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7) the loan together with interest should be repaid in 8 annual
instalments. The ¢. R. Institutions shall abide by the
conditions as the Bank may prescribe in consultation with
Government with regard to rate of interest, period of repay-
ment, submission of accounts, etc. from time to time ;

8) the Bank should give its specific consent to finance each
scheme ;

9) prior sanction of Government for each scheme and loan
should be obtained ;

10) a board of management should be constituted for implemen-
ting each scheme.

(c) No Panchayats were granted loans by the Banks under this
scheme during the year 1968-69 as the scheme was finalised only by
the end of December. 1969,
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Dr. M. N. Lakshminarasayya:— It is not possible now, Sir.
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SANCTION OF BYEPASS ROAD AT ONGOLE
762—

* 1450 — Py Q — Sarvasri Ch Ramachandra Reddy
(Ongole) and G. Venkata Reddy ‘— Will Hon. the Deputy Chief
Minister be pleased to state :

(a) whether the byepass road at Ongole on National Highway
of Madras 1s estimated and sanctioned :

(b) whether the land required for 1t was acquired or not ;
(¢) when the work will be commenced ;

(d) if the land is already acquired whether there is any
dagger for eneroachments due to delay in commencing the work;
an

(e) if so the steps taken by the Government in this regard ?

Dr. M. N Lakshmi Narasiah :—

(a) Yes, Sir. Estimate for Rs. 19-22 lakhs was recently
sanctioned by the Government of India.

(5) Required land except 69 cents has already been
acquired.

(¢) The work will be taken up for execution during the curr~
ent year.

(d) No Sir.

(e¢) Does not arise.
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&5y Tossywr Jwesys.  Whether it is true or not; if it is
true what action Government will take ?
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CONSTRUCTION O BRIDGES ON BROOKS IN KURNOOL DISTRICT
763—

* 1453 (H)— Q.— Sri G. Thimma Reddy {(Put by Sri Ch
Vengaiah) :— (Will the Hon, Minister fot Panchayati Raj be plea-
sed to state :

(@) whether the Government are awre of the fact that eight
buses are plying daily on the Zilla Parishad road from Siruvella to
Rudravaram in Kumool District ;
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(6) whether the Government are also aware of the fact that
as there are three brooks on the said road. communications are
affected during rainy season :

(c) if so, the nature of action being taken by the Govern-
ment ;

(@) whether estimates have been prepared for constructing
bridges on the same ;

(e) if so the estimated amount therefor ; and
(f) when it will be taken up ?
The Minister for Panchayat Raj (Sri T. Ramaswamy) -

(2) Two buses are plying from Atmakur to Rudravaram and
Rudravaram to Atmakur two times a day. Another bus is plying
from Nandyal to Rudravaram and Rudravaram to Nandyal four
times a day.

. (8) In the monsoon seasen the three brooks affect the traffic
twice or thrice in a year due to floods. This obstruction will be
for a short time of two to three hours.

(¢) Proposals for improvcments of the road .including th®
construction of submersible causeways on the three brooks in

%ueStdion wecre submitred to the Riyalaseema  Development
oard.

(@) No Sir, but thess m1iy cy3t about Rs. 3 Lakhs.

(e} Does not arise.

(f) As and when funds beeome aviilahle.
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ABSORPTION OF TRAINED V. L. Ws,
764—

1447—(B) Q.~— Sri Vavilala Gopalakrishnayya (Sattena-
palli) :— Will iha)Hon. Minister for Panchayathi Raj be opleased
to state : .
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(o) whether the Village Level Workers who were trained at
Rajendranagar since two years were absorbed, 1f so how many; if
not, why; and

(5 when they will be absorbed in the services?

SriT. Ramaswamy, (a) and (b) All the Village Level Wor-
kers trained in the Gramasevika Training Centre. Rajendraragar,
since two years have been allot:d to the Zilla Panisiads. The
Zilla Parishads and Panchayat Samithis are taking actio1 to appo-
int them as Village Level Workers.
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MISAPPROPRIATION BY THE SURPANCH, DARSI
765—

* 1454-(C) Q.— Sri R. Mahananda :— Will the hon. Mini-
ster for Panchayati Raj be pleased to state :

{2) whether it is a fact that there are complaints' from the
M.L.A,, ExM.L.A. and members of Darsi, Ongole Dzstm;t,
against the Sirpanch, Darsi about maladministration and mis-
appropriation of huge sums;

(b) whetheritisa fact that a show caust notice was
served on him, one year baek for removal ; and

{¢) at what stage this matter stands now ?
Sri T. Ramaswamy :—

{a) Yes, Sir.

() Yes, Sir.

{c) The Sarpanch was of the charges levelled cxonerated
against him.
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STARTING OF A GIRLS' POLYTECHNIC AT ANANTAPUR
766—

* 1478 O — Sri P. O, Satyanarayana Rajo (Yemmiganur) —
Will the hon. Minister for Education be pleased tn state;

(n) whether there are proposals to start a Girls' Polytechnic
at Anantanur ; and

(b) if so, the stage at which the matter now stands ?

The Minister for Education (Sri P.V. Narasimha Rao):-
(a) No, Sir.
{t) Does not arise.
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267 STARTING OF A JuNiorR COLLEGE AT CUMBUM

* 1297 Q.— Sri Poola Subbiah (Yerrgondipalem) :— Will
the hon. Minister for Education be pleased to state :

(a) whether itis a fact that the Government decided to
start a Junior College at Cumbum, Kurnool District in August
1969 and dropped the proposal later ; and

(b) if so, what are the reasons therefor ?

Sri P. V. Narasimha Rao :—

(a) No Sir, it has notbeen dropped.. It will be considered
during the current academic year, provided there is need to start
the Junior College and the required conditions are fulfilled in
time.

(8) Does not arise.
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Sri P. V. Narasimha Rao :— That is what I said. It is
going to be considered in this Academic year.
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Sri P- V. Narsimha Rao — It will just start.
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B 5. 9. 550t 1 TS ommy ;. We have already
asked the D. B. O. to give us the report about the*facilities availa-
ble there and the additional facilities required. After that report
comes, we will take action.
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(2 5. 9. 8¥oS%ouy — S One thing I would like to add’

From Kakinada there has be=n a request recently. Itis not as if
we are starting the new college. May be one Institution wants to
start a junior College We ~would reduce our own Intermediate

sections in the Government College and allow them. That is
under consideration.
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STOCKMAN TRAINING CENTRE AT WARANGAL
768

* 1447-(Y) Q —Sri C. Janga Reddy (Put by Dr. T. S. Murthy):-
Will the hon. Minister for Agriculture be pleased to state:

(@) whether G. O Ms No 2169, dated 5-7-66 was issued for
the starting of ‘Stockman Training Centre’ at Warangal;

(b) whether a Memo No. 5591-A. H. 1/66-2, dated 19-12-66
was also issued for constructing buildings for the Centre there

(¢) if so, the reason why it has not been started so far; and

(d) whether any Government Officials have recommended for
shifting it to Hyderabad ?

The Minister for Agriculture (Sri K. Venkatsratnam}):—

{a) and (5): Yes Sir, The Stockman training Course was
started at Warangal. 20 were trained in first batch from December
66 and 50 in the second batch from July 1968.

{¢) The matter with regard to construction of buildings during
1966-67 was pursued with the Chief Engineer. The Superintending
Engineer informed tkat there was no response to the tender notice
and the Executive Engineer was asked to invite shori notice
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NATIONALISATION OF BUS-ROUTES IN THE STATE
769 —

* 1450-(Q) Q.—Sarvasr1 G. Rajaram (Balkonda) and P. Nara-
singa Rao (Huzurabad):— Will the hon, Minister for Transport
be pleased 1o state.

(a) whether it 15 a fact that 80 routes have been notified 1n
Kurnool Dsstrict for Natonalisation and not one has been taken
over ;

(&) whether it 1s a fact that four routes have been notified
and approved and permits are under issue im Warangal and
Khammam District : and .

(¢) if so, the reasons for the above discrimination for not
taking at leasr one out of 80 and taking 4 routes ia Telangana ?

Dr. M. N. Lakshminarasayya :—

(a) No Sir, out of six approved schemes, only two have been
taken over.

(b) No Sir, out of five approved schemes the High Court
vacated stay orders in respect of three cases and necessary steps
have been taken for implementation.

(c) No Sir, there is no discrimination. Due to paucity
of funds and on account of the ban imposed by the Govern-
ment that no capital expenditure should be imcurred in
Andhra area, the schemes could not be implemented in Andhra
area. In Kurnool district the remammg four routes are new and
require additional buses for operation, for which funds are not
available.
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Sri G. Rajaram:— May I know from the Minister tha

. t

whetheg the 80 routes have been nationalised in Kurnool District
or not !

Dr. M. N. Lakshminarasayya :— Long back, bus routes in
Kurnool District were nationalised,

Mr. Speaker:— The Supreme Court said that the procedure
followed by the Government is not proper and they set aside the
orders. . The Government are not in a position to advance moneys
for putting extra A, P, S. R. T. C. Buses.

& 5 S oE . B3R, Yo|f (o¥ed® Tghud
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CONVERSION OF THREE—WHEELS VESPA PICK-UP VAN INTO
AN AUTO—RICKSHAW

770—

* 1448—(1) Q.— Sarvasri Sultan Salahuddin Owaisi (Char-
minar) and Khaja Nizamuddin (Yakutpura):— Will the Hon.
Minister for Transport be pleased to state:

(a) whether it is a fact that the three wheels vespa 1.50 cc
pick-up van is eligible for conversion into an auto-rickshaw under
the Motor Vehicles Act, 1939 ;

(b) if so, whether the R. T. A., Hyderabad has accorded
any sanction for such conversions during the last two years; if so,
what are they ;

(¢) whether it is also a fact that the R. T. A, Hyderabad, is
now refusing permission for such conversion ;

(@) if 50, what are the reasons therefor ; and

(¢) whether the Government will declare a clear cut and
consistent policy in this regard to avoid incomvenience to scores
of aspirants and applicants?

Dr. M. N. Lakshminarasayya :—

i jeti VYehi Act, 1939
(2) There is no restriction under Motor Vehicles Act, 1
for conversion of the 3 wheelers Vespa, 1-50 ec pick-ap van into
an Auto-Rickshaw.. ﬁ
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(b) Yes Sir. Three vehicles bearing N
and 8965 were permitted such conversiof. os. A . T. 7210, 7212,

(¢) Yes Sir.

(@) The President of the Auto Rickshaw ia-
tion has represented that the conversion o?%ei?{t-?z;sv‘:;ioi‘:tao
Auto-Rickshaws will defeat the very purpose for which they are
manufactured and requested ‘ot to entertain sucn applications, on
the g;ound tpat conversion of pick-up vans into Auto-Ricksh’aws
within a period of two years is not in order as the vehicle should

be used for the purpose for which it is deli
two years. vered for a period of

t (¢) This is under the active consideration of the Govern-
ment.

JZ'S@) iy 5710 g ) s Vo tlobecs
Shsshosy J"*‘“‘J vi-af:uw'ﬂ?lug:‘fdxdé‘;ﬁm

Dr. M. N, Lakshminarasayya :— That is what I said. It is
un;{er the active consideration of the Government to decide the
policy.

SALES TAX DUES IN SRIKAKULAM AND VIZAG DISTRICTS
71—

¥ 324 (1922) Q.— Sri Nicherla Ramulu Takkali) :— Will the
Hon. Minister for Finance be pleased to state :

(a) the yearwise details of sales tax dues outstanding in
Visakhapatnam and Srikakulam district as on 31—3~—1969 ; and

(5) the reasons for the delay to collect the arrears?

The Minister for Finance (Sri K. Vijayabhaskar Reddy ):—

(a) A statement showing the yearwise details of sales fax
arrears which include old and current arrears in Visakhapatnam
and Srikakulam districts as on 31—3—1969 is placed on the Table
of the House.

(b) A statement showing the various stagesat which the
amounts were pending recovery is placed on the Table of the House.
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PAPERS PLACED ON THE TABLE OF THE HOUSE
(VIDE ANSWER TO L, A. Q. No. 1922 [771]

Statement showing the yearwise sales tax arrears which in-
clude current and old arrears under Andhra Pradesh General Sales

Tax Act, in Visakhapatnam and Srikakulam Districts ason
31—3—1969.

Year Visakhapatnam District.  Srikakulam District.
Rs. Rs.
1946-47 - —
1947-48 254 —_
1948-49 31,776 3,088
1949-50 19,537 599
1950-51 6,030 6,931
1951-52 3,807 3,577
1952-53 1,060 1.481
1953-54 8,449 —_
1954-55 22,441 788
1955-56 4,212 5,834
1956~57 14,527 10,278
1957-58 84,950 46,189
1958-59 5,773 17592
1959-60 25,546 10,727
1960-61 20,23,377 43,461
1961-62 49,645 9,082
1962-63 1,42,415 50,803
1963-64 9,71,836 40,656
1964-65 1,45,902 28,882
1965-66 64,361 2,35,772
1966-67 1,52,436 1,25,840
1967-68 30,39,008 73,954
1968-69 3,27,546 70.699

Total :—  75,44,888 7,86,233
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II

Statement showing the various stages at which arrears {old

and current) are_pending collection in Visakhapatmam District
and Srikakulam District as on 31—3—1969.

Particulars. Visakhapatnam Srikakulam
Dastrict. District.
Rs. Rs.
Since Collected 4,022 706
Write off proposals 55,419 25,025
Amount covered by Acquittals 4,714 —_—
Amount covered by stay orders
of High Court 4,80,945 1,43,570

Amount covered by Stay orders
of Sales Tax Appellate Tribunal — 3,18,519
Amount covered by Stay orders of

Deputy Commissioner 17,582 180
Amount covered by stay orders of

Assistant Commissioner 29,438 2,967
Amount covered by stay orders of

Commercial Tax Officer 1,513 —
Amount covered by Court

Injuction orders -_ 5,556
Amount covered by prosecutions 6,116 17,375
Amount to be realised by Courts —_ 1,481
Amount covered by Insolvancy 6,958 3,313

petitions.
Amount covered by Revenue

Recovery Act. 1.09,717 85,364
Amount covered by Central

Revenue Recovery Act 1,57,362 —
Amount covered by non expiry of

notice time 17,864 -
Amounts due from Co-operative

Societies 18,998 —
Amounts covered under Section 17 92,844 14,900
Amounts covered under

correspondence 85,651 17,313
Collectable balance. 64,63,705 1,49,959

Total ;- 7544888 7,86.233







Oral Answers to Questions. 22nd July, 1970. 244

(8 oF, HFHoZ 1— BhohE WS IoDows® 85y Shoo
Tom §85mE TgoS) DTedono 2 &, 64,83,706 amys. =89
Sire SoomRl (SRS (I ASEmyc? a5 Se Sve
LD Eon.

A S)adﬁﬁ'ﬁ?rb'atg— @'Cé é:ngzoanau:&a. =08 @“?aa& 608,
00 &° LHHT M, ©Fob 65 oo TAcbo WSTmE 28EE
280 .

d 2 0 B oH— 1960-6157 A efo 2 O30 aTyon
omy ©. 87.685"° 30 ofo 2 030h) aTyon eTyH. 1960 61 Hod
20A0B TR KB, FEN Shro ToHFE dwsod F¥ge BBoes?

(3 3. Dachrs-8533 — 1960 61 &4 raspmo ﬁ&’g@ Hod
£608 280 THTG T, oKl To 5ol wwid. qodd)
Q@ — — PR
oY BAS 088 o won®d, Strict measures are bewng taken to

recover the arrears.

3 =doo ﬁ”é*es’ae‘édbg— 8l ol §B§m§ ViR eTyH.
SSre THoE FotdH &odPcnod ? ‘%«ga?aé &:o&ég‘ Y& cnRmy?
ao&&é:gcss:S é):(g omgcr ?

(2 3. DuchpK) 8T :— oB Iy So. Nvass PESST aca.
5o Bodwrds o (T"dat aod. There 1s procedure in collecting

all these taxes Thev are *aking measures to recover the arrears.
208D gHE % = s5E S

(3 o0 R"Q‘os’a;édbg — 5 iaﬁ&n TNy, S’Bgmb'
PgR%) vwy . $Era T8 Do con)ed TSmBos 64 ol aoXR
Iy, domFSe Fire Tawker ITBLH mGEE? 60
03355’36.'0?6:‘3 53 ?

AR DechErBy-538 ;— (BE5 18) TFooD . 5‘55&5
538 voh D erm) v (Fvvo shym), 82D ©IBy amyom
8igd soxNS. 5P wsh) sand SHTE 5% + 00T aod. ¥
0B FBET A B,

STATE INSURANCR DEPARTMENT
F712—

* 1449-(B) Q.— Smt. J. Eswari Bai :— Will the hon. Mi-
nister for Finance be pleased to state :

(@) whether the State Insurance Department is fonction-
ing properly and whether any annual report of the workiug of
‘this Department is being published, if not, why and if so, whether
a copy of tl:le latest repory will be placed on. the Table of the

use ; an ¥
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(b) isita fact that cl

. : aim cases, loan cases and issue of
policies are kept pending for

long period i.e., three to five years?
Sri K. Vijayabhaskara Reddy :—

(a) The annual report of the working of this Department
for 1967-68, has been published in the A. P. State Administrative
Report 1967-68, a copy of this publication was already placed on
the Table of the House. The latest report which will be published
in the A. P. State Administrative Report 1968-69 under print.

(5) Yes. The details of unsettled claims including excess

refunds, bonus cases etc., for the last three to five years are
detailed below :—

Year. No. of claims pendig or unsettled.
1966—67 234
1967—68 285
1968—69 347
1969—170 495
1361

Government have recently sanctioned some additionul staff

with a view to improve the working of the Department and to give
better service to the subscribers.

390 B, sfdoron . — EcmS: 326, 5§ 25, roba ash
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GL Wreo 59%8" 257D gEdyoay) s®%Na. The pending
cases relate to unsettled claims includidg excess refunds, bonus

cases, non-receipt of claims, complaints, etc., etc. We have also
taken a decision to strengthen the Department.

RENOVATION OF BHADRACHALAM AND SRISAILAM TEMPLES
773~

* 1244 Q.— Sri C. V. K. Rao :— Will the hon. Minister
for Endowments be pleased to state :

(@) whether the Bhadrachalam and Srisailam Temples were
renovated ; and

b) if so, when and what was the expenditure ? e
gI‘l)xe Minister for Endowments (Sri R. Ramalinga Rajs) :—

(a) Yes, Sir.

&






Oral Answers to Questions. 22nd  July, 1970. 246

(6) The renovation work in respect of both the temples is
under progress. The expenditure in respect of Bhadrachalam
temple incurred as on 27-2-1970 is Rs. 20,14,178.37. The expendi-
ture incurred in respect of Srisailam Devastanam as on 1-12-69 is
Rs. 11,07,003.86.

S VRS04

B, ¥ Both DFodhilee fnfy. HNtHEe D elBs’ Hoa.
sEioo Evochmsi® ot 21-2.105 8 =88 & 20,14,17837 B Seo
& 7 o Sroohisans 112695 B8 w8 . 11,07, 00386 B s

[, G

@ o5 0. B o i— HoSoosTH, L%zoéa'edﬁoé"ﬁz &%) B
‘353 200887 Jo¥TooHod T ©8) & sobr STyK?

@ o8, DoKX 1 — 5@:‘5006" &%) tned DH® ¢ Seon
Argon. @joo TocHes® adyTH k (SHoom {»2?%353'5&3. Pt
588 BOHREBHod e ©¥) U aTYH.

ASSAULTING OF AN ARCHAKA BY THE ASSISTANT
COMMISSIONER OF ENDOWMENTS DEPARTMENT
T74—

* 1447-(H,Q.—Sarvasri T. V. S. Chalapathy Rao, (Vijayawada
(East) Ch. Satyanarayana, (Ponduru) and K. Krishna Murthy
{Harichandrapuram) :— Will the Hon. Minister for Endowments
be pleased to state .

(a) is 1t not a fact that Sri Sivakoti Suryanarayana Murthy,
an Archaka of Rajeswaraswamy Temple in Chagallu, West Goda-
vari District was assaulted on the 20th and 21st of January 1970
by the Assistant Commissioner of Eadowments Departmeat,
Eluru while camping at Crazallu; and

(d) if so, what is the action taken by the Commissioner
against the said Assistant Commissioner ?

Sri R. Ramalinga Raju:—
(e) No. Sir.
(b) Does not arise.
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CONSTRUCTION OF GROYNE IN SRIKARKULAM DISTRICT.
775—

_ *437Q.—S8ri M. B. Parankusam (Vunukuru) :- Will the Hon.
Minister for irrigation be pleased to state :

(#) when the estimates were prepared for the construction of
groyne to:

(1) Bhairi Channel on Vamsadhara river :
(2) Sayanna channel on Nagavalli river; and

(3) Sekharapilli Channel on Suvarnamukhi river in Srikakulam
Dastrict.

) () when the said three works were taken up and the stage at
which they stand at present ;

_ () the amount of expenditure incurred so far on each of the
said works ;

(d) whether the groins on the above three channels will be
completed before 1969-70 ; and

(e) if not, the reasons therefor ?

The Minister for Irrigation (Sri S. Sidda Reddy).— The
answer 15 placed on the Table of the House.

PAPER PLA€CED ON THE TABLE OF THE HOUSE.

(a) & (b) (I) An estimate for providing rongh stone groyne on
left flank of Vamsadhara for 800 length amoun-
ting to Rs. 74,600/-was sanctioned in 1965-69.
The work was started In April 1968 and comple-
ted in March 1969.

(II) An estimate for special repairs and extension of
rough stone groype in river Vamsadhara to
divert wzter to BHAIRI channel, amounting to
Rs. 78,800/- was sanctioned in 68-69. The work
was started in March 1969, but it was stopped
at the end of July 1969 as the desired object was
achieved.

2) An estimate for special repairs to the groynes in front
of the Sayanna chanpel head sluice amounting to
Rs. 74,000/~ was sanctioned in°1968-69. The work was
sta rted.in May 1969 and it is in progress.

3) An estimate for the work of constructicn of masonry
groyne from OJO[/to Of2 plus 330 of Sekharapalli
channel has been prepared for Rs, 98,000/~ und the
same was returned to Asst, Engincer Parvathipuram
for attending to certain remarks.

1968-69. 1969-70
(c) 1) Providing rough Rs. Rs.
stone groyae ,
on left flank of River

Vamsadhara- 84,705-33 - 48.540-2
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2) SR and extension
of rough stone groyne
in river Vamsadhara
to divert water to
Bhairi channel. Rs. - Rs. 24,155-40

3) SR to the groyne
in front of Sayanna
channel head

sluice, Rs. — Rs. 4,640-00

(@) & (¢) The work on the Sayanna channel will be completed
before 1969-70.

The work regarding special repairs and extension of rough
stone groyne 1n River Vamsadhara was done to the extent necess-
ary and stopped as the desired object was achived

The work of construction of groynes from OJO to O/2 plus
330 of SEKHARAPALLI channel will be taken up after techmical
sanction is accorded.
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CLUSTER OF ELECTRIFYING VILLAGES IN ANDHRA PRADESH
776—

* 1283 Q.— Sri Poo'a Subbaiah :— Will the hon. Minister
for Power be pleased to state :

What are the taluks in the State _that are r.ecommended ander
the scheme ““cluster of electrifying villages™ in Andhra Pradesh
during 1970-71 ?

The Minister for Power (Sri V. Krishnamurthy Naidu ) :—

18 clusters schemes in respect of the following taluks have
so far been forwarded to the Rural Electrification (Private)
Limited, New Delhi for safiction of loan assistance.
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TALUQ DISTRICT
1. Bobbili |

Palkonda Srikakakulam

Srikakulam
2. Chodavaram Visakhapatnam
3. Parvathipuram and

Yellavaram | East Godavari
4. Chinthalapudi West Godavari
5. Nandigama,

Vijayawada, Krishna

Tiruvury

and Nuzvidu

————r e sy e

6. Palanadu and Guntor
Vinukonda
7. Ongole Ongole
Addanki
8. Venkatagiri Nellore
9. Puttnr Chittoor
10. Pulivendla Cuddapah
11. Pathikonda Kurnool
12. Kadin Anantapur
13, Jangaon Warangal
14. Tbrahimpatnam Hyderabad
15. Chinnur Adilabad
16. Magdhira Khammam
17. Kalavakurthi Mahaboobnagar
18. Bonghir Nalgonda
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CLASSIFICATION OF AREAS :

The schemes are classified as (i) Schemes relating to Back-
ward areas (i1) Schemes relating to other than back-ward areas.
This will be without prejudice to the Corporation introduring one
or more categories later on. Among others, they will be taken
mnto consideration 1n deciding the classification of a given area.
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EXPENDITURE ON GENERATING STATIONS IN THE STATE
77—

* 351 (1693) Q.— Dr. T. V. S. Chalapathi Rao :— Will the
Hon. Minister for Power be pleased to state :

(@) what is the operation and maintanance expenditure on
generation Stations in the State from 1—4—1959 to 31—3—1968:

() of this, how much was incurred in :
(3) Andhra region; and
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(») in Telangana region ?
(Sri V. Krishna Murthy Naidu :—)

(@) The operation and maintenance charges include fixed
charges like D. R.F,” general reserve and interest. charges. The
operation and maintenance expenditure in respect of gemeration

T&tﬁgns 1n the State from 1—4—1959 to 31—3—1968 was Rs. 5,517

(6) The total expenditure will be apportioned between
Andhra and Telangana regions with reference to the decision to be

taken by the Governmeut on the report of the Bhargava
Committee.

. . ShriT. V. S. Chalapathi Rao :~— That is exactly why I sent
this before three months. Why not the Government take deci-
sion? In what manner they are going to take action? Itis more
than three months the Bhargava Committee’s Report came. The
Chief Minister, the other day, was pleased to say that the Govern-

alle.n; would expedite. Why should there be delay :in complying
is ?

Shri V. Krishnamurthy Naidu :— I cannot say anything
now.

TRACTORS TO RYOTS OF NELLORE DISTRICT
778—

* 1557 Q.— Sarvasri R. Mahananda and T. C. Rajan :—
Will the Hon. Minister for Marketing be pleased to state :

(a) whether it 1s a fact that B. S, 09 Tractors supplied to the
ryots of Nellore District by the Agro Industries Corporation, re-
cently are not working properly ;

(b) whether the ryots of Nellore have handed over the Trac-
tors to the Agricultural Engineering Unit at Nellore ; and claimed
refund of the purchase cost of these tractors ;

(¢) whether there are any complaints from other districts
also in the State, about the non-working of these tractors; and

(d) how many of this type of tractors were imported by the
Agro Industries Corporation and how many were distributed to
the applicants ?

The Minister for Marketing (Sri Ramachandra Rao
Kalyani);—

(a) Yes, Sir.

() Some ryots have returned the tractors and some others
have asked for change of tractors.

(¢} Yes, Sir.

(d) 416 tractors were imported by the Andhra Pradesh State
Agro Industries Corporation. Of these, 164 tractors were distri-
buted to ryots.
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Mr Speaker :— The matter has been referred to the Central
Government. That is what the Ministe~ says.
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ACCUMULATION OF COMMERCIAL CROPS IN THE STATE
779—

* 676 Q.— Sri N. Raghava Reddy :— Will the bon. Mini-
ster for Marketing be pleased to state ;
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(a) the districtwise quantities of commercial crops like
cotton, chillies, etc., accumulated 1n the State for want of Mar-
keting facilities during 1968-69 ; and

(b) the steps taken by the Government to export the said
stocks.

Sri Ramachandra Rao Kalyani :—

(2 There was no accumulation of stocks of chillies, cotton,
termeric or groundnut.

(6} Does not arise

& aF. a-suasag:_ g, (FToS8E D8 Sw sadtsir o,
:)os'fa:sﬁ"m“oéga‘w W5TTo 9. =89 efmgé’"er:&% Lég'.aé*o )
50:35.3, (Hobey @ 3:_;:96&& ?

&) oo SoD Srgd i — '5% M-I Hroowywd P
GE

ER L R"ﬁ"vs’éécﬁ)g — é‘é’ ) ESotymyth. Ky Thok
Byhs oddewn @by ey IES, Frn emys FEs0, W
DIK SIS BED 2 SHHTYH: @ HiF 3 wod do?

(} osfogond Feged 5‘%’: g‘:aoa‘oa $38. 5‘%: alom
eé‘*-b{s_sno&.

DEVELOPMENT OF FISHERIES IN SRIKAKULAM DISTRICT
780—

* 759 Q.— Sarvasri M. Venkatrami Maidu {(Parvathipuram)
and V. Narayanappala Naidu (Pedamunagapuram);— Wul the
hon. Minister for Fisheries and Ports be pleased to state :

(@) whether fisheries industry has been es:ablished in
Srikakulam District and if so, where ;

. () whether there is any proposal to extend any financial
aid to fishermen there for the purchase of nets ; and

(¢) if not, the reasons therefor *

The Minister for Fisheries and Ports (Sri S. R. A. Appala
Naidu) :—

(2) Itispresumed that the Honourable Member is referr-
ing to the Developmeant of fisheries in the District. 1If so, Srika-
kulam district is covered by Fisheries Development activities so
far as inland and marine fisheries are concerned.

(b) Thereis a scheme for supply of fishery requisities at
subsidiced cost, which is being implemsnted through the agency of
the two Apex fishermien Co-op. Societies functioning in the State.






Fusiness of the House. 22nd July, 1970. 254

(¢) Does not arise.
Business oF THE House
(3 TDoro Ridrofyidbg— wig®, 570y 215 348 F% edgnsm
Hod STy F50, 8 THS somgw, ($Edfo ¥ Code
HrbodS esYssh IS wolSr Hy¥el BwpHmyH. b wods e
c-@;’m;wosig % g é"am‘aﬁa’&é). & woXIEr Sgerere BeD
&y .
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Mr. Speaker—I have received notice in this regard given by Sri
Badri Vis! al Pitt1 and some other Members. I think that that is
the very 1ssue which was raised yesterday by Mr. Narasing Rao
and Mr. Rajaram and others, they have given notice of an adjourn-
ment motion; they wanted the business .0 be postponed and that
particular item given priority undera particular rule, I do not
remember the rule, I considered the whole thing yesterday and 1
would like to hear the Members tomorrow. Therefore, T have
asked the office to serve a copy of the notice to the concerned
M inister, so that he might be in a position to reply. I will hear
this matter tomorrow, because notice hzs got to be served to the
concerned Minister and I have asked the office to serve it to the
concerned Minister.

re: Arrest of Sri N. Ramachandra Reddy, M. L. A.

$ & omoo (BT ed)i— esE, I (FeHl TRHe oD
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Mr. Speaker:— After heaging some of you, if I consider if
necessary, unde Rule 63 I may not admgit it; 1may admitit under
some other rule. ‘

Sri G. Rajaram:— Will the notice of adjournment motion I
have given, be posted tomorrow ?

Mr. Speaker— Tomorrow after hearing the Members who
have given notice, I will decide whether it shonld be admitted
under Rule 63 or some other Rule.

Sri G. Rajaram:— This is regarding another odjournment
motion I have given notice of and that is regarding the panchayat
clections in a village and the arrest of Sri N. Ramachandra Reddi.
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Mr. Speaker:— That, if I remember correct, I zdmitted under
Rule 74; 1 do not exactly remember; you will get the endorsement
today. I passed the orders. You may be sure thatlhave not
admitted 1t under Rule 63;.1 remember I admitted it under Rule 74
and it will be called day after tomorrow or some other day.

Sr1 G. Rajaram — It must be admitted under Rule 63.
Mr. Speaker:— No.

Sri G. Rajaram — I will press it. It is such an urgent matter
wherein the Leader of the Opposition has been molested and mal-
treated and arrested unduly. There was no law and order, but
there was terrorism. There 1s every ground for admuiting it under
Rule 63. I would request you once again...

Mr. Speaker:— I have admitted it under Rule 74. I considered
all those aspects; it is not as though I have not considered all
those aspects; because I did not consider that matter an urgent

matter, I have aditted it under Rule 74. It does nol come under
Rule 63.

Sri G Rajaram:—When a Member gives notice of an adjourn-
ment motion, either he should be called for...

Mr. Speaker:—The notice must comply with the rules: 1t does
not comply with Rule 63; so I have used my discretion and adomi-
ted it under Rule 74.

Sri G. Rajaram:— The Member must be given an opportunity
to explain why 1t should be admitted under Rule 63.

Mr. Speaker:— IfI felt that it is necessary to hear you
before admitting it under Rule 74 I would have done it. I have done
so 1n regard to similar cases and thatis whatIam going to do
tomorrow. After all, it 1s so patent that that cannot be admitted

under Rule 63. That is why I have admitted it under Rule 74.

Sri G. Rajaram:— I respectfully submit that when a Membez
gives notice under Rule 63’ before converting 1t under Rule 74 th

Member must be given an opportunity to explain why it should b®
admitted under Rule 63.

Mr. Speaker:— Well, you must also have some confidence in
the Speaker; he decides that it is a matter that should notbe
admitted under Rule 63.

Sri G. Rajaram:— Itis nota question of confidence or no-
confidence. It is a question of Rules and parliamentary practice.

Mr. Speaker.— Under the Rules of Procedure, the notice
given by you does not comply with the conditions of admissibility
under Rule 63. There 1s o necessity for me to hear yoa. 11 feel
that I should hear the Member before giving a decision I hear
you; otherwise, I need not hear you.

Sri C. Rajaram:— The Member must be given an opportunity
to explain. '
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Mr Speakeri— There is norule thatthe Member must be
given an opportunity, befqre deciding the matter. The rule is clear
that the Speaker can exercise his discretion

Sr1 G. Rajaram:— No, Sir T am sorry; I cannot accept this
position; T am sorry, Sir; I have given notice of an adjournment
motion* erther I should be given an opportunity to explam why it
should be admitted, or you should have called me and explained
to me why it cannot be admitted under Rule 63 and why you want
to convert it under Rule 74

Mr Speaker:— I am telling you that the notice given by you
does not comply with the conditions of admissibility under Rule
63. First of all, it is not a matter of recent occurrence.

Sri G Rajaram:— It is a matter of recent occurrence; 13th is
not a long distant one.

Mr. Speaker;— I tell you that even 24 hours can be said that
it is not 2 matter of recent occurrence. I cannot help it. When
the Assembly is in session these things will come, otherwise they
do not come at all. A pumber of incidents might have taken place
and a number of incidents might be matters of public importance
because the Assembly 1s not in session, all those matters cannot
be discussed now.

Sri G Rajaram:— 1t is a matter of recent occurrence, 13th
July 1s not old.

Mr. Speaker — Mr Rajaram, that is what T am telling you.
But the rules are there and even if it is one more day it cannot be
considered a matter of recent occurrence.

Sri G Rajaram — You must give me an opportunity to ex-
explain why 1t should be admitted under Rule 63.

Mr. Speaker :— I have considered all these aspects and de-
cided to admit 1t under Rule 74,

Sri. G. Rajaram :— No, Sir. If your discretion is being
used like this, it is difficult for us to funetion.

Mr. Speaker :— I hav used my discretion. If you think I
have not used my discretion properly, Iam sorry.

_ Sri. G. Rajaram:— I must be given an opportunity to € ex-
plain my position.

Mr. Speaker:— If I feel members should be given an
opportunity before disallowing the motion, certainly I will doit.
In this particular case, I felt...

Sri G. Rajaram :— It means almost disallowing it. With-
out the consent of the member who has given notice, 1t has been
converted to a motion under Rule 74. So, it has been almost
disallowed.

Mr. Speaker ;— Please listen to me. I want you to go as
per the rules and I also would like to go by the rules. Discretion
1s vested in the Speaker to decide wasther wembets should be
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heard before disallowing or not. In 2 similar case

I would like to hear the members tomo rrow before
ling. That is with regard to jonrnalists,
tice had been given by Mr. Pitti and some of you T felt there
that 1t 1s necessary for me to hear the members before I give my
deciston. This1s, however, a clear case under Ry~ 74. ltis not

as though I am doing things arbitrarily. Iconsider ev i
take a particular decision. Y erything and

I said just now,
giving mv ru-
I suppose, for which no-

Sr1 G Rajaram :— No, Sir. Tn an adjourment motion. the

requirement 1s only that 1t should be a matter of recent occu-
rrence.
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The member has got a right to give notice of an adjcu-nment mo-
tion The member must be heard before a decision 1s made on the
a 'jrurnment motion given notice of by him. No such procedure
was adopted 1n this case. When all is said and done, Mr. Rama-
chandia Reddy is the Leader of the Opposition. He cannot be tre-
ated on the same par as any other member. The Leader of the
Opposition has got certain privileges. All members have got equal
privileges Similarly, the Leader of the Opposition also claims some
privilages The Leader of the House claims certain privileges.
Therefore, my submission 1s, itis not open to the hon. Speaker to
convert suo moto the adjournment motion given noticz of by him
into motion under Rule 74 ard say that the subject has to be dis-
cussed only under that. My submission 1s the rules require that
a member who has given the notice of the adjournment motion
must be given an opportunity to give his reasons why he has mov-
ed it and then it is open to the hon. Speaker to admit it, reject it
or convert it. But the member must be grven an opportunity, be-
cause it satisfies all the rules and conditions prescribed under
Rules 63 and 65. The list enumerated under Rule 65 does not at
all show that the Speaker without giving an opportunity to the
member who has given notice of the motion can convert it. There-
fore, I again submit that he must be given an opportunity.

Mr. Speaker :— Please refore to rule 63. It says: ‘Subject
to the provisions of these rules,a motion for an adjournment of the
business of the Assembly for the purpose of discussing a definite
matter of urgent public importance may be made wirh the consent
of the Speaker.” Here the Speaker refuses consent. He consi-
ders that it 1s not in compliance with the rules laid down. The
very first thing is that the Speaker must give his consent for raising
this issue.

Dr. T. V. S. Chalapzthi Rao :— But that rule must be read
along with Rule 64 which imposes some restrictions.

Mr. Speakcr :— The matter can be raised anly with the con-
sent of the Speaker. In the other case, I have given my consente
to raise this issue and T am asking them to raise it tommorrow. So,
the Speaker’s consent is necessary for raising the issue.
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Dr T. V. S. Chalapathi Rao '— Even assuming that the hon.
Speaker has exercised has dscretion. we rcquest that the discre-
tlon may pe exercised n favour of the motion, the reason being,
as I mentioned just now, it1s a matter of urgent public impor-
tance. The Leader of the Oppsition says he was mobbed by so
many people and so many things were violated.

. Mr Speaker- Under Rule 74, only a matter of urgent public
importance can be raised, and not all matters I do consider 1t 1s

a matter of urgent public importance. That is exectly the reason
why I admitted it under Rule 74

Dr T. V.S. Chalapathi Rao — Rule 74 is after all Rule 74
Its sx_gmﬁcance xs.dlfferent from that of Rule 63. Rule 63 has
provided for moving a matter of urgent plublic importance.

Mr Speaker :— The difference between 63 and 74 comes
this way When a notice under Rule 63 is admitted, a number of
members will have an opoertunity to participate in the discussion
The only thing 1s two hours tim> you will be getting. That 1s the
only difference between 63 and 74.

Dr. T. V. § Chalapathi Rao :— T am not questioning your
discretion, Sir Since thz Leaier of the Opposition has given the
notice, I would request you to reconsider the matter, 1n the public
interest.

Mr Speaker :— That 13 exactly the reason...

Dr T.V S. Chalapathi Rao — Tt is notas if the Leader
of the Opposition has no importance. He must not be tieated
like anyone else.

SriC.V K. Raop:— We are not concerned about the
importance of anybody. The only question 1s, as members here,
each one of us hns got equal right  As far as Party is concerned,
the Leader will speak on behalf of the entire Party and there are
enough members to back him up and things of that kind. Here,
about the particular point of difference between Rule 63 and Rule
74, you are good enough some times to change a motion given
notice of for adjournment into a motion for calling attention.
Now, we are not very clear under what circumstances or for what
reasons you are putting one thing under a different head. When a
motion for adjournment is given, either it is admittev_d or thrown
out, but could the Speaker automatically chamge it to a call
attention motion. Well, these are matters to be considered. Of-
course you have the discretion. To the extent you are considering
it as a ma‘ter of urgent public importance, you are giving the
House an opprotunity to discuss it and I thank you for that. Butif
the purpose is to discuss it, we get it not on the same day. Anyway
we are very glad about that thing. Every sabject is brought up
here with an object for discussion, but in one case you said you
will give an opportunity for more people to discuss it. But in the
other case where you change it to a call attention motion, yon
don’t give an opportunity for more people to discuss 1t After all
there are not so many people who would like to have a say though
they may agree with others. But in this case you should give equal
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opportunity for more people to participate in the call attention
also. That 1s my request.
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Mr. Speaker'—Let me explain the matters clearly So faras
ruies 63 and 74 are concerned, both the rules relate to matters of
urgent public importance. There are a number of other rules
where under matters of urgent public importancs can be raised. say
two hours’ discussion, etc., etc. But the difference betweena
notice under Rule 63 and the one under Rule 74, is this under
Rule 74 any matter of urgent public importance can be raised;
under Rulz 63, certain conditions are laid down in 1ie Rule itself
and they have got to be complied with before a notice can be
almitted under Ru ¢ 63 So far as the difference in effect 1s con-
cerned, practically it is the same, except that ina matter under
Rule 74, it 1s only the member who has given notice that can raise
the 1ssue and the Minister makes a statement, whereas in 2 motion
under Rule 63, any number of members, depending upon the
availabulty of time, can participate in the discussion, within 2
hours. Another thing 1s, an adjournment motion can be put to
vote, whereas under Rule 74 only a statement 15 made and 1t
cannot be put to vote under Rule 63,if time permits, 1t can be
put to vote. That is all the differencs.

So far as Rule 63 is concerned, as far as possible, I am trying
to be liberal in the sense that 1 am giving opporiunity to the
members, if I want to disallow the motion once and for all, | hear
the member and disallow 1t. Butat the same time, when 1 feel
that 1t is an urgent matter of public importance, particularlyin a
case like this, where the Leader of the opposition has been arrested
and when it 15 brought to my notice that be has been wrongfully
confined beyond 24 hours, it isnot fair for me to straightaway
disallow it. That is why JIam giving an  opportunity to
the members to raise this issue tomorrow under Rule 74, so that
they will have an opportunity to focus the attention of the Gove-
rnment as also of the public. It is not as though I am denying them
an opportunity to say whatever they have got to say. lam giving
then an opportunity. Otherwise, I could have heard Mr. Rajaram
and straightaway disallow it, The effect is the same. 1am giving
them an opportuniy, I want the Govérnment to make a siatement,
So, nobody need misunderstand, when I disaliow 1t For several
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reasons, I consider 1t1s very important, particular!

when the Leader of the Opposmox?but whenp an;umgrlrfxbgl?tofc?kllz
House 1s.arrested and kept 1n custody for more than 24 hours.
Under the Criminal Procedure Code, a police officer can not keep
not only a member butany citizen for more than 24 hours in
custody. Ifhe keeps a person 1n custody for more than 24 hours,
1t means a wrongful confinement. Now, winen 1t 1s alleged that
the Leader of the Opposition was arrested and then kept in police
custody for more than 24 hours, certainly it 1s a matter of urgent
public importance Thatis why I admitted it under Rule 74 and
nobody can bhave any such apprehiension that I will not consider
imporiant matters.

Sr1 € V. K. Rao'— T would like to bring to your notice one
matter, and that is about the Report of the Backward Classes
Commission. The report has appeared in press. .

Mr. Speaker:—It 1s an entirely different matter, Mr. Purusho-
tham Rao wants to say something.

Sri T. Purushotham Rao — On 15th, I have sent a telegram
to you, Sir ..

Mr. Speaker:— About the samethmg?

@ & 9B EHoH: —aB dRSHo MO0 15 ¥ 43 ascHo 930
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Mr Speaker:— Mr. Purushotham Rao, I cannot say. I rece-
ived a number of teleg ams-not only yours, in some other cases,
about half a dozen telegrams, I have received from different mem-
bers. Suppose some such thing happens and yousend a telegram
asking for my intervention. 1 do not know whether I have goi any
powers to intervene and ask the Goverament to do this thing or to
do that thing.

Sri T. Purushotham Rao:— It is not that thing, Sir. 2§ 4%
Bagd 24 Kowo gy & Dhdo (dDE2E FoKo T

Mr. Spzaker.— That is why the matter is being considered by
the House. If 1t is a question of privilege, you canraise it asa
separate issue. Mr. Narsing Rao has given notice and I am going
to consider it, and that is a separate matter. It is notice under
Rule 63.

3 8. Hulf EHoH:— 808" o AP 88 a5, $HX
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Mr. Speaker:— Please excuse me. I am so sorry. A separate
issue regarding breach of privilege-that we can consider separately.
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POINTS OF INFORMATION
re : Report of the Backward Classes Commission
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) Sri K. Brahmananda Reddy — I think, subject to correc-
tion, all the hoa. Members are served with copies of the report of
the Buckward Classes Commisston

Sr1C V.XK. Rao — I have not received it, Sir.

Sr1 X Brahmananda Reddy :— I will verify in another ten
mrnutes and submit

Mr. Speaker .— According to his information, they Lave
been sent to members by post  Let him verify,

Srt K. Brahmananda Reddy :— 1 will verify and spbmit.

Mr. Speaker :— Thr Chief Minister is saying that if it 1s
nnt true he will have the copies circulated to the members during
the course of the day or tomorrow.

Dr. T V.S. Chalapath1 Rao :— I have mnot received the
copy.

Sri K. Brahmananda Reddy :— Some hon Members have
received the report.

Sri D Venkatesam :(— We have received it by post.

Mr. Speaker :— To such of those members who have not
received, spare copies— we will see that they are supplied if
ava jable.

re : Admissions into colleges.
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Sri P. V. Narasimha Rao *— The original decision was
that P U. C, had come to an end. It was not to be revived.
Only as a result of some representations which were received

recently, we consider the whole thing once againand I must say
reluctantly we have agreed to continue P U C this vear.

. 8. 9. 0. SoldrH: — & ’Seéoé’ BT ES}E).’? at\sa
o~
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@) 5. 2. IdoFoH: — ¥ JFBoBUAXR B T T Soyem.
We were not 1n a mood to doit. Only asa result of tle repre-
sentations we have done it.

Dr. T. V. § Chalapathi Ra— 1am sorry the hon. Minis-
ter’s statement that represent tions were received very late 1s not
correct. Representations were made even in May and suo motu
the University Authorities had taken up the maiter as early as
June. Why has the Government felt it necessary to take two
months to take a decision? In the meanwhile they should have
asked the Principals to take the applications.
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. Dr T.V.S Chalapithi Rao:— The latter part of the
Minister’s Statem(n 1s ugain incorrect

Sri P V. Narsimha Rao :— We have issued instructions
that those who have passed S.8.L.C. can be admitted 1n the Senior
Intermediate straightaway

Dr T.V S Chalapath: Ran— But the Principals are not
domg't.  Thev are denying admission. 1 am in a position to
prcve 1t. The requests of the students to admut them in the Senior
Intermediate have been turned down. Where are they admitting.
In the twin Cities T do not know, but in the Districts, especially
in Vijayavada, they have straightway rejected.

. Sri P. V. Narasimha Rao :— The Rule is *very clear and the
1structions are very clear.

Dr T. V.S Chalapathy Rao'— Your instructions are not
followed. The students have not been admitted; they have been
refused admission.

Sr1 P. V Narasimha Rao :— 1 did not say ‘they are admi-
tted’; they can be admitted.

Dr. T. V. S. Chalapathi Rao :— But your subordirates are
not admitting; the students are being harassed and they are being
refused admission. ’

BusiNess OF THE HoUSE.

B8 B. sfgdrow 1 EE, 3 of w5uf) o8 5T
B, ($oSHI8 golCTodTS $S ipte DHabSH bosTH. &0
DASHe S N AHH ES: IRTS?

Mr. Spcaker:— I want the Members to consider certain
thir gs before giving notice of adjournment motions. Somebody 1s
responsible for not issumng invitation to the Mayor. Is it a m:tier

of urgent public importance to warrant the adjournment of the
busmess of the House ?

Smt. J. Eswari Ba1 :— He is the first Citizen of the City.

Mr. Speaker :— He may be the fust Citizen. But there
were so many other cases and | was glad no adjournment motion
was given notice of. o ,

Q58 B sefdoman: S BED w00 2050, D 253

8o, 88 golShE ﬁ&w;@&.






Business of the House. 22nd  July, 1970. 264

!

1t 1s an 1nsult to the Mayor; not only an insult to ¢t
Mayor but to the people of Hyderabad and S}écundrabad o the

_ Mr. Speaker *— I do not consider it as a matter of urgent
public importarice I shall ask the concerned Minister to take
immediate action against the persons responsible for not issuing
invitation to the Mayor of Hyderabad Cnorporation  As you sav,
he occupies @ prominent position in civic I'fe and if an invitation
was not intetionnally and wantonly issued it amounts to insulting

the Mayor. Ishall ask the concerned Minister to take immediate
action

@) do. TrBdFod (Botdr®) : — X33, a8 508 30ITT)
TER td Ty otd¥e TH 8d BodwyH. $Ho¥o R godsS’
S zoew@‘s - Bw & 6° woww. In any City so far, and even in
Hydeiabad, this s the first tims they purposefully avoided it.
Do you think it 1s not important?

Mr Speaker:— Thatis why T am asking the Minister
concerned to take immediate action. If you say that every issue
is important we cannot do any other business,

&) do. FrB8FoD: — © Do aYKHo- HeDXOTS, ToahE
%% d T, byFmd 28cho8” wdAw.... Ishall fight for you
also, Sir.

Mr. Spcaker :— Therc were 2 number of occasions when
the Spcaker was not invited, but I never thought 1t was important.

Sr1 M. Manik Rao .— Thatis why I say I shall fight for
you also. I request you to allow 1t because 1t 18 very important.
Why did not the Government inite the Mayor ?
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re: decisions of the .
Business Advisory Committee

. Sri P. V. Narasimha Rao :— 1 cannot institute a roving
enquiry all over the State and all over the Institutions. Some

specific instance has to be brought to m tice by i ome
body else. g y notice by him or any

] Sri C. V.K. Rao :— I have brought to his notice one such
instance.

SriP. V. Nﬂ'rasimha Rao:— The matter which has been
brought to my notice by Sri C. V. K. Rao has been enquired into

and the matter is ata final stage and it is with me, In a few days
we shall take a final decision.

again Sri C. V. K. Rao:— In those few days they are collecting

Sri P. V. Narasimha Rao :— It is a fresh set cf facts brou-
ght to my notice. Again | shall enquire.
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ANNOUNCEMENT
re : Decisions of the Business Advisory Committee

Mr. Speaker :— 1 am 'to announce to the Hms’. the
following decisions of the meeting of the Business Auvisory
Committee held on 21st July 1970.

22.7-70 1. Presentation of Supplementary Estimates of
Expenditure for 1970-71.

2. The Hyderebad Municigal Corporation {Amend-
ment)Bill, 1970 {For the first reading and reference
to the Andhra Pmd:e&h*kagioaai Commyittee)

23-7-70 1. Buginess left over m‘zz-v-;m.
2 The Apdbra Pradesh Gram Panchayats and Andhra
Beafing Punibayit Sesijhig nod Zile Porishads

«
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(Amendment) Bill, 1970 (For the First Reading and
reference to the Regional Committee.
24-71-70 The Assembly will meet at 5-00 p. m. and discuss
Non-official Business.
25-7-70 Business left over from 23-7-1970.
26-7-70 Sunday—Holiday.

The Business Advisory Committee will be meeting again on
25th July, 1970 from 11 a. m. to 12 noon and decide about future
business upto, say, Ist or 3rd August.

OPINION O THE ADVOCATE GENERAL

re: Constitutional Validity of the Hyderabad Municipal
Corporation (Amendmend) Bill, 1970.

Mr. Speaker,— As desired by the House, the Advocate Gene-
ral is now here. He will now attend the Assembly and speak on
the few points raised in the Assembly yesterday.

Sri C. V, K. Rao:— On the 24th we will be going to Pocham-
pad. Sir...

Mr. Speaker:— You may raise this issue in my Crambers. I
will make arrangments for going and all that.

Before I call upon the Advocate General to address the House,
let me state the facts clearly for the information of the House;

On the 26th of last month, i.e., June, the Governor of Andhra
Pradesh, viz., Sri Khandu Bhai Desai, prorogued the 16th Session
of the Andhra Pradesh Legislative Council. On the 27th an Ordi-
nance was promulgated by the Governor to amend the Hyderabad
Municipal Corporation Act of 1955 under Article 213 of the Cons-
titution. Yesterday, when the concerned Minister, Mr. Chen~
churam Naidu was asked to place a copy of the Ordinance on the
Table of the House, several Members raised an objection on the
ground that since there are two Houses in this State- the Assembly
and the Council - and since under Article 213 of the Constitution
both the Houses have to be prorogued before as Ordinance is
promulgated by the Governor, since it was only the Legislative
Council which was prorogued, they were of thé view that the
Ordinance itself does not comply with the conditions laid down
under Article 213 and as such the Ordinance itself is illegal.
Secondly, some of the members were of the veiw that the Speaker
or who ever is in the Chair, is competent to give a ruling regarding
the action of the Governor both in the matter of prorcguing the
House as well as in the promulgation of the Ordinance on the g
und that gircumstances which ought to exist under gﬂw!e 13
regarding which Governotr has ,to satisfy himself, did not exis
These wepe the two issues raited "8y sevéral memibers Y%*mmt
And somg of them wanted the Advocate General fo attend the
House angd then enlighten the members oh these two issucs.

' Yy, ‘»‘rif ’,;‘L 14 " \ [T h,
Under Article 174, whete thore is only one Hoase, viz., the
Assembly, the Goveruor ohit piatogne that House. ¥ there aoe two
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Houses, the Governor can prorogue either of the two Houses
under Article 174. Now the question here js whether the Governor

after proroguing only the Council, could promulgate an Ordinance.
That 1s the point.

Any other matters on which...

Dr T.V.S. Chalapathi Rao:— I may be permitted to bring to
your notice one more thing, on which I want clarification from

the Advocate General. The proviso to Article 213 (1) of the Con-
stilution says:-

“ Provided that the Governor shall not. without instructions
from the President, promulgate any such Ordinance if—

(a) a Bill containing the same provisions would under this
Constitution have required the previous sanction of the

President for the 1ntroduction thereof into the
Legislature;””

That means whether 1t is in the concurrent list or in the State
list, it sould be so. 1tis no doubt in the State list-under Schedule
7 of the Constit ution. But when the Corporation Bill was passed,
Sir, in 1936 it was submitted for the assent of the President and it
was published in the Preamble as"—

““ The followirg Act of the Hyderabad Legislative Assembly
kaving been assented to by the President on the 26th of September
1956, is here by published for the general information,

By Order of the Rajpramukh...”

Mr. Speaker:— The question is whether the previous sanction
of the President is necessary whether it is in the State List or in
the Central List or in the Concurrent List.

Dr. T. V.S Chalapathi Rao— It isin the State List, Sir.
Local Administration and Self Government no doubt 1sin the
State List.

Mr. Speaker:— This point was raised by Mr, Narasinga Rao
yesterday.

Dr. T. V. S. Chalapathi Rao:— Yes, Sir. Then it was said that
it was in the State list and therefore it need not-be referred. But
here is an instance where the Corporation Act itself was referred.

Mr. Speaker:— Whether the previous consent or sanction of
the President is necessry before introducing the Bill. They
got to obtain the previous consent of the President and enclose
along with the Bill—a copy of the certificate. Here, in this case
I do not think the consent of the President was necessary.

Dr. T. V. S. Chalapathi Rao:— No, Sir. It seeks to amend one
of the provisions of the Act for which President’s assent was
sought,

One more thing, Sir, Hereisa recent instance, In. 1965,
the Assembly passed the Andhra Pradesh Municipalities Act.
Here also it is said:i— ‘
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. Here it is deliberately used to postpone the elections- not in
time, but just at the nick of the moment. The Advocate General
may also take this into consideration.

Sri C. V. K. Rao'— I request you to let us know the proced-
ure to be adopted. The Advocate General has come to explain
the position as to the validity of the issue of an ordinance when
this House is in session and so on and other issues which we have
framed. After the Advocate General gives his opimon, should
we not get an opportunity to get certain clarificasions on points
which may be dealing with and which we may feel are not being
fully dailt with. I think that procedure may be adopted. You
may be good enough to enlighten the House.

Mr. Speaker.— Number of new issues are being raised on
which you want the Advocate General to express his opmion and
yesterday certatn issues were raised and in the course of the
letter which was addressed to the Advocate General by the
Secretary, we only brought to his notice a few points. If you
want to raise new issues, naturally he has to consider all those
1ssues and offer his opinion.

Sri C. V. K.Rao — It 1s not a question of new issues. The
issue is just the same. We need only clarifications, 1f need be.

Mr. Speaker:— I will read the copy of the letter communi-
cated to the Advocate General. “ In the course of discussion on
the Hyderabad Municipal Corporation (Amendment) Ordinance
to-day (1. e.; yesterday) in the Assembly, a number of hon-Mem-
bers questioned the legality of the ordmmance; firstly, thatitis
promulgated by the Governor without having prorogued both the
Houses. viz , the Assembly and the Council, under Art. 213 of the
Constitution. They are of the view that since in the present
instance, the Governor has prorogued only the Legislative Council
and not the Assembly, the ordinance is unconstitutional when the
Assembly is stillin session. Secondly, some of th? members are
of the view that the Presiding Officer, the Speaker or whoever 1s
in the Chair can give a ruling regarding the action of the Gover-
nor both in the matter of proroguing the Houses as well as in the
promulgation of the ordinance on the ground that circums'ances
which ought to exist under Art. 213 regarding which the Governor
has to be satisfied, do not exist. I am directed by the Speaker to
attend the Legislative Assembly on wednesday, the 22nd July, 1970
at 9-30 2 m. to speak on the above points raised on the floor of
the House.”” These are the two points on which the Advocate
General was requested to offer his opinion.

Sri C.V. K. Rao:— Thatis .true but if we want further
clarificatior, T hope we will get an opportunity to raise an issue
of clarification.
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Mr. Speaker :— I now request the Advocate General to
enlighten the House.

Advocate General '— Mr. Speaker, Sir, it is obvious that
the hon. Members have raised some important questions regarding
the Constitutional validity of the ordinance No. 2 of 1970. But at
the outset I may state that most of the points raised may not
present much difficulty, in view of the anthoritative pronounce-
ments of the courts including the Supreme Court. The answers
will have to be determined only on an interpretation of the scope
and the effect of some of the provisions of the Constitution
itself. Taking first Art. 213, one fundamental position
has to be recognised. The Governor, though under the Constitu-
tion is the Head of the Executive of the State, is conferred under
this Article, powers of legislation. There is an essential distinc-
tion between the powers which he may have to exercise as the
Head of the Executive and powers which are conferred upon him
to legislate in the place of the Legislature of the State. Now, it has
been deeided that under Art. 213, the powers of legislation which
the Governor exercises by promulgating an ordinance are co-ex-
tensive with the powers of the Legislature of the State. 1 shall
later explain what is the exact effect of this with reference to the
provisions of the subsequent provisions in the Article.

One of the points raised is whether the ordinance can be
issued when one of the Houses of the Legislature is in session and
the other is prorogued, in the sense that it is not in session for the
purpose of Art, 213. Taking Art. 213, the language ought not to
present any difficulty. Under Art, 168 of the Constitution some of
the States are provided with unicameral legislatures and some
with bicameral legislatures. Art. 213 provides for the promulgation
of an ordinance in a case where the State has only one Legislature
or where there are two Houses of the Legislature; where there is
a Legislative Council in a State “‘except both the Houses of the
Legislature are in session” is the language employed under 'Ar_t.
213; first it says ‘“‘when the Legislative Assembly of the State is in
session......”" then the word “‘or” is nsed; they are mutually
exclusive; there is a specific provision for a State where there is
also a Legislative Council. Therefore the clause begins by saying
“Where there-is a Legislative Comacil......”" That would only apply
to cases where the State hes two Houses and when both are
in session. The lenguage employed is 1o the negative When
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both are in session, his power to issue ordinance is taken
away Therefore a situation might arise when both are prorogued
or both are not in session or one is prorogued or one is not in
session—then the 1equirements of the clause are satisfied. It is
only when both are 1n session that the power of promulgating an
ordinance 1s removed under Art. 213. Therefore if one House is
prorogued it means that it is not in session. The power of the
Governer to issue an ordinance is untramelled by any other
provisions of the Consutution. Therefore it is not corrcct to say
that unless both are prorogued this power to issue an ordinance
does not anse. Having regard to the language which I submit,
is free from ambiguity. this is a negative iclause which imposes
a fetter, that fetter arises only when both are in session; when one
is not in session, then the power doesaccrue to him. Othetwise,
the language would have been— “When one House alsois in
session, he shall notissue an ordinance.” It does not say that.
Therefore, it is clear from the language employed that the fetter
is imposed upon him in the matter of issuing an ordinance when
both are in session, but if one is not in session then his power
does arise under the provisions of the Article. Therefore, there
can be no doubt that by prorogning one House, the Governor
is empowered to promulgate an ordinance provided the other
conditions of the Article are satisfied. That is my answer Sso
far as the first aspect of the case is concerned.

Then we come to the next—whether he can prorogue one
House when the Legislative Assembly is deemed to be in session
and it has not been prorogued; and in fact notice had also been
issued for the summoning of the session of the Assembly-
whether he has got the power under Art. 213. This question
will be a sequel to the other provision which says that “‘if he
is satisfied . So, we come to the really debatable point
whether the satisfaction is a matter which can be gone into
in the Legislature.

First of all what does the word ‘satisfaction’ under Article
213 convey? That expression has come in for consideratin long
time ago under the Government of India Act 1935. There was a
similar provision under Saction (88) of the Government of India
Act. The Privy Council had occasion to consider what this ex-
pression ‘stisfation’ means from the year 1931 onwards. In 1945
in the case of Binorilal Sarma’s case, their Lordships said that
means the satisfaction which 1s relatable to the exercise of a legis-
lative power where the Governor feels that there is an emergency
calling for his exercise of this power. Then the satisfaction is that
of the Governor and Governor alone. From that, two consequences
follow accordiag to their Lordships. (1) that it cannot be judged.
No doubt they were considering the scope of a Judicial Proceding.
i. e., Whether in a Judicial Proceeding, the satisfaction can be
qgl;wassed. But I would submit it would equally apply to every
gther authority. | casnot be questioned i 2 Court or it capnot be
questioned anywhereelse uader the Coastitution. So far.as the
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validity of the law is concerned, the Courts certainly do not cons-
titute guardians and they are invested with powers of judicial
review, interpretation, determination and declaration of their
invalidity also. Therefore, the satisfaction; according to the
Privy Council conveys two ideas. Omne is that it shall not be
judged by any objective standards. It is entirely his subjective
satisfaction. One may differ from him in some conclusions which
he may have drawn, from the set of circumstances which accor-
ding to him necessitated the promulgation of an Ordinance. But
it cannot be judged otherwise objectively in any other forum.
That 1s one. The second conclusion which they have drawn
1s that the satisfaction being subjective, the Governor cannot be
asked, nor the Governor can be asked to expound the reasons for
that satifaction or which justified that it was really the satisfac-
tion 1o the circumstances of the case. Now that was the position
so for as the Privy Council decision on the corresponding provision
of Sec. 88 of the Government of India Act 1s concerned. Later
the Federal Court before the inauguration of the Supreme Court
had to consider the same section again in connection with the
Promulgation of the Bil-ar Maintenence of Public Order Ordinance.
There, they reiterated—why T am saying 1t is that Privy Council
decisions may not be strictly binding on us now.—But the Federal
Court decisions are of weighty authorities, so far as Supreme
Court also is concerned.

Federal Court reiterated the same decision in 1950 Supreme
Court —If the Hon‘ble Members want the reference, itis in Page
£9 —and said that the satisfaction is subjective and it is conferred
for a specific purpose on an Executive Head of the State to pro-
mulgate and exercise legislative powers which are co-equal and co-
existent withe the powers which the Legislature enjoyed  There-
fore, on the second aspect I will have to submit that so far as the
question of the Governor’sisatisfaction 1s concerned, it cannot be
judged by objective standards and no enquiry can be held in to the
circumstances whether it really justified the Governor In arriving
at the satisfuction. There that premise.

Now, I will address myself to the other question as to when
he cane prorogue, when only one House of the Legislature is in
Session and then issue the Ordinance for the purpose. I am taking
an extreme case where his only purpose is to promulgate the
ordinance and prorogues one of the Houses because it is the im-
pediment to the exercise of his powers under Article213. This
again, at the outset, I may state, has come in for a judicial scru-
tiny and consideration. In one of the cases of the High Court—
verhaps it has not come before the Supreme Gourt—one or two
High Courts held that when once he is satisfied that there is an
urgency which calls for the exercise of the legislative power, then
the other naturally follows. Because under Art. 174, there are
no fetters whatever, no restrictions or limitations on the exercise
of his powers to prorogue one or both the Houses, Therefore,
when under Art. 213 he is exercising the power which is Consti-
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tutional in its origin, he can exercise 1t and call in aid the power
under 174 **for that specific purpose” of exercising a Constitu-
tional power. Art. 213 1s a Constitutional power conferred upon
him to prorogue one or both the Houses. When he finds that he
could not effectively exercise the power under Art. 213, when
the circumstances demand that he should exercise that
power, the only way he can exercise the power
18 by summoning to his aid the other power under 174
under which he can prorogue either House which clothes him with
the jusdiction to 1ssue the ordinance under Art. 213 For pur-
pose of reference, two cases have dealt with this. One is 1950
Madias—this is again the Maintenance of Public order ordinance.
Ther the High Court specifically held thas it being 1n his satis-
f.ction to promulgate an ordinance when in his view the circums-
tances justified the same, he 1s entitled to prorogue either House
for that purpese of 1ssuing the Ordinance. That 1s 1950 Madras.

The Allahabad High Court which one of the Hon’ble Mem-
bers just referrcd to1s 1956 Allahabad. There again they referred
to the same and followed the Madras case. 1 maysay for the
information of the Hon’ble Members of the House that there 1s no
dissenting voice 1n any of the later pronouncements of any Court.
Therefore, so far as the legal posiiion 1s conerned...

Mr., Speaker : —Whether there are any Full Bench decisions?

Advocate General -— Unless some two Benches differ,
generally it does not come bzfore the Full Bench. They are Bench
decisions. Both or Banch decisions. As I submitted there is no
other dissenting opinion of any High court on this aspect.

Coming to the Supreme Court—before mentioning about
the Supreme Court—agamn for the information of the Hon‘ble
Members of the Houss, I may state that every High Court in India
ull now starting from 1944 Bombay and the latest is 1968 Madhya
Pradesh—all most all the High Courts have held this view that the
Governor‘s satisfaction is purely subjective, cannot be questioned
in any forum on objective corsideration and no enquiry can be
held 1n to the same, hasbeen the view of all most all the High
Courts. This is till 1968.

Then we come to the latest Supreme Court case, the Bank
Nationalisation Case The Hon’ble Members will remember that
the Parliament was to meet on the 21st and the Ordinance
was promulgated on the 19th, after the notices have been issued.
But the Ordinance was never challenged on that ground. The
Ordinance was challenged on several other grounds. But the
Supreme Court had not nullified the Ordinance on that ground,
A majority of the Judges did not go into the question as to the
nature of the satisfaction which the corresponding Article 123
contemplated. But the discenting Judge Justice Ray agreed with
the opinion of the other High Courts and the Privy Council
cases. He agreed the opinjon that it is subjective and that it






Opinion of the Advocate General 22nd July, 1970 274
re Constitutional Validity of the

Hyderabad Municipal Corporation

(Amendment) Bill, 1970.

cannot be questioned in any forum on the ground that the
circumstances are such that he could not have arrived at the
satisfaction except on some wrong advice or that no reasonable
man could have arrived at the satisfaction on the materials placed
before him. It is not a matter for enquiry but I am stating only
so far as the Courts are concerned, One of the points raised is
whether 1t can be gone into the Proceedings of this House. Iam
addressing myself also to that aspect of the case. Therefore the
following position emerges from the authoritative decisions that
1t 1s subjective satisfaction, cannot be questioned and as a sequel
to that, he has got the power under Art. 213 read with Art. 174
to prorogue any Houses of the Legislature and when one House is
prorogued when 1t 1s in session, then the fetter on him under Art.
213 is removed when he is entitled to prorogue an Ordinance
though the Assembly is deemed to be 1n Session and though notices
might have been issued for summoning the meeting few days
later.

There is no constitutiona’ mmhibition ‘which invalidates the
issue of the Ordinance. Therefore, on that aspect 1t is my sub-
misston that the Ordinance is constitutionally valid and legal and
cannot be questioned on any valid or tenable ground.

Then coming to whether Governor’s satisfaction or other
circumstances justified the issue of the ordinance, and whether the
Hon Members of this House can go 1nto thatis a question again
which has to be determind upon the provisions of Art. 213. This
question really raises a question of vast importance because one
clause of Art 213 has a very decisive effect on this. That is
Clause 2 of Art. 213. It reads:

‘“ An Ordinance promulgated under this article shall
have the same force and effect as an Act of the Legislature
of the State assented to by the Governor

Full effect must be given to 1t. There is no question of
whittling down the significance or legal effect of this provision in
the Constitution which is supreme. And it says:

““ that it shall have the same force and effect as an Act of
the Legislature of the State assented to by the Governor.” There-
fore, constitutionally the moment on which an Ordinance is pro-
mulgated by the Governor, the legal effect is the same as if both
the Houses of the Legislature have passed it and the Governor has
given the assent. Now, I submit that full effect must be given to
this. In this context the Hon. Members will remember one im-
portant consideration that an ordinance is not a law for all time.
It is very much circumseribed by the limitation as to the point of
time. Within six weeks from the re-assembly of the ‘Legislature
either it is replaced by a regnlar Act or even other wise this House, |
the Legislature can pass a resolution disapproving of the ordi-
nance 1 which case it will lapse. If it is not introduced with in
six weeks, then also it will lapse. Or if the Legislature does not
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replace the ordinance by passing an Act after approving of the sub-
ject matter of the legislation, then also it will lapse. Therefore,
it is in the nature of a legislat've power conferred to meet an
emergency and 10 be of a particular temporary duration and with
the full fieedom for the Legislature again to consider the same,
to debate upon the same and erther to pass it into law or reject 1t
altogether. For considering that in the context of sub-rule (2) of
Art 213, 1t must be treated as if the Legislature passed it and
the Goverror assented 1t Then what 1s the effect of this clause ?
This will ha e direct bearing on the question whether in the pro-
ceedings of this House, the Governor’s satisfaction can be quest-
toned or the justification for the 1ssue of the ordinance can be
questioned. Now one position is constitutionally clear. Hon.
Members wlll be aware of the legislative lists provided for various
subjects on which the State Legislatures can Icgislate. Now so
long as the s ibject falls within the legisl ‘tive competency of the
State Leg'siature, 1t is the fundamental basic provision of our
Constitution that so far as the subjects within its legislative sphere
are concerned, it is a plenary and sovereign power of legislation.
The Constitution placed certain fetters. There are only three
grounds on which an Act of this Legislature can be questioned in
a Court or otherwise. 1. That it is on a subject which is not
within the Legislative lists assigned to the State Legislature, that
is, 1t suffers from incompetence from the point of view of legisla-
tive capacily. That is one ground. The second ground is thatit
operates extra-territorially. Under the Constitution, the State Legis-
lature is competent to enact laws for the State or part thereof. If
any provision of the State legislation comtemplates legislation being
operative outside territorial limits of the State, it should be open
to question on the ground that there is transgression of constitu-
tioral limits. That is the second ground The third ground is, the
Constitution has provided cretain safeguards by way of funda-
mcntal rights in Part IT1 and also imposed other fetters on legisla-
tion in another Chapter of the Constitution, for the same infringe-
ment of some provision directly of the Constitution. These are
the three grounds on which an Act of the State Lecislature can be
ques.ioned. Otherwise, it is supreme in its leg.slative sphere and
whatever it legislates snobody can question on any other ground.
Particulrly I may invite Hon. Members® attention to one aspect.
Can an Act of the Legislature be questioned on the ground that it
1s inspired by some oblique motive on the part of the _Legislatorg?
Now having regard to the provisions of Art. 213 (2), if an ordi-
nance can be questioned on the ground it is 1ssued malafide, then
an Act of the Legislature also can be questioned on the same
ground, Especially having regard to the provision, 1t must be
treated as an Act assented to by the Governor. What 1s the legal
effect of this provision. That is why I have supported my submi-
ssion by premising 1t with this.

I have mentioned the three grounds on which an Act can
be questioned. The Courts have held. because it has arisea im
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some cases that motives have been attributed to Legis!ature in
passing an Act, and the Supreme Court had occasion to comsider
it on three occasions. And Their Lordships held that no Act of the
Legislature of a State is open to challenge on the ground that
some improper or oblique motives impelled the Legislators to
pass it into a Law. That would really be opening the doors wide
for venues of attack which will undermine the dignity and the
soveroignty of this Legislature. Therefore that is a very salient
principle laid down by the Supreme Court in 1953. For the
reference of the Hon. Members I can mention 1953 Supereme
Court 375 Orissa case where the legislation has been questioned
on the ground that it has been malafide to serve some ulterior
purpose. Their Lordships held that the only question-eolourable
legislation, is wused only to exprcss one idea. That the Legi-
slature while purporting to act on a subject within its legi-
slative sphere has in fact and with a delibrate purpose Jegi-
slated on a suject outside its sphere falling in some other legisla-
tive list. That is the only meaning given to thc word ‘colourable
legislation’. The word malafide or bonafide is inappropriate to
consider the vahdity of an Act of the Legislature. Motives of
the legislature are irrelevant.

Two reasons which I submitted, firstly when 2 majority of
the Hon. Members of the House pass an Act. it would be
difficult to predicate as to the motives operating on the minds
of each of those Members. That is a thing which is humanly
impossible. That can hardly be a ground for questioning the Acts
of Legislature under the Constitution. This is one ground. The
second ground is, certainly it would affect the prestige and dig-
nity of the House which hag sovereign powers to legislate in
respect of matters assigned to it. These are the two reasons
why an Act of the Legislature has been rendered immune from
attack on thc ground that it is not bonafide either when it is
introdueed or when it waspassed. Similarly, the same mmmunity
would apply to the ordinance issued by the Governor under Art.
213.That is why the Constitution has purposely introduced Art. 213
(2) saying what the effect. is The effect is as if the Legislature has
passed it and the Governor had assented to. Full effect
must be given. It is no doubt a fiction. Constitution has no doubt
introduced fiction. But it has beep introduced with 2  definite
purpose of safeguarding not merely the dignity of the Legisla-
ture but also of the State Governor who acts in the place of the
Legislature. He is only exercising the powers of the Legislature
for a temporary durafion till the Legislature approves of the
measure.

Then the othor thing it till the expiry of six weeks
when the Legislature has to coamsider aod pass it into !f.aw,
the Ordlnaance under this sub-rule (2) will have the efg‘:;t of an
Act. Tt is as if itis.siready om the Statate Book. I need herdly
romind the, Hon., Membess that when it is already an Act, how
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can the Hon. Members of this Legislature question an Act.
passed alieady and having the effect of the Act on  the ground
that some ma'afide or ulterior purposes prevailed with the Coun-
cil of Mmlsters_ who advised the Governor or with the Gover-
anor who 1s guided by -that advice. Therefore, having due
regard to the Consutuional position that an Ordinance on
promulgau_on becomes an Act, then all the immunities which
an Act enjoys equally apply to the ordinance issued. That 1s
not op:n to question. It can bc questioned only on the ground
that it 1s 1n violation of other constitutional provisons in the
senie that it 1s not within the legislative competence on the
ground 1L 1s not 1n the Siate list, or on the ground 1t is extra-
territonal 1n operation or on the ground it infringes some
other provisions of the Constitution But 1t cannot be judged
that 1t is not in accordance with Art. 213. That stage is passed
when he promulgated his ordinance. That only 1nvests him
with the power to make the ordinance.

And rule 2clearly says, on promulgation, it becomes an
Act of the Legislature the Governor having given his consent.
Therefore, full legal effect is to be given to this clause. It means, on
promulgation of the Ordinance on 27th June, 1t has become alaw
on that date. The only course open thereafter is that it must be
introduced within 6 weeks from the re-assembly, 1t must be placed
on the table of this House; ¢nd it must be passed into law or re-
placed by an Act. Otherwise a Resolution may be passed dis-
approving of it in which case, it will lapse. But until it lapsed,
it has all force and attributes of a regular Act. Just asno Actof
the Legislature can be questioned on the grovnd of malafide when
all the Hon'ble Members passed it 1nto law, thisis also not open
to question on the ground that some motives, oblique motives,
prevailed either with the Council of Ministers who advised the
Governor or by the Governor issuing the Ordmance not acting
bonafide. They are all matters outside the scope of any judicial
scrutiny. Having regard to this provisio1 on promulgation, it
becomes an Act. That Is really the Constitutional position.
Therefore, on the second aspect, my answer is that the bonafides
of the Governor and the reasons which prompted him to issue
Ordinance is not a matter for discussion or debate after the issue
of the Ordinance either in a Court of law or 1n the proceedings of
this Hon’ble House, because it has the effect of an _Act Asl
have submitied, the Supreme Court has held twice in 1953 and
1959 and the latest In 1966 that no Act of Legislature can be ques~
tioned on the ground that it has some improper motives which
impelled the Legislators to bring in that measure. Therefore, the,
same immunity would apply having regard to the specific provi-
sions and it'has been specifically introduced only for that purpose
to make it immune from amy attack except on the grounds on
which an Act of the Legislature tself caa be impugned.
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Therfore, I submit on the second question also that the
Hon’ble Speaker had no jurisdiction to decide upon the bonafi-
des of the Governor because just as in the case of an ordinary
Act, after it is passed, certainly 1t womd not be open to say that
after an Act1s passed, it can be discussed in the proceedings
in the House, whether that Act was passed with oblique moti-
ves or bonafide motives. Similarly the same immunity would
extend to the Ordinance and it would not be open either for
any discussion here as to the bonafides of the Governor or as to
the validity of the Act on that ground nor could the Hon’ble
Speaker be invited to give a ruling on that aspect of the matter.
It 1s certainly open for the Hon’blo Members to canvass the
other Constitutional grounds before they pass it into law that
it is violative of some other provisions of the Constitution in
the sense 1t is outside the competenee of the Legislature and
therefore the Governor could not have issued the Ordinance. It
is certainly open for discussion then, but no ruling can be
given by the Hon’ble Speaker on that, Hon’ble Speaker is not
an authority. It is for the Legislators to consider and then :f the
majority feel thatit is not Constitutlonal in the sense that
it 1s outside the competence of the Legislature, they may
not pass it into law But it does not mean to say that thev can
go 1nto the question of bonafides of the Governor. Further, the
whole Constitution seheme 1s that the Governoris the head
of the State Executive and his conduct certainly would not be
a matter for discussion where the Constitution specifically
conferes on him a power for a specific purpose.
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Advocate General :- That is the Governor’s satisfaction.
The Hon’ble Members c¢an certainly say that the provislons of
this Bill are not intended to serve any public purpose and there-
fore they would not pass 1t - into law. That is always open
to them,
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Advoeate General - A Member is certainly entitled to say
while considering whether the Bills hould be passed into law and
that the purpose underlying the Bill is not bonafide. That 1s 2
different matter from saying the Ordinance 18 invalid on the ground
that the Governor has no bonafides in the matter. It is a point
of distinction. You can always attack a Bill as a Bill wi;hsmglaaa
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fide intention, Article 213 of the Constitution does not deal
with such situation. The simple point I am urging is the
Constitutional validity of the Ordinance on the ground...

Dr. T V. S. Chalapathi Rao:— You know, Sir and as the
Advocate General also knows there are two distinct aspects af
the functioning of the Governor. One is in pursnance of Article
161 where he exercises his powers purely on discretion. There it
1s not open even to the Courts to question his satisfaction. The
other aspect is Article 213 where he functions or acts distinctly
under the advice of the Council of Ministers. The Council of
Ministers’ actions are being challenged in Court of Law. Very
recently, the Forest Minister’s case was held by our High Court
Bench as malafide. Inthe Housing Board’s decision also .they
held it as malafide. Therofore, it is certain according to me to say
that the Governor’s rsatisfaction cannot be questioned when he
exercises his functions under Article 161, If he exercises his

powers as advised by the Council of Ministers, then can 1t not be
questioned ?

Advocate General :— The Housing Board case given by
the Hon’ble Member is on a diflerent footing altogether There

isno question of Council of Ministers giving the advice to
the Governor.

Dr. T. V. S. Chalapathi Rao:— Iam notat all saying that
there the Governor’s action is involved. On an anology I am
suying that the Governor in this case acted distinetly under the

Constitution under the advice of the Couacil of Ministers, There,
in two eases I have cited, the High Court held and observed
that the action of the Council of Ministers was malafide. Here
also virtually, actually and Constitutionally it is the act of the
Council of Ministers. When one Act of the Council of Ministers
can be questioned why the another act cannot be questioned ?

Advocate General :— So far as the Courts are concerned,
what advice the Council of Ministers gives to the Governor is
not g matier for judicial scrutiny ac all under Articie 163. Under
Article 163, it can never be canvassed in a Court that the Council
of Ministers have not given that advice or given that advice, etc.
Article 163 spepifically provides,,.. ‘“The 'question whether any,
and if so what, advice was tendeged by Ministers to the Governor
shall not be inquired into inany Cogrt.” That is why, the point
which I have been making is under Article 213, the immunity has
been granted by promulgation of the Ordinance and it will have
the same effect as an Act. After an Act is pessed, nobody can
question it on the ground that the Members of the Legislature
were impelled by eblique motives.to pass it or that thq(ioyﬁr
has acted on a wrong advice ip giving an assent fo it Similariy,
the point I am asking is if the Constitution says that the ’G%Yfm@r
can promulgate the Ordinance aad il booomes ap At dﬁe
Legislafure, the ‘sasne. iiannicy apglies toall Aot ¢
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Legislature. It cannot be questioned on the earlier groun :
tioned that under Article 213 he must have had saﬁsfacgo?egr
the Council of Ministers have given wrong advice or the circum-
stances were such that it was not necessary. Whether there was
necessity or not, 1t1s entirely a matter for subjective satisfac-
tion. What I have been submitting was that excepting in the
Bank Nationalisation case, the majority of the Supreme Court have
not expressed an_opinion and left the question open Even in
Federal Court, Privy Counciland the High Courts, so long as
the majority have not expressed an opmion, the dissenting Judge’s
opinion has the authority of Supreme Court ruling now. He
agreed with the other principles that 1ti1spurely a matter of
Subjective satisfaction. Therefore, having regard to the provisions
of Article 213, this Ordinance or the provisions thereafter,
before the Hon’ble Members consider whether it should be
passed into law or notcan go intothe question of Constitu-
tionality on the ground that 1t is either not in accordancc with
the Legislative competence of the State Legislature or there
is some other infringzment of any Constitutional safeguard or
protection giveon to somebody else and not on ground that
under Article 213, before the promulgation of the Ordinance,
it was all not bonifide and all that This is not on that ground.
Whea onee promulgated, it becomes an Act, as if both Houses
passed and the Governor assented to it. Full effeet must be given.
The logical consequenc of that must follow. That means it eannot
be qustioned on the gronnd that some obligative motives prevailed
on the authorities so promulgated the Qrdinance, or that the circu-
mstances were not such th .t a reasonable man could have lssued
the Ordinance. That 1s nota test. No objective test could apply.
Therefore on the 2nd question which has been referred to me, it1s
my submission.

Dr. T.V.S. Chalapati Rao:— Sir, on grounds of malafides?
Advocate General :- No, They cannot be questioned.

Dr T.V.S. Chalapati Rao :- They have been questioned
and they have been upheid.

Advocate General :- No. They Cannot be questioned.

Dr. T. V. S. Chalapati Rao:— The action of the Council of
Ministers can be qustioned in a ceurt of law on gsounds of male-
fides. What about the Forest Minister’s case? What about the
Housing Board’s case ?

i der
Advocate General:— Acts of a Minister in passing an ord
on a particular subject is always open to question But what advicc
they give to the Governor is not open 1o question.

Dr, T. V. S, Chalapati Rao:i— In this ease, the sgency of the
Governor is invoked because Art. 213 lays down ”;}bk‘ ;?"9“ ﬁgg"'
actually it is tfie act of the Council of Ministers. w&&t Ml.sm;gb 2
1am afraid, is not eorrectiy followed-or inferpre My
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ssion is there are rwo aspects, One aspeet is purely undiluted
naked action of the Council of Ministers. That is one and the
other 1s mal afide which is accepted- The Council of Ministers
have advised the Governor to acton their hehalf, Thisis the
case under idiscussion in this House now. Therefore if the Gove-
ronor has promulgated the Ordinanee using s diseretionary
powers, entirely what Advocate General says 1s correct. But when
he has exercised the power only on the advice of the Council of
Ministers how can thereby the immunity be enjoyed or conferred
by the Consuitution on that act of the Governor ?

Sr1 C. V. K. Rao — The circumstances that led the Governor
to promulgate the Ordiannce can be gone into. What are the circu-
mstanccs and what 1s the motive, when I can understand, yom
need not go into it. But the circumstanees under which he was
misled by the Council of Ministers could be gone into

Advocate General:— All the while T have been only stressing
that. The Borafides of the Governor in issuing the Ordinance,
the question of enquiry into the circumstances, the question whe-
ther circumstances would justify the Governor in 1ssuing an ordina-
nce are outside the pale of enquiry. before any authority, before
any House or before any court, having regard to the provisions of
Article 213, Firstly, there is entirely the subjective satisfaction and
he has to act, under the Constitution on the advice of the Council
of Ministers. Except under very rare circumstances where he wants
suspension of the Constitution in the State and every where else, he
has to act on the advice of the Council of Ministers. That is the
constitutional position. But, on the ground that the gounqﬂ of
Ministers have not advised him properly, the Governor’s action 1%
not open to challenge. It supports because under Art. 2131it
enjoys the immunity as if the Ordinance isan Act of the Legisla-
ture. The only course open to the Honourable House 1s mot to
pass itinto law if are is not satisfied with the merits of legi-
slation.

Dr. T. v, 8. Chalapati Rao:— We are not questioning the
objective satisfaction gf the Governor, We are only questioning
whether he had acted on the advice and aid of the Council t?f
Minister i. e., suo motu. <Can the Advocate General say that he
is satisfied in this case that the Governor has acted suo motu to
invoke the powers conferred on him under Asticle 213 of the Crixln-
stitution. He has not agcted suo motu. So.obvmusly he a.sk
acted on the other alternative i, e., on the advice of the Coun%x
of Ministers. How he is enjoying_immunity? 1 wanta specrfic
reply. Through you I am requesting.

Advocate General.~ When the Governor issues an  Ordinance
it is };]is satiéfaction.r That is whatl am stressm%hfﬁ t:éong
What advice was given to him and ,‘f’d“ what adviocet ﬁiﬁe& ¢
all equally enjoyed under the sime: mm%tyf They am% e
aspects 1eading (o the same ponclusion. They ase different aspoc
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of the same satisfaction. The satisfaction is grounded upon what
advice he received. When that satisfaction 1s immune from attack
and c;{n what grounds he exercised satisfaction is also immune from
attack.

Shri Konda Lakshman Bapuji:— Under Article 230 2y «if
before the expiration of that period the resolution disapproving it
is passed by the Legislative Assembly and agreed to by the Legisla-
tive Council™... in this Resolution, is there any bar in the House
if it also attacks on the motivation n passing that Ordinance
while approving the resolution. The wording of the Resolution if
it includ:s any attack on the motion, is it a bar under the Con-
stitution ?

Advocate General:— If it is a Resolution disapproving it 1s
passed...

Sri Konda Lakshman Bapuji:— Resolution of disapproval-
Even motivation can be attacked on the basis of the bad motiva-
tion. Is there any constitutional bar ? ‘

Advocate General :— A resolution may be passed disappro-
ving of the Ordinance. Then the Ordinance will lapse. But in
congidering whether it should be disapproved, the same thing
would apply again. It can be disapproved, but not om the
ground that the Governor 1n issuing the Ordinance, has not acted
bonafide. That is what Iam saying. Clause 2 says itis an Act
of the Legislature. Then the disapproval or refusal to pass into
law, is on the sume ground that they do not approve the measure.

Shri Konda Lakshman Bapuji :— Passing a bill is different
from disapproving the Ordinance. While passing a Resolution of
disapproval, is there any bar on the House to attack the
motivation ?

Advocate General:— Under the Constitution that will affect
clause (2) of Art. 209 and 213. 1 would only submit this. If ome
Ordirance can be attacked on this ground, every Act of the Legis-
lature would be open. But that is not the constitutional position.
Every Act of the Legislature can also be later questioned on the
ground that it is no: bonafide, that it is not passed by the Honoura-
ble members bonafide, and that they were all impelied by public
motives. Thatis a venue which would open the doors for attack-
which would infringe on the dignity and_prestige of this House.
Therefore the Constitution provides subjective satisfaction. When
once that premises can be conceded, and that i3 subjective, then
the only disapproval or refusal to pass it into law may be om that
ground but other than the ground that the Gavernox was not
acting bonafide or the gircamstances were such that he eduld not
have exercised, they are outside the pale of enquiry later.

Sri C. V. K Rao :— One clarification Sir. Asto how the
Governor satistied hime ¢lf 1o issue 2 Ordivance, cansol be gone
into. Can the Hon. Bx. Officis Member explain the. Wﬁ?g %
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to how the House is to satisfy itself in disapproving of that, how
can any fetter be put on that, and how can a limitation be put?
Under what circumstances alone, we can satisfy ourselves to dis-
approve the act of issuing an Ordinance by the Governor? So,
when once it goes to another body, the first thing that happens is,
the Governor issues an Ordinance satisfying himself. Then the
House can go into 1t not satisfying 1tself that the Governor is satis-
fied in a proper way. Therefore, the provision is very wide. No

line can be drawn.  How 1s the ex-officio Member going to
clarify on this?

cs-gé'. 8. 2. AT, ok 1 — wgE, 923533 girg JaHiH
o8 Hodd KKy Hms BRI YIS okTed. T ASH® DEED

3595808, Can he reject the advice of the Council of Ministers»

which involves some peril. no doubt. It is opento hym. Simi-
larly here, whenthe Council of Mimsters has approached the
Governor in the first instance for promulgation of the ordirance
under Art, 213 and if he wants to nvole the Article, as the Advo-
cate General has pointed out, he has to rely on Art. 174 to pro-
rogue one of the Houses becauss summons were 1ssued to one
House. Supposing he is not satisfied.as T read out from the Privy
Council Report, the Constitution must be interpreted 1n the
widest interests of the people and the State. Has the Governor
examined it from that point ot view and thoughr it necessary to re-
ject the advice? Supposing he has rejected the alvice, then it
means his action can be questioned as malafide,

Advocate General :— T was trying to explain the constitu-
tional position. But the position appears to be thatin so far as
Art. (2) of 213 provides, that Ordinance becomes law on the
date of 1ssuance: it becomes an act of the Legislature on the date
of issuance; the only question then remains is whether it should 1‘:3
passed into Jaw, whether the Bill that is placed on the table of t &
House should be passed into law. Now, two questions will ardxgae.
whether in considering the merits of this legislation, the vahdity
of the ordinance can be questioned or whether the hon. Members
are only entitled to consider whether having regard to the circyms-
tances of the case the Bill has to be passed into law or not.
These two aspects may be separately treated. The first onenxs
whether the Governor had the satisfaction whether he has re;_ z
acted bonafeid in issuing the ordinance. This i§ one aspec;w we
the Coastitution saves from attack, by providing that the or mingn
becomes an act on promulgation, ’@e} ordinance becomes an afibed
promulgation and continues io ﬁ%‘x tid till the time I?re'scl ibed
here (in the Constitution), Itjlhﬁét be replaced or the hteg::«z e?u ure
can pass,a resolution disapproving the ordinance. gé:t t tehgxmcrits
for disappraval of the same will have to be restrict dto o merlts
of th legislation. They may say that circumsiances do tég imt' -
ant It and thas is the onty ground, but not on the groun é} - the
‘Governor’s satisfaction was not proerly givem. Thatis the poin
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which T have been stressing. That stage does not arise after the
promulgation of the ordinance. Even in courts, it has been con-
sidered that 1t is purely subjective and that subjective satisfaction
cannot be put to tests. So far as that aspect is cbncerned, it is
not open to question. Now, after the ordinance becomes a law
the legislative jurisdiction is to disapprove the same or to pass it
intolaw. or when the Bill is introdused it can reject it. In
considering it, only the merits of legislation will come for consi-
leration and not that the ordinance originally promulgated is bo-
nafide or not is not a matter for enquiry, because it is already on
the Statute Book by virtue of this specific provision; the Consti-
tution specifically provides by way of legal fiction that the ordi-
nance promulgated is an act of the Legislature, that is, the Legisla-
ture has passed it. How can the Legislature extend that fiction to
its logical limits? If the fiction is accepted that the Legislature
has passed it, how can the Legislature consider whether it was
promulgated bonafide or not.

@) 2 oXy¥) 1 Hhypl 2:9235"3& 35 6 Tow od 3.
B Foes’c oSty 38 $wore ¢irdospad. o wRssy s2h Too
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Advocate General ,- ] have been trying only to maintain
this distinction.
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Advocate Generar— These two things must be kept in mind
separately. First is whether the disapproval of the ordinance can
be on the ground it was not 1ssued in accordance with Art. 213;
that is the only point which you are concerned with at this stage;
it 15 not constiturionally valid to say that the Governor did not
exercise his satisfaction bonafide or circumstances were such
that no reasorable person would have felt the necessity for issu-
ing an ordinance. Therefore. there are two grounds. The one
ground that the 1ssue of ordinance was uncorstitutional — that 1
have been submitting all through, is one question which 1s not
open to question in-this House.

Secondly, the Legislature can always say for disapproving the
ordinance, *in our opinion this ordinance should not have been
passed‘. That is a different matter altogether It s for the hon.
Memers to say, ‘in our opinion this Bill should not be passed
into law’ whatever the reason, ‘and we think the cireumstances
did not demand in this particular case the issue of ordirance
dealing with a particular subject matter* but not on the ground
that the ordinance was issued in violation of Art. 213 of the
constitution and on the ground that the Governor did not exercise
has satisfaction bona fide or that the circnmstances were such that
he eould not have issued the ordinance. That is the point of
distinction I want to make- When you.consider, you will natu-
rally go mto the question, whether the circumstances justify the
introduction of the legislative measure like that. There you can
question the motives or the motives of anybody on which I cannot
say now. On that I am not really asked to say anything.

Sri C. V. K. Rao:— If the Governor cannot go beyond the
provisions of Art. 213, when he contemplates issue of the ordi-
nance it should be within the four corners of that particular provli-
sion. And while that is so, when one House is prorogued, which
is that House to be prorogned ? Should that be the Legislative
Assembly or the Legislative Council? 1 would request the Advo-
cate General to bestow his attention on this. 1f one House is to
be prorogued, should it not be the Assembly, pot to be in session?
If two Houses are there, I feel it should be Legislative Assembly
and not the Legislative Council; because when it is only one
House it is the Legislative Assembly that has to be prorogued, and
if there are two Houses, Legislative Assembly and Legislative
Council, it is the Legislative Assembly that should notbe in
session. when the Governor can promuigate an ordinance.

Dr. T. V. S. Chalapathi Rao:— Wether on the advice of the
Council of Ministerdor otherwise, the Governor is competent
under the Copstitatien to dissolve the Assembly and never the
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'ouncil. Whether it _is explicitly said in the relevant article or
ot, is it proper that™ he should prorogue the House which he is
ot competent to dissolve. That aspect also must be considered.
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Joes itfit in with the constitutionl powers conferred on the
Sovernor and the Council of Ministers.

Advocate General-— I have been stressing all along and I have
been trying to explain the constitutional and legal position. In
terms of Article 213 of the Constitution, whatever advice the
Council of Ministers might give, it is entirely for the Governor to
get satisfied, and once he feels that he is satisfied, that there are
ciicumstances under which he finds that the Houses are in session
and one of them ought to be prorogued to enable him to issue the
ordinance, he can exercise the power There is nothing unconsti-
tutionai aboutit. Y am not talking about proprieties which I am
not called upon to say

So far as the legal position is concerned, Sir, the Constitution
does not impose any fetter cn the Government either in the matter
of dissolving the Assembly, in the matter of prorogation of the
Assembly or the Council orin the matter of issue of thc ordina-
nce, Therefore, so far as the legal and constitutional position is
concerned, his power is unfettered and there are no limitations
and constitutionally it cannot be characterised as invalid. That 1s
the legal position.

About the proprieties of it, it is for the hon, Members to
consider, So far as the legal position is concerned, I am definite
that what the Governor has done is constitutionally valid. You
can conceive of an ordinance gven one day before. Thave got a
judgment dcaling with the ordinance creating the Ongole
District, Here again, a few days before the Assembly was to
meet, an ordinance was issued and the Court while upholding the
validity observed that constitutionally the Governor has got no
doubt the autpority and jyrisdiction to prorogue any of the Houses
at any time. He has, therefore the authority unless the Constita-
tion imposses a limitation. The whole point is, at the time this
hon, House considers the ordinance for the purpose of
either making it into law or otherwise, it can be gone into
on the merits of the legisiation or the hon. Members could
express the view that it should not have been issued having regard.
to the circumstances of the case but on the ground » That is one
point which the hon. Members may Kindly note - fhat the issac of
the ordinance was unconstitutional becstise the Governor did mot
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prorogue both the Houses or because the Governor did not issue
the ordinance just a few days before the Assembly was to meet or
on other grounds which impinges upon the bona fides or the action.
The giound lhat the ordinance is unconstitutional, being not m
accordance with Article 213, 1s not a matter for discussion or

debate either in the proceedings of thishon. House or before any
court of law. That 1s the legal position.

1 am much obl ged to the hon. memrbers for the patience
with which they hca:d me.
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Advocate General .— I am obliged. I forgot. Article 199
of the Constitution is there. Article 196 provides for initiation or
origination of the Bill in either House, unless there 1s something
in the Constitution which compels the introduction of any Bill 1n
the Heuse which is prorogued. There is no Constitutional Limita-
tion on either House considering the matter, whichever my meet.
It may be originated in either House. Article 196 15 very clear on
that point.

Dr. T. V. S. Chalapathi Rao :-~On four issues, the Advocate
Genaral must be hcard by the House. One of the four is about
the propriety involved in proroguing the Council two days after
issuing summens to this House and ulso the promulgation of an
ordinance the very next day.

Mr. Speaker :— So far as propriety is concerned, it is not
proper for the Advocate General to express any opinion.

Dr. T. V. 8. Cl alapathi Rao :~ I agree with you.

Mr. Speaker :— He can only express hisopinion on the
legal or constitutionnl points.

Dr. T. V. S. Chalapathi Rao :— When the question of ad-
journment motion was discussed today morning, we referred to
Article 213(a)of the Constitution under which prior sanction of the
President was called for. You said Municipal Administration was
in the State List and we kept quist. Ja 1965 & similar Bill was seat
to the President for previous sanction.
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Mr, Spcaker :— Whatever might have been done in the past,
the question now 18 whether this Bill requires the previous consent
of the President. If under any of the provisions of the
Constitution or any 12w which 1s in forcs, the previous sanction
of the President is necessary for this Bill, then you can say, pre-
vious sanction has not been obtained and that it 1s not proper for
the Government to come forward with this Bill Tam not going
into that aspect. 1am only asking whether this Bill requires the
previous sanction of the President.

Dr. T. V. 8. Chalapatht Rao :—On that point, the Advocate
General may be requested to clanfy the posituon, because clause
(2) of Article 213 is very clear.

Mr Speaker :— Plcase show that under any provisions of
the Constitution, this requires the consent of the President. If
you satisfy me on this point. I will stiaight away refuse permission
for the introduction of this Bill.

Dr. T. V. 8. Chalapath: Rao :—~ That we will do atthe
appropriate time,

Mr. Speaker ;— In the case of all Bills which involve finan-
ces, the Governor ought to give permission or sanction If there
18 no such certificate, straightaway I won’t admit it. TIn this case
also, if you say that the <anction of the President is necessary,
please quote the law or provisi n on which yon are relying,

Dr. T. V. 8. Chalanath1 Rao:— May I read Article 2137
I shall read the proviso which says: “Provided that the Governor
shall not, without instruciions from the President, promulgate any
such ordinance...

Mr. Speaker :— Please specifically refer to cases where the
consent of the President is essential. In this case, 1s the consent
of the President essential ? That something was done, and whe-
ther they did rightly or wrongly, is a different matter. In this
particular case, you refer to clause (a) wherein it is stated that if
a particular Bill requires the sanction of the President, then the
Government should before coming forward with that Bill, obtain
consent of the President. Is this one where the sanction of the
President is necessary ?

Dr. T. V. S. Chalapathi Rao :— I submit, it is necessary.
Mr. Speaker i~ Under what provision?

Dr. T. V. S. Chalapathi Rao :— In view of the previous
practice.

) Mr. Speaker ;— That I am not prepared to consider. Suppo-
sing, they had done a wrong thing.

Dr. T.V.S. Chalapathi Rao:— May I know whether the
hon. Speaker is going to aoeept that?
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Mr. Speaker :— Convinge me that there is some provision
under the rules under which this requires the sanction of the Pre-
sident, Otherwise, I am not prepared to accept; I am sorry.

Dr. T. V. S. Chalapathi Rao:— I a ting Bill 5
and also of 1966. P m quoting Bill 6 of 196

Mr. Speaker i— Supposing, I committed some mistake in
1965, should I continue that mistake? Unless 1 go through the
whole thing, 1 am not prepared to accept.

' Dr. T. V. 8. Chalapathi Rao *— If you are prepared to hold
it as a mistake, I have no quarrel.

Mr. Speaker:~ I do not like to enter into discussion on
this matter. 1 am not prepared to give my views whether the
Government comitted a mistake on the previous occasion uniess I
have the full facts of the case I do not have the fullfacts of the
case or all the circumstances under which the Government acted

Dr. T. V, §. Chalapathi Reo i— I am reading the gazette of

’éhe ?Andhra Pradesh Government. Is it nota valid document,
ir

Dr. T. V. 8. Chalapathi Rao :— Is the Andhra Pradesh
Gazette not an authoritative and valid document?

Mr. Speaker :— I am sorry. Papers to be laid on the table
of the House. Mr. Chenchu Rama Naidu, will begin...

Dr. T. V. S. Chalapathi Rao :— To whom should we appro-
ach, Sir. You ure the guardian of the Constitution and you
have to protect our rights and privileges. Whom else can we
approach, Sir.

. Mr. Speéker :— Only because I wanted to safeguard your
rights, 1 summoned the Advocate-General, and we heard his
opinion in the House.

(As discussion between Dr. T. V.S. Chalapath1 Rao and
Hon. Specaker was going on, Sri N.Chenchu Rama Naidu was
reading out).

Sri P. Narsing Rao :— The Speaker ts o1 his legs, and
the Minister does not yield. We take strong objection to this
Sir.

Mr. Speaker ;— Have, patience for a few more minutes,
Mt. Chenchu Rama Naidu.
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Mr. Spcaker :— The issue is very clear. The one issue
is under Article 213 (2) (a), if a particular matter, namely, a
Bill, requires the previous sanctien of the President even
before the introduction of the Bill, the Government should
obtain the previous asseat of the President. The question here
is whether 1n this particular case the previovs sanction of the
President is at all necessary, You quote any provision "of law
or rule under which the previous sanction of the President is
pecessary. Then I am prepared to refuse permission. You are
not able to do that.

Dr T. V. S. Chalapathi Rao :— I am quoting Art. 213 CL.
(a) and also the previous practice. If these two are not going
to satisfy the Hon. Speaker, which other law or authority
should I quote to satisfy the Speaker?

Mr. Speaker :(— Why should I act upon a certain thing
which happened under different circumstances? It 1s verv
clear that this matter does not require the sanction of
the President. When that is so, why should I ask whether the
sanction of the President is obtained or not?

@ o 8. 9. 35, $0$80) .- Bank ordinance 28 Supreme
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Mr. Speaker :— I am sorry. Kindly excuse me. I very
much regret I am not prepared to agree with your view.
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Mr. Speaker :— I have already given my ruling that the
Bill does not reguire the previous sanction of the President.
As such it is perfectly in order. That is my ruling.

G & ofy®) 1 © Powof & FMyod. Main  objection
D8 0P & TES B 0Hws® ok crdFor Pass TAT wdIhy
So SySore Bes o Paper place ToHsedsd Dmg T Objection.
©d Pending &° aodre So|dreth YehH&HeD e

Mr. Speaker :— Yesterday itself, I expressed opinion that
1 am clear in my mind that there is absolutely no illegality or
unconstitutionality about this. The second thing is, the Spea-
ker is not competent to give any ruling with regard to the
action of the Qovernor outside the House. I have already given
my ruling in the beginning itself. The Advocate.General who
argued this morning has simply substantiated my raling, What
other ruling do you want me to give, Mr. Latchanna?
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it Mr. Speaker *— 1 have already given my ruling yesterday
itself.
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Mr. Speaker ;— I never said that the previous action of the
Government was wrong or any such thing What I card was,
suppose they committed a mistake—you hav not heard ms correct-
ly—even 1f they have committed a mistake, 1 am not prepared to
follow that mistake. I never said that they committed a mistake
and I also stated that I am not aware of the full facts under which
that previons sanction of the President was o»fained.
D $0Rod” Jret Boaks Tl & epdrcho THT Mowds.

Conventions ought to be followed by any Legislature, but plcase
take note that no convention can override any law in foree. No
decision of any High Court can override any law which is in force.
It is only 1n the absence of any specific ‘provision of law that we
follow conventions, but the conventions cannot have the force of
law, Yam very clear i my mind. [Iam prepared to follow
conventions.

Sri K. Atchuta Reddy :(— As you know, Sir, in the absence
of any clear provision of law, conventions have the same force
of law.

Mr, Spesker:— That is what I am saying.
Sri XK. Atchuyta Reddy :— There is no provision that this

s

should 2o t6-4he Predident. It Bas been the practice im the previ-
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ous years that this {egislation had been referred to the Prerident.
That was a convention and that must be followed.

St K. Brahmananda Reddy - You are under a misapprebension.
When a Bill is passed and there are certain provisions regarding
land - acquisition etc which enter the concurrent list also, Pre-
sident’s prior assent bocomes necessary. But here, this 1s a pure
and simple amendment Bill which 1s limited to the appointment
of a Special Officer; and this has nothing to do with the President
or require his previous sanction. We are not encroaching upon the
concurrent list. Therefore, the sanction of the President which
was obtained for the principal Act relating to hundreds of
provisions where some provisions require the asseal of the
President has no relevance at all to the present Bill.

Mr. Speaker:—As I said, we do not have the full facts before
us, as to what happened at that time.

Dr T. V.S. Chalapathi Rao:— If what the Chief Minister
says is taken as correct, under the Municipalities Act there was
never a provision giving power to the Government to supersede
the Municipality. The Act does notgive them this extraordinary
power If the Chief Minister says tlat it was a comprehensive
Bill and so 1t was referred and this is only a small amending Bill
and need not therefore be referred to the President, thereis abso-
lutely no force in what he says And if you want us to quote the
provision of law, what else can we quote, Sir, except the relevant
Article of the Constitution and the previous practlice obtaining
wh}er{ the previous enactmenis were made relating to the Munici-
rairties

Mr. Speaker:— During the course of discussion on the bill,
you can refer to these points.
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PAPERS LAID ON THE TABLE

The Hyderabad Municipal Corporation (Amendment)
Ordinance 1970.

Minister for Municipal Administration (Sri N. Chenchu-
rama Naidu) :— I beg to lay on the Table a copy of the Hydera-
bad Municipal Corporation (Amendment) Ordinance, 1970.
(Andhra Piadesh Ordinance No. 2 of 1970) promulgated by the
Governor of Andhra Pradesh and published 1n the Andhra Pradesh
Gazette Part IV-B Extra ordinary on the 27th June 1970 as required
by Article 213 (2) (a) of the Constitution of India.

_ The Andhra Pradesh Gram Panchayat and Panchayat Sami-
this and Zilla Parishads Acts (Amendment) Ordinance 1970.

Minister for Panchayati Raj (Sri Thota Ramaswamny) :—
1 beg to lay on the Table a copy of of the Andhra Pradesh Gram
Panchayat and Panchayat Samithis and Zilla Parishads Acts
(Amendment) Ordinance, 1970 \ Andhra Pradesh Ordinance No. 3
of 1970). published as No. 13, Part IV-B, Gazette Extraordinary
dated 11 th July 1970 as required under Article 213 (2) (a) of the

Constitution.
Mr. Speaker :(— Papers laid.

GOVERNMENT BILLS
THE ANDHRA PRADESH GRAM PANCHAYATS AND PANCHYAT
SAMITHIS AND ZILLA PARISHADS ACTS (AMENDMENT) Birr, 1970-

Sri Thota Ramaswamy ;— I beg to move:

“ That leave be granted to introduce the Andhra Pradesh
Gram Panchayats and Panchayat Samithis and Zilla Parishads Acts
(Amendment) Bill. 1970,”

Mr. Speakef :— Motion moved.

Sri C. V. K. Rao:—Let the Minister explain the circumstances
and objects.

Mr. Speaker :— It is osly for leave to intreduce.
{Pause)
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The question is -

““ That leave be granted to introduce the Andhra Pradesh
Gram Panchayats and Panchayat Samithis and Zilla Parishads Acts
(Amendment) Bill, 1970.”

The motion was adopted
THE ANDHRA PRADESH RICKSHAW DRIVERS LICENCE FEE
(AsoriTION) BiLL, 1970,
Mmister for Home (Sr1 J. Vengala Rao) :— I beg to move :

“That leave be granted 1o introduce the Andhra Pradesh
Rickshaw Drivers Licence Fee (Abolition) Bill, 1970 >’

Mr. Speaker :— Motion moved.

Sri C. V. K. Rao :— Under Rule 102 I can ask the Minister
to explain the position. Oa the floor of the House, both the
Chief Minister and Home Minster have been assuring the House
that they will provide the licences...

Mr. Speaker :— This is only for publication...

Sri C. V. K. Rao;~—They are presenting truncated bills, Why
not they cxplain?
(Pause)
Mr. Speaker ;—— The question is:

“That leave be granted to introduce the Andhra Pradesh
Rickshaw Drivers Licence Fee (Abolition) Bill, 1970.”

The motion was adopted.

PRESENTATION OF SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATES OF EXPENDITURE
For 1970—71.

Minister for Finance (8ri K. Vijaya Bhaskara Reddy )—
I am to present to the House the statement showing the Supple-
mentary Estimates of EXpenditure for 1970—71.

Mr. Speaker :— The Supplementary Estimates of Expendi-
ture for 1970—71 are before the House.
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Dr. T. V. 8. Chalapathi Rao :— Will you please read out
the Presidential Order and its provisions. wz¥ .ov)s’Szv&BuéS
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850 =0 a;s'ooaS Tﬁma’g‘&: Where is the lmut for these things

and what is the protection for our rights? You have given
direction. &% 0K gmed........

Mr. Speaker ;— I am to announce to the House that the
time and date fixed for receipt of cut motions to the Supple-
mentary Estimates of Expenditure is 3 p. m. on Thursday,
the 23rd July 1970.
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rest of the State shall be shown m separate columns for facility
of reference and conmsideration...
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Mr. Speaker :— I shall refer to the records what direc-
tion has been given by me. If my direction has not been implemen-
ted 1shall ask the Finance Minister about it before discu-
ssion starts.

(22 oSy 10— B Sidowd A%rof,s rEegysy oF)
20l58% Sopodod ne LTS T rooSEET?

Mr. Speaker :- There is nobody from the Panel of Chair-
man in the House, I am, therefore, adjourning the House.

11-48 a. m, The House then adjourned il fifty five
mmntes past Eleven of the Clock.

(The House reassembled after short recess at 11-55 a. m.)
(Mr. Speaker:— In the Chair.)
GOVERNMENT BILL
THE HYDPERABAD MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

(AMENDMENT) BILL 1970,

Mr. Speakeri— The hon. Minister for Municipal Administ-
ration will please move the Motion for the first reading of the
Hyderabed Municipal Corporation {(Amendment) Bill, 1970.

Sri K. Achuta Reddy:— Mr. Speaker, Sir. I am referring to
yesterday's sgenda. Yezterda , it was gtatedt_n the Agenda that
the Minister for Municipal Administration will move for leave
to mtroduce the Hyderabad Municipal Corporation (Amendmenltg
Bill, 1970. That has not been wmoved. So, naturally 1t shou_d
find place in today’s agenda. But instead of that, it is now sai
that the Minister for Municipal Administration will move that the

Hyderabad Municlpal Corporatisn {Amendment) Bill, 1970, be
read a firat time." e

Mr. Speaker:i— First, ofcbuyse, Teave is given by the Houss
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Hyderabad Municipal Corporation (Amendment) Bill, 1970 to
replace the relevant Ordinance.

Sr1 K. Achuta Reddy:— Leave to introduce the Bill in the
House.

) qu. Speaker:— In the sense that permission is given. That
is all.

Sri K. Achuta Reddy:— That has not been told to us.

Mr. Speaker:i— That is not necessary at all. When once I
have given permission under Rule 103, it won’t be mnecessary.
That becomes superfluous

Sri K. Achuia Reddy:— Under what circumstances and
background the Bill is coming, must be placed before the Table
of the House, before leave 1s granted.

Mr. Speaker:— Leave has now been granted, not by the
House, but by the Speaker.

Sri K. Achuta Reddy:— What act should be done first,
should not be postponed.

Mr. Speaker— When the first reading is taken up, the Mini-
ster can give the reasons.

Sri K. Achuta Reddy:— At least before the first reading is
taken up, the basis for thls Bill should be stated.

Mr. Speaker:— I will ask the Minister to give the reosons.
If you insist on the formality, I will ask him to move for leave
to introduce the Bill. Under rule 103, I permitted the Govern-
ment to get the Bill published, beeause thereis no time  Yester-
day, if I had not given permission, today only after the leave 1s
granted, they could get the Bill published. Because I wanted
the Bill to be published sufficiently in advance 8o that that may
be circulated to the he Members, I permitted. Still, if you wantI
will ask the Minister to move for leave to introduce the Bill. It is
only a formality.

Now, we are not doing any thing. We will straight away often
refer it to the Regional Committee. Actually when the Bill is
received back from the Regional Committee, the regular discu-
ssion will start by which time we expect the Government to
circulate the copies of the report of the Lokanadham Committee
to all the members. It may take some time.

. _Sri K. Achuta Reddy;— The Regional Committee procedure

is like this, The Bill is referred to onal Commitieq, |

ggmel Committes, aftér givinga carchal comsideration to the
1

»_sends some amendnients aud othier ‘tm?a. That is the final
word of thevkbgi;ﬁm%* '& Wikt hot be again refetred to
{ :f‘s. hﬂ;‘q, . Hred

. the Regional Con
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to the Regional Committee. Before it is referred to the Regional
Committee it should have a thorough discussion here.

Mr. Speaker-— Very good. I do not mind.

Sri K. Achuta Reddy— That is why before it 1s thoroughly
discussed. we want to know the basis for the Bull.

Mr. Speaker:— There can be only one discussion- either now
or after the Bill js received back from Regional Committee.

& @ OSySy 1 2ts DS cvery2h ol §d\S uS OF %900
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Mr. Speakeri— It will be circulated.

Sri K, Achuta Reddy:— After the Bill is returned from the
Regional Committee, 1f there is any amendment, if there is change,
it can also be rediscussed here.

Mr. Speakeri— No, no. It is better to have a full dressed
debate afier the Bill is received from the Regional Commttee, for
one day or two days, according to the necessity.

Sri K. Achuta Reddy.— Before it is sent to tne Regional
Commuttee it must be discussed thoroughly. After it s sent there
1t will not be sent again after any amendments are passed here.
There is no scope for the Regionai Committee to consider the
amendments,

Mr. Speaker:— Whatever it may be, members of the Regional
Committee arc all members of the Assembly. . Even after receipt
from the Regional Committee, still if they want to suggest some
amendments, they are at liberty to move the amendments here.

Sri K. Achuta Reddy:—Other wise, it will remain a formality.

Mr. Speaker:— I did not say it is a formal thing. Itis for the
Regional Committee to discuss the whole thing and send it back
to the Assembly.

Sri XK. Achuta Reddy:— The Regional Committee must have
2 scope to discuss if there is any new element introduced in this
Bill; 80 it must be thoroughly discussed here after réturn from
the Regional Committee. hould

Mr. Speaker:— It is for you t0 decide whether you shou
have a disgussion now or aftez it is received from the Regional
Committee. The general practice has been to have a fuil d:spw
ssion only after it is received from the Regional Cemmxtffv&e~

Sti K. Achuta Reddy:— If any new thing is intrqdueel here
‘after return from the Regional Committee, where is the W for
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the Regional Committee to consider ? My request 13 that the
Regronal Committee should not be treated as a mere formalty.

Mr. Speaker:— I agree, there is no scope again to refer it to
the Regional Committee, a seconn time. Supposing even after
full discussion. you refer it to the Regionai Committee and after
it 1s received from the Regional Committee still some points may
be raised by.the Members afterwards. Wil it be then possible to
refer 1t again to the Regional Committee ?

Sri K, Atchuta Reddy'— In the final shape it must go to the
Regional Committee. That is the intention of referring 1t to the
Regional Commuttee.

Mr. Speaker:— Ultimately, after it is passed by the Regional
Committec it should come before the House and if any new

amendnients are made, it should go again to the Regional Commi-
ttee; 1s it what you say ?

Sri K. Atchuta Reddy:— Yes. Otherwise what is the good ?

Mr, Speaker:— 1 am sorry 1 cannot agree with that position.
Under the rules 1t is porvided the it should be referred to the
Regronal Committee only once i, €, after the first reading 1s over.
After it 1s received from the Regional Committee, the House shall
consider...

Sri K. Atchuta Reddy:— To minumise the scope, I would
request that first it should be thoroughly discussed here,

Mr. Speaker:— I do not mind having a thorough discussion
even now or after it is received back from the Regional Commi-
tiee. Only once you have a full discussion in which a number of
members will have an opportunity of participating. There cannot
be two general discussions. If you want to have one general
discussion now itself, I do not mind.

Sri Atchuta Reddy: Before we proceed, we must have the
Report of the Lokanathan Committee,

M, Speaker:— Let the Minister supply when the discussion
is going on.
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We must understand correctly and let the Minister explain
the substance and summary of the Lokanathnn Commuitte. if he is

not immediately in a position to circulate the copies. &2 S0
b 858 TY; Tl pigEsindor et

Mr. Speaker'—It is for you to agree to one of the conditions.
If you agree for referring it to the Regional Committee and have,
general discussion after consideration by the Regional Committee
by that time you would have the copies of the Lokanathan Commi-
ttee. If you want to have the general discussion now itself, it
takes some time for the Government to circulate copies of Loka-
nathan Committee. (The Speaker after consultation with the
Secretary, Legislature said that the copies would be circulated
now 1tself).

" Sri Manik Rao:— Sir, there are charges against the Municipal
Corporation members who are elected representatives. I want
to know the procedure before we proceed. If you make charges
against the elected representatives of the Corporation or any ndi-
viduai, you have to give a-chance to them to defend. Mr. Loka-
nathan has given a report against the Corporation. Let the report
be given to the Corporation members, they must know what is it
that they have done during this period. The Government has
taken an indifferent attitude n passing this ordinance and they
are doing all this by force. Is this the proper way? This spcial
report submitted by Lokanathan must be given to the members of
Corporation who are the elected representatives because charges
are made against them and they must know. The Government
have not given copies of the Report even to-day.

Mr. Speakeri— As far as members of the Corporation are
concerned, it is not my responsibility to se¢ that copies of the
report are sent to them,

Sri M. Manik Rao:— Sir, they are elected representatives.

Mr. Speaker.— It is my responsibility to see that'copies of the
report are supplied only to the members of this House. I cannot
direct the Government to supply copies to some others.

Sri M. Manik Rao:— I am asking the Government for infor-
mation. Suppose I make ‘allegations against anybady, T must
give a chance to that person to defend’ I am asking the Minister
whether they have given copies to the Corporation members or the
Mayor to give them an opportunity to defend against the charges

made.

Sri N. Chenchurama Naidu — We will supply copies to the
members by this evening,

Mr. Speaker:— Membezs of the Corporation?
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Sri M. Manik Rao:— Copies of the Report have not been

supplied-to the members of the Corporation. The-allegations are
against those members,

Mr. Speaker :— How I am concerned ?

Sr1 M. Manik Rao i— But we are concerned. The Govern-
ment 1s making charges against the elected representatives;

Mr Speaker :— What is it you want me do?
Sri M. Manik Rao :— This is a wrong thing to do’

Mr. Speaker :— If you think 1t 13 & wrong thing and it is
not the proper thing, throw 1t out.

Sri M. Manik Rao :— With a malafide intention they have
done it.

Mr. Speaker .— You can say so in the general discussion.

Sr1 M. Manik Rao :— Before moving the Bill I wantto
know it.

Sri N. Chenchurama Naidu :— Sir, I beg to move :

That the Hyderabad Municipal Corporation (Amendment)
Bill, 1970 be read a first time.”

Mr. Speaker :— Motion moved.
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Bmy%. HSHTTEwRs Se(Bo B GEfaE! @, This is an extra-
ordinary procedure the Government is following  Bither the MI-
nister must explain or we must be given time. if we want to speak
exhaustivelyand if I am asked to oppose it on what ground should
we oppose it. Where is the time left for us to study a report of
280 pages, not one or two pages, Evenat the rate of 1 minute a
page, 1t will take 280 minutes. So kindly adjourn the general
debate on this.

off aft faae i - @@ WA ag § 6 e
¥z % wgan 97 AT wfieve SO 81 &1 SRe
qr aft | § ¥ wa 9T { @R ‘

Mr. Speaker :— That T do not know. (Tothe Minister)
As per the psovisians of ths Corporation Act, is-it n@t compulsory.






Government Bill : 220d Jul
The Hyderabad Municipal Corporation uly, 1970. 102
(Amendment) Bill, 1970.

for the Government to get all the copies of this Renort circulated
tokthe members of the Corporation? — That is wlliat Mr. Pitti 1s
asking.

_ Sri N. Chenchurama Naidu:— It is not binding, Sir. We
will give copy to the Mayor; for other councillors it is not
obligotory on the part of the Government to give copies to all
members of the Corporation.
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Mr. Speaker:— Kindly do not side—tract the issue. You
can speak about this matter during the course of general discus-
sion.

Dr. T. V. S. Chalapathi Rao:— g3%-8 35«2‘9258 Broe
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#ce.  an opportunity to explain their case on this Report.

Mr. Speaker :— There is no point 1n raising the issue as to
whether it is compuslory under the law, i e., the Corporation
Act to supply copies of the Report to the members or the Corpo-
ration.

Dr. T V. S. Chalapathi Rao :— They are not following the
provisions of the Act. Had they been following, they would have
notified elections as early as March. If ;they are respecting the
provisions of the Act I can understand. But they are trampling
down the Act arbitrarily and in an undemocratic manner.

Mr. Speaker:— What1 am saying is —the Government
according to you have done a wrong thing; they should have noti-
fied in the Gazette for elections following the procedure !nstead
of their coming forward with the Bill to replace the Ordinance,
All this may be irregular and wrong; you can certainly refer to it
In general discussion.

Now the point whether the copies of this Report should be
supplied to the Members of the Corporation. They say it is ne-
cessary when serious allegations have been made against the Cor-
poration in General, that is the Members of the Corporation,
should not copies of that Report be circulated to the Members, to
give their explanation. That is exactly what they are asking. The
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Minister says there is no such obligation on the part of the Go-
vernment under the law to supply the copies of the Report to the
Councillors but only to the Mayor.

Dr. T. V. 8. Chalapathi Rao — May-I know under what
Provision of the Corporation Act the Government deemed it necess-
ary to appoint Sri Lokhanatham?

Mr. Speaker ;— Kindly have the patience. I am sorry I do
allow anybody on this, Now the question is whether a copy of
the Report has atleast been supplied to the Mayor of the Corpora-
tion. Has it been done?

Sri N, Chenchurama Naida i— We have sent only one to the
Mayor.

Sri M. Manik Rao :— Our information 1s even today, even
to this hour of 12 ~20, thay have not supplied.

Mr, Speaker i— The members’ allegation is that even the
Mayor hes not been supplied.

Sri N. Chenchurama Naidu :— It is a mistake Sir. _They
are circulating it to-day Sir. So far they have not. There is no
need to give any notice to the Corporation because we are not
going to dissolve it or supercede it, We are going to appointa
Special Officer on the 3rd August, There is no need to give any
natice to the Corporation.

Sri P. Narasinga Rao :— Under which Provision, you have
sppointed the Special Officer. Please cite it.

Sri N. Chenchurama Naidu ;— On the strength of the Ordi-
nance, we are appointing the Special Officer, Under Section
676. Under this Section we have appointed the Dircctor of Muni-
cipal Administration as the Special Officer.

Sr1 M. Manik Rao :—That is about the inspection of the Pro-
cedure. But the Government has appointed the Officer to go
into the details, ‘Whether the Minister knows it or not, we
want to ask,

Mr. Speaker :— I would request the Members to follow
some proccd%re. When the Bill has baen_mtro.duced for the fu'it
reading during the course of general discussion, you can Iépegi .
1am not prepared to allow this kind of discussion. RINClY
take your seat, Letus follow some procedure. There 1s t'sméle
limit to all these things. You don’ttry to exhanst my pa ‘m?in‘
What are the reasons that prompted the Government for aip;;oéitgﬁ ce%
the Special Officer and then after the Report of the ngﬁim Offoer
is received for getting the Council prorogued and themg
the Ordinance promulagated etc. etc.
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@ %0 3 0% 1 boctS aT0gesdS emys. D &
K9o%o B0 ekF 08, Certain serions irregularities in the
exercise of the powers vested and the Corporation and its
Committees have signally failed not only in the discharge of

the functions entrusied tothem by or under the Act, but
also acted in excessor abuse of thc powers vested,

ey, 800 ik 48D gBNgeedS WD IO Bosand edsdo
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Mr. Speaker ;— On the request of the Members, the House
is adjoumed to 8-30 A, M. to-morrow morning and the discussion
will be taken up to-mofrow.

The House then adjourned till half past Eight of the
(T Siock oa Thursday, the 23rd’ July, 1970.)



