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___..-—1 R COMPOSITION OF THE COMMITTEE 

- 1988-89 

1. Shri Atma Ram Godara i ) , Chairman 

2. Shri Bhagwan Sahai . Member. 

3. Shri Risal Singh Member 

4. Shri Jagpal Singh Chaudhary Member ’ 
5. Shri Balbir Singh Chaudhary - Member 

6. Shri Xanti Parkash Bhalla Member 

7. Shri Lachhman Dass Bajaj M_embc/r 

8. Shri Mohammad Aslam Khan © Member 
9. Shri Piru Ram . Member 

10, .Shii Munilal Member 

s " 1989-90 - 

*]. Shri Atma Ram Godara Chairman . 

2. Shri Bhagwan Sahai ) Member 

3. Shri Balbir Singh Chaudhary Member 

4, shri Kanti Parkash Bhalla Member 
5. Rao Dharm Paul Member 7, 

6. Shri Mohinder Singh Dahiya ’ Member 

7. Shri Hazar Chand - . Member 

8 Shri P. K. Chaudhary Member 

. SECRETARIAT ' . - 

I. Shri Sumit Kumar Secretary , 

2. Shri Chander Parkash ' . Deputy Secretary: 

*Shri Atma Rem Godara, M.L.A., Chairman of the Committee of Privileges, 
resigned from the Chairmanship/membership of the Committee with effect 

from 8th August, 1989. Shri Bhagwan Sahai, M.L.A. 8 member of the Commi- 

ttee, was nominatéd 85 Chairman of the Committee of Privileges in the vacancy ) 

caused by the resignation of Shri Atma Ram Godara, w.e.f. 31st August, 1989, 

-



G- v ) 
कु डेट -3 INTRODUCTION 

1. I, the Chairman of the Committee of P'rivileges, having been authorised 

by thé Committee to present this Reporton its behalf, present the same to the 

Houge. . ’ ) - 

2. Shri Hira Nand Arya, M.L.A, gave notice of motion against Shri Rajinder 

Chaudhary and Shri Sita Ram Jindal, Jindal Irrigation Limited, Bhiwani, alleging 

breachof privilege on the ground that on 27-5-88, he received a telephonic call from 

Shri Rajinder Chaudhary on behalf of Shri Sita Ram Jindal thréatening him for dire 

consequences and subsequently he received a notice dated 10-6-88 to sue him for 

damages for Rs, 20 crores on account of defamation, [ 

3. The said motion was moved by Shri Hira Nand Arya and carried By the 

House on the 26th August, 1988, and thus the matter was referred to the 

Committee of Privileges for examination and report by the first sitting of the next 

Séssion i.e. upto 21st February, 1989. The Committee was'required to submit 

its report by 21st February, 1989 but on a motion passed by the House on 

215t February, 1989 it extended the period for presenting the final report upto 

~11th September, 1989. ' ' 

4. The Committee held eight- sittings on 1-12-88, 19-4-89, 15-6-89, 
21.6-89, 28-6-89, 25-7-89, 5-9-89 and 8-9-89 and examined the matter from 
various aspects. 

5. A brief record of the proceedings of each sitting‘of the Committee 

has been kept separately in the Vidhan Sabha Secretariat, Chandigarh. ~ 
L] 

LY 

Chandigarh : 

The 8th September, 1989 - -~ __Bhagwan Sabai Rawat 
* Chairman 

£
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On 21md -August, 1988, Shri Hira Nand Arya, .M.LAT gave 

- _"a notice of privilege motion under- Rule 261 of the Rules of Procedure and 

Conduct of Business in the Haryana Legislative Assembly: stating that on the 

evening of 27th May, 1988, he received a telephonic call from Shri Rajinder 

Chaudhary of M/s Jindal Irrigation Ltd. of Bhiwani (Anuexure मै; According 

to the notice, the phone was attended by one Shri Prithvi Singh and later 

on bythe M.L.A, himself. “The caller on.the telephone reminded the complain- 

tant M.L.A. that during the Budget Session;, 1988, the matter regarding sprink- 

ler ‘sots_was raised- by him and alkoin the newspapers- which according to him 

‘. was ‘Bakwas’. He told the complainant that he could not barm the Jindal 

Tndustries 85 the Chief Minister was-in their pocket. He -also threatened him, the 

. M.L.A, to keep quiet or he will be silenced लि ever. On 10ith June, 1988 

Shri Hira Nand -Afya again received a notice from M/s Jindal: Irrigation Ltd.. 

" for<his highly bogus, motivated,"biased and malicious complaint-against the firm 

through his active concert and connivance with one of their compeiitors there- 

' ~by causing substantial damage to their goodwill and reputation by the said 

- ¢ nefarious practices compelling them to file Rs. 20 croies damage suit against him 

and his abetters. 

~_  TheHon'ble Speaker gave his _consent .to the raising of . this matter and 

Shri. Hira -Nand-Arya, M.L.A. moved the motion on 26th -August, 1988 which 

न 

1989 vide-Annexure B 1 . . 

_ On Ist September, 1989, S/Shri Rajinder Chaudhary and Sita Ram 

- Jindal, the alleged contemners, made applications- for hearing, for - exemption 

' from personal appearance’ and, for ‘dropping the proceedings through their 

Counscl, Shri L.-R. Goyzl, Advocate, Since these applications were addressed 

_* to the Chairman Committee of Privileges, Haryana Vidhan Sabha, Chandi- 

" - garh, the Hon'ble Speaker referred these applications to the. Committee of 

Privileges for examination and report. In the application for exemption from 

personal appearance and for permitting to be defended through Counsel, the 

- alleged- contemners requested that they be allowed to defend themselves 

through their counsel. The Hon'ble ~Speaker permitted the ‘alleged contemners 

to be heard by a counsel appointed by them ard approved by फिट Committee 

L
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On 5th September, 1989, Shri Ashok Aggarwal, Advocate appeared"{n"—h R 

behalf of thie contemners and argued the: case on their behalf. 

Shri Ashok “~Aggarwal, Advocate, based his arguments -mainly on .two 

grounds that as per affidavits of SfShri Rajinder Chaudhary and- Sita Ram 

Jindal, they had neither made the telephonic call to Shri Hira Nand Arya 

M. L. A. nor they had authorised anyone else to put the call through to Shri 

Hira Nand Arya. In support of his contention, the counsel réad out sub-: 

paragraph (iii) of para 4 of affidavit of Shri Rajinder Chaudhaty filéd before the 
Committee, which runs 85 under :— . - 

“That regarding Ist allegation, in the notice pertaining to -the alleged 

threat of telephone, as reproduced above claiming, inter-alia, that the 

~ deponént of M/fs Jindal Irrigation Ltd: had on telephone claimed 

fhat he under instructions of the applicant No. 2 was fo convey 

to Shri Hira Nand Arya, that his utterances on -the floor of -the 

. Vidkan Sabba during the Budget Session -were not to his liking and 

that Shri Hira Nand Arya should stop making™ such utterances 

otherwise he will एड made to stop., The aforesaid allegations, 'there- - 

fore, even according to the case of Shri Hira Nand Arya, MLA, is a 3 

communication by the.depongnt of a message or direction alleged- 

to have been given to him by the Applicant No. 2, The Deponent 

submits that ne’ther the deponent nor the Applicant No. 2 has anythingfo . 

ने do with the alleged telephone call. The deponent farther submits that he 

’ was never instructed or otherwise directed by the Applicant No. 2 o convey 
alleged threat to Shri Hira Nand Arya, M.L.A. in fact such like threats 
are very likély to be engineered by rivals of M/s Jindal Irrigation 

Itd. of whom the deponént is -an employee and the Applicant No. 2 ' 

is the Chairman. FEven otherwise alleged telephone - threat is a 

‘hedrsay’and not admissible under ‘the Law of Evidence.-- ~ ° LT 

Further the Counsel read out. sub-paragraph (iii) of paia 4 of the affidavit 
of Shri Sita Ram Jindal, filed before the Committee, which 15 as under — 

“That regarding Ist allegati'on, in the notice -pertaining to the alleged 
.threat of telephone, as reproduced above claiming, - inter alia, that 
the applicant No. 1 Rajender Chaudhary of Mjs Jindal Irrigation 
Ltd: had ontelephone claimed that he, under instructions of, the 
deponent, was to convey to Shri Hira Nand Arya that his utterances 
on the floor of the Vidhan Sabha during the' Budget Session were 
not to-his liking and that "Shri Hira Nand Arya should stop making 
‘Buch utterances, otherwise he will एड made to stop. The' aforesaid 

allegations, therefore, even according to the case of Shri Hira Nand 

Arya, MLA \_13_ a communication by the Applicant-No. 1 of a message 

1 
-
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- ; or a.direction alleged -to + have_been-.given.to -him by_-the. deponent 

The deponent submits that neither the deponent nor. the applicant Ne. 1 

has anything to-do with:the alleged telephone call.. -The deponent further 

" submits, that he never-instructed- or :otherwise directed-thie applicant No. 1 

fo. convey: alleged threat-fo Shri Hira Nand Arya, MEA. In fact -such 

like: thieats.are very likely to, be engincered. by rivals of M/s Jindal 

Irrigation Ltd. of whom applicant No._ L i an.employee .and फिट 

deponent isthe Chairman. Even otherwise alleged telephone threat 

is 2 ‘hearsay’>and not ‘ddmissible” under the Law of Evidence 
५. हे लगा 

e 2 ™ 

The second argument of the. counsel was that neither डिपो Rajender 

Chaundiiacy nor Shri Sita:Ram Jindal had “sent,'any hotice nor had.anthorised 

_*  anyoneelse:tosend -the. notice dated 10th June, 1988 fo_Shri Hira Nand Arya 

, Tt .was also sought™to be argued by .the counsel for the contemners that this 

Comtnittee may take judicial notice of the fact that in..the present. world., of 

compztitive -business and rivalries_someone, may get a.letter pad printed and 

" issue. it on.behalf of his rival. Tn support of his contention, the counsel read 

out.sub-paragraph (iv) of para 4 of the affidavits of Shri Rajinder Chaudary and 

. 8Yri Sita ‘Ram Jindal which काट reproduced here as undér 

% Sub:para (iv)-6f pasa-4 of affidavit of Shri Rajerider Chaudhary— 

“Rgarding éecond.allégation’of issuante’of a notice dated 10:6.1988, it 

- js-shibinitted that the deponent never issied the said “nofice and have 

nothing o do with नि" said notice. 1t is further sabmitted that the 

e dpotiént and ता * fact’ that'the deponont never authorised any person 

एल is8ué the sdid notic€ हा his~ bebhalf to *Shri*Hira Nand Arya 

’ ,."':"“‘ पा ‘M4 Hencs the depgnéntis. not liable for -any _consequences of 

PR 

T 

Sub-para (iv) of para 4 of affidavit of Shri:Sita Ram Jindal— 

the “said foticé - «ही 7 - 
- 

A - 

. LeRepaiding second, llegation of isswance-of-a notice dated 7 10.6:1988 
it 15 Sobmified: thiat” the deponent.neveri issued” the said notice -and 

have nothing to do with the said notice. It is further submitted that 

the said fiotice was. not issued under the instructions and -authority of 

the deponent ‘and पाए. fa¢t the "deponent. never authorised any person 

to issue the said notice on his behdlf to Shri Hira Nand Arya, MLA 

‘Hence. the déponent is not liable for any consequences of the said 

riotice, . 

‘Coneluisions 

After considering the material on record and hearing the arguments of 

the counsel for the alleged contemner, the Committee Teel that there can hardly 

- 

i
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" beany two opinions thaf a telephone call threatening the MLA and a nou'ce-__servue‘?'n,,_-'.-‘ 

on hini to sie him for damages definitely’ amount to: a - breach of privilege. 
-The Committee also do riot entertain‘any doubts about the. truth “and correctness 

. of the contention of the’MLA in his comipliint. But what rcéds thread bare 
examination is that whether the alleged telephone: call -and the notice are being 

' issued by the contemners before the Commiittee in order to-hold them guilty of 
breach of privilege of the august-HouseS- . - जन - -5 

. . LY से कई हि न थे ही 

.Since neither the complainant in his statément anywhere stated that'he 
.recognised the voice of Shri Rajinder Chaud hary nor his voice could be ‘decipheréd, ' 
in such circumstarices it is very difficult 16 establish the breach of Pprivilege against जे 
Shri Réjinder Chaudhary and Shri Sifa Rem Jindal on this account. Similarly the 

" identity of thé person who signed the notice dated 10tk June, 1988'to Shri Hira. 
Nand Arya could not be  established. Moreover aftef carefully considering all 
the material on record .and evei® after taking notice of the signatures of the 
contemiers onaffidavits :and power of dttorney submitted to the Comimittee and i 
compaiing the same with the signatuse put on the alleged n_"_o’tice itcouldnotbe . ' 
‘established that the signatures put on the ‘notice are एप any of the contemners. 
This fact also cannot be igrored that in 'this present world " ‘of ~ competitive 

i - business and rivalres, anythingis possible to run down the rivals. .-Anybody 
’ can get. the letter pad printed "and issue it on bekialf of another man. 

Farther the counsel categorically ~ stated -that Sarvshri Rajinder- Chaudhary 
and Sita RamJindal or the firm M/s Jindal Irrigation Ltd. had nothing 
to do with the jssuance. of notice dated 10th June,1988 19 Shri Hira Nand Arya, 
MLA for whom 45 being elected representative. of the people, thé alleged contem- 

.ners had great régards, The counsel. fu1rth__'"er_ contended that the alleged cantemners 
‘had highést esteeni and regard for the Committee and. the members of this. August 
Houseand the same has been pleaded ®in their affidavits ‘submitted to the . 

R Committee. N ' ‘ 

“ 

¢ Inviewof the above, sifice neither the identity of the ‘person making the call ~ 
nor the identity of the person who sent the registered letter dated.10th June, 1988 
to Shri Hira Nand Arya, MLA could be established; the Committee recommend to 

- - close the matter: . ' . : ; 
\ 

S - :
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% R o Annexure A 

सेवा में. - - ) 

अध्यक्ष, व 
हरियाणा 'विधान सभा, - . 
चण्डीगढ़। & . T शा 

कर बिक के हद. e - - बना नी - - - - 

विषस : विशेषाधिकार हनन,घस्ताब 4 . - - 

~ 

K : - 
B - - - - - महोदय, 7 ः - S A L 

L नवनाव - 

मैं हीरानन्द आरय,. सदस्य हरियाणा विधान सभा .आपको धारा. 26 [ Rules’ of Procedure 

and Conduct:of Businessx. हा & अनुसार: मैं: “इस, महान: सदन हनन व "सदन के, 'अवेसानता. , 

(contemptuiotis) एक्ट आफ थी. सीता राम जिन्दल, फर्म मालिक व; एम0 डी 0 'जिन्दल एल्यमिनियम 
लिमिटड 7 ज़िल्लल-ड्रिगेशन लिमिटिंड, बंगलौर, निवासी हिसार व उसके. अधिकारी श्री राजेन्द्र 

चौधरी, आफिस--जिन्दल- इरिंगेशन लिमिटिड, भिवीनी के विरुद्ध दे रहा हूं। जिसमें == मंहान' सदन 

वं.सदस्य के विरुद्धहुम, सलाह होकर बहुत ही अपमानजनक शब्द -सदने की. हैसियत को नीचा करने 
“ बाली T dérogatory remarks x x भाषा का दिनाक 27 मई, 1988 को. फोन द्वारा और बाद में 

दिनांक 10 जून, 1988 की एक Ta भी औछी भाषा. का प्रयोग किया गया जिसकी कापी 'साथ 

* “नत्यी है । 
] 

2. दिनॉक 27 मई, 1988 के सायंकाल मेरे पास मेरे घर पर श्री राजेन्द्र चौधरी, निवासी 

भिवानी ने फोन क्रिया कि' मैं राजेन्द्र चौधरी, जिस्दल इरिगेशन लिमिटिड के आफिस शिवानी से बोल 

रहा हूं भौर. हीरानन्द आयें, विधायक से बात करना चाहती हूं और यह फोन श्री पृथ्वी सिंह ने 

उठाया और. उसने. मुझे बतलाया । जिस पर मैंने कहा; बोलिंए । तो उतने कहा कि श्री सीताराम . 
, जिन्दल ने. मुझे कहा है .कि.मैं आपको. ag बंता'दू' कि आपने पिछले विधान सभा. में g सिंचाई 

के बारे में पिछले बजट सँशन्त में बहुत. बकवास की और अखबारों. में भी बकवास की है । इस तरह से 
बकवास से तुम सीताराम जित्दल का कुछ नहीं बिगाड़ सकते.।: जिन्दल॒ साहब मे मुख्य मंत्री, हृर्यिणणा, 

बोधरी देवी लाल से भी बात कर 'ली है”और सारी बात. हो गई है। मुख्य: मंत्री, चौधरी देवी लाल 
जिन्दल 'साइव, की 'जेंब में हैं। आप, उनका. कुछ नहीं बिगाड़ सकते । जो जानते हो. करलों । या तो 
चुप हो जाओगे या हंमेंशा के लिए चुप कर. दिए जाओगें और सरकार भी तुम्हारे कोई आड़े नहीं भा 
'पाएयी | मैंने कहा, चौधरी. देवी *लालें, मुख्य मंत्री, हरियाणा, किसी पृ जीपरति की -जेंब में नहीं हो सकते L 
मैं: जनप्रतिमिधि होने के नाते किसानों , को -घर्टिया vk वितरण करके उनके शोषण के विरुद्ध 

T उंढाना अपना फ्ज वः कंत्तंव्य समझता हूं। इसलिए जब तक मेरे में शक्ति है, जरूर विधान 
सभा में और बाहर आवाज उठाता रहुंगा.। मैं इस प्रकार की धमकियों से डरने बाला नहीं हूं और 

नहीं इस तरह की बक़वास सुनने.का A हूं और 'मैंने फोन रख दिया। "उसके बादे दोबारा फिर 

फोन आया जिस पर मैंने वात करने से इंकार कर दिया =
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3. ' इस प्रकार से मैंने विधायक होने के नाते अपने फ्जें को पुरा करने के लिए घमकी देना बरस है 
. विशेषाधिकार हनन तथा सदन का अपमान है गौर इसे प्रकार पूंजी के धंमंड में चुप.करने की धमकी हैं 
T 20 करोड़ रुपए की मान-हानि_ का दावा अंपने विधायक के रूप में फर्ज पूरा करने की रोकने की कार्यें- 

AT है भौर साथ ही मुख्य मंत्री जी को जेव में बतलाने सौर एक सदस्य तथा मुख्य v के.विरद्ध गलत 
भाषा का प्रयोग करे विशेषाधिकार हनन का सदन का अपमान किया है और दस तरह से पूंजी के घमंड ह "न 
में चुप करने की धमकी देना भी एक गंभीर , मामला है जिसकी विस्तार से 'जांच के लिए. विशेषाधिकार 
समिति को मामला सौंप कर दोषियों को 'सज्ञा' दी जानी श्रावश्यक है अन्यथा किंसी भी सदस्य के लिए, 
'जेनता की भावना" व उसके. शोषण के विरुद्ध आवाज उठाना असंभव हो जायेगा भौर प्रजापतन्तर समाप्त i 
हो जायेगा । आय ( 

4. अत: यह मामला विशेषाधिकार समिति को संदन के द्वारा सौंप कर कार्यसाई की जावे % 
« ताकि विस्तार से. जांच,करेंके सदन को भी सूचित किया, जा, सके। .' . .. .. , - ; - - . 

5.7 मैं यह सुचना घटना के तुरंत बाद पटले QO के पहले दिन प्रथम अवसर पर दे रही £l 

i~ - 1- - . - - =. . - ". Em_r 0-/‘.-- - _— L g 

22-8-88 T S g हीरावन्द आये, ) 
T : व _ विधायक! - - T 
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JINDAL IRRIGATION ‘LIMITED . . - *_ ’ Phones : 560303, 56215 
Telex : 3100226 JINDAL 

.-~ " Grams ; JINDSPRINK 
96 Rajindera Place New Delhi-110008, - 

- 

-7 No.02/87-88fd038, T . REGISTERED AD . 
b केक 1, 1988 ol न P o 

Shri Hifanand Arya, MLA, i ) 
. Park Colony, . 7". *. “ - हि 

जि Bhiwani (Haryana) . - ) 

'Sub. :—Highly bogus, motivated, biased and mallcious complained against us 

through your active concent and connivance with one of oor compe- 

titors-substantial " damage to our good-will and reputation by the said 

mafarious practices-compelling एड 1० file Rs. 20 crore damage suite 

against you and yoar abetors ' = 
A 

- - कुन 

Pear Sir - - . . . 4. 

This communication to you 25 Notice has beenr necessaitated following highly 

vicious, malicious, bogus and motivated compaign being launched धार carried on 

by you in onnivance with one of.our -competitors.in the supply and distribution of 

-Sprinkler Irrigation system in the State of Haryana, in a bid to:damage wilful @nd 

intentionally our good-will.and highreputation which he-havé earned through our 
sustained quality and: continued” expansion of marketing base in the State of “ 

Haryana. Being zealous and highly frustrated die to-our spectacular sitccess in 

Haryana explicitly on the basis. of our:quality and good service .to the customers 
and thus ‘commanding commercial bidsfsay in .the “Govt. departments and फिट 

agro-consumers, our said competitor has virtually made you.the stooge. and plasted 

"you to take commercial fevengefvengiance .against नाह through high monetary 

consideration, . We have served the farming community in the crisis when the 

drought in shape of natura] calamity spred over the State and when your abetor 

manufacturing company flid away and' virtially deceived the farmers showing ’its 

vsualcolour .:of greed and profiteering through nafraipus practices. We have 

thus.always upheld the public taskfinterest whichis being demolished purposely and 

intentionally by you and our said competitor, throtiling grossly the public interest 
activities in the State for personal gains 

- We - have come across a fiumber of  press “insertions intentionally given by you 
and the said business, . - 

concern in daily Tribune by feeding misleading: information to the press with a 
criminal intention to defame our company and our good-will in the eyes of the 

Govt,, Dep___artments' to quote an instance, your attention is invited to the press 
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sets to procured by the Irrigation department 10 the tune of Rs. 1.5 crores ‘for 

nals.have beecome useless/defactive. immediately after one year PRSI 

The supply of Sprinkler Irrigation System tO the fune of एं5.' 1.5 crorési to 

the Irrigation Departmént. was. made by none. else:but.our.company-and therefore; 

this allegation. hag been madeagainst. 'OQur company without any supporting and 

sustaining facts. Asa matter of fact, these sets -are highly qualitative and working 

in very good conditions,” The allegation 15 mischieviolisly planted and in.absolutely 

‘bogus and has been designed to damage our: good-wilk in thie- ‘eyes 6fthe départ= 

- mént with who we are doing substantial business every year. -Similafly,. you may 
refer your baselas aligation that the Sprinkler sets were- giveir at 44,010 more 
price to the . Department.of Agriculture, 25 compared to the irrigation department 

The allegation has 2lso been inflicted purposely intentionally knowing fully -that 

the procurement of irrigation department cannot be matched with the department’ 

of Agriculture as the former was against फीट world tender extending.a number 

of‘benefits under the deémed export scheme which we are afraid that the persons 

like you and your feeder associates cannot approquits as™ they know the -faets 

nor they know the procedure -contained i the importand export polices. It 
ufterly shows the massive.ignorance on yourpart and on the part of your abotors 

and feeders which. include one of our Calcutta based competitors who in mis- 

chiviously feeding all the allegations with the sole and explicit aim to avoide 

competition in the State of Haryana so that the said company may grab the entires 

business as"they used- to ‘do before our entry in- Haryana 
T 

-~ Pléase beaware. that छह these miscalculated, mativated, vicious and bogus 

activities'being directéd against. me ~will never be successfil and instead We' dre 

serving you this notice’to desist from the same failing :which कट shall be left with 

no alternative except to filea damages suite against youwr and your associates 

abotors which we estimate about” Rs. 20 crores which please note, .THe' entires 

..... 

quences_for against offences being committed/done as stated above 
I पद . - 

T T, Thanking. कराया S N 

“Yours: feithifully” .-z 
- £y i . . i - o’ 

A ‘ _ Sdf . 
| ना 4 - लग - LS N e oy 

Y = ., T e R ४. है धो for ठंडी IrrigationstLimited 
. दल न L o W .. 1= E के Rk Y T अर - 

* थी जोर एन न पु TR Y- - 
- L 

-+ - 

R . हपो कट है. गए. छत है 
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मैंते विधान @ में सीता राम जिन्दल और राजिन्द्र चौधरी के खिलाफ ot दिशेषा- 

घिकार हनन, को प्रस्ताव प्रस्तुत किया है उस ' की, कापी देख ,ली है. और उसके. कन्टैट्स सही 

हैं/प्रस्ताव मैं. जो विषय वस्तु मैंने दी थी बह. मैंने .देख ली : है. वह बडी g 

राजेन्द्र i@ ने टेलीफोन, पर -मुझे धमकी दी थी कि सीता राम जिन्दल ने मुझे A 

है ओर घह. बात में श्रापकों दैलीफोन पर बत्ता देता हूं कि. पिछले बजट सैशन में: आ्रापने मेरे 

खिलाफ वहुत्त बकवास, की यानी फुम्नारा d2 “के बारे में हमारे विरूद्ध विधान सभा में. .बोले 

हो और श्रखबारों में भी तुमने हमारे खिलाफ कहा है. ! इस तरह बकबास+ कर के श्राप सीत्ता 

राम जिन्दल का कुछ नहीं बिगाड़ सकते । .जिन्दल साहब ने मुख्य मंत्री चौधरी देवी लाल से .बात 

कर ली है. और सारी बात हो 'गई है. । मुख्य मंत्री चौधरी देवी लाल जिन्दल साहंब की जेब में 

हैं। श्राप उनका कुछ नहीं बिगाड़ सकते 1 जो चाहते हो वह कर लो। .या तो चूंप दो ८ जाओ 

वरना हमेशा के -लिए' घूप करा दिए जाओगे श्रौर सरकार भी तुम्हारे आगे नहीं श्रड़ पाएगी, । ये 

बातें राजेन्द्र चौधरी A मुझे 27 मई को सांय काल. कहीं । उसके कुछ -दिन. पश्चात मुझे जिन्दल 

कम्पनी की तरफ से UF -धमकी भरा पत्र भी मिला | जो एंग्जीबिट “पी! है । जो गाली ग्लोच _ 

... की भाषा में था कि अगर 'तुमने कुछ ज्यादा कहा तो. भ्रापके खिलाफ 20 करोड़ रुपए का दावा 

करने का नोटिस दिया जाएगा 'और इसे प्रकार से मुझे विधान' सभा में. बोलने” के कारण 'और 

फूआरों का जो «घटिया .माल लोगों _ को सप्लाई किया जा रहा था जिसके संबंध में मैंने जी 

श्रावाज उठाई थी उसको रोकने के लिए इस प्रकार की बात उन्होंने कही । मुझे 20करोड़ रुपए 

के दावे का. नोटिस भी दे दिया है । मुझे 'टैलीफोन पर: राजेन्द्र चौधरी ने यह 'मी कहा कि थे. सारी 

“बातें सीता राम 'जिन्दल ने तुमको कहने के .लिए कही “थी, जो मैं तुम्हें कह रहा हूं 1 ' 
” gy सिह हमारी पार्टी का वर्कर है और उस वक्त मेरे , पास किसी काम के 

लिए ध्राया हुआ था। मैंने थे बातें जेव टेलीफोन पर- सुनी तो. मैंने टेलीफोन. पर. ही 

जबावे दिया कि मैं इस तरह की बातें. सुनने. का आदि नहीं हूं ओर यह कह कर 

मैने टेलीफोन बंद कर .दिया। इसके थोड़ी देर' बाद फिर मुझे. राजेन्द्र चौधरी का. एक 

टेलीफोन भाया और उस बकक््त उस, टेलीफोन को थी पुथ्ची सिंह ने उठाया और मुझे 

कहा कि. राजेन्द्र घोधरी, आपसे वात करना चाहता है जिस पर मैंने कहा, कि मैं उससे 

बात नहीं करना चाहता । राजेन्द्र चौधरी सीता राम जिन्देल का ही कोई कर्मचारी 2 

राजेन्द्र चौधरी के सीता राम जिन्दल, से कया. संबंध हैं. इस :वारे में पुख्ता पता नहीं। 

मुझे इतना जरूर पत्ता § कि. वह उनका. कर्मचारी हैं । राजेन्द्र चौधरी की मैंने पहले 

जी एक दो दफा देखा था और उसको बाई फेस जानता हूं। इस घंटना के , बाद सीता 

राम 'जिन्दल को मैंने. बंगलौर में देखा था जहां राम कृष्ण हेगड़े पूर्वें मुख्य मंत्री कर्नाटक, 

श्री घोमई तत्कालीन मुख्य मंत्री कर्नाटक, शी वी0 पी0 सिंह व चौधरी देवी लात मुख्य 

मंत्री हस्याणा भी मौजूद थे। उस वक्त भी मेरी उनसे सस्सरी तौर पर बात हुई थी । 

मैं सीता राम जिन्दल को उससे पहले , शबल से नहीं जानता -था। चौधरी रणजीत सिंह, 

एम0 एल0 U0 भोजूदा कृषि मंत्री हरियाणा मे मैरी सीता राम 'जिन्दल से: इस्टरोडक्शन
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करवाई A1 जब मुझे टेलीफोन पर -धमकी मिलीं और उसके वेद जिन्दल कम्पनी की 
तरफ से 20 _करोड़ सुंपए के दावे का 'धमंकी भरा. पतन्न मिला. ! तो BT इस बारे में मुख्य - 
मुंत्री' हरियाणा को o लिखा था । जब मैंने... मुख्य. मंत्री को. पते लिख दिया. तो _ मैंने. प्तिस 
में रिपोर्ट " करते; की. आवश्यकता नहीं समझी। सीता राम जिन्देल की « दो B g, 'एक 
जिन्दस इरीगेश्न लिंए श्रोर दूसरी जिन्दलं एल्पूमिनियम' लि0। इनका हैड आफिस जहां 
T -ममुझे. जानकारी -है बंगलौर में भी है 'और -मांजियाबाद- में - भी. 30 , यह 'घमकी भरा 
टेलीफोन मुंझे नभित्रानी, से ही किया. गया. था. .'शरौर भिवीनी में: ही मैंने सुना ।:- मेरी'प्हली 

"घोर सीता et जिन्दल से मुलाकात 'ब्रंगलौर, जिस - जगह "मुख्य मंत्री 'हसियांणी et हुए e, . 
खां, पर हुई जहां हम पार्टी के-अधिवेंशन में" गए , हुए-थे । “सिवानी में- सीतासंम जिन्देल 6y 
"फर्म T सब ARG है. । T L s ) .. ¢ 

झी कांति प्रकांश wom : कया बंगंलौर में, सीता रॉम .जिन्देल ने डिनर दिया था और कया t e 

आप उसमें शामिल हुए थे . . P हा काजू . - - 

< LA g ठीक है. कि. जौधरी देवी «लाल S, मुख्य मंत्री g, दी0- पी 0. सिह 
जनता G झुध्यक्ष,'कर्नाटिंक -के तस्क़ालीन मुख्य मंत्री वोमेई -साहब, R पु मुख्य मंत्री श्हेंगड़े 
साहब तथा. हरियाणा के कई मंत्री 'और :विधायकों को डिनर 'दिया गया था और, उसमें” मं भी 
शामिल 0 । मुझे' T बात का. उस समय, ज्ञान नहीं था" कि डिनर. कौन दे रहा है। जिसे :संमंय - 
शी शिं्दल,सें बंगलौर में मेरी मुलाकात हुई उस समय: सीता राम+जिन्दल ने मुझे यह कहा «कि. आपको 

'मरें बारे, में कोई गलतफहमी . हो गई. है. मैंने ऐसा कुछ नहीं: कहा 1 श्री रणजीत सिंह ने भी. मंझे कहा 

12 ० (2 दे . ’i,f’*'%__. ह 

कि 2z अच्छे आदमी हैं । 'कोई W बात नहीं है । मैंने v कहा इनके एक :क्मचारी का हॉसला L~ 

नहीं हो सकता । नह मुझे इंनक़ा नाम लेकर टेलीफोन: 9L इसे तरह की घमकी' दे AT इनकों पहन 
हो। जव मुझे इनकी कस्पुनी की तरफ से 20 करोड़ वाला 97 मिक्ञा तो. इन सारी वातों की कत्फम शन 
उससे भी हों जाती है । मैं इस विषय में और: सबूत भी प्रस्तुत करूंगा । .. _ 
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" To 

The Chairman, Privileges Committee, . 

Harvana Vidhan Sabha. 

Sir, 

T amto state that at this stage I do- not." want to produce more 

evidence against Shri Sita Ram Jindal & Rajender Chaudhary. So at present it 

may be treated as closed. 

Thanks 
. Yours 

Sd/- 

Hira Nand Arya, 

M. L. A, 

20154—HV.5—-H G.P., Chd,
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