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REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES

1. INTRODUCTION
. I, the Chawrman of the Comnuttee of Privileges, having been

authorised by the Commuttee to submit this Report on their behalf, present the
same to this House,

2 On the 3rd October, 1972, Chaudhrt Ishwar Singh, M.L A., raised a
question of Privilege (Appendix I) against Chaudhp Ram Lal, M LA, alleging
that on the 24th September, 1972 during the course of lus public speech at
Karnal, Shri Rain Lal, M L A., criticised the conduct and the ruling of the
Speaker given by him 1n the House in the discharge of his duty.

3. The matter was referred by the House to the Committee of Prlvileges
on the 3rd October, 1972 for examination and 1eport o the House by the
Ist March, 1973. The Comwittee could not, however, finaligse the exanunation of
this 1ssue by the stipulated date and submitted ther feport 1n this behalf to the
Speaker on the 27th February, 1973 as the Vidhan Sabha was not In Session at
that time, Later, on the 6th March, 1973 this Teport  (Prelimmary) wag
presented to the House by the Chairman and on a Motion moved by him the g
day, the House extended the period for the presentation of the fipal report upto
the 5th October, 1973, The Commuttee to which this Privilege 1ssue was referred,
could not complete the work during their term which expired on the 31st March,
1973 for want of sufficient time Tle unfinished work of the prev
tee was thus taken over by the present Commuttee,

ame

10us Commit-

4. The Committee held ther sittings on the 4th October, 29th
November, 26th December, 1972, 15th January, 2nd February,

14th August and 26th September, 1973 and examined the matter 1n detail. Ip
all the Commuttee held 8 sittings,

5. A brief record of the pfoceedmgs of each sitting of

the Committee
has been kept separately 1n the Vidhan Sabha Secretariat.

II. FACTS OF THE CASE
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criticised  the conduct and ruling of the Speaker and the following words

uttered by him tended to lower the digmty of the Speaker imn the eyes of the
public ;—

ey <rer T ¥ v B 3 g gt e faT ATRET AT Srer BF et A &
awETE | UE TR 1 HEIE 99 | I S qaars % AT faE E
21, .. .. & wERERE 7 frgr i 3% 0T AT ST 27 |
efECaTed Fgd @ % qare weard fAan sefts g ! qg[ 9|
- > fexi AT | rdEAET a7 AT fom Sy 3 & frer B TR SRAMET
a7 warg e fafear | Fga @ qars @< A fa=r aar g & fEar

&t Fr & ar SiFeT-SITTRTET HA, Gey ST aa |

7. After some discussion on the 3rd October, 1972, the House, on a
motjon moved by Chaudhri Ishwar Singh, ML A , referred the question of
privﬂegé {0 the Comnuttee of Privileges for examination and reporl by the first
March, 1973

[l FINDINGS OF THE COMMITTEE

8. The Commuttee, after considerng the points mvolved, decided to
first record the statement of Chaudhri Ishwar Simngh, M.L A, who had raised the
question of privilege -

9. Chaudhr Ishwar Singh, M.L A., appeared before the Commuttee on the
4th October, 1972, and rerterated his allegation that Chaudhri Ram Lal, M.L.A.,
cnticised the conduct of the Speaker in the discharge of his duty as such mn the
Akali Kisan Conference held on the 24th September,1972 at Kainal and uttered the
words contained 1n his privilege motion (Appendix I) and which had been objected
to by im. He further stated that he could produce the tape-recorded version of
the speech of Chaudhri Ram Lal, M.L.A., as also some other witnesses 1n support
of his allegation, 1f so desired by the Committee.

10. The Committee decided to give an opportunity to Chaudhri Ram Lal,
M.L A., the person complained aganst, to appeat pefore the Committee to have
his say 1n the matter.

11. Chaudhri Ram Lal, M.L A , appeared before the Comnuttee first on
the 20th November, 1972, and requested the Committee to postpone hus oral exami-
nation to some other date as he had not been able to collect the necessary informa-
t1on relating to his speech which was the cause of action agamst him. This request
was duly acceded to by the Commuttee and Chaudhr1 Ram Lal, M L.A., was
summoned to appear before the Commuttee on the 26th December, 1972. He
however, failed to appear before the Commuttee on the said date on ground of

-

e
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illness. It was on the 2nd February, 1973 when he appeared before the Committee
and submitted a written statement (Appendix II) explaining his position 1n the matter.
As he wanted to supplement his statement he, therefore, requested the Committee
to give lum some further date for this purposc. The Committee acceded to his
request and fixed 27th of February, 1973 as the date for lus appearance before
them and submission of his further detailed statement in the matter.

12, Chaudhri Ram Lal, M.L A | accordingly appeared before the Comnu-

ttee on the 27th February, 1973 and submitted a further wrilten statement
(Appendix ITD).

13. Chaudhri Ram Lal, M L A., 1n his written statements (Appendices IT &
IIT) raised certain preliminary objections with regard to the legality and admissi-
bility of the question of breach of privilege after 1t had been referred by the House
to the Committee of Privileges for exanunation and report. The Committee are
of the view that these objections do not merit their consideration, as itis only the
prerogative of the Speaker to determine whether a particular question of privilege
sought to be raised by any member is inorder or not. Similarly, 1tis the sole
prerogative of the Speaker as also of the Houseto refer any question of alleged
breach of privilege to the Committee for examinalion and report. The main
point which merits the consideration of the Committee is as to whether the words
alleged to have been uttered by Chaudhri Ram Lal, M.L.A., tend to lower the
dignity of the office of the Speaker and therefore prevent him from the discharge
of his official duty in the House.

14. From the perusal of the two statements of Chaudhri Ram Lal,
M.L.A., dated the 2nd February and 27th February, 1973, itis noted by the
Committee that he feels sorry and regrets for what might have been said by him
in the ‘heat of the moment because he admits that an Akali Kisan Conference
was held as alleged by the member, Chaudhri Ishwar Singh, and he also admits
that he did deliver a speech in that conference The extracts from his written
statements which, in the opinion of the Commuttee, are more relevant to the issue,
under reference, are given below :-

“l. It is admitted that an Akali Kisan Conference was held at Karnalin
the month of September, 1972 and 1 addressed that Conference on 24th

September, 1972.

2. So far as my memory goes I did not utter any such wordings as alleged
in the question of breach of privilege. T have also enquired from other
sources in the matter, which support my contention. There was neither
any occasion nor intention to say such words. If, however, during the
Slow of my speech some words having any relevancy with the matter
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might have been uttered, I feel regret for the same. I have great
regard for the Hon’ble Speaker.”
. (See Appendix 1I)
“ON MERITS.

1' ® * * * * *

2. Itis denied that I cnticised the conduct of the Hon’ble Speaker as
there was no occasion nor an intentton to say such words as alleged.
In my speech there was only a reference of talk made 1n the House
regarding the fate of my motions. Even 1f the alleged words were
spoken, there was absolutely no intention to criticise the conduct
of the Hon’ble Speaker. Iam really sorry that the alleged wordings
have created misunderstanding m a certain section of the House.”

(See Appendix I1I)

15. In view of the above, the Committee are of the opinon that the
impugned part of the speech constitutes a breach of privilege and contempt of

the House as it casts reflections on the conduct of the Speaker m the discharge of
his duty.

Recommendation of the Committee

16. As the Speaker represents the whole House and the House, in turn,
the whole State of Haryana, Chaudhri Ram Lal’s act of casting reflections on the
conduct of the Speaker in the discharge of his duty, which constitutes a breach of
privilege and contempt of the House, should be viewed with concern and, therefore,

recommend that Chaudhr1 Ram Lal, M.L.A, be reprimanded by the Speaker so -
that he may be careful in his public utterances 1n future.

1 Gulab Singh Jain (Chairman)
} Charan Dass

| Prem Sukh Dass

; Rao Abhai Singh
|

|
J

Chandigarh;

The 26th September, 1973. Rao Banst Singh

Surjit Singh Mann
*Peer Chand
*Shiv Ram Verma

*Subject to minutes of dissent.—Appended

N.B.—Chaudhr1 Brij Lal and Shr1 Fateh Singh did not attend the meeting Hence their
signatures are not appended.
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MINUTE OF DISSENT

3Ty 1 wttewr § oY fme g &, & wwwar g ag sesarst § w1 S9H oF AT
e fegr sttaT Aifge. arfie a8 To w3ET & g ogd faare et ag & @ as &1 i fafaa
¥ qarfas €11 91 $o SEn faewe wer § ag fawae §agh aar g v gasraar aa g
T 98 TUY TH FQT L 7T ITH1 CHE F@T § | N &I & qaras 1 Fo IG5
forwT AT & -99 WA T80 G T AEr gAT g | Tafad AR fe ¥ semp Ay
A&t ST fear st =Trfge ey fr adta & 490@rE frar o s |

& 59 Rale & agaa T g S T qE 2

[CGIEEN g/— =g
26 fqava3,1973

A\
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MINUTE OF DISSEI:IT

A T ¥ T T qeEr w5y fee A FY, ag o faflgy sa fear g ow Fany
3% Iedie ¥ arg @y FE T AT feqar =rfaw, arfs R AN F IR
AL HAL F wq® AN W TATER PR A 7g @ 77 a7 AT S gHEATL 1 v &Y
e dare s, & quaar gAY HYwrear axdt e &1 gafed sad ary ¥ o s Rl
R atsiamm s e, w8 §dfe dar Fa), 9@ o0 o Sk NFIWF ARy
&, ST ST H7 FgR w7 AT 393 frermr e ) ’

arr AT A 3 wer A F A 5w Ay A a8 d ST wfg 1 et
7g S e st #Y s <y & SE A g T | '

Ay

e

: g/—fira < 3af,
26 fagwas, 1973

TATAY,
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APPENDIX—I

The Secretary,

Haryana Vidhan Sabha,

Chandigarh. .

I beg to give a notice of breach of privilege against Shr1 Ram Lal, M.L.A,, on

the ground that he, while addressing a public meeting at Karnal on 24.9.72,
criticised the conduct and ruling of the Speaker 1n the discharge of his duty and
the words uttered by him tended to lower the dignity of the Hon’ble Speakerin
the eyes of the public. The words which are Considered objectionable by me are as
under ;—

“ofY T T X o PR H e T 9% =T gAREeTE e fr gt o9 ar
THAT S | GF S&ArT & A 99 | SAAT "gTE ] AT faaw @
gl ..., & TR ATed 4 fagr Br AR ST weamaT ar AT @7 | et
qIEF FgT o {5 qEd wear faa s g I8 a7 fa=r
AT | AT QT AT e E@r ¥ & frar B 8% ST @ ST
TR fafear | #g7 o fag® v dw fear g1 ¥ frgrdTfF &
qi Sfter ST EY, B Qed s E AR, ... 1

Sd/-Ishwar Singh
M.L.A,
3.10.1972
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APPENDIX—II

/
Before Hon’ble Chairman and Members of the Committee of Privileges of the

Haryana Vidhan Sabha, Chandigarh

' In the matter of question involving breach of privilege of the Haryana
Vidhan Sabha against Chaudhri Ram Lal, M.L A., regarding his alleged criticism
of the conduct and ruling of the Speaker.

Sir

With reference to Haryana Vidhan Sabha Secretariat No. CB/Pr1v-6/72-73/ -
20734, dated 6th October, 1972, and No. CB/Pr1v-6/72-73/786, dated 16th January, !
1973. 1 respectfully submit my written reply as under:— ’

[. It 1s admitted that an Akali Kisan Conference was held at Karnal
in the month of September, 1972 and I addressed that Conference on
24th September, 1972, “

2. So far as my memory goes I did not utter any such wordings as alleged
m the qﬁcstlon of breach of privilege. I have also enquired from .
other sources 1 the matter, which, support my contention. There was
neither any occasion nor intention to say such words If, however,
during the flow of my speech some words having any relevancy with
the matter might have been uttered, I feel regret for the same. I have
great regard for the Hon’ble Speaker.

3. Incase the Committee may like to go further into the merits of the
question, I would take an opportunity to raise the following preliminary
objections in regard to the legality and admussibility of the motion of
breach of Privilege, which may be decided first before going into the
merits of the matter ;—

() Whether the alleged wordings constitute a breach of Privilege ?

() Whether the alleged wordings of my speech tantamount fo criticism
of the conduct of the Hon‘ble Speaker ?

(i) Whether the question moved by Hon’ble Shri Ishwar Singh, M.L.A.,
is valid and in order and whether the document attached with
the motion is in fact a document as required under the Rules of
Procedure and Conduct of the Haryana Vidhan Sabha 2

.(iv) Whether the question has been moved by the Hon’ble M.LA.,
and referred by the House to the Committee is in accordance with
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the provisions of Article 194 of the Constitution of Indja and

whether the conventions of the House of Commons (U.K.) have
been followed in this case ?

(v) Whether the question raised by the Hon'ble Member, Shri Ishwar

Singh, 1s not belated and whether the delay 1s not fatal to the
alleged breach ?

(vi) Whether the question of breach of Privilege on hearsay evidence
1s adnussible and liable for enquiry ?

Under the circumstances explained

above 1t 15 respectfully submitted that
the matter may be dropped.

With regards

Yours farthfully,
Chandigarh.

2nd February, 1973 8d/-RAM LAL CHAUDHR]

M.L.A.,

D-96, Krishan Gate.,
Karnal, (Haryana)
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APPENDIX—III

’ble Chairman and Members of the Committee of Privileges of the
Haryana Vidhan Sabha, Chandigarh.

In the matter of question mvolving breach of privilege of the Haryana
Vidhan Sabha against Chaudhi; Ram Lal, M.L.A , regarding his alleged criticism of
the conduct and ruling of the Speaker of the Vidhan Sabha.

Sir,

As decided 1n the meeting of the Privilege Commuttee of the Haryana
Vidhan Sabha held on 2nd February, 1973, 1 beg to submit below further
detailed reply in the matter cited as subject :—

PRELIMINARY OBJECTIONS

() Whether the alleged wordings constitute a breach of privilege ? '

The alleged wordings as stated 1n the notice of breach of privilege
constitute two separate paras, and there 1s a gap between both of them.
This gap shows that the Hon’ble Member, Shri .Jshwar Smgh did not
like to give full version of my speech for the reason best known to him
which could indicate the real sense and meaning of my speech. Had full
context of my speech with regard to this subject, been given, there would
have been no misunderstanding to the House or the Privilege Com-
mittee. Some wordings chosen from the speech could easily lead to
misunderstanding. Such chosen wordings cannot be the basis for
raising a question involving a breach of privilege under the Rules of

Procedure and Conduct of Business in the Haryana ‘Legislative
Assembly.

Whether the alleged wordings of my speech tantamount to criticism of
the conduct of the Hon’ble Speaker ?

Evenifit may be presumed for the sake of argument that such word-
ings were spoken, these words cannot be taken.as criticism on the
conduct or ruling of the Hon’ble Speaker, because the alleged wordings
could be merely a reference to the talk made in the House The
alleged wordings show that I onlv asked for reply to my motions from
the Hon’ble Speaker. These do not indicate that I showed any
disrespect to the ruling of the Hon’ble Speaker. The wordings as alleged

by the Hon’ble Member cannot, in any way, amount to any sort of

criticism on the conduct or ruling of the Hon’ble Speaker.

-

»
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(il) Whether the question moved by Hon’ble Shri Ishwar Singh, MI.A,,is

valid and in order and whether the document attached with the motion
is in fact a document as required under the Rules of Procedure and

. Conduct of Business of the Haryana Vidhan Sabha ?

In this connection it may be submitted that no document on which
the question moved by the Hon’ble Member, Shri Ishwar Singh, is
based was attached by him along with the notice of Privilege as
required by rule 269 ibid. The question was raised by him on 3-10-1972
and the House referred 1t to the Privilege Committee on the same day.
The Privileges Committee examined the mover on the next day. i.e. on
4-10-1972, wherein he admitted that he had heard the tape-recorded speech
of mine and that the tape-record was in his possession. This so called
tape-record was the document on which the question was based, and as
such the notice must have been accompanied by this document, which
was not done. Non-compliance of the requirement provided in rule
269 ibid makes the question invalid and void. The giving of the alleged

wordings of speech merely ona piece of paper cannot be treated as a
document required by law.

/ N

(iv) Whether the question has been moved by the Hon’ble M.L.A.. and

referred by the House to the Committee jis in accordance with the
provisions of Article 194 of the Constitution of India and whether the

conventions of the House of Commons of U.K. have been followed in
this case ?

In Article 194 (3) of the Constitution of India, it is laid down that
until powers, privileges and immunities of a House of the Legislature
of a State and of the members and the Committee of a House of such
Legislature are defined by the Legislature by law, these shall be those
of the House of Commons of the Parliament of U.K. are applicable.
According to the conventions of the House of Commons of the Parlia-
ment of U.K. which are followed by the Lok Sabha, when a complaint
of an alleged breach of pfivilege is made by a member, a notice is given
to him before hand, and the Speaker, before giving his consent to {he
raising of the matter to the House, gives an opportunity to the member
complained against to place before the Speaker or the House such facts
as he may have on the question. In this case neither a notice was given
to me before raising the question of breach of privilege nor any oppor-

tunity was given to me to controvert the allegation before the consent
for raising the question was given., N
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When the question was brougﬁt before the House, it was essen'iia],
according to the conventions, that I should have been heard in the House
before the matter was referred to the privileges Committee. But I was
not allowed to speak inthe House in the matter, though I repeatedly
requested for it and some other Hon’ble Members also stressed the
Hon'ble Speaker to permit me to speak, as is evident from the pro-
ceedings of the House of that day. Since the manadatory provisions of
law, conventions and precedcn\ts followed by the Lok Sabha in this
regard, were not observed, the privilege motion becomes illegal, ultra-

vires and invalid.

{v) Whether the question raised by the Hon’ble Member, Shri Ishwar Singh,
is not belated and whether the delay is not fatal to the alleged breach of

privilege ?

The speech against the so-called “wordings of which the question of
breach of privilege has been raised was made by the me at Karnal on
24.9.1972, where as the notice for raising the question was given by the
Hon’ble Member, Shri Ishwar Singh to the Speaker on 3.10.1972 in the
House. The said Hon’ble Member has admitted before the Privileges
Committee that the matter was well in his knowledge as he had a tape-
record of my speech. He should have given thé notice for raising the
question earlier, well in time, so that the matter could be examined
-properly by the Speaker before placing it before the House. According
to the conventions and procedure of the Lok Sabha the delay made in
moving the question is fatal to the allegation regarding breach of
privilege. The delay shows that this privilege motion is an after thought
with some political motives and the motion has no force in the eyes of

Jaw.

(vi) Whetker the question of breach of privilege on hearsay evidence is
admissible and liable for Inquiry ?

As stated in sub-para (ii1) above, the document on which the question
was based was not submitted alongwith the notice for raising the
question, which was a manadatory requirement for the Hon’ble Member
to comply with. In the non-production of any authenticated evidence
the question is baséd on a hearsay evidence. The Hon’ble Member in
the course of his oral examination stated before the Privileges Committee
on 4-10-1972 that a number of persons who had been present at the
time of my speech and heard me saying so had told him about this.
The hearsay evidence has no force in the eyes of law, and no person
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canbe convicted on the allegations based on hearsay. Itis not possible
that the number of persons, who are alleged to have talked to the
Hon’ble Member in the matter, could remember the exact and the same
wordings as alleged in the notice of motion.

PRAYER

As already submitted in my previous reply dated 2.2.1973, it is agamn
praved that the above-noted preliminary objections, which g0 to the root of the
case and touch thé legality and admissibility of the question of breach of privilege,
may kindly be decided” in the first instance before going into the merits of
the case.

ON MERITS ‘

1. As already stated 1n my previous reply dated 2.2.73, it is admitted that
I made a speech in the Akali Kisan Conference on 24-9-72 at Karnal. I once again
submit that so far as my memory goes I did not utter any such wordings as to
criticise the conduct and ruling of the Hon’ble Speaker. Such words, even 1f spoken
do not constitute any breach of privilege. T never criticised on any occasion, the
conduct of the Hon’ble Speaker, for whom I have always a great regard. It appears
that the Hon’ble member has taken the alleged wordings in some other sense,
which may be due to political and 1deoligical differences and party affiliations.

2. It is denied that I criticised the conduct of the Hon’ble Speaker as
there was no occasion nor an intention to say such words as alleged. In my speech
there was only a reference of talk made in” the House regarding the fate of my
motions. Even if the alleged words were spoken, there was absolutely no intention
to criticise the conduct of the Hon’ble Speaker. 1am really sorry that the alleged
wordings have created mis understanding 1n a certain section of the House.

3. My previous conduct as member of the Assembly shows thatI have
always been respectful to the Chair. I have a great regard for the Hon’ble Speaker
and I will always maintain 1t.

PRAYER

In view of the circumstances explained above it is prayed that the matter
may kindly be dropped. ’

With regard.

CHANDIGARH - Yours faithfully,

27th February, 1973.
8d/-RAM LAL CHAUDHRI
M.L.A.
. D-96, Krishan Gate,
Karnal (Haryana)

2317—H.V.8—H.G.P,, Chd.
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