
4049 Motion re Displaced
Persons {Compensation
and Rehabilitation) Rules

22 AUGUST 1956  ̂Government Premises
{Eviction) Amendment

Bill

4050

Mr. Speaker: The question is:

“This  House  resolves  that in 
pursuance of sub-section  (3) of 
section 40 of the Displaced Per
sons (Compensation and Rehabi
litation)  Act,  1954,  for  the 
amendmente to Rule  19 of  the 
Displaced Persons (Compensation 
and  Rehabilitation) Rules, 1955 
made by the Notification No. SRO 
1161 dated the 30th April, 1956, 
laid on the  Table on the  21st 
July,  1956,  the  following  be 
substituted, namely;

(1) In the proviso to  sub-rule 
(2) of riUe 19 for *that in the case 
referred to in clause (a) none of 
the members’ substitute:

‘that in the case referred to in 
clause (a) none of the minimum 
number of two members and in 
the case of those members two of 
them*

(2) In the proviso to sub-rule 
(2) of rule 19, in part (i), after 
is’ insert ‘or are*

(3) After  sub-rule  (2A)  of 
rule 19, insert:

‘(2B) Where a deceased mem
ber of the joint family  entitled 
to claim partition has left  sons 
all  of whom are less  than 18 
years of age such sons shall to
gether be reckoned as one mem
ber of the family and where the 
deceased member has left no sons 
but only a widow  such widow 
shall be regarded for the purposes 
of this rule, as one member of the 
family.’

This  House  recommends  to 
Rajya Sabha that Rajya Sabha ̂do 
concur in the said Y«solution.**

' The motion was negatived.

Mr. Speaker: The question is:

‘This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (3) of 
section 40 of the Displaced Per
sons (Compensation and Rehabi
litation) Act, 1954, the following

sub-rule be substituted for sub
rule (3) of the rule 19  of  the 
Displaced Persons (Compensation 
and Rehabilitation)  Rules, 1955, 
as further amended by the Noti
fication No. SRO 1161 dated the 
30th April,  1956,  laid  on  the 
Table on  the 21st  July,  1956, 
namely:

*(3) For the purposes of  cal
culating the number of members 
of a joint family under sub-rule
(2), a person who on the relevant 
date—

(a) was less than eightê 
years of age; or

(b) was a lineal  descen
dant in the male line 
of another living mem
ber of joint family;

shall be excluded:

Provided that where a member 
of a joint family has died during 
the period commencing  on  the 
fourteenth day of August,  1947, 
and ending on the relevant date 
leaving behind on the  relevant 
date all or any of the  following 
heirs, namely:

(a) a widow or widows;

(b) a son or sons (what
ever the  age of  such
son or sons);

but no lineal ascendant in the male 
line, then, all such heirs  shall, 
not withstanding anything cont
ained in this rule, be reckoned as 
one member of the joint family*.

TThis  House  recommends  to 
Rajya Sabha that Rajya Sabha do 
concur in the said resolution.** 

The motion was adopted.

(GOVERNMENT PREMISES (EVIC
TION) AMENDMENT BILL

The Minister of  Works,  Honsliif 
and Supply (Sardar Swaran Sin|̂):
I beg to move:

*That the Bill further to amend 
the Government Premises (Evic
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tion) Act, 1950, as reported by 
the Select Committee, be  taken 
into consideration”.

This was  a  comparatively  very 
brief measure and it was not thought 
that it would take such a long time 
as it has actually taken.  This Bill, 
which seeks to introduce two changes 
in the main Act, was introduced in 
the Lok Sabha  as far back  as the 
80th August 1954—about  two  years 
ago.  The motion for consideration of 
the Bill was moved and discussed in 
the House on  the 16th  November 
1954, and the Bill was referred to a 
Select  Committee.  The  Committee 
held as many as 11 sittings and the 
Report of the Committee was sub
mitted, and the BiU is now before 
ihe Hoiise practically in the original 
form in which it was introduced.

The two changes that are sought 
to be made relate  to two  matters. 
One arose out of a judicial pronounce
ment that a person who might have 
originally entered into any govern
ment premises as a legal lessee or 
allottee continues to be so even if 
that originfid relationship is terminat
ed.  This was the judicial pronounce
ment of the Bombay  High  Court. 
Tliis was never the intention of the 
legislature, because once that original 
relationship is determined and ter
minated, then he comes within the 
provisions of the Eviction Act and 
should be simmiarily liable to eject
ment.  It is to clarify this intention 
that this amendment  is sought  to 
be made.  There has been no contro
versy so far as this amendment  is 
concerned.

The other amendment, about which 
there is a Blinute of Dissent  also, 
relates to the extension of the prin
ciple of the Act to buildings belong
ing to the  Improvement  Trust in 
Delhi.  This being  a subject  with 
which many of the hon. Members are 
intimately  conversant, , and  also 
greatly interested, there has been  a 
very lively interest taken in the pro-

visicm which is relevant to this exten- 
tion of the  principle  of  summary 
eviction and summary realisation of 
the government dues with regard to 
the buildings belonging  to the Im
provement Trust, making it at pal 
with the land and buildings belong
ing to the Gk»vemmait.  I need hard
ly add that  the present  provision 
which applies to government  lands 
and buildings is one which has stood 
the test of time, and in view of the 
extensive areas of land belonging to 
government and a large nimiber of 
buildings belonging to the Govern
ment, it is in the fitness of  things 
that Government  should  have this 
power.

With regard to lands belonging to 
the Improvement  Trust,  this Act 
already applies.  But so far as build
ings belonging to the  Improvement 
Trust are concerned, the original Act 
was  not  applicable,  and  by  this 
amendment it is soû t to be made 
at par with buildings belonging to 
the Government, so that as regards 
ê buildings belonging  to  the Im
provement Trust  also  unauthorised 
occupants may be liable to be dealt 
with as if those buildings belong to 
the Government.

While discussing this matter in the 
Select Committee as also at the time 
when this Bill was introduced here, 
a large number of points were rais
ed.  I have no intention of going into 
all those details.  But, my respectful 
contention is that those matters are 
matters  of  detail  concerning  the 
administration  of the Improvement 
Trust  The essence of those points is 
that ê Improvem̂t Trust  having 
not been able to discharge its func' 
tions in a manner which came up to 
the expectations of the hon. Members 
this further extension of the power 
of the Improvement Trust should be 
denied.  I submit that that may be a 
very pertinent form of criticising the 
working of a public institution and,
I am sure, the observations that have 
fallen fr<xn the lips of hon. Members 
in the House or in the Select Com
mittee wlU be given the weight they 
deserve and all those points wlU be
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taken into consideration on the ad
ministrative side while giving effect 
to  or  implementing  the  various 
schemes which might necessitate the 
eviction of people  from  buildings 
belonging to the Improvement Trust.

But, while considering a legislative 
measure of this type, it would, per
haps, be going a little beyond the 
scope of the Act to go into the indi
vidual schemas  or to go into  the 
merits or demerits of each individual 
case or even a group of cases.

The main  plank of criticism  has 
been that certain assurances  which 
had been given by the Mover of the 
Bill, when it was originally piloted, 
have not been implemented.  There 
may be differences of opinion which 
can be sorted out; but Government’s 
contention is  that those  assurances 
have been implemented.  I do con
tend that so far as the present Bill 
is concerned, its scope is extremely 
limited, namely, the  application  of 
the provisions of the  Act  to  the 
building property  belonging  to the 
Improvement Trust.  The  Improve
ment Trust is a public organisation 
functioning under the administrative 
control of the Delhi State Govern
ment under the general guidance and 
superintendence of the Health Minis
try.  Being  a  public  body,  the 
Improvement Trust should also enjoy 
the same rights of summary eviction 
as are applicable to the case of build
ings belonging to Government. Both 
are practically at par with each other. 
Being public property,  it is in  the 
interests of the general public, it is 
in the interests of the general tax
payer, it is in the overall interest of 
everybody  concerned  that  there 
should be this summary method of 
dealing with  the  situation  rather 
than the complicated process  of an 
ordinary civil court.  After all, they 
vill exercise this power of eviction 
only Tidth  regard  to  property  of 
which the Improvement Trust are the 
lawful owners.  They wiU take this 
action  only  against  unauthorised 
occupants. Even  if  the  summary 
power is not êre, it is not that tke

person who is in unauthorised occu
pation can continue  to hold on  to 
that property.  If the Improvement 
Trust goes to an ordinary civil court, 
the decree  for eviction of  the im- 
authorised occupant is botind to be 
passed.  Is it then in the  ultimate 
interest of even those imauthorised 
occupants that they should be made 
to go through  this  elaborate  and 
intricate process of civil law involv
ing a lot of expenditure and bothera
tion that a regular civil suit involves? 
Therefore, it is really in the interests 
not only of the administration, not 
only of the public institution which, 
after all, has been established for the 
general improvement of the lay-out, 
living conditions, provision of essen
tial services and the like but also, I 
submit, in the interests of the people 
concerned that there  should be  a 
power of this nature.

Along with this it should be re
membered  that  Government  have 
already given an assurance, that an 
advisory body  will be  set  up to 
advise the Delhi Improvement Trust 
in matters of slum clearance with a 
view to affording better and cleaner 
living conditions to the slum dwel
lers and also for providing alterna
tive accommodation to the persons to 
be  evicted  in localities  nearabout 
their present dwellings, as far as pos
sible.  With this arrangement for an 
advisory body functioning, the inter
est of the  unauthorised  occupants 
also requires that there should be a 
provision of this nature rather than 
that they should be pushed to a civil 
court to establish title.

t̂lHT  TUT  (fWrx) *,

r̂Mf)

PfW  fHV I

Sardar Swaran Singh: The  Advi
sory Body will not be subordinate to 
anybody; it will  be  advising  the 
Improvement Trust.

The suggestion had been made that 
tiiere should be statutory  provision
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for providing alternative  accommo
dation.  I submit  that  to make  a 
provision of that nature open to judi
cial examination in civil courts will 
not be a very fair proposition because 
everything will be held up and noth
ing will move.  It has to be remem
bered that this process of slum clear- , 
ance, provision of services, and evict
ing imauthorised occupants is not a 
very  pleasant  job.  The  original 
wrong-doing of  the individuals  is 
generally forgotten and the popular 
sympathy is always in favour of the 
person who is in actual occupation, 
even though it may be illegal and 
unauthorised.  Therefore, any  steps 
that are taken are generally viewed 
with very great rigour and the en
forcement of normal rights is sought 
to be thwarted by one clog or the 
other.

The provision of rehousing  tene
ments, the provision of services and 
the provision of alternative  accom
modation are matters which  require 
a great deal of labour, detailed work 
and the like and they cannot be judi
cially scrutinised. If once this gate is 
opened  that they  are capable  of 
being scrutinised  by a civil  court, 
then every scheme will be held up 
and  nothing  will  really  happen. 
Therefore with  this rider  that the 
details of it will be given by my hon. 
colleague the Health Minister at a 
suitable opportunity, I submit  that 
this principle that the Bill should be 
extended to buildings  belonging  to 
the Improvement Trust, as reported 
by the Select Committee,  may  be 
accepted.

With these words I commend  the 
motion that I have already moved for 
the consideration of the House.

5 P.M.

Mr. Speaker: Motion moved;

“That the Bill further to amend 
the Government  Premises  (Evic
tion) Act. 1950, as reported bŷthe 
Select Committee, be taken into 
coiMjideration.”

Pandit  tihakiir  Das  Bliargava
(Gurgaoh): May t make a request? We 
have just heard from the hon. liiinister

who moved this motion that he is not 
in a position to give certain details. 
He has not been able to v̂e us  the 
full picture.  If his colleague, the hon. 
Rajkumari Amrit Kaur, is able to’ fill 
the gap it will be better in the inter
est of a fair debate. What has she, for 
instance, to say about the Advisory 
Board and other matters?  Otherwise, 
all the arguments from this side may 
not be helpful.

Mr. Speaker: The  hon.  the Health 
Minister may intervene at this stage. 
The hon. the mover of this motion will 
have an opportimity to reply.

Sardar Swaran Singli: I submit. Sir, 
that so far as the  general  principle 
contained in the report of the Select 
Committee is concerned,  Government 
stand by this assurance.  In the lî t 
of the observations made by the h(». 
Members if any clarification is neces
sary, only  then  would  the  Health 
Minister like to intervene.

PandH Thaknr Das Bhargava: We
want to know the full picture of the 
whole scheme.

Sardar Swaran SInjrh: I do not Know
what the hon. Member means by the 
full picture of the whole scheme.  I 
cannot give details—̂that  this  road 
will be here, or there will be a three- 
storeyed house or four-storeyed house 
there and the like.  That is a matter 
of detailed drawing up of the scheme. 
But the general principle is that  in 
these matters the Improvement Trust 
will take the advice of an advisory 
body.  This is  a matter of principle 
and once this Bill is approved by the 
House, then the details  about  the 
working of the advisory body and all 
that can be worked out.

Pandit Thaknr Das BharsATa: May I
know what is being held back from 
us? What has the  hon.  Minister for 
iTealth to teU us? After all this is not 
the Bill of  the  Health  Minister’s 
department;  he is  only  officiating 
for her Ministry.  I want her to give 
Us full detafls as to what,the sch€ifte 
is, what are th& functions of the Board,
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etc.  Supposing the scheme is satisfac
tory, the House  will  be  much more 
satisfied than with the generalisations 

which we have heard from' the hon. 
Minister.  The mere fact of the exis
tence of an advisory board is not suffi
cient; we must know what  the advi
sory boards are and what their  func
tions will be. '

^

 ̂  ^  Rif   ̂ ̂

 ̂  ̂ ’TFTT ̂STRTT

T̂TW ?flT 3̂̂  ̂  ^

^  ̂   ̂^  vnm

I ̂  m  ^   ^
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Mr. Speaker;  The Health Minister 
may say what she has to.

The Minister of Health (Rajknmari 
Amrit Kanr): Mr. Speaker, Sir, per
haps, I may say just a few words now, 
because to go into  minute  details is 
rather difficult.

I would first  like  to  refê to the 
meetings that were held and the assur
ances that were given.  Now the assur
ances that were given were that the 
Delhi Improvement Trust would seek 
the advice of  the  citizens  of Delhi, 
those who know where the slum dwel
lers live and those that are concerned 
with the  refugee  population  with a 
view to seeing that In all matters of 
slum clearance we should be able to 
afford better living conditions to slum 
dwellers and that we should provide 
alternative accommodation to persons 
who were to De evicted In localities as

near as i>ossible to where they are liv
ing at present.

May I also submit that at this stage 
much  water  has  flowed  under the 
bridges  since  these discussions were 
held.  The Delhi Development Authori
ty has come into being which has al
ready got on it as members, for  ex
ample, the Development Minister of 
the Delhi State and others.  The Im
provement Trust is now not selling 
any more land.  The Chairman of the 
Improvement Trust is actually Secre
tary to this authority. All plans  of 
slum clearance, and all plans of fur
ther building have got to get the sanc
tion of this body which  is a very 
representative body and has, repre
sentatives of the Delhi State Adminis
tration as well.  So that, things  are 
very different now from what  they 
were in the old days.

I wish again to assure Members that 
nobody will be evicted without alter
native  accommodation.  We  never 
have evicted anybody without alter
native accommodation. After all if you 
have to clear slum areas and there 
are 10,000 people living where accora- 
ing to standards of health there should 
only be 5,000,  naturally  those other 
5,000 will  have  to  be  removed to 
another jriace.  You cannot go in for 
slum clearance, or solve this problem 
of congestion without a little hardship 
coming to some people.  But, as far 
as pssible, we will  try  to give them 
accommodation  where  they will be 
able to earn their Uvellhood and not 
suffer monetary loss.  I would again 
say that the Improvement Trust has 
nevmr broken any of the assurances 
that were given on the floor of this 
House.  In this  Delhi  Development 
Authority, I would like to remind hon. 
Members, there are three Members of 
Parliament—Shrimati Subhadra Joshi 
is there, Shri Nawal  Prabhakar  is 
there and Shri Kailash Bihari Lai is 
there—I think I am rignt in the three 
names.  So that.  Parliament  also is 
well represented on  thia  Committee 
and they advise us in regard to ef«ry 
step that we take.
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I need hardly say that I echo every 
word ot what my hon, colleague the 
Minister of Works, Housing and Supply 
has said. We have never intended to 
break, nor broken any promises; nor 
will we break them in future.  May I 
also mention that we are both Pun
jabis and if 2iny anybody’s heart aches 
for the refugees it is  the  hearts of 
these two Ministers  that ache more 
than any others.  We are not out to 
disturb or hurt the refugees in any 
manner and I do hope that with this 
assurance  and  the  fact  that  the 
Improvement Trust being a statutory 
body of Government should have the 
same powers  as  Government for it 
would be invidious for it not to have 
these powers, and also the assurance 

given by me and my hon. colleague, 
1 hope this House  will  accept this 
Bill.

Shri Feroze  Gandhi  (Pratapgarh 
Distt.—̂ West cum Rae Bareli Distt.— 

East): May I ask a question of the 
hon. Minister?

I would like to know whether the 
attention of the hon.  Minister has 
been drawn to a statement made by 
the hon. Speaker a few days ago when 
he visited the  colony  known as the 
Jumna Bazar where about 10,000 peo
ple are living.  They have been asked 
to leave that locality and land In that 
locality Is being sold to rich persons 
in Delhi.  He has drawn the attention 
of Government to that.  Now if these 
slum areas are going to be developed, 
and new  and  better  buildings are 
going to be put up, how is it going to 
be done? If you are going to sell this 
land to rich people naturally they will 
put up palatial houses and residences 
either for themselves or for rent. What 
measures are you taking to  prevent 
this happening?

It was  said  just  now that  the 
Improvement Trust does not sell land. 
Now if the Improvement Trust does 
not sell land, somebody else sells land. 
It makes no difference.  Who sdls the 
land makes no difference as long  as 
that land is sold. Now when land is

sold, naturally the persons to whom 
it IS sold .has got  a  right  to build 
whatever he likes and the people who 
are Uvmg in that locality are asked 
to go ten or fifteen miles away.  It is 
not a proper thing that persons work
ing In a  locâty  and  living theiB- 
should be asked to move ten or fifteen 
miles away  from  where  they are 
living.  This is a very serious  thing 
which all of us are facing every now 
and then.  I would  like  to know if 
any attention is paid to them.  *

HIHT  THT : A ^

g I  # VWZTT t ̂

 ̂ ^ t— m̂uch water has flowed 

under the bridge, ̂

3̂TT?RT  f   ̂  ̂  ^

%   ̂  ̂  ^
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Rajktunari Amrit Kaur: I may refer 
to the hon. Member’s question and say 
that no land has been sold  recently 
by the Improvement Trust.

Shri Feroze Gandhi: I said that it 
makes no difference who sells it.  If 
you like, I can give the name of the 
person to whom it has been sold; it is 
Bawa Bachittar Singh, a millowner in 
Delhi.

Rajknmari Amrit Kaur; As far as I

know, no land has been sold by *us ta 
anybody  fai  that  area.  To Bawa 
Bachittar Singh the Improvement Trust 
has not recently sold any land.  As far 
as building  is  concerned,  there are 
strict regulations that no building shalt 
go up anywhere without reference to 
the  Delhi  Development  Provisional 
Authority.  So far as I lemember, the- 
land that has been referred to belongs 
to the Improvement Trust, and if that 
is so, no sale  can  have now takea 
place and has taken place.
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1 am also here to say that nobody is 
:being asked to go ten miles away.

Mr. Speaker; The  hon.  Minister’s 
attention has been drawn to the âct 
that six or seven plots have been sold 
1)y public auction at Rs. 60 or Rs. 70 
per square yard  and  some persons 
have built  Gita  Bhavan  and some 
ôther Bhavans.

llaJkimiaH Amrtt  Kaor: That was
not now but a long time ago.

Shri Feroze Gandhi: There is one 
great difficulty.  If we point out some
thing, the  Government  says that it 
happened some time ago.  Now  the 
people are already staying there, they 
are dwelling there: what are they to 
do? Are they to go  15  miles out of 
town? There are 10,000 people in that 
area.  I think the besftfilng is that 
you nay back the money and take the 
iana.

Pandit Thaknr Das BhargaTs; The
Ajmeri Gate people  were  sent seven 
miles away to Rameshnagar,  Andha 
Mughal, etc. where there is no means 
of livelihood for them.

Rajkumari Amrit Kaur: No one will 
be removed ten miles out; no one will 
be removed to a place where there is 
no assurance that they will get their 
livelihood there.  So far as I remem
ber—I have  not  got  the. facts and 
figures with me here—this particular 
area  had  been  marked  out  to 
be  kept  as  an open  space,  as 
an open park,  and all these  peo
ple now there have built for them- 
aeives these huts in  an  unauthorised 
manner. I did ask the matter to be 
explained  to  you,  Sir,  because 
I imderstood that you had  taken a 
special interest  in  the  case.  These 
were all unauthorised structures, and 
we have not dealt harshly with them, 
and no one has been turned out. These 
dwellings are very near a cremato
rium, and in my opinion, a cremato
rium is a sacred place and should not 
have this type of dwelling house or 
any type of building  near  it.  We

should have a clear open space in the 
vicinity of the crematorium.  That is 
the ideal. But I shall  be  perfectly 
willing to go into details again in re
gard to this, and I would like to assure 
hon. Members that I shall ask some 
of the refugees themselves or some of 
the Members  that  the  Parliament 
may themselves agree on to come and 
advise me in regard to all these places 
where refugees live. I shall see  to it 
that the land is not sold.

Shri Feroxe  Gaadhl: Outside  the
House nobody bothers about us.  It is 
only here.......

Baflnimari Amrit Kaur: i  do not
catch him..................

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member says 
that outside the House, the Members 
are not cared  for,  and  inside the 
House............

The Minister of Defence Organisa
tion (Shri Tyagi): Tens  of  times 1 
have called the hon.  Member and
given him tea. (Interruptions).

Mr. Speaker: Order, order. When a 
question was put, the hon. Minister has 
explained the situation and has sug
gested to  hon.  Members  that there 
are a number  of  slum  areas in the 
capital city, hon.  Members may go 
and visit them and make suggestions 
to her.  She openly says in the House, 
she giveg  an  assurance,  that hon. 
Members can go round and make their 
own suggestions  which  will be con
sidered by her.  She has not said the 
last word about  it.  She  has stated 
that that is the conclusion to which 
she has come.  Other  hon. Members 
can come and place before her reason
able giounds as to why that partlculai 
course ought not to be adopted, and 
In that case I am sure she will change

Rajkumari Amrit  Kaur: 1  would
like to give the assurance to my friend, 
Shri  Feroze  Gandhi,  that if it is a 
question of any land having been sold 
to anybody here or  there,  and rich 
people are buUdtog Bhavans there, I 
will certainly not allow that.  I will 
consider the question il this has been
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done.  If necessary, we will acquire 
the same for the price that was given, 

and I say with all the emphasis at my 
command that I will see that the poor 
are not penalised In any manner.  As 
I said before, I shall ask for confirma
tion that land has not t>een recently 
Bold to rich persons and even wnere 
plots had been  sold  earUer, furtliei 
construction has been stopped under 
the powers with the DJ5P.A. with a 
view to seeing that if this land is to 
be kept is an open space, no building 
«hall be allowed thereon.  If it is a 
question of rich people having taken 
land, which really should go tor con
struction far poorer people who earn 
their Uving there,  that  matter also 
will be looked into. I will give this 
assurance.

SIhil Fence  Gandld: The  other
assurance I want 1b  that  If  any of 
them are removed  irom  the present 
dwellmgs, some  accommodation  will 
be provided for them,  say,  within a 
mile or two and not  more  than two 
miles away.

Bajkumail Axnxlt Kanr: It  is not

always possible for me to say within 
a mile or two because the areas are 
so terribly congested,  but I do give 
the assurance that we do not remove 
persons unless we feel that they can 
earn their livelihood in the other place. 
I suggest that even if they are remo
ved five miles away, I shall see that 
they get occupation  there  and that 
this objection will not be there.  But 
it is not always possible  that I can 
find accommodation within a mile or 
two People have to go round Delhi 
as I go round almost once a week to 
see what the conditions are in which 
these people  live.  Nobody  knows 
Delhi better than I do. I am out to 
clear up the mess and not to create a 
further mess.

Paadlt Thakur Das Bhargava: May
I put one question? The hon. Minister 
has said that it Is not possible always 
to give accommodation within a mile 
or two.  Still I want to know whether 
those that might have been asked to 
go away and given other accommoda

tion elsewhere can earn their liveli
hood there.  This is the point.  I was 
the Chairman of the  Select  Com
mittee and we had occasion to inspect 
the spots  and go into  the  matter 
rather deeply. The hon. Minister may 
place any evidence she  has on the 
Table of the House to show that such 
persons who were removed could get 
their livelihood there. I would like to 
know if there is any such  evidence 
with the hon. Minister.  If she  can 
satisfy us on this point, many of the 
objections will go away, because this 
is the main objection.

Shri D. M, Trivedi (Chittor): On a 
point of order. Sir.  You were pleased 
to allow two questions to be put, but 
then this has, developed into a sort of 
a debate across the Table.  It would 
be really better if we are able to know 
something.  We  do  not  belong to 
Delhi; we have absolutely no idea of 
the Advisory Committees. This law is 
meant for the whole of India.  The 
whole of India is interested, not only 
the Delhi Improvement Trust.

Satdar A. S. Salgal (BOaspur): This 
is for the improvement of Delhi.

Shri U. M. Trivedi;  WiU  the hon. 
Minister be pleased to read the amend
ment that has been given in clause
3.  Clause 3 says.........

Mr. Speaker: We need not enter into 
a discussion again.  The hon. Member 
also will have an opportimity to par
ticipate in the discussion. As he point
ed out, this need not become a ques
tion hour once again.  Enough ques
tions have been put to the hon. Minis
ter for clarification,  and  if anything 
more is to be done, she may have an 
opportunity to  explain  one or two 
matters at the end.

Siiri K, K.  Basil: (Diamond  Har
bour):  What  Pandit  Thakur  Das
Bhargava has asked is very pertinent 
for this discussion.  We want to know 
how they are removed.

Lala Achlnt Baoi: I put two ques
tions  owe. whether ttie Advisory CJom- 
mittee is going to be set up, and an
other, when it is going to he set up.



Bajkamari Amrlt Kaar:  Sir» I may
say that under this Delhi  Develop
ment Authority an interim plan has 
been drawn up and Members of Par
liament are going to be given a free 
view of this plan. This will give them 
an extremely good idea of how Delhi 
is to develop, how open  spaces are 
being provided, where they are kept 
and what provision is to be made for 
slum clearance.

Now I may give two instances.  The 
slum evictees of Delhi Ajmeri Gate 

area were removed to Andha Mugal 
and  Karol  Bagh.  If  you  see  the 
wretched quarters from  where they 
were removed and see their  present 
premises, you will know that they are 
happy now. Another scheme is  going 
on imder which some  of  them have 
been moved  to Thilmila  Teharpur 
where further quarters are being con
structed.  We have also seen to it 
that they are going to get occupation 
there. .

Mr. Speaker: I  am  not  going to 
allow this kind of questions and cross- 
questicMi.  Is there any hon. Member 
who wants to speak on this Bill?

Some Hon. Members rose,

Mr. Speaker:  Shrimati  Subhadra
Joshi.
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3TT ̂  fŜrHRT, #■ # W«Tr< t  7fT 

^

 ̂ ̂  ̂I   ̂ g  ^

 ̂  ̂   ̂̂  fv ̂   ?fNt

 ̂  ̂ t I

 ̂ W  W  ^ ̂   f«OT

m T̂ %, ?fk ̂  TC ’RTR

W I ^

1956  (Eviction) Amendment 4066
Bill



4067 Government Premises  22 AUGUST 1956 (Eviction) Amendment
Bill

4068

^  I, W  1
fF ̂   ̂  #3 p t ^

 ̂ *̂TT   ̂  ^

^  ̂   ̂   ̂  ̂ • 

Shri  U. M.  Trivedi:  We  have
bfeard the discxissions that  went  on 
between the Ministers and several of 
the hon- Members interested  in this 
jubject.  I for one have felt one thing. 
After reading this Bill, I was wonder
ing whether this was meant only for 
Delhi or a BiU seeking to amend the 
Government of India Act of 1950.  It 
is in my opinion a very mischevious 
Bill and, although the concentration 
jtias been on Delhi yet it has got far- 
reaching effects.

It is true, at one place in clause 4 
it is mentioned that it shall apply in 
relation to the State of Delhi and to 
the premises vested in the Delhi Im
provement Trust.  But that is not the 
end of it.  The discussion about the 
Advisory Committee, which we  find̂ 
mentioned in the proceedings of one 
of the sittings of the Select Commit
tee, does not find any place what̂- 
«ver in the amendment that is being 
put before the House.

What I find, and which I want to 
place before you, is this.  The defini
tion of “public premises** is what in 
ordinary logic amounts to saying that 
the C3k>vemment is trying to blow hot 
n̂d cold in the  same breath.  The 
definition lays down  that  whatever 
las been requisitioned by the Govern
ment or has been taken on lease by 
the Government shall be treated as 
pubUc premises.  Also, whatever is 
let out by the  Delhi  Improvement 
Trust will be treated as public pre
mises.  I cannot conceive of an idea 
that what has been let out by the 
Delhi Improvement  Trust  will  be 
treated as public premises, but noth
ing is mentioned  about  the  public 
premises as such; that is to say, those 
premises which have been requisition
ed by the Government.

Then we again  provide  another 
thing.  If these premises are  sublet, 
then the definlUon of  ‘unauthorised

occupation’ is a peculiar one passing 
over ordinary conception of law.  In 
one breath we are trying to do away 
with all the principles of the Trans
fer of Property Act.  The ordinary 
law, the Transfer of  Property  Act, 
provides that you must give notice of 
this thing and the notice must at least 
expire in the period of the tenancy, 
or that the notice must be for a paali- 
cular period or a particular length of 
time.  All that has been  thrown to 
the wind and it has been put down:

“(e) ‘unauthorised occupation’, 
in relation to any person autho
rised to occupy any public pre
mises, includes the  continuance 
in occupation by him of the pre
mises after the  authority  under 
which he was allowed to occupy 
the premises has been duly deter
mined.”

Either the Government or the Select 
Committee ought to have changed the 
words; ‘unauthorised occupation*. The 
wording  ought  to  be;  ‘somebody 
continuing on occupation  after  the 
termination of his period of tenancy”. 
But here, how can it be called  an 
unauthorised  occupation?  I cannot 
conceive  that  position.'  Once  you 
authorise  a  particular  person  to 
occupy a particular premises, he is 
the authorised person to occupy it. 
He may continue even after termina
tion of his tenancy, but you cannot 
call it an authorised occupation.  You 
are giving him notice of this by post, 
which may or may not be  received. 
The postal service is the only service 
and the service that  is to be  done 
here can be given by post  Some
body may forge or  somebody  may 
manipulate.  Many things are going 
on  in  this Development Trust.  I 
have been receiving so many com
plaints about the Delhi Improvement 
Trust.  One gets fed up with it.

There are some peculiar niles  for 
this Delhi Improvement Trust  If an 
honest man wants to make any change 
in the house, he is not  allowed  to 
make any.  Even a jaK or a Jaffery 
is not allowed to be put.  He is ask- 
ea to keep the space open for stray



4069 Government Premises 22 AUGUST 1956 {Eviction) Amendment
Bill

4070

[Shri U. M, Trivedi} 

dogs and stray cattle which can go 
and settle there.  But if a dishonest 
man does not want to take any per
mission whatsoever, he is allowed to 
do anything and the man interested 
pockets Rs. 10 to Rs. 50.  Then the 
rule says, if it is proved  that  the 
imauthorised construction  has  been 
there for six months, nobody can do 
anything.  The dishonest man  goes 
free and the honest man who wants 
to go according to the law is let down 
and is harassed in  manner  beyond 
control.  That is what is  going  to 
happen in this law if you are going 
to make this change in this law.  You 
are giving a notice of 15 days for the 
termination of the  tenancy of the 
person who is in unauthorised occu
pation,  That person never  receives 
the notice.  Nobody knows whether 
he has received the notice but  the 
authorities go out with  the  whole 
police force  and make  the  person 
vacate the building.  The  Act  says 
that “if any person refuses or fails 
to comply with an order made under 
sub-section (1), the competent autho
rity may evict that person from, and 
take possession of,  the Government 
premises and* may for that  puriwse 
use such force as may be necessary”. 
The mighty Government is in posses
sion of the police force.  Already, 
the people are much afraid  of  the 
police.  Yet,  the  Government  will 
send a posse of ten  constables  and 
they will throw the luggage into the 
streets and get possession of the pre
mises.  Ordinarily, there ought not to 
be any difference between the Gov
' emment and the citizen of India.  If 
the citizen of India cannot get his 
premises vacated or cannot be evict
ed from his premises under the law, 
then, I would most emphatically  say 
that the Government also shall not 
have power to evict a person.  Of 
course, if there is an emergency,  I 
can understand.  But here, there is 
no question of any emergency.  You 
are making a law for the benefit of 
yourselves.  You want to  drive  an 
extra benefit on account of the fact 
that the Government has the power 
The Government should be placed on

a par with the ordinary citizen.  Why 
should  the  Government  take  so 
much power on their hands?  You 
are giving notice, a notice which may 
or not be served.  There is no proof 
of having served that notice.  No due 
process of law is followed  and  the 
ordinary conception of  law  is  not 
understood.  You  simply  send  a 
notice.  Somebody might have sign
ed  it.  Some  mischievous  person 
might get it signed  and  somebody 
would manoeuvre it  and  ultimately 
you say that the person must vacate 
the premises.  You are driving  out 
the person in this way.  This is too 
much.

For these reasons, I submit that the" 
new definition of ‘unauthorised occu
pation’ is what I call a  mischievous 
provision of law.  This is only for 
the benefit of the Government and it 
will only encourage  corruption  and 
nothing else.  It will do a good deal 
of harassment to the public at large 
and it will not help the people ex
cept that it may bring a bad name to 
the State.

Mr. Speaker: We are not discussing 
the whole Bill in general.  This is 
only an amending Bill. The scope is 
limited.

Shri U. M. Trivedi; I was humbly 
going to submit that the words ‘un
authorised  occupation’ have  been
defined in relation  to any  person
authorised to occupy any public pre
mises.  I think  the  hon.  Minister 
referred  to  the  judgment  of  the 
Bombay High Court in this  connec
tion.  I say that this  ‘unauthorised 
occupation’ is a very mischievous pro
vision of law.  With  the  powers
vested in the Government, once these 
word 5 ‘unauthorised occupation*  are 
mterpreteH in the manner suggested 
in the definition and are enlarged ta 
the extent suggested in this Bill, the 
provision runs like this:

In the Bill as it stands  now,  the 
provision runs like this:

“3 (b) that any person is in un
authorised occupation of any Gov
ernment premises/’
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There,  the  words  ‘unauthorised 
occupation’ were not defined.  The 
interpretation that has been put by 
the courts, and as you yourself as a 
lawyer may know, is to the effect 
that ûnauthorised occupation* means 
‘not  authorised’.  That  means,  the 
person concerned must  be  a  tres
passer, ab initio.  But here, it is not 
a question of a trespasser.

Mr. Speaker:  What does the hon.
Member suggest? If a man is allowed 
to occupy for a couple of months or 
three months or even, say, for a year, 
and then the Government  terminate 
the lease, is not the continued occu
pation an unauthorised  occupation? 
What else can be done in this matter? 
ah initio, it  may be all right for a 
timp.

Shri U. M. Trivedi: Yes; you know 
the law.  There is no doubt that he 
is in authoriser possession ab intio. 
But the question here is, they mxist 
follow a regular procedure  of  law. 
Do not stretch the meaning of ‘un
authorised’ or ‘authorised’.  If  you 
say that tenancy shall be terminated 
in a regular manner and  then  the 
person can be evicted, I would agree 
to that.  But, if you put the definition 
of ‘unauthorised occupation’  not  in 
the ordinary gramatical sense but in 
a sense which is quite different from 
what the term ordinarily means, and 
then, if you give the power to  the 
Government to evict the person just 
by giving 15 days’ notice by ordinary 
post—not even by registered  post—
I say that it  would  not be proper. 
Giving just a notice in  writing  will 
create mischief.  I submit  that  this 
thing must be guarded against.  The 
citizens of this country must be pro
tected against  such  mischief.  As 
legislators of this coimtry, we are in 
duty bound to protect the interests of 
the citizen-?.  'This power cannot be 
given to the Government since it will 
injure the interests of the public at 
large.

Mr. Speaker: Cannot rules be fram
ed to ensure that the person with
out proper notice ought not  to  bt 
evicted?

Shri U. M. Trivedi:  But  the  Act 
provides differently.  That is the diffi
culty.

Mr.  Speaker:  GtJvemment  must
have the right to determine the pro
cedure.

: The executive hafrShri K. BL
the powers.

Shri U. M. Trivedi; The executive 
authority has been  given  the  full 
rights.  That is what I say.  The Act 
says:

“the competent authority may, 
by notice served by post or other
wise, order that that  person  as 
well as any  other  person  who 
may be in occupation of the whole 
or any part of the premises, shall 
vacate them within fifteen days of 
the date of the service  of  the 
notice.”

So, if what you have suggeŝd is 
provided for, then we shall all agree. 
When Grovemment really  need Jthe 
premises, they should not be jeopar
dised in anyway, but, at  the  same 
time, in its attempt to get some pre
mises, it should not be high-handed or 
exercise arbitrary powers to  as  to* 
deprive the ordinary citizen  of the 
ordinary protection of law  that  is 
granted to him under  our  Consti
tution,

Shri D. C. Shanna  (Hoshiarpur): 
Can we not change that “shall” into- 
“will”?

Shri V. M. Trivedi: This is not like 
a professor taking a class here!

So, if we want to make an amend
ment, my humble submission would 
be this.  We should not just  focus 
our attention to Delhi alone and say 
that it will apply only to the State of 
Delhi for a particular purpose.  It 
wiU apply to the whole of India, and 
therefore, I would say that the l̂ect 
Committee has not done the proper 
thing in restricting it only  to  the 
Delhi people and the refugees.  Per
haps the Members of the Select Com
mittee were obsessed with the  idea 
that this would be applicable only to-
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the Delhi people and the  refugees.
But then the definition is an overall 
definition covering  the Government 
premises all over India and making 
them public  premises.  Tlius,  any 
house which  the Government  may 
requisition or lease will automatical
ly become public premises, and  the 
irony of fate will be that people all 
over India will be put to trouble  by 
this measure.

Shri N. B. Chowdhury  (Ghatal):
While moving the motion  for  con
sideration of the Bill as reported by 
the  Select  Committee,  the  hon.
Iffinister characterised  the Bill as a 
simple, short and innocuous one.  It 
is clear from the feelings already ex
pressed by the hon. Members that the 
Bill is not actually a simple and inno
cuous one but is a  Bill  of  serious 
, consequences to the people who are 
likely to be affected by it.
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Before I pass on to the considera
tion of the provisions of this Bill, I 
ôuld like to say a few words about 
the report of the Select Committee. 
From the report of the Chairman of 
the Select Committee, it appears that 
although  ̂ Bill was referred to the 
Committee on the  16th  November, 
1954, it took about eight months, and 
the report  was  submitted  to  this 
House on the 31st August, 1955.  Dur
ing this period, the Members of the 
Committee went to the various places 
in  Delhi.  They  went  to  the 
Jhandewalan area where the refugees 
have  colonised  themselves.  They 
went to the Delhi-Aj mere Gate area 
where the slums exist.  They saw the 
actual conditions and continued their 
deliberations for such a long time; 
still, I find that not a single word has 
l>een changed by the  Select  Com
mittee’s report  on  the Bill,  except 
two items, namely, ‘sixth year* and 
'‘1955’.  These are the two items which 
are underlined in the BiU as reports 
upon  by  the  Select  Committee. 
When there were so  many  eminent 
Members on the Select Committee and 
when they took such a long time, and

when they have actually seen to the 
conditions of the slums, we expected 
that they would  introduce  certain 
welcome changes.  Whenever a Bill 
is referred to the Select Committee 
and particularly when a Bill relates 
to  such  controversial  topics,  we 
naturally expect that the basic defects 
in the Bill should have been dealt 
with.  But unfortunately we have to 
regret that there is no such change, 
and apparently there is no statutory 
provision made in the Bill so as to 
allay the fears of the people who are 
likely to be affected by this measure. 
The scope of the definition has been 
expanded.  It has been said that as a 
result of the decisions of some courts, 
it was necessary to have this change 
and by using the words “public pre
mises”, they would now be in a posi
tion to effect summary  eviction  of 
persons without any notice.  As for 
the unauthorised occupation, the point 
has been very ably dealt with by the 
eminent lawyer  who  preceded  me 
aîd I need not dweU at length on it. 
The main thing here is human con
sideration.  Everybody would agree 
that there should  be  clearance  of 
slums and that our cities should  be 
planned better and be full of decent 
houses.  Even the people who  were 
living in the slums were certainly not 
happy.  Who would like to  live  in 
dirt and squalor?  Those people liv
ing there are trying to  clean  the 
slums.  It is not a question of  pre
venting decent houses springing up in 
place of these hovels; but,  it  is a 
question of life and death for these 
poor people who have been leading a 
miserable  existence  for  so  many 
years.

We are giving such wide powers to 
the Government  and  other  bodies 
like the  Delhi  Improvement  Trust. 
We know the history of the Delhi Im
provement Trust.  Whatever the hoa 
Health  Minister  may  say  in  ita 
defence, we have got the report of 
the Birla Committee; we know that 
for a petty amount lands were taken 
and huge profits were made by sell
ing them at  exorbitant  rates.  This
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is a matter of history on record and 
we cannot forget this.  Not only this; 
but we have also the recent experi
ence of how the Improvement Trust 
evicted the people and removed them 
to places so many miles away, thus 
depriving them of their  professions. 
When we are in possession of  these 
facts, how can the Government ex
pect U3 to accept the Bill as it is with
out certain amendments for removing 
the likely dangers for the people who 
will be affected?  So, instead of some 
vague assurance from |he  Minister 
which may not be  honoured,  there 
must be some statutory provision in 
the Bill itself.  Something has been 
Sciid about some advisory committee. 
We do not know its actual  composi
tion and the exact manner in which 
it will function; those  details  are 
not yet available.  We wanted  cer
tain information as to what actually 
has been done by way of providing 
alternate  accommodation  to  those 
people at  short distances,  so that 
they would be in a position to  eke 
their  livelihood;  but  those  details 
have not yet been supplied  to  the 
satisfaction of this House. Under these 
circumstances, we will not be in  a 
position to accept this BUI as it is.

There are certain areas such as the 
Jamna Bazar, Ajmere Gate etc.,  to 
which reference has been made, and 
where the conditions of the  people 
are very miserable.  Unless  Govern
ment take sufficient precautions  by 
way of providing alternate accommo
dation at places from which they can 
come to the tity and carry on their 
professional work, they would be in 
a very great difficulty.  So, we must 
be sure that actually steps would be 
taken to see to it that these people 
are not thrown into the streets.  We 
must rememt>er that these people— 
the artisans, the  cobblers  and  the 
masons—were responsible for build
ing this city.  It was the masons who 
built the places brick by brick. Now, 
when we are  going  to  have  sky
scrapers and  magnificient  buildings 
in the city,  when the  Government 
has annoimced a socialist pattern  of 
society as its goal, how is it that they

now bring forward legal arguments? 
The hon. Minister stands up and says 
these people were occupying certain 
houses rather illegally; originally they 
were squatting on those places and 
all that sort of thing.  My submis
sion is that the question must be con
sidered in a different way.  Those 
people were rendering useful service 
to the dwellers of the city, but they 
had no  houses, because  the  lands 
were all grabbed by a few i>eople in 
the city.  Under those conditions, they 
were forced to occupy those  places. 
You must take into consideration the 
himian aspects of the problem.  When 
you announce to the world that you 
are going to work  for  a  socialist 
pattern of society, certainly the res
ponsibility devolves on you to see that 
those people are not summarily evict-, 
ed, as provided here.

Power is sought to be given to the 
Delhi Improvement Trust  and  any 
other body which may be constituted. 
It heis already been pointed out that 
the provisions of the Act do not apply 
to Delhi alone, but to other places as 
well.  I see the hon.  Minister shak
ing his head.  I may  inform  the 
House that trouble has arisen  not 
only in Delhi, but in Calcutta also. 
In Calcutta they wanted  to  remove 
some slums in a  reckless  manner; 
but the people resisted and ultimate
ly it had to be postponed for some 
time.  Although we  welcome  slimi 
clearance and the provisions in  the 
second Five Year Plan in this regard, 
we must not make a beginning like 
this.  This is not the way  in  which 
the work is to be started.  If there is 
to be real town-planning and if decent 
hoiases are to be buUt in cities and 
towns, certainly we have to do it in a 
human way and in a more sjonpathetic 
way, keeping all these things in mind.

So far as Delhi is concerned, the 
Government would do weU to consti
tute a Central authority of their own 
and not rely on a  body  like  the 
Delhi  Improvement  Trust.  They 
should themselves undertake the re.s- 
ponsibility of developing  the  city, 
clearing the slums and building new 
houses.  At the same time, Govern-
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ment should give an assurance to the 
people who will be affected that they 
would be allowed to come back and 
live in those houses later on.  For 
the time being, they may be iMrovid- 
ed with alternate accommodation and 
conditions should be created in whidi 
they may not find any difficulty in . 
earning their livelihood.  Only after 
such an arrangement  is  made  and 
some amendment to this Bill is  ac
cepted whereby some statutory provi
sion would be made with regard  to 
the procedure by which any change 
will be made or people will be pro
vided alternate  accommodation  ac
cording to the due processes of  law, 
we can agree to this measure.  Other
wise, as the Bill stands today, it is 
not acceptable and as such  we  are 
opposed to this Bill.

THT *. W

fRT   ̂ f%

IF fer  ̂ I ̂

 ̂  ̂wr ̂

W  *TT  I;  ^
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 ̂ ^

I I

 ̂ tr?nf̂ (gmr 5TTf̂-
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t TO5T ^  5R   ̂̂

 ̂ ^  ̂  ̂  'fkn' ̂ I
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4 lH>  q?t gnW,

 ̂ I I
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 ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂  fV
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TRfhrftiyFT msTTfr) 1̂ -ftrr



f I

4070 Government Premises  22 AUGUST 1956 (Eviction) Amendment 4080
 ̂' Bill

?nfy  ̂ %

m # 3̂̂  ,̂ftfT  ̂ w  t I  # 

sqrr̂ ’tt
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TRV*rn̂ 3Rrf  ^ rsMk̂id

# 5ptf   ̂ frot I 

 ̂tWTT I

Ht̂T 3rf%?I ifH t  ̂  ̂ t̂)®h

 ̂ f̂TTPTT,

?TTfex,̂ h «̂t>iO  r̂rf >nf f i

 ̂  # 4)'<HT̂i

 ̂fJT W#t ^ ̂  WK

 ̂ ̂ T̂̂  ̂Tfn" I vr̂  ^

^

OTt  ^ ̂   mq¥Y ̂ cTW

qr (̂TTOTÔ ̂ w%)
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'ajŵn  I

^ r̂? r̂?rfv «ff I
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Mr. Speaker: I think  we will  be 
able to finish it in an hotir.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: lliis 
will take more time as it is  a  con
troversial subject.

Mr. Speaker: I have heard almost 
all members except Pandit Bhargava.
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Pandit Thakur  Das  Bhargrava:  I
have spoken on this matter twice be
fore.  I will take more than an hour. 
I will give you full facts and I will 
not repeat what others have said.

Mir. Speaker: The v̂ry fact that he 
has taken two hours indicates that he 
will not take much time now.

Shri D. C. Sharma: Others also want 
to speak.

Mr. Speaker: Then we must  have 
six hours for this.

Sardar Swaran Sinirh: Some mem
bers, on this side also want to speak.

Mr. Speako*: I am allowing every 
hon. Member to speak.  But if every 
hon. Member takes more than 10—15 
minutes, I will have  to  allot  ten 
hours.  But I do not want to hustle 
any hon. Member.  This is a  beaten 
track and again and again reference 
is made to the  same  thing.  Only 
three or four more members are in
terested in this matter.

Shri  M.  K.  Moitra  (Calcutta— 
North-West): An hon. Membei* of this 
House has opposed the granting of 
wide powers to the Government or the 
Delhi Improvement Trust fqr ejecting 
people.  He has suggested  that  the 
law should take its own course.  But 
when law is allowed to take its own 
course, it must follow certain princi

ples.  Here I have got  the  Second 
Five Year Plan where principles for 
clearing slums have been laid  down. 
These  principles  clearly  state  as 
follows—(it is mentioned on page 562 
of the book)—

“The scheme is based on  two 
main principles.  The first princi
ple is that there .should  be  the 
minimum  dislocation  of  slum 
dwellers and the effort should be 
to rehouse them as far as possible 
at or near the existing sites  of 
slums so that they may  not  be 
uprooted from their fields of em
ployment.  The second principle 
is that in order to  keep  rents 
within the paying capacity of the 
slum dwellers, greater emphasis 
should be  on the  provision  of 
minimum standards of  environ
mental hygiene and es,sential civic 
amenities rather than on, the con
struction of elaborate structures.” 
These are the principles that have 
been laid down. '

Mr. Speaker: As it is six  o’clock 
now, the hon. Member can  continue 
his speech tomorrow.

6 P.M.

The Lok Sabha then adjourned till 
Eleven of the Clock on Thursday, the 
23rd August, 1956.




