons that a Bill at the leave
stage is opposzd. But forfunately or
unfortunately—whatever it may be-—
here in this House I find that therc
has been a long-standing practice
apart from this rule—this rule is re-
inforced by the practice—that the
Bill at the stage of leave for introduc-
tion may also be opposed.

SHRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: No;
that is not the cenvention.

SABHA ]
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SHRI TRILOKI SINGH: Thal a.y
although I made a submission that it
you, Sir, agree and tae House 1, al:o
so minded, we could establish o (>
vention that thenceforward no mo-
ticn for leave to introduce a bill would
be opposed. I am sorry to say it was
not agreed to. As il is the rule is
there and the practice is also there.

Now, the main question is, 1f 1t
open to a Member to oppose the
motion for leave to introduce a Bili
the Member must know
what  the Bill contains. It s
not necessary that the Bill before it 13
brought forward here amd Dbefore
leave to introduce it is asked for,
should be published in the Gazette. It
may be published in the Gazette; be-
fore or after the leave is askeq 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 op-
pose 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 mecessary and unless that
is done the right given under Rule 67
cannot properly be exercised.

““HRI AKBAR ALI KHAN: Sir, the
Rule of course, as Shri Triloki Singhji
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 the stage of introduc-
tion 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 Industm:al
Securiy Force Bill when it was said
that that Bill cannot be considered by
this House, In such cases in sp_egial
circumstances there can be opposition.
otherwise not.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA  (West
Bengal): Sir, you will have noted that
even Mr. Akbar Ali Khan c0ncede.d
that. He said fhat unless there is
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fundamental objection, normally there
should not be opposition tg introduc-
tion. Therefore he concedes that there
may be objection on very fundamen-
tal grounds. I start from there, How
do I know whether a matter is funda-
mental or incidental?

DIWAN CHAMAN LALL: It is pro-
vided in Rule 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 the Bill
eontains? Therefore even according
to Mr. Akbar Ali Khan in order to
judge whether there is valid ground,
to judge on the fundamentality or
otherwise of 1, the Members should
e supplied with copies of the Bil] or
should be made acquainted with the
text of the Bill. That settles what
Mr. Akbar Ali Khan-gafd, I am glad
that he said it,

SHRI AKBAR ALl KHAN: You
must remember the rule which was
read out that publication is not neces-
sary.

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: You
never said that under no circumstances
must there be opposition at the intro-
duction stage. You said normally
there ~“ould not bBe and you were
vehement about it and with all your
vehemence you said that there might
be some fundamental objection in cer-
tain cases. So the question cannot
arise unless we know what the Bill is
about. Therefore even if we were to
ascept your thing, we would like to
kave the Bill.

Mr, Chairman, about the conventicn
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, bul there does arise sometimes
an occasion when we have to oppose
its introduction. I know of a case
when T sought leave of the House to
introduce a Bill. but Government
opposed ils introduction. We had
two, three or four occasions, when
1 also did oppose introduction in all
these fifieen years or so. Therefore,
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by and large we have that kind of
convention, but there may be a certain
very atrocious Bill, which is repug-
nant. You cannot even look at it. The
very name of the Bill, the very nature
of the Bill, is horrifying. iIn such a
case any sensible man would regis-
ter his protest right at the beginning.
That right should not be denio
Rules provide for it. Now, here our
difficulty is this. In the other House
the Bills are circulated before they
are introduced. In our Ifouse it has
been somehov or other z convention
that the Bills are not circulated be-
fore they are introduced. Therefore,
there does aris> some kind of contra-
diction 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,
T 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: 1 look at this
matter both as the Chairman as well
as a common man. Some tWo years
before this matter was raised in this
HWouse, but the practice was allowed

to continue. I also note that 1fhe
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 certainty I shall place *the
matter before the Leaders of the
Parties and get it changed.

sy TR g, TR
fzree g T FEAT | TEH
o X 7 afedy, Wl dvw & AR
qraee &1 giaT | THRT §  agd &
I & are ST A9FET T F €1 AT
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qEAIE | TEr AEr £ fw ogwmA 1§
wat &) feera fvar 3, aet feww T,
9 AATFT FATEIAR MU &, FATLTATE
* o1 98-8 ey § a9 fewww
faar A< @7 AW 39 AT FT FqT@E
fo wsa a1 ¥ 0w w9 facga =@
W@ A ag g2 § T wtfoos
gaw faw 1965 & srerfmaw
gy faa & 7z & fF—

“This Act may be called the Official
Language Act, 1963.” Section 3
2ays

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

SHRI RAJNARAIN: Sir, just hear
e. 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 Govern-
ment may by nhotification in the
Official Gazette appoint and differ-
ent dates may be appeointed 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.

wa gasy 92 2Ear Srfew fF Aawa
3FMTE | AFAA 3, 26 FTFaU 1965
¥ oAm Fywar 1 weifwrE @
Uiz F1 qg 937 & /G W00 3§\
qa919 33qT (——

“Notwithstanding the expiration
of the period of fifteen years from
‘the commencement of the Constitu-
tion, the English language may, as

from the appointed date, continue to
be used in addition to Hindi .. .”

“Used in addition to Hindi” ¥g
#2271, o9, AV A ¥ qWAT FEAT

| RAJYA SABHA )
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TMET | T/FT qAGT TH GE A9 @

e ey F e ay 15 919 F a8

AT HST qo qEAy 8, wa gy ager
AT AwrT 3FT T L

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 conti-
nue this.

i AATAT
qTEFE FTIETE |

g & qar

MR. CHAIRMAN: I do not allow

you.

sft TRARE@Y ¢ AET, ¥ oy
U fvaaes ST FTAFATE |

MR. CHAIRMAN: I have given my
ruling. What ig the use of discussing
a matter on which I have given my
ruling?

SHRI RAJNARAIN: Yes, you have
done something. #I¥ Tifeaed
Sfaem & Fawga &1 W@ e & fw
g oAy st ®1 fraEd 7 aFar
? uufeu & 9T FT I E 1 TH AT
fade ¥ smat qua Agl A% | A58 9 3FT
‘T-“For all official purposes of the:

Indian Union J

MR. CHAIRMAN: No.

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

MR. CHAIRMAN: No, Mr. Raj-

narain, I have given my ruling.

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

MR. CHAIRMAN: I gave my ruling
recently.

W usAvTae w97 98
qdt 7t 4% |
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MR. CHAIRMAN: We have heard
you. The House has heard you suffi-
ciently and I have given my ruling.

sy T o ofm] ¥ omw §
TN FTTRIE, AT AT F @IE
f ot gd foq@r g FmA q, A3 3

& ‘d ¥ :— “For the transaction of
business in Parliament, to introduce
a Bill in Parliament . . .”

qifsrrardzdy niefad ¥, oiaasy
TRTE FTERAH & | FAAT 36 F1qA
F @0, 99 A% 73 HAq ey §
g a7 a& w1 {agq® agl o= @y om
LU

MR. CHAIRMAN: We will be
wasting our time. After I gave my
ruling, let us stop at that.

oft TURAE@ : Hqrq 7 wAT
a7 fezw 7 &, 3% fravgs ady #4097
FAT gEIT 157 A6 AELE | &
fafadsr 1 Mwa W@ g1 g9 57 W
@ A YFATT T AT gRA UF 27 A
foar |

MR, CHAIRMAN: 1 got ma 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.

ot TRAeAn ;- fafgda & zaqr
T A N =fge @iy fawe
Tt agt & A AqATIIgE N 97 oF
T TATH e FAE A R
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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.

St T - sfmq § g
IS F F fag @ergmrg |

MR. CHAIRMAN: Before I adjourn
the House to meet at 2:30, I must
make an appea] to Members, namely,
the Railway Budget will be taken up
this afternoon. I would like you te
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 onle of the clock.

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

it TFMTFG . {IAGET, ST
fada® sZeaa FF F1 oI AAAT

g ST owErroov

sitergrard go w@w (TIIA) ¢
EEIE AR ER A

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You
state it briefly. Before Lunch Hour
also you had said something.

ft TRATOAY ¢ 2T aga A ¢ |
@ & qgdr A1 A T 3aT Er A

A GFELA  AAT wgwg o

ot ATEY @ 9 grIA &y

to introduce a Bill to provide for the-
abolition of the Companies Tribunal
and for matters connected therewith

T 7@ ugl uF faq 9w fFar oo
HT T @F FT f2qT T\ ARAT
ggar av § gaet faig 38 ARAITH W
w1 g ff vl g 7 &=
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[ v

qre & I T A/ FIE ABE A7 &L,
&R %HQT matters coanected therewith
For ¢ AafeT w@ IEeLAT A FIA
F4 ¥ §2g FA4EE T vad ax { W@
FE AASTY 4G &Y | AR SE AF
AT T § 6 OF FrEEIAT a9 a1
KU WO (LT ¥ qegeq A a7 {ggar &
grae ¥ AT A a2 @3 samiaan
¥ @@ & 51 @ asaiear ) 3aE
qTY § SO T ;A S FCH AT IqH
1, ST IAN AFU ¥, TAF I §
Ay fasifear 41 1 OAT AaT ®
fir gt fag 3 @ T WA AU
T AW EFE §9 # 98 gF g w
gl wfga ) 430 @ 3, ATEE SR
qaT Fifaa & o g8 9@ & A
§ ool qg At wv gy A (weq =g
gsfrafaa, seafaay, sxanfaay &
TR AT OIS |

oft siewz arwe (fage) o
qIg AAag FT AT ¢ |

SIREE 1L SEF RERTEIEEIR]
FITE TE, § 949 &) a9 & &0 FAT
ATZAT, AT ZIESAAT ArF WG AL
e & ans, A= zarg & AEaE
FEAAT ATAT F1 AH (07T &F F| TET.
A1g 5few | o g, #id AaEr 8
@ RN §, YAT 989 TF T
7150 &, SALTIN F 1 3US 15 F1@
w7 =y wefrawaia 9 F1F &ioFT
™

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN. You
need not give comments in that run-
ning fashion. You say why you want
to oppose the Bill. You say 1t only
in two or three minutes.
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S TIFACEAW © FE7 a1 aqr 7l
gl dfraediamagas)

qArH g ST FC AT F 1 FT
45 ATE TH NG g9 W gEELH WG
WA AT Hae) @A & fad femrwa, o9
gy A7 ¥ T g€ qaaen Gadt
7 A I 58 g F qWIC T §
ROTFT AV BOHT AAF THIT R AT~
3 & % frn g & wetoafa @
AT | A g, gaX TSI 1 0F
WA AR AW F ITW H AR P
g aard wr A ag g ) a1 5 oF
39 LI36QAS BT e 4 AT 91, oF aF
3G WE 9T ¥R § fa=ne a iy aw
aF g &1 (& fagdaw &1 a1 *@
g TRAAN FT @R FeAT  fFard
nafad &, afadw o qgq &1 mwE
T ST FATAT I, EIRFAT F
T I QAT qa1 @ gAl, TTEAAT
¥ aaq F a1 e fraer fmfer g2
3% AR 7 A aF F1§ W ATE 4T
T8 M I¥ WS qT IR T Frg
FEAFTET BT 5T 7EY, T QU A7 @10
qIT TG IS & WX T@ATT F4H TH
qATagT® faga® agr 9T a1 &1 ST
g3 g | gaf § MoR gy AEw
F AMAE AT § I qqe
FIT I 70 a1 O fadus
F1 EITIR & N g Y &IT
FGEL A

SHRI K. V. RAGHUNATHA
REDDY* Exatcly to facilitate the
very objectives which the hon. Mem-
ber had mentioned 1n 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 some-
thing 1s happening by the abolition of
this tribuna’. Nothing 1s  going to
happen All the proceedings that are
before the tribunal are going to be
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transferred to the High Court. In-
stead of going through a tortauus,

complicated and prolonged legal pro-
cedure, we wan{ 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 pro-
cedure 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:
question is:

The

“That leave be granted to mtro-
duce a Bill to provide for the zboli-
tion of the Companies Tribunal and
for matters connected therewith.”

The motion was adopted.

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

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

THE BUDGET (RAILWAYS) 1967-
68— GENERAL DISCUSSION

SHRI M. RUTHNASWAMY (Mad-
ras): Madam Deputy Chairman, those
of us who are interested in the Rail-
way Budget must congratulate our-
selves that it has at last come up for
discussion. The unpunctuality  that
characterises the running of our rail-
way 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
Bengal): He is in bag 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—b5.

(West
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He has been un-~
fortunate enough to produce an
unpopular budget, a deficit buget
which he tries to cover by rais~
ing the rate of passenger fares and
freight charges, AIl this ig due te the
original sin of the Raillway Adminis-
tration which is the convention by
which a large sum of money is to be
paid to the General Revenues. This
time it i1s about Rs. 155 crores, in
1967-68. I have been attacking this
convention from the time I began to
speak on the Rallway Budget year
after year, and the only reply is that
this convention 1s approved by Parlia-
ment and therefore 1t must be allowed
to go through. As a result of this
convention the Railway Administra-
tion 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 10 be
paild to the General Revenueg 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 jt. It not
only accounts for the rise in our pas-
genger fares and freight charges
but is also responsible for the lack of
improvements, not enough improve-
ments, in our railway system. For
instance, we have not encugh double
tracks, For the speedy running of
our raijlway 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 ynderstand it because
a large quantity, of raii~ is lying idle
in our steel works at Durgapur and
other sfeel works. 1 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 pro-
posed, whereas year after year I
have been proposing that there should
be a direct rail connection bet-

ween the Capital of Andhra Pradesh
Vishakhapatnam.

his predecessors.

and its chief port,



