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DELHI RENT CONTROL (AMEND-
MENT) BILL—contd,

Mr. Speaker: We shall now take
up further consideration of the fol-
lowing motion moved by Shrimati
Chandrasekhar on the 25th January,
1963, namely:—

“That the Bill to amend the
Delhi Rent Control Act, 1958, as
passed by Rajya Sabha, be taken
into consideration”.
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Shri Narendra Singh Mahida
(Anand): It is rather strange that
whenever there are restrictions plac-
ed by rent control tribunals, such
Bills come before the House. There
should have been some overall im-
provement brought about in the
Delhi Rent Control (Amendment)
Bill whereby those owners who have
built houses of their own should get
an opportunity to occupy those
houses if they have no other residen-
tial accommodation. It is surprising
that the example of Bombay cr Mad-
ras States have not been followed
by the Delhi Union Territory.

I had spoken previously and
brought to the notice of the Home
Ministry and, the Defence Ministry
also, the fact that there are certain
military officials, who have, by their
hard-earned moneys built houses in
Delhi. As they were stationed out-
side Delhi during service, they had
rented their premises. Now on their
retirement they could not occupy
their own premises and had to make
other arrangements. I would request
the Home Minister to bring in a suit-
able amendment to cover this re-
quirement. At least in the case of
defence personnel, if not in case of
others. Those army officials who
have built premises for their own use
with their own pensions or savings
from salaries should be provided
occupation of their houses. The
tenants should be asked to vacate such
premises. I fail to understand why
the Home Minister has not followed
the example of Bombay Rent Control
Act®*or Madras Rent Act. I consider
the denial of this right of occupancy
as rather a tyranny. Such people as
have built houses for their own use.
and who have no other premises to
reside in, must have this benefit of
occupyving their own residence. T re-
gret, in this amending Bill this has
not been taken note of.

The Home Ministe? had previously
stated that owing to paucity cof ac-
commbodation, when so many govern-
ment officials and servants were in
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[Shri Narendra Singh Mahida]
need of accommodation, this could
not be done. I earnestly Trequest
that, in this emergency the require-
ments of army officials should be
considerod. The Home  Minister
should consider suitable amendment
of the Bill in the light of the Bom-
bay Rent Control Act or the Madras
Rent Act.
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\/ The Deputy Minister in the
Ministry of Home Affairs (Shrimati
Chandrasekhar): From the amending
Bill the House can see that it is a
very simple one, and there are only
two possibilities, If the premises
belong to the Government, this
amendment will protect the tenants
who are living in the premises which
are built on Government lands by the
lessees. If they are not Government
premises, then the Delhi Rent Control
Act, 1958 applies to them, and they
are safe. So, I do not understand
why quite a number of points were
raised which were not really rele-
vant to the amending Bill that is
before the House.

In the course of the discussion it
was mentioned that this Act was
passed in a hurry, That is not a fair
statement because before this Act
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was passed, detailed discussions were
held with the landlords and the
tenants and their opinions were heard.
After that, it was considered in detail
by the Joint Committee of Parlia-~
ment. Later on, it came before the
two Houses and then also there was
detailed discussion. So, to say that
this was hurriedly passed is a very
unfair criticism.

Besides, I would like to say that if
there are any specific individual cases
that Members come across, they can
bring them to us and we will look
into them,

It was mentioned that there was
still the pugree system existing. For
that, there is section 5 which makes
it unlawful to charge pugree. About
receipt for rent, there is section 26
which makes it obligatory to give a
receipt for the rent.

About landlords wanting the pre-
mises for their own use, if the land-
lord can prove that his need is bona
fide and makes an application to the
Rent Controller, he will surely get his
premises for his own use.

There is nothing more 1 can add.
I think this amending Bill should be
passed,

Shri Narendra Singh Mahida: May I
seek a clarification? I have already
presented a letter to the Home Minis-
ter, some time back pointing it out
that defence officials, who had built
their houses here, were not able to
occupy them when they retired and
came back to Delhi.

Shrimati Chandrasekhar: All these

‘points are covered in our present Act.

Shri Narendra Singh Mahida:
Nothing has been done.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question
is:

“That the Bill to amend the
Delhi Rent Control Act, 1958, as
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passed by Rajya Sabha, be taken
into consideration.”

The motion was adopted.

Clause 2— (Amendment of section 3)

Shri Ranjit Singh (Sangrur): I beg
to move:

Page 1,—
after line 12, add—

“Provided further that in cases
‘where the terms and conditions of
the Government lease deed have
been violated by the tenant by
erecting an unauthorised construc-
tion or by making additions or
alterations in the premises or the
tenant has damaged the building
or premises in any manner, this
Act shall not apply to such pre-
mises.

Provided further that where
residential ¢r business premises
are required by the owner for his
own residential or business use,
this Act shall not apply to such
premises.” (2)

All the land in New Delhi belongs
to the Government, and these lands
have been leased on certain conditions
for different uses,

In the Delhi Rent Control Act of
1952 it was provided that if the tenant
violated the terms of the perpetual
lease deed between the Government
and™the lessée, the tenant could be
ejected. But in 1958 the Act was
amended, and even if the lease deed
was violated, the tenant was not
liable to be evicted from the premises.
The result is that the tenants these
days violate the terms of the lease
deed deliberately and flagrantly. The
matter goes to the Land & Develop-
ment Officer. He issues a notice to
the landlord that the wunauthorised
construction or the breaches should be
removed within 15 days; if not, the
property would be forfeited by the
L. & D. O. But on account of the
Rent Control Act, the landlords are
not in a position to do anything. They
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can only file a suit in a court, whether
it is a small case or a big case. They
go to the court, but the courts are
overcrowded and very busy, they take
several years to decide these cases.
The landlords are dragged to the court
for no fault of theirs. They have to
bear all the court expenses,

The trouble is, that after some day-
the L. & D.O. just writes another letter
saying that the landlord has been
penalised, that he has to pay the Gov-
ernment so many thousand rupees
every year to save the property. He
has to pay damages to the Govern-
ment every year. The court case is
not decided for several years, and
meantime every year the landlord has
to pay this penalty to Government. In
most of the cases the damages are not
paid by the tenants.

Even if the case is decided in favour
of the landlord, the tenant makes an
appeal and it takes several years,
sometimes eight or ten years, and the
penalty and damages are paid by the
landlord.

I can satisfy and convince the Gov-
ernment on this point, that in respect
of the buildings put up before 1939,
unauthorised constructions have been
made after the passing of this Act by
the tenants, anq those cases have not
been decided as yet. The income which
the landlord derived after paying all
the taxes and the ground rent, has,
during the last 25 years, all been sper:
in paying the damages to Government
or in fighting the litigation to get the
unauthorised construction removed
through the court.

People constructed these buildings
before the war in 1939 to get an ordi-
nary return of three to four per cent.
Now they find a great difficulty. They
arc dragged to court, they have to
spend money in the court for no fault
of theirs. I cannot, understand why
such tenant who break the clauses of
the lease deed should be protected by
the Act. Such tenants should not be
protected and this Act should not
apply to them.
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My second point is that those who
constructed their houses before 1939
get very low rents. I know such a
house, with three bed rooms, cne sitt-
ing room, one dining room, with seven
or eight servant quarters and two
garages and that house fetches a rent
of Rs. 230 per month. The yearly rent
comes to Rs. 2600 or 2700. But ima-
gine what the landlord has to pay on
this—ground rent of Rs. 500 a year,
charges for repairs, which at present
rates come to about Rs. 1200, income-
tax, super-tax and wealth tax and
other municipal taxes. In addition,
there is depreciation on the building.
Practically, it is the tenants who are
kept at the cost of the landlords. If
all these things are taken into consi-
deration, it will be seen that the land-
Jord incurs an expenditure of
Rs. 5,000 or so per year for a house
which fetches a rent of Rs. 2700 a
year. It is a source of constant bothe-
ration and harassment to the landlord.
1 can convince the Government on
these points with facts and figures that
what I say is entirely correct. Some
justice should be done to such people.
A man works the whole of his life and
1e constructs a house. He is put to
such hardships. The tenants are mak-
ing lakhs of rupees a year. I will
give you an example of a shop-keeper.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: He should not
repeat, He should conciude now.

Shri Ranjit Singh: A shopkeeper
who pays a monthly rent of Rs. 105,
makes a profit of Rs. 2-40 lakhs a year
and the shopowner is hardly left with
100 or Rs. 200 a year after deducting
from the rent all the municipal and
other taxes. Look at the difference
between the landlord and tenant. By
giving this name landlord, they have
been practically ruined. The Govern-
ment should do justice and equity.
For the same areay a house constructed
now-a-days and let out now, fetches
a rent of Rs. 3,000 or Rs. 3500 a month
while the old house in the same loca-
lity and with the same number of
Tooms, etc. is rented out to Rs. 2700
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or Rs, 2,600 per year. The Govern-
ment must consider this matter
seriously.

Shri Narendra Singh Mahida
(Anand): Do the Government propose
to bring a comprehensive Bill in con-
nection with this Act?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He must con-
clude now. .

) Shri Ranjit Singh: The old build-
ings are depreciating and if, with pro-
per repairs, they could last forty years,
they will not last even twenty years
without costly repairs. The cost of
repairs has gone up tremendously and
they should consider this matter also.

\,/Shrimati Chandrasekhar: Sir, the
Bill is a coinprehensive one The
points raised by the hon. Member have
been covered by proviso (k) to sec-
tion 14(1) and proviso (l), whereby
the landowners are given a free hand
to evict tenants if they commit any
breach of the contract. The tenants
are given protection only in certain
cases. Further section 14(10) and
14(11) gives protection to the tenants
if the cause of action is removed. We
have done everything pcssible and
there is no room for any adjustment
to be made. The hon. Member said
that there was a lot of hardship to
the landlords.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: He wants
protection to be given tQ the landlord.

Shrimati Chandrasekhar: There may
be c¢ne or two cases like that for
which there is a rent controller and
they can apply to him. We have now
appointed an additional rent controller
and there need be no worry at all
Therefore, there is no need for this
amendment and we are not accepting
it.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Shall
the amendments to the vote?

Shri Ranjit Singh: I have expressed
my views. I am a member of the
Congress Party . (Interruptions.)
I do not press it,

I put
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Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Has the hon.
Member leave of the House to with-
draw his amendment?

The amendment was, by leave,
withdrawn.
Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question
is:

“That Clause 2 stand part of the
Bill.”

The motion was adopted.

Clause 2 was added to the Bill.
Clause 1 was added to the Bill.
(Amendment made)

Page 1, line 1,—

for “Thirteenth”
“Fourteenth” .(1)..

(Shrimati Chandrasekhar)

substitute

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question
is:

“That the Enatcing Formula, as
amended, stand part of the Bill.”
The motion was adopted.
The Enacting Formula, as amended,
was added to the Bill.
The Title was added to the Bill.
Shrimati Chandrashekhar: Sir, I
beg to move:

“That the Bill, as amended, be
passed.” '

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question
is: - L)

“That the Bill, as amended, be
passed.”

The motion was adopted.

14.10 hrs.

AGRICULTURAL REFINANCE COR-
PORATION BILL—Contd.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The House
will now take up further considera-
tion of the following motion moved
by Shrimati Tarkeshwari Sinha on
the 21st January, 1963, namely:—

‘“That the Bill to provide for
the establishment of a Corpora-

tion for granting medium and
long term credit by way of re-
finance or otherwise, for the deve-
lopment of agriculture and for
other matters connected therewith
or incidental thereto, be taken
into consideration.”

Shri Venkatasubbaiah was on his
legs.

Shri P. Venkatasubbaiah (Adoni):
Mr. Deputy-Speaker, the Agricultural
Refinance Corporation has been in-
troduced by the Government to pro-
vide credit facilities to the various
apex banks, the centra] banks and
the land mortgage banks that are
functioning in this country. The main
features of the corporation, it has
been stated, are that the corporation
will have an authorised capita] of
Rs. 25 crores, of which Rs, 5 crores
will be issued on its establishment. 50
per cent of the issued capital will be
allotted to the Reserve Bank, and 30
per cent will be subscribed by the:
State co-operative and land mortgage
banks. The remaining 20 per cent will
be allotted to the scheduled banks,
the Life Insurance Corporation, etc.
These are the main features of the
corporation, In my last speech also,
I advanced the argument or the con-
tention and pleaded with the Govern-
ment that the scope of the Bill should
be enlarged. As a matter of fact,
I pointed out was that several rural
credit surveys have been undertaken
in _this country. The latest report
clearly shows that in spite of all the
assistance that was being given from
the Government from time to time,
the rural indebtedness has not dimi-
nished. As far as the Reserve Bank
report of 1937 is concerned, it esti-
mated the rural indebtedness to be to
the tune of Rs. 1,800 crores, That
survey was done in 1937. Also,
the rural credit follow-up survey of
1956-57 by the Reserve Bank of India
concludes in its general review re-
port that the data shows that the
indebtedness remains and that there
was an increasing volume of debt



