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Al No. §OlYy 12-12-1971,

£.¥o. 74 of 1969,
Copy of th2 written stateme
defendant in the above c2se is sent
topy of 3rd defendent's written
will be sent later,

Yours faithfully, 7
(o gim e
BRI i

/
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~ I¥ THY COURT OF THE PRINCIPAL CIVIL JUDGEMYEORE,

CaF 150.74 of j.gé‘gc

Plaintiffy M.B.Chendysshakays,

DefTendintes The Council of Feientific end
Industrisl Resezrch, FWew Dolhi &
Othere,

Under Or . VIII Rule 1 C.P .0, written
gtetensnt flled by defendmnt Vo b,
b The sddreee of defendrnt Yo .6 for pure
poses of service of proceeres of the Court is
C/0 M R Jerceimhe Murthy, B.l.,B.L., Advoeste,

Reilwey fistion Road, Chemaysjepursm, Mysore,

2¢ JThe nvermente in paove 2 of the pleint
are eorrect. Thie i in sccordence with clsuse
2(e) of the Memorsndum of Aseccistion of the

firet defendont,

S5¢ '* The averments in pere 3 of the pleint

ere correct.

4, The sverments in pere 4 of the pleint
are corrscts The diestritution of Royslty is gover-
ned by the Policy decision of the dggveming' body

of the first éafemd@nﬁ. (Gffice Memorsndum Yo,
6/23/59/ 1= Eew Delhi -« 2imd A‘gﬁl 1063 u#’ the
firet defendsnt),

S, It is true thot the 409 of the Rovelty
hes been slloerted smong the wvarious 1m§ﬂg&-
tore 8¢ stoted 4n pars § 6f the platnt,

6o The first defendsnt hap recognised the |
*ight uf to royelty esheritsble ond trensfersble sp
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ie evident from the procesdinge of the first defeondont
spproving the procesdiuge e¢f the Executive Council of
the gecond defendeont deted 1-9-1963 (vide communiecstion
H0.5/15/65 CTE 11 New Delhi deted 10-10-1963 from the
firet defendsnt to the 2nd defendent),

By The pleintiff, thie defe ﬁwn* and other per- |
gone mmﬁmd in émmmm I to the plaint were receive
ing the royelty amount for mesrly four yeave, Yo recie
plent roieed By any protests on the other hend, sll of
them szmuiaaad iu it.

7. It ia true m t t&m fret defondent unilaterelly
purperiad to revise e eariier order se ststed in pers '
7 of the pleint, The ordor embodied in enclosure II is

neither leged nor Jnat.

. Be The order e per enclosure }IK.“dt;”uﬁo.&-m“"
vefers to  recommendstion doted 1-9-63 of the Executive
Council of the 2&6 defendont end purports to restore thot
ordsr, It refers to the recommendetion of Txecutive

Counecil of the sécond dafondent d2ted 28«11-64 which ie

‘ allrm% %o be bused on the recomnend - $ion ef the succeed-

ing Mrecter (rafemue@ is obviously to ﬁhia d&f&nésnt)
to the %maaﬁt :af mrt&iu warkcrs end to the Mtﬁmem
of mrtz:!.n umvm. Aﬁ tm order m‘boai&d in ﬁinclomn I

: :l.s ‘bemed on '&0 mmu&at&m of the ﬁmmﬁw cwneil.

it ia ma&usry 1o emﬁ% tm almatancn mmct mich

the g ?aia arﬂer eamr w be pasmé and tu shmr tha mrmat—

_fmn munf. -

a} Im tbu mwtﬁng held on 1~M3 e:!‘ the Executive

o Wmﬂ the second ﬁsﬁnﬁmt, the propossl of ite them

Mraa%r (pﬂnm duﬂmﬂmt Yo .&7 fcr usmmum of .
the myai#;&waa‘aeawtu ag& u‘_ was ® proved by the firet

defendont (vide letter m;mms CTE II dt.19-10-63),

,ﬂmt ﬁm mmmmdaum ms m« cn hmemct ond 1nm-

the 4th defend-nt who wee then the




$ S 13
Dirvector of the gpecond defendsmt, He hed mot objectively
agsegred the contributions méde by seversl pevsons for make
ing the development end production of the Beby food commere
eially fecpible =nd profiteble, To the kmovledge of this
defemd mt thers wee ne communicotion by the firet defendent

§n thies vogerd.

(b} The then IMrsctor{Defendsnt No,.,4) permaded the
pleintif{f snd defendent 5 to eign stotesment prepered by
himeel? belittling ths contribution mads by thie defendemt,
He wee nrejudiced sguipet this defendent, Iater the plein.
tiff ond defendent No.3 gave encther otrtement doted 2le4-64
of theiy owa sccord repgrrding the contributions mede by
different pereens ond expleined thet their earlier steis.
ments doted Be5«1963 was prepeved by the 4tk defendont snd

got signed by them,

) {e) ftoon after the decision besed upon the reocowuene
‘dation of the 4th defund'nt referred o sbove there veare
peversl representotions by the concerped werkers protesting
sgeinet the inequl t*klw distritution ¢f the roynlty and preoe
judiced snd unjustified rocommendstion foming ite baelie,
The yepyesentotion mede by thie defendont to the let defene
dsnt covnell woe much before he assumed charge of the

DMlrector of the Insgtitute,

{4) Thereupom the Director-Genercl of the firet defenw
dont referred the mmt@f fo the Bwecutive Couneil of t;;e
ond gefendent ss 1% wee on ite recommendotion dt,1-9-63,
the f¥st defendent had tekem & decision so thet the metier
could be reviewed efter tking into considerstion the contrie

bution mude by the congermed persons sug the representse

tione mode, .

°

"dhe firet defendent through the Tmdusirisl liesion end
Extension Officer directed thet the royelty to the invectie

o

9

| getore on Boby W may not be distrituted pending reconsie-

)
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"fﬂ__;é reconsiderction of the iseue by the Ewecutive Couneil of the
second defendont(vide letter ¥o,.5/29/64-1 4t.5-3.1964 to the
2nd defendont by the Indusfriel ILission snd Extension Cfficer)
Thés defendant ss the Diresctor of the second defendent 2w hed
to obey it.

Further 1% ic lonrnt thet the requirite implemsntetion
divection ves elso not received by the 2nd defendent from the
first defend=nt vhich woz necessary for esrrying cut the

direction of the fliret dofendont,

Tharafore, 1t 1¢ clear that 11 wee not on the initio.
tive of this defendent that 1t wee placed before the Executive

- Council of the 2nd defendrnt agein,

{(2) The Cheimen of the Executive Council conetituted
2 mubs-commities wnelsting of competont topersnking scimmtists
in the auhj&dﬁ to go into the cuestion, The subecomittes
met en 2T«llef4 “ﬂﬁ‘gfﬁ@r exemining =11 the relevsnt records
srrived ot o decleion. This defendont who wis 5 member of
the Cdmmi#tﬁ% vi thdrew vhen the cuestion of royelty on the
Bh y Tood cme up for considerstion snd 414 not participste
in the éiscussion end the recommend-=tion =nd this hae been

recurdedin minvtes of e subeconmitice,

Then tho motter wes pleced hefore the Exscutive Coune
el of the Znd defend-nt om 28-11-1964 vith ellthe comnected
| popers cmd the representstions mede by thé seversl eontrilue
 tore. The Emﬁéuﬁi?ﬁ Couneil eonsidered the mihntes of the
fubsCommittoe snd @@prﬂv%é 1%, The @xscutive Council made
a'r@cﬁﬁm%nﬁﬁtian to the first defendsnt for epprovel, The
Vice-President of the let defendrnt spproved the recommendos
itiou;éf’tha Executive Council of the 2nd defendent, Thie is
embedied in snclowmwes I, It s this decision thet has been

cerriedinto effect for four yesrs without snybody reieing m

sny protest or desst&an therete,

Th& or&@” &wb@dﬁeﬂ in Encloeurs I ip $1lepgnl ond
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.% @ %ﬂ}ﬂﬂﬂﬂ %zmy

B.A.. LL.B.
ADVOCATE, SUPREME COURT Datel6-7"ﬂ

Ne. 4400
Dear Sri.Subrahmanyam,

SAYYAJlI RAO ROAD
MYSORE-1

Re: 0.S.No.74/1969

OFFICE :

The above case was for hearing on 14-7-71
and now stands adjourned to 6-8-1971 as the -

Judge is on transfer,

I wish to have the note from you regard-

ing the case that we xxk talked about,

V. R }bwioj. i
/ /

NARASARAJA ROAD
CHAMARAJAPURAM

1077, '‘DEEPAK’
MYSORE-4

RESIDENCE :







Mysore
92.8-1971"

. ( : o ¥R
sri .V.Subrehmenysm,
Research and Development Laborstory,
Modern Rice Mill, Vijeyapurem P,O.,
Tiruwarur (S.,Rly), Tamil Nadu.

Dear Sir,

Res 0.S.N0.74 of 1969 -

The preparation of the written statement
will taske sometime as the elaborate notes that
you heve prepered (which is helpful to me) has
to be condensed comsidersble; to be in exact
im answer to the appk avemients in the plaint,

I am therefore taking further time from
the 30th and I shall be intimate to you -

aécordingly,

_ Yours sincerely, M
SR e e T




V. SUBRAHMAN YAM ,

Research & Develorment
Laboratory,

Modern Rice Mill,

Vijayapurem P.0.,.
Tiruwarur(Southem Railay)

Al

Z 72 /// 7
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25"8- 1971 ®

vear Sri.Subrahmenyam,

S s B A\ ’?..,r)'?()’)l

Pleasek refer to my letter dated

22-8-1971,

I shall intimate to you well before
in hand if your presence is recuired in

the case.

Yours sincerely, -
f«’tﬁ \ /’re. i'ji/ ema b  ptmim e ’z\“’*

v

To

Sri.V.Subrshmanysm,
Research & Development
- Isboratory,
Modern Rice mill,
Vijayepurem P.0.,
Tiruwerur (Southemn Reilway)
Tam adu.
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LAWYER

Res.: 1069
Off, : 1214

Phones {

M. R. NARAYANASWAMY, sa. LLB., SAYYAJI RAO ROAD

¢

ADVOCATE

MYSORE-|

Rer. No. WSHO 31-8-1971,

Sri,V.Subrahmenyem,

Research & Development
Labvoratory,

Modern Rice Mill,
Vi jayapurem P.O.
Tiruwarur (S.Blys,
TAMIL NATU.

Dear Sir,

Re: 0,S5.No, 74 of 1969,

In the above case, Dr.Parpia had appeared
through Coumsel, I have filed power for -
Dr.Subrahmenyam and Dr.Bhatia, The caese ig -
posted to 3-9-1971 for awaiting the summons
of defendants 7, 11 and 14,

I am preparing the written statement on
your behalf and sgend it to you for your sig-
na ture, shortly,

Yoursg faithfully,

(i “7““'




% .@ %ﬂ}/dﬂd v\%ﬂmy

B.A., LL.B.
ADVOCATE, SUPREME COURT

To qb%.sr

Sri.V.SUBRAHMANYAM,
Research & Development
Laboratory,
Modern Rice Mili,
Vijayapuram P.C.,
Tiruwarur (S.Rly),
TAMII. NADU,

OFFICE: SAYYAJI RAO ROAD
MYSORE -1

Dear Sir,
Re: OOSQN0074 of 1969.

The case is posted to 14-9-1971 for filing
of the written statement, I shall be sending the
written statement for your =i gnature shortly and

..L Y

if they afe not returned by the 1l4th, I shall

be obtaining a further adjournment,

Yourg faithfully, <

/UZ, /2‘/0.4_7»»-

NARASARAJA ROAD
CHAMARAJAPURAM

1077, '‘DEEPAK’
MYSORE-4

RESIDENCE :




Res.: 1069

P. G BHATT, 6.
b { Off. : 1214

LAWYER

M. R. NARAYANASWAMY, B.a. LLB., SAYYAJI RAO ROAD
# ADVOCATE MYSORE-I

Ref. No....\_ 1 &\ . 1l-9-3071,

Dear Sri, Subrehmanyem,

I heve herewith enclosed the draft of the
written statement to be filed by you in the cose,

It is bgsed upon the note sent by you to me,
it th? draft’approved by you, you may gat it typed
¥ out“on thick paper and sign it and send it to
me, If the written statement does not reach me
by the 14th,I shall obtain some more time. In
order that the paper that is reocuired by the Court
Rules may be made readily available to you, I lmve
herewi th enclosed such paper.

R~ 100/=, I shell

In the meanwhile,
1n addition.

Yours sincerely d{
g S

T
¢ [ Smolt wodpin oy it /Z/ / / 7
i amee !
M\mﬂ.

=




Res.: 1069
Off. : 1214

B €. BHATT, sa

LAWYER

Phones {

M. R. NARAYANASWAMY, Ba. LLB., SAYYAJI RAO ROAD
ADVOCATE MYSORE-I

Ref. No,

31, P
3

Yourg fzithfu




Research and Development Laboratory,
Modern Rice Mill,
Vijayapuram P.O.,

Tiruvarur (S.Ry),
Tamil Nadu,

21/9/71.

Shri M.R. Narayana Swamy,

Advocate,
Sayyaji Rao Road,
MYSORE -1,

Dear Shri Narayana Swamy,
Re : 0.5.No.74/1969.

Ref ¢ Your letter No.4804 dated
11/9/71 with enclosed draft and
your letter No.4512 dated
17/9/71.

The draft enclosed with your letter dated 11/9/71 was
awalting my return from Bombay and I could get the matter typed
only yesterday. I am now hastening to send it by Registered Post
and I hope that it will reach you in the course of this week.

I have made a few small changes in thetext. I hope
that they will be found to be in order, I will leave it to your
discretion to make such further change as you may considef to be
proper.

I note that the case has been adjourned to 1/10/71. I
hore that my presence will not be required. In any case I expec
to be busy with scientific work relating to the International
Seminaf on rice processing at least till 20/10/71.

As advised by you, I enclose herewith a cheque for
Rs.400/=- . I would thank you to kindly instruet your office to
send a receipt for Rsg.500/= vhich I have palid till this date.

Thanking you for necessary action and advice,

Yours sincerely,

Y

(V. SUBRAHMANYAN)




Res. 1069

b @S BHATT, or Phones{
Off. 1214

LAWYER

M. R. NARAYANASWAMY, Ba.. LLB, SAYYAJI RAO ROAD
ADVOCATE MYSORE-I




% @ %ﬂ/yanﬂ %zm%,

B.A., LL.B. !
ADVOCATE, SUPREME COURT

Li0 B

Dear Sri.Subrahmanyam,

Re= OQSQNOQ 74 Of 1969 -
M.R.Chandrasekhar
Vs,
C‘S.I OR.

OFFICE: SAYYAJI RAO ROAD
MYSORE -1

The written statements are not

yet filed, The case now stands adjou-

rned to 29-10=-1971 for filing, the -

written statements,

Yours sincerely, :
To /M > /l o S VLV

Sri.V.Subrahmanyam, 7
Research & Develomment

Laboratory,
Modern Rice mMill,
Vijayapuram P.O.,
BTRUVARUR,
Tamilnadu,

NARASARAJA ROAD
CHAMARAJAPURAM

1077, ‘DEEPAK’
MYSORE-4

RESIDENCE :




% @ %ﬂ}ana z%azmy,
B.A., LL.B.

ADVOCATE, SUPREME COURT

NC
L NO

To

MYSORE-1

Sri.V.Subrahmanyan,
Research & Development Iaboratory,
Modern Rice Mill,
Vijayepuram P.O.,
Tiruwarur (S.Rly),
Tamil Nadu.

SAYYAJI RAO ROAD

OFFICE :

Dear sir,

P —

I received your Tet¥er of 28th instent and
e contents, E

noted th

I am very glad to know about your coming
over to Mysore, Kindly meet me on the 5th evening.
Let your son-in-law contact me 2nd fix up the
appointment, <

The case is posted to 12-11-1971.

Yours gincerely, ,%C,
BT

NARASARAJA ROAD
CHAMARAJAPURAM

1077, ‘DEEPAK’
MYSORE-4

RESIDENCE :
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SAYYAJI RAO ROAD
MYSORE-1

OFFICE:

NARASARAJA ROAD
CHAMARAJAPURAM

1077, ‘DEEPAK’
MYSORE-4

RESIDENCE :

% ‘@ %ﬂ/dﬂﬂ %&zmy,

B.A., LL.B.
ADVOCATE, SUPREME COURT

)

Yezr Sri.Subrahmanyem,

Re: 0.,8.No., 74 of 1969.

The above case stends adjourned to

7-12-1971 for the plaintiff's reply.

The 3rd defendant has not yet filed
the written statement, Copy of the written
statement of 6th defendent will be sent to

you in due course,




gﬁ ‘6 @i{:[[‘, = PHONES{RES!DENCE; 23069

| OFFICE 21214
LAWYER

% % %nzyanaswamy,

B.A.,LL.B-, SAYYAJI RAO ROAD
ADVOCATE, SUPREME COURT MYSORE.-1
RESIDENCE ; ‘‘ DEEPAKMALA "
1077, NARASARAJA ROAD, MYSORE-4

Reb:No,. A ) [

T Bwl2=1971.

Te

Sri,.S.V.Subrahmanyam,
Advocate,
Prominade Rosad, Frazer Town,
Dear Sirv, Bangzlore-5,

The 3rd defendsnt hes filed o 'written ctate.
ment, I shell obtzin 2 copy thereof =2nd sent a
copy to you slong with 2 copy of the written state-
ment of the 6th defendemt, The cese now stands
posted to 3-1-1972 for pleintiff's reply.

Yours feithfully,
MR A ey =

/




Research anmd Development Laboratory,
Modern Rice Mill,
Vijayapuram P.O.,
Tiruvarur (S.Ry),

Tamil Hadu,
17/1/72.,

Shri M.R. Narayanaswamy, B.A.,LL.B.,
Advocate, Supreme Court,

1077, Deepakmala, WNarasaraja Road,
Chamarajapuram, MYSORE-4,

Dear Sir,

Raf 1= 9-80%.74 of 1969 e
Sub 3~ Your letter of 9/1/72 and the enclosed
. coples of 1) the statement of Defen-
dant 3 (Dr. Swaminathan) and 2) Rebnly
of the plaintiff to my statement.

Both of the shove are really intended to deal with my

- statem nt, though Peferdant 2 does mot make sny reference to the

fact that he had ccen a copy of my statement, It has to be ecir=-
cumgtantialiy inferrad that his belated applieation fof submissio
of a statement was primarily with the object of seeing my state-
ment before preparing his own. I am not personally wnrfed about
1t;1gat 1t’weul§kst111 be my Submission that the Court should not
have allowed it. Te wis in Hysore all the time andi he had mo
excuse for mot submitting a statemént within the time first fixed
by the court, -

qg,"‘
The statement of Defendant 3 is not truthful and capbe

.",n'“.//l :
easlly proved to be at variance with facts. Defendant 6

{Dr. Parpia) was not a member of the staff of the Institute at

the time when the scientifiec work and pilot studies were carried

out. In spite of that, Defendant 3 states 1n a brazen manner
‘s 00l




-2 o

that "Defendant 6 collaborated in the studies, large scale
trials and in the techno-ecomomic aspects of the product.®
His other statements also follow the same pattern. Tt is
obvious that his entire statement is intended to deferd Defendant

8 (Dr. Parpia), who is now the Director.

The reply of the plaintiff to my statoment is both
mild and weak, He knows that my statements are correct and can
be confirmed both by the records available with the Council ami
by other authorities like Seth Kasturbhai Lalbhal (then Chairman
of the NRDC), Pof. Thacker (then Director-Gereral) and Dr.Kurien
(General Manager of the Kalra cooperative Union) who had to deal
with the subjeets Dr. Kurien hed, in faet, confirmed my state-
ment in respect of the development and application of the process;
but I had made a promise not to utilise his letter. 1f any
further evidence is required, the court can still call for a
statement from Defendant 6 (Dr. Parpla) than himself. In doing
s0, he has also contradicﬁed himself, Thns, in para 3, he says
that he has no direet knowledge of the market ing aspecté of the
processe. In para 4 he says that Defendant 6 waes invelved in the
‘marketing aspect.

Starting from the late twenties when I had the privilage
of gulding scientific research, it has been my practice to give
prominence to ;tha younger People who have been assoelated withyme .
Even now I anm adopting i;he sa?ne procedure. Vhen sendling papers
for the Kidwai,award,'l placed the name of the piaintiff firat
and mine the last. FHe was then the least nald amongst the group

and I wanted him to benefit by a higher prorortion of the prige

money, if we got the award., ‘When we got the award in 1960, I
- 0003,




-3 =
414 not even to go to Delhi to receive my share and the plaque.

v I have no 111-wlll towards Defendant 63 but all
evidence points tc the fact that he was primarily responsible for
all that happened in 1964 after he tock ower from me ag the
Director. He wanted a2 prestigious position as a senior investl=

gator in the project and he also wanted to ben#fit through a

larger share of the amount payable to the workers. He used the

plaintiff and Defendant 3 to galn his ends amd offered than some
attractions. He could not 4o so in the case of Defendant 4

(Or, Bhatia) who also was then in the Institute; so the latter
-was not even shown the second statement (21/4/64) prepured by the ‘
plaintiff and Defendant 3. Even now, the latter are servimg
under defeniant 8 ahd they reqﬁire his support for promotion in
the case of the plaintiff and extension of term on some other

help in the ecase Defendant 3, who 1s soon to retire from service.

I may further mention that the eircumstances relating
to this case héve already been referrcd by the Sarkar Committee
to the Director-Ceneral (Vigilance) of the CSIE. The latter wmm
ecotld not pursue the matter because certain aspects are now

befere the Myzore Court. Sooner cr later, the Couneil of

Seientific an! Tminstrial Research will have to take note that

Defendant 8 was responsible for nnethies) acts and misuse of

i

rower. The plaintiff and Defendant 3 served as his tools.
The Vice-Precident'e order of 30/4/89 and 2lso my recent statement

have virtually put them on defenée and the only way. in which ?hey

can escape is by alleging that their statement of 8/5/63 was

inepired by me. They werc then guite vehement against

D‘erenﬁiant 8. If any ore lenient towards the latter, it was :

:ﬁyself ard Defendant 3 (Dr, swarhinathan) who now glves a different

‘version to build up/ a ney image for Defendant 6 (Dr, Parpla). He
eeed




had pleaded for some consideration amd I felt that he may be

glven some benefit by inclusion in the seconi category of versons

who had assisted in the work. The final 1ist was, however,

prepared with the full conecurrence of the plaintiff and Defen-

dants 2 and 4, whop I consulted at every stage.

The implications of the above are all well known to
you and to the Couneil's advocate. The latter has also all the
factual malerlals as collecfed by the Coﬁncil. I am hoping
tﬁeréfore that no further statement or other materilal will he

reguired from me.
With my regards,

Yours falthfully,

(V. SUBRAMMANYAR)




‘//. @ %ﬂ‘yﬂﬂd %xm}&,

B.A., LL.B.
ADVOCATE, SUPREME COURT

7-1-1972.
To

Dr.V.Subrahmanyem,
Research & Development Lboratory,
Modern Rice Mill, Vijayapuram P.O.,
TIRUWARUR,( Temil Nadu).

OFFICE: SAYYAJlI RAO ROAD
MYSORE-1

Desy E€ir,

O£.50.74 of 19069 « M. R.Chendresekhary -
Vﬂ. - CtStI»RC

The shove coee is posted for freming

of issues to T=2-1972.

Yours feithfully, ‘

NARASARAJA ROAD
CHAMARAJAPURAM

1077, ‘DEEPAK’
MYSORE-4 '

RESIDENCE :




SAYYAJI RAO ROAD

MYSORE-1

OFFICE :

1077, '‘DEEPAK’
NARASARAJA ROAD
CHAMARAJAPURAM
MYSORE-4

RESIDENCE :

‘% \@ %ﬂyd?lﬂ %A&m‘}a

B.A., LL.B.
ADVOCATE, SUPREME COURT

o
g
Denr £hrl, Subrolmonyam,

Reg C.8.50,74 of 1900 » @@ﬂ&mﬁ&m"

The sbove ceepe stends sdjourned
to 25-2.1872 to heay on the question of
pettlenent of iseues,

Yours Teithfully,

T
M. RN -

bramanyem,
oy LL
s Qn
(6.4

c Development
Laboratory,
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Bes 0.8.¥0, 74 of 3
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OFFICE :

The Court did not find time to-day

-

to tvke uvp this ease for hearing on the »

seitienent of issuee, The case, therefore,

stands posted to 21.3.1972,

Yours faithfully,
£

CHAMARAJAPURAM

NARASARAJA ROAD
MYSORE-4

1077, '‘DEEPAK’
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OFFICE: SAYYAJI RAO ROAD
MYSORE -1

The sbove eses 1o sdjoumned to 25.5.1972,
gince the Judge wvas on lecve on 21.3.1972,

Yours falithfully,
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: Tr % %f@ganaswamy,
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‘“ DEEPAKMALA "
AJA ROAD, MYSORE-4

sri.vV. Subr‘m‘nm,
Research & Dev.laboratory,
Modern Rice Mill, Vijayapuram P.0.,
Tiruwarur, TAMIL NADU,

Dear Sir,
Re: L.S.No, 74 of 1969,

Arguments were concluded on the application
filed by us to smend the issues, The case is
posted to 8-7-1972 for srguments with applica-

tion,

Yours faithfully, /

7 Tt —————
/
r/

| -

Copy to: /

Dr.D,.S .Bha tis,
14-A, Nizam - Ud - Din Vest,
E e w l) 1hi- léo




E)‘P « V., SUBR AH! g“‘ﬁi?\g, 10th JUIY, tmo,

® Bmeritus Seilentist.

}' . Shri M.R. VYarayanaswanmy,
Adwoecate, Supreme Court,
Deepakamala,

1077, Warasaraja Hoad,
MYSORE - 4,

Sub := L.S. Mo.74 of 19690
Ref := Your letter W.559 dt.3/7/72

Dear Shri HNarayanaswanmy,

During a fair part of May and June, I was largely

8way on tours. Moreover there was not much to write to

you about beeause the hearings were then being postponed.

Your letter under reference would show that there
has been some progress, As I have no legzal background, I
could not fully understand the imnlications. Further
hearing of argumentes with application may alsc have been
concluded on 8/7/72. I 40 not know whether this would mean

that the Court conld soon come to some decislon.

Whatever be the implications, I may, in all probabi=
1ity, soon be visiting Mysore. I will try and take that

opportunity to meet von if you are in station.

With my regards,

Yours sincerely,

(V. SUBRAHMANYAN)
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MYSORE.-1

1171072,

To

Dr,V.Subrahmanyam,
Research & Dev.Isboratory,
Modern Rice Mil]l,
Vijayspuram P.O.,
Tiruwarur, Temil Nadu,

Dear Sir,
Re: 0.S.N0.74 of 1969,

- s

Orders were pronounced on the application
filed by us for smendment of issues. The Court
is pleesed to direct the framing of only one
additionzl iscues to the following effect:

#"If the order of 30-4-1969 is upheld,
would the recoveries directed to be
made by the first defendant be barred
by time",

Cese is now posted to 21-7-1972 for filing
of the witness list and documentis.

Plesse 1ot me Xnow if sny witness list and
documents hove to be filed on your behelf,

= Youre f=ithfully, /
e a4 7 sas
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PADDY PROCESSING RESEARCH CENTCE.
hiodern Rice Mill
Yijayapuram (P 0) Tiruvarur,
Tamil Nadu.

31/7/72.

S?L’i'f 3 . h »
Advocate,
Seega*WRTQa
1077, Marasar

AV eV TR
L oUh '.‘b”@ Y

wr

& ?4. of l«f& ¢
Your letter ™.5767 dt.22/7/72.

g

L3

I have no document %o file excepting the evidence of
the selentific papers. fSome time ago had sent to you a copy
of the compilation listing all the papers They willl show that
the very first publication,; as also some of the later
mine as the firéi name. Some of the papers had been prepared

before LUir, iﬁ?“f’a’”“l:‘i Joined the nstitnte as anp A=ste

but they may have been published later -he whole pro

inwlved several years of work with

"The CSIR had gone fully into the question ami had

studied all the documents before the the: Vice=President (Pr,
’a.u.vﬁ Rao) took his decision conveyed

I am hoping that, as the pepresentative of the first Defendant

(CSIK) in the cs > Council's lawyer will submit 211 the

‘related @ocume

iahatamad had repeatedly advised that the end willl not
Justify the means, The eourt wlll alsc like to record this
famous saving of the Father of the Nation, In the present case,

guestionable means had been adopted to gain & certain emd. I do




any one should suffer or face hardship; but I
like that the truth should be brought to light. I have mo
authorities of the CSIE would also like to have the
Court in this respect. If unfair means are allowed

11 be no truth or justice in the World.

Several other such things had happened in the Mveore
institute and I was myself one of the victimsg

least one eclear case where the faets ean be brought to

jury on the part of the

There has alsc been prevarication and per

L

&

plaintiff and one of the Defendants

I 40 not wish to cite witnesses if I caﬁ help & éome
of the seniormost people connected with the CSIR ani the Mational
Research Development Corporation were concermeé with the earlier
discussions relating to the development of the process., ! also
had to deal with Dr. V. Kurien, General Manager of the Kaira

Coorerative Union amd ﬁ@w’%bé head of the Fational Dairy Develope

ment Corporation.

If the plaintiff or any of the other Defendants wish to
have certain witnesses called, I would eite the names of the
following :-

-

1) Prof. 4.8. Thacker, formed y, Director-General, CSIR who
was agsociated with all the earliier mégotiat?@ns aml is fani-
1iar vith all the facts relating to the case

2) Seth Kasturbhai Lalbhal, formerly Chairman of the Hational

Research Development Corporation and whom Dr, Kurlen and I had

to meet in connection with assignment of the process




2) Dr, S.D., Mahant, then Sseretary, or the present Secretary of

the National Research Development Cornoration which gave me the
first advance for the pilot study and later assigned

to the Kaira anﬁ@rative'vnﬁan

4) Dr, V, Kurien, then General Manager, Kaira Cooperative Union
5) Dr, Atma Ram, formerly Director=Gensral, CSIR who hai to
dea)l with the snubject after I submitted my reprecemtation

during 1958

-

8) Shri K.C. Krishnamarthi, Secretary, Couneil of Scientific
Iind

and Industrial Ressarech who had to study the ease in all

aspects.
7) Shri R, Jayaraman, till recently Law Officer, CSIR
8) Shri V.K.R.V. Rao, M.P., formerly Viee-President of the

CSIR who was responsible for the deeision of 20/4/59 which led

to the plaintiff filing the present case.

= There are several other people, directly connected with
the the work and many of whom are still employees of the CFTRI,
Mysore. They could provide the related facts, but they may be

relnetant to appear because of fear of victimisation.

It is not my desire to widen the scope of the case
to ﬂrag-in people Of high standing as witneeses. If however
rnecessity arises, we will have no option‘bnt to eite thelr
names,
Thanking you for the reference and necessary action,
Yours faithfully,

FsS. (Dr, V. SUBRAHMANYAR)

I am not keen on appearing before the Courtsy but if the
judge decides that I should do so, I will gladly abpear
in person and make a factual statement.
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B.A., LL.B.
ADVOCATE, SUPREME COURT Date 30=Q=72 ...

599%

s Dear Sri.Bybrealmanyam,

’

Re: 0.S.No. 74 of 1969,

OFFICE: SAYYAJI RAO ROAD
MYSORE-1

I eam in receipt of your letter along
with its enclosures,

I have filed the issues of the Magazine
supplied to me by Mr.Natargan, I heve also
filed the list of witnessges 2s desired by you
The case naw stands posted to 9-11-1972 for °
evidence,

Yours sincerely,
M.R‘&M7ww
Gorprycko
To

s

Dr.V.Subramenyam,

Research & Development Laboratory,
Modern Rice Mills, Vijayapuram P.O.,
Tiruwawur, (Temil Nadu).

NARASARAJA ROAD
CHAMARAJAPURAM

1077, '‘DEEPAK’
MYSORE-4

RESIDENCE :
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B.A.,LL.B., SAYYAJI RAO ROAD
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RESIDENCE ;

‘““ DEEPAKMALA "

1077, NARASARAJA ROAD, MYSORE-4

Liw~- 9-11-1972,

Ref. No,

To

Dr.V.Subramanyem,
Research & Dev,lLaboratory,
Modern Rice Mills,
Vijayapuram P,0.,
TIRUWARUR  (Temil Radu).

Dear Sir,

Re: 0,5.No,74 of 1969 =
M.,R.Chandrasekhara,

The Plainti ff in the above case was
not ready and the case now stande posted
to 8-12-1972,

Yours sincerely,

0172 N 7 S
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% % %rayczlzaswtzmy,

BiALL B, SAYYAJI RAO ROAD
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Ref. No. U“2“1974-.

r/o

C9n 3

Tiruwarur (Tamil Nadu),

b

{0.74 of 1969 -

J ?

Yours Baithfully

<5




Paddy Processing Research Centre,
Vijayapuram,
Tiruvarur,
Tamil Nadu,
1 3"‘"4“"74 .

Shri M.,R. Narayanaswany,
Advocate, Supreme Court,
%@ Deepakmala,

1077, Narasaraja Road,

MY SOREed
sDear Shri Narayanaswamyy

Sub t- 0.8. No.74 of 1969

I am sorry I have been out of touch with you for a long
time,

I was in Mysore for some days -after 20/9/74 for the
funeral ceremonies of my wife who passed away in Bombay. My next
visit was a very hurried one on 10/4/74 with the committee members
of the Pood Corporation of India, I am sorry I could not meet you
on either of those occasions, :

As the Court case has already dragged on for some years,
all concerned had expressed interest in having the matter settled
out of court. The Director-General CSIR had proposed in 1972 that
the issue may be settled through arbitration by an eminent Jurist,
At that time, Shri Chandrasekhara, the Plaintiff in the above case
agreed to 1t; but when the proposal was later circulated by the
0SIR. Shri Chandrasekhara did not agree to the terms, Subsequently
he indiecated that he would be agreeable to a compromise formula
which would make the Minister's order of 1969 applicable only from
the date on which it was issued., The CSIR declined to take any
further initiative, but had evidently no objection to the compro-
mise formuls provided Shri Chandrasekhara could take the initiative
and the terms could be jointly drafted by you and his advocate,

T enclose herewith copies of (1) a letter dated 28/3/74
addressed by the Chief (Adm,) of the CSIR to Shri Chandrasekhara
and (2) a letter dt.30/3/74 addressed to me by the Director-
General., I also enclose herewith a copy of my letter of even date
as addressed to Shri Chandrasekhara.

After my wife passed away, I got tired of the varioms
circumstances relating to the case and decided to give away what-
ever may be due to me for certain charitable causes; and wrote to
+that effect to the CSIR, My present interest in the case is only
academic, I would like, huWfever, to see the money released for
the causes as quickly as possible,

I would thank you therefore to very kindly help of draf-
ting the terms in such a mamner as to avold any further contrversy
or litigation. At the same time, I would like Shri Chandrasekhara
to0 adhere to the terms which he had agreed it, His lawyer should
also kindly cooperate in seeing that the right thing is done.

With my warm thanks and best regards,
Yourse sincerely,
S8 e

(V. SUBRAHMANYAX)
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Ko e 28 1 918

m
L0

J*.v.oubranmqnvam,
Tiruwarur.

of your letter
enclosures.

re
wit
The eompromise proposals are put
and the draft & compromise memo

the approval of the plaintiff's Advocate
JG 1—10 b.LJ.e \JcU-IQRo

, The proposal is that the rights of
the parties up to the end of the year 1969
would be governed by the later order and
that from the year 1970 onwards by the 1963
erder,

I am awaiting further developments
and 1 shall wrlte to you soom after the com-
promise proposals take material shape, As
you know xkax this has to be zgreecd fe by
all the persons interested in the Royalty.

Yours sineerely,

. 7R N e




Paddy Processing Research Centre,
Vijayapuram,
Tiruvarur,
Tamil Nadu,
4-5=1974.,

Shri M.R, Narayanaswamy,
Advocate, Supreme Caurt,
Deap a,

1077, Harasaraja Road,
MYSORE - 4.

Dear Shri Narayanaswamy,
I am thankful to you for your letter No.565 dt.28/4/74.

I enclose herewith a copy of a letter dt.29/4/T4
addressed by Shri K.G. Krishnamurthi, Chief (Adm) of the CSIR
to Shiri M.R, Chandrasekhara. It is possible that you have alse
received a copy of that letter.

I would not have raised the issue but for Shri Chandra-
sekhare himself having agreed to certain terms at an earlier
date, I had preposed that

1) the distribution of the royalty as made upto 30/4/1969 will
be in accordance with the order dated 2%/26-7-1965

2) all distributions made after 30/4/1969 will be in accordance
with the recommendation of the Executive Council as made on
1/9/1963 coupled with the order dt.30/4/1969, and

3) all other matters relating to the issue of royalties will be
treated as closed,

The above were, in substance, the terms which Shri
Chandrasekhara had agreed to and it was only then that I forwarded
them to the Council for consideration as a basis for compromise.




-2..

The terms which Shri Chandrasekhara had recently
proposed are somewhat different. e obtained the signatures of
eight people, who are resident in and around Mysore, to his terms
and sent them $o the Couneil, It was only at a later date that
he wrote to me asking me to convey my concurrence,

I do not wish to prolong the contriversy on the
subjeet. I am as anxious as the others to reach a settlement, so
that the money may be made available for some charitable causes.

I would thank you to kindly discuss the implications
with Shri Chandrasekhara's lawyer. The issue is now only a matter
of interpretation, I will gladly acceptcéﬁéfﬁar *form of consent'’
you may both agree upon, I may at the same time venture %o sugg-
est that in addition %o the form of consent there may be a brief
preamble s0 as to explain why the proposal for arbitration is not
being pursued. The form of consent ie best cireulated under the
Joint signatures of yourself & fhri Chandrasekhar's lawyer
rather than by any of the participants.

Thanking you for kind early action and advice, I
remain, with my best regards,

Yours sincerely,
A
(V. SUBRAHMANYAN)




s Care ‘‘RESEARCH” Vijayapuram = Thanjcvur. Phone: 8576

PADDY PROCESSING RESEARCH CENTRE,

Modern Rice Mill,
Vijayapuram (P. 0) Tiruvarur - 610108
Tamil Nadu, INDIA.

Shri M.7%. Narayanaswamy,
Advocate, Supreme Court,
Deepakmals,

1077, Harasaraja Road,

Y 50 ,

B

Dear Sir,
Ref := Your letter No.672 dt.12/6/78
Sub = 0.8.N0.74 of 1969 - My eoncurrence for settlement
on the basis of the agreement jointly drafted by
you and Shri Krishna Rao, Advoecate for the
plaintiff,

On 22/6/74 I received from Shri M,R. Chandrasekhara, a copy
of the propoesal for settlement as prepared Jointly by you and the
advocate for the plaintiff,

I have already agreed to accept any proposal made jointly

by you and the plaintiff's advocate. I am accordingly signing the
paper and sending it by today's post to the Chief of Administration,
CBIR as suggested by Shri Chandrasekhara.

I expect that all the defendants vho are now resident in
India have already signed the paper as a taken of their concurrence.
At least three of the defendants are now residing abroad and I am
hoping that their concurrence could also obtained before 12/7/74.

I trust that both you and the plaintiff's advocate ean
report to the Court on 12/7/74 that the case is now being settled.

Thanking you for your kind interest and help,

Yours faithfully,

(V. SUBRAHMANYAN)




DRAFT OF CONSENT LETTER.

L Wvesive el ol iicislionsvaiighetaby agree
that so far as the distribution of Royalties is concerned,
all the parties interests therein shall be governed by the
order dated 23/26.7.1965 up till this end of the year 1969

and by the order dated 1.9.1963 coupled with the order

dated 30.4.1969 from the year 1970 onwards.




M. R. NARAYANASWYWAMY, sa., s

ADVOCATE

Residence :
“DEEPAK?”
1077, NARASARAJA ROAD,
CHAMARAJAPURAM, MYSORE -4

S

Res.

Phone {

certifie

Office :

23069
21214

Office :
SAYYAJI RAO ROAD, MYSORE- |




M. R. NARAYANASW AMY, as. s

ADVOCATE

Residence : Office :
“DEEPAK” Ree - 23069 SAYYAJl RAO ROAD, MYSORE. |
1077, NARASARAJA ROAD, Lione { Office: 21214
CHAMARAJAPURAM, MYSORE - 4

Ref. No.

Dr.V.Subrahmanyan,
Project Head,
¥ Paddy Processing Research Centre,

Modern Rice Mill, Vijayapuram (P.0.),
TIRUVARUR - 610108.

Dear Shri.Subrahmanyan,
I am sorry to note that you had fallen ill.
I hope you have fully recovered.

I have herewith sent the certified copies
that you require.

1 have sent the certified copies to the
C.5.1.R. long back and I imagine that they are
taking action in pursuance ofthe settlement.

Wishing you well,
I remain,
Yours sincerely, /]

R /DM,,,/ =
//




Paddy Proceseing Research Centre,
Vi jayapuram,
Tiruvarur,
Tamil Wadu,
13=4-T4.

Dr. H. Swaminathan,
Seientist F (Retd),
Central Food Techmological Research

MY SORE=13. Institute,

Yy dear Dr, Swaminathan,

Your letter of 5/4 had arrived during my ahsence and I
saw it only after my return on the 12th morning. Shri Chandra-
sekhara's letter of 5/4 and the enclosed copy of the letter from -
Shri K.G. Erishnamurthi had also arrived during my absSence.

I enclBse herewith a copy of my reply to Shri Chandraw-
sekhara, I do not know sto what proposals he had cireulated and
for which he got the signatures. So far as I am concerned, I have
no objection to the compromise formula provided he adheres to the
terns which he had previously azreed to and it is properly drafted
by the lawyere ae proposed by Shri Krishnamurthi. :

The CSIR will no%, of course, take any further initiative,
It may not however object to a compromise formula if acceptable to
all the people. Shri Krishnamurthi seems to have writiten his letter!
after consulting Dr. Nayudamma,

I§ is evident that Shri Chandrasekhara is hesitant about
agreeing to arbitration. Though I still feel that arbitration
would be the least open to objection, I do not wish to press for
its If the terms of the compromise are properly drawm up and the
background suitably explained in clear terms, the participants,
¥ho are now abroad, may agree to it.

Your talk with Shri Chandrasekhars may still be useful.
He will have %o stick to his undertaking, In fact, I feel that the
compromise formula will carry more weight if it is drafted and
eirculated jointly by the two lawyers. I do not know, however,
wvhether they will sgree among tlemselves or be prepared to address
the compromise proposals so as to get the replies within a given
period - say, within about a month, .

It is beyond me to conjecture asto how the participants
who are now abroad will reaet to the proposal for compromise, If
even one of the participants objects to the compromise formula
we will then have no alfernative but to request the D.C., take %he
necessary steps for arbitration. &hri Chandrasekhara should shed
his diffidence and agree to the arbitration if the compromise for-
mula 1g objected to by any of the participants,

With =y best regards,

Yours sincerely,

(Ve SUBRRAMMANYAN)




