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DELHI LEGISLATIVE ASSLEMBLY

g - ‘ ' BULLETIN PART - II

{General information relating to Assembly and other matters)
Thursday, May 4, 1995/vaisakha 14, 1917 (saka)

No.183

Ruling on the Notice given by Shri Mukesh Sharma
for alleged Breach of Privilege by the Finance

. Minister under Rule 64 of the Rules of Procedure
and Conduct of Business in the Delhi Vidhan Sapha.

On 10th April, 1995, Shri Mukesh Sharma gave a notice
under Rule 64 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of
Business in Delhi Vidhan Sabha for the alleged breach of
privilege committed by Prof. Jagdish Mukhi, Finance Minister,
In his notice, Shri Mukesh Sharma alleged that the Finance
Minister, while making a statement in the House on 5th Apr:i.i,
1995, in response to the Special Mention made by him under
Rule 259, had stated that the country liquor is being purct coed
@ Rs, 118/~ and a few paise per case. In his notice Shri
Mukesh Sharma alleged that the Finance Minister has also 5. ..aj
in response that the Hon'ble member has become habitual of
speaiking untruth by distorting the facts. The member encloscd
with his notice, a copy of challan and subsequently also
submitted a transit slip which indicated the price per case
of country liquor as Rs. 155/- per case. "He further alleged
that the Finance Minister has committed breach of privilege
of the member and also contempt of the House by stating that
the Government is buying liquor 2t the rate of Rs. 118/~ and
some paise per case instead of Rs. 155/=. Shri Mukesh Sharma
further alleged that the Minister has doubted his integrity
and is a serious matter of breach of privilege.

I sent a bopy of this document to the Finance Minister
and asked for his comments which he has furnishgd.

The Finance Minister, inter alia, stated that "none
of the Suppliers who have been given L-10 licences have been
made payment @ Rs. 155/~ for the supply of country liquor
received after the revision of rates i.e. 31lst March, 1995"
He also stated that "though the suppliers have claimed the
price of Rs. 155/~ but their bills have been returned by the
respective Corporations"., As regards documnents furnished by
Shri Mukesh Sharma, the Finance Minister stated that the
#2id document does not constitute any evidence either of

yment to the party @ Rsé. 155/~ per cake or even of agreem~nt

the Governnment to pay 2t that rate. :The documents merely
tioned the rates quoted by the Suppliers and only endors:.-

t by the Government is about the receipt of the quantit-
liquor stated in the Challan,"

I have cerefully gone through the
ch both the sides have furnished.
i Mukesh Sharma has

plethora of documerics
It is a fact that
not heen able to furnisn any proof
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whatsoever of the Government having made any payment @

Rs. 155/~ per case. There is a communication on record
date 10-4-1995 received from the CommissioneExcise) and
addressed to Secretary to Finance Minister which states as
under :-

"No payments @ Rs. 155/= have been made
to any of the suppliers of country liquor
for the supplics received after the revision
:0f rates. However, the Country liquor suppliers
have submitted the bills at the old rates for
- the supplies made after 31.3.1955 which have been
- returned to them with the remarks that they
'should submit the bills with revised rates',

: Another document that I have received from the
Finance Minister is a copy of a letter from Delhi Tourism
and Transportation Development Corporation dated 10.4,1995
addressed to the Suppliers of country liquor, In this
letter the DTTDC has asked the Suppliers to submit the
bills on account of supply of country liquor at DTTDC's

. vends from Ist April, 1995 according to the revised pricec

structure (i.e, Rs. 118,48 paise per case applicable
Wese.f, Ist April, 1995),

Yet another document most relevant to the case-
which mocks at the face of the privilege notice and makes
everything crystal clear is copies of 3 bills submitted
by M/s. Cooperative Company Limited for the period 3.4.1995
to 9.4.,1995, 10,4.1995 to 16.4.1995 and 17.4.1995 to 23.4.,1995,
All the 3 bills have been submitted by the supplier for
supply of country liquor at the ratc of Rs. 118.4% paise

“per case, This also includes payments claimed by M/s Coop.r-

ative Company for the country liquor supplicd vide Cchallan
No. 1379 dated 12.4.1995 and challan No. 1391 daterd 17.4.1995,
the challan copies and transit notes in respect of which

have been submitted by Shri Mukesh Sharma in support of

his contention that country liquor is being received @ Rs.
155/~ per. case.

After going through the entire documents submitted

by Prof. Jagdish Mukhi, Finance Minister and the documents

submitted by Shri Mukesh Sharma, I have come to the conclu-
sion that there is absolutely no evidence adduced by Shri
Mukesh Sharma which can prove that payment @ Rs. 155/-

per cadse has been made by the Government for supply of
country liquor after 31.3,1995. The statement of the Minis.
that the country liquor is being purchased @ Rs. 118/~

ey

‘and some paise per case, is fully substantiated by the bills

etc. placed on record and the payment claimed by M/s

Cooperative Company Limited for supply of liquor after
31.3,1995;

I am accordingly of the considorced view that the
Hon'ble Minister has not mislcd the House nor made any falsc
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statement, Accordingly, therec is no question of Prof. Mukii
of having committed any contempt of the House or breach of
privilege of member. accordingly, I hold the notice as
inadmissible and reject the same under Rule 66 of the Rules

~Of Procedureqand Conduct of Business in the Delhi vidhan
Sabha, '

P.N. GUPTJ)&
SECRETHRY




