m Uncertalnty over

SHR1 NATH PAI (Rajapur) : I am
glad you have admitted Mr. Limaye's
privilege motion. What has happened to
mipne 7 When is the enquiry expected to be
over 7

MR. SPEAKER : [ do not think that
you should ask about it ; I shall myself tell
you when the enquiry is over.

SHRI NATH PAI: It is part of our
duty ; are you reminding the Defence
Minister to complete it...(Interruptions )

MR, SPEAKER : Kindly do not repeat
it every day. Unless ycu give some notice,
it is not possible for me to decide. 1 gave
my ruling yesterday ; they are pending.

SHRI NATH PAI : You have withheld
your ruling : you are still considering it. You
are a distipguished lawyer ; it is nota
ruling...(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER : Whether it is an
observation or ruling, you take it like that.
Unpless I hear from the hon., Minister that
I shall oot decide about it ; it will be kept
pending.

SHRI NATH PAI : Please keep remind-
ing him to complete the enquiry.

SHRI UMANATH (Pudukkottai) : I do
pot wait till the enquiry is over. My
privilege motion is on the reply of the hen.
Minister that he will not place Henderson
Brookes report on the Table of the House.
That does not require an enquiry that is
pending in the Defence Ministry. You can
decide on it.

MR. SPEAKER : It is pending with
me ; T have rot decided on it. You should
ask me in the Chamber and not get up like
this in the House., 1 am readily available
in the Chamber and you can ask me about
it. 1 can ask the Minister. Please do not
raise it every day in the Houe...
(Interruprions) Mr. Limaye's motion is in
order. I think he should ask the leave of
the House. Shall T read it ? Or he can
read it.
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12.35 brs.
QUESTION OF PRIVILEGE
Re. Illegal Cuostody of Shri Madba

Limaye
ot 7y fomd (W) @ v & Afew
qg, afeq gad &7 ard e Ad @
g?

aqR  wgrem : dar faw W@
s |

ot ay fomd : g9 e oF qf-
fordr wedz s Qfyo, @ w=a
@A |

Heqs HEIed, I@ ANE & a9 W
sw § f5 9 wawm #) F sAFwr ¥
AT TEIF gT a\ I AT | G
¥ ¥ wowAg WA g0 91, 9% g
gafir, 3ARMAIE #T U FEFA 9T |
T ¥ AT fea & gy U oEE
FW@A g G191 91, 8% WAEr aqard
I #r wgwEw Agf av ) dfEw ww
Fgarf sz ¥ AU AR AE H &3
AR A ANTFAT A TR F gfew
aRET A 4w F1 UF AT g i ag
TR e g A g &
4T A qriz e § 7 g war
ar<z %1% Al 3, afsa o9 #1 feamn
ST, o gfee w2 afag ) agr e
& 1z AN T A are sd 61 fem
war, 7 g% Y FTaw g 9o F g
qai fromm fear ot @qr &) s f@=
wax v fae gH fad dfaz st
gEwa & § g i A FIT SR
fraas SeT Fre &t g 112 &
e Afew @ FE1 WRT A AR
gar f& w1 @ ARw ¥ 9t qer f@
T ARt AT AT ¥ A W
a 91§ s frar &, afe & fear & A
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Tg T FHATE) 999 § &R g W
1 7 s wfggd ) fe o o
Tfeq s fear 1 &7 5g1 fr & gramac
gl FEwW, FF T FH 9T G Q@A
T 9% AT I g% 4 Fr fF oW
JYfs &f9d, gzt 9= S§ sar g
¥ Fgr afr frg fod @it @ § afe
#imT &1 Asr w1 fawe Ag &
fox Y sl #ar fe T wwad S=
T W g1 9EE q1% ot TH S
FTEATE 71 gaadr @IHR gAAT Hal
fe & @r-quegrdc & & gy @@
& W@ fAu g & ¥ 93 oy s
wATHES §1IaF ag 9 ¥ 5
gaR 7 g &% & gt anfasr &
# AT 3aF FIC “wA-fAdr” I gar
SR g Y gAE @

21 g § ST 21 fagm@e %
g ¥ ag W, #iF wd gemEr
S ame W ¥ &Y fe & qraew
¥a, fomd ey ¥ gitw #12 & 1968
# & gher ar, 5 M IR @ A
1 9T T@T 91X oF A fAwET 91
fine gt 1 & arad & @ &Y ofawr
& E fae 99 9 ) AR W Rg A
grq ga1 mar 1 3 & Frmaa SR
T A Fg g A FarAET
gafgsrd, gwfaw 7 s &t &
e ax g &1 a3, f5asr daar
ya @A 2, affT g § gadF A ¥
§g g FIAT WEAT g1 IF AT S
FAF &1 49 F T AU 4 IO 6
F1 qwET 9ar 91 qEwa 7 A Ga|r
fear &, famsr as« &4 @0 F O
¥et & 9EH ¥ § $g gud A9 §av
% gegd FAT QAT 1 WA AW A}
gar gamr e 9 wiwd #1 AfaegE 7 oY
Fraarg 1, e gitw F1E T qUaAr
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wde Fax fear 1 w@d giw #EI

ag Fgr & fF—

“It will be noticed that before the
Magistrate took action to call for an
interim bond, he did not make any
cfforts to enquire into the truth of the
information as is required by section
117¢3) the Code. He only saw the
police report and was satisfied from it
without even questioning the Sub-
Taspector......It is also to be noticed
that the case was fixed on the following
day for statements of Madhu Limaye
end Ram Adbar Giri and there is no
mention that any witnesses were to be
present. In fact even on the next day
the Magistrate was not going to try the
case but only take statements from the
petitioners.., ...

It appears therefore that the Magis-
trate used the powers under section
117(3) without commencing to eaquire
into the truth of the information. No
sworn statement of any kind was
obtained by him and he adjsurped the
cases for the examination of the
petitioners without summoniog the
witnesses in support of the information.”

“He, however, asked the petitioners
to furnish ap iaterim bond or go to
jail.

It appears to us that the powers of
the Magistrate to ask for ap interim bond
were not properly exercised in this case
and consequently the order to the
petitioners to furnish interim bond could
not be made .. ..

T g & i—
*“Therefore, the proceedings for
asking for ap interim bond were com-

pletely illegal” FTHlgdl AT Fgr

g1

“Learned counsel for the State
attempted to put the matter under
various secilons of the Code of Criminal
Procedure. He relied on section 344 or
in the alternative on section 91 orin
the alternative again on section 167.

He was groping for some support
from another part of the Code. These
sections have been dealt with by the
Special Bench and held inapplicable to
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[t =g famar]

the facts of a trial under Chapter VIII
which contains its own elaborate
procedure for trial of a suspected
person.”

o Fr oY mfas 9z wT & grew@ &

ofX arer @EA A SA7 WA ¥Ee
wifadt gw=T & 9gAT AT g |

“Without making any enguiry, neither

could the Magistrate order 1he petitioners

to be detained in custody nor require

them to execute a bond with or without
surety.

It is quite clear tbat the Magistrate
was too much in hurry.  He did not
read the law to inform himself what he
was to do. Having the petitioners before
him and having read to them the order
under section 112, it was his duty
either to release them unconditionally
or to ask them to give an interim bond
for good conduct but only after be had
started inuiring ioto the truth of the
information. 1t was for this reason
thet we held that the Magistrate did
not act according to the law and his
action efter August, 1970, in detaining
the petitiorers in custody was illegal.™

& awg ¥1 9g fum s @ aw
O & ¥ ogAAT & fAARA A
SEar g f7 g 838w @1 @ s
fegaa a3 &1 sk gaw! FEaE #
fegar &9 %1 W gy Ak |
afawt & 1w #7F 9v sqwe fean
g, g fom g @Y ¥ afisgmife
qifeaide &1 ageq frfaaa sr & o &
#R Tk fau &1 |97 wHar € IF
fraarafer ag 9 7 mE 1 gmart ¥
g AWfw ¥ o oiffade &
sTEl ¥ A &F Ag for g wfeA &
o ¥ oz AT s oAl g fs
gark fxfuas fidsiT taz & awr 59
¥ GATT QAN ARTF 1 et
o i &1 fagare 13 s afgwrg
fegr mar § 1 afe 7y w1 A AW
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Thadgw oew a3, gEN @ A, @
ag AT AMfeE o R s Amten
# fgar s gFar & Ol gfE &
A" FT FaT g gaar  wfasr
frfgae dlsdizare & § | o= qETA@T
amf 1 o sfawr 3, ofew owad
1 g o afaedz A ot @ Sf w1
¥ a9t ¥ war oy W@ FW ST
Fifgq | wX F1FTF A F AR TG
FTH Agf grar ¢ & sEEr &y ;A
wifgd fF 7z wlsagama 2, AbeTA €
ag T AT FITAT 7 & 1 9H AT B
qfearifzd st @ @ feae &
gui sz § fF afaarde & azedl 91
Al FTAT AT HleAgHE FIAT TG 9ET
¥ WIATT §, AT & YEr AmAr
wrfgd |

FEW AT § g3 A FES
f& gz o $€ ox fawr @, " AR
sréfes fedgm e 8, garr @@ IEH)
982 TEY F@r g | g Sfer fFoa
oAl wmew A & Q) A9 exei
Norg s g FEfF I o @
frar §, wem frm A o gw a@ @ AR
I EY T &Y F4T ag 937 FT AA-
gift & ghit ? fadreas #1 faar a,
¥, @F Al ¥ g oW T GEAT gev
ar | s wx &€ ST Fgar fF A
AT ATE T g e 'y A0 TT O,
#1€ g fbar 2 qufad & 3% v =%
W9 e H TEar g av agh ar e
AT TEAE EY WA, ,,

st wed fagrdt sy (q@mgR) -
9 ag & U] §1 ft qFE °T qwar
g

&t vy faad : & a9 ¥ g fiear
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gart T el & off @ma @ aFm
2 war ¥ gy afaa feaw s
TR e Al g wlay & vk frg
#Y firtgare &7 aFaT § 5 3899 AR
feqrd @ & a1 1§ &% a4 72
W AT TmagF Tl § A #
& FY qgd TGS qrEAT 9Tigy |
& 7 7@ wEw § AW H ag 3% A&
g s 909 9% W ® war gefad wa
afaedz #1 @t fay | & gg weT IEar
g f 9ua) 737 & a9 gAR Ww
o &9 ¥ ¥7 79 A9 wEr o
wWifF ag Aed I gor &1 gAw A
ifs @ 37 walss maTaq 2 IEF
IR @ AR g A FT R UF I
dum R 3 T ) gver 2 aY wfeew
frac¥eem Y sxag war On :

They will contipue to arrest wou no
matter what we decide

7g ey S A gy afeew faae w
gam & I g gEred F wgr
Frg feadt arx 8 froard wée
Nfgg 7 & arx 3 srg ;@ FA @
¥ gw & @y agy @ fawagEE
@A grgar g | gafad ¥ o) amef
&7 gate § a7 ¥ afena qgf ¢ afig
g R 8 # wwgfT 91 A
wawar &1 a3« | zafad g@ 9w

TeiraTgas faare sfd

st e wa (99 : sfage awe
®Y 9% & qrHS EATAT TG |

st wew fagr@t gt fAaw &
garfas sk w1§ @ X aneiw A
AT ¢ a1 T@ 97 qte Y S afey )

st ®e ®o AWl (FITIY) © TH
o N wigw § ¥fET IR EA ¥ @R
3¢ 3 wsaw wgam A aFEdl FOA
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ARG FTAT AR § a1 WO aW@
oy & I8 IH FgT & uvar famr g

MR. SPEAKER : That 1s after ihe
leave is grapted, not now, There are two
stages. If any body has any objection to
leave being granted, it is all right. 1f nobody
objects, 1 will put is to vote.

SHRI K. NARAYANA RAO (Bobbili) :
1 have an objection.

MR. SPEAKER : This is quite an
important maiter of privilege. I ask the Law
Minister, do you have any objection to it ?

THE MINISTER OF LAW AND
SOCIAL WELFARE (SHRI K. HANUM-
ANTHAIYA) : Yes ; I have got objections.
It is not that I am happy that a Member of
Parl'ament is arrested | (Intercurion). My
hon. friend interferes with my privilege ol
speaking unioterruptedly.  Sir, you have
rightly said that any question of privilege
that comes before the House must be of such
importance that i* has to be considered by
the House by earmarking some time for that
work., Secondly, we must make a distine-
tion between a private citizen and a Member
of Parliament. We are all hon. Members of
Parliament. But that does not mean that
we continue to be members all the time in
our daily life. Therefore, to take the view
that anything done to a Member of Pariia-
ment is a breach of privilege is an impossible
position. Mr. Limaye, who is a very good
champion of the common man ought to see
the point that he has to make a distinction
between a Member of Parliament acting as
such and the very same Membcr of Parlia-
ment actiog in his individual capacity. There
is no question of privilege because if the
magistrate does something, it is in the usual
course of judicial proceedings. They can
go in appeal and seek a remedy. He has
got the remedy. Having exchausted the
remedy and secured his right, now to come
befcre Parliament on that guestion would be
asking something which is unusual.

Thirdly, there is what is called the
Judicial Officers Protection Act. If a wrong
order is passed by a Judge, it is set aside by
the higher courts. Unless some maia fide
intention is proved we cannot ordinarily tal e
notice of judgments of courts for secrutiny
and judgment here in this House. 1 have
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[Shri K. Hanumanthaiya)

listened very carefully to the presentation of
facts by Shri Madhu Limaye. He also does
not make an allegation of mala fide. There-
fore, I only say that if such a motion is
discussed people are likely to misunderstand
that Members of Parliament are taking the
view that their privilege is something more
than a right. So, I would beg of my hon.
friend not to press his case,

SHRI NATH PAI (Rajapur) : May I
know under what rule you allowed him to
speak 7 If you are going strictly according
to the rules, the objection was first raised by
an hon, Member and not by the Law
Minister. How did the Law Minister take
precedence over that hon. Member ?

MR.] SPEAKER : Both of them got up.
He shou d follow the rule.
| |

SHR NATH PAl : We also have beea
applyiogthis rule in this House. May 1
read to you the rule ?

MR SPEAKER : No.

SHRI NATH PAl : How can you say
“No™? 1 am rising on a point of order.
The right to raise a poiot of order is the
inalienable right of a member. An objection
to the privilege motion was raised by an hon.
Member. Once an objection was raised, you
ought to have put it to the vote. But you
allowed the Law Minister to have his say.
The rule never says that the Law Minister
has a betrer right over another hon. Member.
who raised the objection which was heard by
the whole House,

The

MR. SPEAKER : Law Minister

caught my eyes first.

SHRI NATH PAI : Shri Narayana Rao
raised it first. Takea wvote on that, if you
want. Once you have made an exception,
so far as the rules are concerned, there is no
such rule that the Law Mipister has a better
right than any other member. Ao objection
was first teken by an hon. Member of this
House belonging to the 1uling party,

MR. SPEAKER : 1 do not agree.

SHRI NATH PAI : Let the records be

NOVEMB- R 12, 1970

Privilege 20

checked. T do submit that the objection
was first raised by Shri Narayana Rao.

MR SPEAKER : There is no question
of first. 1 am going to put it to the vote for
leave. Do not discuss it.

SHRI NATH PAI: May 1 submit
in all humility that even your ruling must
not be arbitrary 7 The entire House is say-
ing that Shri Narayana Rao raised the
objection first.

MR. SPEAKER : 1 am prepared to
satisfy him on this point. Let him sit down.
It is not only a question of who caught my
eyes. Even there I can say that out of the
two persons who caught my eyes...

SHRI NATH PAI : Shri Rao was the
first to raise it. You cannot arbitrarily
chaoge the rules. The ru'e is very clear on
the subject, Which rule are you guided by ?
The rule simply savs “if an objection is
raised”. It does not say that the objection
must be raised by a Minister. Any member
can ra‘se an objection.

MR. SPEAKER
priority over it.

The Minister has

SHRI NATA PAI : Rule 225 (2) says :

“If oblection to leave being granted
is taken"

The objection, according to me, was
taken. MNowhere does the rule say that the
objection must be by the Minister. An hon.
Member bas taken objection. Most of the
hon. Members have heard him say “‘objec-
tion”. 1 would like to know whether he did
say or not.

SHRI RANDHIR SINGH (Rohtak):
He did when I said *why any objection".

SHRI NATH PAl : My submission is
that after that objection was raised you were
required under the rules to take a vote as to
haw many members were in favour of it.
But you in your wisdom, which is your
inherent right, allowed the Law Minister to
speak. Once you deviate from the rule you
cannot say that only the Law Minister shall
speak and everybody else is precluded from
speaking. This will be patently unfair. '
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MR. SPEAKER : There is unnecessary
misunderstanding over it. In the case of
two Members raising objection, I can call
any, but I assure you that even in case of
two Members, the Minister has precedence.

SHRI NATA PAI: The Law Minister
did not r.ise the objection ; it was Shri
Narayana Rao who raised it  (Interrution).

MR, SPEAKER : When he was on his
legs, 1 said, “What is the use 7 It is & very

important matter of privilege.” He said, "1
wanted to submit something.” 1 said, “All
right ; you do it in a minute.,” I think, you

were talking to some other friends and did
not hear all that,

SHRI RABI RAY : We heard it.

MR. SPEAKER : 1 pleaded your case
and you are giving this compensation to me.

SHRI NATH PAI : Not to you.

MR. SPEAKER : I thiok, such cases
do arise every now and then. We cannot
compare ourselves with the House of Com-
mons in many other things. They went
through all these experiences in the past
many ceoturies. You know that so many
people were hanged About ten Speakers
were hanged on one day. That is how these
privileges were evolved. But we are in this
Parliament without hanging even one Speaker.
We must decide once and for all how far the
executive were to stand yis-g'vis Members.
I quite agree that the judiciary has its own
protection but let this question be examined
as to how far they have this protection.

SHRI K. HANUMANTHAIYA : I have
no objeetion ; I agree.

MR SPEAKER : Let it be said once
and for all and let the Committee examine
it. This will help us in the future because
such questions are raised every mow and
then.

SHRI K. HANUMANTHAIYA : 1
might say that all your laws will not mend
matters, I assurc you. Let that be examined
but you will mot be able to rectify matters
in the way you think. Your law is so much
waste of energy.

KARTIKA 21, 1892 (SAKA)
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MR. SPEAKER : Times have come
when no one knows when one will be on
this side or on that side and we must be
very careful about the future. Therefore I
shall put the question that leave be granted
to the vote of the House.

SOME HON, MEMBERS : There is
no objection ; he has withdrawn it. Let it
be reterred to the Privileges Committee.

MR. SPEAKER : He is withdrawing
his objection. Then, Shri Madhu Limaye
may move the motion either for being
discussed directly by the House or for being
referred to the Privileges Committee.

SHRI NATH PAI : 1 second it that it be
referred to the Privileges Committee.

ot ag fawdr: & e wEwfE
ug fafassr &98 & oo &fer @ i
‘e we At Qi i g
T 7 IAF) g g faar & ) gEE
e A famr W

sifeom: @ & & ‘wave’ g
fear smg

st wy femrd : & seara AT §

“That the question of privilege regard-
ing the illegal custody of Shri Madhu
Limaye from the 9th to 26th August,
1970, by Shri Mohinder Singh, City
Magistrate, Varanasi, be referred to the
Committee of Privileges for investigation
and report by the end of the first week
of the next Session.”

13.00 hrs.

MR. SPEAKER : The question is :

“That the question of privilege
regarding the illegal custody of Shri
Madhu Limaye from the 9th to 26th
August, 1970, by Shri Mohinder Singh,
City Magistrate, Varanasi, be referred to
the Committee of Privileges for inves-
tigation and report by the end of the
first week of the next session.”

or whenever the next session is there.
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AN HON. MEMBER : You agree to it ?
(Interruptions)

SHR1 ATAL BIHARI VAJPAYEE:
Sir, it may be added in the motion.

SHRI NATH PAI : You just now told
that the subject matter is wvery important
and serious and it was your intervention
which ultimately prevailed with the Minister
of Law. You yourself conceded that this
subject is important. But there is no
properly constituted Privileges Committee
because many of the Opposition Members
have boy cotted the Committee. Will you
please see that the committee is properly
formed ?

MR. SPEAKER : They are re-nominated
The commitiee is functioning ; it had been
re-nominated. Ewverything is all right. You
need not worry about it, The machinery is
working.

SHRI NAMBIAR (Tiruchirappalli) :
May 1 seek a clarification about your state-
ment that it may come up in the next session
whenzver it meets ?

MR. SPEAKER : This is in your hands.
Pleased don't worry about it.

SHRI BAL RAJ MADHOK (South
Delhi) : We would like to know whether you
speak the mind of the Goveroment.

MR. SPEAKER : Mr. Madhu Limaye,
may 1 request you that the Committee will
examine all these issues in detail. As Speaker
1 will have some directions to suggest as to
how far Judiciary deserves protection, They
are responsible upto & point. Beyond what
point they are to be held for privileges—all
these relevant questions should be examined
and reported to the House.

MNow the question is :

“That the questicn of privilege rega:d-
ing the illegal custody of Shri Madhu
Limaye from the 9th t. 26th August,
1970, by Shri Mohindsr Singh, City
Magistrate, Varanasi, be referred to the
Committee of Privileges for investigation
and report by the end of the first week
of the next session.”

The motion was adopted

13,02 brs.
PAPERS LAID ON THE TABLE

Fifth Statement Showing Decisions on
Recommendation of the Com-
mittee on Broadcasting and
Information Media on
Documentary Films
and Newsreels

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE
MINISTRY OF INFORMATION AND
BROADCASTING, AND IN THE
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNICATIONS
(SHRI I. K. GUJRAL) : Sir, on behalf of
Shri atya Narayan Sinha I beg to lay on
the Table a copy ot the Fifth statement
showing decisions taken on one more recom-
mendation of the Committee on Broad cast-
ing and Information Media on Documentary
Films and Newsreels. [Picced in Library. See
No. LT—4240,70]

Displaced Persons (Compensation
Rehabilitation) Rales

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINISTRY OF LABOUR, EMPFLOYMENT
AND REHABILITATION (SHRI BISHWA.
NATH ROY) : On behalf of Shr
Bhagwat Jha Azad I beg to lay on the Table
a copy of the Displaced Persons (Compensa-
tion and Rehabilitation) Rules, 1970 (Hiodi
and English versions) published in Notifica-
tion No. GS.R. 1805 in Gazette of India
dated the 24th October, 1970, under sub-
section (3) of section 40 of the Displaced
Persons (Compensation and Rehabilitation)
Act, 1954. [Piaced in Library. See No. LT—
4241' 70)

Report of Development Conncil for Sugar
Industry, Report of Committee for
finding colour for Vanaspatl etc.

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINI®TRY OF FOOD, AGRICULTURE,
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND CO-
OPERATION (SHRI S.C. JAMIR): On
behalf of Shri Anpasahib Shinde I beg to lay
on the Table :

(1) A copy of the Annual Report
Hindi and English versions) of the
Development Council for Sugar
Industry for the year 1963-70,
vunder sub-section (4) of section 7



