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THIRD REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGES
(EIGHTH LOK SABHA)

1. Introduction and procedure

I, the Chairman of the Committee of Privileges, having been
authorised by the Committee to submit the Report on their behalf,
present this their Third Report to the House on the question of
privilege regarding alleged non-intimation of arrest/detention of
Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, M.P., at New Delhi and giving of wrong
information to the Speaker and through him to the House on 16th
November, 1987 and referred! to the Committee by the House on
17th November, 1987,

2. The Committee held seven sittings. The relevant Minutes of
these sittings form part of the Report and are appended hereto.

3. At their first sitting held on 9th December, 1987, the Committee
decided that, in the first instance, Shrij Vidyacharan Shukla, M.P,,
Shri V. P. Marwah, Commissioner of Police, Delhi and the Deputy
Commissioner of Police concerned be asked to appear before the
Committee for oral examination.

4. At their second sitting held on 18th January, 1988, the Com-
mittee examined on oath, Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, M.P. anq Shri
V. P. Marwah, Commissioner of Police, Delhi. The examination of
Shri V. P, Marwah could not be completed, as the Committee felt
that in order to facilitate a proper inquiry it would be appropriate,
if in the first instance, the following police officers of the Union Terri-
tory of Delhi, who were present at the scene of incident on 16th
November, 1987, were asked to appear before the Committee for oral
examination:—

(1) Shri Rajendra Kumar,
Station House Officer,
Police Station Lodhi Colony,
New Delhi.

1. L.S.Deb, dt. 17-11-1987.
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(2) Shri V. Ranganathan,
As:istant Commissioner of Police (South),
New Delhi.

{8) Sbri P. R. S. Brar,
Deputy Commissioner of Police (Sauth),
New Delhi; and :

(4) Shri Mansoor Ali Sayid,
Additional Deputy Commissioner
of Police (South),

New  Delhi.

5. At their third sitting held on 12th February 1988, the Com-
mittee examined on oath. Shri V. Ranganathan Assistant Commis-
sioner of Police (South), Shri P.R.S, Brar, Deputy Commissioner of
Police (South), Shri Mansoor Ali Sayid, Additional Deputy
Commissioner of Pclice (South), and Shri Rajendra Kumar, Sta-
tion House Officer, Police Station Lodhi Colony, New Delhi.

The Committee then decided that Shri V. P. Marwah, Commis-
sioner of Police, Delhi be asked to appear before the Committee for
oral examination on 29th March, 1988.

8. At their fourth sitting held on 29th March, 1888, the Committee
examined on oath Shri V. P. Marwah, Commissioner of Police,

Delhi. :

Y. At their fifth sitting held on 11th May, 1988, the Committee de-
liberated on the matter and arrived at their conclusions.

The Committee decided that Shri Rajendra Xumar, Station Houge
‘Officer, Police Station Lodhi Colony and Shri P. R. S. Brar, De-
puty Commissioner of Folice (South) be called again to appear he-
fore the Committee in person to explain what they had to say in the
matter in view of the findings of the Committee.

8. At their sixth sitting held on 8th June, 1988, the Committee
further examined Sarvashri Rajendra Kwmar and P. R. S. Brar

and deliberated on the matter.

9. At their seventh sitting held on 23rd August, 1988, the Com-
mittee considered their draft Report and adopted it.
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1I. Facts of the case

10. On 16th November, 1987, at about 3.30 P.M. when some
members sought? to raise in the House the question of alleged arrestf
detention of Shri Vidyacharan Shukla. MP. by police on that day,
the Speaker informed the House that “I will try to find out what is
happening and then report back to the House.” Immediately, there
after, the Speaker asked the Minister of Parliamentary Affairs to
ascertain the facts of the case . ) that he could apprise the House of
the correct position.

11. At 17.14 hours on the same day. the Deputy Speaker on the
basis of information received from the Minister of State for Parlia-
mentary Affairs (Shrimati Sheila Dikshit) informed the House as
follows:— ..

“Hon. Members, I want to inform the House that it has been
ascertained from the police authorities that no arrest or
detention of hon. Member of Parliament Shri V. €.
Shukla took place today, j.e. 16th November, 1987."

12. On 17th November, 1987, the Speaker, while referring the
matter to the Committee of Privileges, observed: inter alia as
follows: —

‘o last night at 9.30 P.M., I received at my residence a
communicatipn® from the Station House  Officer,
Lodhi Colony Police Station, informing me that Shri V.
C. Shukla, member of Parliament was detained from
12.30 P.M.

This is a very serious matter involving the prestige, rights and
privileges of this House and of its members. The ques-
tion that arise are:

(i) If Shri V. C. Shukla was actually detained at 12.30 P.M.
by the Delhi Police why was the Speaker not immedia-
tely infarmed of the detention particularly whap the
House was in session and the detention was taking place
in Delhi itself and there could hardly be any difficulty
in {mmediate communication?

5. LS. Deb, dt. 16-11-1987.
3, fbid, dt., 17-11-1987.
4, See Appondix I.
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(i) Why wrong information was given to the Speaker and
through him to the House to the effect that Shri Shukla
had not been detained while actually he was detained
for 34 hours?

"Since, 1 was satisfied that there was g prima facie case need-
ing enquiry, I had already decided to refer the matter to
the Privileges Committee when at 10.50 A.M. today morn-
ing, 1 received a communication® from the Commissioner
of Police, Delhi narrating in detail the sequence of events.
According to him, Shri V. C. Shukla actually travelled
in his own car to the Police Station in Lodhi Colony and
‘demanded that he too should be detained with his sup-
porters. He continued to sit in SHO’s office without any
restraint on him throughout the period. Since his sup-
porters were in agitated mood and shouting slogans even
in the Police Station, SHO, Lodhi Colony who by then had
returned from the Court did not consider it prudent to let
thern go immediately and detained them under Delhi
Police Act from 12.30 P.M. to 4.00 P.M. Shri Shukla’s
name was included in the list on his own insistence.

- Also, I have since received notices of privilege from Hon’ble
Members Sarvashri K. P. Unnikrishnan, Arif Mohammed
Khan and Jaipal Reddy. 1 am convinced that there is a
prima facie case for enquiry. All aspects of the matter
may therefore, be looked into by the Privileges Committee
who may make an early inquiry on high priority basis
and report to the House.”

Subsequently, two further notices received from Sarvashri Vidya-
charan Shukla and Raj Kumar Rai, MPs, were also referred by the
Speaker to the Committee for their consideration.

III. Findings of the Committee

~ 18. Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, MP, in his oral evidence® before
the Committee deposed that on 16th November, 1987, when he was
" sitting in the Indian Olympic Association office. some police officers
came and wanted him to vacate the office. He told them that un-
less they had a warrant or any other order of authority that they
could show to him, he would not vacate the office because he had

s, See Appendix II
s, See Minutes of evidence.
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been holding that position (President, IOA) for the last three years.
and till that day, there were no orders to the contrary. According
to Shri Shukla, the Assistant Commissioner of Police, Shri V. Ran-
ganathan, was present there and he argued with him. When Shri
Shukla asked him: “Are you arresting me or are you just removing
me from the office?”, Shri Ranganathan replied: “I am arresting you.
I have no papers but I go by verbal order because I have the magis-
terial powers under the Delhi Police Act... and 1 have the powers
to do that without any warrant of arrest or anything like that.”
When Shri Shukla did not agree to leave the room, the ACP
ordered two of hig constables to drag him out. They caught hold
of both.of his hands. He (Shri Ranganathan) knew that this
was not a proper thing. This happened in the Association’s room
and when the police constables were about to drag him, he said:
“Don’t touch me. I will get up. What you are doing is illegal
and improper because you have no orders to show and you are
acting in a very highhanded manner.” When Shri Shukla came
down he saw that some people who had accompanied him to the
office of I.O.A. had been put in the police van. The Assistant
Commissioner of Police suggested that he (Shri Shukla) might go
to Police Station in his own car. Two policemen got into back
seat of his car and they drove him to the Police Station. After
reaching the Police Station, they took him to the room which was
reserved for questioning and after that, to the room of the Station
House Officer where he remained for about 13 hours. Then
he was taken to an adjoining room (which was an ante-chamber)
where he sat until about 4.30 P.M. Repeatedly he asked them
whether he was supposed to be questioned or he could go as Par-
liament was in session on that day. In the Police Station itself,
no illtreatment was meted out to him. At about 4.30 P.M.
they told him without questioning him that he was free to go.
He asked them: “You give it to me in writing why vou brought
me here and why you want me to go away now and whether T
am arrested or detained and what are the reasons.” He was told
either by the Station House Officer or the Assistant Commissioner
of Police that he was brought to the Police Station under section
65 of the Delhi Police Act. He left the Police Station at about
4.30 or 4.35 or 4.45 P.M.

In reply to a specific question: “Did you ask the Police Officer
at the Police Station that you should also be detained alongwith
the others?”, Shri Shukla replied: “No, I did not say anything. I
only enquired from them the reason as to why I was brought there”.
When asked whether he was ever informed that he was creating
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nuisance alongwith the other persons at the JOA office and that was
the reason why he had been detained, Shri Shukla stated: “No”.

In reply to another question: “Did the police officers put you
into the car or did you go on your own?”, Shri Shukla stated: “They
put me. “Shri Ranganathan and the other police people asked me
to get into my car because the police van was full. Then, they
put the two police constables in the back seat of my car and took
me to the police station. .I did not know where the police station
was, They took me there”.

14. Shri V. P. Marwah, Commissioner of Police, Delhi, in his
evidence? before the Committee deposed that it was a fact that on
16th November, 1987, Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, M.P., was arrested
by the Delhi Police. Explaining the circumstances under which the
Minister of State for Parliamentary Affairs was informed on that
day that Shri -Shukla had nnt been arrested or detained, Shri Mar-
wah stated: “As far as I am concerned, the Minister of State for
Home Affairs, Mr. Chidambaram rang me up and asked me whether
Shri Shukla had been arrested. I don’'t remember the exact time. It
was Wwell past three. I told him: I don’t know, I will find it out.

“Then. I rang up the Deputy Commissioner of -Police (South)
in whose jurisdiction he was reported to have-been arrested. I spoke
to him on telephone. He gave me a categorical answer that Shri
Shukla had not been detained. This, he passed on to me on the basis
of the personal knowledge because ‘Mr. ‘Brar, - DOP (South) was
personally present at the place where this arrest was supposed to
have taken place. So, on the basis of the information, which he
furnished to me on the telephone. I passed on that information to
Mr. Chidambaram, the Minister of State for Home Affairs.”

When asked : “Is it also a fact that during the night (on 16-11-
1987) at about 9 or 9.30, the Speaker was informed that Mr. Shukla
was, in fact, detained by the Police for a few hours?”, Shri Marwah
.sgld: “Yes Sir. A report was sent to the Speaker by the SH.O.
directly mformmg him about the detention of Shri Shukla”. F‘urther
asked whether the intimation sent by the S.H.O. represented the
correct situation, Shri Marwah said: “As the report goes, yes, it
is correct. But it needs certain amount of clarification to get the
correct picture of what happened.”

. Ser Minutes of qvidenco.
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At this stage, his attention was drawn to the communication® dated
17th November, 1987, sent by him to the Speaker, wherein he had
inter alia stated that “Shri Shukla’s name was included in the ‘hst
on his own insistence”, and asked to give the basis for this, Shri
Marwah stated as follows:—

“When the incident was reported to the Police, the Deputy
Commissioner of Police, alongwith the ACP, rushed to
the place. 1 won’t go into the details of the incident. -But
as some people were making some rumpus outside, under
the instructions of the Deputy Commissioner, the officers
who were present at the spot, took those people under
section 85 Delhi ‘Police Act, to the Police station.

This is because they apprehended some breach of peace.
But at the time, Shri Shukla had not been detained, nor
was there any intention to detain him. When Shri Shukla
came out of his office in the Jawaharlal Nehru Stadmm.
he asked the police officer where his supporters had been
taken to. The officer who was present at that time told
him that his supporters had been detained under.the Delhi
Police Act and they had been taken to the police station.
-Shri .Shukla then sat.in his own car and asked the police
officer to show :him .where the police station was. The
Dalice officer .also sat along with .Shri'Shukla in his car
.and ,went to :the police station. -There these .people were
making a 1ot of noige and the police officer decided at
:that time not.to release .them. -They kept on raising
.alogans and it .went up .to 4 O’clogk. At that time, the
officer incharge decided to relsase these .psople who had
been -detained under .the Delhi -Police Act. 8hri Shukla at
that time said that unless his name was also included
along with his. supporters, he would .not leave the po'ice
station, because he had been sitting .at the .pelice station.
The officer incharge to diffuse the situation and not to
create any .further .complications included Shri Shukla’s
name also .and after this they weve allowed to gn. He
then informed the hon. Speaker bv .a written communica-
tion and this is what took place. There was no intention
to arrest him at 12.30..... ”

In replv .to a question that since the matter concerned an hon.
member of Parliament and the Minister was making taquiries, was

o, See Appendlx ll
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“it sufficient on his part to give a report just on the basig of an
information obtained from the DCP and thereafter he never tried
to find out the correct position, Shri Marwah said: “As a matter of
fact, the DCP made enquiries and we found that the DCP had not
checked back with the SHO, when he gave the information to me
at 3.30 P.M. as to what had happened subsequently at the Police
Station... If one can look at it in retrospect, perhaps Mr. Brar
should have rechecked from the Police Station, which he did not...
I regret that certain amount of inconvenience has been caused be-
cause Mr. Brar did not check back with the SHO’s statement which
was subsequently made by the Minister and perhaps it could have
been corrected if this information had reached him in time. It is
unfortunate. .. .. I express my regret before the hon. Committee...”.

15. Shri V. Ranganathan, Assistant Commissioner of Police
(South), New Delhi, in his evidence® before the Committee deposed
as follows:—

“On 16-11-1987, at about 11.55 hrs. I got the information that
Mr, V.C. Shukla, Hon. Member of Parliament had come
with his supporters and entered the office. I got the direc-
tion from the Deputy Commissioner of Police (South) to
reach the spot immediately. I went with some staff from
Defence Colony Police Station to the Jawaharlal Nehru
Stadium. There I entered the premises and I saw some
of the supporters of the hon. Member of Parliament. Mr.
V.C. Shukla shouting slogans and the name-boards of
Mr. Adityan and Mr. Randhir Singh were thrown away.
I went and enquired from Mr. Randhir Singh.

I came to know that there were disturbances and Mr.
Shukla was sitting in the IOA President Office.

Immediately I ordered the other persons, the supporters
of Mr. V.C. Shukla to move away from the Office pre-
mises because they were not entitled to enter the office
premises.

They were creating disturbances, slogan shouting and
other things. They were removed. I ordered local Police
of the Lodhi Colony Police Station to take them to the:

s, See Minutes of evidence.
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Police Station. I went to the IOA President Office and re-
quested Mr, V.C. Snukla saying ‘I am having this letter’
and that only Mr. Adityan and the Secretary-General
Mr. Randhir Singh were entitled to enter the office and
function. It created disturbance. Mr. Shukla said ‘I am
also entitled and I have already filed a suit in the court.’
I told him ‘As per the information I received from Stadium
Officer, Mr. Adityan and Mr. Randhir Singh are entitled
to enter office and function in this office and you must
leave.’ I requested him first. Then he told me ‘I am also
an incumbent and 1 have already filed a suit. I said ‘So
far, there is no direction from any quarter that you may
be allowed or you are entitled to sit in the IOA Office.’
He asked me to show the papers and I took out the papers
and showed the letter which was written to me.... The
letter was written by the Stadium Administrator, Ministry
of Human Resources, Department of Sports in which
Joint Secretary had also taken note of the election of Mr.
Randhir Singh.

I told him ‘This is the letter from the Stadium Ad-
ministrator and the enclosures and the letters from the
Joint Secretary, Department of Sports.” I showed him the
letter and I requested him to leave the office,

In the meantime, our Deputy Police Commissioner also
reached the place. I told him that I ordered the other per-
son to leave the Office.... Our Additional Deputy Police
Commissioner told me to persuade him to leave the office.
Once again, I requested him to leave Offie saying that
I was not having any paper which makes me to believe
that he was having any right to sit in the Office or
was entitled to enter the Office.

I told him ‘You must leave.’ Then after some persua-
sion, he left the Office. He came down to the entrance, I
also went a'ong with him to the entrance . Then, once
again I went back to the Office of the Secretary-General
to get a formal complaint because of te'ephonic talk and
wireless message.... I got the comn'aint from Shri Ran-
dhir Singh and sent it to the Police Station. Lodhi Colony.
The SHO. Lodhi Co'onv wae there. He came to the JOA
premises T was in the first floor. He rame and T told that
T had alreadv removed the 18 suppnrterc nf Shri Shukla
and asked him to go and handle the situation. Then, I
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sent Hiln' to the Pdlice’ Station.....at about 6.15 p.m., I
got the information from the SHO, Lodhj Colony Police
Station saying that he seiit a report on the detention of
SHri SHukla' to the Speaker of thé Lok Sabha. He also
told'mé that Shri Shukia'did riot want to leave till his name
was included in the réport. Under the circumstances, since
it arfibunted' to detétition, his name was als®’ included in
the repott.”

_ Asked to state how long Shri Shukla had been detained at the
Police Station, Shri Ranganathan replied: “He was present in the
Police Station from 12.35 P.M. onwards....As per the SHO's re-
port‘ he was not detained. When he ms1sted that his name was
t6 be included in the detention report, his name was included. .
have no personal knowledge about it".

16. Shri P.R.S. Brar, Deputy Commissioner of Police (South).
New Delhi, in his evidence!" before the Committee deposed as fol-
lows:— :

“On 16th November immediately after 12 O’clock 1 got a
telephone call from Secretary General IOA Mr. Randhir
Singh saying that a number of people from outside have
enteréd the premises and are causing disturbance in the
functioning of IOA Office. I had earlier also known that
a' dispute was going on regarding the respective claims of
office bearers at JOA and earlier alsp police had to go
there on many occasions. I immediately sent a wireless
meéssape to ACP, Defence Colony under whose jurisdic-
tioh TOA office falls directing him to reach the scene im-
mediately and control the situation....I also left for the
scene personally immediately....It was 1210 or 1215. As
ACP, Defénce Colony’s office is located nearer he had
rediched the place a little earlier. By the time 1 reached
I found ACP. Defence Colony was already there. He told
mie that he has removed 18 persons who had entered the
premises and were raising slogans and got them sent to
the police station in a police van.....I went to the Sec-
retarv-Genera'l's office and next to hls office I was told that
M. Shukla is still sitting in the office of the President of
IOA. He was refusing to leave the office. Mr. Rangana-
tYap, ACP had with him two letters — one from the

», S’ec Mmutes of ovidonce
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Department of Youth Affairs stating that Gov-
ernment has taken note of the election of Mr. Adityan
and Mr. Randhir Singh in Trivandrum and they are now
duly recognised office bearers of I0OA. That letter was
shown to Mr. Shukla..... This happened in my presence.

Mr. Ranganathan came ahd told me that Mr. Shukla' is
refusing to léave the office. I told him to please show these
letters to Mr. Shukla. When Mr. Ranaganathan went
back to the President’s Office....I was standing in the
gate....I saw him showing those letters to Mr. Shukla.
Then Mr. Shukia said that he had filed a case in Jabal-
pur court and the court has accepted his claim. Mr.
Ranganathan said he has only these instructions and there
is no order from any court to the contrary and he should
leave. On that Mr, Shukla got up and he walked out of
the office. Mr. Ranganathan went behind him. I did not go
out. I went to the Secretary-General's office. Mr. Ranga-
nathan came back after 2-3 minutes and said Mr. Shukla hag
left in his car and he asked Mr. Randhir Singh. Secretary-
General to give a formal complaint about the entire inci-
dent. We went about looking at the office premises see-
ing the damage that had been done by these demonstra-
tors. We found a couple of files had been thrown out and
a number of plates removed from the doors. We staved
there for 10 minutes to see that similar damage does not
take place. Then myself and Additional DCP, Mansoor
Ali Sayid left for our office.”

In replv to a specific question: “Did vou come to know at any
time that Shri Shukla was detained or arrested in the Police Sta-
tion?”. Shri Brar stated: “Sir, Commissioner of Polire telephoned me
at 3.30 in my office to check up as to what had happened. I gave
him the facts as I was nersonallv present on the snot. I told him
that 18 persons had been removed to the Police Station under Sec-
tion 65. He acked whether Shri Shuk!a had been arrested and T told
him that he had not been arrested.”

Apked about “a verv serious communication lapseé” which accor-
ding to Shri Brar han oscurest on 16th Nwvember' 1987. he stated
that “the lapké way that the SHO' should not have included Shri
Shukla’s name’ at hig insldtence. Ant he should have brought it to
the notice of his senior officers immediatelv. sn that wa could have
immediately informed the Sneaker about the whole thing even on
telephone”. In replv to anéthér quéstion: * “Was it prover on your
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Jpart to give such information without ascertaining the full details
(from S.H.O.)?”, Shri Brar stated: “In retrospect, I do feel that
it would have been a more prudent course.” In reply to a further
question, Shri Brar stated that on 17th November, 1987, at about
10 O’clock he submitted a report about this incident to the Com-
missioner of Police, when the latter telephonically informed him
that S.H.O., Lodhi Colony had come with a report which was in

-conflict with his earlier report and he wanted to find out what had
actually happened.

17.. Shri Rajendra Kumar, Station House Officer, Police Station
Lodhj Colony, New Delhi, in his evidence!! before the Committee
-deposed as follows:—

“Sir, on that day, I had been to the court. I was to give my
evidence in the Tees Hazari Court in connection with an
old case. At about 12.10, I gave a ring to my Police Sta-
tion in order to enquire about the position there. I gave
a ring to the Police Station as 1 was not getting any
response on wireless set from my Headquarters situated at
Hauz Khas. I was told by the Duty Officer on phone that
there has been some disturbances at the Jawaharlal Nehru
Stadium, and Senior Officers are reaching there. 1 told
the Duty Officer on phone that T am also reaching there.
I at once rushed to the Stadium in a Government vehi-
cle. T reached there at about 20-26 minutes past 12. There
I came across Shri V. Ranganathan. A.C.P. in front of
the Indian Olympic Association Office. He told me that
there has been some disturbance; The supporters of Shri
V.C. Shukla were creating disturbance and they have
been sent to the Police Station. He asked me to
go to the Police Station at once, I at once reached the
Police Station in myv vehicle. The supporters of Shri
V.C. Shukla were raising slogans there. T pacified them
and arranged tea and water etc. for them. After some
time, when T was in my office Shri V.C. Shukla reached
in his car and came to my room straight-awav. He asked
‘me ‘whv mv supporters have been detained?" I said to
him, ‘They have been detained because there has been an
uproar in the office of the Association and tables ete.
have been broken.’ I offered him a chair too. ~ "~

OO — U

8, See Minutes of evidence (originn! in Hindi).
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Then he sat down in my office and said to me, ‘release
them’. I said:to him, ‘If they are released now then there
is apprehension of a clash again. They will be released
after some time.’ He started making telephonic calls from
my office. Some Press reporters were also standing out-
side. Shukla Ji also went on tallding to them. After
some time, some of his friends also came to see him.
Shukla Ji moved in and out to see his friends. He stayed
there upto 4 O’Ciock. His supporters were also there
who were raising slogans ‘Shukla Ji, you continue strug-
gle, we are with you.’ They were also raising slogans—
‘Delhj Police hai hai’ as usual.

about 4 O'Clock the office of the Indian Olympic
Association was closed. The other party had also left
after closing the office. After that we also asked the 18
supporters of Shri Shukla to go. At this juncture, Shri
Shukla said that his name should also be included as he
had stayed there for such a long time. 1 said, ‘we had
detained these persons but not you. You have yourself
come to the Police Station. Moreover we have not
brought vou here whereas those persons were brought by
us.” Now his supporters said that they would stage a
dharna in the Police Station till the name of Shri Shukla
is not written. Thev, started raising slogans against the
Police. Then we thought lest the situation may get tense
we told Shri Shukla that his name would also be written.
What objection we can have? Thus at about 4.15 we add-
ed his name too. I thought that he is a member of Par-
liament and made a copy of the report and called the
despatch rider. The person who had gone to Parliament
House to deliver this information was not allowed to go
to the Parliament House and was asked to deliver that
report in the Parliament House Annexe. That person.
therefore, delivered the repory in the Parliament House
Annexe. . ..The time wag approximately 5 or 5.15. Thev
were released at 4 O'Clock. When 1 came to know that
the report has been delivered in the Parliament House
Annexe. ac a precautionarv measure. T sent a copv of the
report at Speaker’s residence....It was abhout half past
seven. 1 gave the detalls of the entire artion to ACP
Shri Ranganathan on phone stating how Shri Shuk?, did
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not agree and his supporters insisted upon staging a dharna
in the Police Station and to avoid the situation getting
worse, we included his name also..... It was about
6 O’clock. I informed him on phone. He at once said
if his name had been included then it can be considered
to be detention. I said that a report to this effect had been
sent to Parliament. He said, ‘Alright’.”

At this stage, on being asked, Shr; Rajendra Kumar handed-over
to the Committee an extract from the daily diary, dated 16th Nov-
ember, 1987, duly authenticated by him which contained the entry
about the detention and release of Shri Shukla along with his sup-
porters. He read out the entry, as directed by the Committee, which,
inter wlia, stated as follows: —

..... They were brought to the P.S. under Section 65 of DP

Act to maintain peace and to avoid further clashes. They
were detained around 12.30 in the afternoon. After that
Shri V.C. Shukla came to the P.S. in a car and went to
the office of SHO and demanded that unless and until his
supporters are released he will not leave the police sta-
tion, All his supporters again started shouting slogans
and again becamc agitated. It was not considered pro-
per to release them at that time and they were detained
under section 65 DP Act till 4 O’clock. Then Shri V.C.
Shukla said that since he has been with his supporters in
the police station, his name should also be written with
them. So, his name Shri V.C. Shukla, S/o Shri Ram
Shanker Shukla, Resident of No. 1, Willingdon Crescent,
M.P. was also included in the daily diary. The Speaker,
Lok Sabha is being informed about this..... »

The following communication sent by Shri Rajendra Kumar,
S.H.O. under his signature to the Speaker, Lok Sabha, on 16th
November, 1987 was read out to him:—

“Today, at 12.30 p.m., Shri V.C. Shukla, Member of Parlia-

ment along with 19 more persong tried to create nuisance
and forcible entry in the office of Indian Olympic Asso-
ciation at J.N. Stadium, New Delhi. Since there was an
apprehension of hreach of peace, they were detained
under section 65 nf the Delhi Police Act, till 4 p.m.
today.
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Submitted for information.

Sd/- S.H.O.
Police Station Lodhi Colony,
New Delhi.”

Shri Rajendra Kumar was then asked: “Your evidence shows
that you did not detajn Mr. Shukla. He moved in and out freely
and there was no restraint on his movement. You have said that
you included his name on his insistence. If he was not detained,
why you included his name on his insistence?”” He replied: “His name
was included because he was insisting on it and was saying that
they would sit on a ‘dharna’. To defuse the situation according
to my knowledge, I considered it necessary to include the name.”
He expressed his regret for not giving the details in his communi-
catiop to the Speaker and accepted that: “I should have stated
under what circumstances his name had been fncluded. 1 told
him only about detention, not all details.”

IV. Conclkasioms

18. The Committee note that Shri Rajendra Kumar, Station
House Officer, Police Station Lodhi Colony did not send the com-
munication regarding arrest/detention of Shri Vidyacharan Shukla,
M.P., to the Speaker, Lok Sabha, on 16th November, 1987, imme-
diately as laid down in rule 229 of the Rules of Procedure and
Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha, The Committee find that the
communication was neither in the prescribed from nor was it add-
ressed to the Speaker, Lok Sabha. According to the said communi-
cation, Shri Shukla was detained at Police Station Lodhi Colony
from 12.30 to 4.00 P.M., but the Speaker received it at his residence
at 9.30 P.M., on 16th November, 1987, i.e., much after an announ-
cement was made by the Deputy Speaker in the House at 17.14
hours based on the information received from the Minister of State
for Parliamentary Affairs that “...... it has been ascertained from the
police authorities that no arrest or detention of hon. member of
Parliament, Shri V. C. Shukla took place today, i.e.,, 16th Novem-

ber, 1987

19. The Committee further note that Shri P.R.S. Brar, Deputy
Commissioner of Police (South) hag stated during the course of
his evidence before the Committee, that he had informed the Com-
missioner of Police at 3.30 P.M. that Shri Shukla was neither arres-

ted nor detained. Before giving this nformation to the Commis-
sloner of Police (Shri V.P. Marwah), he had not ascertained the
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position from the Station House Officer, Police Station Lodhi
Colony. The Commissioner of Police, Delhi, durfng his evidence
before the Committee had stated that Shri Brar, Deputy Commis-
sioner of Police (South) spoke to him on telephone on that day
and gave him “a categorical answer that Shri Shukla had not been
detained”. Accordtng to Shri V.P. Marwah, Shri Brar should have

re-checked the position from the Police Station, which he did not
do.

20. After careful consideration of the evidence and other docu-
ments provided to them, the Committee have come to the conclu-
sion that the Station House Officer, Police Station Lodhi Colony
(Shri Rajendra Kumar) did not send the intimation regarding the
arrest/detention of Shri Shukla to the Speaker immediately as
required under the Rules, particularly, when the House was in ses-
sion and the detention took place in Delhi itself. The Committee
also find that the manner in which the communication was written

by SH.O. was also casual as it had not been addressed to any-
one.

As regards the Deputv Commissioner of Police (South)
(Shri PR.S. Brar), the Committee have come to the conclusion
that befng a responsible police officer, he did not care to make
a proper enquiry from the Police Station Lodhi Colony before in-
forming the Commissioner of Police (Shri V.P. Marwah), which
ultimately resulted in the latter giving wrong information to the
Minister of State for Home Affairs for passing it on to the Speaker.
Lok Sabha and through him to the Mouse to the effect that Shri

Shukla had not been detained while actually he was detained for
3% hours.

21. The Committee are of the view that—

(1) Shri Shukla was actually detained for 34 hours on 16th
November, 1987

(ii) there was ijnordinate delay on the part of Station House
Officer, Police Station Lodhi Colony in sending a proper
intimation to the Speaker, Lok Sabha regarding the said
detention/release of Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, M.P.; and

(iii) the Deputy Commissioner of Police (South) instead of
first checking up the correct position from Station
House Officer. Police Station Lodhi Colony, gave wrong
information to the Commissioner of Pofice for onward
transmission to the Speaker Lok Sabha.
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22. The Committee decided that Sarvashri Rajendra Kumar and
P.R.S. Brar be called again to appear before the Committee in per-
son to explain what they had to say in the matter in view of the
above findings of the Committee.

When Shri Rajendra Kumar was apprised of the findings of the

Committee, he promptly tendered unconditional apology for his
conduct.

Shri P.R.S. Brar who was also apprised of the findings of the
Committee, while maintaining that he had no intention to ghow

any disrespect to Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, submitted inter alia as
follows:— i}

“....1 do now realise that it was a mistake, And I should
have done that....I do feel regret. I do really apologise
that I have caused thisg discomfiture and I have hurt the
feelings of the Hon’ble Committee...... I am sorry and X
express my unqualified apology.”

23. In view of the unconditional and unqualified apologies ten-
dered by Shri Rajendra Kumar and Shri P.R.S. Brar, the Commit-

tee are of the opinion that no further action need be taken in the
matter and it may be dropped.

V. Recommendation of the Committee

24. The Committee recommend that no further action be taken
by the House in the matter and it may be dropped.

NEw Drva; JAGAN NATH KAUSHAL
August 23, 1888 Chairman,
Bhadra 1, 1010 (Saka) Commiittee of Privileges.
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MINUTES
1
‘Fiwst ‘Sitting
New Delhi, Wednesday, 9th December, 1987
The Committee sat from 15.00 to 15.40 ‘hours.
PRESENT
Shri Jagan Nath Kaushal—Chairman
MEMBERS
2. Shri Bhadreshwar Tanti
3. Shri H. K, L. Bhagat
4. Shri Somnath Chatierjee
5. Shri H. A. Dora
6. Shri Bhishma Deo Dube
7. Shri Jujhar Singh

8. Dr. Prabhat Kumar Mishra
9. Shri V. Sreenivasa Prasad

SECRETARIAT -

Shri K. C. Rastogi—Joint Secretary.
Shri J. P. Ratnesh—Senior Table Officer.

2. At the outset, the Chairman welcomed the members of the
new Committee and informed them about the referemce of two
matters by the Speaker to the Committee of Privileges for examina-
tion and report.

3. The Chairman informed the members that while referring to
the Committee -of ‘Privileges the question of privilege regarding.
alleged non-intimation of arrest/detention of Shri Vidyacharan
Shukla, MP, at New Delhi and giving of ‘wrong ‘informstion to the
Speaker and through him to the House on 16th November, 1887, the
Speaker had observed that the Committee might make an early
inquiry on high priority basis end zeport to the House. The Com-
mittee .decided 40 take up for considerstion this matéer first.

31



22

4. The Committee decided that in the first instance, Shri Vidya-
charan Shukla, MP, Shri V. P. Marwah, Commissioner of Police.
Delhi and the Deputy Commissioner of Police concerned be asked
to appear before the Committee of Privileges for oral examination
at their next sitting to be held ,on Monday, 18th January, 1988.

56 L) ok kK 1

The Committee then adjourned,

II

Second Sitting
New Delhi, Monday, 18th January, 1988.

The Committee sat from 10.30 to 12.15 hours.
PRESENT ‘
Shri Jagan Nath Kaushal—Chairman '

MEMBERS

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat

Shri Somnath Chatterjee
Shri Jagannath Choudhary
Shri Bhishma Deo Dube
Shri Jujhar Singh

Dr. Prabhat Kumar Mishra
. Shri Braja Mohan Mohanty
. Shri V. Sreenivasa Prasad

©. o DG W

SBCRETARIAT

Shri K. C. Rastogi—Joint Secretary.

Shri T. S. Ahluwalia—Chief Examiner of Bills and
Resolutions.

Shri J. P. Ratnesh—Senior Table Officer.
WITNESSES |
(1) Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, MP.
'(2) Shri V. P, Marwsh, Commissioner of Police, Delhi.

———— e e e

ssParas 5-6 relate to another case and have accordingly been omitted.
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2. The Committee took up consideration of the question of
privilege regarding alleged non-intimation’ of arrest/detention of
Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, MP, at New Delhi and giving of wrong
information to the Speaker and through him to the House on 16th

November, 1987.

3. Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, MP, was called in and examined by
the Committee on oath.

(Verbatim. record of evidence was kept)
(The witness then withdrew)

4. Shri V. P. Marwah, Commissioner of Police, Delhi, was called
in and examined on oath by the Committee. His examination could,

however, not be completed.

(Verbatim record of evidence was kept)
(The witness then withdrew)

5. The Committee considered whether it would not be proper for
the Committee, before proceeding further with Shri V. P. Marwah’s
examination, to first examine the following officers who were present

at the scene of incident on 16th November, 1987: —

(1) Shri Rajendra Kumar, Station House Officer, Police
Station Lodhi Colony, New Delhi.

(2) Shri V. Ranganathan, Assistant Commissioner of Police
(South), New Delhi.

(3) Shri P. R. S. Brar, Deputy Commissioner of Police
(South), New Delhi.

(4) Shri Mansoor Ali Sayid, Additional Deputy Commissioner
of Police (South) New Delhi.

6. After some discussion, the Committee decided that in the first
instance, the above mentioned police officials of the Union Territory
of Delhi, be asked to appear before the Committee for oral exami-
nation at their sitting to be held on Friday, 12th February, 1988.
The Committee also decided that the police officials be directed to
bring the relevant documents/records relating to the case for the
perusal of the Committee.

‘The Committee then adjourned.

—
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111
Third Sitting
New Delhi, Friday, 12th February, 1888.
The Committee sat from 10.30 to 13.10 hours.
PRESENT
Shri Jagan Nath Kaushal—Chairman
MEMBERS

2. Shri Bhadreshwar Tanti
3. Shri H. K. L. Bhagat

4. Shri Somnath Chatterjee
5. Shri Jagannath Choudhary
6. Shri Sharad Dighe

7. Shri Bhishma Deo Dube
8. Shri Jujhar Singh

8. Dr. Prabhat Kumar Mishra

SRCRETARIAT e

Shri K. C. Rastogi—Joint Secretary,

Shri T. S. Ahluwalia—Chief Examiner of Bills and
Resolutions,

Shri J. P. Ratnesh—Senior Table Officer.

WITNESSES

(1) Shri V. Ranganathan, Assistant Commissioner of Police
(South)., New Delhi.

(2) Shri P. R. S. Brar, Deputy Commissioner of Police (South),
New Delhi. ’

(3) Shri Mansoor Ali Syed, Additional Deputy Commissioner
of Police (South), New Delhi.

(4) Shri Rajendra Kumar, 8tation ‘House -Officer, Police
Station Lodi Colony, New Delhi.

2. Shri V. Ranganathan, Assistant:Commissioner of Police (South),
New Delhi, was called in and examined on oath by the Committee
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in connection with the question of privilege regarding alleged non-
intimation of arrest/detention of Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, M.P., at
New Delhi and giving of wrong information to the Speaker and
through him to the House on 16th November, 1987.

(Verbatim record of evidence was kept)
(The witness then withdrew)
3. Shri P. R. S. Brar, Deputy Commissioner of Police (South),

New Delhi, was then called in and examined on oath by the Com-
mittee. |

(Verbatim record of evidence was kept)
(The witness then withdrew)

4. Shri Mansoor Ali Sayid, Additional Deputy Commissioner of
Police (South), New Delhi, was then called in and examined on
oath by the Committee.

(Verbatim record of evidence was kept)
(The witness then withdrew)

5. Shri Rajendra Kumar, Station House Officer, Police Station
Lodhi Colony, New Delhi, was then called in and examined on oath
by the Committee.

Shri Rajendra Kumar submitted a certified true phofo copy of
Daily Diary No. 8A dated 16th November, 1987, Police Station Lodhi
Colony. The Committee directed Shri Rajendra Kumar to produce
Daily Diary containing the above entry, in original, for perusal of
the Chairman. i fhige

(Verbatim record of evidence was lept)
(The witness then withdrew)

6. The Committee decided that Shri V. P. Marwah, Commissioner
of Police, Delhi, be asked to appear before the Committee of
Privileges for oral examination at their next sitting to be held on
Tuesday, 15th March, 1988.

7—10 T 1 . e
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The Committee then adjourned. i

*sParas 7--10 relate to another Case uad pave accordingly been omitted.
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v
Fourth Sitting
New Delhi, Tuesday, 29th March, 1988.
The Committee sat from 16.00 to 17.00 hours.
PRESENT
Shri Jagan Nath Kaushal—Chairman

MEMBERS -

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat

Shri Somnath Chatterjee
Shri Sharad Dighe

. Shri V. Sreenivasa Prasad
. Shri Bholanath Sen

S N

SECRETARIAT -

Shri K. C. Rastogi—Joint Secretary.
Shri J. P. Ratnesh—Senior Table Officer.
WITNESs
Shri V. P. Marwah, Commissioner of Police, Delhi.

2. The Committee took up consideration of the question of pri-
vilege regarding alleged non-intimation of arrest/detention of Shri
Vidyacharan Shukla, MP, at New Delhi and giving of wrong infor-
mation to the Speaker and through him to the House on 16th Nov-
ember, 1887.

3. Shri V. P. Marwah, Commissioner of Police, Delhi, was called
in and examined by the Committee on oath.

(Verbatim record of evidence was kept)
(The witness then withdrew)

4, The Committee decided to deliberate on the matter on Thurs-
day, the 7th April, 1988.

5_6 e L3 ] *s s

The Committee then adjourned.

ssParas 5-6 .lew to anather case and huve  accordingly beon omitted.
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v
Fifth Sitting
New Delhi, Wednesday, 11th May, 1988.
The Committee sat from 15.00 to 17.55 hours.

PRESENT
Shri Jagan Nath Kaushal—Chairman
MEMBERS

. Shri H. K. L. Bhagat
Shri Somnath Chatterjee
Shri Jagannath Choudhary
. Shri Sharad Dighe

. Shrimati Sheila Dikshit
Shri H. A. Dora

. Shri Bhishma Deo Dube

. Shri Jujhar Singh

. Dr. Prabhat Kumar Mishra
Shri Braja Mohan Mohanty
. Shri V. Sreenivasa Prasad
. Shri Bholanath Sen

SECRETARIAT we

© © N, W kW
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Shri K. C. Rastogi—Joint Secretary.
Shri J. P. Ratnesh—Senior Table Officer.

2. The Committee deliberated on the question of privilege re-
garding alleged non-intimation of arrest/detention of Shri Vidya-
charan Shukla, MP, at New Delhi and giving of wrong information
to the Speaker and through him to the House on 16th November,

1987.

3. The Committee noted that Shri Rajendra Kumar, Station House
Officer, Police Station Lodhi Colony, had not sent the communica-
tion regarding arrest/detention of Shri Vidyacharan Shukla M.P.,
to the Speaker, Lok Sabha, on 16th November, 1987, immediately
as laid down in rule 229 of the Rules of Procedure. The communi-
cation was neither in the prescribed form nor was it addressed to
the Speaker, Lok Sabha. According to the said communication,
Shri Shukla was detained at Police Station Lodhi Colony from 12.30
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‘to 4.00 P.M., but the Speaker had received it at his residence at
'9.30 P.M. on 16th November, 1987, i.e. much after an announcement
was made by the Deputy Speaker in the House at 17.14 hours based
on the information received from the Minister of State for Parlia-
mentary Affairs that “...... it has been ascertained from the police
authorities that no arrest or detention of hon. member of Parliament
Shri V. C. Shukla took place today, i.e., 16th November, 1987

4. The Committee further noted that Shri P. R. S. Brar, Deputy
Commissioner of Police (South) had stated during the course of his
evidence before the Committee that he had informed the Commis-
sioner of Police at 3.30 P.M. that Shri Shukla was neither arrested
nor detained. Before giving this information to the Commissioner
of Police (Shri V. P. Marwah), he had not ascertained the position
from the Station House Officer, Police Station Lodhi Colony. The
Commissioner of Police, Delhi, during his evidence before the Com-
mittee had stated that Shri Brar, Deputy Commissioner of Police
(South) spoke to him on telephone on that day and. gave him “a
categorical answer that Shri Shukla had not been detained”. Accord-
ing to Shri V.P. Marwah, Shri Brar should have re-checked the
position from the Police Station, which he did not do.

5. After careful consideration of the evidence and other docu-
ments provided to them, the Committee came to the conclysion that
Shri Rajendra Kumar did not send the intimation regarding the
arrest/detention of Shri Shukla to the Speaker immediately as re-
quired under the Rules, particularly when the House was in session
and the detention took place in Delhi itself. The manner in which

the communication was written by S.H.O. was also casual as it had
not been addressed to anyone.

As regards Shri P. R. S. Brar, the Committee came to the con-
clusion that being a responsiblé police officer, he did not care to
make a proper enquiry from the Police Station Lodhi Colony before
informing Shri V. P, Marwah, which ultimately resulted in the latter
giving wrong information to the Minister of State for Home Affairs
for passing it on to the Speaker. Lok Sabha and through him to the
House to the effect that Shri Shukla had not been detained while
actually he was detained for 3% hours.

6. The Committee were unanimously of the view that (i). Shri
Shukla was actually detained for 3} hours on 16th November, 1987;
(ii) there was inordinate delay on the part of Station House Officer,
Police Station Lodhi Colony (Shri Rajendra Kumar) in sending a
proper intimation to the Speaker, Lok Sabha, regarding the said



detention; and (iii) the Deputy Commissioner of Police (South)
(Shri P. R. S. Brar) instead of first checking up the correct position
from Station House Officer, Police Station Lodhi Colony, gave wrong
information to the Commissioner of Police for onward transmission
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to the Speaker, Lok Sabha.

7. The Committee decided that Sarvashri Rajendra Kumar and
P. R. S. Brar be called again to appear before the Committee in
person to explain what they had to say in the matter in view of

the above finding of the Committee.

8—10.

© M T DDA N

L L e »®

The Committee then adjourned..

VI
Sixth Sitting
New Delhi, Wednesday, 8th June, 1988.

The Committee sat from 11.00 to 11.30 hours.

PRESENT
Shri Jagan Nath Kaushal—Chairman

MEMBERS

. Shri Bhadreshwar Tanti
. Shri H K. L. Bhagat
. Shri Somnath Chatterjee

Shri Jagannath Choudhary
Shrimati Sheila Dikshit
Shri Bhishma Deo Dube

. Shri Jujhar Singh
. Shri Bholanath Sen

SECRETARIAT

Shri K. C. Rastogi—Joint Secretary.

Shri T. S Ahluwalia—Deputy Secretary.
Shri J. P. Ratnesh—Senior Table Officer.

*sParas 810 rclate to another caso and have accordiogly been omitted.
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‘WITNESSES

(1) Shri Rajendra Kumar, Station House Officer, Police
Station Lodhi Colony, New Delhi.

(2) Shri P. R. S. Brar, Deputy Commissioner of Police
(South), New Delhi.

2. The Committee took up consideration of the question of pri-
vilege regarding alleged non-intimation of arrest/detention of Shri
Vidyacharan Shukla, M.P., at New Delhi and giving of wrong infor-
mation to the Speaker and through him to the House on 16th
November, 1987.

3. Shri Rajendra Kumar, Station House Officer, Police Station
Lodhi Colony, New Delhi, was called in and examined by the Com-
mittee. At the outset, the Chairman informed him as follows:

“Shri Rajendra Kumar, the Committee of Privileges have
carefully gone through the evidence and other documents
produced before the Committee and are not convinced
by the evidence given by you before the Committee.

The Committee note that you did not send the communication
regarding arrest/detention of Shri Vidyacharan Shukla,
M.P, to the Speaker, Lok Sabha on 16th November, 1987,
immediately as laid down in rule 229 of the Rules of Pro-
cedure and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha. The Com-
mittee also note that the delayed communication sent by
you was neither in the prescribed form nor was it addres-
sed to the Speaker, Lok Sabha.

The Committee further note that according to your
communication, Shri Vidyacharan Shukla was detained
at Police Station, Lodhi Colony from 12.30 to 4.00 P.M.,
but the Speaker received it at his residence at 9.30 P.M.
on 16th November, 1987, i.e. much after an announcement
was made by the Deputy Speaker in the House at 17.14
hours based on the information received from the Min-
ister of State for Parliamentary Affairs that *..... it has
been ascertained from the police authorities that no
arrest or detention of hon. member of Parliament Shri
V.C. Shukla took place today, i.e. 16th November, 1987,
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The Committee, after careful consideration of the
evidence and other documents provided to them, have
come to the conclusion that Shri Vidyachdran Shukla,
M.P., was detained by you from 12.30 to 16.00 hours on
16th November, 1987, at Police Station Lodhi Colony.
Further, you did not send the intimation regarding the
arrest/detention of Shri Shukla to the Speaker imme-
diately as required under the Rules of Procedure, parti-
cularly when the House was in session and the detention
took place in Delhi itself. Moreover, the manner in which
the communication was written by you was also casual
as it had not been addressed to anyone.

Before proceeding further in the matter, the Commit-
tee would like to give you another opportunity to have
your say in the matter. in view of the above findings of
the Committee.

Now what have you to say after these findings have
been brought to your notice.”

Shri Rajendra Kumar tendered unconditional apology
for his conduct.

The Committee were satisfied with his apology.

(Verbatim record of evidence was kept)
(The witness then withdrew)

4. Shri P.R.S. Brar, Deputy Commissioner of Police (South),
New Delhi was then called in and examined by the Committee. At
the outset the Chairman informed him as follows:—

“Shri P.R.S. Brar, the Committee of Privileges have care-
fully gone through the evidence and other documents
produced before the Committee and are not convinced by
the evidence giver by you before the Committee.

The Committee note that you had stated during the
course of your evidence before the Committee that you
had informed the Commissioner of Police, Delhi, at 3.30
P.M. that Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, M.P., was neither
arrested nor detained at Police Station Lodhi Colony on
16th November, 1987. You had also stated that before
giving this information to the Commissioner of Police
(Shri V.P. Marwah), you had not ascertained the posi-
tion from the Stalion House Officer, Police Station Lodhi

Colony.
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The Committee further note that the Commissioner of
Police, Delhi during his evidence before the Committee
had stated that you spoke to him on telephone on 16th
November, 1987 and gave him ‘a categorical answer that
Shri Shukla had not been detained.’ He had also stated
that you should have re-checked the position from the
Police Station, which you did not do.

The Committee, after careful consideration of the evi-
dence and other documents provided to them, have come
to the conclusion that Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, M.P.,
was actually detained at Police Station Lodhi Colony
from 12.30 to 16.00 hours on 16th November, 1987. Fur-
ther, being a responsible police officer, you did not care
to make a proper enquiry from the Police Station Lodhi
Colony before informing Shri V.P. Marwah. which
ultimately resulted in the latter giving wrong information
to the Minister of State for Home Affairs for passing it
on to the Speaker, Lok Sabha and through him to the
House to the effect that Shri Shukla had not been detain-
ed while actually he was detained for 3! hours.

Before proceeding further in the matter, the Commit-
tee would like to give you another opportunity to have

your say in the matter, in view of the above findings
of the Committee.”

Shri P.R.S. Brar, while maintaining that he had no intention
to show any disrespect to Shri Shukla. tendered unconditional and
unqualified apology for his conduct.

The Committee were satisfied with his apology.
(Verbatim record of evidence was kept)
(The witness then withdrew)

5. In view of the unconditional and unqualified apologies tend-
ered by Shri Rajendra Kumar and Shri P.R.S. Brar, the Committee
felt that no further action need be taken in the matter and it might
be dropped. The Committee decided t! .c the draft Report on the
matter might be prepared accordingly and circulated to the mem-
bers of the Committee for consideration at a subsequent meeting of
the Committee.

6-12. w . o -

(The Committee then adjourned.)

—

..‘)]_',a:‘,_ (.;12 ';elnte to other cases and have accordingly been omitted.
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vii

Sevanth Sitting
New Delhi, Tuesday, 23rd August, 1988

The Committee sat from i6.00 to 18.40 hours.

2—3.

So@NooB Wb

PRESENT
Shri Jagan Nath Kaushal—Chairman
MEMBERS

Shri H.K.L. Bhagat
Shri Somnath Chatterjee
Shri Bipin Pal Das

. Shrimati Sheila Dikshit

Shri Bhishma Deo Dube

. Shri V.N. Gadgil

. Shri V.S. Krishna Iyer

. Shri Jujhar Singh

. Shri Braja Mohan Mohanty
11.
12.

Shri K. Ramachandra Reddy
Shri Bholanath Sen

SECRETARIAT
Shri K. C. Rastogi—Joint Secretary
Shri J. P. Ratnesh—Senior Table Officer

L1 L 1]

L2

4. The Committee then considered and adopted the draft Third
Report on the question of privilege regarding alleged non-intima-
tion of arrest/detention of Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, M.P., at New
Delhi and giving wrong information to the Speaker and through

him to the House on 16th November, 1987,

5. The Committee decided that the evidence recorded by them

be appended to the Report.

6. The Committee authorised the Chairman to present their

Third Report to the House.
7—11
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(The Committee then adjourned)

eeParas 2—3 relate to another case and have accordingly been omitted.

sesParas 7—11 relate to another caso and have accordingly been omitted.
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MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE
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Shri H.K.L. Bhagat

Shri Somnath Chatterjee
Shri Jagannath Choudhary
Shri Bhishma Deo Dube
Shri Jujhar Singh

. Dr. Prabhat Kumar Mishra
. Shri Braja Mohan Mohanty
Shri V. Sreenivasa Prasad
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SECRETARIAT

Shri K. C. Rastogi—Joint Secretary

Shri T. S. Ahluwalia—Chief Examiner of Bills and Resolu-
tions,

Shrj J. P. Ratnesh—Senior Table Officer
WITNESSES
(1) Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, M.P,
(2) Shri V.P. Marwah, Commiasioner of Police, Delhi.

(The Committee met at 10.30 hours.)
(1) Evidence of Shri Vidyachargn Shukla, M.P.

Mr. Chairman: Shri Vidyacharan Shuklaji, you have been re-
quested to appear before this Committee to give your evidence in
connection with the question of privilege regarding alleged mon-
intimation of your arrest/detention at New Delhi and given of
wrong information to the Speaker and through him to the House
on 16th November, 1987.

3' .
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I hope that you will state the factual position frankly and truth-
fully to enable this Committee to arrive at a correct tinding.

I may inform you that under rule 275 of the Rules of Procedure
and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha, the evidence that you may
give before the Committee is to be treated by you as confldential
till the Report of the Committee and its proceedings are presented
to Lok Sabha. Any premature disclosure or publication of the
proceedings of the Committee would constitute a breach of privilege
and contempt of the House. The evidence which you will give be-
tore the Committee may be reported to the House.

Now you may please take oath or affirmation as you like.

Oath under rule 272 was administered to the witness, Shri Vidya-
charan Shukla:

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I, Vidyacharan Shukla swear in the
name of God that the evidence which I shall give fn this case shall
be true, that I will conceal nothing, and that no part of my evid-
ence shall be false.

Mr. Chairman: Now, you please let us know what happened on
that day.

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: Mr. Chairman, Sir, I suppose the Com-
mittee would be interested in finding out how the thing arose; how
Parliament came to be informed falsely and in what manner, the
entire thing arose. I will go into that briefly, before coming to the
incident proper.

Mrx. Chairman: 1 think we are mainly concerned with two
matters—their not informing us in time, and then informing
wrongly. The question as to whether the arrest or detention was
justified or not justified, in fact, we are not ....

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: In fact, ] am not going into that
What I am inquiring into is, whether you would be interested to
finding out the backgrownd which led to misinformation to Parlia-
ment and attempted concealment from Parliament of the fact of

Mr. Chairman: Weil, whatever you think relevant, you can state.
It will be for us to see which is. in fact, relevant and which is not.
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Shni Vidyacharan Shukia: In the first instance, it did not cul-
minate in my being taken to the poiice station. It took place on
28tn October wnen the Police Officers came into the Indian Olym-
pic Office and tried to drag me out. At that time, Parliament was
not in Session but that was the first instance and there were a
lot of people present there.

Mr. Chairman: What happened subsequently?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: There was one person there, Mr. Sri-
vatsa of Times of India who was present in the room where
all this was happening and in the Police Station itself what hap-
pened was witnessed by another lady journalist of Indian Express
whose name* I am not able to recollect now but I will furnish it
to the Committee in writing because she had filed a report in the
newspaper after the incident happened. The incident itself is
known to the Committee when I was taken to the Police Station
on 16th November. I was sitting in the Office, the Police Officers
came and they wanted me to vacate the Office. I told them that
unless they had a warrant or any order of authority that they can
show me, 1 will not vacate the Office because this Office I have been
occupying since the last three years and on that day, there was
nothing in their hand, they had no authority or orders. I asked
them whether there is anv Order from above? Above means any-
thing from Police Commissioner to Prime Minister.

The ACP Ranganathan was there and he argued with me. He
did not know what to do and I said “Are you arresting me or are
you just removing me from the Office?” He said “I am arresting
you. I have no pavers but I go bv verbal order because I have
the magisterial powers under the Delhi Police Act or whatever the
law and T have the powers to do that without any warrant of arrest
or anything like that.” When I did not agree to leave the room,
then he ordered two of his constables to drag me out. They caught
hold of both my hands. Mr. Srivatsa cf Times of India was probably
present in the room when this incident took place. He knew that
this was not. a proper thing to do. This happened in the Associa-
tion’s room and when thev were about to drag me, I said “Don't
touch me. I will get up. What you are doing is illegal and impro-
per because you have no orders to show and you are acting in e
verv highhanded manner.” The volice officers themselves did not
Xnow what for they were doing it. When I came down, I saw
there were some people with me who were put in the Police van.

“The name of the Indian Expross lady Journalist is Ms. Neerja Choudhury.



41

ACP suggested that I go to Police Station in my own car. I have
got a photograph here which shows that the policemen got into my
car. Two policemen got into back seat, the driver was driving, I
was sitting in front of Maruti car and they drove me to ‘the Police
Station. If you like, the photographer be called here for evidence.
The photograph shows policemen sitting inside the car in the back
seat of the car, After reaching the Police Station, they took me
to the room which is reserved for questioning and after that, to the
room of the Station House Officer where I sat for about 1% hours.
Then I was taken to a room adjoining this room which is an ante-
chamber. There were one or two sofa sets and centre tables and
there I sat until about 4.30 or 5.30. Repeatedly, we were asking
them whether I am supposed to be questioned or I can go. Parlia-
ment was in session that day. Several Membersg of Parliament came
and visited me. No Member of Parliament was prevented but some
journalists were prevented and one of the journalists who was pre-
vented from coming in was this lady Ms. Neerja Choudhury. At
about 4.30 PM, when some of the friends had come there from
Parliament, I do not rememher who it was, we again enquired from
the SHO because no Senior Officer visited the Police Station ex-
cept ACP Mr. Ranganathan. He was present there twice or thrice.
He would come and go, come back again and again come and go
back. He was not talking to his superiors on telephone because
that could be heard. He probably went to take instructions or for
whatever reason, he went away. He paid two or three visits to the
Police Station. In the Police Station itself, there was no ill-treat-
ment or bad treatment, and at about 4.30 thev told me without
questioning me that I was free to go. I said “You give it to me
in writing why you brought me here and why vou want me to
go away now and whether T am arrested or detained and what are
the reasons.” Either the SHO or the ACP told me that T was
brought to the Police Station under Section 65 of the Delhi Police
Act. I do not remember the exact number of the Section that he
quoted or what Section he quoted. Nobodv has ancstioned me.
Nobody talked to me about anvthing. 1 do not think necescary
for him to do so and, therefore, he did not do anything. Afterwards,
he asked me to leave. Then T left at about 4.30 or 4.35 or quar-
ter to 5. This is all that happened.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: For what purvose did you go to the
Olympic Association Office on 16th November?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: T am President of the Indian Olvmpic
Acgociation and T went there to attend the Office and to dispose of
variows matters.
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Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Did you tell anybody that you were
going to the Office to meet somebody else there?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: Some people went with me.

Shri Sommath Chatterjee: Did you tell anybody that you were
going to IOA Office to meet somebody there?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: No.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Did you leave to the Police Station
at Lodhi Colony by your own car or by the police van? Whether
you were being asked to go there or not?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I was taken there in my car. There
was no space available in the police van. Just now, I have given
to the Committee the picture in which you can find the police
officers sat in the back-side Both of them were there. It was a
small Maruti car. I was sitting at the front.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Did you ask the Police Officer at the
Police Station that you should also be detained alongwith the
others?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: No. I did not say anything. I only
enquired from them the reason as to why I was brought there
under what authority I was brought there.

Shri Somnath Chatterjec: Were you ever informed that you
were creating nuisance along with the other persons there and that
was the reason why you had been detained?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: No.

Shri Braja Mohan Mohunty: Shuklaji, along with you, how
many other people were detained?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: There were about 30 people. But I did
not count.

Shri Braja Mohan Mohanty: When they arrested them, did you
insist on the inclusion of their name in the list?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: That is not correct. T do not know
whether they were arre<ted or not. There is no question of insistence
on mv part. I onlv enquired from them as to why they were tak-
ing us and under what authority. T was told that they were taking
us for questioning under Section 85 of the Delhi Police Act, as T
have mentioned alreadv.
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Shri Braja Mohan Mehanty: Could you tell us the exact time
when you reached the Police Station?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I don’t remember the time exactly, I
was in the Police Station for about four-and-a-half hours

Shri Braja Mohan Mohunty: Were you there for a period
44} hrs?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: The time must be around 12 O'Clock,
But I am not sure. I did not check up the watch. The point is that
at the Police Station, I sat for about 4—43 hours.

of

Shri Braja Mohan Mohanty: You have indicated in your petition
to the hon. Speaker that you were there up to 5.50 p.m.

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: May be, I might have indicated the
time as 5.30, I do not remember the exact time as to when I went
there and left that place. But what I have written, that must be

the time.
Shri Braja Mohan Mohanty: You have stated that two police
Constables dragged you. Did they drag you at the police station?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: In the room itself, they tried to drag
me. But when they were about to drag me, I told them not to do
that. Then, I agreed to walk and I walked from my room to the
car. Since the policemen were full in strength with other people,
they asked me to get into the car and to the police station. They
put two police Constables at the back seat of my car.

Shri Jujhar Singh: Did the police insist on you to go to the police
station or did you go there voluntarily?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: Actually, they took me. When I was
not getting up from my car to go to the police station, two Consta-
bles were asked to drag me out and both of them came and held my

two hands....,
Shri Jujhar Singh: Did chey drag you in the building or where?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: They asked me to come to the police
station. I told them that I would not come to the police station.
When I refused to come out, then they asked the two police Cons-
tables to drag me from there and take to the station.

Shri Jujbar Singh: Were you there voluntarily?
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Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I was not there voluntarily. They de-
tained me there. Only after they told me to leave, I left that place.

Shri V. Sreenivasa Prasad: Were you not aware that you have
been expelled and you are no longer the President of IOA?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I was aware of what was happening in
the Court of Law. The matter was pending in the Court of Law.
There was a stay order. The matter was sub-judice and even today,
matter is sub judice. But I would like to say that I am still the
President of IOA. According to someother Courts of Law, it is
under dispute. The police officers who came to talk to me did not
tell me anything about my being the President of IOA or not being
the President of IOA. They only objected to my being there. As
1 have said. they did not question about my being the President or
not being the President of IOA.

Dr. Prabhat Kumar Mishra: What had actually happened there?
(Did the police officers put you into the car or did you go on your
own?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: They put me. Shri Ranganathan and
the other police people asked me to get into my car because the
policevan was full. Then, they put the two police constables jn the
back seat of my car and took me to the police station, T did not know
where the police station was. They took me there.

Shri HK.L. Bhagat: Shuklaji, I would like to know as to
whether it is a fact that some people in the Indian Olympic Asso-
ciation have raised a dispute regarding your continuance as Chair-
man of the IOA? Is it also a fact that some dispute has been going
on?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: Yes, it is a fact. Mr. Prime Minister
has been disputing my being the President of the TOA.

Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: Can you quote from anywhere as to where
the Prime Minister has said even one word about it?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: Several members of the Indian Olym-
pic Association could be produced....

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: Can you produce any single document, any
newspaper report where the Prime Minister has sald anything
about this?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: The Prime Minister told this to other
members.
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Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: Can you produce any newspaper report,

any document or not? i

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I will produce oral evidence.

Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: Therefore, you have no documentary evi-
dence to this effect. Unnecessarily and wrongly, you are dragging
in the name of the Prime Minister.

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: You cannot put it so.
Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: I can certainly put this question.

Mr. Chairman: Bhagatji, you please put your question. Let him
answer.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: I want to ask you as to whether you did
go to the Indian Olympic Association’s Office alone or were you ac-
companied by a number of other people also? -

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I had a humber of people with me.
Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: Why did you take a number of people with

vou?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: As usual, whenever I went there, many
people came with me.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: When you went to the Indian Olympic
Association, did't you have any apprehensions?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: There were certain apprehensions.
But it was not a wise thing for me to go to that office unaccompanied.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: While going, you were apprehending
trouble, How many of them were there with you?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukls: About 30.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: Can you mention the names of some of those
persons who accompanied you?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: Well, T can recollect and send the
names. Right now, T cannot.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: Can’t you mention even one name?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I will give you the names of those
-persons who were present there and those who lodged complaints.
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Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: You can recollect and give it.
Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: This is a report which shows that these

were the people who lodged the complaint and who were present
there.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: You read out the names,

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: Shri A. Sharma, Narayan Singh, Chan-
der Prakash Sharma, Divakar Gautham, Abdul Aziz eic.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: I would like to ask you that these people
whose names you have mentioned, has anyone of them the office
bearer of the Indian Olympics Association?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: No.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: Was there any office bearer of Indian
Olympics Association who accompanied you?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: No.

Shri H. K. L, Bhagat: Were there any political leaders who ac-
companied you? If so, who were the political leaders?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: Yes. Some of them mentioned in the
list are political leaders,

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: Can you name them?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I have given the document which con-
tains the names.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: Why did you take those political leaders
with you?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: They came along with me to see what
would happen and to witness what we were apprehending.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: You were apprehending some trouble. Is
that right?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I was apprehending trouble, there-
fore, gentlemen came along with me and stayed there.

Shri H. K, L. Bhagat: Did they stay there on your request or on
thelr volition? Did you tell them about the apprehension?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: On their own volition. Yes, I did tell.
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Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: Is it a fact that when you reached the In-
dian Olympics Association, you were not obstructed physically by
anybody?
Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: There was no obstruction when I
reached the office.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: After you occupied the chair, did any-
one come to physically remove you from the chair? If so, who were
the people?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: Yes. One ACP, Mr. Ranganathan was
there along with police constables and sub-inspector.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: Wag there anyone else apart from police
people? Were there any people who were opposed to you in the
Indian Olympics Association?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I do not know.

Shri H. K.L. Bhagat: Did you know the people who were oppos-
ed to you and did you see them?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I do not know. I saw them at the
down-stairs. When I was brought down by the police, three or four
of them were present at the gate.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: Who were the people when you saw?

Shri Vidyacharan Shulka: There were A.V.M. Mehta, Randhir
Singh, one Mr. Sinha and one Shri S.R. Saigal. Two of them are
the employees of the office and two of them were connected with the
IOA but were not the office bearers.

Shri H.K.L, Bhagat: Is it a fact that some of them told you that
you were no longer the President and therefore, to vacate the chair?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: None of them told me.

Shri H. K.L.. Bhagat: You said that you got into the car your-
self, '

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: T did not say that.
Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: How did you come out of the room?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: Shall T repeat this? Mr. Chairman,
you can relate to him. I will repeat it under your instructions.
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When I was sitting in my chair, ACP Ranganathan came there and
asked me to leave the room and to come to the police station. I asked
fpim that under whose authority was he taking me? He told me
that he had orders from the above to do this. I told him that
there were many people above him including the Police Commis-
sioner, Lt. Governor, Home Minister, Prime Minister. He said that
he could not go into all these things. I told him that I would not
come to the police station without any orders being shown to me.
Then he asked two of his constables to drag me out and take me to
the down-stairs for taking me to the police station. I told them,
“do not drag me, I will walk myself.” Then I came to the dowm-
stairs. The police van was there in front of IOA office. That was
full with those people who were with me. All of them werc put in
the van. ACP suggested that he would take me to the police sta-
tion in my own car along with two police constables. I was seated
in the front seat and took me to the police station. I did not want
to go to the police station. I was protesting against being taken
to the police station. 1 was asking for the authority or the legal
order to be shown to me for being taken to police station. These
people just forcibly took me to the police station.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: Thank you. very much for giving me de-
tails. How many policemen were present in the room from where
you were taken?

Shri Vidvacharan Shukla: I think. about 12 of them were there.

Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: Apart from the ACP, was there any senior
officer present?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: SHO of the police station where 1
was taken was also present.

Mr. Chairman: Was he present jin the Association office also?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: He also came to the building of the
Association.

Shri H. K.L. Bhagat: Is it a fact that Additional Dy. Commis-
sioner or Police and Dy. Commissioner of Police also reached the spot
when you were present there?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I do not know: I did not see. T did not
know who was the Dv. Commissioner incharge and had they heen in
the police uniform, T would have recognised them.

Shri H K.L. Bhagat: Were there any police officers in uniform
presen’ apart from the ACP?
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Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I don’t know.

Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: I would like to know whether you know
the name of the SHO of that police station.

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I was told that his name was Mr.
Sharma. He himself said ijt.

Shri H.K L. Bhagat: Are you sure that he was the SHO, because

the information given to us says that the SHO was on duty else-
where and he was not there.

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: Yes, ] am sure.
Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: Can't you give his full name?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: He said his name is Mr. Sharma,
though he does not use the surname Sharma.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: Have you ever had a chance of meeting
the SHO before?

Shrj Vidyacharan Shukla: I met him on the night of 28th October
when 1 first went there and he had come to remove me, The ACP
had aso come there then.

Shri H K.L. Bhagat: All the people with you were put in a
police van. Is it true?

Mr. Chairman: They were put in the van,

Shri H. K.L. Bhagat: Is it a fact that the people who accompa-
nied you shouted slogans?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I don’t know.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: When you went to the police station—you
said that you were taken there and made to sit there—were the
people with you also taken to the same police station?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: Yes.
Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: Were they shouting slogans there?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: In the police station they shouted slo-
gans. u r ¥yt

Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: Did you want to be arrested or did you
not want to be arrested?
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Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I wanted to sit in my room and work.
I, of course, went there to work and not to get arrested.

Shri H K.L. Bhagat: After you left the room?

Shrj Vidyacharan Shukla: I did not leave the room. I was for-
cibly taken out of the room by the police.

Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: I want to know whether after that did you
want to be arrested or not.

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I only wanted to know why I was
brought there. They were totally confused, they did not tell me any-
thing, they were saying that they had brought me there under the
Police Act Section 55 or something like that.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: When you say that they were totally con-
fused, do you mean to say that they did not know what action they
were taking about you?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: They were fully confused about the
authority under which I was taken to the police station.

Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: So they were not sure under what Act, law
or rules they arrested you.

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I asked them about this matter; but
they were not able to tell me anything. They only knew that they
had to take me and detain me in the police station. When I refused
to come down, they tried to drag me. Then I voluntarily came down.
They put two police constables in my room and took me to the
police station.

Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: In the police station did you tell them

that since they have brought you over there, now you want to leave.

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: Yes, but they did not agree.

Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: It would be wrong to say that you insis-
ted that you must be arrested or you wanted to be arrested.

Shri Vidvacharan Shukla: Tt is incorrect.

In the first instance I wrote a letter to the Police Commissioner
on 28th October. With your permission Mr, Chairman, I would like
to put it on the record of the Committee. There are some paper

clippings also which might be useful.
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Mr. Chairman: You give us the letter I don’t think the paper
clippiangs would be relevant.

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: Most of it is based on the information
given by the Police Officers to the journalists. The journalists re-
portcd in the Press what they were told by these police officers.
What they were briefing the Press might throw some light here. I
was ot briefing the Press.

Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: For how long were you there in the office?
Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I was there only for half-an-hour.

Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: For about half-an-hour nobody disturbed
you.

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: There were guards down below when
I reached there. After that Police came into my room in about
half-an-hour’s time.

Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: When you made your complaint to the
House for breach of privilege, you must have drafted it very care-
fully.

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla. That goes without saying.

Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: Did you care to mention the essential de-
tails?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukls: Whatever I thoughy proper, I gave
there.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: You must have given the time already of
your reaching the police station.

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: I have already given.
Shri H.K.L.. Bhagat: At the time of this incident were you a
member of the ruling party at the centre?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: It is a very relevant question. With
your permission I would like to give an elaborate answer to this
question. When this inciden+ took place T was not a member of the

ruling party.

Until I was expelled by Mr. Bhagat and his leader on 18th July,—
I don’t remember the date and the month exactly—there was no
problem. T was attending my office regularly. After my expulsion,
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all the troubles started arising in the Indian Olympic Associa-
tion. As a climax of all these troubles this incident took place where
the police were used to guard the IOA office where they had no
business to come because the matter was sub-judiaep the plea
from our side was that I have to continue as Chairman and the
President of the Indian Olympic Association and the other side
were disputing this claim. Both the claims were before the court
of law, for adjudication. There were stay orders from some
courts, I think of Madhya Pradesh and Orissa. And the sub-judge
of Delhi Shri H. S, Sharma has also given the stay order. In defi-
ance of stay order, the meeting took place in Trivandrum when all
these things were under questioning. Therefore, the status at that
time, according to me was got to be decided legally, i.e. until I was
legally removed from the Presidentship of the Indian Olympic Asso-
ciation. I could go, sit and attend my office. When I did that, the police
people came, intervened and removed me from there.

Mr. Chairman: If you don’t have the date, kindly give us the month.

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: It was two days before the result of
President’s election was announced.

Mr, Chairman: It is good enough.

Shri H.K.L. Bahgat: Is it a fact that the matter in question is
still sub-judice and pending in various courts?

Shri Vidyacharan Shukla: Yes.
Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: That is all.

Mr. Chairman: Let us break for tea.

(The witness then withdrew)
(2) Evidence of Shri V.P. Marwah, Commissioner of Police,
Delhi.

w
' Mr. Chairman: Shri V.P. Marwah, you have been asked to appear
before this Committee to give your evidence in connection with the
question of privilege regarding alleged non-intimation of arrest/det-
ention of Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, MP, at New Delhi and giving
wrong information to the Speaker and through him to the House on
16th November, 1987.

I hope that you will state the factual position frankly and truthfully
to enable this Committee to arrive at a correct finding.
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I may inform you that under Rule 275 of the Rules of Procedure
and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha, the evidence that you may
give before the Committee is to be treated by you as confidential till
the Report of the Committee and its proceedings are presented to
Lok Sabha. Any premature disclosure or publication of the proceed-
ings of the Committee would constitute a breach of privilege and
contempt of the House. The evidence which you will give before the
Committee may be reported to the House,

Now you may please take oath or affirmation as you like.

Shri V.P. Marwah: I, Ved Marwah, Swear in the name of God
that the evidence which I shall give in this case shall be true, that 1
will conceal nothing and that no part of my evidence shall be false.

Mr. Chairman: Now, is it a fact that on 16th of November 1987,
Shri' Vidyacharan Shukla, MP, was arrested by the Delhi Police?

Shri V.P. Marwah: Sir, as you have put the quesi;ion, the answer
is yes. But may I explain?

Mr. Chairman: I will give you a chance to explain. Do you
know that it is your duty to inform the Speaker, as soon as possible,
of the arrest or detention of a Member of Parliament?

Shri V.P. Marwah: Sir, it is the duty of the Delhi Police to in-
form, not me personally. According to the procedure, the SHO is to

inform that Speaker immediately, note to be followed by the Deputy
Commissioner.

Mr. Chairman: May I know, when the Parliament was in session,
why was the information not given tn the Speaker about the arrest
or detention of Shri Shukla?

Shri V.P. Marwah: As far as I am aware, the information—after
he was detained—was conveyed to the Speaker at the earliest. But
as I said sometime ago, the circumstances of the arrest were such
that there was a little confusion whether Shri Shukla had been det-
ained earlier or not. May I explain at this stage the circumstances?

Mr. Chairmanm: Don’t be impatient I will give you full opportu-
nity to explain,

Is it correct that during the day, you informed or some of your
agency informed the Minister for Parliamentary Affairs that Mr.
Shukla was not detained or arrested?
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Shri V.P. Marwah: As far as 1 am concerned, the Minister of
State for Home Affairs, Mr. Chidambaram, rang me up and asked me
whether Shri Shukla had been arrested. I don’t remember the exact
time. It was well past three. I told him: I don’t know. I will find
it out.

Then, I rang up the Deputy Commissioner of Poiice (South) in
whose jurisdiction he was 1eported to have been arrested. I spoke to
him on telephone. He gave me a categorical answer that Shri Shukla
had not been detained. This, he passed on to me on the basis of the
personal knowledge because Mr. Brar, DCP (South) was personnally
present at the place where this arrest was supposed to have taken
place. So, on the basis of the information, which he furnished to me
on the telephone, I passed on that infarmation to Mr. Chidambaram,
the Minister of State for Home Affairs.

Mr. Chairman: Is it also a fact that during the night at about 9 or
9.30, the Speaker was informed that Mr. Shukla was, in fact, detained
by the Police for a few hours?

Shri V. P, Marwah: Yes, Sir. A report was sent to the Speaker by
the SHO directly informing him about the detention of Shri Shukla.

Mr. Chairman: Now, I am going to read the report of the Station
"House Officer. He says:

“Today at 12.30 P.M., Shri V.C. Shukla, Member of Parlia-
ment, alongwith 19 more persons, tried to create nuisance
and forcible entry in the office of Indian Olympic Associa-
tion at Jawahar Lal Nehru Stadium, New Delhi, Since there
was an apprehension of breach of peace, they were detain-
ed u/s 65 Delhi Police Act till 4 P.M, today.”

Does this represent the correct situation?

Shri V.P. Marwah: As the report goes, yes, it is correct. But it
needs certain amount of clarification to get the correct picture of

what happened.

Mr. Chairman: Then. you give the clarification at this stage.

Shri V.P. Marwah: Sir, as I have been informed by the Deputy
Commissioner of Police. ..

Shri H.K.L.. Bhagat: He had filed a reply.
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Mr. Chairman: Before you give a clarification, I will bring to your
notice what you have stated in your communication of 17th November
where you have given all that came to your knowledge. Do you stand
by what you had stated or <hall I read?

Shri V.P. Marwah: I stand by it because I wrote in my own hand
when I gave to the Parliameny House,

Mr. Chairman: Your information, which was given to Mr. Chidam-
baram, was supplied to you by...

Shri V.P. Marwah: Shri Brar, Deputy Commissioner of Police
(South), in charge of that area.

Mr. Chairman: Whatever you have stated in the communication,
dated 17th November 1987, is the result of your inquiries and investi-
gation regarding the real affair?

Shri V.P. Marwah: Yes, Sir.
Mr. Chairman: You have stated in this communication that:

“Shri Shukla’s name was included in the list on his own insis-
tence.”

What is the basis for this sentence?

Shri V. P. Marwah: When the incident was reparted to the Police,
the Deputy Commissioner of Police, alongwith the ACP, rushed to
the place. T won’t go into te details of the incident. But as some peo-
ple were making some rumpus outside, under the instructions of the
Deputy Commissioner, the officers who were present at the spot, took
those people under section G5 Delhi Police Act, to the police station.
This is because they apprehended some breach of peace. But at that
time, Shri Shukla had not been detained. nor was there any intention
to detain him. When Shri Shukla came out of his office in the Jawahar
Lal Nehru Stadium, he asked the police officer where his
supporters had been taken to. The officer who was present at that
time told him that his supporters had been detained under the Delhi
Police Act and they had been taken to the police station. Shri Shukla
then sat in his own car and asked the police officer to show him where
the police station was. The police officer also sat along with Shri
Shukla in his car and went to the police station. There these people
were making a lot of noise and the police officer decided at that time
not to release them. They kept on raising slogans and it went up to
4 O’clock. At that time. the officer incharge decided to release these
people who had been detainesd under the Delhi Police Act. Shri
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Shukla at that time said that unless his name was also included along
with his supporters, he would not leave the police station, because
he had been sitting at the police station. The officer incharge to diff-
use the situation and not to create any further complications includ-
ed Shri Shukla’s name also and after this they were allowed to go.
He then informed the hon. Speaker by a written communication and
this is what took place. There was no intention to arrest him at
12.30....

Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: Mr. Chairman, Sir, will you kindly ask the
witness to withdraw for a short while?

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Marwah, you may please retire for a few
minutes?

(The witness then withdrew)

The Committee then adjourned.
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(i) Evidence of Shri V. Ranganathan, Assistant Commissioner of
Police (South), New Delhi.

Mr. Chairman: Mr. V. Ranganathan, you have been asked to
appear before this Committee to give your evidence in connection
with the question of privilege regarding alleged non-intimation of
arrest/detention of Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, M.P., at New Delhi
and giving wrong information to the Speaker and through him to the
House on 16th November, 1987.

T hope that you will state the factual position frankly and truthfully
to enable this Committee to arrive at a correct finding.

I may inform you that under Rule 275 of the Rules of Procedure
and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha, the evidence that you may
give before the Committee is to be treated by you as confidential till
the Report of the Committee and its proceedings are presented to Lok
Sabha. Any premature disclosure or publication of the proceedings of
the Committee would constitute a breach of privilege and contempt of
the House. The evidence which you will give before the Committee
may be reported to the House.

You have been asked to appear before this Committee to give
evidence. Would you take the oath or affirmation?

Shri V. Ranganathan: I will take the oath.

“I, Ranganathan, swear in the name of God that the evidence
which I shall give in this case shall be true and that I will
conceal nothing and that no part of my evidence shall be
false.”

Mr. Chairman: Please let us know what hapnened on 16th Novem-
ber, 1987. |

Shri V. Ranganathan: Already, we got the information from the
Stadium Administrator that there were claims and counter-claims
over the IOA Office. On 30th October, I got a letter from Stadium
Administrator that Mr. Adityan and Mr. Randhir Singh were elected
as officiating President and Secretary-General of the IOA Office and
that they were entitled to enter into the Office.

On 16-11-1987, we were also asked to provide protection to them.
On 16-11-1987, at about 11.55 hrs., I got the information that Mr. V. C.
Shukla, hon. Member of Parliament had come with his supporters and
entered the Office.

T got the direction from the Deputy Commissioner of Police (South)
to reach the spot immediately. I went with some staff from Defence
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Colony Police Station to the Jawaharlal Nehru Stadium. There I
entered the premises and I saw some of the supporters of the hon.
Member of Parliament, Mr. V. C. Shukla shouting slogans and the
name-boards of Mr. Adityan and Mr. Randhir Singh were thrown
away. I went and enquired from Mr. Randhir Singh.

I came to know that there were disturbaneceg and Mr. Shukla was
sitting in the IOA President Office.

Immediately I ordered the other persons, the supporters of Mr,
V. C. Shukla to move away from the Office premises because they
were not entitled to enter the office premises.

They were creating disturbances, slogan shouting and other things,
They were removed. I ordered local Police of the Lodhi Colony Police
Station to take them to the Police Station. I went to the IOA President
Office and requested Mr. V. C. Shukla saying, “I am having thig letter”
and that only Mr. Adityan and the Secretary-General M. Randhir
Singh were entitled to enter the office and function. It created dis-
turbance. Mr. Shukla said “I am also entitled and I have already
filed a suit in the court.” T told him “As per the information I received
from Stadium Officer, Mr. Adityan and Mr, Randhir Singh are entitled
to enter office and function in this office and you must leave.” T re-
quested him first. Then he told me “I am also an incumbent and
I have already filed a suit.” I said “So far, there is no direction from
any quarter that you may be allowed or you are entitled to sit in the
IOA Office.” He asked me to show the papers and I took out the
papers and showed the letter which was written to me.

Mr. Chairman: By whom was the letter written?

Shri V. Ranganathan: The letter was written by the Stadium
Administrator, Ministry of Human Resources, Department of Sports
in which Joint Secretary has also taken note of the election of Mr.
Randhir Singh.

T told him “This is the letter from the Stadium Administrator and
the enclosures and the letter from the Joint Secretarv. Department of
Sports.” T showed him the letter and I requested him to leave the
office.

In the meantime. our Deputy Police Commissioner also reached the
place. T told him that I ordered the other person to leave the Office.

Shri Sharad Dighe: For what reason vou expected him to leave the
Office?
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Mr. Chairmas: You told the Additional Deputy Commissioner of

Police that you have already showed Mr. Shukla the papers. What
did Mr. Shukia do?

Shri V. Ranganathan: Mr. Shukla said “I am also a claimant and
T have already filed a suit in the Court.” Our Additional Deputy Police
-Commissioner told me to persuade him to leave the Office. Once again,
I requested him to leave Office saying that I was not having any paper

which makes me to believe that he was having any right to sit in the
Office or was entitled to enter the Office.

I told him “You must leave.” Then after some persuasion he left
the Offise. He came down to the entrance. I also went along with
him to the entrance. Then, once again I went back to the Office of

the Secretary-General to get a formal complaint because of telephonic
talk and wireless message.

Mr. Chairman: To which office did you go back?

Shri V. Ranganathan: 1 went back to the office of the Secretary-

General to get a formal complaint. All these things were happening
on telephonic message and wireless message.

Mr. Chairman: The point is that you talked to Mr. Shukla and
Mr. Shukla, on your persuasion, decided to leave the office. He came

out of the building and you again went in. To do what work you went
in again?

Shri V. Ranganathan: To get a formal complaint from the Secre-
tary-General. In fact, I got the information on wireless.

Mr. Chairman: This story does not fit in well.

Shri V. Ranganathan: I got the complaint from Shri Randhir Singh
and sent it to the Poice Station, Lodhi Colony. The SHO. Lodhi
Colony was there. He came to the IOA premises. I was in the first
floor. He came and T told that T had already removed the 18 suppor-
ters of Shri Shukla and asked him to go and hanle the situation.
Then. I sent him to the Police Station.

Mr. Chairman: You sent him to the Police Station. Is it correct?

Shri V. Ranganathan: I sent him to the Lodhi Colony Police Sta-
tion.

Mr. Chairman: Your part of work finished at that stage. Is it s0?

Shri V. Ranganathan: I sent a formal complaint to the Police
‘Station also.
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Mr, Chairman: What did you do then?

Shri V. Ranganathan: I left for my office. Some exercise was going
on there. After that, I went to the Court, as I was holding the post of
Special Executive Magistrate.

Mr. Chairman: You left the buiiding. After that, you come back to
your oflice, What did you do there? Did you again go to the IOA or
to the SHO’s Police Station?

Shri V. Ranganathan: No, I did not. Further, at about 6.15 in the
evening I got information from the SHO, Lodhi Colony that informa-
tion was sent to the Lok Sabha Speaker about the detention of Shri
Shukla.

Mr. Chairman: Maybe, at 6 p.m. or at 6.15 p.in. you got a mes
sage from the SHO, Lodhi Colony Police Station. What was the in-
timation about?

Shri V. Ranganathan: The intimation was about the detention of
Shri V <, Shukla, along with his supporters. This intimation was
sent to the hon. Speaker, Lok Sabha already. That ijs what he con-
veyed to me.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Please speak slowly, so that we can
hear what you say. I{ will be helpful to us. Our Chairman just now
asked yuou as to what happened around 6-6.15 p.m. on that day.
Please cxplain.

Shri V. Ranganathan: I reached my office at about 6.15 p.m. I got
the information from the SHO, Lodhi Colony Police Station saying
that he sent a report on the detention of Shri Shukla to the Speaker
of the Lok Sabha. He also told me that Shri Shukla did not want
to leave till his name was included in the report. Under the circum-
stances, since it amounted to detention, his name was also included in
the report. As stated earlier he sent the report to the T.ok Sabha
Speaker. )

Mr. Chairman: Did he send anv communication in writing to this
effect?

Shri V. Ranganathan: Immediately not.

Mr, Chairman: The point, is that the SHO had alreadyv informed
the hon-Speaker of Lok Sabha about his detention.

Shri V. Ranganathan: o said that it was in writing,
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Mr, Chairman: He told you that he had semt the information in
writing to the hon. Speaker of the Lok Sabha about the detention of
Shri Shukla. What did you do after hearing this?

Shri V. Ranganathan: I did not do anything because normalcy had
already come babck. I left the IOA premises at about 12.40 p.m. At
6.15 p.m., I found that he had sent the information to the hon. Spea-
ker of the Lok Sabha. The persons had already left the place.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Did you know yourself that Shrj Shukla
had been detained in the Police Station?

Shri V. Ranganathan: I came o know about it at about 6.15 p.m,

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: How long had he been detatned? Did
you come to know about it?

~ Shri V. Ranganathan: He was present in the Police Station 12.35
p.m. onwards, as per the version of the SHO.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: How long was he detained in the Police
Station? Please give straight answer.

Shri V. Ranganathan: As per the SHO'’s report, he was no detained.
When he insisted that his name was to be included in the detention re-
port, his name was included.

'Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Have you no personal knowledge about
it?
Shri V. Ranganathan: I have no personal knowledge about it.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: You were there in the IOA . Office.
Shri Shukla left the office for the Police Station, Lodhi Road by your
persuasion or otherwise. Where did he go?

‘Shri V. Ranganathan: I do not know. I followed him up fo the
entrance.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: How did Mr. Shukla leave the Stadium?
Do you know about it?

Shri V. Ranganathan: He must have left in his own car. His car was
there. He was talking to some Press persons there,

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Do you know how he left the stadium?
Shri V. Ranganathan: No.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Therefore, you have no idea about. it at
all. Did you try to ascertain that aspect?
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Shri V. Ranganathan: I ascertained the matter. He left in his own
car. I ascertained this from the SHO.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: From whom and how did you ascertain?
Shri V. Ranganathan: I ascertained it at 6.15 p.m.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: You have stated that you had ascer-
tained the matter. But he had been detained jn the Poice Station.

Shri V. Ranganathan: As per the SHO’s report, his name was
included.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Did you know that there is an inti-
mation given by the Police to the hon. Speaker that Shri Shukla
was detained?

Shri V. Ranganathan: Yes, I know it.
Shri Somnath Chatterjce: Had you questioned the detention?

Shri V. Ranganathan: 1 asked the SHO and he told me  that
since it amounted to detention, jt was included. But in the striet
legal sense, it was not detention.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: What is your opinion?

Shri V. Ranganathan: He was not put under any restraint. -

Shri Sommath Chatterjee: Was wrong information given to the
Speaker?

Shri V. Ranganathan: When his name was included in the report,
it is our duty to be cautious and send the information.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Then, why did vou say that he was
not detained?

Shri V. Ranganathan: His name was included in the detention
report. But in the strict legal sense, he was not detained. Detention
means, there is some restraint, He cannot move here and there. He
cannot do whatever he wants.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Did you tell any other officer that
there was no intimation to the hon. Speaker because according to
you he was not detained?

Shri V. Ranganathan: I didn't say that.
Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Why not?

Shri V. Ranganathan: I do not know. He was present in the
Police Station.
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Shri Somnath Chatterjee: How did you come to that conclusion?

Shri V., Ranganathan: As per the SHO'’s report I came to that
canclusion.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: I want to know one information from
you. You are the Assistant Commissioner of Police. You were pre-
sent throughout on that occasion. According to you, you do not

know whether he was detaincd or not and in the strict legal sense,
he was not detained. ...

Shri V. Ranganathan: That is what the SHO told me. I do not

have any personal knowledge about it. As per the SHO’s revort, it
is so.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Was there any police personnel in his
car?

Shri V. Ranganathan: I do not know.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: According to you, you do not know
whether police personnel were there in his car or not.

Shri V. Ranganathan: I do not know.
Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Supposing they were there.
Shri V. Ranganathan: 1 don’t know the circumstances.

Shri Somnath Chatterjec: Did you make any report to anybody

about the incident that had t{aken place on 16th November, 1987
till today in writing?

Shri V. Ranganathan: No Sir. Because the next day everybody.

including our senior officers, came to know about it and I did not
report.

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Ranganathan, please give direct answers
and don’t try to give reasons unless we ask you to give reasons.

Mr. Chatterjee is asking you whether you had informed any-
body about the incident which had hapnened in your presence. You
said no. That finishes your answer, If you go on adding unneces-
sary things, more auestions will follow.

Shri Somnath Chatterieer What js the name of the Denuty
Commissioner of Police whe had also arrived at the spot on that
day?

Shri V. Ranganathan: Shri P.R.S. Brar Sir.

Shri Somnath Chatterjec: Was he present throughout?
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Shri V. Ranganathan: Until Mr, Shukla left, he was there.
Shri Somnath Chatterjec: Was any other officer present?

Shri V. Ranganathan: The Additional Deputy Commissioner of
Police Mr. Mansoor Ali Syed was also present.

Mr. Chairman: Did he also come when you were in the IOA
Office?

Shri V. Ranganathan: Yes Sir.

Shri Sommath Chatterjee: So, you were there, the Deputy Com-
missioner of Poilce, Mr. Brar was there and Mr. Syed was also there.
When did the SHO meet you on that day and had a talk with you?

Shri V. Ranganathan: At about 12.20 p.m. or so.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: You had a talk with him or did he
come there?

Shri V. Ranganathan: He came there.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: According to you, you had received
intimation from the Department of Sports that Mr, Adityan and
Mr. Randhir Singh were the office bearers and that nobody else
was entitled to claim that right. Before you took action on that date,
was it because of that intimation alone that you acted?

Shri V. Ranganathan: Not only that, there were slogan shout-
ing and creation of disturbances also.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Were they committing any offence by
shouting slogans? .

Shri V. Ranganathan: In the strict legal sense they tried to
commit the breach of peace which is an offence.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Whose premises was it?
Shri V. Ranganathan: It was the IOA premises.

Shri Somnath Chatterjec: Did the IOA till then lodge any com-
plaint with you?

Shri V. Ranganathan: I got the formal complaint.
Shri Somnath Chatterjee: But it was much later.

Shri V. Ranganathan: I got the telephonic information first and
then the formal complaint.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: You did not arrest Mr. Shukla?
Shri V. Ranganathan: Yes Sir.
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Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: You did not detain him.
Shri V., Ranganathan: Yes Sir.
Shri H K.L. Bhagat: Did you restrain him?
Shri V. Ranganathan: No Sir.

Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: Mr, Shukla himself ieft by your persu-
ation.

Shri V. Ranganathan: Yes Sir.

. . Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: You said that he left the place. Did he
leave the place in your presence in his car?

Shri V. Ranganathan: He was sitting in his car and talking to
Press and people.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: You said that in the evening your officer
told you as to how he had detained Mr, Shukla. Please explain.

~ Shri V. Ranganathan: He told me that after Mr. Shukla's sup-
porters were brought to the police station, after the SHO also rea-
ched the police stafion, Mr. Shukla came in his own car. He asked
the SHO for what purpose they werc brought to the police station
and for how long they will be detained. He also said that until
and unless they were let off, he would not leave the police station.
After that, when it was decided by SHO at about 4 O’clock to release
them, he said that his name should also be included in the list. He
insisted on that and to defuse the situation the SHO had includ-
ed Mr. Shukla’s name also. He then thought it prudent to send
that information to the Lok Sabha Speaker.

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: That is all right, Thank you.
Shri Jujhar Singh: Were vou present when Mr. Shukla left the

stadium?

Shri V. Ranganathan: No Sir.

Shri Jujhar Singh: You said, that you saw Mr. Shukla coming
down from the office and going upto the car. Then how do you
sav that vou were not there?

. Shri V, Ranganathan: He did not leave. He was talking to the
Press people.

Shri Jufhar Singh: You saw Mr. Shukla coming out of the
office and sitting in the car. Upto that time vou were there. You
saw any police people along with Mr. Shukla in the car.
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Shri V. Ranganathan: No Sir,
" Mr. Chairman: Were his supporters trying to enter the building
or were they only shouting slogans? S

Shri V. Ranganathan: They were already inside the office pre-
mises when I reached the spot, '

Mr. Chairman: Have you any idea about what slogans they
were shouting?

Shri V. Ranganathan: When they saw me they shouted ‘Delhi
Police ‘Hai Hai’; ‘Shuklaji hum aap ke saath hai.’

‘Mr. Chairman: When you went there he was occupying the
Chair of the Chairman. )

Shri V. Ranganatham: Yes Sir.
(The Witness then withdrew)

(2) Evidence of Shri P. R. S. Brar, Deputy Commissioner of Police
(South), New Delhi, '

Mr. Chairman: Mr. P.R.S. Brar, you have been asked to appear
before this Committee to give your evidence in connection with
the question of privilege regarding alleged non-intimation of arr-
est/detention of Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, MP at New Delhi and
giving wrong information to the Speaker and through him to the
House on 16th November, 1987.

I hope that you will state the factual position frankly and truth-
fully to enable this Committee to arrive at a correct finding.

I may inform you that under Rule 275 of the Rules of Procedure
and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha, the evidence that you may
give before the Committee is to be treated by you as confldential
till the Report of the Committee and its proceedings are presented
to Lok Sabha. Any premature disclosure or publication of the pro-
ceedings of the Committee would constitute a breach of privilege
and contempt of the House. The evidence which you will give

before the Committee may be reported to the House.

Now you may please take oath.

Shri P. R. S. Brar: I. P.R.S. Brar, do solemnly swear in the
name of God that the evidence which I shall give in this case be
true. That T will conceal nnthing and that no part of my evidence

shall be false.
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Mr. Chairman: You are the Deputy Commissioner of Police

(South), New Delhi and you were holding this position on 16th
November, 1987.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: Yes, Sir.

Mr, Chairman: What happened on that day in connection with
the affair for which you have been called here.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: On !6th November immediately after
12 O’clock I got a telephone cail from Secretary General, IOA Mr.
Randhir Singh saying that a number of people from outside have
entered the premises and are causing disturbance in the functioning
of IOA Office. I had earlier also know that a dispute was going on
regarding the respective claims of office bearers at IOA and earlier
also police had to go there on many occasions. I immediately sent
a wireless message to ACP, Defence Colony under whose jurisdic-

tion IOA office falls directing him to reach the scene immediately
and control the situation.

Mr, Chairman: What is the name of ACP, Defence Colony?

Shri P.R.S. Brar: Mr. Ranganathan, I also left for the scene
personally immediately

Mr. Chairman: What was the approximate time?

Shri P.R.S. Brar: It was 1210 or 1215. As ACP, Defence
Colony’s office is located nearer he had reached the place a little
earlier. By the time I reached I found ACP, Defence Colony was
already there. He told me that he has removed 18 persons who had
entered the premises and were raising slogans and got them sent
to the police station in a police van.

Mr. Chairman: When you reached there none of them was there.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: Yes, [ went to the Secretary-General’s office
and next to his office I was told that Mr. Shukla is still sitting in
the office of the President of IOA. He was refusing to leave the
office. Mr. Ranganathan, ACP had with him two letters—one from
the Ministry of Youth Affairs stating that Government has taken
note of the election of Mr. Adityan and Mr. Randhir Singh in Tri-
vandrum and they are now duly recognised office bearers of IOA.
That letter was shown to Mr. Shukla.

Mr. Chairman: That happened in your presence.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: This has happened in my presence. Mr. Ran-
ganathan came and told me that Mr. Shukla is refusing to leave
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the office. I told him to please show these letters to Mr. Shukla.
When Mr. Ranganathan went back to the President’s office,

Mr. Chairman: How do you know he showed these letters?
Shri P.R.S. Brar: I was standing in the gate.
Mr, Chairman: So it was in your presence and you were seeing.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: I saw him showing those letters to Mr. Shuk-
la. Then Mr, Shukla said that he had filed case in Jabalpur court
and the court has accepted his claim. Mr. Ranganathan said he has
only these instructions and tnere is no order from any court to the
contrary and he should leave. On that Mr. Shukla got up and he
walked out of the office. Mr. Ranganathan went behind him. I did
not go out. I went to the Secretary-General’s office. Mr. Rangana-
~than came back after 2-3 minutes and said Mr. Shukla has left in
his car and he asked Mr. Randhir Singh, Secretary-General to give
a formal complaint about the entire incident. We went about look-
ing at the office premises seeing the damage that had been done by
these demonstrators. We found a couple of files had been thrown
out and a number of plates removed from the doors. We stayed
there for 10 minutes to see that similar damage does not take place.
Then myself and Addl. DCP, Mansoor Ali Sayid left for our office.

Mr. Chairman: You never told us when did Mr. Mansoor Ali
Sayid come there?

Shri P.R.S. Brar: He had already come before I reached there.
Mr. Chairman: Did these things happen in his presence?

Shri P.R.S. Brar: When I reached there he was in Secretary-
General’s office. He remained there only.

Mr. Chairman: Anything which you know after that. I am only
confining yourself to your knowledge. Did any other matter come
lo your notice?

Shri P.R.S. Brar: ACP, Defence Colony told me that SHO had
reached the scene. He had told him to go back and deal with the
persons who had been sent earlier. He also told me that Mr. Shuk-
la has left in his own car and the situation is peaceful at the pre-
mises. We sat down—three of us—in Secretary-General’s office, As
a matter of fact, we even discussed. We said this is a dispute bet-
ween two groups from which they are probably trying to derive
some advantage of publicity and we should take action in such a
way that minimum publicity is caused, as a result of this incident
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as Mr. Shukla’s arrest or detention is likely to be splashed on the
front pages and there is no need for that because seeing these
documents he has already left. He was sitting with the Secretary-
General, We had already decided that since it was a minor inci-
dent, it is better to take action only under Section 65 of Delhi
Police Act. After that the ACP, Defence Colony, in my presence
asked the Secretary-General to give a written complaint at least of
whatever has happened so that we can have it on record. Since
nothing else was required at that time, myself and the Additional

DCP left the place.

Mr, Chairman: Did you go to the Police Station at any stage?
Shri P.R.S. Brar: No, Sir, I did not go to the Police Station.

Mr. Chairman: Did you come to know at any time that Shri
Bhukla was detained or arrested in the Police Station?

.Shri P.R.S. Brar: I came to know about it only in the mnext
morning.

Mr. Chairman: In the evening you did not know about it and
nobody informed you either.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: Yes, Sir, Commissioner of Police telephoned
me at 3.30 in my office to check up as to what has happened. I gave
him the facts as I was personally present on the spot. I told him
that 18 persons had been removed to the Police Station under Sec-
tion 65. He asked whether Shri Shukla had been arrested and I

told he had not been arrested.

Mr. Chairman: Did Mr. Ranganathan tell Shri Shukla, “You are
under arrest”?

Shri P.R.S. Brar: No, Sir.

Mr. Chairman: Have you any personal knowledge as to
was the information given to the Lok Sabha?

when

Shri P.R.S.Brar: No, Sir.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Do you know that Shri Shukla’s com-
plaint to the Hon. Speaker and some other Hon. members of Par-
liament was about the non-intimation of his arrest or detention in

time?
Shri P.R.S. Brar: Yes, Sir.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: I believe that you had ascertained the
fact that at about 3.30 P.M. on 16th Nov., the matter had been
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raised in the House and it was said that the Hdn. Minister of
Parliamentary Affairs would ascertain the facts and let the House
know about it.

Shri P. R. S. Brar: Yes, Sir.

Mr. Chairman: May I again warn you that you should only de-
pose as to what is in your personal knowledge otherwise it will
create problems for us.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: This I had come to know later on from the
proceedings reported in the newspaper. I was not personally there
in the House.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: At 17.14 hrs. the Hon. Smt. Sheila
Dikshit informed the House that it had been ascertained from the
Police authority that no arrest or detention of Shri Shukla took
place today. Did you give this information to the Hon. Minister or
to the Ministry to be communicated to the House?

Shri P.R.S. Brar: I gave this information to the Commissioner
of Police at about 3.30.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: And you said that he was not arrest-
ed.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: Yes, Sir, 1 did say that he was neither arres-
ted nor detained.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee Now, you agree that he was detained.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: I wish to make an explanation on that if
I have your permission.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: You are Deputy Commissioner of
Police and I suppose you know that the whole enquiry is about the
delay in giving intimation »f arrest.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: At 3.30, there was neither any intention nor
any direction by any officer given to the police station to detain or
arrest Shri Shukla.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Did you ever try to ascertain from
the police station as to what was the positioin, especially when the
enquiry was made by the Commissioner of Police?

Shri P.R.S. Brar: Since I was perscnally present at the spot.
this was discussed thread bare by me with other senior officers and
we felt that the incident did mot warrant arrest or detention of
Shri Shukla. These were my instructions and T had no reason to



72

believe to the contrary that anything else would have been done
at the police station.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Do you know that the Station House
Officer informed the Hon, Speaker, both orally and in writing, about
the detention of Shri Shukla?

Shri P.R.S. Brar: He informed me in writing not orally.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: You never tried to ascertain from the
Police Station.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: Since I was personally present, I did not be-
lieve that anything else to what I have said would have happened
at the police station.

Shri Sommath Chatterjee: Did you come to know that the matter
had been raised in the House also?

Shri P.R.S. Brar: No, Sir.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: The Commissioner of Police did not
tell you that.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: He did tell me that hon. Minister wants to
know whether Shri Shukla had been arrested or not.

Shri Sommath Chatterjee: You gave the information to the Hon.
Minister without ascertaining the position at the Police Station.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: As I said, I had returned from the scene and
there was no instruction at all and I was informed by the ACP also
that Shri Shukla had left in his own car. I at no stage could visu-
alise that Shri Shukla reached the police station.

Shri Somnath Chatterjec: It means, therefore, that you acted in
response to some information which you received.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: 1 was there on the spot when Shri Shukla
left. ' i
Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Did you see police men in his car?
Shri P.R.S. Brar: No, Sir.

Mr. Chairman: What is Section 65 of Delhi Police Act?

Shri P.R.S. Brar: It says that:

“Whoever shall not abide by the reasonable instruction of the
police officer can be removed to the police station for such
period till apprehension of disturbance or breach of peace
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passes over and if such person is detained for longer
than 24 hrs. he must be produced before the Magistrate
but if such person is detained for shorter period then the
police officer of the police station concerned, will release
him after recording the circumstances of the case in the
police station.”

Mr. Chairman: You said that all the three officers including you
decided that it did not warrant taking any other action cxcept un-
der Section 65 of the Delhi Police Act.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: Yes, Sir, against 18 persons who had already
been removed to the Police station before I reached there.

Mr. Chairman: But not, against Shri Shukla,
Shri P.R.S. Brar: No, Sir.

Mr, Chairman: I may bring to your notice that the Station
House Officer !n his written communication has said:

“Since there was apprehension of breach of peace those peo-
ple were detained under Section 65 of the Delhi Police
Act till 4.00 P.M. today.”

Shri P.R.S. Brar: The fact, as reported to me, was that Shri
Shukla came to the police station in his own car and he demanded
from the SHO, why his squatters were brought to the Police Sta-
tion. They were still raising slogans in the Police Station. Shri
Shukla demanded that they should be let off immediately, SHO
said, “There has been some disturbance and I have instruction that
these people are to be kept for some time till the situation returns
to normal.” Shri Shukla kept on sitting there. He had access to tele-
phone He met some hon. members who came to see him and he
walked out of the polire station with them He had total freedom
and he said that he would wait ti1] his squatters had left. The SHO
had seen similar situations earlier. So. at 4 O’rlock when he de-
cided to leave and go. Shri Shukla tnld the SHO that he would not
leave till his name was alto included with that of his fupporters
because thev were his men. The SHO in his own wisdom decided
that to defuse the situation. it would probably he convenient toin-
clude Shri Shukla’s name. That was what he had written in the
station diarv also. He had mentioned in the report that since Shri
Shukla had insisted on his name beino included. his name was ac-
cordinglv included. Soon. when he felt that the situation had re-
turned to normal he had sent an intimation tn the Speaker also in
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writing that he informed the Assistant Commissioner of Police. At
no stage had they telephoned me,

{

Mr. Chairman: You came to know all these developments only
subsequently. Is that right?

Shri P.R.S. Brar: Yes, Sir,

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Mr. Brar, have you seen the  photo-
graph that appeared in the ‘Illustrated Weekly of India’, dated the
drd January 19887 It is on page 40. You may please see that Shri
Bhukla is getting into his car and you can also see that there are
policemen. How do you explain this picture?

Shri P.R.S. Brar: Sir, I may mention here what my subse-
quent inquiries revealed about this issue. I would submit here
that we are also very much concerned that a very serious com-
munication lapse has occurred. Shri Shukla asked one of the
Probationary Sub-inspectors as to where his supporters had been
taken. The probitionary sub-inspector gave him the directions, but
Shri Shukla insisted that he should accompany him and show the
police station, which the sub-inspector had done. Under normal pro-
visions of law, if an officer brings a person under custody to the
police station, he enters the station building and makes an entry
about the matter. In this case, you may please observe that the
Sub-inspector had not entered the building at all. He simply
guided Shri Shukla, only because Shri Shukla asked him to do so.
He left Shri Shukla there and returned. It is true that theé sub-
inspector also travelled in Shri Shukla’s car. But at no stage was
he travelling to restain the movements of Shri Shukla. A number
of members of Parliament had come to the police station and
talked to Shri Shukla. They can also confirm that Shri Shukla was
under no form of detention whatsoever, throughout his stay at the
police statian.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: You mentioned that a serious lapse
had occured. What is it?

Shri P.R.S. Brar: The lapse was that the SHO should not
have included Shri Shukla’s name at his insistence. And he should
have brought it to the notice of his senior officers immediately, so
that we could have immedistely informed the Speaker about the
‘whole thing even on teleplione.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Eariler, you told that there was no
detantion. Was it proper cn your part to give such information
without ascertaining the full details?
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Shri P.R.S, Brar: In retrospect, I do feel that it would have
been a more prudent course, But as I submitted earlier, since I
was personally on the spot, I had no reason to believe that they
would have acted in any way contrary to what we discussed.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: You were not present when ‘Shri
Shukla left.

Shri P.R.S, Brar: I did not come down to the ground floor.
I was in the first floor.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: You got the information from the
Secretary-General around 12 Noon. You reached the spot within
10 to 15 minutes. Altogether you must have stayed there for
about 10 minutes. Is that so?

Shri P.R.S. Brar: I stayed for 15 to 20 minutes.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: By that time. all those people had
been removed. You did not see them.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: Yes, I did not see them.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: The Commissioner of Police had sub-
‘mitted his report in which he had admitted that Shri Shukla was
detained from 12.30 PM to 4.00 PM. Do you agree with this?
I quote:

“Later on Shri Shukla reached Police Station, Lodi Colony
in his own car and demanded that he too should be de-
tained with his supporters. He continued to sit in
SHO’s office without any restraint on him throughout
this period. Since his supporters were in agitated mood
and shouting slogans even in the Police Station, SHO,
Lodhi Colony who by then had returned {fgom the
Court did not consider it prudent to ley them go jmme-
diately and detained them under Delhi Police Act from
1230 P.M. to 4.00 P.M. Shri Shukla’s name was inclu-
ded in the list on his insistence.”

Therefore that was treated as detention.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: From 12.30 P.M. to 400 P.M., 18 suppotters
were kept under detention. They were in a separate area. They
were under some restraint. Shri Shukla was not under detention.
He was there throughout the period. He had free access with the
Members of the Press. He had free access with his friends from
Lok Sabba. He even walked out of the Police Station whenever he
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wanted and came back. Till 4 O’clock he was waiting only in sup-
port of his followers. We have seen such types of situations

where public leaders wait till their supporters are let off from the
Police Station.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Did you submit any report regarding
this incident?

Shri P.R.S. Brar: Yes, I did.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: On which date?
Shri P.R.S. Brar: On 17th.

Shri Sommath Chatterjee: At what time?
Shri P.R.S. Brar: At about 10 O’clock.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Have you got any report with vou?
Shri P.R.S. Brar: No, Sir.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Why did you prepare that report on
the 17th when the incident occurred on the 16th?

Shri P.R.S. Brar: On 17th morning, the Commissioner of
Police telephonically informed me that SHO, Lodhi Colony has
come with a report which was in conflict with my earlier report
‘and he wanted to find out what has happdned to the position.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Mr. Brar did you ascertain when

Mr. Shukla’s name was included in the list of persons detained
and at what time?

Shri P.R.S. Brar: Immediately after 4 O’clock.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: So, at 4 O’clock he was let off.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: Even in the report, it is written. It says only
that “he will not leave till his name 1is also mentioned in the
list”. This is how :t is mentioned. Even then it does not say that he

has been kept under detertion in the Police Station from
12.30 P.M. to 4.00 P.M.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: What happened in the Police Sta-
tiom? SHO was the best person here to say all that.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: I have given all the report that he had re-
corded.. .

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Whatever communication you gave it
was without ascertaining from him. T think that was the position.
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Mr. Chairman: Mr. Brar, thank you very much, Let us have tea
now. g '

(3) Evidence of Shri Mansoor Al Sayid, Additional Deputy
- Commissioner of Police (South), New Dethi

Mr. Chairman: Are you Mr. Mansoor Ali Sayid?
Shri Mansoor Aln Sayid: Yes.

Mr. Chairman: Shri Mansoor Ali Sayid you have been asked to
appear before this Committee to give your evidence in connection
with the question of privilege regarding alleged nom-intimation of
arrest/detention of Shri Vidyacharan Shukla MP at New Delhi and
giving wrong information to the Speaker and through him to the
House on 16th November 1987.

1 hope that you will state the factual position frankly and
truthfully to enable this Committee to arrive at a correct finding.

+I may inform you that under Rule 275 of the Rules of Procedure
and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabhd, the evidence that you may
give before the Committee is to be treated by you as confidential till
the Report of the Committee and its proceedings are presented to
Lok Sabha. Any premature disclosure or publication of the proce-
edings of the Committee would constitute a breach of privilege and
contempt of the House, The evidence which you will give before the
Committee may be reported to the House.

Now you may please take oath or affirmation as you like.

Shri Mansoor Ali Sayid: I will take oath. “I Mansoor Ali Sayid
swear in the name of God that the evidence which I shall give in
this case shall be true, that I will conceal nothing and that no
.part of my evidence shall be false.”

Mr. Chairman: Are you Additional Deputy Commissioner of
Police?

Shri Mansoor Ali Sayid: Yes.

Mr. Chairman: Were you holding the same post on 16th Novem-
ber 1987?

Shti Mansoor Ali Sayid: Yes.

Mr. Chairman: Would you tell the Committee as to what had
-,happpened on that day? Please be careful to speak on that matter
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which is in your personal knowledge. What happened jn your
presence and what personaily you know about it?

Shri Mansoor Alj Sayid: Whan I was on VIP arrangement duty
I received a wireless message that I should report to JN. Stadium.
In accordance with the instructions I reached J. N. Stadium.
I proceeded to the Office of the Secretary-General, IOA. Mr. Ran-
ganathan ACP was already there. Some persons were in the process
of being taken away. Otherwise the situation was quite normal.
Within one or two minutes of my reaching, Deputy Commissioner
of Police, Mr. Brar, arrived and he directed ACP to show Mr. Vid-
yacharan Shukla, MP, some papers. I remained in the Office of
the SG of the IOA.

Mr. Chairman: Did you talk to Mr. Shukla?

Shri Mansoor Ali Sayid: No.

Mr. Chairman: Nothing happened in your presence?
Shri Mansoor Ali Sayid: No.

Mr. Chairman: How can your evidence be helpful to us if noth-
ing happened in your presence?

Shri Mansoor Ali Sayid: I received a message and went there.
After that Shri Ranganathan arrived. Nothing happened.

Mr. Chairman: We are sorry. we troubled you. You can leave.

(The witness then withdrew)

(4) Evidence of Shri Rajendra Kumar, Station House Officer,
Police Station Lodhi Colony, New Delhi

Mr. Chairman: Shri Rajendra Kumar, you have been asked to
appear before this Committee to give your evidence in connection
with the question of privilege regarding alleged non-intimation of
arrest/detention of Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, Member of Parlia-
ment, at New Dehli and giving wrong information to the Speaker
and through him to the House on 16th November, 1987,

1 hope that you will state the factual position frankly and truth-
fully to enable this Committee to arrive at a correct finding.

I may inform you that under Rule 275 of the Rules of Procedure
and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha, the evidence that you may
give before the Committee is to be treated by you as confidential
til1 the Report of the Committee and its proceedings are presented
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to Lok Sabha. Any premature disclosure or publication of the pgo-
ceedings of the Committee would constitute a breach of privilege
and contempt of the House. The evidence which you will give be-
fore the Committee may be reported to the House.

Now you may please take oath or affirmation as you like.
“y
Shri Rajendra Kumar: 1, Rajendra Kumar, swear in the name of
God that the evidence which I shall give in this case shall be true,
that I will conceal nothing and that no part of my evidence shall
be false. : xY

Mr. Chairman: Are you an Inspector in the Police?
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wwTafey wgvew : WTT woAT FoeTE % wiw g

it Ty PATC : S gf o A I D A wrd wwcwrn g

wwmfy agaw : Afwaw fomre dw7 W £ ?

o T AT R AR, N S QT g

QAT AEXAY : W7 TS & gHey NI A & fAw qg F oWy
wew gt wifge ff arf A afaee fopd wnfege o

N URT FRIC: A FF A1 F 15 fAwe § Awar awar g

AAMfA ANIT : AT N FY AFT ;W § 7

s UK W a9 TR §, F WE ST Qg
aaafe /A : q7 Lo ff & AqEdF N fwq A F 9] T 09,

39 FIq FT GET A7
s TSt FATT : AT qg%r?f%qz%ritim%ifﬁmmgi: T

awrafe wgee : o7 feaw @ qgw ?

st THeF FAR : ATNaT @ 12 a9 AT 47 |

aurafy wRa: wOE qgEA ¥ 9@y gfem F o ;rdand e
¥ o oaroar A N A7

=t T PRI : TEY
arafx A@eq : JT AT Jg FI A 3 A q¥ ¥ o3 7 a1 qy

¥ amge ¥ 7?7
S T EWIT : FUEE NI F wI A I dovr w O e e
AT WY Fe qu ¥ ff gEr AR @ a faqr wme
quTafe wEam . "G ARG a9 TFAY F arw qry fedr 2 amw foad
TS &
ﬁmwzﬁﬁmwpgfv.‘:n -
qwTafl wEvd : AT AT ATy 1 orare ifrg, Sfew ww are F v
N TR EAC : AT 4 T WH N S A, I9 aw Fod o

N af 9V »
. et R 4 T ¥ Igy ¥ I F a1 el M gfee 1w
# ok odr & af

ot Trder gATe : T QAT g9 At fear

warat wivew ; wx e wareg fe dfew wr §



wag d fw feza fear ot @, Sra AR wT N2wT A S
A% IJPRT GrET ImT § HIT BNY TR VoA A ¢F) wY A ) 99 awy
wﬁfmaﬁmmzﬁwﬁz‘%reﬁﬁwfn‘wﬁmm T ST
W

qurafy wgR : qg Sfww w4 ¥ § 7

Wt udE TATC: ww ¥ o ofem feurdde ¥ £
aamfa wgwa : wir F7 ¥ § ¥ feqEddz ¥ ?
ot TR P . 1969 & |

admfe ANEw : 1969 ¥ AGT 7 Sferg F& §

Wt TR ERT ;AT P

awmfT AT W AR FErA qfew w2wr 92 Tar: g ¥
ow. €9 .9y,

&Y T GHC: RO TAT T A E

wwrafa Agea gfaw &1 w 3w §, 97 fEdy gy wy
fedw feqr amm @ IEW Y CeAEY ¥ frg e @ wifed

ot R FATC fagw 65 1.4, oxz & madfas wr; Sfafes
srayre A aft 8, Afwr ag waw § v

“If there is any apprehension of breach of peace, the persons
creating apprehension can be removed from the place if
they ‘do not obey the instructions of the police officer.”

awraf wgven . ag faaw 9w a7 ¥ @ oo
@t vdw gwre : aife fegr Mafws cafecme & zwT &

nET & W QW W AT JAE & W A, Iz 2y W feed
FT W ¥, AWM v ¥ 9, ghfad g xgt ¥ fPoxx fear wan, o

gfew ®wa wm mar

wwraf weT . QOE AT TEEA ¥ 9EX § ¥ IT [T w7 g
¥ Ped wT Rar war ar o afe @, & feady 3T ogd Porar wT fean
™ el '

Wy g A E, B oad ¥ s -5 e agw

Wi wied  : gAY I9 ¥ Swd A ¢ uE fw ek ww
N .00 T food Tk A S

ot Tt pare : off g
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@mm ©wE WY qaawy ¥ ook ol vy e wfafr Wy
e |

oft v gure - 3g fo @, wae s, fwiw 16-11-87
gfers  Zww, s wiY, wf facsft &Y & s ¥ ot 2, fad O
AW W HEIT  F | 9 TN WEL QW 65 €. 7. R
fgf & =1 H ) ang 4 a7 aw oo § f5 9 w2 A, 5-Q
Qaamar ANga g7 97§ ca.wf. 7 97 ¥ wivdaw W fog 7.
317/08 . €., Figiad ¥ I 7. 496/TH. ., FiGSWS WG AW A,
1089/08. €., QqFT «iw ALE Lfegy T wE. .

WA A wEETA T o A/ d, dmww @

wift Wwr 29 wd. w0, 9T qudE A @ 7, 9 2T
g f& ofdro. & W & g IS W
T 7 famy ¥ gT 2waT A W4

ferzd w7 wE w7 fEar ar | W T Aua LIk
H12q 1 T9AT F WET A MY ML GTHAEZ A mFT
frasr mf.mo. F AxeRE ¥ ol ¥ faewd & fRd s
a® 7 fasx A1 g gfea 1 gfaa fwa LI L1
#t., e ST ¥ gL oW X oY N @Y, mrer Wy ¥ gOEd N
fe =zaar qv qgagu?t 'tﬁmt%ﬂa * o THES g7 WA

“mal fam@E’, R oWwY FQ, g 3T aw §, wfx w7 o

aaqwafe wfex ;o wefr oy afafa w1 & § A cEwd w
a8 2 AR swg cmaw” fear gw §, QW WUX T G YT AW
g A% 17 @ ok §qF g, w.wa&mirmfarar;mgu

F ]

al

W gare ;. AQ §h F vgag” W ® wa™T § W7 g
wx dwy @ &)

aaraic wfvew © wfafr & qox T wd sai Q@

ol A | AT 9w WY W weft ¥ 0 mae fwex ¥ ow
LU S O G

awrafe wgvew - 9SS0 Wi afed

et gare : AR weecm aer ¥ & lew. ok, @
wifs Faw FW@  F AY wgr, T T qra off WY A wHwAw WA
Ty N ﬁwgr%fmsﬁ%fwifgmﬁ,fwuﬁ "
L

qf. ¥ ;Aam  gAAAA m:;a‘w&m (1). ot s arggw
as A dwew wal, REE s 72 @ W, fave, wsr wRw, (2
mmmqmmmﬁtﬁt&izmmmw‘
wfrar, o .dr., (3) & greer feg & 2t e fwg, Wade
a%  gfesr aR,  OF1, 7 R

awrafer wgvaw QST AAY ® Srewr wri afgdr
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T o ol g Ak I 9 AT H ATHIGH & T WEH gU, T
T % wfs Fum §7® & oo W1 maE dar 7 5@ § fag A AT 65
.Y, ore g g F Wiy AR EAY 12,30 AW g 5w fedew frun

oft e, g wgw awf wIT gE amn g ¥ ET aear

gF 9ET ¥ #mq’;tm«am:ﬂ%mﬁvmaa’t
¥ wgd A Weh o dwy ¥ oww o gfew @A

T & MRt TG W W MW A 0w foma w0 |l

o Sfaw a4 R e Wi WO dvwa 65 .. OFE EEm Wi A
(o fezex foqr s v oft @ &, wmen wgw & qm f5oaw s
wak witdd & @ s ox giem %zmwrmgf%@wa‘am T i 9w
wiea} & wg fam SE AT A AL Er. WA ¥R T S VW WEHT AAE
Woa¥e wiw w7 1, fafvrren fae, o, o1, wew F1 AW W FE SO-
R o dormwsi # R om0 feRE iR A W, dmawr wed w1
N € S W AT EWIW T[T SHYTT N ¥ UY. 08 W7, HIgH
ar g ¥ Afew ¥ &) e {amawrﬁmwugnﬁmn gi.sg.

wwwafe wvew  Fu gg O sod §T a9 A €1

st Qe TWIT A Wigw, ¥g s seiFET off s wamw wwi N
A AT

wwrafn wgaa ;- miok wiwfe 1 ot A wr G F.40 & g, we
T Ur  T¢ fHT AU AT q@Ey fF R ug T A e FioASH €

o o wWe @y & oww; o a
qumafa AEAT : THH ST 16/17-11-87 {&@T §AT &, THHT HHATZY |

St RN T AoMIAw BAT B AT ¥ FHY f’RAFIY 8 4 @ wwA
§) wefifeg og 3= 16/17-11-87 fwelt § W o fgaw & wwer 0

awrafe W o w0F fRE WHEVT § 4T ¥ 9gH TH WEY ¥
ma® W swnad A ouv o !

ot W T wE EENET A w7

qumafe WA : 4 3G § 9gy wiad fEW w7 ag A@t awun f*aﬁr
wwer o wY feza g fwar

W TR ewIC: 4 TR ¥ ey o wwwr fedeem ¥ ¥ @ a@ Wit
T wY Quwr W qey w1 9v gif, mrztgw{'vnmzra‘twmﬂ{
ﬁﬁﬂémgﬂ.tu’twﬂiﬁﬂwmﬁummmqtaa’t’\'ﬁ»mumq
T ¥ Jor R WY 9Ty agw ond &, WOl wWEw w1 dewuT & fwU, U7
I felty w03 & i ¥ o T ar F wiwT &3 wd § 1 wulwg
I far Wt qwr Y % X TwWQ fﬁvaﬁmwﬁwa@mf*
e off wnT § oY o el v wener snteg )
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Wi wgwa : Ry WOwY W § fE e e fedem daww ¥
aifeariie & wae de1 gwraT

ot v gAY R gl oA qR adr s

wfE W SasY W & fE IR WY T & O wwar
fe e ot ® fee T foar wan ?

ST TRA AT WA WX AT § YA AU WY AT AL WAy
s &Y a1 Fife (T a5 ¥ 9gh ITer fedewa, G ar € T 1 wadw
Y q sax faat & fawd | qgT M, fGT wea wid, e xR fie
safe e wy gEr dafada @Y & of wifs § WA § T, fedr ¥ e
T @Y A T QI AN AT AFT A1 AHOST 9 Ty wE [T ALY 9\
T H AT a F I ITW AR G frar mr w1 fEegnd oo frsim-
q Aq wifwoee qifgast qifsrarive w1 aaiy & I @ fog

wwtafa wgyaw R wied afmie # oo gwer wdr 4
gaE Qg ?

st TAE BT S0 ALY, THoaEd Y AL
qemafy WA ;9T ¥ 27 '
st T PR 0 AT 9A A1 H W AR &

AAVIA HAVLA . A WA HIIHT A 3 fE oag AN areewr §
HIAY | HIAH IJYET FIGT AG &l 7

W URAE FATE TR FIG1 @ AN | qfEw ek qmw e foe
arfgarie syt # 31 & a1 oF @ frwwads ) gy @l waw e
e wiga & frarg eama a3 W fastar 1)

aamata w@a : ¥ waEr O agEl gais, wr qgr R 67
# fo¥e gmar g -

“Today, at 12.30 p.m., Shri V.C. Shukla Member of Parna’-'
ment along with 19 more persons tried to create nuisance
and forcible entry in the office of Indian Olympic Asso-
ciation at J.N, Stadium, New Delhi. Since there was an
apprehension of breach of peace, they were detained:
under section 65 of the Delhi Police Act till 4 p.m, today

Submitted for information.

Sd/- S.H.O.
Police Station Lodhi Colony,
New Delhi.”
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ST TN PN WEAW WEIGR, A€ SIE )
anfa wEVaq : ag widEk FEA™LF ¥ KA 74T A7)

S TR TR oo
Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Mr. Rajendra Kumar, according to
you, at 4.00 p.m., inclusion of the name of Mr. Shukla was made
that he was under detention.

Shri Rajendra Kumar: I would only tell hon. Members that as
a precautionary measure, since his name was included, I sent this
report—Because, in future, this may not be treated as detention and
then, we may not be reprimanded, As a precautionary measure, I

sent this report.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Mr. Rajendra Kumar, on that day, at
the place of this incident, the Deputy Commissioner of Police, Mr.
Brar was present.

s TR PRI WegeT WERQ, ¥ A0 4T A4
Shri Somnath Chatterjee: And also the Additional Deputy Com-
missioner of Police was present.
T PRI S g )
Shri Somnath Chatterjee: And also, the Assistant Commissioner
of Police was present. They are senior officers.

Wt e g oY, fasgw @@ )
Shri Somnath Chatterjee: On the insistance of Mr. Shukla, if
you say, you included his name, you did not inform any of these
senior officers, because a Member of Parliament was involved?

=t eRe gwre : qifs & @4 & Al ar & ag IAw fedeww
arar I wdtfae 8 wedfeeedr ww af fear ) e grfagrite w
T § ¥ 2T §3 6 av wfaRz s aga T TET gavar e
T & oz 37 fasquay g€ o o & qg ol dor @ &

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: But you submitted your report to the
hon. 8peaker. -According to you, there was no reason to detain or

arrest Mr. Shukla.

! TR gwre ;oY
Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Then, why did you say that he tried
to create nuisance? !
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ot T wWrC: aqife FoE ® Ga @ ar ) frAr wox endd e
& 3 aaﬂw&iu’ttzﬁ:mq w7z 9% feEa w7 fomr owr Qv
uﬁﬁm X B wg

‘Shri Somnath Chatterjee: You have mentioned his name specifi-
cally in the report. It says:

“Today at 12.30 hours, Shri V.C. Shukla, Member of Parlia-

ment along with 19 more persons tried to create nuis-
ance.”

It means, Mr. Shukla tried to create nuisance. It says, “forcible
entry”. He also made “forcible entry” in the office of the Indian
Olympic Association. For those reasons, he was in the same posi-
tion as his supporters.

s T WY gET qiE A &) WifF T weEe 7 i wiwy 3w
qared St Seaq o FT @ ¥, 7 9@ WA I qH T IR wil
T I NAA FI {FT

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: You understand the importance of the
communication to the hon. Speaker of Lok Sabha. What you knew
to be correct, that must have been mentioned to the Speaker.

st ey gATT : Taw fag o § A I & fag wgwr
st @YgA st ;PR grd 9T AW ¥ fao wE@w 7

ottt gare e fedwr # Ad aarar f5 few ag & I aiw
arpe e war )

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: According to you, this is not a correct
information to the Speaker.

Shri Rajendra Kumar: I consider that it may not be treated
as detention. Then, I included his name—

f& g% @ a3 ¥ ¥O¥ a7 o fedq feqr mr

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: This is a very serious matter. The
House was jnformed. there was no detention at all at 17.14 hours.
1 hour 14 minutes after the inclusion of the name, according to your
evidence, there was no detention.

o e FATC ;. Iaw AR A A gy v & e

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: You did not infrom anybody and I take
it, no senior officer asked you about it.

Shri Rajendra Kumar: No, Sir.
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Shri Somnath Chatterjee: The subject-matter was detention of Shri
V.C. Shukla, a Member of Parliament under section 65 of the Delhi
Police Act.

Shri Rajendra Kumar: Yes, Sir.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Therefore, this was a solemn commu-
nication made by you to the Speaker.

v g wad fegwa § ug O wmen fR e A wifeg
I I A W a9 F T WYY fFwr wwr 4v)

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: What is the time? You did not men-
tion the time as to when you sent this.

ST YWE FRIT: FT & & g &7 77 |

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: There is a communication to the
Speaker. You did not mention any time. This was submitted to the
Speaker and not to anybody else. Was this addressed to Hon.
Speaker?

Shri Rajendra Kumar: Yes.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Is the communication available to us?
It is not even addressed to the Hon, Speaker. This is the position
Earlier communication was received on 17th November.

Wt TRE TR : gARR T T 2 | gAd 16 AT Y fsramat d ) -

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Why did you send again?

Shri Rajendra Kumar: I wanted to be more sure that it should
reach today.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Because there should not be .amy
delay in commumication. Communication was about detention.
The Hon. Speaker received it at 9.30 PM.

\

it yRm g ;A AR I & 6T g faely Eni )

ot Dero &o UMo AN : T ¥ TA qgFAr g fn wrT AN TN
fedx dt fear | g I IAT m&tiﬂzmﬁi@waﬁffww‘mn
A 3w §fr 9T Rwwd ox wid Agwwr am faw o wwd feda

mitgT A 3T Fwgd T W A I w1 oA s o
ﬁtﬁam:mmm\mﬁqm&mfmimﬂt&i
W FEE 9 s gw aer &
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To defuse the situation according to my knowledge, I considered
it necessary to include the name.

-Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: Is it? a7 g,

ot CRAGAIC : G1F 12999 4 TN A% IT $) o7 ) fwar mam av )

Shri H. K. L. Bhagat: You said that you feel sorry for not
giving the details to the Hon. Speaker.

oY TRAPATC ;. A T FIAT w0fgC arfE 9w w1 A figw gremr ¥
feavaar & 1 %7 37 wrfes fedur R aH fraomr 7 fF Lgw@ IT
] aaT F

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: According to you, soon after you
reached the Stadium, after a few minutes you went back to your
police station. Where was Mr. Shukla then?

Shri Rajendra Kumar: I did not see him in the IOA Office.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Has Mr. Shukla reached the police
station by the time you reached it? '

Shri Rajendra Kumar: No.
Shri H K.L. Bhagat: Did you see any occurrence there?
Shri Rajendra Kumar: I did not see.

WY WRR fAg © 9T WY G GF, T AT IF I@T A0

N TRIFHC AT TIAX A IT WA vy Hwrk 1 &F wod
aifeg Hqr) a7 I7 M AE AW T IGHFIAAY

A ware bz ;31 & g gfwa F wredr aft 7
oY TRE gAR ;o FX T AT

Tro FAM FA7 fA : TEACE AMT FTT AT F I Tofrear § Faar
f ATF TAT AT FTIAVT A JOOITRY ALIT A, 90 ACH IH AH
AT A ITATATC ACEIT B INT R @1 A AIAITRAT ALLF AL WY

Rurkrgue: AME AN wov wim foogw § 34 A fezA @
aft fear MC T I HFHTC AL A GRS (NI EE (R K Trema &
faafaxer frar qn afe TIT & 347 A741T AT fs 37 wrArA 57 ¥ forar
sqr ¥ oz 37 wCeEe fee we rarovTre ¥ B pAtar aftfvngy

Tro wAE TAT A TTR A 917 TrvTre ™R A 103 A e
&4t A8 wIge 0
i %1 w0y ufgyrer wiqeAe 9ga
: 3

R FT UV E R 6 AT i
Faisrfax agf @

T F AL AL F NN ATV TIH TS
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He was attending the court at Patiala House as Special Executive
Magistrate.

Wt Wleq 3 gd : w9 AN sAfAETAR e qrga wv fasraan o,
Iq AT FTIGFT FAMT M@ | I9 F AT A F oag fean -

“Since there was an apprehension of breach of peace, they
were detained under Section...... till 4.00 PM today.”

M T famn Aga ¥ waer Y FTAm A sRAEE 2
ot TR ERIC : T FTATHT L qq F )

WA : &7 A9 FAT qHS § fF A Fag o fomE g an
YoArrar a1 o s AT ¢, S § gaweraw feenex fng g, foe
agT MR AT F AW A F gAAT A ?

off AR WA TR § AR g fad §

ot Witew Xx 7 : FA AT IR 2wA Wy SO H g, @ e o
T R AT GEF | M7 IT F AT @S F TG IET W T

o TRAEAIC : T qBT TR ¥ AT 9
ot wWiten A2 IR : AT TS TER AT IEF AT FAT q@A 7
& T ERIT ¢ ST

awtafa whaw : &1 qg A @ A fE Twamd ¥gw =Dy faw oaw
X WA & AT IF FToIrEw qwA fEar ST d

) TR BRIT : QOATAET ETE E ITEH qoAT &

aqmfa AEYaW : A S FIRETRT FIHY &, TAH TEA AN § 7
I® ¥ 3@ FL VT q@AET |

WY CIEE WL : TH H AW 4 qT TN ¢

gefa ARt WY WIOSET JEAWAT gAT aRefra ¥ ¥ dfwg
uw w2 afewd fwe f5 3 af &t § 0 (wrre afewrt feg 1@ )

N QqAATTAT AVE g7 FFEfeaz w1 Ao foro
w) TN g WA Y WS |
. AeEfy AT GIBT /T WIT AT FHT § |
(The witnesg then withdrew)

The Committee then adjourned,
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Evidence of Shri V. P. Marwah, Commissioner of Police, Delhi

Mr, Chairman: Shri V.P. Marwah, you have been asked to ap-
pear before this Committee to give your evidence in connection
with the question of privilege regarding alleged non-intimation of
arrest/detention of Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, MP, at New Delhi
and giving wrong information to the Speaker and through him to
the House on 16th November, 1987.

91 !
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I hope that you will state the factual position frankly and
truthtully to enable this Committee to arrive at a correct finding.

oot
o ’

I may inform you that under Rule 275 of the Rules of Procedure
-and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha, the evidence that you may
give before the Committee is to be treated by you as confidential till
the Report of the Committee and its proceedings are presented to the
Lok Sabha. Any prémature disclosure or publication of the pro-
ceedings of the Committee would constitute a breach of privilege
and contempt of the House. The evidence which you will give be-
fore the Committee may be reported to the House.

Now, you may please take oath or affirmation as you like,

Shri V.P. Marwah: I, V.P. Marwah, swear in the name of God
that the evidence which I shall give in this case shall be true, that

I will conceal nothing and that no part of my evidence shall be
false.

Mr. Chairman: Last time you had stated quite a number of things
and the last thing-which you were stating was that there was no in-
"tention to arrest Shri Shukla at 12.30. At that stage, you were asked
to withdraw. In order to remind you what you were saying, I

will read out to you some portion of vour evidence so that you can
pick up the thread:

'

“They kept on raising slogans and it went up to 4’Oclock. At
that time, the officer incharge decided to release people
who had been detained under the Delhi Police Act. Shri
Shukla at that time said that unless his name was also

~imcluded along with his supvorters, he would not leave
the police station, because he had been sitting at the po-
lice station. The officer incharge to diffuse the situation
and not to create any further complications included
Shri Shukla’s name and after this they were allowed to
go. He then informed the hon. Speaker by a written com-

munication and this is what took place. There was no in-
tention to arrest him at 1230 ”

To complete the narratioh' what have you got to say?
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Shri V.P. Marwah: As far as the detention of Shri Shukla is
concerned, the narration is complete and I would be happy to clari-
fy any points which the Committee may like.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: The incident took place on 16th Novem-
ber, 1887 and you made a report to the hon. Speaker on 17th Nov-
ember, 1987 at 1150 hrs. as .nentioned under your signatures. At that
time you had got all the information from the different police offi-
cers,

Shri V, P. Marwah: I prepared the report. I was asked by the
hon. Speaker to come and tell him what had actually happened.
Whatever information 1 could gather quickly, 1 did that because the
question of detention had come to my notice only on that particu-
lar morning.

Shri V.P. Marwah: I wrote the whole thing in written hand
and gave it to the Speaker.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Therefore, when you went to the Hon.
Speaker and gave the report to him, you gave him that Report as a
Commissioner of Police, Delhi and, therefore, I am sure by that time
you must have gathered the necessary information, otherwise, as a
highly placed and responsibie officer you would not have made the

Report.

Shri V.P.Marwah: Yes, Sir, I gathered all the essential points.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: So, by that time you had clearly gat-
hered the information that Shri Shukla had been detained under

the Delhi Police Act from 12.30 P.M. to 4.00 P.M.

Shri V.P. Marwah: Technically speaking, yes, because as I men-
tioned in my clarification last time and as Mr. Shukla insisted, SHO
showed his detention. Since it was done by 4.00 O’clock and since
Mr. Shukla was insisting that he was sitting in the police station from
12.30 onwards, it became so technically.....

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: I am intervested in knowing what you
personally know. We have gathered the evidence of other highly
placed police officials and you are saying things which you came to
gather subsequently and which are not within your personal know-
ledge. As the Commissioner of Police, after getting all the facts, you
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did report to the Hon. Speaker of Lok Sabha that Mr. Shukla had
been detained. Am 1 correct?

Shri V.P. Marwah: Yes, Sir, you are correct,

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: I take it that you are aware of the
scope of our enquiry, namely why there was delay in giving the re-
port to the House or to the Hon. Speaker. Are you aware of it?

Shri V.P. Marwah: Yes, ] am aware of that and as I have men-
tioned earlier, I do not know whether I have mentioned it or not,
there has been really no delay in intimating the Speaker about the
arrest of the Hon. Member.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Well your contention is that there
was no delay. It is a matter which shall be looked into by the
House itself, if necessary. Therefore, the point is whether there was
a delay or not and you have made your case. But the question of
arrest is not germane here because the House proceeds on the....

Shri V.P. Marwah: He was arrested at 4.00 O’clock.
Shri Somnath Chatterjee: That is what you have come to know.

Shri V. P. Marwah: Yes, Sir.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: When an enquiry was made by the:
Hon. Minister as to whether Mr. Shukla had been arrested or not,
you chose to give him a reply on the basis of an information which
you received from Mr. Brar. And it appears that Mr. Brar gave
the tnformation to you on the basis of his assumption as to what
had happened.

Shri V.P. Marwah: Sir, there are two things. One js that when
I rang up, if I remember correctly, Mr. Brar at 3.30 told me
what he personally gathered from the place where the accident took
place. Even at that time Mr. Shukla had not been arrested. So,
the information which T conveyed to Mr. Chidambaram was cor-
rect at that point of time. I conveyed that information to Mr.
Chidambaram and that information was correct. Mr, Shukla hsad
not been arrested at that time.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Ther when did you coriie to know that
e wis arréstéd?
Shil V.P. Marwsl: ¥ cathe to kfiotr about this next morning.



95

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: A Member of Parliament was invol-
ved and an enquiry was made by the Hon. Minister but you, just on
the basis of an information obtained from the DCP, gave a report
and thereafter never tried to find out the position.

Shri V.P. Marwah: I did. As a matter of fact, the DCP made
enquiries unc we found that the DCP had not checked back with
the SHO, when he gave the information to me at 3.30 P.M. as to
what had happened subsequently at the Police Station. The SHO—
as there is a normal practice in Delhi—did convey the information
to the Speaker both in writing and orally. I have no reason to
disbelieve what he told me. If one can look at it in retrospect per-
haps Mr. Brar should have re-checked from the Police Station,
which he did not. I would say there was really no mala fide or any
negligence.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: I never said that. Please do not have
any mis-apprehension. The only thing is that—which we want to
find out—whether the Police had acted in the manner in which it
ghould have in the circumstances of the case. There is no allegation
of mala fide against you. The only thing is, whether you agree
with this or not that since the matter concerned an hon. Member
of Parliament and the Minister was making enquiries, why sudden-
lv that type of inquiry was being made. What really happened?
Who was responsible? What had happened and when? Should not
such an inquiry be made?

Shri V.P. Marwah: I agree with you. Mr, Brar should have
checked with the Police Station.

Shri H. K.L.. Bhagat: We have a peculiar situation where accor-
ding to the information which you have given to this Committee
and which is based on information supplied to you by your officers,
actually Mr. V. C. Shukla was not detained before 4.00 P.M. On the
insistence of Mr. V.C. Shukla, his name was mentioned. Before
that the information given to the Minister was that “he has not been
detained. The SHO directly sent the information.” Would vou not
agree that such a situation should not have arisen normally? Don't
You think it is rather unusual?

Shri V.P. Marwah: It is not unusual in the present circumstan-
ces of the case. Because when anybody is arrested or detained and
brought to the Police Station. an immediate entry is made in the
dally diary. After checking the dailv diary, it was anite clear that
enly—if I remember correctly—18 persons were arrested. '
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Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: I say unusual because there was no inten-
tion to detain Mr. Shukla, The Police did not want to detain him.
Because Mr. Shukla insisted that he be detained, he was detained.

Shri V.P.Marwah: For checking the law and order objective, if
somebody is keen on his name being mentioned in the deten-
tion list, then I would say the SHO had acted with com-

mon-sense. He wanted that the situation be de-fused. The
office of the Sports Authority of India was already closed at
4 O’clock.

The police was not at all concerned with the dispute.
It is only concerned with the maintenance of law and order. So, in
this cotext I think what the SHO did was quite correct. I am in-

clined to support him. What he did at that time was correct. There
is nothing wrong in it. ‘

As a junior officer, it would create a bit of difficulty for him, to
deal with Members of Parliament,

Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: I am not holding you responsible of any
breach or something like thet. . As head of the police organisation,
would you not feel that this thing should not have happened?

Shri V.P. Marwah: That is right. I regret that certain amount
of inconvenience has been caused because Mr. Brar did not check
back with the SHO's statement which was subsequently made by
the Minister and perhaps it could have been corrected if this infor-
mation had reached him in time. It is unfortunate. But really
there is no male fide at all. It is inadvertence on his part.

Shri H.K.L. Bhagat: So, as head of the police family, would
you express regret?

Shri V.P. Marwah: Yes. I express my regret before the hon.
Committee of the Parliament.

Mr. Chairman: You are expressing your regret for the inconveni-
ence. '

Shri V.P. Marwah: Yes.

. Mr. Chairman: The information which the SHO had sevt tn the
Speaker creates a little confusion, I quote “today at 1230 P.M,
Shri V.C. Shukla, M.P_ along with 19 more persons tried to create
nuisance snd forcible entrv in the office of the Tndian Olvmnie As-
sociation at ' Jawaharlal. Nehru Stadium, New Delhi. Since thére
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was an apprehension of breach of peuce, they were detained under
Section 65 of the Delhi Police Act, till 4 P.M. today.”

He is trying to convey that all of them were detained from 12.30
P.M. to 4 P.M. Is my reading correct?

Shri V.P. Marwah: I have already explained it. Normally, if
an information had been given to the Minister that Shri Shukla had
been arrested, there would have been no problem at all, Quite
frequently elected Members are being detained in Delhi at one
place or the other and the Speaker of the Lok Sabha or the Chair-
man of the Metropolitan Council or the Chairman of the Rajya

Sabha are being intimated. This is something which they do in the
normal discharge of their duties.

So, in this particular case also, the matter would have been over
if this confusion had not arisen. So, the SHO perhaps did not quite
appreciate the language which he was writing as to what difficulty
or the problem, it was going to create later on. He did not clarify

or explain that Mr. Shukla has been really detained at 4 O’clock
and not at 1230 P.M.

Mr, Chairman: You seem to be correct in your assessment be-
cause in the daily diary report, it was recorded as 4.00 P.M. After
the whole narration, one line was added at the insistance of Shri
Shukla in the list. Probably, the impression you formed may be
correct in the sense that this was the sequence of events. But ac-
‘cording to me, this report conveys a totally dicerent impression.

Shri V.P. Marwah: It is language rather than the intention. I
have looked into all the circumstances of this particular incident. I
have examined all the papers in this connection, The impression
which comes out quite clearly is that Shri Shukla really was de-
tained at 4 O’clock and not earlier. It is because during all this
period when Shri Shukla was at the Police Station, he met the press
people, Members of Parliament, he made a lot of telephone calls
and he also went out several times. These were the things which
had happened. If Shri Suukla have been detained earlier, then
these things would not have happened at all.

‘Mr. Chairman: You have seen all the records of the Police Sta-
tion. There is no entry made by any police officer o the effect that
“I have come along with Mr. Shukla who has been detained under
-Section 65 of the Police Act from the Jawaharlal Nehru Stadium.”
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Shri Marwah: I am not aware of it. I do not remember. I locked
at the papers on the 17th morning. It happened about five months
ago. But after looking into the totality of the case, this was the clear
impression which I formed.

Mr, Chairman: The office has brought to my notice that there is a
form prescribed, under which the arrest and detention of an hom.
Member has to be inimated to the Speaker. That form reads thus:

“I have the honour to inform you that T have found it my
duty in the exercise of my powers under Section... of the

Act, to direct that Shri .......... , Member of the Lok
Sabha be arrested/detained as the case may be. Shri .....
M.P. was accordingly arrested at ........ and taken into

custody, and he is at present lodged in jail.”

This is how information regarding the arrest and detention of an
hon, Member has to be intimated. This form was not observed in
this case.

‘Shri Marwah: In Delhi, the practice is slightly different—to
save time and to ensure that the information is conveyed imme-
diately. The SHOs at the police stations have no typewriters and no
clerical assistance. Quite a few years ago, an order was passed
whereby even an SHO was given the authority to convey this infor-
mation directly to the Speaker, both in writing as well as orally, to
‘be followed in writing by the Deputy Commissioner of Police, which
he would have done the next day or the same evening. This form
would have been followed by the Deputy Commissioner who had
the clerical assistance.

Mr. Chatrman: Before 4 p.m., was Mr. Shukla in the police sta-
tion all the time i.e. from 12 noon to 4 p.m. and did he behave
like a free man, or was he under some sort of detention?

Shri Marwah: No; he was under no sort of detention, because he
went to the police station in his own car. After his party supporters
were taken to the police station, be went to the police station after
finding out where his supporters has gone. He took the help of the
police officer to direct him to where that police station was located.

Mr. Chairman: How was he behaving in the police station?

-Shri Marwah: He was telling the police: ‘You release my people”.
The SHO said: ‘It cannot be done, bécause otherwise they will credte
.some problems.’ :But Mr. Shukla was absohitely free. He met 41l
his pepople outside, the Press photographers; and he made telephone
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calls. Otherwise, after somebody is detained, he is kept under a cer-
tain amount of restriction.

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Shukla says that his supporters were put in
the police vam, and that he was put in his own car, but that the
policemen were in the car and he was under arrest. Mr. Shukla’s
case is that Mr. Ranganathan, ACP told him that he was under arrest;
and in support of what he is saying, he has given this photograph.
Please have a look at the photi.graph, and then tell us what it indi-

-cates.

Shri Marwah: The photograph, as I see it, does not indicate any-
thing at all, because Mr. Shukla is getting into the car, and there i3
a police officer. The police officer is there because Mr. Shukla did
not know where the Lodhi Colony police station was located. He
would not know, unless he was directed. Unless a police officer,
sat with him, Mr. Shukla would not have been able to go there.

Mr. Chairman: Can you recognise the police officer from this
‘photograph?

Shri V.P. Marwah: No.

Mr, Chairman: One of the officer stated that he was a probationer
'Sub-Inspector.

Shri V.P. Marwah: It is not possible to say from the photograph.

Mr. Chairman: What is ycur idea?

Shri V.P. Marwah: Since ranks are not noticeable, I would not be
‘able to say anything.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Do you agree that sending a communi-
cation to the hon. Speaker is very important?

Shri V.P. Marwah: I agree.

,Shri Somnath Chatterjee: You also say that some other police
officer had said that Mr. Shukla was not detained ti’l 4 O'clock. But
it appears from what the Chairman has read out that he was releas-
ed at 4 O’clock. Do you wish to say that, while giving its communi-
cation to the hon. Speaker nf Lok Sahha. they did not take anv pre-

caution of giving the correct information?
Shri V.P. Marwah: SHO has given the correct information.
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Shri Somnath Chatterjee: When a person is detained or released,
we mention the time.

Shri V.P. Marwah: He did what he thought proper.

Shri Somnath Chatterjee: Whatever you have stated here, as to
what transpired at the police station or subsequently that it was

whatever you had heard from other officers and that you have no
personal knowledge.

Shri V.P. Marwah: Whatever information I have given here I

have gathered it from the information which has been conveyed to
me by the officers.

Shri Bholanath Sen: The fact remaing that Mr. Shukla was in the
police station. When he was arrested, there must be record for it.
Now that record will show when he was arrested, when he was re-
leased and on what condition he was arrested and on what condition
he was released. Have you gone through all this record?

Shri V.P. Marwah: I did.

Shri Bholanath Sen: He was not detained. He came to the police
station on his own. He demanded the release of the people whom the
police had detained and brought to the police station. When the SHO
did not agree to his request, he argued with him.

Shri V.P. Marwah: He did various other things which he wanted
to do. There was no restraint or constraint on him. He, on his
own, stayed on till 4 O’clock, till the time the SHO there released
him. Then Mr. Shukla said, that since he has been staying there,
his name should also be included. The SHO did not agree. Then
Mr. Shukla insisted that he will not leave the Police station till his
name was included. Then the SHO, after assessing the situation, and
as it will not create any problem, included his name.

Shri Bholanath Sen: I am only one short point. How many times
would Mr. Shukla’s name appear if he js arrested and released?
Twice? Once at the time of arrest and again at the time of release.

Shri V.P. Marwah: Yes,

Shri Bholanath Sen: Did you find that his name was there at the
time of arresting and at the time of release?

Mr, Chairman: One point you have not noticed. There it is only
one daily diary. And in that daily diary all these have been detail-
ed as Mr. Marwah hag said. And the SHO said that in Delhi they
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write such a diary only when they release them. The SHO wrote it
at that point.

Shri V.P, Marwah: This is a power which is available to the Delhi
Police under the Delhi Police Act. Except when they have to produce
them before a magistrate, when they release them, for that there
will be two entries, and in this particular case there will be only
one entry, The idea is to keep them away from the place where a law
and order problem has arisen and release them later, which we do
many times a year. And in this case that was done at 4 O'clock.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you. You may join us for a cup of tea.
(The witness then withdrew)

The Committee then adjourned.
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(2) Shri P. R, S. Brar
Deputy Commissioner of Police (South).
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(The Committee met at 11.00 hours.)
(1) Evidence of Shri Rajendra Kumar, SHO, Lodhi Road,
New Debhi.

Mr, Chairman: Shri Rajendra Kumar, the Committee of Privi-
leges have carefully gone through the evidence and other docu-
ments produced before the Committee and are not convinced by
the evidence given by you before the Committee.
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The Committee note that you did not send the communincation
regarding arrest/detention of Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, M.P., to
the Speaker, Lok Sabha on 16th November, 1987, immediately as
laid down in rule 229 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of
Business in Lok Sabha, The Committee also note that the delayed
communication sent by you was neither in the prescribed form nor
was it addressed to the Speaker, Lok Sabha.

The Committee further note that according to your communi-
cation, Shri Vidyacharan Shukla was detained at Police Station
Lodhi Colony from 12.30 to 4.00 P.M., but the Speaker receiv-
ed it at his residence at 9.30 P.M. on 16th November, 1987, i.e.
much after an announcement was made by the Deputy Speaker in
the House at 17.14 hours based on the information received from
the Minister of State for Parliamentary Affairs that “..... it has
been ascertained from the police authorities that no arrest or de-
tention of hon. member of Parliament Shri V.C. Shukla took
place today, i.e., 16th November, 1987".

The Committee, after careful consideration of the evidence and
other documents provided to them, have come to the conclusion
that Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, M.P. was detained by you from
12.30 to 16.00 hours on 16th November, 1987, at Police Station
Lodhi Colony. Further, you did not send the intimation regard-
ing the arrest/detention of Shri Shukla to the Speaker immediately
as required under the Rules of Procedure, particularly when the
House was in session and the detention took place in Delhi itself.
Moreover, the manner in which the communication was written by
you was also casual as it had not been addressed to anyome.

Before proceeding further in the matter, the Committee would
like to give you another opportunity to have your say in the
matter, in view of the above findings of the Committee.

Now, what have you to say after these findings have been
brought to your notice?

s i wAN (TWoTHoso ) : gu afr wEtaw, AX AT g At dro afre
ft #fedeww FartFarar g gz fedomm fraww & avgad aewrm
& & awr #y gfaa fmar, .

=Y UHoRoUT o WA ¢ WIT T WY wHmeAAu &, aw A Feard av d gy

wrrwr g AwER 1 wowr fazdy wgdrd fs gmd fe2a fen, mend
wTfEw ¥ | TAgT ATAl A1 AWA FUAAT WTORT FAET FT sAwrforawe
qitfersht 2t snfgo a . g 1o i
ag WA wof g F Aoz T s E | A @ greAwr §,
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FEERI oA § 1 g wnfiew ag § v WA waw ofr F) q@ A § A A

g fedq fvar W wfiw grge w1 o a@ & oot o ofgg o,
agafi ) sEwAaR g 9e Wi

Don’t you express unqualified and unconditional regret and apology?

ot Y e : e fag & wrer qmgam
Mr. Chairman: Thank you, You may now withdraw.

(The witness then withdrew)

(2) Evidence of Shri P.R.S. Brar, DCP (South),
New Delhi,

Mr. Chairman: Shri P.R.S. Brar, the Committee of Priviteges
bhave carefully gone through the evidence and other documents
produced before the Committee and are not convinced by the evi-
dence given by you before the Committee.

The Committee note that you had stated during the course of
your evidence before the Committee that you had informed the
Commissioner of Police, Delhi, at 3.30 P.M. that Shri Vidyacha-
ran Shukla, M.P. was neither arrested nor detained at Police
Station Lodhi Colony on 16th November, 1987. You had also
stated that before giving this information to the Commissioner of
Police (Shri V.P. Marwah), you had not ascertained the position
from the Station House Officer, Police Station Lodhi Colony.

The Committee further note that the Commissioner of Police,
Delhi,, duzing his evidence before the Committee had stated that
you spoke to him on telephone on 16th November, 1987, and gave him
“a categorical answer that Shri Shukla had not been detained”. He

had also stated that you should have re-checked the position from the
Police Station, which you did not do.

The Committee, after careful consideration of the evidence and
other documents provided to them, have come. to the conclusion
that Shri Vidyacharan Shukla, M.P., was actually detained at:
Police Station Lodhi Colony from 12.30 to 16.00 hours on 16th
November, 1987. Further, being a responsible police officer you did’
not care to make a proper enquiry from the Police Station Lodhi
Colony before informing Shri V.P. Marwah, which ultimately re-
sulted in the latter giving wrong information to the Minister of
State for Home Affars for passing it on to the Speaker, Lok Sabha
and through him to the House to the effect that Shri Shukla
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bhad not been detained while actually he was detained for
3% hours.

Before proceeding further in the matter, the Committee would
like to give you another opportunity to have your say in the matter,
in view of the above findings of the Committee.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: Hon, Chairman and Members of the Com-
mittee, I would not like to dispute the conclusions of this learned
Committee. The omly thing I wish to state at this time is that
.since I was personally present at the time, this entire sequence of
events took place; that’s why I did not consider it necessary to
ascertain from the Police Station. I do now realise that it was
a mistake. And I should have done that. But at no stage I had
any intention to show any disrespect to the hon’ble Member of Par-
liament. He was shown the highest consideration and respect in
the Indian Olympic Association office and later on also in the
Police Station. He was not treated as a detenu or as a person
who is under any restraint.

However, since the Committee has come to its conclusions, I
do feel regret. I do really apologise that I have caused this discom-
fiture and 1 have hurt the feelings of the hon’ble Committee.

Mr. Chairman: It is all right, Are you expressing your regret?

Shri P.R.S. Brar: I am, Sir. I have the highest respect for
the powers and privileges..., '

Mr., Chairman: We have noted that you had no intention...
Shri P.R.S. Brar: I had no intention.

Mr. Chairman: But you made a mistake for which you are feel-
ing sorry and expressing your regret and unqualified apology.

Shri P.R.S. Brar: I am sorry and I express my unqualified
apology.
Mr. Chairman: Now, you can retire.
(The witness then withdrew)

The Committee then adjourned.
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APPENDIX I
(See para 12 of the Report)

Commaunication dated 16th November, 1987, received from S.H.O.
Police Station, Lodhi Colony, New Dethi.

Sus: —Detention of Shrj V. C. Shukla s/o Shri R. S. Shukla r/o 1,
Willingdon Crescent, New Delhi, 3 member of Parliament u/s
65 Delhi Police Act vide D. D. No. 8A dated 16-11-1887, Police
Station Lodhi Colony, New Delhi. ,

Sir,

Today at 12.30 P.M. Shri V. C. Shukla. member of Parliament
alongwith 19 more personsg tried to create nuisance and forcible entry
in the office of Indian Olympic Association at Jawahar Lal Nehru
Stadium, New Delhi. Since there was an apprehension of breach of
peace, they were detained u/s 65 Delhi Police Act till 4 P.M. today.

Submitted for information.

Sd/- 16-11-87
‘ Station House Officer
Police Station Lodhi Colony,
New Delhi-110003.

,
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APPENDIX II
(See paras 12 and 14 of the Report)

Communication dated 17th November, 1987 received from the
Commissioner of Police, Delhi.

At about 12.30 P.M. on 16-11-87 Shrj V. C. Shukla, M.P., alongwith
another person on the pretext of meeting someone reached the office
of I.O.A. at Jawaharlal Nehru Stadium. Finding the office of
President, Indian Olympic Association open, he entered in the office
and sat on the chair. On this office bearer of I.0.A. requested him
to leave as he is no longer the President of 1.0.A. and not entitled
to sit on that chair. Shri Shukla refused to leave the office. Secy.
General 1.0.A. informed the Deputy Commissioner of Police who
directed Assistant Commissioner of Police Defence Colony to reach
at the spot. Addl. Deputy Commissioner of Police and Deputy Com-
missioner of Police also reached the spot. Senior officers found some
supporters of Shri Shukla—18 in number—indulging in slogan
shouting outside and directed the police to remove them to the Police
Station. Shri Shukla was persuaded to leave the office alongwith his
companion. He left in his own car. SHO Lodhj Colony in whose
jurisdiction JLN Stadium fallg was not there as he was attending
court in Tis Hazari.

Later on Shri Shukly reached P.S. Lodhi Colony in his own car
and demanded that he too should be detained with his supporters.
He continued to sit in SHO's office without any restraint on him
throughout this period. Since his supporters were in agitated mood
and shouting slogans even in the Police Station, SHO Lodhi Colony
who by then had returned from the court did not consider it prudent
to let them go immediately and detained them under Delhi Police Act
from 12.30 P.M. to 4.00. Shri Shukla’s name was included in the list
on his own insistence.

110
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The development at the P.S. was not known to the Deputy Com-
missioner of Police. The statement in the House was made on the
basis of telephonic information furnished by the Deputy Commis-
sioner of Police. There was no attempt to mislead the House in any
way.

Sd/-

(V. P, MARWAH)
Commissioner of Police
17-11-87
10.50 hrs.

Hon'ble Speaker.
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