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1 P.M. 

MESSAGE FROM THE LOK SABHA 

THE GIFT-TAX BILL, 1958 

SECRETARY: Sir, I have to report to the 
House the following message received from 
the Lok Sabha, signed by the Secretary of the 
Lok Sabha: 

"In accordance with the provisions of 
Rule 96 of the Rules of Procedure and 
Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha, I am 
directed to enclose herewith a copy of the 
Gift-tax Bill, 1958, as passed by Lok Sabha 
at its sitting held on the 6th May, 1958. 

2. The Speaker has certified that this Bill 
is* a Money Bill within the meaning of 
article 110 of the Constitution of India." 

Sir, I lay the Bill on the Table. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The House 
now stands adjourned till 2.30 
P.M. 

The House then adjourned for 
lunch at one minute past one of the 
clock. 

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

THE RICE-MILLING INDUSTRY 
(REGULATION)     BILL,    1958—con-
tinued 

 
"On the one hand, the hand-pounding 

industry gets reasonable facilities for 
development and employment is provided 
for the rural population, on the other, 
requisite facilities for conversion of paddy 
into rice are not curtailed,." 
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[Shri V. C. Kesava Rao.] movement, Gandhiji, 
the Father of the Nation, has been telling us that 
work should be given to the ru 
 ral people. Sir, you are aware that in the 
villages mostly  agricultural  labour  will have 
work only for six months in a year. Sir, by 
controlling these rice mills I think we will be 
doing justice to the cause of these people. The 
rural people have no work for six months in a 
year and they will welcome this work of hand-
pounding of rice.    Though they do little of 
hand-pounding, there will be work for the 
remaining period of the   year.    Sir,   it   has   
become   the fashion     of  the  day  to eat     
double polished    rice.    We  are   going   back 
from the rules of health and everybody  now  
wants   to eat  white  rice, double   polished   
and   polished   three times.   Nobody cares as to 
how much of bran is wasted, how much of 
energy is  thrown  away  by   this  milling.    I 
think, Sir, Government have brought forward 
this  Bill to control the rice mills in the country.    
I have a doubt about the control of these rice 
mills. The present set-up of the control by the  
States  of  these rice mills is  all right.    Though 
it is said in this Bill that there will not be much 
expenditure   to   be   incurred by the Central 
Government,   I   am   afraid   that  they will 
have to set up a large establishment for 
controlling these rice mills. Nowadays, every 
village has got one or  two   rice  mills  and  we   
have  to control  these  mills.    By  having  one 
licensing officer or a tribunal for the whole of 
the State, I do not think it will" be possible for 
us  to serve  the whole country.   The present 
set-up is that the revenue officials are control-
ling these things, especially the mills and other 
things, and so, that would have to be continued, 
but the Central Government has to take over 
from the States and I think that there will be 
large expenditure on this account, and in these 
days when we are thinking of economy, I do not 
know, Sir, how this will affect the exchequer  of 
the country. 

As regards the registration of mills, of 
course, it is stated in the Bill that 

there   will   be   some   restrictions   on 
licensing.    I would have been happier if it had 
been said that only the mills which are working 
now will 
  be allowed to continue and that no new mills 
will  be  allowed    to   come   up.    We know, 
Sir, that the Khadi Board has been     doing    
useful    work.      It    is encouraging    cottage   
industries    like hand-pounding, etc., and 
societies have been formed in the villages and 
towns. The  people  are  going  back  and  are 
eating hand-pounded  rice.   I am surprised to 
see my hon. friends opposite opposing this Bill 
and saying that the hand-pounded rice will not 
satisfy the people.    Hand-poui.ded rice may be 
a little dark but the hon. Member has not cared 
to tell us about the vitamin content   in    the   
hand-pounded   rice. Those   people   who   
speak   here   and there loudly and oppose every 
legislation here say that their party is the poor 
man's party.   This is a pocv man's Bill and I do 
not know how by opposing this Bill and by 
telling the people that hand-pounded rice should 
not be taken, they are going to help the poor 
people.    I wonder whether they  are-helping the 
capitalists instead of the poor   people.     My   
hon.   friend,   Mr Deokinandan Narayan  was 
telling  us that about 65 per cent, of the villagers 
are depending upon hanr? pounding. 1 know, 
Sir, that in  the villages a?>art from  men,   it   is   
mostly   the  women who   are   employed   in   
this   kind   of work.     When    the    ploughing    
and transplantation     seasons     are     over, 
women will not have any work and it  is   then   
that  they  undertake   thi? work so that 
throughout the year they may have some work 
to do and earn some money.    In  that  way,  we   
are going   to   help   the   millions    of   un-
employed people  in the villages,  the 
agricultural labourers who do not get work 
throughout the year. They will derive  benefit 
from  this  measure.    I really   congratulate   
the   Government for having brought forward 
this Bill. 

Sir, the hon. Minister also told us that 
regulation was more important than control. 
When we. are growing more paddy, if the 
mills are properlv regulated and controlled, I 
think we will  be  able  to  give  employment  
to 



 

so many people. As regards the creation of 
jobs after the Bill comes into operation, 
according to this Bill there is not much to 
create. Still, to control these mills in the 
villages, in every village an'l every town, I 
think a large number nt nands will be 
necessary. I do hope the hon. Minister will 
look into this matter and see much expenditure 
is not incurred after the passing •of this Bill, 
and actually introducing it in the country. 

In conclusion, I would only like to say that 
I support this Bill and I hope that it will 
become an Act very soon and it will help the 
unemployed people. 

SHRI V. PRASAD RAO: It is not going to 
do anything of that sort. 

SHRI A. M. THOMAS: The hon. Member 
need not be so pessimistic. 

SHRI D.   P.   SINGH (Bihar): Sir, I wish to 
approach this Bill from two particular points  of 
view.    The  first point is whether we  in' this  
country believe in decentra 

 lising our economy. The second" point of view 
is whether the small-scale  sector is  intended  
to be   retained  as  a  permanent  feature of our 
economy.    I submit that from the point of view 
of the decentralisation of our economy, it is 
absolutely necessary that a certain sector of our 
economy, particularly that which concerns food 
and raiment,  is  decentralised.    So far as this  
particular Bill is concerned, I have a suspicion 
that, although    the    intention    apparently 
seems   to  be   to   give  encouragement to the 
hand-pounding of rice, the real purpose may be 
that new rice mills are started in large numbers 
and this industry  of hand-pounding,  which  is 
fairly wide-spread, instead  of receiving 
encouragement may receive a setback.      The    
hon.    Minister   himself admitted   that  hand-
pounding  of rice has received a setback.    I do 
not see why it should have received a setback if 
the policy of the Government was to    
encourage    it.    Already    in    our country we 
get rice by hand-pounding, to the extent of 60 to 
70 per cent, as 

has been admitted in this House.    If we can get 
rice to the extent of 60 to 70  per cent,  as  a  
result of hand-pounding, I do not see why more 
and more of rice cannot be had as a result of     
hand-pounding.    It     has     been admitted in 
this House that, from all points of view, from the 
point of view of yield,  from the point of view  of 
nutrition and also from the point of view of 
preventing the import of rice, it  is   desirable  
that  more   and  more rice should be had as a 
result of hand-pounding   and  not  by  operating  
our mills.    I would personally have liked if this 
Bill had  dealt only with the existing mills as they 
are.   If this Bill had confined itself only to those 
mills which   are   operating   and  also   those 
which have become defunct, and said that    
certain    conditions    should    be imposed   on   
their   working,   I   would have   had   no   
objection.    Actua 
 lly   I would have been very much satisfied. 
After all money has been invested in all these 
mills.    Even in the defunct mills  money  has  
been  invested.    So all these. mills naturally 
ought to be allowed   to   operate,   considering   
our resources   and   all   that,   but   under certain 
conditions.    But this Bill provides for the 
opening of new  mills. Therefore,   it   seems   to  
me   that  the idea is not so much to give 
encouragement   to   hand-pounding   as   to   the 
opening of new rice mills. 

There is another point of view from-which  I 
wish to deal with  this Bill and that is this.    In 
our economy, do we  in 

 tend  to  have  these small-scale industries as 
a permanent feature of our economy?    If we 
intend to have them   as   a   permanent  
feature,   as   a sector which should co-exist 
with the other sectors of our economy, then I 
submit that we must be generous in our 
treatment,  in  the treatment that we mete out 
to the small-scale industries.   The impression 
should not gain ground  in   our   country  that  
we   are only paying lip sympathy to the small-
scale  industries,   that  the  small-scale 
industry, whether it is hand-pounding of rice or 
some other industry, is only there  as  a  
temporary feature  of our economy and after 
some time it will be wound up to give place to 
the other 
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[Shri D. P. Singh.] sector    of    bigger    

industries.    That impression must not be 
created in our country. 

The argument has been advanced that we 
are having more and more paddy and the 
production of paddy is increasing in our 
country; therefore, possibly hand-pounding 
may not be able to cope with that increase. I 
submit that the increase has been very small, 
almost infinitesimal in my opinion. From the 
year 1949-50 to 1956-57 there has been an 
increase of only about 7 million tons, if I have 
been able to collect the figures correctly. So 
this increase is not very big and this increase 
can fully be absorbed by hand-pounding rice 
centres. 

So the only point of view that I have really 
to emphasise is that we should really start as 
many hand-pounding centres as possible in 
this country. Of course, I don't think the 
Government is going to withdraw this Bill or 
do anything of that kind. But I personally feel 
that this Bill will not promote the hand-
pounding industry. It will not promote the 
sector of the small-scale industries and 
therefore, from almost any point of view, this 
is a Bill which will not be conducive to the 
good of our country. 

 
If the hon. Minister wants, I will talk in 
English. 

I welcome this Bill but with mixed feelings, 
and the reason is, as my hon. friend Shri 
Deokinandan Narayan has said, that this Bill 
is a belated one and I cannot understand why 
all this delay was caused in putting the Bill 
before the House. At first the Planning 
Commission talked of it in very very clear and 
emphatic terms, as was read out by Shri 
Narayan, and later a  committee  was   
appointed,   and   it 

reported in nine months. But for years it was 
hanging fire and I don't understand why. And 
when it has come, it has come in this form 
which to my mind is only paying lip service to 
hand-pounding, for it really undermines the 
industry of hand-pounding which to my mind 
is far more important than even khadi. I say 
this because 80 to 90 per cent, of rice is hand-
pounded. It is 70 per cent, in most provinces, 
and in some it is even as much as 80 per cent, 
and more. But it is not so with regard to cloth. 
With regard to cloth 90 per cent, is from th" 
mil's and only 10 per cent. is produced 
otherwise. So as a village industry, to my 
mind, this is very much more important than 
even khadi which to me is a matter of faith 
and I have been wearing it for years together. 

Another thing which weighs in my mind is this.    
The Government seems to be hesitating all the 
time. It does not kno 

 w where to stand. It appointed a committee and 
that compittee made nine      important      
recommendations. And     the     most    
important 3 P.M.    recommendations were 
rejected out of hand.   One was that the   
programme   of  eliminating  mills should be 
phased and it was emphatic. The programme 
was that huller mills should be eliminated 
within one year and sheller mills within five 
years.   It was very clear, very emphatic and it 
was an official committee where there were   no   
Malkanis   and   no   Deoki-nandanjis.     It   
was   an   official   committee  and  its  findings  
were  unanimous; its findings were important 
and its findings were based upon what we have 
been thinking off and on for the last   20   to   
25   years,   what   Gandhiji was telling us.   
This was rejected out of  hand.    It  was  also  
recommended that no new rice mill should be 
allowed to be set up and expansion of the 
capacity  of the existing mills should not be 
permitted.    I am sorry I got mixed up myself.    
This recommendation,   Sir,  has  been  kept  
but  it  has been    slightly    undermined,    
quietly undermined, and I would say, not in a 
very fair manner.    Then  there is  a third 
recommendation that a cess may 
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be levied on paddy milled by rice mills but 
this has also been rejected. These are the three 
most important recommendations of the Rice 
Milling Committee. There are nine of them, 
some of them important, some of them not so 
important, but these are the most important 
and vital recommendations. They have all 
been rejected here. 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY (Bombay): The 
Bill does not reject it; it is the Government 
which rejects it. 

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: Thank you very 
much. Sir, I oan understand that the 
Committee decided hastily though it will 
require a good deal of pleading by great 
advocates to convince me of it because all my 
life I have been convinced that these things are 
right and tbr> other things are wrong. The 
Planning Commission, Gandhiji and all the 
great public thinkers have been saying the 
same thing for the last 25 years. When we 
come to the other Committee which was 
appointed recently, the Committee known as 
the Village and Small-Scale Industries 
Committee appointed by the Planning 
Commission and consisting of professors—not 
Congressmen at all; not Gandhites, not one of 
them as far as I know— all professors and 
some officials, they also made 
recommendations and those recommendations 
were rejected, to my mind, by the hon. 
Minister. 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: Why are you 
worried about being a Gandhian? 

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: Because the 
Gandhian knows where he stands, or should 
know where he stands, and fights for it. All 
other people do not know so much. You find 
here even the recommendations of that Com-
mittee have been diluted. This Committee, 
however, said one thing very clearly that the 
existing mills should not be touched and it 
was a widespread recommendation including 
all kinds of mills. The existing mills should 
not be touched; I agree with it, but the 
Committee also said that a 

cess  must be  imposed.    It  said  also that 
when new mills are opened, there had to be a 
proviso and the proviso was that  they will  
provide  facilities for  quick   conversion   of  
paddy   into rice.    It  
 also said that their elimination might not only 
disturb the rice supply   position   but   also  
have   other adverse effects.    So they wanted 
adequate supply of rice and convenience for   
conversion   of   paddy   into   rice quickly.   
Only then they said that new mills   may   be   
allowed.     Even    this recommendation has not 
been accepted by the Government.   Sir, the 
Government then issued a notification in the 
Gazette  dated  13th July.    It was  an 
announcement    by    Government    and that  
also  does   not  hold  good  when you come to 
the Bill.   There it is said very clearly that there 
should be no new mill unless it be to ensure 
adequate supplies.    All right; quite good, but 
they  say  here very very clearly that in case it is 
decided by the State Governments concerned to 
allow any new   mill   to   be   set    up,    
preference should    be    given    to    sheller    
mills. Where is it in this Bill?   And without that 
it is an empty Bill.   It is almost a hoax if I may 
say so and if you will permit me the use  of this  
unparliamentary    word.     The    existing    rice 
hullers shellers and combined sheller-huller 
mills  are allowed  to  continue to function. 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: Please see page 
3 line 12 of the Bill and subclause (3) of 
clause 6 where it is very clearly stated. The 
intention obviously is not to have a huller 
type of mill. 

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: Let that intention 
be made clear. It is not clear to me. It may be 
clear to a subtle lawyer. It is not clear to a 
simple common man like me. Of course in an 
indirect way it is said there that when you 
apply for a licence for a new mill you must 
specify the type and kind of mill but it does 
not say that no huller mill would be given 
licence. I wish that a simple ordinary 
straightforward answer must be given to a 
straightforward question. 
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DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: Your complaint is 
against the Government, not • against the Bill. 

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: Very good, Sir. 
Therefore my plea is that the Government 
must stand somewhere firmly in a clear 
manner. Even in its own announcement as 
given in this •Gazette order dated 13th July it 
does not do so. 

When you come to the Bill itself, it 
^appears to me to be rather a weak Bill. It is a 
weak Bill because it •allows new mills to be 
opened, I won't say indiscriminately, but it 
allows new mills to be opened. It does not dis-
criminate between a big mill, a small nnill, a 
huller mill, a sheller mill or any other kind of 
mill. It does not do so; it does not even say 
that only for ensuring an adequate supply of 
rice a new mill will be opened. Asa matter of 
fact, Sir, the Planning •Commission was very 
clear about it ;and in its Renort it says that no 
new mills should be opened except where it is 
absolutely essential in the public interest and 
in very special circumstances. And the Report 
of the Village and Small-scale Industries 
Committee also says: "to ensure that the 
increased production of paddy is processed 
almost entirely by hand-pounding equipment". 
Both the Planning Commission and its Report, 
this Committee and its Report and the Rice 
Milling Committee and its Report are perfectl-
" clear about certain matters and those certain 
matters are that the mills should be eliminated 
in a phased manner and that no new mills 
should be allowed, and when they are allowed 
they must be allowed only in very special 
circumstances and in public interest and not 
simply to expand the mill  sector. 

Sir, I do not wish to go into the question of 
hand-pounding versus mill. It is quite clear 
that hand-pounding has several advantages. 
About khadi I may have doubts and you may 
have doubts; many of us have doubts about 
the price, about the quality and what -not;  
about the quantity, whether we 

can produce so much quantity of khadi or 
Ambar khadi in a particular time, whether it 
can be cheap so as to dispense with what we 
call subsidy and so on. As I have said, many 
have doubts that it is expensive. I am wearing 
khadi of only 15 to 20 counts all my life, but 
with regard to hand-pounding there is no 
doubt in my mind that the quality is superior; 
it is more nutritious. (Time bell rings.) Sir, I 
am the real mover of the amendment and I 
must have a little more time. 

MB. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: There are 
five more speakers and the overall time is 
limited. 

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: When I move the 
amendment I must have the right to speak. 
When Deokinandanji spoke. . . 

MB. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I am telling 
you that there are five more speakers and the 
time is limited. 

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: Sir, I do not wish to 
go into all those details, because to me it is 
perfectly clear that it is more nutritious. It is 
more economical and cheaper because the 
recovery of grain, as my friend said, is 3 to 5 
per cent, more than that in mills generally and 
10 per cent, more than that in the huller type 
of mills. That is there. Also the employment 
potential is much more here than in mills; it is 
quite clear. I do not wish to go into all that 
and waste your time, but I do wish to say that 
some of the phrases used in this Bill are, to 
my mind, not correct. I find in this Gazette 
Order where a quotation is given from this 
Committee's Report, they say like this, that 
the rice mills— by that they mean the rural 
rice mills—have now become an integral part 
of the rural economy. These are the words 
used: "The rice mills have now become an 
integral part of the rural economy". But the 
Karve Report says: "We consider that hand-
pounding of rice should be treated as an 
integral part of the village economy 
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for the purpose of meeting the domestic and 
local demands". We have not only borrowed 
these words from the Karve Committee, but 
have thoroughly misused them. They do not 
say that the rice mills are an integral part of the 
village ecoromy. They say that 'hand-
pounding' is an integral part. When the rice 
mills become an integral part, .they will be a 
superimposi-tion upon the rural economy. 
They have been introduced in the rural areas 
only the other day and by Government under 
pressure always from important, influential 
people in the party, under pressure of the 
cities, under pressure maybe of an emergency. 
But they are not a natural part of the economy 
of the rural areas. They have grown on.y the 
other day. And I know from authoritative 
people that these have grown very rapidly in 
the South during the last five years simply 
because there are politically influential people 
in the party—and in all parties—who make 
their influence felt, so that these huller mills 
are being, to my mind, broadcasted all over the 
country. That has happened in a very short 
time. I do not mind if you allow the rice mill to 
get on with a shellei one, for it is a big mill 
and an expensive mill. It may not be touched. 
But I wish that the Government should make a 
very clear and straight answer to this question 
that the huller mills should no more be 
allowed. Personally, I would even say that the 
existing huller mills when they become old 
and obsolete should not be renewed at -all, 
because in every way these hullei mills are bad 
for the economy of the village, bad for the 
economy of the country. Also here you state 
that mills provide credit and storage facilities. 
It is not the huller mill wnich provides credit 
and storage. It is the big sheller mill which 
provides storage and credit. And, therefore, it 
is the huller mill which I want to be abolished 
and not*the sheller necessarily. You also say 
'for the purpose of ensuring adequate supplies', 
as I have read out just now to you. As a matter 
of fact, hand-pounding is so very widespread 
all over the country and in the villages you 
might say 
that any  demand  can  be  adequately 

met, except when there is an emergency. 
Otherwise, even today you find that the 
production of rice is going up not all over the 
country, but in some areas only. And these are 
not new areas either. It is only intensive culti-
vation, which is known as Japanese 
cultivation, where there is more production 
and there are also hand-pounding methods 
devised in those very same areas. There are no 
new areas, mountains and forests, and such 
waste areas where it is necessary to. put up 
these mills. . . 

SHRI V. PRASAD RAO: In the rice areas it 
is already there. 

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: Not only rice 
cultivation but hand-pounding exists there 
already. To my mind that device is quite 
sufficient for converting any amount of 
additional production of rice quickly into the 
rice that you want. So, for all these' reasons I 
suggest that Government should accept my 
amendment and the' suggestions, what have 
been recommended by the Planning 
Commission twice, by the Committees twice. 
What they have accepted themselves in this 
Government Order should be clearly accepted 
in the Bill which is before' the House. 

DR. P. J. THOMAS (Kerala): Mr-Deputy 
Chairman, in my opinion,, hand-pounding of 
rice is very desirable not only on the grounds 
mentioned' already but on other grounds also. 
First of all, as has been pointed out it would 
give employment particularly to women-folk 
who are generally unemployed or under-
employed in most parts of the country. 
Secondly, the superior quality of rice. We get 
more nutrition this way. More of the bran is 
kept and, therefore, there is more nutrition 
than in the milled rice. Thirdly, I understand 
from medical people— at any rate older 
medical people in-the country—that women 
who pound rice have less difficulty at the time 
of5 child birth and so on.    Their health! 
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[Dr. P. J. Thomas.] is generally better with 
this kind of exercise, and this makes child 
birth easy for them. I do not know if this will 
be borne out by the doctor members of the 
House. On these many grounds I consider that 
hand-pounding is a very valuable industry. I 
would go even further and say that it is more 
valuable than hand spinning, because while 
the former improves health of the people, in 
the two ways, the other does not improve 
health and gives too little income. 

But there is growing difficulty. Things are 
changing. Now, we require a lot of rice. 
Formerly only the upper classes ate rice, only 
the bigger people. Now, all want rice. Food 
habits have changed all over the country and, 
therefore, more rice is required. There must be 
a bigger production of rice, conversion of 
paddy into rice. This is the first difficulty. 
Secondly, women who formerly used to do 
the work are dead and the younger women, 
their children, girls particularly, who have 
gone to school, are averse to this kind of 
work. Eve 1 in my part of the country whrre 
unemployment is very common and many 
people have no work at all, even there it is 
very difficult to get women to do this kind of 
work. In certain parts I know it is absolutely 
difficult to get, because they have got certain 
taboos and certain aversions to this work. 
Therefore, at least in certain parts unless there 
is some mill, there will be difficulty, partly 
because the few women pounders demand 
high wages. The note attached to the Bill 
explains that the increased demand for rice 
makes it difficult for hand-pounding to meet 
the needs of this industry. Therefore, we have 
to tolerate milling. But milling must be done 
very carefully. I am not an expert in the matter 
of technicalities. Polishing must be rather 
limited and there must not be too much 
milling to make rice white. Formerly, people 
were cranky about white rice. But now, at any 
rate, after the last war.    .   . 

SHRI V. PRASAD RAO: Now, it is the  
other way round. 

DR. P. J. THOMAS: Now, they are getting 
accustomed to red rice. It means more bran. 
Therefore, even the rice mills are more careful 
and make rice less polished. For this purpose 
proper regulations have to be drawn up. So, my 
point is this Considering the change of circums-
tances we have somehow to tolerate the rice 
mill especially in those areas where people are 
otherwise employed I believe—I am not quite 
sure—that in Bombay State, for instance where 
industry has advanced very much there will be 
difficulty in getting women to pound rice. 
Therefore, in these matters there should be a 
Statewise decision made. By all means let us 
make a law like this, but the rules under that 
Bill should be drawn up by the various States 
according to their requirements. After all, in this 
matter, conditions vary very much in the 
country from State to State, especiallj because 
rice is not eaten all over the country. In some 
parts where rice is produced, it has to be sent to 
other parts of the country for pounding. So, ' the 
problem in different States are bound to be 
different and that is wh> I say that the rules 
should be drawn up separately for each State 
according to requirements. 

To my mind, therefore, the necessity for rice 
mills is unquestionable and i am very sorry to 
disagree with my esteemed friend, Mr. Malkani. 
I know he is a very staunch Gandhian. Like h;m, 
I also believe in hand-pounding. But conditions 
have changed. But as things are now, our step 
will be to control these mills properly. But I 
agree with him about the need for cooperative 
rice mills and I am sure he will be moving his 
amendment. As far as possible co-operative 
mills should be preferred. Wherever possible 
agriculturists should form themselves into co-
operative societies. Those co-operativ* societies 
must be encouraged and must be given all faci-
lities in maintaining the mills in those areas. 
Thereby the profits from the rice mills will go to 
the agriculturists themselves and not to the 
capitalists I   and the middlemen.    So we must 
take 
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■certain steps in that direction. I do not think 
it is any use for us to go back upon the 
decision of the Government regarding 
conditional support being given to the milling 
of rice, but that support must be given very 
carefully, and the terms and conditions will 
have to be devised, having regard to the 
conditions of the different areas. I fear that on 
many matters now, the Centre is taking too 
much power, pushing through uniform 
legislation too vigorously and appointing 
officers all over. In some fields there may 
probably be justification for that, but the 
proper authority in this field is the State 
Government, and the rules must be framed by 
the State Government, and their enforcement 
also must be in its hands. I believe that is the 
proper thing. 

With these reservations I support the Bill. I 
do hope that there will be proper rules drawn 
up in different States so that, wherever there 
are women prepared to do the work and do it 
properly, permission to start mills should be 
withheld. In the Bombay State and some other 
States rice mills are essential, but in certain 
others industries are not very many and many 
women may not be employed. In Kerala State 
too there are some areas where women are 
prepared to come forward. Having regard to 
all these adverse conditions, we must draw up 
the rules accordingly. Therefore, the first step I 
should like to be taken is a survey of the 
different parts of each State as to the condition 
of the hand-pounding of rice in those areas and 
as to whether there are women doing it on 
reasonable terms and how far people are 
satisfied with that. Where there are few 
women available, we must encourage the set-
ting up of mills .   .   . 

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: IS there any rice 
area at present where such labour is not 
available? 

DR. P. J. THOMAS: I can give you places 
where women are not available. There are 
certain industrial occupations like the 
decortication of cashew 

nuts and so on in my State. A good number of 
women have got work in those occupations. 
You may not find a single woman in some parts 
of the State to do this kind of work, and if you 
withhold the license for the milling of paddy, 
our women will be put to much inconvenience. 
We will have to send our paddy far away to 
areas where there are mills. There are large 
parts of the country where women have got 
work, or where they have no work. Formerly, 
when under employment was the rule in all 
areas, women had to supplement the hus-, 
band's income and they had to do some work. 
This is not the case in many areas now. 

I am certainly supporting the Bill, but I do 
hope that proper regulations will be drawn up 
having regard to the conditions in different 
areas. 
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DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, Sir, while I support the Bill, I 
want to raise some four or five points  
here.    One  point that  I wish 



I817              Rice-milling Industry        [ 7 MAY 1958 ]       {Regulation) Bill, 1958    1818 
to raise is with regard to definitions. You will 
find at page 1 two phrases which are defined 
there, and they are "defunct rice mill' and 
'existing rice mill'. And at page 2 you will find 
the phrase 'new rice mill' defined as a rice mill 
other than an existing rice mill or a defunct 
rice mill. Now obviously these distinctions are 
made with a view to making certain provi-
sions with regard to these different classes of 
mills. And if you will kindly turn to page 3, 
you will find in line 20, sub-clause (5), stated 
as follows: 

"In granting a permit under this section, 
the Central Government shall give 
preference to a defunct rice mill over a new 
rice mill." 

Now my objection to this provision is that I 
do not see why there should be a provision in 
law for giving preference to a defunct rice 
mill over a new rice mill. I am not at all 
saying that preference should not be given. 
But I am asking whether there is any necessity 
to make this provision in the law. I point this 
out because there may be certain cases—at 
any rate it is possible to conceive of certain 
cases— where it may not be right to give pre-
ference to a defunct rice mill over a new rice 
mill. It would be much better, more 
economical, and administratively more 
desirable that an entirely new rice mill should 
be started rather than permission given to a 
defunct mill. Not that I object to this in spirit. 
But what I say is that no legislative provision 
is necessary. 

Now, Sir, the other thing that I wish to 
point out is this. If you kindly turn to page 4, 
you will find in line 13 onwards pertaining to 
clause 7, stated as follows: 

"without prejudice to any other penalty 
to which the holder of the licence may be 
liable under this Act, the licensing officer 
may, after giving the holder of the licence 
an opportunity of showing cause, revoke or 
suspend the licence or forfeit the  sum.    .    
.    ." 

Subject to correction, Sir, I feel that there may 
be certain cases here under this clause where 
a man may be doubly punished, and just mark 
the wording 'without prejudice to any other 
penalty'. That shows that there can be more 
than one penalty for the very same offence. 
Now, Sir, it does seem to me that that offends 
against the provisions of the Constitution. I 
may be wrong also. But I wish to point that 
out for your consideration, Sir. 

Then, Sir, the third point that I wish to 
make is this. As you know, Sir, originally a 
committee was appointed to go into this 
whole question of rice-milling. And it made 
certain recommendations. They were all 
extremely good people and experts in their 
own sphere. But ultimately what you find is 
that even after they have made certain 
recommendations, the Government has passed 
an overruling order. Of course, I do not doubt 
at all that the Government has the power to 
accept or not to accept the recommendations 
of any committee. I am not going into that 
legal question at all. But what I wish to point 
out is this. In this particular case, Sir, it does 
seem to me that those people whom the 
Government appointed in the rice-milling 
committee were great experts and they were 
very good people, and there is no guarantee 
that those people in the Government who 
reconsidered those recommendations and 
made their own recommendations were at all 
better people than those who were members 
of the committee. 

SHRI P. D. HIMATSINGKA: It was a 
unanimous report. 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: Yes, it was a 
unanimous report, and yet the Government of 
India has made this order. True that it has 
bestowed its careful consideration over this; 
we do not doubt that. But the question is with 
regard to the inherent capacity of the persons 
concerned. Is there any guarantee that those 
members of the Government who are said to 
have very carefully considered this    report, 
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Ministers and Secretaries, were more capable 
and they had more authority and greater 
intelligence than those people who were the 
members of the original committee? After 
having read all these recommendations, Sir, I 
feel that there is a very grave doubt about this 
matter. I feel that the original 
recommendations of the committee were 
better recommendations than those made in 
the Government's order. I feel so especially 
with regard to the sheller type and the huller 
type of machines. The Government of India 
does seem to me to be positively wrong, an.d 
Mr. Mal-kani was perfectly right in saying that 
at any rate the huller type of machine ought to 
be prohibited. There is no doubt at all about 
this proposition. You can take the opinion of 
any experts. They will say that hand-pounded 
rice is much better, so far as its food value is 
concerned, than this milled rice. There is no 
doubt about it. And, therefore, I do not see 
why the huller type of rice mills should not be 
completely prohibited from operating. You 
may have the sheller type of machines. I am 
not now raising that larger question, namely, 
hand-pounding as against rice milling. I am 
not raising that very important economic 
question. After all, Sir, there may be 
something in what my hon. friend over there 
has said. There may be certain areas where it 
may not be possible to get. enough people to 
do the hand-pounding work, and in those 
circumstances the sheller type of machines 
may be necessary. I do not at all, see, 
therefore, that in this particular respect the 
Government is right. 

Then, Sir, I come to the fourth point. As I 
said, Sir, I wholeheartedly support this Bill. I 
know that the drafting of the Bill is not at all 
bad. So far as this Bill is concerned, it is good 
drafting. 

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: It is very clever 
drafting. 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: Undoubtedly, 
Sir, it is very clever drafting. But then what I 
say is this that the Government can remain 
within the framework of this Bill and still can 
follow the most reactionary policy on earth. 
That is the beauty of this Bill. Of course, Sir, 
that is not a complaint against the Bill itself. 
That only shows that the Bill is very cleverly 
worded. After all the Government has taken 
such an enormous time in framing this Bill. 
But when we find what the general trend of 
the policy of Government is, we certainly do 
feel that there is no guarantee at all that the 
Government may not after all follow a more 
reactionary policy with regard to rice-milling 
than this hon. House may approve of. 

SHRI P. D. HIMATS1NGKA: What is that 
reactionary policy? 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: It is just as I 
pointed out that instead of completely 
prohibiting the huller type of machine, they 
are continuing it. What is the guarantee that 
they will not do it? Of course I don't say even 
for one moment that Government will follow 
that policy. What I say is that it might have 
been better if the Bill had been more specific 
and there had not been so many loop-holes in 
the Bill, so many points of escape, as we find 
actually in this Bill. 

These are the four points which I wanted to 
point out. 

SHRI SANTOSH KUMAR BASU (West 
Bengal): May I say a few words for five 
minutes with regard to the points of my 
friend, particularly the legal points? 

MR.    DEPUTY     CHAIRMAN:    You I   
can have five minutes. 

! SHRI SANTOSH KUMAR BASU: j Sir, I have 
had a rather cursory glance at the provisions of 
this BiM I and I think the main object of bring-1   
ing this measure before the House is 
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to have a complete control over the rice-milling 
industry. Rice mills play a very large part in the 
solution of our food problem, and some of these 
mills have not played a very clean and 
straightforward part in the recent food crisis. 
Some of them have been accused of hoarding 
paddy and after putting that paddy through the 
mills placing the product on the market j 
according, as it suited their purpose or their 
pecuniary considerations, j Therefore, when 
these rice mills play such a pivotal part in the 
solution of the food problem, it is necessary that 
Government should come forward with a 
measure providing for control ' so far as the rice-
milling industry is concerned. A controversy has 
been raised as to whether we should try and 
eliminate completely hand-pounding of rice. 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY:  The huller type. 

SHRI SANTOSH KUMAR BASU: Yes, the 
huller type of machine. From the point of 
view of small-scale industries, probably my 
hon. friend the Minister in-charge of 
Community Development may have 
something to say about it. There should not be 
any attempt to eliminate small-scale industries 
so far as rice-milling is concerned from the 
field altogether but I do not find any attempt 
or intention in this Bill to come to any such 
conflict with the small-scale industries. 

With regard to the points that have been 
raised by Dr. Barlingay, his first point is, why 
should a distinction be made between a 
defunct rice mill and a new rice mill to the 
extent of preference being given to a defunct 
rice mill? If we turn to the definition of the 
expression 'defunct rice mill' in clause 3(a), 
we will find the following: 

"defunct rice mill means a rice mill in 
existence at the commencement of this Act 
but in which rice-milling operations have 
not been carried on for a period exceeding 
one year prior to such commencement;" 

Therefore, it would seem that operations have 
been stopped in such mills for about a year or 
more. In other words, probably all the 
necessary arrangements are there. The 
technical arrangements are there, the plant and 
machinery are there but operations have been 
stopped. That being so, it is incumbent upon 
the State to see that all these machinery and 
other arrangements do not go to waste and can 
be utilised if possible. It is for the licensing 
officer to see with regard to each case whether 
that mill is in a condition to be started again 
with necessary modifications and additions or 
alterations. Therefore, the preference is 
occasioned by the necessity of avoiding the 
setting up of new plant and machinery as far 
as possible and to utilise to the utmost extent 
the existing plant and machinery which may 
be there already. That is the reason why 
preference should be given to defunct rice 
mills over a new rice mill as provided in 
clause 5. 

DR. W.  S.  BARLINGAY:   That can be 
done by executive action. 

SHRI SANTOSH KUMAR BASU: So far as 
executive action is concerned, which my 
friend thinks should replace the provision in 
the Bill, my difficulty is this: As soon as you 
create a new category called a 'new rice mill', 
you have to make some provision about those 
which are already in existence otherwise there 
may be a legal clash. As soon as you provide 
that new rice mills are to be set up and on such 
and such conditions, you have to say 
something in the Bill with regard to those 
which are not new in that sense as defined in 
this clause. 'New rice mill' means a rice mill 
other than an existing rice mill or a defunct 
rice mill. Therefore, the very fact that 
provision is being made 

 for new rice mill requires that some provision 
be made with regard to others which are  not 
new  rice mills 

 as we find here. That is the reason why 
executive action would not suffice for this 
purpose. 



 

[Shri Santosh Kumar Basu.] There is another 
matter to which I would draw your attention. 
It is with regard to the very important point, 
which my friend Dr. Barlingay has raised 
regarding clause 7, namely, that there may be 
a double penalty. I had the advantage of 
having a discussion with him before he spoke 
and my view I shall place before you. Here 
clause 7 says: 

"If the licensing officer is satisfied, 
either on a reference made to him in this 
behalf or otherwise, that— 

(a) a licence granted under sec 
tion 6 has been obtained by mis 
representation as to an essential 
fact, or 

(b) the holder of a licence has, 
without  reasonable     cause, failed 
to comply with the conditions sub 
ject to which the licence has been 
granted   or   has   contravened   any 
of the provisions  of this Act  or 
the rules made thereunder,  then, 
without  prejudice     to  any  other 
penalty to which   the holder     of 
the  licence may  be  liable  under 
this Act, the licensing officer may, 
after giving    the holder    of the 
licence an opportunity   of showing 
cause,    revoke  or     suspend    the 
licence or forfeit the sum, if any, 
or  any portion  thereof  deposited 
as security for the due perform 
ance of the conditions subject to 
which the licence has been grant 
ed." 

This presupposes that a breach of a 
condition of the licence has taken place 
thereby giving rise to an offence which has 
been provided for in this Bill later on. That 
offence is triable in a court of law and certain 
punishments have been provided, namely, 
punishment of imprisonment or fine. That is a 
case of a criminal offence to be tried by a 
magistrate in a court of law. But so far as the 
other provision is concerned, namely, the 
provision for the forfeiture of the deposit 
money which has been deposited as security 
for the due performance of the condi- 

tions, I would submit that it is not a penalty   it  
all     It  is  rather  a  civil contract on behalf of 
the Central Government as represented by the 
licensing officer    and    the would be mill-
owner who is setting up a mill as a business     
proposition,     as    part of a trade,  in  respect 
of which he  enters into an  agreement with  the 
Gov 
 ernment which takes the shape of   these 
conditions of the licence, and for the due 
performance    of the    terms and conditions of 
that contract, it is provided that security money 
should be deposited.    If he fails to per-4 P.M.    
form the terms of the contract, it is provided 
that the security money Would be forfeited.   It 
is not a penalty in the sense of a punishment 
that would be inflicted by way of a criminal 
prosecution in a court of law for breach of the 
conditions which is a penal offence under this 
Bill.   I submit,  therefore,  Sir,  that  it  is  not    
a double   penalty,   which   is   prohibited 
under the    Constitution.    One    is    a breach 
of a civil agreement  involving forfeiture of the 
security money, and the other is punishment by 
way    of imprisonment or fine obtained    in    a 
court of law on account of the commission of 
an offence as contemplated by the Bill.   I 
submit, Sir, there is no difficulty on that score. 

SHRI A. M. THOMAS:    Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, I am glad tha 

 t in spite of the   discordant  note  sounded   
by   the Communist group this Bill has by and 
large the support of the House.   The complaint 
from one section of this side of  the  House  was  
that  the  Government had not gone to the extent 
that it was enjoined to go.   That was the 
complaint made, but in principle the Bill    has  
been    generally  welcomed. Prof.   Malkani  and  
Shri  Kesava  Rao raised the question of delay.   
I must admit, Sir, that I am not myself very 
happy over the delay which has been caused.   
About     three     years    have elapsed  since   
the   submission   of  the Report.   It is a    pretty 
long    period, but what I want to submit, Sir, is 
that 
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there has not been any avoidable delay. The 
Government has not at all slept over the 
recommendations of this Committee. Sir, 
having regard to the nature of the 
recommendations and having regard to the 
fact that the matter is in a way within the 
province of the State sector, we had 
necessarily to consult the State Governments 
in this matter. The recommendations of the 
Rice Milling Committee were forwarded to 
the various State Governments and they were 
also examined by the concerned Ministries of 
the Government of India. There was some 
delay, in fact a long delay, in the receipt of 
replies from the various State Governments. 
We had to consider their views. The Report 
and their views were considered by an inter-
departmental committee. It was considered by 
the Committee of the Economic Secretaries, 
by the Planning Commission, then by the 
Food Committee of the Cabinet and lastly by 
the Cabinet itself. After that we placed the 
decisions of the Government on the floor of 
both the Houses of Parliament. The Bill was 
drafted and the draft Bill was sent to the 
various States for their opinions. We had 
necessarily to do it out of propriety because 
we are assuming jurisdiction for passing this 
enactment under entry 52 of List I of the 
Seventh Schedule, "Industries, the control of 
which by the Union is declared by Parliament 
by law to be expedient in the public interest". 

SHRI V. PRASAD RAO: May I know 
whether any State Government has suggested 
any alternative to this Bill? Has any State 
Government not accepted this Bill but has 
suggested an alternative? 

SHtir A. M. THOMAS: I will come to that. 
My humble submission is that this delay was 
inevitable. 

I will then come to the point raised by Shri 
Prasad Rao. He opposed this Bill on the 
ground that this legislation was not at all 
necessary and that, if 

at all, it should have been enacted by 
the State legislatures themselves. He 
just now put me another question as 
to whether any State had objected to 
the passing of this enactment. I am 
glad that my hon. friends are getting 
more and more zealous about the 
rights and privileges of the various 
States. I can perfectly understand 
that, but I may say, Sir, that in prin 
ciple, except the State of Orissa which 
has its own doubts with regard to the 
desirability of the whole thing being 
taken up by the Centre, no other State 
has opposed the enactment of a 
measure of this kind. Even the State 
of Kerala wherein a Communist gov 
ernment is functioning had no com 
ments to offer except in regard to some 
minor clauses. Even in regard to 
clause 1(3), "It shall come into force 
on such date as the Central Govern 
ment may, by notification in the 
Official Gazette, appoint." the Kerala 
Government did not object and did 
not want the option to be given to the 
States and Orissa Government was of 
the opinion that each State Govern 
ment had to decide whether this legis 
lation was to apply to that particular 
State or not. Kerala State had no 
objection to the vital provisions of the 
Bill. I am rather surprised at the 
attitude of my hon. friends. In the 
other House, of course, apart from the 
desirability of leaving this to the 
State Governments, the question of 
having some uniformity in the matter 
of procedure as well as approach was 
never disputed. It was even suggested 
from Communist benches that with 
the Congress Party being in power in 
the Centre and in all the States 
except one, it was possible for the 
Centre to give directives and persuade 
the various State Governments to 
adopt such legislation. That was the 
trend of arguments in the other 
House. I do not know how my hon. 
friend happened to take a different 
attitude on the floor of this House. 
Whatever it is, it is not desirable---------------- 

SHRI SANTOSH KUMAR BASU:   It is 
freedom of thought and we welcome 
it. 
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SHRI A. M. THOMAS: . . . having obtained 

the views of the State Governments both on 
the recommendations as well as on the draft 
Bill, to leave the matter again to the State 
Governments to enact legislation if they want 
to. That is not desirable and it will be really a 
waste of time and energy that has been spent 
in considering a very important matter. 

My hon. friend then said that food habits 
have to be changed by persua-tion and that 
this was a sort of pressure tactics and an 
imposition on the food habits of the people. 
Certainly, Sir, this is not so. My hon. friend 
referred to the State of Andhra Pradesh as 
well as to the former State of Hyderabad and 
he disputed the proposition that 65 per cent, of 
the husking process is in the hands of the 
hand-pounding sector. He disputed that 
proposition and so I am bringing to his kind 
notice that whatever might have been the 
affairs in the former State of Andhra, as 
regards the former State of Hyderabad, what 
is seen from this Report is this. It is stated on 
page 76 as follows: 

"At present 60 per cent, of the rice 
requirements of the State are met by hand-
pounding. The economic conditions of the 
hand-pounding Units are anything but 
happy. Hence it is necessary to improve 
their conditions. For this purpose, the 
following measures are suggested. 

The former Andhra State Government was 
also generally in favour of the 
recommendations in regard to the hand-
pounding industry. Their point of view was 
communicated to the Rice Milling Committee. 
In reply to the question: Whether this Govern-
ment think it necessary to exercise any control 
over production by mills and husking 
machines and if so, what measures they would 
propose for the purpose of such control, they 
said, "No new mills and husking machines 
may be set up except in areas where hand-
pounding   units    are not   deve- 

loped in an adequate measure, or where the 
production is intended entirely for export 
only;" and added, "renewal of licences for 
mills and husking machines may 
progressively be withheld except in areas 
where hand-pounding units have not been 
developed on a sufficient scale or where the 
requirements of export trade so warrant". So, 
Sir, with regard to the policy underlying this 
Bill I do not think any State Government has 
any serious difference of opinion at all. My 
hon. friend said that however much it may be 
necessary, it may not be desirable to impose 
by compulsion a change in the food habits of 
the people. I would only invite the attention of 
the hon. Members to the Resolution which has 
been quoted in this Report, the Resolution of 
the League of Nation's Inter-Governmental 
Conference of Eastern Countries, held in 
Bandung, in 1937 which inter-alia states: 

"It strongly recommends that 
Governments should make a thorough 
investigation on nutritional, commercial, 
economic and psychological aspects of the 
problem, attention being given to the 
possibility of checking the spread of 
mechanical rice mills in rural areas, with a 
view to conserving the healthy habit of 
consuming home-pounded rice, and to 
means of making under-milled rice easily 
available everywhere for those who wish to 
purchase it." 

Therefore, it is too late to dispute the 
advisability of a measure of this kind. 

As anticipated by me in my opening 
speech, there is no difference of opinion with 
regard to the fact that the hand-pounding 
industry has to be encouraged. How it is to be 
done and what methods are to be adopted? On 
this there is difference of opinion and that has 
been reflected also on the floor of this House. 

Prof. Malkani, for example, has blamed 
Government for not accepting 
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the recommendations of the Rice Muling 
Committee in toto. Dr. Barlingay has also said 
that they are eminent men and how can the 
Government assume that it has wisdom 
superior to that of the members of this Com-
mittee? I would beg this House to consider the 
fact that this Report was submitted in 1955 
and to see what were the conditions and 
circumstances obtaining in the country at that 
time. These have to be taken into considera-
tion. For example, one of the recom-
mendations of the Rice Milling Committee is 
this and we have to see whether we can adopt 
it in toto. On page 45 they make this 
recommendation which is No. 14: 

"In the case of any import of rice, the 
rice of the same standard of milling as 
stated above, should be imported as far as 
possible." 

Is it possible for us to adopt this standard or 
this criterion anywhere, when we want to 
import rice, especially in conditions of 
scarcity? So we have to take into 
consideration the conditions and 
circumstances prevailing now and then come 
to a decision as to what exactly would be the 
best course to be adopted under the present 
circumstances. 

The matter was considered, as I have 
already submitted, in detail by the 
Government, most anxiously and carefully 
and it was decided that the best course to be 
adopted would be to allow the existing mills 
to continue and to allow expansion of the 
large-scale sector or the milling sector only in 
cases where it is absolutely necessary. These 
were the decisions taken by the Government 
and this legislation is to implement those 
decisions. 

We have to take into consideration the 
price factor. The Rice Milling Committee has 
itself stated on page 10 dealing with wages, 
cost and recovery: 

"The  cost    of milling    by hand-
pounding    is    from    Rs.    1-8-0    to 

Rs. 1-12-0 per maund of paddy, as against 
4 to 8 annas by big rice mills and 6 to 1Q 
annas by small hulling machines." 

So is it desirable to ignore this aspect of it, the 
economics of it, and just take steps for 
elimination of the rice milling industry 
altogether? Government thought that it was 
not desirable. 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: What about the 
huller type? 

SHRI A. M. THOMAS: I will just now deal 
with huller type also. 

Prof. Malkani said that Government itself 
has decided that it will give preference to the 
sheller type, and he asks, "What provision is 
there in the Bill for that?" I wbuld request the 
hon. Members to give their attention to part 
(d) of sub-clause (4) of clause 5 which, in the 
list of facts to be taken into consideration for 
issuing of permits or in permitting mills to 
function,  says: 

"whether the rice mill in respect of 
which a permit is applied for will be of the 
huller type, sheller type or combined 
sheller-huller type;" 

So this certainly will be taken into 
consideration and in appropriate cases 
preference will certainly be given to the sheller 
type. We cannot absolutely eliminate the 
possibility of applications being made for 
setting up a huller type and in appropriate 
cases we may have to issue licences for it. For 
example, in an area which has not been served 
by any mill, if on account of some large 
irrigation project, some thousands of acres 
come under the plough, it may be desirable to 
have a mill there and it may not be possible for 
us to wait for a mill of the sheller-type to be set 
up. So we must also take into consideration 
those circumstances which may be obtaining at 
a particular time. 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: May I res-
pectfully point out that the Government  itself  
has    taken  this  decision?' 
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[Dr. W. S. Barlingay.] The Government of 

India have come to the following conclusions 
on the recommendations of the Rice Milling 
Committee and in their decision (j) it 13 
stated: 

"The milling of rice should be restricted 
to five per cent, removal of bran with a 
minimum of three per cent. An inspectorate 
may be set up by the State Governments to 
implement this recommendation;" 

In view of this, is there any necessity for a 
huller type? 

SHRI A. M. THOMAS: With regard to that, I 
have already invited the iattention of hon. 
Members to part (d) of sub-clause (4) of clause 
5 which says Government may, in appropriate 
■cases, give preference to the sheller type. It 
has been stated that it is possible for 
Government to adopt a most reactionary policy 
under the provisions of this Bill. I would only 
suggest that within the framework of :the Bill, 
there must be some flexibility by which 
Government can adopt suitable measures. If 
that freedom is not given, then it may not be 
possible to function properly. 

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: But the huller type 
has been developing at a break-neck speed, 
because you were .wobbling all the time. 

SHRI A. M. THOMAS: It is not •correct. 
With regard to the issue of licences we had to 
give certain instructions that licences should 
not be indiscriminately given. 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: Don't think we 
have no faith in you. 

SHRI A. M. THOMAS: We have taken a 
decision in this matter that the sheller type 
would be" preferred to the huller type. But in 
particular ■cases where there is, a possibility 
of setting up only a huller type and the 
circumstances permit it, the Government 
should be empowered to allow it. 

With regard to the point raised by Shri 
Prasad Rao, I may say that I made it clear in 
my opening speech itself that the intention of 
the Government is to have appropriate powers 
to itself first and then to delegate the powers 
under clause 19 of the Bill which reads: 

"The Central Government may, by 
notified order, direct that any power 
exercisable by it under this Act shall, in 
relation to such matters and subject to such 
conditions, if any, as may be specified in 
the direction, be exercisable also by— 

(a) such officer or authority 
subordinate to the Central Government, 
or 

.(b) such State Government or such 
officer or authority subordinate to a State 
Government, as may be specified in the 
direction." 

In the decisions that have been placed on the 
Table of the House also it has been made clear 
under item (b): 

"No new mill should be allowed to be set 
up and no expansion of the existing 
capacity of the mills be permitted unless the 
State Government concerned is satisfied 
that it is necessary to do so for the purpose 
of ensuring adequate supplies." 

The idea here is to delegate th* powers to the 
various State Governments. I may also submit 
that there has been legislation of an identical 
nature. I may mention the Essential 
Commodities Act which has been passed by 
the Centre, by which whenever necessary, 
adequate powers were delegated to the various 
State Governments. This arrangement would 
ensure uniformity of procedure and action all 
over the country and would enable the 
Gbvernment of India to issue directions to any 
particular State if they find the policy followed 
by the State is not in consonance with the all-
India policy. So there need not be any 
apprehension on this score. 
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Then Prof. Malkani referred to the question 

of cess. With regard to that I may submit that 
that aspect also was considered by the 
Government and the decision that has been 
arrived at is this: The Rice Milling Committee 
recommended the levy of six annas per maund 
of paddy milled and the Karve Committee 
also recommended that the disparity in the 
price of hand-pounded and milled rice should 
be removed by a levy but it has not suggested 
any specific figures. These suggestions have 
been examined by the Planning Commission 
and while they favour the existing rate of 
subsidy of six annas per maund of paddy 
hand-pounded to continue, they do not 
recommend any increase in the subsidy. If a 
cess is imposed it would either be recovered 
from the consumers by increasing the price .of 
rice or it would lower tfie price to the 
agriculturist and I do not think any of these 
contingencies would be welcomed by hon. 
Members of this House. 

Sir, I do not want to take up any more time. 
Of course, the nutritional aspect has certainly 
to be borne in mind. Even with regard to rice 
milled in the mills the Government has come 
to a decision that milling should be restricted 
to five per cent, removal of bran with a 
minimum of three per cent, because the Rice 
Milling Committee has adversely commented 
on the tendency of the rice mills to fully mill 
the rice and give it a bright glossy appearance 
by the use of materials such as talc, oils and 
other polishing powders. 

Sir, in the midst of conflicting views as to 
how the hand-pounding industry is to be 
encouraged I am glad to find that my hon. 
friend, Dr. Thomas, has made a very realistic 
approach to the whole question which is in 
line with the policy that has been adopted by 
the Government in bringing forward this Bill. 
We have to take into consideration various 
contingencies. For instance, he referred to the 
.circumstances    obtaining    in    Kerala 
where 

unemployment is very acute but yet it is very 
difficult to get persons who would do this 
hand-pounding work. We have to take that 
also into consideration. We have also to take 
into consideration the aspect that has been 
pointed out in the dissenting minute made by 
Dr. Karmarkar in the Report of the Rice 
Milling Committee. He has, for instance, 
stated that hand-pounding work is considered 
by the labourers as something below their 
status. Formerly hand-pounding of rice for 
earning livelihood was mainly done by 
unattached, widowed and helpless women. 
The social order is fast changing and it does 
not seem likely that sufficient labour would 
be coming forth willingly for this work. 
Moreover, there is a general awakening in the 
country as regards scientific and technical 
development and the Indian agriculturist is 
very much appreciative of the technical 
advances and he has become machine-
minded. He is no longer in a mood to stick to 
primitive methods. 

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: What is that? 

SHRI A. M. THOMAS: It is from the 
dissenting note in the Report of the Rice 
Milling Committee. Not that the Government 
accepts that view but all the same it is an 
aspect which has to be taken into 
consideration when we enact legislation for 
regulating and controlling the rice milling 
industry. Sir, I move that the Bill may be 
taken into consideration. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question 
is: 

"That the Bill to regulate the rice-milling 
industry in the interests of the general 
public, as passed by the Lok Sabha, be 
taken into consideration." 

The motion was adopted. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We shall now 
take up clause by clause consideration. 
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Clause  2—Declaration    as      to      the 

expediency 0/ control by the Union 
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Prasad 

Rao, yours is a negative amendment.    So it is 
out of order. 

Clause 2 was added to the Bill. 

Clause 3—Definitions SHRI V. 

PRASAD RAO: Sir, I move: 

5. "That at page 2, at the end of line 5, 
after the word 'power' the words 'exceeding 
five horse power or more' be inserted." 

6. "That at page 2, lines 20-21, after the 
words 'is carried on' the words 'with the aid 
of power exceeding five horse power or 
more' be inserted." 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The clause 
and the amendments are before the House. 

SHRI V. PRASAD RAO: Sir, my 
amendments seek to exempt mills operating 
with less than five horse power. Many hon. 
friends have raised the question of this being a 
small industry. Certainly, those rice mills that 
are operating with a power of five horse 
power or less cannot be called big industries. 
Most of them are of course the huller-sheller 
type that are operating in the villages either 
run by a single individual or assisted by his 
own family members like his wife or children. 
So it is not a big thing. They are not operated 
by big mill-owners or people like that. Very 
often the local mechanic or some other person 
with a small capital of less than Rs. 1,000 
purchases the necessary equipment on an 
instalment basis and runs such mills. 

Apart from the character of the ownership 
of these mills, these are utilised by the 
villagers themselves. As I have already 
pointed out in the morning, it is not possible 
for a, labourer after eight or ten hours' work in 
the fields—his wife also works with him—to 
come home and have the rice pounded at 
home, a few seers which 

they require. Normally, it is such people who 
go to the huller-sheller type of mills and get 
the paddy de-husked in those mills. And if 
you bring such mills within the mischief of 
this legislation, such small mills operating in 
the villages, then naturally those people who 
run the mills will have to come up to the 
Central Government for the licence and natu-
rally they will be harassed more because they 
are not capitalists and have not got contacts 
with the officials of the Government. 
Therefore, I think that this class of rice mills 
should be exempted from the mischief of this 
measure and that is in the interest of these 
small people in the villages. Whether it is 
sheller type or huller type or a combined 
sheller-huller type, if the power used is not 
more than five horse power, such type of 
machines which we call locally as dhenki or 
some such thing, should be exempted. There 
is no difficulty because this does not go 
against the fundamentals that they have 
accepted even according to the resolution that 
has been placed on the Table of both Houses. 
It only goes to protect the interests of the very 
small village artisans; nothing more than that. 
Thank you, Sir. 

SHRI A. M. THOMAS: I oppose the 
amendment because the policy is to grant 
permission to start any power-driven mill or 
license it only in cases where it is absolutely 
essential and necessary. Even if it is restricted 
to five horse power, if indiscriminately people 
are allowed to put them up, the very purpose 
of this legislation will be defeated. 

With regard to the other point raised by my 
friend that for licences they will have to come 
up to the Centre, I have already submitted that 
the idea is to delegate the powers to the local 
Governments including the power of receiving 
applications for licence. Sir, in the Financial 
Memorandum attached to the Bill you will 
find that it is intended that the functions of 
licensing officers and appellate officers would 
be performed by the existing officers of the 
Central Government and State- 
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Governments. The officers of the Central 
Government, especially in the Food and 
Agriculture Ministry, are spread throughout 
India and therefore there will not be any 
difficulty at all in the matter of applying for 
licences or in the matter of investigations that 
are necessary to be made. 

MR.  DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN:       The 
question is: 

5. "That at page 2, at the end of line 5, 
after the word 'power' the words 'exceeding 
five horse power or more' be inserted." 

The  motion was  negatived. 

MR.      DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: 
* Amendment No. 6 is consequential. So it is 
barred. 

The question  is: 

"That clause 3 stand part of the Bill." 

The  motion  was  adopted. 

Clause  3  was  added to the  Bill. 

Clause  4 was added to the Bill. 

Clause  5—Grant   of   permits   in   respect of 
new or defunct rice mills 

SHRI V. PRASAD RAO: Sir, I move: 

7. "That at page 2, line 30, for the words 
'Central Government' the words 'licensing 
authority' be substituted." 

3. "That at page 3, after line 19, the 
following be inserted, namely:— 

'(g) the food habits of the local 
people'." 

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: Sir, I move: 

1. "That at page 2, after line 33, the 
following proviso be inserted, namely:— 

'Provided that in such cases, the new 
mills to be set up should be 

•For text of amendment, vide col. 1835 supra. 

owned, wherever possible, by co-
operative societies or by the 
Government'." 

2. "That at page 3, lines 13 to 15 be 
deleted." 

3. "That at page 3, after line 25, the 
following proviso be inserted, namely:— 

'Provided that no permit shall be 
granted for the establishment of a new 
huller or huller-sheller mill or for the 
revival of such a defunct mill'." 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The clause 
and the amendments are before the House. 

SHRI V. PRASAD RAO: Sir, just now the 
hon. Deputy Minister was saying that there is 
a provision for the application to be made to 
the local licensing authority. That is for the 
licence, but as far as the permit is concerned, 
it has been specifically stated here: 

"Any person or authority may make an 
application to the Central Government for 
the grant of a permit for the establishment 
of a new rice mill; and any owner of a 
defunct rice mill may make a like 
application for the grant of a permit for 
recommencing rice-milring operation  in  
such  mill." 

Sir, mark the words "Central Government" 
here. So, it has been specifically mentioned 
here that application for a permit for the 
construction of a new mill should be 
addressed to the Central Government. My 
simple amendment is that for the words 
'Central Government' the words 'licensing 
authority' should be substituted. So that, as I 
have just now stated, every small owner, every 
person who wants to start a new rice mill or 
who wants to recommence the operation of a 
defunct mill need not approach the Central 
Government, but he can consult the local 
licensing authority. It is for the presentation of 
the application. If that principle is   accepted,   
this   is   only   a   verbal 
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[Shri V. Prasad Rao.] amendment.   I think 

the Minister wil seriously consider this 
matter. 

Then, the seeond matter is "That a page 3, after 
line 19, the following be inserted, namely:   '(g) 
the food habit; of the local people'." Here, a 
series ol considerations  are   given   for  
judging the merits of a particular application a 
series of considerations that should be    taken   
note   of  by   the   licensing authority.    These 
are: the number of rice mills operating in the 
locality; the availability  of  paddy  in  the  
locality; the availability  of  power  and water 
supply for the rice mill, etc.; whether it   is  
going  to  cause   substantial   unemployment in 
the locality, etc.   Here  

 I  want  specifically  to  be  mentioned: 'the 
food habits of the local people'. Unless that is 
taken into consideration just because there is 
the policy that no huller mill should be granted, 
acting   upon    that,   the   local    licensing 
authority    might  not   take   that    into 
consideration.     There   are   specifically some  
areas   where   people   do  choose polished 
rice, where we may have to allow certain huller 
types also. Therefore,   while    issuing   the   
licence,    the food habits of the local people 
must also be taken into consideration. The 
Deputy Minister might say 'such other 
particulars   as   may   be   prescribed'   is there.     
But  this  is  a  pertinent   and very important 
matter that should be included in this.    So,  if 
he does not stand   on    prestige,   surely    this   
is   a thing which should be accepted by the 
Government. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Malkani,  
do  you  want  to speak? 

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: Yes, Sir. To my 
mind it is obvious and it was suggested by the 
Rice Milling Committee that no rice mill 
should be opened at all. It was perfectly clear. 
Even in the Second Plan, it was said that we 
should have no new mills except where it is 
considered absolutely essential in the public 
interest in special circumstances. This was 
slightly toned down later on by the Committee 
known as the Karve Com- 

I mittee, which said that no new mill should be 
opened except when hand-1 pounding cannot be 
organised in a I new area. But then Government 
or ! co-operative mills should take it up. Now, 
as it is in the Bill there is to be no new mill 
except for ensuring adequate supply. Eut I do 
rather think that the suggestion made by the 
Karve Committee that if any mills have to be 
opened in certain circumstances, then they 
should be owned by Government or by a co-
operative society should be accepted. I think 
there is nothing wrong about it in principle. It 
should be done. As a matter of fact, it was 
suggested by some speakers here that wherever 
it had not been controlled by Government, there 
they have used the stock of rice and paddy in 
the wrong manner, so that they have forced up 
the price of paddy or when stocks were there 
they were not available to the public. Therefore, 
I rather think that even the present trade 
channels can be converted into Government 
channels or run by co-operative societies, this 
should be encouraged and should be done. 
Therefore, I move my amendment so far as that 
is concerned. Shall I speak also about my other 
amendments? 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:   All the 
amendments. 

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: The other 
amendment which is in a sense a more logical 
thing is: "That at page 3, lines 13 to 15 should 
be deleted". The third amendment is: "That at 
page 3, after line 25, the following proviso be 
inserted, namely: 'Provided that no permit 
shall be granted for the establishment of a new 
huller or huller-sheller mill or for the revival 
of such a defunct mill'.". This to my mind is 
quite clear because in the First Plan the 
Planning Commission has said quite clearly 
that huller mills should not be used . . . 

MR.    DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN:     You 
have spoken at length on that. 

SHRI N.  R.  MALKANI:     Yes,     Sir. 
Later on we find that the Rice Milling 
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Committee has said that not only they should 
not be opened, but the existing ones should be 
eliminated within one year. Then the 
Government Order came. The G.O. says 
preference shall be given to shelters. Today 
there is no such preference at all. It is quite 
possible that there is a big loophole here. The 
huller mills may be opened. Many friends do 
not understand the difference between a huller 
mill and a shelter mill. Huller is a small mill. It 
costs between Rs. 500 and Rs. 1,000. It can be 
easily opened anywhere with 5 H.P. or 10 H.P. 
The danger there is that it mixes up the chaff 
with the bran and the bran with the chaff and 
which becomes a fuel. It does not become 
fodder at all. The polishing of bran is not 
between five per cent, and three per cent. The 
recovery is less by ten per cent. So, it is in every 
sense a bad kind of rice mill. It is bad from the 
point of view of the national economy. It is said 
here, now hereafter mills will be allowed to 
polish only between 5 per cent, maximum and 3 
per cent, minimum. There are thousands of 
these huller mills all over the country in rural 
areas. How much inspection will be required, 
how much super- : vising will be required to see 
that they will actually keep to the 5 per cent, 
and not exceed it at all. If there were only a few 
such mills, the provision would be easy. But 
with thousands of them spread all over the 
country it would be almost impossible to keep 
to 5 per cent, or 3 per cent, as prescribed in the 
Bill. Also, from the point of view of 
unemployment, i the Karve Committee says that 
in eight hours you can have one maund of hand-
pounded rice. But so far as j huller is concerned, 
you can have 48 maunds. You can see the ex'snt 
to which substantial unemployment is caused. It 
may be that only one huller would throw 48 
persons out of employment. It would appear 
there is nothing substantial, but in that little area 
which is covered by that huller it would cause 
substantial unemployment. So, from ihe point 
of view of employment, from the point of view 
of our economy, it must be made per-  ! 

fectly clear that no huller would be opened 
hereafter, and the hullers today in existence 
when they become defunct should not be 
revived at all. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 
Tlxomas. 

DR.  W.  S.    BARLING AY:     May    I 
say    .    .    . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No time, Mr. 
Barlingay. We have to' finish this. 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: I have only to 
say two sentences. Mr. Deputy Chairman, I 
am not supporting the first amendment of Shri 
Malkani because it seems to me that it is 
unnecessary to have this amendment. The 
whole Government policy with regard to co-
operatives could be fitted in the framework of 
the Bill even without any amendment. 

But so far as the second amendment is 
concerned, I feel that it is a very, very 
important amendment and that should be 
accepted by the hon. Minister. It seems to rne 
that the whole question is of the food value of 
the rice. All the experts are unanimous in 
saying that so far as polished rice is 
concerned, it is positively harmful to health. 
They have stated this not only once but a 
hundred times. As a matter of fact there is 
unanimity so far as this point is concerned. 
Moreover, if you do the polishing to the 
extent of ten per cent. and so on, that is so 
much waste of food also. Therefore, I feel that 
so far as the huller type of rice mill is 
concerned, that should simply be prohibited. 

SHRI A. M. THOMAS: Sir, I oppose all the 
amendments. With regard to the addition of a 
sub-clause that the food habits of the local 
people should also be taken into considera-
tion, there is no element of compulsion at all 
in this Bill. Now, the object of this Bill is to 
create conditions and circumstances by which 
sufficient encouragement will be given to  the 
hand-pounding industry.    And 
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[Shri A. M. Thomas.] if    the    hand-

pounding    industry    is   j encouraged, I do not 
think any Member will dispute the fact that it is 
a   , desirable  development. 

i 
Then,   with   regard   to   the   prefer-   [ 

•ence that should be given . . . 

DR. W. S. BARLINGAY: Will the hon. 
Minister give an assurance on 'the floor of the 
House that no huller type of rice mill will be 
started in this country any more? 

SHRI A. M. THOMAS: It is not quite that. 
The decision of Government itself is to the 
effect that no preference should be given to the 
huller type. But if there is a statutory provision 
•authorising the Central Government that the 
Central Government should issue no licence, 
even in a single case hereafter, it might create 
difficulties in certain cases. That is why the 
Government has got that enabling power also 
vested in it. According to this clause the 
Government shall have <lue regard to the fact 
whether the rice mill for which a permit is 
applied will be of the huller type, sheller type 
■or combined sheller-huller type. That clause 
is included for the purpose of giving 
preference to the sheller type. "I do not think 
there is any necessity for any apprehension 
that indiscriminate licences will be issued to 
the huller type. 

With regard to encouraging cooperative 
societies, of course that is the declared policy 
of the Government and in proper cases co-
operative societies will certainly be 
encouraged. It has been stated in sub-clause 
(f) "such other particulars as may be 
prescribed", and in clause 22(2) (b) you will 
find "the manner in which an investigation is 
to be made in respect of an application for a 
permit and the matters to be taken into 
•account in granting or refusing a permit"—
this will be one of the considerations which 
will be taken into account whether the 
application is snade by a co-operative society 
or not. 

SHRI N. R. MALKANI: Sir, I beg leave to 
withdraw my amendments Nos. 1 and 3, but I 
would like to press my amendment No. 2. 

*Amendments Nos. 1 and 3 were, by 
leave, withdrawn. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question 
is: 

2. "That at page 3, lines 13 to 15 be 
deleted." 

The motion was negatived. 

SHRI V. PRASAD RAO: Sir, I beg leave to 
withdraw my amendment No. 7, but I would 
like to press ray amendment No. 8. 

* Amendment No. 7 was, by leave, 
withdrawn. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question 
is: 

8. "That at page 3, after line 19, the 
following be inserted, namely:— 

'(g) the food habits of the local 
people'." 

The motion was negatived. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question 
is: 

"That clause 5 stand part of the Bill." 

The motion was adopted. 

Clause  5  was  added  to  the  Bill. 

Clause 6—Grant of licences 

SHRI V. PRASAD RAO: Sir, I move: 

9. "That at page 3, lines 37-38, the words 
'and on the deposit o£ such sum, if any, as 
security for the due performance of the 
conditions' be deleted." 

1       *For   texts   of   amendments,    vide cols. 
1837-1838 supra. 
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The clause 

and the amendment are before the House. 

SHRI V. PRASAD RAO: Sir, I move this 
amendment because we have already 
prescribed some punishment for contravention 
of the provisions of the Act. I think it will be 
double punishment if we also confiscate the 
security that is there. Here I do not understand 
what is the purpose of having this security. 
Perhaps haying the security is only for its 
confiscation if there is any contravention of 
the provisions of the Act. That is why I 
thought that the existence of both the things 
was unnecessary. I do not think that for other 
licences any such sum is attached. For that 
reason, and so that there may not be double 
punishment through excessive zeal on the part 
of the executive, I feel that this is unnecessary. 

SHRI A. M. THOMAS: There is no question 
of double punishment at all. In fact that point 
has been very well answered by the hon. 
Member from West Bengal. This forfeiture of 
the security is for breach of the conditions of 
the licence. The other is a criminal •offence 
which has to be dealt with separately, so that 
there is no question of double punishment. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The 
•question is: 

9. "That at page 3, lines 37-38, the words 
'and on the deposit of such sum, if any, as 
security for the due performance of the 
conditions' be deleted." 

The motion was negatived. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question 
is: 

"That clause 6 stand part of the Bill." 

The motion was adopted. 

Clause 6 was added to the Bill. 

Clause 7 was added to the Bill. 21   
RSD.—6. 

Clause 8—Certain restrictions on rice mills 
SHRI V. PRASAD RAO: Sir, I move: 

10. "That at page 5, after line 15, the 
following be inserted, namely:— 

(4) No rice mill owner or licence    
holder shall give on lease the rice mill, except 
with the consent of the licensing authority and 
on such conditions as may be prescribed'." 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The clause 
and the amendment are before the House. 

SHRI V.% PRASAD RAO: Sir, as I have 
stated earlier, at least in Andhra Pradesh many 
mills are not directly run by the licence 
holders themselves but are given on contract 
or lease. This proposed additional sub-clause 
mentions that "No rice mill owner or licence 
holder shall give on lease the rice mill, except 
with the consent of the licensing authority and 
on such conditions as may be prescribed". I do 
not want to take political advantage of this, but 
the actual fact in Andhra Pradesh is that in 
spite of the acceptance by the Government of 
the recommendations of the Karve Committee, 
still many licences for the establishment of 
new rice mills are given somehow to the 
relatives or other persons who are very close 
to the Ministry. They will not for a moment 
want to run those mills themselves, but in the 
names of these persons the mills are actually 
run by some other people. That is why I want 
this new clause to be expressly provided. It is 
in accordance with the principle of this very 
Bill, that is of control of these milling 
operations. Here another restriction is being 
mentioned of not giving it on lease or contract 
by the licence holder or permit holder, so that 
the licence cannot be misused. That is the only 
purpose of the amendment. 

SHRI A. M. THOMAS: Our object in the 
Bill is to control expansion of the industry. 
Even if such a provision is necessary, and if 
the State Government  or  the  Central  
Govern- 
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[Shri A. M. Thomas.] ment thinks that it 

will be necessary, there is an enabling 
provision in clause 6: "On receipt of any such 
application for the grant of a licence, the 
licensing officer shall grant the licence on 
such conditions (including, in particular, 
conditions relating to the polishing of rice), on 
payment of such fees and on the deposit of 
such sum, if any, as security for the due 
performance of the conditions as may be 
prescribed." 

SHRI V. PRASAD RAO: Is it going to be 
one of the conditions that he should not lease 
it to another person? 

SHRI A. M. THOMAS: No statutory 
provision is necessary, nor is it desirable. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question 
is: 

10. "That at page 5, after line 15, the 
following be inserted, namely:— 

'(4) No rice mill owner or licence 
holder shall give on lease the rice mill, 
except with the consent of the licensing 
authority and on such conditions as may 
be prescribed'." 

The motion was negatived. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question 
is: 

"That clause 8 stand part of the Bill." 
The motion was adopted. 
Clause 8 was added to the Bill. 
Clauses 9 to 15 were added to the Bill. 

Clause 16—Jurisdiction of Courts 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: There is one 
amendment. It is out of order as it is a 
negative amendment. 

SHRI V. PRASAD RAO: Sir, I want to say 
a few words.   The clause says: 

"No court inferior to that of a presidency 
magistrate or a magistrate of the first class 
shall try any offence punishable under this 
Act." 

I think the clause is not necessary here in 
view of the fact that we have laid down the 
penal provisions, and according to those 
provisions only magistrates of a particular 
standing could try these cases. So, there is no 
necessity for stating that it shall be tried by a 
presidency magistrate or a magistrate of the 
first class. By this provision, when these small 
owners are charged, they will be dragged to 
the presidency magistrate or some other 
magistrate in the larger town. Moreover, I 
think it is redundant since there is specific 
provision in  the  Criminal Procedure  Code. 

SHRI A. M. THOMAS: The penalty can 
even extend to punishment with imprisonment 
for a term which may extend to six months 
and a fine of Rs. 5,000; so that it is not proper 
that these powers should be vested in a 
judicial officer below the rank of a first class 
magistrate. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question 
is: 

"That clause 16 stand part of the Bill." 

The motion was adopted. 

Clause 16 was added to the Bill. 

Clauses 17 to 25 were added to the Bill. 

Clause 1, the Enacting Formula and the 
Title were added to the Bill. 

SHRI A. M. THOMAS: Sir, I beg to move: 
"That the Bill be passed." 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Motion 
moved: 

"That the Bill be passed." 

SHRI V. PRASAD RAO:   Sir . . . 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We have 
exceeded the time. You have spoken at 
length. 

The question is: 

"That the Bill be passed." 

The motion was adopted. 
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Shall we sit 
for half-an-hour or more, and . . . 

SHRI V. PRASAD RAO: We shall adjourn. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We will have 
to sit through the lunch-hour tomorrow. 

THE    EMPLOYEES'    PROVIDENT 
FUNDS (AMENDMENT) BILL, 1958 

THE DEPUTY MINISTER OF LABOUR 
(SHRI ABID ALI): Sir, I beg to move: 

"That the Bill further to amend the 
Employees' Provident Funds Act, 1952, as 
passed by the Lok Sabha, be taken into 
consideration." 

As the House will see, the purpose of the 
amendment is quite simple. The Employees' 
Provident Funds Act does not, at present, 
apply to establishments owned by 
Government or local authorities. This 
amendment proposes to do away with this 
distinction and make it equally applicable to 
all establishments owned publicly or 
privately. Most of these public undertakings 
do, of course, have their own Provident 
Funds, but I hope the House will agree that it 
is only proper that all undertakings, 
irrespective of their ownership, should be 
placed on the same legal footing so far as this 
particular matter is concerned. 

While on this subject, the House will be 
glad to know that we have been following a 
policy of continuous extension of provident 
fund benefits to industrial workers. When the 
Employees' Provident Funds Act was passed 
in 1952, it had a very limited coverage. It 
applied only to six important industries 
covering about 2,000 establishments and the 
membership of the Fund was about 15 lakhs. 
We have since extended the Act to cover 32 
additional industries and the number    of    
covered    establishments 

today is 6,373 employing about 29 lakhs of 
workers. The membership figure has risen to 
24 lakhs. The average monthly contributions 
from these members come to over Rs. 2.3 
crores now, and the total provident fund 
accumulation is nearly Rs. 104 crores. These 
accumulations are being utilised for financing 
development projects under the Second Five 
Year Plan, particularly for the construction of 
houses for industrial workers. 

It is our intention to extend the coverage of 
the schemes still further during the Second 
Plan period. All industries with an 
employment strength of 10,000 workers or 
more would be covered. We also propose to 
cover other organised industries even though 
their employment strength may be less. 

When we are following a policy of 
extension, it is somewhat anomalous that 
there should be any distinction between 
public undertakings and private undertakings 
in the matter of provision of provident fund 
benefits. That is precisely why we thought it 
necessary to bring about this amendment at 
this stage. 

Sir, I commend the measure to the House 
for its acceptance. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Motion 
moved: 

"That the Bill further to amend the 
Employees' Provident Funds Act, 1952, as 
passed by the Lok Sabha, be taken into 
consideration," 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal): 
Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, I wish the hon. 
Minister in moving this Bill in this House had 
said a little more than what he said in the 
written statement which he just now read out. 

SHRI V. PRASAD RAO (Andhra Pradesh): 
In this occasion he is very laconic. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: It appears that at    
the    beginning,    he 


