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[Placed in LiM4",. See No. LT. trom the Railway Minister only tries 
1862/81). to wblte-wash. 

(2) Annual Report of the India e ~

phone Industries Limited. Ban-
galore, tor the year 1979-80 
along with the Audited Accounts 
and the comments of the Comp-
troller and Auditor General 
theheon. [Placed in Library. See 
No. 1863/81]. 

12.03 hni. 

QUESTION OF PRIVILEGE 

(Interruptions) 

MR. SPEAKER: He is supposed to 
be the Leader of the Group. This is 
not the Parliamentary way of elOing 
things. You should not have done this, 
please. This is not in the decorum of 
the House. 

SHRI GEOR'GE FERNANDES (Mu-
zaffarpur): Regarding the railway 
budget .... 

MR. SPEAKiER: I have sent you a 
reply. 

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: A 
certain document has come to me. 

Mit. SPEAKER: I am not gOing to 
discuss it, I have told you that I have 
gone through the precedents and I 
have gone through all the things and 
then I have decided. 

SHR! GEORGE FERNANDES: I 
will bow to your decision. I only want 
to know .... 

(Interruptions) •• 

MR. SPEAKER: I have not allowed 
you, Mr. Nadar. Whatever is said 
without the permission of the Chair is 
irrelevant. 

BHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: Sir. 
I bo\\' to your decision but the point 
i8 that the answer which has come 

··Not recorded. 

MR. SPEAKER: I have gone 
through all the records. If you like t ( 
will read out my observations. 

I have to infonn the House that 
Shri George Fernandes, M. P., give 
notice of a question of privilege on 20 
February, 1981, against the lVlinister of 
Railways (Shri Kedar Pande) regar-
ding alleged leakage of the Railway 
Budget presented to the House on 19 
February, 1981. Accor4ing to Shri 
Fernandes the R'ailway Budget was 
leaked out and the main features of' 
the budget proposals were 'produced 
near verbatim in the Business Stan-
drad of Culcutta, in its issue dated 19 " 
February, 1981, with a date line of 18_ 
February, 1981. 

The matter was referre<i to the 
Minister of Railways under my direc-
tions. The Minister of Railways in 
their reply dated 20 February, 1981 
Which.· has the approval of the Minister 
of Railways have stated inteT alia 
that "The indication giv.en is that a 
fiat 15 per cent surcharge is likely on 
the existing fare ana. freight rates. It 
will be noted from the Budget Speech 
that, in so far as passenger traffic is 
concerned, this 15 per cent surcharge 
is proposed to be levied only on travel 
by air-conditioned first class and not 
on travel by other classes for which 
lower scale o·f surcharge, On vary,-
ing scale has been roposed. For first -
class this iIS 12.5 per cent and for A.C. 
Chair car and Second Class it is 10 
per cent with exemption for journeys 
upto 150 Kms. in Second class ordi-
nary. In so far as freight traffic is con-
cerned the Budget propOsal d~ pro-
pose a flat 15 per cent surcharge. How-
ever, it is pertinent to mentiO.n here 
that in the 1980-81 Budget speech, 
delivered on 16th June, 1980 also the 
levy of a flat 15 per cent surcharge 
bad been proposed. As such, tlie indi-
cation, under comment, can at best be 
termed as an intelligent guess .. the 
fare structure for suburban traftic has 

:. 
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already been revised upwards in the 
immediately preceding two years i.e. 
1980-81 and 1979-80. These upward 
revisions evoked considerable amount 
of unrest amon, suburban commuters 
and a press correspondent would not 
be ~r  wrong in guessing that at least 
this year there will be no upward re-
vision. 

Against the news item's figure of 
Rs. 375 crores the correct figure as per 
Budget proposals is Rs. 356'.26 crores. 
Against the two figures of 20 million 
tonnes and a revenue loss of about Rs. 
100 crores the correct figures as given 
in the Budget speech, are 19.5 million 
tonnes and R's, 30.12 crores." 

In view of the above, I am not satis .. 
fied that there has been any leakage 
of the Rai1\\"ay Bud et~roposa s  

In fact, my predecessors had given 
rulings that leakage of Budget propo .. 
saIs or official secrets does not form 
any basis for a breach of privilege. 

In this connection, I would like to 
quote the following ruling given by my 
distinguished predecssor Mr. Speaker 
Shri M. A. Ayyangar on 19th March, 
1956:-

"In the matter of determination of 
the privileges of the House, we are 
governed by the provisions of Article 
105 (3) of our Constitution, which 
states that the powers, privileges and 
immunities of the House are such as 
were enjoyed by the House of Com-
mons in the United Kingdom at the 
commencement of our Constitution. 
The precedents of the United King .. 
dom should guide us in determining 
whether any breach of privilege was 
in fact committed in the present case. 
So far as I can gather, only t\\"'O cases 
occured in which the House of Com-
mons took notice of the leakage of 
the budget proposals. They are 
known as the Thomas base and the 
Dalton case. In neither of these cases 
was the leakage treated as breach of 
privileges of the House nor were 
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the cases sent to the Com.miUee 
of Privileges for enquiry. The 
. prevaiHn. view in the House ot 
Commons is that untU the financial 
proposals were placed before the 
House of Commons, tbey are an 
offtcial secret. A reference of the 
present leakage to the Committee of 
Privileges does not therefore arise." 

I do not, therefore, give my consent 
for raising the mater in the House as a 
question of privileges under Rule 222. 

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES· I 
wish to make a submission (Inte';"'up-
tiom) 

lV1R. SPEAKER: It is my job to do. 
Why are you intervening? 

(Interrupticms) 

SHR'! GEORGE FERNANDES: I wish 
to make a submission. 

MR. SPEAKER: There cannot be 
any discussion On my ruling. 

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: I 
am not going into a discussion on your 
ruling, I want to make a submission. 

MR. SPEAKER: I am not going 
to allow any submission. You can 
come to my Chamber if you like . 

. PROF. MADHU DANDAVATE 
(Rajapur): same parts of the ruling 
have become  obsolute after the Consti-
tutional amendment. .... (InteTruptiOftB) 

MR. SPEAKER: You can come to my 
Chamber. Not allowed. 

SHRI GEORGE ~ : I can 
come to your Chamber. But let me 
make one submission. You cited an 
earlier ruling. While citing an earlier 
ruling, you said that it is not a matter 
of prvilege and that the official secrets 
Act is covererd. 

MR. SPEAKER: You can CQD'le to 
me. 

SHRI GEORGE FERNANDES: As 
this is going to concern itself l\ith this 
Orc:linance, it is very 6atterinc for the 
correspondents who could cuess what 
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1. happening. So far as the Minister's 
mind is concerned ••.•.... 

MR. SPEAKER: You can come to me 
and discuss it. Next item-Sbri R. 
Venkataraman. 

12.12 Jars. 

PAPERS LAID ON THE TABLE-
contd. 

EcONOMIC SURVEY, 1980-81 

THE MINISTER: OF FINANCE (Sbri 
R. Venkataraman): I beg to lay on the 
Table copy of the 'Economic Survey, 
1980-81' (Hindi and English versions). 
[Placed in Libra71l. See No. LT-1864/ 
81]. 

ANNUAL REPORT OF INDIAN INSTITUTE OF 

TECHNOLOGY, KHARAGPUR FOR 1979·80. 
REVIEWS ON AND ,ANNUAL REpORT OF 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATIONAL 

PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION, NEW 

DELHI ~  1979-80 AND TECHNICAL 

TEACHERs TRAINING INSTITUTE, BHOPAL 

FOR 1979-80, AND A STATEMENT FOR 

DELAY, ANNUAL ACCOUNTS OF NATIONAL 

INSTITUTE OF FoUNDARY AND FORGE: 

TECHNOLOGY, iRANCHI FOR 1979-80, A 

STATEMENT FOR DELAY IN LAYING THE 

REPORT AND ACCOUNTs OF KENDlUYA 

HINDI SHIKSHA MANDAL, AREA FOR 

1979-80 AND ANNUAL ACCOUNTS OF 

INDIAN INSTITUTE OF ~ B  

~  FOR 1979-80 

THE MINIS'mR OF EDUCATION 
AND SOCIAL WELF AIt't (Shri S. B. 
Chavan) I beg to lay on the Table: 

(1) A copy of the Annual Report 
(Hindi. version) of the Indian Insti-
tute of Technology, Kharagpur, for 
the year 1979-80. [Placed in Libra",. 
See No. LT-1865/81]. 

(2) (1) A COPy of the Annual Report 
(Hindi and EngUsh versions) of the 
National Institute of Educaional 

Planninl and Ac1m1nistratioD, New 
Delhi, foOr the year 1979-1Ml 810111 
with the Audited, Account. 

(ii) A copy of the Review (Hindi 
and English versions)by Govern .. 
ment on the working of the 
National Institute of Educational 
Planning and Administration, New 
Delhi, for the year 1979-80. [Placed 
inLibrary. See No. LT-1866/81]. 

81]. 

(3) (i) A COpy of the Annual Report 
(Hindi and English versions) of the 
Technical Teachers' Training Insti-
tute, Bhopal, for year 1979-80. 

(ii) A copy of the Review (Hindi 
and English versions) by the Go-
vemment on the working of the 
Teacnical Teacher's Training Insti. 
tute, BhoplI, for the year 1979-80. 

(4) A statement (Hindi and Eng-
lish versions) explaining reasons for 
not laying simultaneously the Ac-
counts of the Institute (Placed in 
Library. See No. LT-1867 / 81]. 

(5) A COPy of the Annual Accounts 
(Hindi and EngliSh varisons) of the 
National Institute of F.oundry and 
Forge Technology, Ranchi, for the 
year 197J-80 along with Audit R'e-
port thereon. [Placed in Library. See 
No. LT-1868/,81]. 

(6) A statement (Hindi and English 
varisons) explainin& reasons for not 
laying the Annual Report and the 
Accounts of the KendriYa Hindi 
Shikshan MandaI, Agra, for the year 
1979-80 within the Prescribed period 
of nine months after the close of the 
Accounting year. [Placed in Library. 
See No. LT-1869/81]. 

(7) A OOpy of the Annual Accounts 
(Hindi and English versions) of 
the Indian Institute Qf Technology, 
Madras, for the year 1979-80 along 
with Audit-Report thereon, under 
sub-sectin(4) ot section 23 of the 
Indian Institutes of Tecbnloay Act, 

~ sh vel'8ion was laid on the Table on the 2nd December. 1980. 


