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been in jail and then we are released,
the inicpretation by all officers is that
they have to intimate this House. I
remember very clearly the case of
Mr. Indrajit Gupta and Mr. 5. M.
Banerjee also. That was referred to
the officers and the government and
they made an apology. From all
points of view, the majority of people
have expressed their opinion that this
is 3 matter of privilege of this House,

Shri Kapur Singh (Ludhiana): In
the matter that is being discussed by
this House, two propositions have been
asserted. Ome is that a breach of the
rules should be deemed ipso facto a
breach of privilege of this House, It
has been rightly ruled by you that
this cannot be the case, because a
breach of the rule js not logically a
breach of privilege and they are not
identical things.

Another proposition that is urged is
that even though it cannot be logically
supported, unless we support this pro-
position, the cons>quences will be
that in future we shall not be able to
enforce our rules outside this House.
This proposition is that although logi-
cally a breach of the rules is not a
breach of the privilege, yet on para-
matic grounds and grounds of ex-
pendiency, it should be deem=d so by
this House.

I am not inclined to agree with it
for the reason that thcre is not only
one way of enforcing a rule, namely
through punitive action. There are
other wavs known to governments
and to others whereby rules ean be
enforced. I mav suggest one or two.
One is through indire-t or direct sug-
gestion by the authority. We have
the Home Minister here who can see
to it that our ru'es are observed.
There is another way known—the
way of lifted eyebrow from those who
are in a position to harm those who
do not eonform wi’h the wishes of the
people in authority. These methods
can be taken recourse to instead of
takineg recours~ tq punitive action. I,
therefore, say that we should not in-
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sist on selting up a precedent which
ultimately lays down a proposition
that every bercacha of our rules is
tantamount to a breach of privilege
of this House.

Shri Nanda: You are, of course,
looking inte this aspect whether it is
a breach of privilege or not. But as
far as I am concerned, I take it that
it is mandatory on us to ensure that
this is done and I shall take all the
steps to see that this is carried out.

Mr, Speaker: I think that should
satisfy us. I do not think this is
more than a breach of the rule. The
Homg Minister would kind'y ensure
that in future all the courts do send
this information, because it is manda-
tory.

Shri Hari Vishnu Kamath: May I
submit that though te Home Minis-
ter was good enough to say that thore
has been in fact a breach of the rule,
he was not good enough to express an
apology or regret to the House? WMay
I remind you, Sir, that on a previous
occasion, in the Provisional Pariia-
ment, when my friend, Mr. Shibhan-
lal Saxena was removed from Delhi
during the session, both Prime Minis=-
ter Pandit Nrohru and Home Minister
Sardar VallabhBhai Patel apologised
to the House. Has he not the grace
to express his regret now?

Mr. Speaker: I will be writing a
regular let'er to the Home Minister.
First the Home Minister should call
for the explanation of the magistrate
why it has not been done and then
we will see.

RE:; SHRI A. K. GOPALAN

Mr, Speaker: There was a telegram
received by me which 1 have passed

on to the hon. Home Minister. There
were three telegrams today, prob-
ably they might not have reached

him yet. I have also been asked by
Shri Mukerjee and other hon, Mem-
bers also, some of whom have receiv-
ed those telegrams, about the condi-
tion of Shri Gopalan in his illness.
Has the hon, Home Minister got any
further information?
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The Minister of Home Affairs (Shri
Nanda): Last evening, Sir, I :poke to
the Governor, He telephoned me back
after consu ting the doctor. and the in-
formation that he gave to me was
that the doctor does not entertain
any anxiety about this matter.

Shri 8. M. Banerjee (Kanpur): Can't

he not be released. Sir, even on
parole?
Mr. Sveaker: That is a different

matter, Shri Banerjee (Interruption).
Let us proceed now. -

ot 7y fowd (Fi7) : naa
werey, fAomfase & am = &
¥ ama g a1 1 A fauw 9T &g
T ¢ afew 0w gEd aw }.. ..

qTW WEW . FF HIET AT
aa & gyar

&t 7y femd W FW aw
g 7 oWl waEr gaer afge o

weuw wga : ag "y A R
# fafreex age 1 qamar &

st 7y fomr : W19 g7 AT F A%
dwer  Ffad, L L.

weaw vt : T A, I vy
o gxfram & gmg q@E 7

o wy fomd K Tw ¥ oAt
Ty F 99 gEAT Gl § | egwTRy
w1 Nfea @ 787 39 F L FH A g
al & e gweT w1 A !

www wgg ;& 3 AT § AR
& mowr gfaer & g ) s IEd
g1 a1 WraE! T HAT § o

BHADRA 5, 1887 (SAKA)

2380
12.37 hrs.

PAPERS LAID ON THE TABLE

NOTIFICATIONS UNDER THE MINES AND
MiweaaLs (ReGrLiTioN Anp DEve-
LoPMENT) AcT, 1957

The Minister of Steel and Mines
(Shri Sanjiva Reddy): Sir, I beg to

‘lay on the Table a copy each of the

following Notifications under sub-sec-
tion (1) of section 28 of the Mines
and Minerals (Regulation and Deve=
lopment) Act, 1957:—

(i) S.O. 1258 dated the 24th

April, 1965.

(ii) S.0. 1656 dated the 29th May,
1965.

(iii) The Mineral Concession (Sec-
ond Amendment) Rules,
1965, published in Notifica-
tion No. G.S.R. 793 dated the
5th June, 1965.

(iv) G.SR. 794 dated the 5th June,

1965.

(v) S.0. 1861 dated the 12th June,
1965.

(vi) The Mineral Concession:

(Third Amendment) Rules,
1965, published in Notification
No. G.SR. 1011 dated the
24th July, 1965,

[Placed in Library,
4643/65].

NOTIFICATIONS UNDER THE INDUSTRIES:
(DEVELOPMENT  AND REGULATION)
Acr, 1951; anp

see No. LT-

Rueser (AmENDMENT) RurEes, 1965

The Deputy Minister in the Minis-
try of Commerce (Shri 8. V. Rama-
swamy): Sir, on behalf of Shri Manu-
bhai Shah, I beg to lay on the Table:—

(i) a copy each of the following
Notifications under sub-sec-
tion (2) of section 18A of the
Industries (Development and
Regulation) Act, 1951:—



