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MOTION FOR ADJOURNMENT v
Re: (GOVERNMENT OF ANDHRA

Mr. Speaker: 1 have received notice
of an adjournment motion from Mr.
Gopalan. The subject is as under:

“Failure of the Union Govern-
ment to give proper direction to
the Governor of Andhra State in
the matter of calling the Opposi-
tion Leader to” form a Govern-
ment when a no-confidence
motion was passed against the
Prakasam Ministry and the con-
sequent dissolution of the Legis-
lature of the State and the dis-
regard of the conventions of
parliamentary democracy and
constitutional provisions involved
in it thus resulting in the Presi-
dent’s rule in the State.” v

Well, I have my -oubts as to how"
far such a motion can be admissible .
in this House. I believe the President.
acts on the Governor's report and if
the Governor reports failure all that
remains for the President to do is
either to ask him to reconsider and
try again or to proceed further. My

point is it is entirely a matter for
the Governor of the province—a
matter within his discretion. The

President has to act on whatever the
Governor reports and I am, there-
fore, doubtiful as to how for such a
motion can be admitted in this House.
How can there be
the conduct of the Governor in
porting failure or otherwise?

whatever that may be, I express my -
doubt. !

But there is another reason
this motion could not be now allowed
at this stage, because the hon. the
Home Minister has just placed a pro-
clamation on the Table of the House.
And I believe he is going to move a
+resolution asking  this House " fo
approve the pmclamn‘uon So, there
is ample scope for discussion of .all
these maiters which*are referred to
when tHe résolutiori tomes before the
Heuse ' tof 'congideration. I ‘do’
R SRR weided “take aRY '

re-

a discussion on +

But

why v

not o

10

Bill :

time over the consideration of
motion at this stage.

Shri A. K. Gopalan (Cannanore):
May I know when the resulution will
be placed before the Foure? May I
request that it may be placed as soon
as possible?

The Minister of Home Affairs and
States (Dr. Katju): I have already in-
timated officially to the Parliament
Secretary that they might fix a date
for the purpose of discussion of that
resolution. I shall welcome a  very
early discussion.

Mr. Speaker: I know the Lok Sabha
Secretariat has received an  intima-
tion: that is why I came to know
about this resolution, Now it will be
for the Government to place it as
early as possible.

Shri K. K. Basu (Diamond Har-
bour): In your-ruling you expressed
your doubt on the first point. May
we know the reason why you do not
consider it admissible?

Mr. Speaker: 1 merely expressed
my doubt. My view, prima facie, is
that such a motiom will be inadmis-
sible, Because I did not want to be
m.sunderstood that I thought the
motion was admissible and yet I did
not permit a discussion because a
resplution was coming, I wanted to be
clear on that point. Therefore, I
expressed a doubt and stopped there.
But I have not ruled anything about
it.

this

Shri K. K Basu: So, that point is
open otherwise?
Mr. Speaker:

It and when an

‘occasion arises again—God forbid, I

should say—we shall discuss it
Dr, Rama Rao (K&kinada): May 1

‘make a submission?

Mr. Speaker. On what?
Dr. Rama Rao: _On the admisibimy
of the adJaumment motion

Mr. Speaker:© When the. becasicn

‘arises the: poiit ‘will'be ‘opéi. - - for
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[Mr. Speaker]
discussioz. I am not giving any ruli-
ing which will be binding.

Dr. Rama Rao: I want to make a
submission on the admissibility of
the adjournment motion.

Mr. Speaker: I said it is unneces-
sary now. I am not ruling it out. I
am only not admitting it. I only
want it to be clear, so that it may not
be argued later that the implication
of my declining to give my consent
at this stage is that the motion was
admissible, but I did not allow dis-
cussion on other grounds. So. I have
practically reserved that point for
hon. Members to argue if and when
an occasion arises.

We will now proceed with the
further business of the House.

e ——

GOVERNMENT PREMISES (EVIC-
TION) AMENDMENT BILL

The Minister of Works, Housing and
Supply (Sardar Swaran Singh): I beg
10 move: -

“That the Bill further to amend
the Government Premises (Evic-
tion) Act, 1950, be taken into
consideration.”

Shri K. K Basu (Diamand Har-
bour): Let the House be adjourned
for some time.

Mr. Speaker: It is not a good pre-
cedent to adjourn the House. The
best course is for Members to walk
away very slowly and without mak-
ing any noise.

Bardar Swaran Bingh: Sir, this
Bill seeks to amend the Government
Premises (Eviction) Act, 1950. The
object is two-fold. Firstly, it seeks
to amend the definition of “premises”
‘80 as to cover not only the lands be-
longing to the Delhi Improvement
‘Trust but also the buildings owned
by the Delhi Improvement Trust.
Secondly, it seeks to authorise the
eviction of persons who continue to

Bill

be in occupation of the premises
allotted to them even after the due
determination thereof. -

So far as the second amendment is
concerned, it has been mnecessitated
by the fact that recently in a case
decided by the High Court of Bom-
bay it was held that sub-section (1)
of section 3 of the Act does not
authorise the eviction of a person
who continues to be in occupation of
the premises allotted to him even
after the due determination of allot-
ment, because he was not a person
in unauthorised occupation of the
premises within the meaning of
clause (b) of the said sub-section.
The intention of the section had al-
ways been that such persons should
be deemed to be in  unauthorised
occupation of the premises.

Bhri 8. 8. More (Sholapur): What
is that case?

Sardar Swaran Singh: The object
of the amendment under comsider-
ation is to make our intention clear
in this respect. I have no intention
to put forward any elaborate argu-
ments, in support of it because the
person continues to be in unauthoris-
ed occupation irrespective of the fact
that initially he was in authorised
occupation of that premises. There-
for€, it is felt that the interpretation
which was put on this provision by
the Bombay High Court is not in
consonance with the intention of
the legislature.

So far as the first amendment is
concerned, all that I need say at this
stage is that the Delhi Improvement
Trust owns a number of buildings as
also a number of plots of land. The
present Act is applicable to plots of
land. The intention by making the
present amendment is that the build.
ings which are owned by the Delhi
Improvement Trust should also





