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THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN' THE 
MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE AND 
IRRIGATION (SHRI KEDAR NATH 
SINGH): (a) and (b) Yes, Sir, 
In the article, the author has pro-
GARLAND CANAL envelopin, the 
GARAND CANAL enveloping the 
Centl181 India and the GREAT 
HIMALAYAN CANAL, embracing 
the foot-hills of the Himalayas. The 
proposal appears to su1!er from the 
topographical, geological. hydrologi-
cal and economic shortcomings. 

12 bra. 

RE: MATTER UNDER RULE 377 

SHRI P K. DEO (Kalahandi): I 
wrote to you that I want to raise a 
question under 377. 

MR. SPEAKER: After some time. 

SHRI P. K. DEO: If it is your 
ruling, my submission is going to help 
you. 

MR SPEAKER: Order, please. 
(Interruptions) 

MR. SPEAKER: No, please. 
'(Inte"/'ll"lLp,tions) 

MR. SPEAKER: The tapes are 
meant for the purpose of the report-
ers' not to be handed over to the 
Me:nbers. Kindly resume your seat. 

SHRI P. K. DEO: 
ruling. 

I want your 

MR. SPEAKER: I will study this. 
I will study the position. 
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~ : ~ ~ ~ ar) tim' 
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MR. SPEAKER: Let hi. state the 
passage. 

.rt R\If ~~ : WI<: 

\tf'llifm lIlT ~ <:l(lIT t fit; Iti)f 
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SHRI . SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA 
(Begasarai): The point is, when one 
of the Memebers has raised the ques-
tion of an assurance given by the 
Minister,-when there is variation-
then, it has to be checked up with the 
tape-recorder. 

SHRI P. K. DEO: I had already 
mentioned in my request that I want-
ed a COpy of the Home Minister's 
statement so far as the reference to 
the privilege motion is concerned. He 
has categorically stated that he was 
quoting from the CBI report. The 
next day, to by-pass the rule, rule 368, 
he said that "I never quoted." For 
this very purpose, when it has been 
contested by the Opposition, for this 
very purpose, the whole tape should· 
be played, if not here, at least in your 
Chamber. 

MR. SPEAKER: I have to study· 
. the position. 

SHRI P. K. DEO: That will help 
you. 

SHRI DINEN BHATTACHARYYA 
(Serawpore): VVhat ~ the procedure? 
The printed COpy we can get, bu$ not 
the version of the tape-recorder? 

MR. SPEAKER: The tape-recorder 
is meant for the reporters. May I 
request you all to kindly resume your· 
seats now? 

12.04 hra. 

;/' QUESTION OF PRIVILEGE-contd. 
'/ Import Licence ~ .

:Ma. SPEAKER: I thou.ht I should 
not keep it pending. This is regard-
ing the question of privile,e re,ard-
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ing the import licence case. Sarvashri 
Madhu LimaYe, Jyotirmoy BOBU, 
Shyamnandan Mishra and Atal Bihar! 
Vajpayee tabled notices Of questions 
of privilege regarding what has come 
to ·be known as the import licence 
case. 

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE 
(Gwalior): Scandal. 

MR. SPEAKER: You may say what-
ever it is. I do not disagree with 
you. They made their submiaaion 
in the House on the 20th November, 
1974 and on subsequent days on the 
admissibility of their notices. Their 
.contention is: 

1. that Shri Umashankar Dikshit 
and Shri H. R. Gokhale have 
committed Breach of Pri-
vilege becaUse they have not 
fulfilled their promises and 
assurance given by them to 
the House on the 9th Sep-
tember, 1974; 

2. ~. Shri K. Brahmananda 
Reddy has committed a 
breaclh of privilege for notl 
fulfilling the promise and 
assurance given -by his pre-
decessor in office Shri Uma-
shankar Dikshit, and for mis-
leading the Houlle by his 
statement in the House on 
the 12th November, 1974; 

3. that Prof. D. P. ChattopadhyaYa 
has committed a breach of 
privilege for making! inac-
curate and misleading state-
ment in the House on the 
9th September, 1974; and 

4. that Shri Tulmohan Ram, M.P. 
has committed breach of 
privilege and is guilty of mis-
conduct as a Member of Par-
liament, for alleged bribery 
and forgery as concluded by 
CBI after investigating in the 
matter. 

I have he ard the members who 
. gave the above notices as also some 
other members who took part on 
points of order on the question of the 

admissibility of thes; notices as also 
the Ministers-Shri Brahmananda 
Reddy, Shri H. '" Cokhale and Prof. 
D. P. Chattopadhyaya who made 
several statements in response to 
points raised by the member. 

Shri Umashankar Dikshit, the then 
Home Minister, stated as follows in 
the House on the 9th September, 
1974: 

"I am making a promise, I am 
giving an assurance that, after this 
investigation is over, the first thing 
that we will do is to COme to Par-
liament and say, 'this is where we 
have arrived; please tell us what 
we should do'. It is only after that, 
according to the wishes of Parlia-
ment, that we will proceed. We 
are not closing the door for further 
investigation by Parliament. There 
can be one remote possibility when 
the matter can go to a Committee. 
As it is, today, my reql¥st is that 
the matter should not be pressed." 

Shri H. R. Gokhale as Law Minis-
ter made the follOWing statement:-

"Please refer to my remarks on 
the subsequent occasion. I have 
said at that time that we shall take 
the House into confidence after the 
investigation report w,as available. 
After the results of investigation 
are available we shall take the 
House into confidence, the whole 
matter is open to the House to 
consider at that time." 

It is known that on the 10th Octo-
ber, 1974 Shri Umashankar Dikshit 
relinquished charge of the office of 
Minister of Home Affairs and became 
a Minister without portfolio. The 
CBI investigation was completed after 
that date and the CBI chargesheet was 
submitted to the Court on the 11th 
November, 1974. Obviously the state-
ment that he made in the House on 
the 9th September, 1974 was on be-
half of the Government and not in 
his personal capacity. He cannot be 
Said to be personally responsible for 
non-fulfilment of the assurance given 
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by him since he had relinquished 
ciharge of that Ministx;y before the 
investigatiOn was concluded. 

Similarly the Law Minister had 
made a statement on behalf of 
'the Government. He, however, ex-
plained the circumstances in which 
the assurance w.as given. I give be-
Iowan extract from his statement 
made on the 25th November, 1974: 

"I have said ,that the HoWIe will 
'be taken into confidence on the 
results of the investigation. Now, 
that has 'been done ...... 1 empha-
sized that if crimes are seen to 
have been committed, found to 
have been committed, and if the 
offenders are identified, the Gov-
ernment is ~ the opinion that the 
proper forum is the court of law. 
I said that the Government will 
take the House into confidence, 
which meant that the results of the 
investigations will be intimated to 
the House which, I submit, has been 
dOne .... I have given in no such 
assuranCe that the CBI report wou:ld 
'be placed on the Table of the 
House." 

Shri Brahmananda Reddy, Minister 
of Home Affairs has explained in de-
tail to the House in his statement on 
the 12th November, 1974, as to the 
legal obligations and circumstances 
under which the CBI had to rush to 
the court before the Government 
could come to the House in tile matter 
after the CBI enquiry was over. 

/!.S I stated in the House on the 12th 
'November, the assurances given by 
the Hame Minister and the Law Min-
ister were categorical, and the Gov-
ernment were bound 'by them. How-
ever, it is not thE! case of the Minis-
ters that they would not fulfil them. 
Indeed thOUgh a little later they have 
come to the House and have placed 
before the House the gisi of the 
enquiry held by the CBI ... 

SOME HON. MBlIIBDS •••. QuII-
tion, No Sir. 

~.

MR. SPEAKER: .... the charge-sheet 
filed in the court against the accused 
and have \!I?tplained the manner in 
which the assurances have ,been ful-
filled. There is therefore no ques-
tion that the Government hav deli-
'berately declined to implement the 
assurance. 

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE: 
They did not come out of their own 
accord. 

MR. SPEAKER: There may be a 
dispute that the assurance was not 
implemented fully or in due time, and 
it can onlY be resolved by a debate 
in the House. 

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISRRA 
(Begusarai): No. 

MR. SPEAKER: The HOU5e knOWI I 
that it has various remedies avail-' 
able to it to call the Government to 
account and secure compliance with 
its directions, ,but inadequ.ate com-
pliance of an assurance or delay in 
its fulfilment will not constitute a 
breach of privilege. 

Nevertheless I should say that pro-
priety demanded that the Government 
should have made a statement in the 
House on the 11th November when 
the present Session commenced and 
taken the m.atter to the Court there-
after particularly when the case was 
instituted in the Court on that very 
day i.e. the 11th November. 

Another point of privilege raised 
against Shri Brahmananda Reddy is 
that he made an allegedly misleading 
statement in the House on 12th Nov-
ember, 1974 wherein he said: 

"The investigation did not dis-
close that any of the officers who 
dealt with the matter were involved 
in the commission of the offence." 

In a subsequent statement made by 
him on 21st November, 1974, Shri 
Brahmananda Reddy said in the 
Rouse: 

"In the course of investigation no 
evidence became available to cor-
roborate the statement of Shri8. 
N. PiU.ai. It waa thia intentioD 
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which I had communicated in my 
statement and nothing more should 
be read into my obliptions." 

In order to constitute a breach of 
privileJl! or contempt of the House, 
it has to be proved that the state-
ment was not only wrong or mislead-
ing but it was made deliberately to 
mislead the House. In this connec-
tion, I may refer to a ruling given on 
18th April, 1966 by the then Speaker, 
Sudar Hukam Singh. The ruling 
was lis follows:-

"If there is any discrepBDCY or 
a statement .is not correct, there is 
no question of any privilege motion 
unIels .it is proved that a wrong 
statement has been made deliberate-
ly, knowing the true position." 

It cannot 'be said that Shri Brahma-
nanda Reddy has made any mislead-
ing statement deliberately in this 
regard. So, there is no question of 
any :breach of privilege or contempt 
of the House on this score. 

As regards Shri D. P. Chattopa-
dhayaya, Minister of Commerce, the 
members' complaint against him is 
that he misled the House by his 
statement made in the House on the 
9th September, 1974, when he said: 

"After the writ petitions were 
withdraWn the Ministry re-examin-
ed the matter from a point of view 
whether the denial of these licences 
'Was consistent with the principle 
.of .equity and justice .... 1 would 
like to submit here, Sir, that these 
firms were !lot black-listed, debarred 
or non-existent.... Nothing to our 
bowledge has been brought rais-
ing or ~ any dOlllbt that 
these licences have been trafficked 
into." 

It was stated by some members that 
the reported impounding of the 
licences in this case indicated that 
the allove statement made by the 
Minister of Commerce in the House 
W41S incorrect and misleading. 

·On the 26th November, 1974, Shri 
'>CbtlttopadhaYlIYa made a atatement in 

I 

the House in which he inteT c!lie 
said: 

"This has reference to the pri-
vilege motion against me, which, to 
my mind, deals with the following 
points: Firstly, if the licences were 
issued  according to .the rules, why 
they have been impounded since? 
During the course of lbe CBI in-
vestigation, traffickin, in licences. 
was suspecteci /The Chilli Con-
troller of Imports and !:Jrports. 
issu'C!d a show caUSe notice 'oh the 
lioencees, asking them to ~

why their licences could not be 
cancelled 8'IId, dudng the pen-
dency, the licences have been' 
rendered inoperative. The act 
of rendering !he licences inopera-
tive is on the ground of sus-
pected trafficking ilInd not on the 
eligibility or otherwise of the 
lincencees .. 1 also said them and I 
would relte·rate now: 'If it is 
brought to our knowledge we will 
look into it and this is precisely 
wilat is being done .. , .Available 
records show that these firms are 
established ~ do not 
figure in the list of firms debarred 
or kept in abeyance 'by the Chief 
Controller of Imports and Exports, 
and their income tax verifications, 
either in respect of payment or 
exemption, were duly ascertained 
before the grant of licences." 

In view of t·he above explanation, I 
do not think that his earlier statement 
was made deliberately to mislead the 
House. So, there is no Cluestion of 
breach of privilege or contempt of the 
House involved on the part of Bhri 
Chattopadhyaya. 

Now I come to Shri Tulmohan Bam, 
M. P. It hss been stated by Members 
in the House that he received bribe 
lor furthering the cause of some 
import licence applicants in taking UP 
the IDI8tter with the Government and 
lorged the signatures of some Mem-
bers pf Parliament. The CBI have 
also .after .inVIIstigation come to that 
conclusion. 

Shri TUlmohan Ram, in his letter 
dattid.the ·14th November, 19'74 to·me, 
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which I read out in the HoU'ae on the 
20th November, 1974, has pleaded that 
since the matter has become sub 
jwiiee, it should not be discussed in 
the House at this stage. 

It is a well e.stablished law that the 
rule of sub judice does nat apply to 
matters of privilege or in matters 
where disciplinary jurisdiction of the 
House with respect to its own mem-
bers is concerned. However, in order 
to constitute a breach of privilege or 
contempt of the House, the misconduct 
of a Member should relate to business 
in the House. In the present elise the 
Member has allegedly abused his posi_ 
tion as a Member of Parliament in 
sponsoring n application to Govern-
ment for money and also after forg-
ing signatures of other Members. These 
allegations of bribery and forgery 
which have been prime facie estab-
lished by the CBI are certainly very 
serious and unbecoming of a Member 
of Parliament, and he may be held 
guilty of lowering the dignity of the 
House. 

I, 'therefore, hold that the House is 
free to discuss any motion re]'!lting to 
the conduct of Shri Tulmohnn Ram 
and the rule of sub judice does not 
come in the way. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS TOBe-

SHRI S. M. BANERJEE (Kanpur): 
Sir, what about my motion? 

Ill) u" fqm .,.q,,): ~
~~ I!Il . '; ~' ;r;v.l t· ..... 
MR. SPEAKER: No submissions on 
that. 

IIll "'" .~ ~ : q'A' 
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:~ ~ I ~ :;; \Flit it ~ -~ .. ;mf 
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~ lli1 t, 'R ~ ~ 11ft' ~ '
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SHRI S. A. KADAR (Bambay-
Central-South): On a point of order. 

Ill) R\II ~ Inri1ft': ~
;rr ... l t Ar ~ .' ~ iii) ~~ .. ;~

' ;~ ~~ - " ~ ;~ if 
~ ~ ' ~ ~~

iPJ;r tT Iff ~ h it tT tTtft I 'R 
~~ Ill: ' ~ A; iT ... 10 ~

iIi"t f<:'llt srrta' ~~ f ... , {'f ~ lR: 

~ ' ~. ;~ ~ ; ~ ? 

MR. SPEAKER: I have given my 
ruling already. 

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA 
(Begusarai): After your ruling, a-ny 
Government with self-respect and 
honour would have resigned. Thill 
was not an ordinary matter. Govern-
ment went to the court on that very 
d6"y when the Parliament Session 
began. Government is j!uilty of 
breach of assurance, if not breach of 
privilege, as yOU have been plell'Sed to 
say. Any Government willi the least 
sense of honour and self_respect would 
have resigned on this issue. 

You have been pleased to say, Sir, 
that Mr. Tulmohan Ram's conduct 
could be discussed in this House. But 
for that matter We require the full 
report of the CBI, and if, by the weight 
of their number, they are not going 
to make the CBI report Ilvailable to 
us, may I submit to you with all 
humility that We will have to resort 
to some form of ,a.tvall,.aha. far this 
in this House? We should secure that 
document and then alone we will be 
in a position to fully discuss the con-
duct of an han. Member of this HOUle 
or even the conduct of many ot the 
Minhlters about whom you have made 
a reference In your ruling. The CBI 
report has to be laid on .the Table of 
the House. It was produced In lieu 
of the invelltigation by the HOUle. 
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How are We going to discuss his con-
duct in the House if we do not have 
the full report before us? 
Then, Sir, w!lat happens to the rul-
ing given by yoU earlier that the 
document has to be produced? Now 
it has become a matter· of immediate 
importance lince we have to discuss 
the conduct of an hon. Member and, 
therefore, your ruling must be fulfill-
ed, must be obeyed, by the other side. 
We must get the report of the CBI. 
What do you say about your previous 
ruling that the document hs to be 
produced? 

MR. SPEAKER: It joa for the Gov-
ernment to lay it or not to lay it. It 
is not in my power. 

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA: 
11 it is not in your power, then, if we 
want to secure it by some fonn of 
Satllagraha in this very House, you 
should not take any objection to it. 

MR. SPEAKER: I cannot say. i 

wlw.!\lf ~ ~ : mq' 
~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ .~

~ ~ ~' . ' ~~ at)' ~ ~ ~ '
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;;r{!rlif ? ~~ ~ : : 'fi) wr 
'fir.; .~

SHR,I SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA: 
So shameless they are. 

MR.··SPEAKER: I am not Qalling 
anybody, . 

. "" '1'\11' fll({l1:l ~ : ~ ' ;t 

'~ .f!li ~ ' ~' ' ' ~ it' ~ ; ~
~ ~ !:T1I:m-t,iirflf.;f ~ ~

~. ~ it; ~; ..... t II:T IfIiT ~'
;,,? .. 

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHR4: 
It the voice of reasonin" and logic is 
sought to be over-powered. by tl\e 
brute force of number, then we have 
to resort to Sat1lagraha. There is no 
other course. 

(IntefTUptions) 

SEVERAL HON. MEMBERS: rose-

MR. SPEAKER: Kindly sit down. 
I am going to the next item nOw. 

w) ~ f"" ' '~ -) 

~ ~ ~ ~ 9' ~

~ '!<'iT IImft t I t!:1f ~ ' ~ ~

~ t!:if> ~' ~~ ~: : -~ it' 

~ ~ ~ I 

MR. SPEAKER: It was my duty 
to give the ruling. I do not want any 
comments or speechea. 

'51'\' ~~f'l"'l : ~~ !lj'rq' ~ ~

'fi) ~; ;'1:1 q-rl( ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~

;; ~ - ~ I 

SHRI H. N. MUKERJEE (Calcut-
ta-North-Eastl: Nobody is contesting 
your ruling. Not one of us is contest, 
ing your ruling. But the point is .... 

MR. SPEAKER: May I request that 
you can make your submisaions later 
on. I am going to the next item now. 

SHRI H. N. MUKERJEE: I am 
making a submission .. I gathered that 
.You per!I).itted US to make submissionf. 

MR. SPEAKER: No points of order, 
nothing else, no comments, please. 

SHRI SHYAMNANDAN MISHRA: 
We want your guidance. 

SHRI ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE: 
We may not agree with it, but we 
seek your guidance, please . 

·Ma. SPEAKER: My guid$J\ce. is 
that this matter can be discussed. 
SHRI ~ BIHARI .VAJPAYEE: 
Can we discuss it without the CBI 
report? .  . 
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-Fo on the Table til ge 2=4 
.' 
MR. SPEAKER: I cannot help you 

because I cannot compel them. 

-r) ~ . ~' ' ~ ~ : ~ ~
'liT ~ ' :~~; ~ t, qTq-~

~ ~. ' ~ t, ~ - m ~

~ ; I 

~ ~ ~:~~ ~ ;fu;R 

'liT ~U-ir 'liT ~~'flIT ~ I 

'" ~ :' ~~ ~~ : ~~
~~t, ~; ~ -« ifi{T ~ ' ~ ~

~lift ~ ifT'if ~ ~ ' ~ crr ;~

~; if!IT ' ~ I 

12.29 hrs. 

PAPERS LAID ON THE TABLE 

GUjarat Gram Panchayats secretaries 
(Recruitment. Training and Condl-
ditiollli of Service) (2nd AmndU 
Rules, 1974. 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE AND 
IRRIGATION (SHRI SHAH NAWAZ 
KHAN) :  I beg to lay on the Table-

(1 )(i) A copy of the Gujarat Gram 
Panchayats Secretaries (Rerecruit-
ment, TI)aining and Conditions of 
Serv·ice) (Second Amendment) Rules, 
1974, published in Notification No. KP_ 
74-1S0-TCM-3073.CH in Gujarat Gov-
ernment Gazette dated the 5th Aug-
ust, 1974, under sub_section (4) of 
'aection 323 of the Gujarat Panchayata 
Act, 1961, read with clause (c) (iii) of 
the Proclamation dated the 9th Feb-
ruary, 1974 issued by the President in 
relation to the State of Gujarat to-
gether with an explanatory note. 

(ii) A statement (Hindi IIIld Bngljlh 
versions) showing reasons for delay 
in laying the above Notlftcation. 

(2) A statement (BiDdi and BnglUb 
versions) explaininll' the re8llOlll for 
not laying the Hindi version of the 
N otlftcation. 

[Plaeed m UbrClf'!l. See No. LT-
I6OSI74]. 

ANNUAL REPORT OF CENTRAL W AlIE-
HOUSING CORPORATION, NEW DELHI FOR 

1973-74 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN 
THE MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE 
AND IRRIGATION (SHRI ANNA-
SAHEB P. SHINDEY): I beg to lay 
on the Table a copy of the Annual Re-
port (Hindi and English versions) of 
~ Central Warehousing Corpora-
tIon, New Delhi, for the year 1973-74 
along with the Audited Accounts and 
the Audit Report thereon, under sub-
section (11) of section 31 of the 
Central Warehousing Corporation 
Act, 1962. [Placed in Li.brary. See No. 
LT--S609!?4]. 

DELHI, MEERUT AND BULANDSHAHlr 
MILK (EXPORT) CONTROL ORDER, 1974: 

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN 
THE MINISTRY OF AGRICUTURB 
AND IRRIGATION (SHRI PRABHU-
DAS PATEL): I beg to lay on the 
Ta·ble a COPy of the Delhi, Meerull 
and ~ Milk (Export)' 
Control Order, 1974 (Hindi and Eng-
lish versions) published in Notlftca-
tion No. S.O. 657 (E) in Gazette of 
India dated the 15th November, 1974, 
under SUb-section (6) of section 3· of 
the Essential Commodities  Act, 1955. 
[Placed in Library. See No. LT-S6101 
74]. 

12.30 hI'S. 

QUESTION OF PRlViILEGE-Contcl. 

IMPORT LICENCE CASE-Contcf. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS-rose-

MR. SPEAKER: No points of 
order or comments on my ruling. 

SHRI H. N. MUKERJEE: (Calcutta 
-North-East): I and only reiterat-
ing that none of us here fa contest-
ing your ruling. But we are maldu, 
a certain 8ubmiBBion,_t least I am 
making certain mbmill8ion.-only iD 
. order to see that the House can be 


