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Dr. Maitreyan came there on his own. I cannot prevent him. Hon. LoP came there.
How can I prevent him? Shri Satyavrat Chaturvedi came. How can I prevent him?
So, it is like that.

Now, hon. Parliamentary Affairs Minister, you heard the demand of the Members.
Would you like to say something?

SHRI M. VENKAIAH NAIDU: Before that, I would like to say that hon. Leader
of the Opposition is a respectable person. Any time, he can meet the hon. Chairman
or the hon. Deputy Chairman and interact with him. That has been the practice. Same
is the case with regard to the Parliamentary Affairs Minister also.

Sir, I have heard the Members. Yesterday, after the Leader of the House had clarified,
I thought the issue was over. ...(Interruptions)... Please be serious. ...(Interruptions)...
What I am saying is that after hearing the Members, I have decided that I will get in
touch with my colleague, the External Affairs Minister, at the earliest opportunity. The
External Affairs Minister shall come to the House and make a statement. Thereafter,
hon. Members can seck clarifications. ... (Interruptions)...

SHRI V. HANUMANTHA RAO (Telengana): What about the non-serious issue?

...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Okay. That is over. ... (Inferruptions)... Now, Statutory
Resolution. ...(Interruptions)... No, that is end of the matter. ...(Inferruptions)... Let
us take up the Statutory Resolution and the Telecom Regulatory Authority of India
(Amendment) Bill, 2014, together. Dr. T. Subbarami Reddy to move the Resolution.

STATUTORY RESOLUTION DISAPPROVING THE TELECOM
REGULATORY AUTHORITY OF INDIA (AMENDMENT)
ORDINANCE (ORDINANCE NO. 3 OF 2014)

AND

THE TELECOM REGULATORY AUTHORITY OF INDIA
(AMENDMENT) BILL, 2014

DR. T. SUBBARAMI REDDY (Andhra Pradesh): Sir, I move:

That this House disapproves the Telecom Regulatory Authority of India
(Amendment) Ordinance (Ordinance No. 3 of 2014) promulgated by the President on
28th May, 2014.

Sir, with your permission, I would like to quote Article 123(1) of the Constitution.
It says, “if at any time, except when both Houses of Parliament are in session, the
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President is satisfied that circumstances exist which render it necessary for him to take
immediate action, he may promulgate such Ordinance as the circumstances appear to
him to require.”

Sir, we strongly object to the Ordinance promulgated by the hon. President for
amending the Telecom Regulatory Authority of India Act. Sir, I would like to say
that in human life, Brahmastra, Pashupatastra, or, Sudarshan Chakra, were very
rare phenomenon, and, therefore, these should be very, very rarely used. Like that,
Ordinance under the Constitution of India is a very, very rare phenomenon, which we
should not use just like that. As far as this subject is concerned, Mr. Nripendra Misra
is very good officer, who made a mark as Chairman, TRAI. We are not against him
personally but at the same time, we are objecting to the principle.

I would like to quote the observation of Shri G.V. Mavalankar, former Speaker,
Lok Sabha, on the issue of Ordinance, made at the Presiding Officers” Conference. He
said, “it was obviously a wrong convention for the Executive Government to promulgate
Ordinances merely because of shortage of time. That power was to be exercised only
when there was an emergency and the Legislature could not meet. It was not a desirable
precedent to promulgate Ordinances for want of time, as inconvenient legislation might
also be promulgated in that manner.”

I would also like to quote an observation made by the then Deputy Chairman,
Rajya Sabha, made on 15.11.1971. He said, “...Of course, Ordinances are to be normally
issued in abnormal or extraordinary conditions. Recourse should not be taken to this
procedure of legislating, in normal conditions.”

Sir, Ordinances were promulgated on several occasions. A few examples are -
(1) The National Security (Amendment) Ordinance, 1984; (2) The Tea Companics
(Acquisition and Transfer of Sick Tea Units) Ordinance, 1985; and (3) The Essential
Commodities (Special Provisions) Ordinance, 1997. It should be issued in the best
interest of the nation where time factor is important and the Government cannot afford
to wait and has to do it. This is my submission.

As T said, Mr. Nripendra Misra is a good officer. We are not against him but we
do not accept the principle of issuing Ordinance or amending the Act for one single
officer. Therefore, my Party and I take strong objection to the use of Brahmastra,
Pashupatastra, or, Sudarshan Chakra. Thank you.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Thank you. The Resolution is moved. Now, hon.
Minister, Shri Ravi Shankar Prasad, to move the Bill.

THEMINISTER OF COMMUNICATIONS AND INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY,;
AND THE MINISTER OF LAW AND JUSTICE (SHRI RAVI SHANKAR PRASAD):

Sir, I move:



214  Statutory Resolution [RAJTYA SABHA] disapproving TRAI
[Mr. Deputy Chairman] (Amend.) Ord. & Bill, 2014

That the Bill further to amend the Telecom Regulatory Authority of India Act,
1997, as passed by Lok Sabha, be taken into consideration.

Sir, first of all, allow me to read Article 123 (2) of the Constitution. It says, “An
Ordinance promulgated under this article shall have the same force and effect as an Act
of Parliament.” Therefore, an Ordinance has the same value as an Act of Parliament.

Sir, there are many regulatory bodies in India. In the Telecom Regulatory
Authority of India Act, 1997, we are just making one short amendment, which was
met by the Ordinance, to Section 5 (8), which inter-alia stated that the Chairman
shall be ineligible for any Government appointment. But very surprisingly, Sir, the
same provision incorporated that after one year, he could be cligible for a
commercial employment. Therefore, he could never come in Government
appointment but could be eligible for that. Sir, in India, we have got many
regulatory bodies. We have got the Insurance Regulatory and Development Authority
of India Act, 1999, where under section 8, the Chairperson of that Regulatory body
can be eligible for employment after two years. We have got Pension Fund
Regulatory and Development Authority of India Act, 2013, where, again, under
section 7, after two years, he becomes eligible for employment. We have got
Airports Economic Regulatory Authority of India Act, 2008, where the Chairperson
can become eligible to work under the Government after two years. We have got
the Competitions Act. In my reply, I will explain it, Sir. We have got the SEBI Act;
we have got the Central Information Commissioner. And, one thing more, Sir, in the
Constitution also, while I was examining, under Article 324, Chief Election
Commissioner and Election Commissioners are to be appointed. There is an Act
governing terms and conditions of their working. Even in the case of Chief Election
Commissioner and Election Commissioner, there is no bar restraining them from not
to be appointed in the Government after they demit office. There is no such bar
even in the case of Supreme Court and High Court Judges. The bar is only in the
case of CAG and Members of the Public Service Commission. Therefore, Sir, this
particular Ordinance is not individual-specific. It only seeks to change the palpable
anomaly which is existed in the case of TRAI Act and about six, seven or eight
other regulatory bodies in which there is no such prohibition at all of life-long ban.
Sir, one thing I would like to add with great respect in my introductory comment. i
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The questions were proposed.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now, for discussion, I have already told that both
the Resolution and the Bill will be discussed together. I would like to once again
announce that we will adhere to the time limit. So, all the parties are requested to
adhere to timings. Number two, after thirty minutes from starting of the discussion,
please do not give any name. It will not be accepted. Now, Shri Mani Shankar Aiyar.
Congress Party has got 34 minutes.

SHRI MANI SHANKAR AIYAR (Nominated): Sir, I rise to oppose the amendment
that has been tabled. I do so for three reasons. One, I object to the adoption of the
Ordinance route; two, I believe the amendment, as moved now, is violative of Article
14 of the Constitution; and three, I believe the Prime Minister had many options other
than going against the established law to secure the services of the competent Principal
Secretary. With your permission, Mr. Deputy Chairman, 1 would like to elaborate these
three reasons within the limited time that I have. First and foremost, there were no
emergent or urgent conditions warranting the issue of an Ordinance. All the arguments
that have been placed before us by the hon. Law Minister, who is also the Minister
of Communications, do not indicate that there would have been a disaster that would
have overtaken the country if on that day, on which the Ordinance was issued, there
was no equality between Chairmen of various regulatory commissions. Indeed, Sir, it
is ironic that this provision was brought in by the NDA Government. They brought in
the provision. They remained in power. When they were in the Opposition, they did
not attempt to have it changed. And, suddenly, without any emergent need, without any
urgent need, they issued an Ordinance. Our objection is not in principle to the issue
of Ordinances. But the Ordinance has to be issued in conformity with the provisions
of the Constitution, the spirit of the Constitution and the judgements of the Supreme
Court. And in all these respects, I am afraid the Ordinance move was not in conformity
with these conditions that I have listed.
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Sir, Article 123(1) of the Constitution requires that it has to be established that

“circumstances exist which render it necessary to take immediate action.” What were
these circumstances? Why had action to be immediate? What disaster would have
overtaken us if a provision of the law that had existed for a decade or more had been
allowed to remain for another few days? It is clearly not the case that there were any
circumstances which rendered it necessary to take immediate action when this particular
Ordinance was promulgated.

Sir, even if the Prime Minister, for reasons best known to him, wanted one and
only one official to be his Principal Secretary, surcly temporary arrangements could have
been made pending this draft amendment, which is being brought to the legislature.
After all, we were not in the midst of a long recess. The new Government had just
been sworn in. Parliament had to be imminently summoned for the Government to
establish its majority on the floor of the House. Everyone knew that the first business
of the Cabinet would be to fix a date for convening Parliament. It was just a matter
of days, not even weeks or months. Why then this tearing hurry to get over a legal
obstacle by issuing an Ordinance? There is only one reason and that reason was that
the Prime Minister was adamant on having his way. Therefore, all other considerations
had to be swept under the carpet. This completely authoritarian manner violates all
democratic norms of governance; and an Ordinance was issued. This, Sir, is not good
governance; it is abuse of power. Propriety, precedent and procedure have been set
aside and a new rule of thumb has been set that whatever PM wants PM gets.

Sir, a Member of the other House, but not in the House, described a similar
Ordinance designed for one person as *. This Ordinance too, Sir, was *.

AHES B AT (ST, oM T 2UG@AD : T, I UMY I8 ol B -
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SHRI MANI SHANKAR AIYAR: The Government has failed to explain what was
the new and sudden development that necessitated recourse to this Ordinance route.

Sir, I draw the attention of the House ...(Interruptions)...
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:, If it is unparliamentary, it is expunged.

SHRI MANI SHANKAR AIYAR: Please look into it. ...(Interruptions)... Sir,
please look into it. ...(Interruptions)... Sir, please look into it. ... (Interruptions)... If the
word is non- parliamentary, I am happy to withdraw it. The point that I am trying to
make is that this Ordinance was completely unnecessary, not at all required and pushed
through in order to meet the whims of one person.

*Expunged as ordered by Chair.
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Sir, I would like to draw the attention of the House to a Supreme Court Judgement
of 1986. I am sure the Law Minister who himself is from the State of Bihar would
immediately recognise it. It was in the case of State of Bihar versus D.C. Wadhwa. Now
in terms of that we need to know as to what were the circumstances that necessitated
immediate action... before we even begin to look at the merits or otherwise of the
amendment that is brought before us.

Sir, my second point is that this amendment which was initially promulgated as an
ordinance appears to have one and only one object, namely, giving the Prime Minister
the one individual he wants as Principal Secretary. That is the only justification which
could be there, for using an Ordinance route rather than coming to this House with a
draft amendment. Sir, it was not as if the Government was paralysed by Section 5 of
the TRAI Act, as amended later. It is that provision which forbade the Chairman from
employment with the Government forever. Sir, on June 2nd, 2014, on the date of the
Ordinance, the Government could have functioned without a particular individual as
Principal Secretary to the Prime Minister. Sir, I remember that Rajiv Gandhi’s Prime
Minister’s Office functioned without a Principal Secretary from January to July, 1985,
at the very start of his tenure as an elected Prime Minister. So, we have a precedent
of a Prime Minister Office functioning without a Principal Secretary. And if the hon.
Law Minister had cared to ask me, I would have advised him that he could wait for
one or two weeks and then ensure that the House passes the required legislation. But,
no, they thought that there was a sudden and new development. Now, what could this
sudden and new development be except that a new PM had assumed office? But he
had the entire panoply of Government working for him. He had the Ministers who,
on being told about hygiene and sanitation, immediately cleared out 11,000 files in
next to no time, putting 500 persons to work on it. That’s good governance ! That’s
getting people to work. When you say that you don’t need any of these Ministers,
that you don’t need any of these Ministers of State, that you don’t need any Cabinet
Secretary, that you don’t need any Secretaries to the Government of India, that you don’t
need any Under Secretary, I must have one person and I must have him immediately
and if he is disqualified by law, nevertheless, he is the one person I want, this is a
whimsical way of running a Government. I know he is a * and maybe, he thought
that he could get away with it. But the fact is that this is an old House and we know
what our rights are.

SHRI MANI SHANKAR AIYAR: We know proper procedures and precedents
for running the Government and there is absolutely no reason. ...(Interruptions)... I am
not yielding. ... (Interruptions)...

SHRI RAVI SHANKAR PRASAD: Sir, I have got a point.
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SHRI MANI SHANKAR AIYAR: Sir, I am not yielding. Mr. Ravi Shankar Prasad
has frequently not yielded to me. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI RAVI SHANKAR PRASAD: Sir, he called the PM a *. It’s not fair.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Okay. That is expunged. ...(Inferruptions)...

SHRI MANI SHANKAR AIYAR: Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, I have limited
time. ...(Interruptions)... Now, the only reason-I wish to underline this—this Ordinance
was issued was to get one single person appointed to the staff of the Prime Minister.
Therefore, the legislation that is now being brought before us is evidently a legislation
that is designed to benefit only one single individual. Now, is this compatible with
Article 14 read with Article 16 of the Constitution?

These Articles of our sacred Constitution make it amply clear that legislation
cannot be directed at a single individual. At a minimum, it has to be established that the
legislation is designed for a class of people; this principle was definitively established
by the Supreme Court in the 1992 case of the State of Himachal Pradesh versus Kailash
Chand Mahajan and I am absolutely sure the Law Minister knows what this case was
and could casily have informed the Prime Minister that’ there is this Supreme Court
judgment which says no legislation can be directed at a single individual. It has to be
demonstrated that it is a class of individuals. Now, if this amendment had been brought
without an ordinance, I would not have made these arguments. Because we want to
bring everyone on the same plane. But in this particular case, were they attempting
to remove an unnecessary disability on a class of persons, namely, all Chairmen of
TRALI, past and present, in line with many other laws that allow reemployment after a
cooling off period or was it for one person? Has any of the other TRAI Chairmen been
appointed to any post in the Government? It is just one and done through an Ordinance,
not done by bringing a piece of legislation, draft legislation before this House. Clearly,
aiming one person! Therefore, in the instant case, it is not the draft amendment, but the
Ordinance that indubitably establishes that the real intent and purpose of this legislation
is only to exempt one single individual from his obligations which were extant under
the law when he took office and when he relinquished office, and this too merely to
satisfy the whim of another single individual, however exalted. I do not believe for a
moment that this amendment will stand the scrutiny of the courts. There is a whole
litany of case law and our hon. Law Minister is far more familiar with this litany than
I am that clearly establishes that it is mala fide - 1 am using a technical legal term
mala fide - to make or change a law for just one person. I urge the Government to
even now desist from embarrassing itself. It is going to go to court. It is going to go
to the Supreme Court. Wadhwa will be mentioned, Kailash Chand Mahajan will be

*Expunged as ordered by Chair.
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mentioned and then this Government will be left standing naked before the Bench. 1
do not feel that in the interest of getting one individual made the Principal Secretary,
this Government should bring itself and possibly this House to eternal shame.

Sir, my final point relates to one person for whom this entire exercise is being
undertaken. I know my colleagues have been very complimentary about him. But I
ask my colleagues, I ask the House: Is this gentleman of such exceptional merit that
no other...

SHRI TAPAN KUMAR SEN (West Bengal): Sir, when the person is not here,
can he quote about him? ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI MANI SHANKAR AIYAR: I have not mentioned any names. Sir, [ have not
mentioned any names. ... (Interruptions)... Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, had this individual
covered himself in glory in his last assignment as Chairman of TRAI, then maybe the
argument could be made that there is simply no one else among 1.2 billion people,
who is available to become the Principal Secretary; only this person can become the
Principal Secretary.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Mani Shankar Aiyar, it is correct that you have
not mentioned the names. But it is evident and everybody knows about whom you are
speaking. Therefore, be a little careful. That is all I have to say.

SHRI MANI SHANKAR AIYAR: Sir, I shall be extremely careful.
SHRI TAPAN KUMAR SEN: Sir, this Ordinance is all about that. ...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I only said, “Please be careful.” ... Interruptions)...
Please sit down. I have already said it. Please sit down.

SHRI MANI SHANKAR AIYAR: Sir, leave alone the highly ambiguous and
controversial TRAI Order of 28th August, 2008, issued under the hand and seal of the
present Principal Secretary to the PM that the Supreme Court has so fiercely indicted, it
is the judgement of 2nd February, 2012. Numerous other recommendations and orders
of that particular Chairman have not stood the test of appeal. His determination on
DTH Wholesale Tariff was modified and partially rejected by the Telecom Disputes
and Settlement Appellate Tribunal on 16 December, 2010. The Interconnection Usage
Charges that he had prescribed were rejected by TDSAT on 29 September, 2010 for
having excluded capital cost. Similarly, the TDSAT castigated TRAI in its judgements
of 21st and 29th May, 2009, on TRAI’s decisions in respect of fixed port charges
and carriage charges on the ground that TRAI had failed to adopt transparency and
did not take into account relevant materials. The TDSAT had, similarly, deplored
TRATI’s absence of transparency in arriving at subscriber-linked criteria. I quote from
the TDSAT’s decision: “It is expected of institutions like TRAI to follow a uniform
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procedure while making its recommendations. It cannot choose the procedure to suit

its convenience. We hold that TRAI was wrong in arriving at revised subscriber norms
based on a theoretical simulation and, that too, without an opportunity being given to
all stakeholders to debate the issue. Is further proof needed that neither the Regulator
nor its Chairman covered themselves with glory during the period 2006-09 when
the individual being benefited by this Amendment was the Chairman? So, why this
insistence on this one individual? This is a post. This is, arguably, the most important
bureaucratic posting in the country. His predecessors have included giants like
Shri P.N. Haksar, Shri P.N. Dhar, Shri CP. Srivastava, Dr. P.C. Alexander, Shrimati
Sarla Grewal, Shri B.G. Deshmukh, and, more recently, Shri Meenakshisundaram
and Shri Pulok Chatterji. Compared to all of these, I want to highlight that one
of the greatest Principal Secretaries to the Prime Minister’ we ever had’ was Shri
Brajesh Mishra. Now, why is this person being insisted upon?

Perhaps the answer lies in an article published in The India Today about two
decades ago, and reproduced in the same magazine on 24th December, 2012. The
complainant took his case to the Press Council of India which rejected the charge
of defamation but decided that the complainant may have his version published in
the magazine, a privilege which the magazine would have doubtless afforded the
complainant in any case. However that may be, the crux of the argument made in the
article was, which I now quote: “His role as a BJP mole in the previous Government
of Shri Mulayam Singh Yadav was affirmed by no less than the State Party Chief,
Shri Kalraj Mishra. It was during his time as Secretary to Shri Yadav that he kept the
BJP leaders informed about Shri Yadav’s every confidential move on Ayodhya.” Sir,
therefore, is this Ordinance and is this draft Amendment a reward for services rendered
in the past? I rest my case. Thank you, Sir.
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2, @5 ft tar Ayl &7 B, S SMRE 8, SERd &1 A 8, a1 g ot |
BT STHY 39 T faver o o greifs 99 w9 1.5 d. iR ST TS
<9 fquer | o, 1 IH AHY IAD! (ST ANl AT {6 g TS UIST I FHA Bl
WHR & Rge 9idd 2T 21 AfdeT 39 SR i g9 g9RT IEt We w&ar o fos s
SHfRd & e €, S| Biedisc fbar Sl dfed 9 |9y o1 &< ud & ANl Bl
IR o of & dl.ua.dl. St & g2 991 SO @1 8 Bl 59 SRM B
urél B . ULT. BT T AfE FHRT 919 B A o] 3R SHfed & I N [ B
o<l 1 3reT 3! fauer # TS ST usanl wrdife AR Uit .de, | enfie Tt
off, ST U uret B . U1.Y. IR A1l ARIETRIG qThdi B FoTgd a9 BT AR
TR UIST & HUR 7 o, SHB! LI 3 IGHY 9 39 A9 L. ULU. TRBR BT e
d gHT faaT g3 o1l 9 AR 519 I B 1671 Alb [T P A A §C Al Gd Bl
HHR DI TTed A BT 81 9N JHAF &4 Wl IS UeT 81 srefifd J.41.g. & S
Heh T O A1 fBe S a1e% | §WeA © W2 o, AP Wl JHAH IO UST | 3
J.uq.dl. &1 g T2 ISET UST ©, I wfeaAl B |l S 9 WHR $ 3iew off A
WWHR BT 92 @ T T & off, 37! |l JHar ST vl 3mud! AqH ® fi
SR o AEE] & 29 | 991 4o 21 SR US¥ H g4 JHaH oMl sl I8
AN Ul 34 WTT IR Adbs TR WX VBT 3N 8] T 20 Hfcerd e fiyell ale &
feas A R <9 H AR Uil RN TR B U] aaY SHY|

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V.P. SINGH BADNORE): I don’t want to dis-
turb you.

goft ARt : Us el § I wee arsdl § 6 S uet a1 9T, SRPR
B S wTed ifaat off, SEfaRe off, e g JHar Som usl gdife g6 g ARl
IoAT Tl, aad # 4L & A § O TLELY. B WRER Il W& ¥ 3R 39 Hed
& S AT § AU Sicel! Sfl, SABT Wl USTT H JHEH oMl uSl, Rifc d Sid gAd
oS W 9 O 981 apiferat iR 4L g, BT fell-Selt wvax oftl wRd S a4 9
PIB] BT T & AN .90, 0 SHPT M IGHY daid &, Al ...(FIHIM)...
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Sy (A f. Rig ge4R) : 9@ a9 ®ls 99y 27 2

Gofl ARl : <f a8t 31 WHR BT S BRI el off, A T8I BT ST GA
TE1 off gt aors o sft sreor Sl S &1 Y sroeft wie o o2t offl S s He
JHAM TIAT I B $B TSAT § URAR Sl ST ql P61 S .S, &, Bl A
THA SO UST 81 H I8 BBl el § b o9 e H PIUA Ul b Aged H
JAT. P PR T I8! M A1 TANI Ut F FHA Sl SHfed b G o, ITBI
TAFAHEAT <1 S9dh SWR ScHR 91Tl Afs IRBR 9 -faRTef Tod & o I8Y off, O
T Sudl R fHar eml e S AFr wwn # 99 €, I ft ag Hegw €1 saferg
I # AR ST U1l &A@ § S U.ELT. B WRSR Td 2T 8, A S W)
I B ¢ b B9 ool off Uil & fwery 781 €, 7 89 .Ul.U. & o) € 3R 7
.Y, & e €1 w1 oL, 9 TN, & AN 9 FE we g % afe s
S-fRd & T B B el 3R T2 B ST B o B s fad am e E, A
T 3T FHAT B SUTHIERET qeied, ot a@ a1 F2i o eI © fb e faT e
€ €, clfbsl VT e b 31 fa o X8 € 3iR 39 SH-fed & Hel B oy ael I8
g, A1 BN UIet SH-fd § 9 5T W 3mueT ) anes et g9 9 aore fad
o1 faxle safere 78t -9 & &9 fauer # € 3R 1 WRER &1 {0y € a1 © afew
B9 99-fed & Hel W IWAR B F91 H701 891 Ut 7 gd J 519 U uel b
I 4 ALY BT PR oA, SF-fed & gel i STH1 1 wmAda fvan o iR 59~
Ot 721 &1 Seay fa Wt fasan e gafog 491 .59, & A9 arefl T.ELu. @t
WWHR A Bl & [ IR M SH-f3d & Je&l P e g, q1 89 AUHT qHdT
PO G SEaw Bl g8 1 R e 9N urdl 1 prRi-Sell T8 %
SUAYTETET 8Ied, A4 I8 91d $AeU e Fifep 59 fA8ad ) 3ol I <4 | ugd
q9! T8 W PIAT 980 Sd 81 3R Ut 59 fadas W) o W o o7 W@ ©, g9
A1d & 6 gl urdl et S W offfl, el HiUw Uiel SR ULy, & °acd qd,
ST & AFH STHR IE e fb S dl. & F9ar a1 | et Jult @1
A H1.9).31s. | <ifd ST &, 39T S=iH 339 ftye &1 3= fhan s ave 4
T Y Pl ST B IPARIE BN d 59 998 DI @ER 1 BUd1 Ghd B, odfdhT § 59
AT |ed | ATTd HAIEgH | Sl arsd! g b 51 I ¥ 31 wufd &1 JweT,
& AR GIH IS A WH B gHT €, R T B IR g3, <febsT Nofae 81 gl &
$9$ J18 I8 ALaLaAs. § 1 @ 3R dialars. W 59 7 FaR R o gl 2l
IT B TH B GBI &l WG, Bl Pl <ol Uud F Tl g Ul b Ao dl. B
91 7 39 fage 1 saforv gues fea wife g o 3 fde Jufd & e A
H gaRTl g ofil FEled, T B9 WH 81 @l © AR ALAL3MTE. T FUHI-30 FATSR
R +ft g9 i &, 919 9 $ SIFE gd B ¥, VT T § b I8 deior Raid
T PR & T | ol B

SRR HE I, 3N S I8 YR geaR faf e s arfeor  (Hemes)
faga®, 2014 M €, § wwerch g f& aw fdwe swfay o ge1 w@ife =
P RY @ ga w21 St & yam dfed ug W FgRh o1 S oY, S99 $B Bl
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3rsa+ 31 T2 offl S BT rsaHl B Y B & oy I8 WRd I AR fafams
(e fIE®s, 2014 AT TR €1 $9 WEY H AR UICT BT A8 $HEAl § b o9 Hex
# frd) ft ot Y SR I € AT e H Al 8 3R I9 I WER B 30T
TEHT B FA BIAT 8, A1 S9 AVPR b gRaaT &1 RraerRl a9t & 6 a8 g <
B ST AT B T B Il Bl 3 Rojeew 2 & forw arfa-v-arfaa sridrerd
REGl

Suwareaet (sft A f. Rig g5+1v) « 3@ sy w9 Bifsl

goft Al 39 AvPR T veE |fE b ue WO SRy B @ g,
I3 FYRH B B BT rsad 311 W& ofl, I I TSl Bl R PIA b
oy g T IR gREeR fafame (Feee) fadee arlt 21 F e §

o 599 BIs Tord 91d T 81 gaferv R urdT 39 fagrd w1 wwels el Bl

SHRI DEREK O’BRIEN (West Bengal): Sir, when you have simple, clear,
transparent point to make, you do not need six minutes. I think we have been granted

six minutes to make it. We will make it in three or four minutes. The simple point
here is that on behalf of my party, the Trinamool Congress, we want to call a spade
a spade because we believe in true Trinamool style. It always helps to be transparent
and straight-talking. Of the two sides of this argument, Sir, the first we heard from the
Government that there are other statutory bodies which have certain other requirements,
so, it is to provide some logic to match TRAI and the Chairman of TRAI with some
other statutory bodies. This is one way of looking at that. That is why they have brought
about the Ordinance and the Bill. The first good thing they did was that they did not
bypass Parliament. Ordinance, Bill, Act, that was fine, but ... (Interruptions)... Just one
second. So, the first point which this side is making is that, yes, there are other statutory
bodies and we want to bring them on to a level playing field, etc., etc. The second
point on the other side which is being made - I am sharing this with you because this
is the way we debated within the party - was that, no, this has been done only for
one person and this would never have happened if it wasn’t for one person. Sir, to be
frank, let us not be coy and let us not be bashful that this was done for one person.
Yes, this was done for one person. This is our thinking. If it was done for one person,
who was this person? This person is no less a person than the Principal Secretary to the
Prime Minister. Now here unlike what some people have a general feel that Trinamool
Congress will play a role of destructive opposition, you show us the flag and we will
say, ‘no, no.” No, Sir, we are a constructive opposition because we are going to give
you at the end of it all three good reasons why we are behind this because at the
end of it, it is not about statutory bodies, it is not about one person and bending the
rule. It is about having one person, a key person you need to have there. The Prime
Minister needs this person. Why does he need this person? Our simple understanding
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is that he needs him for three reasons and these three reasons will take me only ten
seconds. The first reason is good governance, the second reason is good governance
and the third reason is good governance. I leave it at that, Sir. Thank you.

sft .30 @t (FER): Suawfa agiey, # 59 fAdws &1 fklg &= & forg
ST B3N T 7 &9, AR A1 feammeie 4 €, 7 ddlang # g, saferg ik Ao
A $AP! ORIy HIA1 ArEdr g1 Wl TR B uIe] & F | B @l 31 e fem
...(SIFET)...

it wrchier == fiisi @ au o @7 W E, feae fou o' W €2 I8 @1 9d1 AT
fo o1 E2...cagTEm)...

sft &=, @wfY: Sh
Y <ot == fysm: amo S e @ € o amu T2, @ fow & fort e @ B2

sft 3N @rft 9, F ot @1 9 dax feft @Y o e & oy
$T T8 gl 3R 3MMUB! -1 &M, 1 9 999 HR ol § 9 a1 U ure] & IR § $%
BT gl ...(FGHT)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI VP. SINGH BADNORE): Please address the
Chair. ... (Interruptions)...

s} w<her == fysm U SR fh & R% 27 ..(@aUH). .

sht 0 @t 9, fodt o T gomr 9 2, A9 fodl B aRw gerRT A8
21 JMTTHY IRT < &1 8, A1 § 9199 o T&T g ..(FEH)...

ot e =g fAsm S ST 919 BRd © ()., SACTT B B STRevd
TSl ...(Fag™)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN: Please address the Chair.

goft wrareddt. 9 Suwmfa SfY, safou 89 vewE e on, wife |
sl off f SR giferamic SeR STay /1 el ... (FTLTH). .

st F3A @rht 7, 7 57 e urdl & IR 9 97 B IBbd B .(=IHH)...
T T I g7 ...(FFET)...

Goht Araree: STqwfa S, #7 SHS! sAfiv vatwe feam o, S smg 9R-
IR b I I, b TR HIAT SRl A7) 39 {69 & IR & d1d W@ 8, SIB!
THRIG B

oft F0. @rft &9 9 IR Feg Sff, A AR St & IR ¥ FEr g, fedt &
Raaire PIs fewofl BT BT gART 37T 81 1 3R 3R 3BT 3BT A8] o &l 8,
T H 59 a9 ol g 3R R wRal § b s ded @l srfarer | e fam
ST
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HR, A AR FR S 7 S BT 8, § IHD PO UEl A U FEAN b
PRAT FTEAT | R, S Foo YH | §91¢ 1 €, U 1989 H SdT &t & Sl =
31 2, st o e aeg ofl, S 9o Whed! 9 SR I 7 9 99T Uh
feweiReer TeaTra o, O areadt af &g SR WM =Y & w9 § ST S gl
T T BH S9F A 9 3R T S R At 91 ¥ gRM srearht Sft &t
ST N I frdetl off, SHB! Ab b TCART BT N BRAT IS8T SNl T8l ©,
cife 519 gamw 8 St e /31 98 9 &¢ ® 9, 1 S $%! didl fewfirt
$TPh] BRI TS B dhy AR gHT qifeTedd ATaRT BT dbx B i 3R S fohedy

IHIN b1 GifIfeda fharas! T8 8idl 2, fhdl @y Mifdifewns fharas! 9...

Syareger (it fidt. R ge=iv): o8 99 96 99 w® 2 € 720 S9 e W
...(TGIT)...

sft &. 3. @ § STeT T forg SR fewoh R w8t § il .(craum)...
Sywareaer (3ft fdt. Rz gg+iR): ST T o & T B

it &0 @R 59 A A 99 A B AT 8, S 9" |aRa R g aren
2| ...(FHM)... 3T ST 41 77 &1 {1, S! ff 71 T1 B, a1 f= a9 g2
T A PR T ©, Teell Id| GANI 1, W IR IR T g #H1 a1 vge 63 &
Gﬁmﬂ"%ﬂ%ﬁ%\;, T SF conscience keeper Bl B W%’S’Gﬁﬁfﬁw
SN & 3T FEM & 918 IR TR & I Y g FAA 99, S gord g Sft @
YToTifae fIoRERT 3R BRIGHE! & fdvg MR & 9, I S96 W&IH Ifag §9 U
IR ST TaTE 7, 6 R, 1992 @1, 9 il R 319 93 €, 99 997 TRIIVH
T8 SIRTSEUfY o, S ot I8 Sohx fewoft &1 oft 6 a-renr el &1 81 & 919
6 fedeR &1 7, S9S 919 &1 T4 T AR TRE &7 o1 § gAferg 5% a7 =1 §
& & gred g & S0 v g 431 &, ! ...(caadm)...

[eu, oY 3R weH e #Al (s wor fisn): AAR, 98 vy 9 W ®
..(FAYT)... SR Bl da¥ &1 § 3R U afh a9y & IR 9 g ==t &, I8
31 2T &, e § ff a1 g, Jarw {98 S 7 59 IR 7 $Is dic T81 a7 o,
S & 3mg a7 <R T ...(aHm)..

sft o e aferndt (FER): sfoem &1 g +ft =ifeql ..(saem).. 39
TRE SR e Bel 11 &, A1 S g1 1 Tl ...(Raem)...

Rz b ) e (lala). s g Ui oS el 1 gl Jsmy o8 csﬁj T
A S i ol 5 U Vs e

st woR s g9 1 SEeRT 81 . (Wau™)... FEl, 8] I8 Tad 91 Bl
. (AET)...

TTransliteration in Urdu Script.
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#t WM. AEf: R garm R4 7 I8 . (@@wE).. I Mra St g'f 99 €
..(TTEIT)...

sft HerTar fis: o g S 7 376 IR 9 1 T L (caEm)...

Syawrerd (3ft Af. R gg): § Swa G - (@@gm).. AT S, SRR
W) B ard SRl a1 & L (@EE). .

ot &N Al 2 gaa G St 7 96 fAeg fewfor a1 off, # f=f of
I | I WIfad $ Fhal g

Suaureget (3 AR Rig ge+iv): 3y e w8 Srsvl

ot &0 ik § f9a ww & 3 @1 g1 91 U A 31 vue | a9 o W@

Suawrege (3 fid Rig g+ e 9 59 {fa &1 o g9 =2 2l
...(SIFET)...

3Nt A @Imht: Sae 9a 9 39 avs @ feufry &t 713 Bl

TR, T J s dRE B [IORYRT Tad] & - Aradariedl &, qasaneay
B, TGO FHIS ATl BT MR AIHT Wl A Foo fadarie ey 4 W Js U §
3R <1 faT @, 99 gyau dfed 1 ddx AT § S Sl BI 3BT &, 4 ff sTd TR Bl

Syawred (f fidl R gg=iy): o @1 ve &) i W MU gRT TN
Ffd = faan vget Wdlang. § g = e, R vt @ 99 w @ § e |
R 31T <19, 1 St Rl

st ). @nfl: IR, gam= w950 o1 SN veE afd 99T 2, SUB] ddR IR T4
B @ 2, TS ¥ Sl A ssHe {6y &, 991 ST Bls @ Adad T8l §l 3T IR
3R B IR, Jo1 BIs faama 1 € 3R Forer 480 S & R 4 1 § Fe1 arsd
21 519 gorer fsm Sit g wfeg 99 9, 91 S9 999 <3iRHge” 3R “uiesa”, S
JR.TA.TH. & IEGR &, S0 ot s 3 dax a3 ave @ fewforr &t 15 off, a1
o gL 7, A afhal oY dex fewforn T €1 . (@raum)... S 3y 91 (aasr). .

ot gour faem: § “uiES BT qEed Yl § SR H ag 981 whe {6 aw
aid Fel Wl =1y a1 T 6 PIs fewfiri gs €1 # U] T w9 H HA1 s
% & Iz o e €, I2 5 v aafh & fog 721 € iR 3 a7 == ..(@aem). .
# MUt I BT W BT

sft &30 @rht R TR, #9 yield T2 B . (aEm)..

i SurvTeRE (31 A [ ge+v): Tl Sf (=aem)...

31. 3ifrer o At (F8R): gfg, sfoer &t ...(aaem)...

7 Suxparener (3 AdL. Rz g841R) + 3y fRIfSrg. .. sma fawrfsrg)
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sft B30 @l @, R afe & vae dfig g9 S e 8, sar sHsde
o < =T § ..(aET).

sf Sumemg (sft R Rz ge=i0): s = 9 =R Feaer g w=
KIEY
SHRI K.C. TYAGI : That person represents some political philosophy.

sft Syawremer (3 DR R ge+v): s s o= s &) 727 IF 3R 3mud
TISH WA Bl Bl Bl ...(TFH)...

sft Ff. @rf: w7, =fh & Fus-ox, TEF-aN H g9 Bl TN T8 Bl
Syqyreagt ¢ A Rig ge=v): = o8 o 2

sft 5. @ 9 357 sew iR YR FUS - USd ©, SUY g9 I ddd
27 39 o uiferfead foraa €, S9a! o uifarfedd fharaw! & ...awm)...

Suaurege (¢ N Rz ge+4R): §24 S, mu iferv) el S, smuer <rsa
3T BT AT B

sft . @t # Aee w7 @R

DR. V. MAITREYAN : No, no. He is calling me to speak.
Suaureger ¢ PR Rz ge+iv): smuer ey Tara 81 = Bl
sft b3t <t 78 a9 ot @t wEi g 22

Suauregy ¢ AR R ge4iv): o vz fozm, smue! tar F81 °1 3mu
I U 3T 7T ..(FGL)....

sft St R SR AR FT AR € A H 95 S g, ofe A% A
FAE 21 g8 © 3R AN A SR §H ..(FETH)...

sugureas ¢ L. R ge+ivy): suar ¢ fime &1 esg o1 s, 6. 8339 S,
g Siferul

sft A @rft § o S, Ig AUBT IR B2 .(FAUF)... F SRT YT 91

TH P G| ..(FAUM)... § sHBT Ry 1 & forg =1 gom g1 # ot urdt &
..(IET)...

Suaurege (3t A Rig gg+R): snft a1 smoe #e1 fo 59 f9a o U &g
mufd L 21 ...(@FEH)... T8 MU b feam o @ v smue emufa A9 §, smum
BBl 7 34l

sft & @rft : smu e w1 BEear AEd €7 . (@aum). .
Suaureger i PR Rg ge=iv): 37 7251 w11
sft &30 @mft g9 e 9 W e ¢ ok faa | e &fh 4 amufa 2
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Suayree (st Adl Rig 95+R): w71 #3949 S0, My Siferg
SHRI SHARAD PAWAR (Maharashtra): This is not the way.

SHRI DEREK O’BRIEN: With due respect to you, Sir, bowing to you, don’t
make that kind of comments from the Chair. ... Interruptions)...

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V.P. SINGH BADNORE): What have I said?

SHRI P. RAJEEVE (Kerala): Members have full right to make their points.
...(Interruptions)...

Suawrege (¢h A Rig ge=iv): o 2, 99 o9 Be1? ..(Faum)...
il TRT WOR: AU FET .. (FI)... TH G IR &
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI V.P. SINGH BADNORE): I didn’t.

SHRI P. RAJEEVE: We never expect these types of comments from the Chair.
They should be impartial.

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI VP. SINGH BADNORE): Okay. Please carry
on. 3MY T fiFe iR o <fiforg

oft F. =rf: F ol a1 wAr wRar € BT g9 39 R TR © {6 98
AT ST BT e SR AR Ul Bl IRTER WA Al ol 3y 3w Ay b s
Y I 3N AT IE1 g3 €1 b § I8 91 P V&I § S MUB] (ST q8I T &
€, Sy 39 =1ed & b § 95 oIl

Suaureget 3 AR Rig 92+1v): 3w v e iR o iR ..caum)...
st B @ W T SR IHE S o Bl

Suawreae (3N A R ge=iv): 3o SHd € 6 s 3o 919 @) fag T
Hifa @y v afh w Aifd @ e o I o bl 6 g a9 3
TARTST A1 81 ...(aET)...

st A @ : 3y TmEd € L @au)... B9 919 )R $TNd9 L (FaT). ..

Syvareaer i fidt R sg+iy) - a7 sy ww, @9 T8 Bl ey RefteT
G AT

oft B @rft: IR IR @ W e F IR A exdvE 8 gal B
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI VP. SINGH BADNORE): Thank you very much.

SHRI MANI SHANKAR AIYAR: Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, it is inappropriate to
make from the Chair the comments that you may have made from your position on
the Treasury Benches. Please don’t comment on what our speakers have to say. He
has the right to say whatever he wishes to say.
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THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI VP. SINGH BADNORE): No, no. I didn’t make

any comment.

SHRI MANI SHANKAR AIYAR: Sir, you did. You kept repeatedly commenting
on his speech.

sft A @rh . 9 F o 919 g T o1, 99 Tour Ao S W IR ©, d
ScRdM BR B A1 I THI FT MU TP IR A G yoT & # Ales o @ g A
TEI?

Suaureger ¢ PR Rig ge+iv): 3T Aes B U A F R FHR?

sft A @nfl 99 fres 7L foam smue S 99 v AR ft S99 2T Pl f
3R T fiee 72 #R B € A M U a1 Tt By R E 4RI Ui fiee S |
S & forv ferm

Suaureger h AR Rg ge+iv): 3y <1 fiFe ik o1 9red € at <fifsTul
sft <. wrft & 98 @ @ g
Suaureael (#f Ndt. Rz ge=v): amo T8 9w 22

sft F3A. @rht o7 I8 B 2 P S WeT & o b aR-add €, 9 F9b
fore v 919 B9 =9rfeul S § Srue 919 9 BT AT .(FIHT)...

Syawrers (i AR, Rz gev): Repa @81 81 a8i ¥ o 5 &1 {6 a1
U&T el o €, | 1 T o g=yare) e, 4l {3

DR. V. MAITREYAN (Tamil Nadu): Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, on behalf of All India
Anna DMK, I rise to support the Telecom Regulatory Authority of India (Amendment)
Bill, 2014. Sir, I firmly believe that it is the prerogative of the Prime Minister or the
Chief Minister to choose his team. It is his or her privilege to have people in whom
they have their utmost confidence. My learned friend, Shri Mani Shankar Aiyar, was
mentioning whether there are no other people. Yes, there may be hundred people, there
may be thousand people who are more competent, but the fact is that I should have
confidence. As Prime Minister or the Chief Minister, I should have confidence that this
man will be confidential to me. That is of paramount importance, especially, in the Office
of the Prime Minister or in the Office of the Chief Minister. ... (Interruptions)...

SHRI P. RAJEEVE: That means this legislation is... ... (Interruptions)...

DR. V. MAITREYAN: No, no. I am not yielding. My time is only five minutes.
So, I am not yielding. So, that is the first point. It is the confidentiality which matters.
Then, he mentioned about some illustrious predecessors. With due respect to Shri Mani
Shankar Aiyar and with due respect to all those illustrious predecessors, I want to
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say that all of them became illustrious only after they came to that position and later
on. They did not become illustrious and then they were brought to that place. I don’t
want to take names like Shri Mani Shankar Aiyar took. But if I start taking names,
it will be odd for me as well as for those officers. So, I refuse to take names. This
is number one. Mr. Mani Shankar Aiyar in his speech mentioned about ‘existence of
circumstances’. I would like to say that the highest authority who signs the Ordinance
should be satisfied about the existence of the circumstances, and I have no doubt that
the highest authority would not have signed this Ordinance if he was not satisfied
because there are precedents. There are precedents. Even in the last six months of UPA
Government, the same highest authority returned back, refused to sign an Ordinance
because he was not satisfied with that. I do not want to elaborate it because I do not

want to embarrass the highest authority.

The third point I would like to make in this connection again refers to Mr. Mani
Shankar Aiyar. He mentioned that this Ordinance and subsequently this Bill will not
stand the scrutiny of law. Just when this discussion started, my junior colleague, the
eminent lawyer, Mr. Navaneetha Krishnan, gave me a judgement. This judgement is
by the Madras High Court on this very same Ordinance. The Writ Petition No. 15150
of 2014 was filed by Mr. Prashanth Balasubramanian in the Madras High Court on
this very same Ordinance praying that ‘this Ordinance should be declared as null and
void and unconstitutional.” He mentioned about the Wadhwa case. In paragraph 8, the
learned Judges in D.C. Wadhwa vs. the State of Bihar, 1987 SCR(1) 798 mentioned,
‘The Supreme Court was dealing with the re-promulgation of the Ordinance by Governor
without getting them replaced by Acts.

It is only about the re-promulgation and not about the primary Ordinance. “The
facts of the present case are totally different. They also mentioned about the Ordinance.
As held by the Supreme Court in the R.K. Garg vs. Union of India, AIR 1982 Supreme
Court 710, “An Ordinance is a necessary evil when the legislative functions keep
expanding into new fields and it is also required for good governance.” That is what
the learned Judges have mentioned. The Judges finally gave the order, “We do not
find any substance in the submission made by the learned Counsel for the petitioner
that power to promulgate an Ordinance has been used wrongly to serve the political
ends. Under such circumstances, we do not find any merit in this writ petition.” And,
they dismissed this petition. Then, when a Bench of learned Judges from a High Court
has already dismissed a writ petition, I hope, similar petitions, even if some of your
friends go for that later, will also meet the same fate.

With these words, 1 support this Bill.
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SHRI P. RAJEEVE: Thank you, Mr. Vice-Chairman Sir. I rise to oppose this Bill.

I remember those days when the then Deputy Leader of the House strongly argued
against the Ordinance-raj. Now, he has become a Minister and through moving this Bill
he is arguing in favour of the Ordinance route. This Government has made history. The
maiden legislation of this Government is an Ordinance; it was done within three days
of its coming into power. In a first in the history of this country, the maiden legislation
of a Government is an Ordinance! Article 123 of the Constitution gives the power to
promulgate an Ordinance; my colleagues here have already mentioned that. But, as
per this Article, this should be done only when ‘circumstances exist which render it
necessary to take immediate action’. There have been several Supreme Court verdicts
stating what urgency is. An urgency means a situation where there is no other option
and where an immediate action is needed. Is there any urgency in this case? Sir, 1
read the Statement of Objects and Reasons of this Bill and I heard the Minister, but
I could not find any urgent need for this Ordinance.

Sir, the Minister said that it is mentioned in the Statement of Objects and Reasons
that this Amendment Bill moved by the Government is on a par with other laws such
as the Insurance Bill or the Bill on the Competition Commission of India. Sir, if that
were so, how can the Executive decide on that? If that were so, which Act should be
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amended - the TRAI Act, the Insurance Regulatory Act or the Competition Commission
of India Act? There is a particular clause in the TRAI Act, which prohibits the Chairman
and full-time members of TRAI from taking up any other Government job, whereas in
the other Act there is a need to strengthen the independent functioning of a regulatory
mechanism. My opinion is that all the other Acts should be amended on a par with the
TRAI Act so as to protect the credibility and transparency of the regulatory mechanism.
They have piloted this new regulatory mechanism by-passing Parliamentary system. We
have several regulators. They are not liable to the Parliament. The hon. Chairperson
is well aware of that. But in my opinion, to protect the credibility of this mechanism
all Acts should be amended in line with the TRAI Act.

Sir, my learned colleague, Shri Mani Shankar Aiyar, mentioned Article 14 of the
Constitution. And, to clear doubts that anybody might have, there is the learned counsel
for the NDA, my learned friend, Dr. Maitreyan, who said that this legislation is intended
for an individual. I am not against the power of the Prime Minister to appoint any
person as his Principal Secretary or as an officer in his office. I am not against that.
This Government has got absolute majority for doing such things. But, Sir, absolute
majority does not give them the power to bypass the Parliament. Whether the Prime
Minister could not find out any person with this type of commitment and dedication to
act as his Principal Secretary; whether the country is facing any scarcity of dedicated
and efficient bureaucrats in this country. If it is so, then create urgency. I think, it is
not so. Sir, it is crystal evident that the Government promulgated this Ordinance to
remove the statutory prohibition of a person. That means this Bill is against the oath
taken by the Minister. As per Schedule III, our hon. Minister has taken an oath. The
last sentence, “....my duties as a Minister for the Union and that T will do right to
all manner of people in accordance with the Constitution and the law without fear or
favour, affection or ill-will.”

(MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN in the Chair)

Sir, this Ordinance is in favour of a person. This Bill is being moved by the
Government with affection for a person. This is totally against the oath taken by the
Minister. The Minister has no constitutional right to move this Bill. I vehemently
oppose this TRAI (Amendment) Bill.

SHRI D. RAJA (Tamil Nadu): Sir, when the Congress-led UPA-II Government
was in office, I had the occasion to move a Statutory Resolution disapproving an
Ordinance. That time, I underlined the issues and quoted Mr. Mavalankar how
Government should not resort to Ordinance route; Parliament will have to be taken
into confidence and through Parliament all legislations will go. The Government of
the day, any Government, whether it is the Congress-led Government, or the BJP-led
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Government or some other Government, should have confidence in Parliament and
Ordinance route is not an acceptable thing. Secondly, I have objections to the Bill also.
The Bill states, “(i) for sub-section (8), the following sub-section shall be substituted,
namely:-...” Then, it goes on to say, “(a) any employment e¢ither under the Central
Government or under any State Government; or (b) any appointment in any company
in the business of telecommunication services.” There, I have a problem. The real
problem is, I have objections to this Bill. The other day, my good friend, Mr. Dua,
was sitting. He moved a Private Member Bill. That Private Member Bill dealt with
Judges. Once the Judges are retired, they should not be allowed to undertake private
practice on Indian territory or outside. That was the legislation. Our very good friend,
Law Minister, Mr. Ravi Shankar Prasad, was present. He admitted it with open mind.
I took it in a good spirit and in stride that, at least, we have one Minister who says,
he is with open mind to look at issues, revisit issues. Now, I think, the point is, “any
appointment in any company in the business of telecommunication services”. Sir, this
is the problem. Why had we the spectrum? Now, the spectrum is haunting everyone
in the establishments as a spectre. Why did the spectrum take place? One of the
reasons, I find, is that the officials were allowed immediately after the retirement to
take up jobs. Then the TRAI came. Now, my point is what does “any appointment in
any company in the business of telecommunication services” mean? Are you going to
allow the Chairperson or members to take up employment or jobs in private companies,
Indian or multi-nationals? What is the idea? Then what is the security for our system?
Sir, this leads to many scandalous practices, many scams and everything. There, 1
have serious objections to this Bill. Do you think this Bill is a proper work? I am not
questioning the Prime Minister’s right to have his team. Let the Prime Minister have
his team of confidence. I have no problem. But, the problem is here. This is going
to have very adverse far-reaching implications on our economic development, on our
entire political development. And, as my colleague asked, will it not have consequential
implications on other Departments? If you amend TRAI, you will have to think of
amending other similar Acts of the Parliament, and we would like to know as to what
are those. That is why, I have two main objections. One is on the Ordinance route.
You could have waited for the Parliament session. There was no urgency; there was
no situation of any emergency. You could have waited. I never support the Ordinance
route as a matter of principle. So, I oppose the Ordinance route.

As far as the Bill is concerned, I have strong objections, which I mentioned. If
you amend this, then anybody, immediately after taking retirement, can go and join any
multinational or private company knowing fully well all the functions and mechanisms
of our Government. Telecom is an important area and the Minister is not only the
Law Minister, he is also the Telecom Minister and he knows the problems as to what
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is happening there and what can happen in the coming days. That is why, I want the
Government, with an open mind, to have a relook at this clause. It is not an emergency.
You can have any team. I am not opposing choosing any team by the Government,
but I am opposing this basic issue and this will have very adverse implication. In the
light of the debate that took place on the Private Member Bill moved by my friend,
Shri HK. Dua, I think, it assumes serious importance and I wish the Government to
address this issue. That is why, I am not in favour of this Bill and I am not in favour
of the Ordinance.

SHRI SHANTARAM NAIK (Goa): Sir, Article 123 specifies that there must be
circumstances existing to render the President of India to take immediate action in a
particular matter. This necessity of circumstances existing has not been explained in the
Statement of Objects and Reasons except to the extent of saying such circumstances exist.
It was the duty of the Government to specify as to what are the circumstances which
led the Government to issue the Ordinance. Secondly, if it is an anomaly, which is the
reason, for curing an anomaly, Ordinance route is not the appropriate route. Anomaly
is not urgency. If it is an anomaly, you can debate, legislate and discuss as to what is
the anomaly. So, that can’t be the reason for this thing. Sir, since Independence, we
have issued a number of Ordinances. I would mention four or five of them. Whenever
public interest demanded that necessity to pass Ordinances, we have come out with the
same. One of the famous Ordinances in the interest of people of whole of India that
we passed was the Criminal Law (Amendment) Ordinance. Then, there are Ordinances
like Food Security Ordinance, Readjustment of Scheduled Castes, Scheduled Tribes
Ordinance, which was passed twice, and Ordinances relating to Essential Commodities,
Food Safety and Standards, to name a few. So, whenever public cause required, we
issued Ordinances. A number of Bills are pending. The Ruling Party now must be
furious about those Bills, which will come up when you decide, like the Citizens’
Charter Bill, the Food Security Bill, the Judicial Appointments Bill, the Contempt of
Court Bill, etc., etc. So, a number of important legislation, not less than 60 to 70, are
going to come up. Please respect those legislations.

Secondly, why is this Ordinance coming? There were some doubts. You are
guided by a particular philosophy of a particular organization, which does not believe
in democracy. If that organization has got blessings in your success, and, you are guided
by that philosophy, then, you can justify it because that organization does not want
you to go democratically. I will give you one specific example. Perhaps, you might not
have thought about it. How was the Prime Minister of this country elected? Elected
by public. There is no doubt about it, but how his candidature was made was in total
violation of the Constitution. It is so because the Constitution says that only the clected
Members, after they get elected, assemble and choose their leader, who is called by
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the President of India to form the Government. This procedure was not adopted, and,
therefore, your very framework of forming a Government, right from announcing the
candidature of the Prime Ministerial candidate, was faulty and unconstitutional, and,
Sir, this is why you are going by these steps.

Now, I am asking the hon. Ministers present here, please be frank. Have you got
freedom to appoint even your staff? In each of your Ministries, there is one person,
one officer, who is directly appointed by higher-ups, and, from which organization,
you are aware of it. Have you got freedom to say no to that man? This is what is
happening in every ministry and you are helpless in all such things. Considering your
philosophy and your conduct, people also say that perhaps, and, it is shocking, this
might be the last elections in our country. Why are people saying so? Why has this
feeling developed amongst the people? It is due to the attitude of your Government
and the attitude of those who head the Government, and, it has led people to believe
so. What was the criterion to appoint the man, whom we are discussing here? Perhaps,
the only criterion was his anti-Government role, which he played, and, perhaps, the
present ruling dispensation thinks that this is the man, who taught Congress Party a
lesson. Perhaps this was the only criterion which you had in your mind, and, that is
why, he became the best candidate to be chosen for the job. Otherwise, there appears
to be no other reason.

Thirdly, Sir, are you going in for an Ordinance route to abolish, abrogate Article
370 of the Constitution? Going by the philosophy which you adopted right in the
beginning - you questioned Article 370 - it appears that perhaps you are again going
in for an Ordinance route to abrogate Article 370 of the Constitution. Lastly, Sir, in
all frankness, I would like to ask you whether it is true that the organization I am
referring to, which has blessed you in the appointment of Ministers, in deciding your
philosophy, etc., whether the same organization’s mouthpiece has called this man a
CIA agent some time back. It is on record. An article was written in the mouthpiece
of this organization. Do not make such faces. You are fully aware of that. You are
fully aware which organization I am referring to and which is the mouthpiece which
wrote an article calling this man a CIA agent. Perhaps because he is closer to that
organization, this the best man in your present circumstances. I am also surprised by
what many of my colleagues from the other parties are saying. Maybe they are not
aware of certain things. They are not aware of your philosophy. But we hope sense
comes to your leadership and you lead the country to a proper channel, not leading to
whatever I have said just now. Thank you.

SHRI PYARIMOHAN MOHAPATRA (Odisha): Thank you, Sir. I rise to give
conditional support to this legislation. I say ‘conditional support’ because there is a
bit of mental confusion in the Ruling Party about what they intend to do. When the
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hon. Minister got up to move the Bill for consideration and passing, he mentioned,
among other things, that the Supreme Court Judges, Election Commission Members and
Chief Election Commissioner are not exempted from taking up employment under the
Government. If anything, hon. Minister ... Interruptions)... please listen to me. Please.
...(Interruptions)... Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, would you please direct the hon. Minister
to listen to me? Please listen to me.

SHRI RAVI SHANKAR PRASAD: Sorry.

SHRI PYARIMOHAN MOHAPATRA: Supreme Court Judges, Chief Election
Commissioner and Members of Election Commission are to be debarred. Instead of
your committing to that, for allowing this legislation to pass, it is not a proper example.
At the same time, I must say that the Prime Minister has been elected as if it is done
in a Presidential election. I am sorry to say, BJP has not been clected to power. It is
Shri Narendra Modi who has been elected to power. Therefore, he has a right to pick
up the best possible person according to his choice, not according to what my friend,
Mani Shankar Aiyar, may think, not according to what a few other Members may think.
If he finds the present incumbent as the best material for his Principal Secretary, he
has a right to have him and have him on the first day and the first hour of his Prime
Ministership. Why should he wait? How can a Prime Minister wait for days together
to pick up someone? Somebody else will act temporarily and then after seven days
he gets someone. Even seven days is a long time in the functioning of the Prime
Minister, particularly when he is taking it up for the first time. If somebody goes for
a second term, he repeats TK.A. Nair or he picks up Pulok Chatterjee. We are not
here to comment on whether a particular officer has covered himself with glory or
not. It was possible for the Prime Minister to pick up the present incumbent on the
very first day. My friend, Shri Mani Shankar Aiyar, and others who spoke ill of him
on the floor of the House could have told the Prime Minister then that he had picked
up a wrong man. Why today? Even if he picked up, as per my judgement, a wrong
man, it was Shri Narendra Modi’s judgement. He picked up whom he thought was
right for him. And we have to honour that.

Having said that, I must dwell on one thing. You are replacing the Ordinance
with the Bill. The Act was defective. The Act of 1997 says that you can’t have the
incumbent in Central or State appointments. But they can seeck employment in a
commercial organisation or in a company after one year. Why in a company? Corporates
are influencing Government after Government. The biggest corporate has on its board
too many of the previous officers of the Petroleum Ministry. Why? Because they have
helped it if you have this clause in any of the legislations, it should be the other way
round. If there is some merit in an officer, who has retired, and if you want him, allow
him in the Central and State employment. His services should be made available first
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to the Governments, not to the corporate sector. Why should the corporate sector get
it? The biggest corporate house is having a lot of these retired officers and all of them
are from the Petroleum Ministry. I would urge upon the hon. Minister to consider this
and amend this clause.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please conclude.

SHRI PYARIMOHAN MOHAPATRA: Make a provision for giving them
employment under the Central Government or the State Government with previous
approval.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please conclude.

SHRI PYARIMOHAN MOHAPATRA: Have no previous approval for commercial
employment.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Please conclude.

SHRI PYARIMOHAN MOHAPATRA: Don’t hand over the burcaucrats to the
corporates. Thank you very much, Sir.
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Shri Kalpataru Das, take only two minutes.

SHRI KALPATARU DAS (Odisha): Sir, I am going to support the Telecom
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Regulatory Authority of India (Amendment) Bill, 2014 moved by the hon. Minister. The
Minister has made it clear that it is not intended to give employment to one person.
From the beginning, he has made it clear that to bring parity in all sorts of regulatory
Bills enacted by this House, he has brought forward this amendment. Regarding
Ordinance, all of us know that this is a legislative power of the President in absence of
the Session of Parliament. It has been promulgated on the advice of the Cabinet. When
the Cabinet felt the urgency for bringing forward such an Ordinance, this Ordinance
was promulgated. There is no irregularity and in the past, several such Ordinances have

been promulgated and ratified by this House and Houses of Legislatures.

Sir, it is a fact that soon after the promulgation of the Ordinance, the Principal
Secretary to the Prime Minister, who was holding the post of Chairman, TRAI, has
been appointed. This is a fact. We have now discussed that. Many hon. Members
have spoken very high of that Officer who has been in their States. I don’t know him
personally. But, after all, it is an ex officio post. It is co-terminus with the tenure of
the Prime Minister. When the Prime Minister has selected an officer of repute to aid
and advise him in his functions, we should not object to it. Everybody in the country
knows that on the advice of the Prime Minister, the Chief Ministers and Ministers,
even retired officers are appointed as private secretaries and officers on special duty.
So, there is no irregularity. I once again support this Amendment Bill. Thank you.

SHRI TIRUCHI SIVA (Tamil Nadu): Sir, I rise to support the Bill which seeks
to replace the Ordinance promulgated to amend sub-section 8 of Section 5 of the
Telecom Regulatory Authority of India Act, 1997, which places certain restrictions on
employment of persons who have served as chairperson or members of the Telecom

Regulatory Authority of India after demitting office.

Sir, the Minister while introducing the Bill, very clearly narrated the other
regulators in the economic sector, which do not place any such restrictions. So, taking
into consideration the arguments or the reasons which he has put forward, I would like
to submit one point. Sir, Shri D. Raja, while speaking, said that if at all this has to be
amended, all other Acts have to be amended too. I don’t see any other Acts remaining
to be amended with such requirement. There may be one or two. Sir, this must be
understood that a need was felt to suitably amend the provisions of sub-section 8 of
Section 5 of the aforesaid Act. Sir, this is the only Act which has to be amended. If
the Telecom Regulatory Authority does not restrict a person to join a private firm after
demitting office after a few years, why it does so for Government employment? So,
in view of this, on behalf of my Party, I support this Bill, which has been brought
forward to replace the Ordinance promulgated.
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SHRI RAVI SHANKAR PRASAD: Hon. Deputy Chairman, Sir, I am really
very grateful for a very enlightning discussion on the subject. At the very outset, Sir,
I would like to convey my warm regards and gratitude to all the hon. Members who
have spoken from Shri Mani Shankar Aiyar to senior leaders like Mayawatiji to Ram
Gopal Yadavji and to all my hon. friends and colleagues who are sitting here and who
have given their very wise suggestions.

Sir, at the very outset, let me take certain general points. Basically, three issues
have been raised. One is the jurisdiction to have an Ordinance. The Ordinance provision
is part of the Constitution and when the Government comes forward with an Ordinance,
the Government is exercising the Ordinance power given under Article 123 of the
Constitution itself, which stipulates three things. First, the President or Mahamahim
Rashtrapatiji must be satisfied about the existence of circumstances. Second, an
Ordinance takes the colour of an Act passed by the Parliament. Third, that Ordinance
must be placed before the House within six weeks of the assembly of the Parliament.
All these three circumstances are in existence in this case. In the very first instance
we have got the Ordinance here. Therefore, it is not unconstitutional. We are following
the constitutional route. This is the first thing I would like to say. Someone reminded
me about my role as the Deputy LoP, I think, Mr. Rajeeve. I am in Parliament for
the last fourteen years. I was a Minister for four and a half years in Shri Vajpayee’s
Government. Rest of the period was in the opposition. Now, for about 50 days I am in
the Government. I was trying to know how in the last ten years 61 Ordinances came
when they were in power. Many of the Ordinances were re-promulgated, re-promulgated
and re-promulgated when the Standing Committee was considering the entire Bill. We
do not propose to do anything like that. We have taken a deemed Ordinance route, and
come to the Parliament in the first instance. ...(Interruptions)... My oath is also okay.
You have also questioned about my oath.

The second issue is that a lot of things were talked about civil servants, with
reference to the officer in question. In India we have got the concept of civil servants
neutrality to serve the Government of the day. Honourable Dr. Manmohan Singh is
sitting here. The Cabinet Secretary who served his Government is also serving the
Narendra Modi Government. At that point of time, the Cabinet Secretary was serving the
ideology, the programmes and the objectives of his Government. Now, he is serving the
new priorities and element of good governance of our Government. That is the case.

I remember a very interesting case which was told to my late father. Mr. VIP.
Menon served for 11 years as an Adviser to so many Governor Generals. When Sardar
Patel became the Deputy Prime Minister and Home Minister of India, he came to him
and said, “I have served so many Governor Generals. Kindly allow me to resign.” He
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asked, “why”? He said, “Because on whichever file you will find some adverse note
by me against you, against Gandhiji, Nehruji and Rajenbabu, it will embarrass me”.
Sardar Patel told him, “Wait for two days, and see me thereafter.” He told him, “I
will give you permission to remove all those pages from the files in which you have
given your comments against us. British could trust you. The new India has to trust

an Indian for making a new India.”

Mr. Mani Shankar Aiyar, I am surprised, how you have forgotten your great
legacy. You had been a bureaucrat. There are other bureaucrats sitting in the House,
who have served Governments. Today, after demitting office they are in a party, they
have a right to take political decisions. But so long as they are in Government, they
maintain that. Therefore, I think that kind of sweeping comments is not fair. I will
deal with it separately later on.

The third issue is why this law for one person. I wish to categorically say it is
not a law for an individual because a law is being changed. Thereby what we are doing
is a TRAI Chairman can be ¢ligible for the Government office after two years. My
good hon. friend, Mr. Raja says, “The existing law says you can take up a commercial
appointment after one year itself.” But we are making it after two years like others.
Now, should we presume that no TRAI Chairman in future coming for 20 or 30 years,
whose services are needed by the Government after he demits office? Surely, we know
that we are going to continue in power for so long. I do not know when they will come.
But they may come. Any other officer will be needed after 15 or 20 years. Laws are
not made every day. Therefore, it is not a single individual specific legislation at all.
It is changing the entire character of the TRAI Chairperson eligibility and bringing in
tandem with other regulatory bodies. This is what I would like to say.

You have mentioned about honourable Judges. I am not passing any judgement.
I know that there have been Chief Election Commissioners who have been Members
of Parliament. I know that there has been a former Judge of the Supreme Court,
who had been the Speaker of Lok Sabha. They have done very well. One day in the
collective wisdom of this House a call has to be taken by Parliament, should we amend
the Constitution, thereby we also say the Judges of the Supreme Court, High Courts,
Chief Election Commissioners, and Election Commissioners can’t hold any office like
the CAG. That is the call which has to be taken. But today when I mentioned that, 1

was not giving any value judgement.
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Shri Mani Shankar Aiyar raised issues about certain judgements or decisions of
TRAI, which were sought to be invalidated. I think he has got good administrative
experience too, though he is in politics for some time. There is a hierarchy of
decision-making. When the Supreme Court sets aside the judgement of a High Court,
the Supreme Court is not casting any aspersion on the author of the judgement. The
Supreme Court is only invalidating the reasoning given in the judgement by the High
Court. Similarly, in the case of TRAI, the TRAI decision is a collective decision taken
by five members, out of which one is the Chairman. Therefore, TDSAT has taken a
decision because TDSAT can hear adjudication upon the decision taken by TRAL
The Supreme Court can hear an appeal against the decision of TRAI or TDSAT. We
all know many judgements of TDSAT have been set aside by the Supreme Court.
Therefore, it is a part of the process. With the whole professional experience, I can say
that many judgements of High Court judges, including Chief Justices, have been set
aside by the Supreme Court in an adjoining court when the author of the judgement
was sitting in the Supreme Court. For the hon. Member to give critical references about
the TRAI Chairman, at that point of time, is certainly not fair. Therefore, Sir, the real
purport of this whole legislation is to bring parity among all the regulators - I have
already mentioned it; so, I need not repeat it - from insurance to banking, coal, SEBI,
Competition Commission and Electricity Regulatory Authority; their Chairpersons can
hold Government offices after two years of their retirement. This is the whole purport.
It is not individual-specific.
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SHRI RAVI SHANKAR PRASAD: Sir, I am sorry that I forgot to thank my
dear friend, Dr. Maitreyan.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: But I always remember his name. Okay, now,
Dr. Reddy, do you want to say something?

DR. T. SUBBARAMI REDDY (Andhra Pradesh): Sir, the hon. Minister, Shri Ravi
Shankar Prasad, has categorically been emphasizing in the hon. House that the Prime
Minister has every right to appoint his officials according to his choice. We are not
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objecting to it. He, categorically, stated that the Principal Secretary, who was appointed,
was an outstanding person. We are not objecting to it either. Now the Minister has
spent more time in emphasizing that the Prime Minister has got every right to do so.
Of course, everybody knows about it, and the Prime Minister must have this right, and
there is no second opinion about it. What we objected to is the principle adopted in
bringing about an Ordinance. We do not object to the Amendment to the TRAT Act, and
there is also no question of any argument about the Prime Minister appointing anyone
according to his choice. The only point is that the principle of Ordinance should be, as
I said, Brahmastra, Pashupatastra, or, Sudarshan Chakra. So, it should be very rarely
used. Now, Ravi Shankar Prasadji has forgotten about these three Chakras. They must
bear in mind that they must use it as a Brahmastra. Thank you, Sir.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now I shall first put the Resolution moved by
Dr. T. Subbarami Reddy to vote. The question is:

That this House disapproves the Telecom Regulatory Authority of India
(Amendment) Ordinance (Ordinance No. 3 of 2014) promulgated by the President
on 28th May, 2014.

The motion was negatived.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I shall, now, put the Motion moved by Shri Ravi
Shankar Prasad to vote. The question is:

That the Bill further to amend the Telecom Regulatory Authority of India Act,
1997, as passed by Lok Sabha, be taken into consideration.

The motion was adopted.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We shall, now, take up clause-by-clause consideration
of the Bill.

Clauses 2 and 3 were added to the Bill.
Clause 1, the Enacting Formula and the Title were added to the Bill.

SHRI RAVI SHANKAR PRASAD: Sir, I move:
That the Bill be passed.

The question was put and the motion was adopted.

STATEMENT BY MINISTER
Re. An Indian Journalist Meeting a Terrorist in Pakistan—Contd.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: As has been discussed in the morning, the hon.
Minister...



