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to suggest that we need not think 
of now changing that provision of the 
Act.

With regard to tenure also, our pro
posal is that the tenure of these 
Members who will be elected by the 
Parliament should be coterminous 
with their membership of the House 
from which they have been elected. 
That is not a very unusual thing. And 
with regard to the proposal to restrict 
their membership to three years or 
five years, or whatever it may be, I 
do not see any strong reason to accept 
that amendment In fact, as I said 
yesterday, the Committee on Sub
ordinate Legislation, in their report 
to the House in 1957, have suggested 
that these Members may be elected 
by both the Houses and that their 
terms may be coterminous with their 
membership of the House from which 
they have been elected^ It is in acc
ordance with that recommendation 
that we have brought forward this 
proposal.

In view of all this I hope the 
amendments will not be pressed and 
the House w ill be pleased to take up 
the Bill for consideration as it has 
been placed before the House.

Mr. Speaker: The question is:

‘"That the Bill to amend the 
Rajghat Samadhi Act, 1951, be 
taken into consideration.”

The motum was adopted

Mr. Speaker: Now we shall proceed 
with the clause-by-clause considera
tion. Hon. Members who have tabled 
amendments may say if  they are pres
sing Any o f their amendments.

Shri Nath Pal: They are not here.

Mr. Speaker: None. Very well.

The question is:
“That clause 2 stand part of the 

BUI".

The motion to as adopted

Clause 2 was added to the Bill.

Clause 3 u>«* added to the Bill.

Clause 1, the Enacting Formula and 
the Title were added to the SHI.

Shri K. C. Reddy: Sir, 1 beg to
move;

“That the Bill be passed".

Mr. Speaker: The question is:

“That the Bill be passed” .

The motion was adopted

12.59 bn.

PUBLIC PREMISES (EVICTION OF 
UNAUTHORISED OCCUPANTS) 

B ILL

Mr. Speaker: The House will now 
take up the Public Premises (Evic
tion of Unauthorised Occupants) Bill, 
1958, as passed by Rajya Sabha.

As the House is aware, five hours 
have been allotted for all the stages 
of the Bill I  would like to take the 
sense of the House as to how these 
five hours should be distributed 
among the various stages of the Bill.

Shri Nanshir Bharneba (East Khan
desh): There are 55 amendments.

Mr. Speaker: What time would the 
hon Member suggest?

Shri Naoahlr Bharacha: I  would 
suggest four hours for the general 
consideration and two hours for the 
clause-by-clause consideration.

Mr. Speaker: There are only five
hours.

Shri Nanshir Bharucha: It is with
in your discretion to give more tine
I suggest four hours for the general 
discussion and two hours for the 
clause-by-clause discussion. You may 
take one hour mote at the discretion 
of the Chair.

Mr. 8pesker: Only five hours have 
been allotted.
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Shri Naishir Blwrweht: It U with
in the discretion of the Choir to ex
tend the time.

SW, Speaker: The discretion is to 
extend it by one hour* But he says 
five plus one plus one.

Shstawti Sachet* itripalani (New 
Delhi): The suggestion is that within 
your discretion you may extend it by 
one hour.

Paadlt Thakar D u  Bhargava
(Hissar): I f  there are six hours T sug
gest that four hours may be given for 
the general discussion and two hours 
for the clause-by-clause reading. But 
if there are only five hours then let 
it be three hours and two hours— 
because there are fifty-five amend
ments.

Mr. Speaker: I understand. Clause- 
by-ciause consideration would require 
two hours inasmuch as there are fifty- 
five amendments. The suggestion is 
that the general discussion may be 
restricted to three hours or extended 
by one more hour, as necessity may 
arise. I f  I find a number of hon. 
Members 1 shall certainly extend the 
time.

13 bn.
The Deputy Minister of Works, 

Homing and Supply (Shri Anil K. 
Chanda): Sir, I beg to move:

“That the Bill to provide for 
the eviction of unauthorised 
occupants from public premises 
and for certain incidental mat

ters, as passed by Rajya Sabha, be 
taken into consideration."

Sir, when my senior colleague, Shri 
Reddy, brought this Bill for the first 
time before this House in the month 
of March 1958 we had a fairly long 
discussion on the general pinciples of 
this Bill. Therefore, Sir, it is not 
necessary for me to go at great length 
into the general aspects of this Bill. 
We had also in the preliminary stage 
given statistics with regard to squat
ting which has taken place in an un
authorised manner on government 
lands.

{Eviction of un~ 4730 
out homed Occupants)

Bill
Briefly speaking, Sir, there are four 

very important basic reasons which 
make it necessary for us to come 
before Parliament seeking legislative 
powers for quick and speedy eviction 
of unauthorised squatters from Gov
ernment lands and premises. Sir, 
squatting has taken place on a very 
large scale on Government lands, 
whatever be the reasons for it. Here 
in passing I may mention that all 
squatters are not refugees or displaced 
persona either from the East or from 
the West. Recent statistics prove 
that in Delhi nearly 50 per cent of the 
squatters are not displaced persons.

S.milarly, Sir, the Rehabilitation 
Ministry informs us that of the 
thousands who squat m Sealdah 
Station nearly 45 per cent are not re
fugees

Secondly, there is immediate need 
for Government to get back posses
sion of those lands, because various 
important development projects are 
being held up, in Delhi particularly. 
For instance, I can mention her® the 
case of the Ring Road which, as you 
know, is being constructed all round 
Delhi for better facility of communi
cation with the city from outside. 
Construction of a part of the Ring 
Road is being held up because squat
ters who are in possession of the land 
through which this road is to be 
constructed refuse to move out Simi
larly. from the Delhi Administration 
we have received an alarming report 
that very important development pro
jects, construction of schools, laying 
down of parks, vaccination centres, 
etc., cannot be proceeded with because 
the land happens to be in unauthor
ised occupation of the squatters. I 
believe, Sir, nearly 357 acres of narul 
lands are in possession of these
squatters who number well over
11 ,000.

Of course, there is the ordinary 
process of law—the ordinary laws, to 
which we could have taken recourse, 
and sought their eviction. But as it is 
well known it takes a very long
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period. There is a very cumbrous—it 
I may say so—judicial process to be 
gone through and then on the top ot 
that there are the appellate courts 
and you will never know when the 
final decision may be available But 
these lands and premises are very 
urgently needed. In fact, they are 
very urgently needed sometimes in 
the interest of the squatters them
selves. The Pur ana Quila had been 
squatted upon by a very large 
number of refugees from West Pakis
tan for a number of years

Shrtmati Sachet* Krlpatanl- They 
never squatted Government put 
them there

Shri Anil K. Clumda: We have
built tenements and we have provided 
lands for these squatters to move out 
But before these people could move 
out another set of squatters have 
come and squatted over there. with 
the result that Puma Quila remains 
in much the same condition as it was 
before

Similarly, with regard to Sarai 
Rohilla, there also we have provided 
alternative accommodation and sites 
for the squatters, but another set of 
squatters have taken possession and 
they refuse to move out Similarly, 
with regard to auctioned evacuee 
properties, as soon as notice is given 
and sometimes even before that, these 
people go and occupy those house') 
with the result that we cannot give 
vacant possession to the people who 
have purchased those lands and 
properties in auction

Therefore, some speedy and quick 
method of evicting these squatters is 
needed Government have special 
powers from the beginning of the last 
Great War There have been various 
enactments and ordinances which per
mitted Government to get people 
evicted normally But the Act which 
we seek to amend by the present Bill 
met with certain difficulties, because 
there were three High Court decisions 
which held that this Act contravened

certain provision* of our Constitution. 
The Calcutta and Punjab High Courts 
held the view'that it violated article 
19(1) ( f )  of our Constitution because 
under the Act tohich we are seeking 
to amend practically all powers for 
eviction were vested in an officer who 
was quite an Indefinite person known 
as the “competent authority” and he 
could, bluntly speaking, quite In  an 
arbitrary manner evict somebody 
who, in his opinion, was an unauthor
ised occupant of government land.

The Bill that we had first presented 
to the House, m our view, met with 
the objections which were raised in 
the Calcutta and the Punjab High 
Court judgments, In the process of 
discussion in the Select Committee 
further liberalisation has taken place 
Now there is the Estate Officer In the 
place of the “competent authority" 
and this Estate Officer is a gazetted 
officer of the Government of India He 
has to give notice, he has to hear 
what the other party has to *ay The 
other party can produce evidence 
After hearing the evidence the Estate 
Officer gives his decision and then 
also we have provided m this Bill a 
judicial review by the Dutrict Judge 
of the locality or a judicial officer of 
ten years’ standing nominated by the 
District Judge, as the case may be 
Therefore, Sir, anybody who would 
closely look into the provisions of this 
amending Bill will find all the objec
tions. defects, which are mentioned 
by the Calcutta and the Punjab High 
Courts, have been very fully met

Then remains the judgment of the 
Allahabad High Court which held the 
view that it contravened article 14 of 
our Constitution, the equality clause It 
was making a sort of discrimination 
m treatment between people who 
were tenants of, let us say, properties 
owned by private persons and the 
people who were tenants o t Govern- 
mjsnt properties Now, as I  went 
through the first debate in this Bouse 
as well as in the other House, I 
thought there was a miscooc*pM°n
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with ,.._4 to the.. j~ dellftr
.. b11M Ali.habed Hi&h Comt. The 
"DMwd Bt&h Court it.ell sald that 
u.er. could be valid reuoaa ft/Ir aome 
IOrt of a dilcrimlnation in treatment 
end tbue ba allO beeh a Supreme 
Court Judlznent to that etrect.. Di•· 
criminat.ion in the ~ at difterence 
in trabnent of c:itizen1 la allowed 
provided there w a raUonal rea1on 
bebincl It and there 11 a n..x111 bet· 
ween the purpose to be 1erved and 
the dlacrisntnat.ion. 

The points men&ned by the 
Allahabad Hilb Court in their Judg
JDlllt were pracUcally the same u 
enumerated in the Calcutta judgment, 
N., everythina ii left to the aubjcc· 
tive judgment of a person known as 
the competent authority . Now we 
have specifically mentioned lbat that 
competent authority u; going to be 
the Ertatc Ol!lcer. We have provided 
a rigid drill throuah which the 
E1tate 01'1\cer has to proceed before 
be can really evict a person .Above 
all, we have providt.-d for a judkial 
revu:w of his decision . We think that 
aati3factorily meets thl' d ifficulties 
mentioned in the Allahabad Judgment. 
We had the advantage of the legal 
opinion ot tht: Solic ·tor-Gt·n~ral who 
&pp('ared b«,fore the Select Committee 
at the specific rPquest of certain 
DlenbeTs or the committee and he !'aid 
that ~o far as he undentood th4.' law, 
he was certain that it met very well 
11'1~ d· fficulti~ which fhe Allahabad 
Riih Court had enumerated in their 
judgment. This is with regard to the 
i.gal aspect. 

I am now coming to the amend· 
ments, numbering !>5, which have been 
tabled. Really spealtfn(. they fall 
und~ three or four categories. A 
vast number of them are m n1ard to 
evlcUon of Harijans and Scheduled 
Cutea people and ~e J>OOr people 
who have squa«M on Government 
luds forced b)' circumstances. The 
4(UeStlon of Harijans and Scheduled 
C-. peopl• should not be mixed uf> 
... the q\&eftion of eviction or 

~ Ocftlpants) 
BCU 

squatter1 on Govemment properties. 
'nie Government are fully aware of 
the dtmculties which our Hari)aD and 
Scheduled c..tes brethren da·ly ex
perience. Society hu dealt with tbeH 
people very har1hly for centur\fl and 
certainly nobody can accuse our Gov· 
emment or having been unmindful to 
the 1pecial needa of thoae unfortunate 
people. Vast !IWDI h.ad been • placed 
at their disposal and d :ft'ercnt orpn.1-
Ation:i had been created in ihe GoT· 
emment-both Central and Stat&-to 
look after the need~ of the Harijans, 
Scheduled Castes. Sdleduled Tribes 
and so on. Similarly with regard to 
the diFpla~ persons. I have gone 
through the flgures 1upplied b)' the 
Rehabilitation M.imstry and l ftnd 
that hundreds of crores of rupees 
have been spent on 11\e rehabilitation 
of refuRce<1. So, 1t would not really 
be proper for hon. Members of UUa 
House to chast:se us, saying "you are 
aolng to throw out people who have 
already been thrown out once from 
their homeland, only becal16e they 
have ~quatted on Government lands". 
We have tried t.o deal wath them as 
h umanely as possible. The very fact 
that even today thousands of people 
are sq uatting on Government Janda is 
enough proof that Government do not 
evict these people out of the areas 
where they have squatted only 
because they happen to be squattinc 
on Government land. We have been 
ev lctinc from Government land& only 
after we have made the best pouible 
anangcment~they may not be qwt.e 
adequate-for alternative accommoda
tion for those people. 

Therefore. it would not be proper 
to brlna ln the question of the SJ)f!cial 
cue of Har!jans and Scheduled Castes 
people, displa~ed persons ar people 
encased in constn1ct1on labour, with 
regard to this particular Bill. Jt hon. 
Members say that Government should 
•~od more and take certain other 
eteps which would e.nsure a 'better 
11.te to these unlortunate bttthren at 
our.. 1 !hall ~rtainly be with them. 

Quite a number of the amendmenta 
refer to t~ £state <>mcer alao. In 
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the Select Committee also, we were 
asked to mention specifically in the 
Bill Itself that the Estate Officer 
would be either a judicial officer or an 
officer who has had legal training. 
Unfortunately, it may not always be 
possible for us to do so, because the 
post of Estate Officer is not being 
specially created to satisfy the needs 
of this. Bill. In various States. Estate 
Officers are already there, functioning 
more or less as managers of Govern
ment properties and estates. It is only 
with regard to the eviction of squat- 
ters that this additional responsibility 
is being thrown on the Estate Officer 
The Estate Officer is a responsible 
officer of the Government and there
fore, it is expected that he w ill act in 
a manner which will meet with the 
full legal requirements of the 
situation.

Another practical difficulty has been 
that qu-te a large number of proper
ties which have been squatted upon 
are defence lands and the Defence 
Ministry tell us that it is impossible 
for them to find always officers who 
have had legal training. But m our 
own interest, we will try to post only 
those people as Estate Officers who 
have a legal training or a judicial 
training.

So far as the question of legal titl? 
of these lands is concerned, we will 
by executive directive, instruct the 
Estate Officer that wherever the legal 
title to property is involved, he 
should not proceed in the manner 
prescribed in this Act

I  now come to the most difficult pro
blem The largest number of amend
ments have been given notice of with 
regard to what are known as the 
Gadgil assurances. You may recol
lect that when the Bill was first 
brought before the House, the then 
Minister for Works. Power and Sup
ply, Shri Gadgil, had given certain 
assurances. Those assurances do 
not cover any and every squatter; 
they do not cover any and every dis

placed person. He said that If it It 
proved that a squatter is a ditplaoed 
person and he has been ’in occupation 
of Government property before th« 
19th August, 1950, certain special 
facilities will be given to him befor* 
he is evicted out. I f  he is a displaced 
person and squatter on Government 
lands between 16th August, 1950 and 
31st December, 1950, he would ba 
given three months notice before he Is 
asked to vacate. With regard to all 
other squatters, whether they are dis
placed persons or belonging to any 
other category, they would be sum
marily ejected from Government 
lands In connection with that assur
ance, Shri Gadgil had said that there 
would be a consultative committee 
and there will be representatives of 
various interests in that committee. A 
sector-wise plan would be created and 
the squatters covered by the Gadgil 
assurance would be asked to move out 
only when alternative sites had been 
prepared and for the destruction of 
the hutments, etc. that they might 
have built, some sort of ex gratia pay
ment—not compensation, as he made 
it very clear—would be paid by the 
Government, because Government are 
fully aware of the difficulties of those 
people and do not like to add to their 
miseries

The second Assurance* Committee 
of this House went into the question 
as to how far the assurances had been 
implemented My hon friend, Shri- 
mati Sucheta Kripalani, I  believe, 
was the Chairman of that committee 
They were not satis-fled with the 
manner in which the assurances had 
been implemented, and they gave 
certain directives as to how the Gov
ernment should proceed in the imple
mentation of the Gadgil assurances

13.19 hrs. 

[Mr. Dkputy-Spsak**  in the Chair] 

In the Select Committee also. In the 
dissenting note given by Shrimati 
Sucheta Kripalani and several others,
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they have been harsh enough to «ay—
I  think it w u  even incorrect—that 
these were merely pious wishes in the 
sense that they have not been worked 
upon and possibly Government did 
not intend working upon them. Cer
tain other Members of' the Rajya 
Sabha had said that a specific assur
ance should again be given that the 
Gadgil assurances would be imple
mented by this Government, even after 
the passage of this Bill. We have 
given that assurance. Now, after the 
report of the Second Assurances Com
mittee was received by our Ministry, 
We prepared a detailed note about the 
working of the implementation of the 
Gadgil assurance, and that note is 
before the House; it was laid on the 
Table of the House. Later on, the 
third Assurances Committee categori
cally gave us a certificate that the 
assurances given by Shri Gadgil have 
been faithfully carried out. I, there
fore, fail to understand how Shrimati 
Kripalani sticks to her second report 
of the Assurances Committee, com
pletely ignoring the third report, 
which has given us a good certificate.

Shrimati Sncheta Kripalani: I
have not spoken yet

Shri Anil K. Chanda: A large num
ber of squatters were covered by the 
Gadgil assurance. I believe their 
number runs into several thousands. 
We have categorically stated in the 
other House, and we repeat it here, 
that the Gadgil assurances would be 
implemented in letter and spirit as 
they were made by the then Minister 
when he piloted the first Bill. There 
w ill be an advisory committee and a 
sector-wise plan will be prepared. But 
do not ask us to solve the problem in 
a day. Several thousands of people 
are Involved and I am told that the 
development of the land where they 
would have to move will cost us 
about Ra. 5 crores. Naturally, a lot 
of time would also be needed. There
fore, we cannot solve this problem In 
a day; it will take some time. It will 
take some more time before all these • 
squatters who are covered by the 
Gadgil assurance could be given 
182 L.SD.—S.

alternative sites and ex gratia pay
ments for moving from where they 
are squatting today. I do not think at 
this stage I need add anything more.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Motion moved:

"That the Bill to provide for 
the eviction of unauthorised occu
pants from public premises and 
for certain incidental matters, as 
passed by Rajya Sabha, be taken 
into consideration.”

3TVT TlfT HTiTW (fffTTT) : 
3Ri* tftar si?*.........
Shri Anil K. Chanda: In English

please. I am sure he will do it. 
Important points may be raised by 
him Further, he speaks in English 
most eioquently.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: I
ought to have requested him to speak 
m Hindi All the same, since I forgot,
I will not take advantage of it and 
will speak in English according to his 
direction

Shri Anil K. Chanda: “Request" not
"direction” .

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: This
Bill has a chequered history and the 
predecessor to this Bill, when it came 
before the House, was discussed in an 
atmosphere which was then charged 
with excitement. Now after all these 
long years, this Bill has come to this 
House under more favourable circum
stances.

Shrimati Sueheta Kripalani: You
are right.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: I
remember, when Shri Gadgil brought 
a similar Bill, he said in this House 
that the Bill was a small measure, 
which would take an hour or so. At 
that time, I also spoke and I almost 
took about three hours, and other 
Members also spoke on it, and instead 
of one hour about thirteen months 
were taken for the passing of the 
Bill.
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Mr. Depaty-Speaker: I am sure, the 

hon. Member is not taking as much 
time today.

Sbrimatl Sachets Kripalani: But
we want enough time.

Pandit Thakur Das Bharjfava: I am
not taking that much of time. I am 
only suggesting that, as a matter of 
fact, the time allotted is not really 
sufficient and, therefore, the hon. 
Speaker has been pleased to say that 
he will consider whether it should be 
extended at least by one hour. Be that 
as it may, the hon. Minister has just 
spoken about Gadgil's assurance. I 
did not want to speak about it at this 
stage, but since that is the last thing 
that he spoke about, I will take it up 
first.

Those assurances were given at a 
time and in an atmospherr when the 
refugee question was not so much 
settled as it is now. There is no doubt 
about it. But, at the same timi\ assur
ances were given in a solemn manner, 
and I am very glad that the hon. 
Minister has not repudiated them. 
They have been repudiated in practice 
very much, and this is not the first 
lime that I am speaking about them. 
I have spoken about those assurances 
very many times before and I had 
occasion to show that, as a matter of 
fact, the assurances which were given 
weft violated in spirit as well as in 
letter. Even some of the Ministries 
wrote to the Committee on Assurances 
they did not know what the assur
ances were. Ultimately, when the 
matter went before the Assurances 
Committee— the Second Report of the 
Assurances Committee will bear testi
mony to that fact—evidence was led 
before the Assurances Committee that 
those assurances were not kept. My 
hon. friend has spoken about the third 
report also. May I humbly tell him 
that the fourth report is in the offing?

These refugees have applied to the 
Assurances Committee of today that 
the assurances have not been imple
mented and that the third report, they 
say—I cannot vouchsafe for that—is 
one-sided and is not correct.

II my hon. friend would kindly look 
into the assurances, he will come to 
the conclusion that the assurances at* 
continuing ones and therefore, as be 
has suggested, i f  all the assurances 
were to be made effective, it would 
require about Rs. 8 crores. He has 
suggested that. He has also said that, 
as a matter of fact, even if  the money 
was available, the Government will 
take a long time to implement them. 
If it would take a long time, may I 
ask him why he said that the third 
report says that the assurances have 
been implemented? From his own 
speech it is quite clear that the assur
ances have not been so far imple
mented and they require, according to 
him, a fund of Rs. 5 crores and at 
least five years. He has not specified 
the time. He says "in course of time” . 
Be that as it may, I stand here to 
show that, as a matter of fact, those 
assurances have been broken in spirit 
as well as in letter, more often than 
they have been observed.

One of the assurances was that in 
regard to such buildings as were con
structed. they will be allowed to stand 
and they will not be demolished, pro
vided they stood the test of the 
municipal rules etc. Somebody would 
go into the question and on "no profit; 
no loss” basis, first of all find out the 
value of the land underneath the 
structure, and after that they will 
regularise it. Now seven or eight 
years have gone by. We have request
ed the Municipal Commissioner; we 
have requested those Committees 
which were functioning. We have 
asked even the Chief Commissioner to 
go to the spot and ask the authorities 
concerned to inspect and put some 
value on them. Yet, I am very sorry 
to say, that all those houses in Ahata 
Kedara and other places are still stand
ing without the land beneath being 
valued so far. Their value has not 
been appraised and we have not been 
asked to pay the amount We were 
agreeable to pay the amount and we 
.will agree to pay the amount. But 
nobody has yet regularised those con
structions, and we are in Jeopardy and
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action la balng taken against us under 
the Act.

Now, suppose a notice is given by 
the estate officer today* in regard to 
those buildings The assurance given 
to this House stands, as Shri Gadgil 
said and as has come out from the 
mouth of the hon Minister who has 
just spoken But the house will be 
demolished But we have instances 
where houses worth as much as 
Hs 40,000 were demolished and people 
were sent at dead of night with all 
their bag and baggage in a lorry to a 
jungle It was said that alternative 
accommodation was being given It 
was nothing but a piece of vacant 
land And this has been done before 
our very eyes Even an adjournment 
motion was moved m this House once 
and I have Btated in this House very 
many times, as also other hon Mem
bers that this is what is happening 
and this is likely to happen as a result 
of this law even if there is a provi
sion for alternative accommodation

Some of those persons affected by 
these Gadgil assurances went to the 
High Court, and the High Court said’ 
the^e a°surances do not constitute a 
legal basis for the High Court to take 
action, because they are not to be 
found in the Act Now my hon friend 
has again repeated that assurance I 
congratulate him for repeating that 
assurance and I hope that during his 
tenure of office the assurances will 
certainly be upheld and followed 
But, at the same time, I am constrained 
to say that Shri Gadgil spoke in the 
same stiain and now his si ccessor is 
also speaking in the same strain 
These refugees and these displaced 
persons underwent all the sufferings 
that could be imagined from the acts 
of those who were subordinate to him

Shri Anil K. Chanda: Sir, could 
I ask the hon Member a question* 
Suppose this Act were not there, could 
we not have proceeded against these 
squatters under the ordinary law of. 
the land’  What would have been the 
position of these squatters if we had

done that, except for the time ele
ment’

Shrtmati 8ncheta Kripalani: Follow 
the ordinary law of the land

Pandit Thakur Das Bh&rgava: I
understand that my hon friend is 
taking away what he has given The 
Estate Officer is subordinate t& this 
Government As long as the assur
ances stand the Estate Officer will not 
have the heart to go against the assur
ances and a honest Government like 
ours will not allow him to go against 
them

Shri Anil K. Chanda: The hon
Member has not understood my ques
tion What I want to know is this 
suppose from th> very beginning this 
law was not there and they were 
squatting on Government land, had 
not the Government a l“ gal right to 
get it cleared’

Pandit Thaknr Das Bhargava: I am
very glad that this question has been 
asked The question is> not new The 
question has been asked in these 
rulirgs w hich I hold in my hand—the 
Calcu’ ta Delhi and Punjab rulings. 
My hon friend sajb that if there were 
no la.>, how we would have proceeded 
You would have proceeded like an 
ordinary citizen in the land You 
would have filed a suit in the civil 
court In the ci\i! courts what would 
have happened'’ A il my defences 
were th”re and I would have succeed
ed against \ou It is your own officers 
and th»* Minister, Shri Mohan Lalji 
and tht> Deput> Commissioner and the 
Chief Commissioner who encouraged 
these people to construct these build* 
mgs In 1947 and 1948 they asked 
them to put up these buildings and 
encouraged them Now you come and 
say, Take away these buildings” and 
demolish them All these advantages 
are not open to me in this Even your 
assurance will not be open to me in 
this as \ou have not seen it fit to put 
a clause here enacting those assur
ances But you are afraid of your 
own asburances You do not want to 
uphold them As a matter o f fact.
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you say in words which you never 
effect in practice. Excuse me i f  I  am 
making a statement which is too 
strong, but this is my experience and 
I have seen day after day people 
coming to us.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The hon.
Minister should not be so near to him. 
It will be better if he passes through 
me.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: My
own apprehension is that even if it 
goes direct or goes through you, it 
will be ineffective. So there is no 
chance of his being affected by what 
I am saying.

Anyhow, I was submitting that it 
would have been much better if these 
assurances were enacted in this Bill. 
As my hon. friend has said, he has 
got sympathy with the displaced per
sons. I do not doubt it. Every right- 
minded person has got sympathy with 
displaced persons. As a matter of fact, 
it is on account of their sacrifice that 
we have got this freedom. My hon. 
friend has asked me, ’The assurances 
are there. What would happen if this 
Act were not there” ? As I said, if 
the Act was not there nobody would 
touch us and if the Act is there nobody 
can protect us. We went to the High 
Court to get protection and yet what 
did we get? The High Court said 
that the assurances are of no legal 
value. So, these assurances are of no 
legal value and there are none so far 
as the High Court is concerned. I 
accept that statement. But so far as 
the Government is concerned, it is the 
very basis of good administration of 
this land. If the assurances of a 
Minister are not worth the paper on 
which they are written, it will be a 
bad day for India. Therefore I am 
submitting to keep up your prestige 
and your honour, we want that in the 
Bill itself it may be enacted that these 
assurances stand.

Shri Anil K. Chanda: Does the hon. 
Member completely ignore the Third 
Report of the Assurances Committee?'

am

Pandit Thakur Dm  Bhargava: In
fact, I am very sorry ray hon. friend 
had gone out when I dealt with the 
Third Report of the Assurances Com
mittee. I f  the hon. Deputy-Speaker 
gives me much more time, I w ill repeat 
those arguments. I will quote my hon. 
friend himself. I w ill prove that the 
statement of the hon. Minister saya 
that the Third Report of the Assur
ances Committee has no legal exist
ence as it is an ex parte report and the 
refugees were not heard before it waa 
made. The Fourth Report is in the 
offing. They have complained that 
it is a continuing thing. You can
not have any sort of a report to the 
effect that assurances have been 
implemented when, according to you, 
it will take five years and it will need 
Rs. 5 crores to implement these assur
ances. Your own statements are a 
standing reply to the Third Report.

Now, I was submitting that all these 
amendments are emanating from all 
sides of the House. Members belong 
to all the parties. The consensus of 
opinion is that these amendments be 
made. Now, certainly the hon. 
Minister will not be respecting this 
House, if he stands up and says, "I 
do not accept these amendments”, 
it is possible people may give 
a vote but then if he really wants 
to do the right thing, I will request 
him to just appreciate the feelings of 
the hon. Members of this House, who 
in a large number have given notices 
of amendments. This is the declared 
wish of the House. I hope the hon. 
Minister will see that these wishes of 
the House are carried out.

Again, the hon. Minister said that 
people were squatting in Serai Rohilla 
and some other places. He spoke of 
Sealdah also. I do not know how 
could that be relevant so far as this 
Bill is concerned. This Bill is not an 
all-India measure.

Shri Anil K. Chanda: It is.

Shri Jaganatha Rao (Koraput): Yes,
it is.
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Pandit Thakur D u  B h tr im : May
I request him to kindly read the defini
tion of public premises.

Shri Anil K. Chanda:. It extends to 
the whole of India.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: I
know that. But I say that is wrong. 
The words are:

“public premises means any pre
mises belonging to, or taken on 
lease or requisitioned by, or on 
behalf of, the Central Govern
ment;”

If it ended here it will be all right, 
but it says further:

“ ___and, in relation to the
Union territory of Delhi...... ”

Therefore it means that the public 
premises at Sealdah are not included 
in the Bill.

Shri Mahanty (Dhenkanal): They
are.

Shri Jaganatha Rao: They come
under the first clause.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: It is
not a public premises according to this 
definition. Sealdah station is not a 
public premises according to this 
definition. If you extend it to the 
whole of America, I have no objec
tion provided public premises means 
what it means. Public premises can 
exist only in the Union territory of 
Delhi and nowhere else.

Shri K. C. Reddy: No, no.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: I
would like to be enlightened.

Shri Anil K. Chanda: As far as we
understand—of course, I am not a 
lawyer—it says in clause 1(2) that it 
extends to the whole of India. Then 
clause 2 says:

“public premises means any pre
mises belonging to, or taken on 
lease or requisitioned by, or on

behalf of, the Central Govern
ment;"

There is a semi-colon. Therefore, I 
think it is a complete statement by 
itself. Then it adds:

“ ....and, in relation to the
Union territory of Delhi,----”

Certain other things are included.

Pandit Thakur D u  Bhargava: As
if the Union territory of Delhi is not 
included in the whole of India.

Shri Anil K. Chanda: Not that but 
certain special categories of properties 
in Delhi

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: In
one sense it extends to the whole of 
India. I know. May 1 explain the 
sense? Suppose, the Estate Officer 
gives notice about arrears and 
damages to a person who lived here 
six years ago or seven years ago. He 
was here and damages are to be paid 
or the arrears of rent are to be paid 
by him. In that case he can be pro
ceeded against as if the recovery of 
land arrears was due not even in 
Delhi but somewhere else also. Wher
ever he goes this decree will dog him. 
Therefore, it extends to the whole of 
India. Otherwise, so far as immov
able property is concerned, i f  he says 
it extends to the whole of India—here 
we find “on behalf of the Central 
Government and in relation to the 
Union territory of Delhi”—what was 
the necessity of writing this “ in rela
tion to the Union territory of Delhi”?

Shri K. C. Reddy: Also.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava:
Where is 'also’? The words are 
only that public premises are 
these in relation to the Union 
territory of Delhi. Therefore, my 
humble submission is that really they 
are giving an answer to an argument 
which argument I made in this House, 
viz., why is the Government of India 
discriminating between State and 
State? The Bombay Government does
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not have these poweni. ln other part.a 
of India these powers cannot be uaed. 
They an onl,v in relation to Delhi. TQia 
is d iscrimlnatory. 

Then apin, what do we ftnd! 

"an, premhes belonginf to the 
Municipal Corporation of Delhi . . " 

Why not the Municipal Corporation 
ol Calcutta or Bombay or Ahmedabad 
and othen? 

Start Jaruatha Kao: They a~ not 
sought to be included. 

.Pu.Ut Tllalr.ar Das Bbarrava: They 
anl not 1ou1ht to be included. Even 
there is a discrimination. Then-

·•any premises belon1m1 to the 
Delhi Development Authority, 
whether such premises are in the 
po~~ion ol, or leased out by, 
the said Authority " · 

ThC'refott J submit, so fol' u this law 
gou, M the Allahabad ruling sayg, 1t 
does not only d1scr1minate between 
trespassers and person~ who are m 
unauthorised occupation of lands which 
a~ owned by the Government and 
those which are owned by private pt'r
son1. This goes further. This makt!S 
discriminat ion between States and 
States and between Corporations and 
Corporations, and in other ways also. 
It is al9'> discriminatory in this ~en~t-. 
J am not conC'erned with what i~ hap
pening in Calcutta, etc. J only object 
to th~ use or the word Scaldah h crt-, 
bccau~e Scaldah i5 out of the question. 

May I humbly ask the hon. Minister 
who had taken so much pains. to tt"ll 
us whet.bu the objtttions tak"n in 
the!!e three rulin1s of the H i1h Courts 
of Ailahabad, Calcutta and Punjab 
have ~m taken away ? ~fore I 
come to that. I want to submit for the 
ehaddatlon ol the rutttt that it mi 

bon. friend M>'• that they do not ~1 
to diaturb those aquatten who are 
di1placed per1o~e aald tha\ tboee 
aquattera ha"Ye been sent away, but 
other 1quatters have come in their 
place.-we are · at one w ith hlm. I 
say that we do not want \hat al))' per
son may enter into unauthoriHd occu
pation of Government lancl or 10Vem
ment b1o1ilclinf t . Al re1arda tho.e peo
ple who were there before l~th A~ust 
1950, on his own 1howin1. my boa. 
friend should not have a law aialnst 
them. A1 I have submitted, In 1847 
and l~. what happened in Delhi and 
other place1 in the Punjab, very many 
Members in this Hou.se are not lully 
aware of. People came in stream1 
absolutt!ly havin1 nothing but their 
clothes on their persons, with their 
fam ilies. They must be r iven aome 
altematlve accommodation . I have 
said in this H ouse before and l repeat 
with affection and devotion that it 
was only our Prime Mini1ter and 
Sardar Patt'l who solved that quest ion. 
LesSt'r men would not have solved that 
qut'slion. In a sort of brRin-wave as 
it usually a!Teet~ our Prime Minister 
i~ time's of difflculti~ and rmrrgenci~. 
ht• madt' it 11 rulf' that no displat'ed 
p1·r•o11 shall b<· t'ViC'h•d from any 
plaC'c· unll' ~s he was 1ivcn altemativt' 
:wcommodalion. Thl'~e assuranc<:t are 
not of Shri Gadgil's 1ti\•l11g alone. Shri 
Gadgil w :is only an in r.trumrnt in ste 
mg the ditfkulty, in f<'4:1ing tht' d ifT\
rn lty soh ·ing it . Re was ~urrounded 
b ,,. all of u~ who kn~w th<' things as 
tht•y wc•re After negoti11tions for 13 
month~. tht'St' asqurances Wl're g1\'en. 
Th<>y or,• solemn prom~ and any 
attempt to givf' thf'rn go by any 
l'!fort I n this direction is not 
<·11tillcd to any resi>«t. On the con
trnr y, I C'annot ftnd w ords adequatt' 
<·nou1h to l'Xpre:is myself when l ftnd 
that ol7kc>rs of tht- Government dl•~-
11ord the words of a Mlnis l<'r and 
•olrmn assurances liven by him. 

As I was 1ubmlttin1. that' three 
l"1.llinca «fve-n by the Hip Courts of 
Allahat.cl, Calcutta and Punjab an 
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Bill
Vi my band. I  find that the executive 
which has brought forward this Bill 
has not fully considered the objec
tions given in this judgment what to 
speak of meeting them. The main 
objection was that the fundamental 
right of the citizens of this country are 
sought to be interfered with and juris
diction of civil court has been exclud
ed. Every person is entitled to have 
his civil rights decided in a civil court 
and to see that due procedure as is 
found in all the civilised countries is 
observed in his case. Even in our 
Constitution, we have article 90 that 
the separation of the judiciary and the 
executive must be there What do we 
find here? We find that the Govern
ment has not placed itself in the same 
position in which ordinary law places 
it. What happens in an ordinary civil 
suit? There is the plaintiff on the one 
side and there is the Government as 
defendant on the other side. I f  the 
Government is the plaintiff, there is 
the defendant on the other side. Both 
the parties are before the court equal
ly Even costs are awarded; they are 
heard and issues are struck. Every
thing is done as if there are two per
sons, as if Government was a person. 
What do we find m a criminal case’  
Government is a party; the accused is 
a party They are equally balanced 
in their rights Here, the Government 
has become a superior person m the 
sense that it wants to enact this law 
for its own purposes

I would not grudge that I want, 
we all want that the Government 
should not be put in any difficulty if 
there is a situation or emergency in 
which we ought to see that the Gov
ernment is not put in any difficulty. 
We are agreeable to enact such provi
sion. At the same time, my difficulty 
is that the Government has taken 
such a large chunk of power, such a 
measure of power that nobody can 
support it. If they had confined them
selves to cases in which people took 
forcible possession of certain proper-, 
tie* and there was unauthorised pos
session of any building, i f  any proper

law is brought in which the funda
mental rights of the citizens were not 
crushed altogether out of existence, 1 
would have supported it The Allaha
bad High Court also said that it is 
not wrong to enact a law in which the 
good rights of the Government could 
be secured. The other High Courts 
also are not so much opposed to the 
principle of having a law m wfiich the 
Government property of this nature 
may be secured What they are oppos
ed to is this. You enact a law in which 
all the fundamental rights are crushed 
This law is not better than the pre
vious iaw which has been held invalid 
by the'e three High Court*

The first thing is that they do not 
want that the executive should take 
charge of the civil rights in this coun
try Another Bill is coming before 
you, the Delhi Rent Control Bill under 
which instead of the courts which 
have been deciding the matters all 
these >ears, a Controller, an executive 
officer is g.ting to be appointed. Under 
this Bill, not the court, but an Estate 
officer, an executive officer will decide 
the rights of the parties

Shri Naushlr Bharucba: Only the
label of the officcr is changed

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: Only 
the labe] i"> changed By the change 
of label, the real obstacle in this law 
cannot be removed What is this 
Estate officer’’ Who is this Estate offi
cer’  Exception was taken in one of 
the rulings of the Allahabad High 
Court It was said, we do not know 
what are the qualifications of this 
officer But, this aspect of the case 
was not agreed to, this argument was 
not agreed to by the Punjab and the 
Calcutta High Courts They said, let 
us assume that the Government will 
appoint good officers, why should we 
assume that the Government will 
abuse these powers I am of the same 
view I will not assume that the Gov
ernment will appoint such officers as 
will abuse their pow ers. It is not in 
the interests of the Government to
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appoint auch otBcera. At the same 
tune, they have now fiven what kind 
ot offtcers they will be. If they had 
not 1iven thla, and if they had Uld, 
an ot'ftcer, I would perhaps rest con
tent. WMt do they say here1 ObJec
tion waa ialten m the rulinp that they 
were 1nln1 to be uecutive ol!lcen and 
it was said, we do not know what kind 
<1f oftlcen they were. Now, they aay 
that the Estate otl\cer will be a 
1azetted offtcer. What 11 a pzetted 
olftcer, I would like to know. Not a 
judicial offtcer necessarily. The point 
there was that judicial offtcera should 
have been appointed. What is a judi
cial offtcer? A mqistrate is a judicial 
oftlcer. U ma1istratu were to decide 
these thin.is. we know what will hap
pen. You do not appoint judicial offt
cen. You say, pzetted ofl\cer. Can 
an Excise oftlcer be a 1azetted offtcer 
or not? 

Start 8nJ ltaJ Slap (Firozabad): 
Why not? 

Paacllt Tbaku Dai Bbarpva : In 
every department, there are 1azetted 
offtcers. It means, every kind of offt
cer will be appointed. 

Sbrt BraJ B.aj Slqh: A Deputy 
Superintendent is a 1azett<!d officer. 

PaadJt Tbaku Du Bbar1ava: A3 a 
matter of fact, that oft\cer must be a 
person who can eftlcicntly dlachar1e 
his duties. He mw;t know a certain 
amount of law. He mu.st be a jud1e. 
He mwrt have experience and all thal 
A judicial oftlcer would have been 
better. At the aame time, even a 
ma1istrate as I said is a judicial otll
cer. A Civil Judicial offtcer would 
have been much better. Even if you 
wanted to pve auch offtcer theff 
powe~I am opposed to the appoint
ment of an executive offtcer-il exe
cutive otncer was allowable, still, a 
1azetted omcer la out of the question 

What &ft the powen of this man? 
That JOU have an Klrtate o&er la not. 

nthoriled 0cctsJ!Qma) 
au 

our 1nevance. Tbe reel 1ravamen of 
the cbar,e 11 Ulat the proceduree 
wh1Ch are tbe aare1uardll for the rlCbt 
detemunation, ·for the le1al de&e.rml· 
nation ot I.he r~bta of the paniu are 
not to be found· m this Act. l'int af 
all, appeals. Doe. my bon. fdend waot 
to say that our Central Govenunent 
u worse than a diatrlct oelcer, a 
di.strict Jwl&e? Previo"3IJ1 \be ~»ta! 
was made to tbe Central Govenun.ent. 
The Co!ntral Government certainl)' ii 
much bauer than the d1ttr.lc:t juqe. 
Thouih at is not a judlca.al omcer, 
1t1ll the Central Government had aome 
powers.. Now, a d.astr1ct judle bu 
been substituted. I be1 to ult: What 
will the district judle do? The Cen
tral Government, after all, is a power
ful body, and COUid decide c&Mll 

accordina to lta own lllht. But Uua 
district judae will be totally helpleu. 
Ftrst of all, lhe rools of tbia ayatem 
are there Jn the estate o!Dcer. What 
evidence will he take? It depends 
upon hun. How will he approach tbe 
case? It dcpe.nds upon hun. Will he 
allow any defence to be raised or notf 
It depends 11pon hun. And a bold order 
made by this ol!lcer wall 10 before 
the d1str1ct Judae. What will the dil· 
tract i udae do? He must do everyUUn1 
according to the file ; and if the tile 
w1ii be s1Jent, what w ill he do? What 
1s tht' uw of havin1 thlS dislr1Ct judfe? 
Perhaps, so far as the Central Govern
ment is concerned, it wouJd have 
appruacht<d at an a different manner. 
A Judicial oftlcer cannot approach it 
rn this day. Therefore, my humble 
subrrussion J.S-m fact, 1n one of the 
rulinp, I llnd tbat thia iJ a case of 
Caesar upon Caesar. The district 
Judie will be helpleu; he ls a mere 
tool; he will not be able to do Justice 
accordin1 to the procedure. Only 
d istr ict Judles can live juaUce accord
in1 to the accepted procedure la all 
the civilised countrlea; the cue la 
fouaht out, the parties are there, the 
pleas are there, the iuuw are then 
and the evidence ii ~tt. But. where 
is the prov.lsion ln tbia BtU that tblf 
utate cdllcec' i. fwCl9d to 1alse .... 
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evidence of any party or even to allow 
him lull opportunity lor pleas? The 
question of going into the title to the 
property and principles of Estoppel etc. 
w ill never be decided • in this by 
hybrid system of a judicial officer 
being trust upon an executive officer.

Shri Jaganatha Rao: Clause 5
makes that provision.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava:
Clause 5 reads:

“If, after considering the cause, 
if any, shown by any person in 
pursuance of a notice under sec
tion 4 and any evidence he may 
produce in support of the same 
and after giving him a reason
able opportunity of being heard, 
the estate officer is satisfied that 
the public premises are in un
authorised occupation,

My hon. friend calls my attention to 
clause 5 and says that there is a pro
vision there for hearing evidence. 
Evidence on what? First of all, the 
words are:

“ the estate officer is satisfied 
that the public premises are in 
unauthorised occupation

that is, he shall be satisfied that the 
person is in unauthorised occupation. 
Can a person say before him, ‘I am 
entitled to the property, not the 
Government and further that posses
sion was encouraged by the Hon. Shri 
Mohan Lai Saksena, the Central Re
habilitation Minister and the Deputy 
Commissioner, Shri Shankar Dayal; 
they encouraged me to build this 
thatched shed or this house’? He 
would not be heard in this matter. 
That is the real difficulty.

Again, suppose a person says, ‘I 
went to the office and gave the rent, 
but the person in charge refused to 
accept*. W ill you accept this state
ment from him? I gave many exam, 
pies in this House in 1951 that in such 
a m ,  people took the rent to the

officers but the officers refused to 
accept the rent. They themselves put 
in respect of those properties three 
times the rent When the matter was 
brought to the notice of the autho
rities, they then saw to it that the 
rent was reduced. There are many 
cases where people ran about to give 
their rent, but the rent was not 
accepted. Will it be a case of no 
rent having been paid? Will it be a 
case of arrears? Will it be a case of 
taking interest on arrears? W ill it be 
a case of charging damages? A ll 
these things will never be allowed to 
be produced. A ll this evidence can 
only be there if such pleas are allowed 
to be taken and there are no provi
sions for allowing the pleas. Suppose 
the estate officer who is the executive 
officer, says, I do not accept your 
evidence, take away your witness, 
where is the record to show that that 
such order was given? At least i f  there 
is a proper record and there is a 
proper procedure, the man knows, the 
counsel knows and the vakil knows. 
But where is the vakil here? In this 
Bill, I do not find any provision that 
a legal practitioner will be allowed to 
represent these matters.

Shri Anil K. Chanda: He is not
barred from appearing.

Pandit Thakar Das Bhargava: From 
a thing which does not bar on the 
face of it, I do not know whether he 
is barred or not. Suppose the officer 
says, I do not hear you, how can the 
person just insist on being heard and 
appearing before him, when there is 
no provision in this? Even in the 
Incoihe-tax Act and other Acts, we 
have got provisions. I f  there is no 
bar, here is the test; I have given an 
amendment, and let the Minuter 
accept i t

Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani: I f  there 
is no bar, let him accept the amend
ment.

Pandit Thakur Das B b trp m : And
I  shall be very happy. I  am now giv
ing another example.



llr, n.,.t;r ........ : Appearance 
of lawyers ia not provuied for in every 
~ie Act. 

l'....U 'l'baku Du Bllarpn: U1u
alJy, there are many Act.I where 
speciJk pcovi.lion bu been made. 

Mr. De,.t7-Speaku: It ia Gilly 
when · h baa to be rHb'ict.ed, that 
provision bu to be made. 

Pu.d.lt 'l'bakar Du Bbar1na: So 
far u the court of a district iudie ii 
concerned, you are perfectly r~t. 
And the person may be able to say, I 
am here by my r~t, becauae I have 
the ri&ht to practise in the district 
court. But before tbe eatate ofBcer, 
can he appear? I want to know 
where the rule is whereby the law
yer can insi1t on appearina. 

Sbrl ADU IL CbaD4a: We are aoinl 
to provide it in the rules. It is not 
barred by the Jaw as it is. 

81lrtaatt Saclleta Krlpalanl: Let us 
have it in the ten of the Bill. 

Mr. DefMaty-Speaker: It is now 
conced<~d that Government would pro
vide it in the rules. 

Pandit Tbak• Du Bbarrava: May 
humb.e request to tht: hon. Minister 
1s to point out to me whether in any 
of the it<-ms in cla use IS, it has been 
provided that the rules w:ll provide 
for il 

Shrt A.nil It. Chanda: lt Is givl'n 
in clause 11 <2) (b) which reads: 

"the holding of inquiries under 
this Act". 

~ Tbalv Das llllarrna: The 
holding of inquiry is no inquiry a t 
all . I want to know whether there 
is anythin1 here by which he can say 
that a vakit would be allowed. Any
how. I do not want to pres• it. and I 
am glad that the Minister has said 
that such rltbt of repl'fteT!tation wm 
~ allowed; so. I do not want to •Y . 
that what he aay1 wm not be done. 

II&)' I bumbl:r .. bb:D ~ 
qunti.an T In all eiYWMd lawe, JD Uaia 
U.1tecl IP&ll of lite wAich bu beeD 
•oucbaaled to man b7' God, lb... ii 
a law of all .Jawa, which u 1be law 
of limitation. Suppo1e a perMll hU 
come &n 1n 1H7, and Ult arrmn are 
there still due from him, and be 
stayed !lere ontJ for ala moot.bl, and 
be hu not paid tbe l'Wlt in th• 7Mr 
19~. or suppote a penon ii in poe
sesalon of any premlsee in Delhi for 
more than sixty yea.n, of any lud 
which belonied to Government., or, 
eay, for atty-nine yean. What hap
pen• to that man? I bel to uk my 
hon. friend. The law of limitation 11 
not there. On the contrary, lt ii a 
well known thin& that many ~ 
did not come here to Delhi in 19''1, 
and y et rents were rea1i.led from them 
from 15th AqUlt, 1H7 thoUC)l they 
were not m India. Thl1 was not jU1t 
in one cue, but in rerard to al) the 
refuaees. This is a well known thin1. 
According to the ordinary law. If a 
person has 1ot a decree, but does not 
execute it for three yurs. or he sue. 
for rent which was due for a period 
of more than three years. his ntit w ill 
be thrown out. But there is no law 
for th is Government. Therefor£, ti 
al any time a per1on was there. he 
will bt: i>Ul'd Or, wht•re Is the ques
tion of suit or decre-e' An order will 
~ pas~ for l'Viction. Does my hon. 
friE>nd contend that in thelt' rules be 
will also make a law about limitation! 
There Is no reply. 

Sbrl Aall K. C1aaDda: . J shall reply 
later on. 

PaDdtt Tbakar Das llharsan: At 
the same time, I do belffdl him to 
kindly look a t the matter in another 
way. After all, he i1 deaJln1 with 
human beln1s. and the span af life 
which has been liven to nery person 
is a speclftc ~rfod and not an lndel\
nite period. Therefore, be may kindly 
St!i! that so tar 11 the1e damq., and 
arrears af rent are concerned. on\7 
1n rHP«t or iepn, NCO'terable du• 
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an order can be made. When I come 
to the question of the possession of 
land, I shall have some observations 
to make in regard to that also. I was 
submitting that we hav-e heard for a 
long time that no person can be a 
judge in his own cause. But here. the 
officer is himself the judge, himself the 
executor and himself the investigator; 
all the three things have been com
bined in one. Practically, he is a 
government agent; he is not a court. 
The court is not a Government agent; 
the court is a distinct body. But, 
here, he is a servant of the Govern
ment; Government charges all these 
things, and the servant decides all 
these matters with one stroke of the 
pen. Is it fair and just? And where 
is the evidence before us that there 
are many people in Delhi who did 
not pay their rents regularly? So far 
as I know, some lakhs of rupees were 
remitted by Shri Gadgil when he was 
the Minister, that is, rents which were 
due and which could not be paid were 
remitted. May I humbly know whe
ther those remissions will stand, for, 
according to this Bill, for any time, 
the person can be asked to pay the 
rents etc.? I would ,very- humbly 
request Shri K. C. Reddy to kindly 
consider this question and see that he 
also remits a itood amount of rent if 
it is irrecoverable. 

14 hrs. 

What is the use of proceeding 
against these people? Supposing you 
evict them. what would happen fur
ther? They will be your problem 
again. It is Government's duty to 
provide houses for the people. Shri 
Reddy when he spoke two or three 
months ago in this House gave almost 
a promise that so many crores of 
rupees were going to be spent by the 
Government of India so far as housing 
was concerned. We consider this a 
necessary aspect of the activities of 
a welfare State and we congratulate 
the Government and Shri Reddy on 
doing that divine thing. At the sam-€ 
time, if he proceeds with this Bill in 
the manner he wants to, what would 

authorised Occupants) 
Bill 

happen? So many persons will be his 
responsibility that it will be very diffi
cult for him to provide them accom
modation. 

What do we find in this provision? 
There are two things mentioned before 
the Estate Officer can take action 
according to the provisions of this Act. 
One is that the persons i.re in 
unauthorised occupation of certam 
premises and further, that they should 
be evicted, which means that the Gov
ernment are giving discretion to the 
Estate Officer to proceed or not. It 
may be undesirable to proceed against 
people whom the Estate Officer knows 
will be thrown on the streets. For 
example, a person is ill, lying on his 
deathbed and he is in unauthorised 
possession. Will Government put him 
on the streets? They will not I know 
of many cases, specially of refugees, 
men of 70 years age and more who 
have been in government service. 
They have been asked to vacate their 
premises on the specific assurance 
thftt they will get alternative accom
mo'dation. They were sent to other 
places and in those places again, they 
were given notice. They were asked 
to become licensees. Now they have 
become licensees. They have again 
been given notice. They came to 
me. The man is an old man who has 
worked all his life for Government. 
He says: 'I do not know where I am'. 

In this operative paragraph, two 
things, as I said, must be fulfilled. 
One is that he is in unauthorised pos
session and the second is that he 
should be evicted. As against this we 
find in a subsequent clause that 'this 
provision is taken away. It is said 
in clause 5 that if the Estate Officer 
is satisfied that the public premises 
are in unauthorised occupation, he 
may, on a date to be fixed for the 
purpose, make an order of eviction. 
So that condition goes away here. In 
one place, Government say that in 
c�se a person is in authorised occupa
tion and that he should be evicted· 

. and in the other place, they do not 
arm him with the power to consider 
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whether he should be evicted. Logi
cally, they should have enacted in the 
operative clause the same provision, 
that where the Estate Officer is satis
fied that a person ought not to be 
evicted, he ought not to be evicted.

Therefore, even knowing that this 
law is illegal and is bound to be 
declared unconstitutional again i f  the 
matter goes before a High Court or the 
Supreme Court, I want that at least 
so far as justice is concerned, so far 
as the officers whom Government 
appoint for this purpose are concern
ed, they should not be given autho
rity in one place and in another place 
that authority should not be taken 
away from them. Government ought 
to say that if there are good and suffi
cient reasons why a person should not 
be evicted, he should not be evicted. 
At least give that power to somebody. 
Even under the Delhi Rent Control 
Bill which is coming before us, dis
cretion is given and people are not 
simply to be evicted from their places. 
This is a basic thing. There we find 
that no court shall pass a decree for 
eviction and the Controller will also 
in certain contingencies not pass 
orders evicting a person, whereas 
according to this law, no Estate Officer 
shall desist from evicting the person 
if he is in unauthorised occupation. 
Is that what Government mean, that 
every person who cannot show an 
authority on account of the efflux of 
time or for any other reason, ought 
to be put on the streets? I do not 
think Government mean it. Govern
ment do not mean it. Government 
only want to safeguard certain rights 
in the case of obstinate and obdurate 
persons to see that an effective remedy 
is there. But here we find that even 
the Estate Officer is not given any dis
cretion whatsoever to do some justice 
in proper cases.

I f  my argument is accepted, my hon. 
friend ought to accept the amendment 
tabled by Shrimati Sucheta Kripalani

and myself to the effect that i f  then 
are good and sufficient reasons, he 
should not be evicted, then the hands 
of the Estate Officer should be stayed.

I was submitting that in this manner, 
really the equities of a case would not 
be gone into by the Estate Officer. The 
equities ought to be gone into before 
the notice is issued. But my own 
difficulty is that there is no provision 
here whereby even the equities can 
be allowed to come before him what 
to speak of their being proved? Who 
will be affected by this Bill? I f  such 
persons were affected who were not 
behaving rightly, who were in unau
thorised occupation, who were com
mitting all sorts of crimes, who were 
trespassing on government property 
and so on, I would have agreed to any 
kind of Bill to deal with them. But 
here my difficulty is that the persons 
who will be affected by this Bill will 
be—number one—all the refugees from 
West Pakistan and other places. They 
will all be the subject matter of the 
tyranny of this Estate Officer. If he 
chooses to punish them, if he chooses 
to exercise authority over them, he 
will ccrtainly be able to do so. A  wan 
may be absolutely innocent. He might 
even have been egged on by the offi
cers to put up those constructions.

Again, the other persons who will 
be affected will be those who are liv
ing in the slums. In the name o f 
slum clearance, authority has been 
taken by the Government. Govern
ment are doing something for slum 
clearance. We are all very happy. 
What would happen to the Ajmeri 
gate slums? We went there to see, 
when another Bill came before us. I 
and my fellow Members went to see 
the Ajmeri Gate slums. We found 
that the Government had acquired the 
houses of very many poor people 
there at the rate of Rs. 10 or Rs. IS 
per sq. yard, whereas afterwards these 
very lands just in front were sold at 
the rate of Rs. 800 per sq. yard.
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Representations were nude to us 
and we went into the question. We 
said that these persons should not be 
turned out by one stroke of the pen 
without their being giv.en alternative 
accommodation.

I f  I  have my own way, I  would 
respectfully ask my hon. friends who 
are in charge of this Bill and parti
cularly Shri K. C. Reddy, that the 
principle adopted by the hon. Prime 
Minister which saved all these refugees 
should be adopted as a part of this 
Bill in regard to the vulnerable sec
tions of society, those poor people 
living in the A  j mere Gate slums and 
other slums in Delhi, those refugees 
and Harijans—if they are poor enough. 
At the same time, government ser
vants who had houses in Lahore and 
other places, who have spent their 
whole lives in the service of Govern
ment fra: 30 years or more, have a 
right to see that at the fag end of their 
lives they are not thrown out of these 
houses into the streets. If they are 
entitled to compensation, give them 
compensation. Give them alternative 
accommodation. Charge from them. 
After all, if they have been in gov
ernment service, they would have 
saved something.

Now, we know what is happening 
in Delhi. Even one room cannot be 
had for Rs. 100 or more. What is the 
use of our passing this law when we 
know that it will inflict very great 
hardship upon all these persons. Gov
ernment servants are Government’s 
own servants. Then there are Harijans 
for whom Government have got a 
special concern. Government are 
spending crores and crores for the 
Harijans. Let Government show to 
them real sympathy. What is the 
use of expressing lip-sympathy? Many 
of us have tabled amendments regard
ing government servants, Harijans and 
refugees and slum dwellers. We pass
ed a law about slum clearance. Let 
the properties of the big men be taken 
away. I do not mind. But the slurik 
people should not be disturbed unless

alternative accommodation is provided 
to them. Even if you provide alter
native accommodation, it is no good if 
it is provided several miles away, 
seven or eight miles from their place 
of livelihood. My humble submission 
is that alternative accommodation 
should be provided to them near places 
where they have their means of live
lihood. That is the duty of Govern
ment.

Therefore, my submission is that 
these poor classes must be protected 
in this legislation which is unconsti
tutional, very harsh and very unjust. 
These are not my words. These are 
the words given in these rulings.

I do not want to read from these 
three rulings. My only submission is 
that all the rulings have been ignored 
and the very good principles given 
therein have not been considered by 
the Ministry. If these Bill goes again 
to the High Court it w ill be nullidM. 
Because I have taken sufficiently long 
time, I do not want to go into these 
questions in detail. It is very interest
ing. I f  you w ill read these rulings— 
it is worth reading and perusal—it 
will repay any person who reads them.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: 1 am very
glad that the hon. Member is consc
ious that he has taken a very long 
time. But how long does h€"J5l‘opose 
to take more? Has he any idea?

Pandit Thakar Das Bhargava: No,
Sir; I  have got no idea. I am always 
practical. As soon as you ask me to 
sit down I w ill sit down.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: It is only 50 
minutes that the hon. Member has 
taken so far.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: I
am entirely in your hands. If I  have 
said anything irrelevant or if I  am 
repeating.......

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I am sure if 
the hon. Member is given even three 
tours he will not say anything irrele
vant



·~- (~of ... 

...... naa. .,.. ........... : "nten, 
I am sure you will DOt deny me three 
hours. Sir. 

Mr. DepatJ-S..U-: U the Bouse 
., cle&iru. I have no objection. 

Paadlt 'l'baluu Du Bbarpva: After 
all, it ill a Bill which affects everyone 
of the citizens ot India. What have I 
come here for it not to protect them 
and represent their Jrievances? 

Mr. ~-l)le&ker: I do not 
iruclre sivinl the hon. Member time 
u lonir as he desires. But my only 
dieculty ta tllat whm .ui.. ~ 
Members want to epea.k I shall han 
no time at all. 

PaDdlt Tbakv Du Bbarpn: 
Therefore I do not want to take lime 
accordin1 to my will. I have said 
that whenever you ask me I will 
ait down. whether I am in the middle 
of a sentence or in the middle ot an 
arcument. I do not mind that. You 
have allotted me much lime than any 
other hon. Member would have been 
allotted. At the nme time, I feel 
about the provisions of the Bill. I 
have no idea of time and I can go on 
like this for any length ot time if you 
permit me. As a matter of fact. no 
person who hu studied Jaw and who 
has spent so many years, and has 
been studying the condition.~ of tt
fugees etc. would be a party to thJa 
Bill nor say that this is 1ood law. It 
is very difficult. But, anyhow. if you 
are fed up with my arauments I will 
certainly sit down. 

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I never said 
that I am fed up with arguments of 
the hon. Member. My ~ition should 
not be misunderstood. <Int~ptton). 

P...Ut Tllals:ur Du Bbarpn: If 
You will allow me ten minutes, I will 
l\nish? Or if your view is that I should 
ftnish now, I will ftni.ah now. 

Mr. DepatJ-&peaker: Be will have 
some m.fnutes. He says that I am fed 
up with hb arrumenta. I should show 
that l am not. 

cmhoriNcl Oceupcmtl) 
BW 

P&HH 'l'llallv Du Bllalllna: I am 
not aaylq, Sir, that 3101.1 are fed up 
with my ar,wnenU pereonally, bl.It u 
a Speaker. As Speaker you have to 
look to the int.ereata of the other hon. 
Members also. As a private Membw 
I should also look to that. I forpt it 
1omeUme1. 

Mr. Depat1-Speaker The only 
medy is that I should eek the 
Member to occupy \he Chair 
he ftnishea. 

nt
hon. 

ofter 

AD a-. MemMr: 
occupies it. 

He eometimee 

l'udlt Tllallar Du llbarsna: Sir, 
I would now call your attention \o 
section 10. Section 10 ASda: 

"Save as otherwise expressly 
provided in thb Act, every order 
made by an estate oft\cer or appel
late offtcer under this Act ahall 
be final and shall not be called 
in quftlion in any oririnal sult 
application or ezecution proceed
infs." 

It was on this account, because the 
jurisdiction of the civil courts was 
barred that this Act was held to be 
illegal. Even now, apart from putting 
in the District Judge, who cannot do 
justice without any material on the 
file and who cannot regulate the pro
cedure etc you have done nothing. 
Under the C ivil Procedure Code also 
we kno1:1.· that the powers of the 
appellate courts are tho!le just as of 
the first court. The usual rule is that 
the appellate C'ourt gets lhe powers 
just like the first court, plus the 
power to set aside the Judcment. 
Supposing the judiment i• let aside 
or the cue !1 remanded and af 'er 
remand he gives the same judgment, 
what will hapenT What will the man 
doT He cannot do anythm.. 111 own 
submiss;ton l.s that section 10 remains 
as before; only the DL,trlct Jucfce 
11 put in there instead of the Central 
Q<>vernment. That makes no dl.trer
ence to me. It ls just the durerence 
between tweedledum and tweeclledee. 
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Tnere is absolutely no difference. The 
orders will be there. Pleas will not 
be gone into.

According to section 110 of the 
evidence Act, every person is pre
sumed to be the owner of the pro
perty of which he is in possession. 
But the estate officer proceeds from 
the fact of unauthorised possession. 
No attention is being paid to docu
ments; not even the registered deed 
is seen; nothing of the kind. He starts 
from unauthorised possession. I 
would, therefore, say that it is a 
very unjust law and it is an arbitrary 
law. It is not worthy of being put on 
the statute-book of this civilised coun
try which says that it has got a Con
stitution. To my mind, this is really 
and thoroughy unconstitutional. 
Though not so, as far as the latter is 
concerned, in spirit it is an Act which 
cannot hold water for a single minu
te. And, I hope the hon. Minister will 
withdraw it. But, if he persists in it, 
he will at least accept the amendments 
that so many hon. Members have 
placed before the House.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Shrimatl
Sucheta Kripalani.

Shri Naval Frabhakar rote—

Mr. Depnty-Speaker: Those hon. 
Members who were on the Joint Com
mittee seem to be more anxious to 
speak.

Shrtmati Sucheta Kripalani: Sir,
we have given a long note of dissent 
I would say that this is a Bill to 
which 1 was not looking forward. Not 
only I, but a large number of people 
in this city of Delhi were looking at 
it with great apprehensions. I do 
appreciate that Government premises 
or public premises should ultimately 
be utilised for the purpose for which 
they were put up, and they want 
vacant premises. But, 1 would also 
like to impress upon Government 
that they should realise the difficulties 
of the people.

What is the present housing situ
ation? How is it that this situation

has arisen today. I would only im
press upon the hon. Deputy Minister 
here that this Act ia going to act 
very harshly on a very large section 
of the people in the city of Delhi.

When the hon. Deputy Minister was 
speaking, he was constantly talking of 
government premises. I would like 
to remind him that as far as Delhi 
is concerned, it is not merely con
fined to pubic premises. The scope 
is very wide and a very large num
ber of people will be affected because 
even the D.D.P.A. land comes under 
that; as you know it occupies every 
vacant plot of land that lies in Delhi.

The housing problem, like the food 
problem, is a very acute and serious 
national problem and it has to be 
met And this has to be met by Gov
ernment It is the Government, the 
local authorities, the Corporation and 
the Development Authorities who 
have to put up houses in order to 
serve the housing requirement of the 
people. Very little has been done fn 
this regard. Something has been 
done: but that it is not adequate. 
PeoDle have been compelled to occupy 
unauthorisedly certain premises.

There are two kinds of unauthorised 
occunation. I would impress upon 
Government that they should dis
tinguish between the two. One of the 
kinds of unauthorised occupation may 
be purely out of mischief. Somebody 
wants to get hold of some good pro
perty and squat there. But the un
authorised occupation that we see 
here in Delhi today—and also in 
other cities—is one under duress. 
They are law-abiding people who have 
no desire to unlawfully occupy any
body else's property, public or other
wise. But, they were compelled to do 
so.

Our hon. Deputy Minister was not 
here during the time of partition. If 
he had been he would have seen what 
Delhi looked like. It was a sprawling 
of the people, everywhere. The people 
were on the foot-paths, on the niches 
of the Old Delhi wall and they ware
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9e1uatt1n1 on Government and public 
premiM9. They could not help that. 
Some o1 us know that. He i. partly 
wro~. The hon. Minister said that 
the squatters are alttin1 in Purana 
QilL Purana Qlla people were 
broulht there by the Rehabilitation 
Ministry. They built those temporary 
howd. They were uked to stay 
there. Now, what do the Purana Qila 
people want? They want that they 
should be fiven regular accommod· 
atlon so that they can ah.I.fl They do 
not want to .stay there hal! a minute. 
They are very anxious to 10; but they 
want proper allotment where they 
can live and from which places they 
can carry on their avocations. 

The Bill provides for irummary 
eviction. Our hon. friend, Pandit 
Thakur Das Bhargava hu spoken at 
1reat lef111h about it, and, therefore, 
1 do not want to expand on that 
point. l want to save tim e for others. 
t would say that this is discr im inalOry 
in nature. When people have general· 
Jy to be evicted from somebody else's 
land, we have to take recour3e to the 
proper procedure. But here the pro
per procedure will not be followed 
and summary procedure has !teen 
provided both for eviction as well '16 

for real1sin& arrears and damages. 
Even the Limitation Act i1 not 1oon1 
to apply iu such cu.ea. 

Who are the people that are 1oin1 
to be affected by thiJ Act? Firstly, 
the refu1ees, second, the HariJ&nS who 
live in bastis and thirdly, the retired 
Government servants. These are the 

• three cate1orlea of people who are 
1oin1 to be aeriousl7 affected by W. 
Bill. 

I would have refrained from refer
rinl to the Second Report of the 
Auurancet Committee but u the 
hon Minister himself has referred to 
it, 1' ~ ~lied to say a few words. 
Tt>. refulee lituatton wu very acute 
in 1M7 and It wa impo91il»e for the 
Government to provide al*ter for 
them. They bad to ,quat wbtteva- · 

they could. We who have bMo work
lnt amon1 the refu19e1 know that they 
10ld their ornamenta and ~
articles of liti.le v•lue they bad ID 
orded to pt a little shelter ovv their 
heads. Th- are the 1quatten who 
are 11ttin1 m the unauthoriffd pre
miaea. The difftculty wu appt9Ci.ated 
in 1960 when the Public Prem!&• 
Eviction Act waa brouaht and Shri 
Gad&il 1ave 1.11 an uaurance. He 
would never have 1tven that UIW'allce 
had the lituatlon been dUrerent. 
Somehow thoi;e people had to be pro
teocted because it was not poaalble for 
the Government to sive alternative 
accommodation a t that time. Thia 
assurance was g iven very tolemnlJ in 
the Select Committee and It was apin 
repeated on the ftood of the Home. 
It is a matter of prettll• for the 
Hou:se. 1 am very aorry to R)' that 
these asaurances have been observed 
more 1n the breach rather than in 
anythin1 e be. 

I do not want to eo into all the con
d1 tions but theae were the condlUona 
that he had to fulfil accordln1 to the 
Gadg1I assurance. There wa1 to be a 
sector-wise plan on the reeommend
al10M of an allotment coMmlttee. This 
committee would amon1 others, con· 
s~t of a repre-;entative of the Re
habilitation Ministry, State AdmJnis
tration, Improvement Trust. Deihl 
Munielpahty and allo representatives 
of displaced persona. Lala Ac:hint 
Ram was one of the Memben; I do 
not remember who was the other. But 
Lala Achmt Ram's experience IJ he 
hardly ever attended a meeUnc. How 
did this coml11lttee function? The 
Second Assurances Committee baa re
ferred to tlW and aaya: 

"The Committee rderred to ln 
item 1 ( e) of the aaaur.nee has 
not functioned u promiMd in th• 
assurance. lt appean that a B.ifb 
Power Committee waa appointed 
in 1"2 and It met twice onl:1, 
vtz ., on the 8th llattb 8Dd OD '2ae 
5th Jill)', 1952. Tht. Colnmittee 
did not have tbre. Y:emben ai 
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Parliament as promised in the 
assurance. After the second 
meeting, the Committee was dis
solved and the work taken over 
by the Delhi State Government.” 
The other conditions were that 

alternative accommodation must be 
provided on developed land as near 
as possible to the place of employ
ment; in the case of demolition, ex- 
gratia grants should be given; con
structions which could comply or 
could fairly comply or with suitable 
modifications fairly comply with town 
improvement plans were not to be 
demolished, the land was to be valued
08 a no-proflt-no-loss basis and given 
to the people, plans which complied 
with municipal requirements but do 
not comply with the Improvement 
Trust regulations were to be modified 
as far as possible and the houses 
were not to be demolished. All 
these were conditions that Shri 
Gadgil laid down- not out of his 
free- will but because of the pressure 
of ctrrum.-itancos The Select Com- 
mitti'e had said that they were not 
putting in these clauses in the 5ext 
of the Bill because they hoped that 
the Government would implement 
them arid on that condition we agreed 
that they should give assurances and 
they need no! form part of the Bill. 
How were these assurances actually 
implemented’

1 happened to be the Chairman of 
the Assurance.-. Committee We want
ed information about thece because 
we got complaint after complaint from 
the refugees. It w-as a unique ex
perience for me in getting the inform
ation. Whichever authority we asked, 
they would put the blame on some
body else Ultimately, when we 
called the representatives of the var
ious authorities at one time, we were 
able to pin them down and get some 
admissions from them. The admissions 
showed <hat the assurances had been 
implemented in a most haphazard and 
careless manner. Some authorities 
were not even aware of the assurances. 
The authorities concerned were: the
Delhi Improvement Trust, the Land 
and Development Office, DMC and

NDMC and also the Delhi State Gov
ernment The first four authorities 
were responsible for breaking and 
demolishing and the last authority had 
to give relief in accordance with 
Gadgil assurance. There was no 
proper co-ordination. The Land and 
Development Officer did not even 
know what the assurances were; he 
did not know the intention of the 
Government. The entire work had 
been done in a haphazard way.

I will read out a few remarks from 
my report to show how these assur
ance were implemented:

“The absence of a Central Co
ordinating Agency has caused con
siderable confusion in the pro
cess and the assurances could not 
have been observed satisfactorily 
sr, all cases if they were not even 
known to some of these agencies 
carrying out the demolition of the
structures.........The Committee
have examined the in
formation supplied to them in re
gard to the provision of alternative 
accommodation to the displaced 
persons whose structures were de
molished. They have noticed that 
no systematic allotment of alter
native accommodation has been 
made... . The committee are 
satisfied that a number of dis
placed persons whose structures 
were demolished have not been 
provided with alternative ao- 
commodation. . . No ex.gratia
payment has been made to any of 
the displaced persons covered by 
this assurance either m cash or in 
the shape of building materials. .. 
The Government have not ?o far 
fixed the final value of land to be 
levied on a no-profit-no-loss basis.
In some areas an interim rate 
was fixed by the Government but 
that has been as high as Rs. 30 per 
sq yard.”

This is how the assurances were 
implemented Naturally we were Very 
upset and the figures that were? given 
to us in 1954 show that 13,000 people 
had built structures, unauthorised
structures before the 15th August, 
1950 of which 5,000 structures were
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demolished. Only about 2,000 people 
had been given some kind of accom
modation and as far as regularisetion 
is concerned, a very grand figure was 
given to us. Out of 13,000 structures 
only 119 structures had been regularis
ed. We were told that Ahata Kidara 
and the quarters near the Junction 
of Pusa Road and Arya Samaj Road 
would be regularised. What did the 
Third Assurances Committee report 
say? It was a one-sided report. They 
merely heard the Government and 
they were not so experienced in this 
matter as Pandit Thakur Das 
Bhargava or myself. Otherwise, they 
would not have taken to word of the 
Government as correct because a 
promise was made to me when I was 
Chairman of the Committee that re- 
gularisation of these areas was going 
to take place. Even today the houses 
there are not regularised. When 
Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava goes 
into the question of implementation of 
assurances he will And that a vast sea 
of assurances still remain ummple- 
mented.

In Jhandewala and MM Road, I 
know a number of cases because in- 
numberable times I went to the Chief 
Commissioner and other authorities 
wherever they directed us. 28 people 
have been given eligibility chits in 
195S. Today, in 1958, those people are 
still sitting on their chits which forms 
their shelter. (Interruptions). Of 
course, they are not barred by limi
tation. That is how the assurances 
have been implemented.

The hon. Deputy Minister stated 
that only fifty per cent, were refugees 
This is wrong. If the others are
quite well-to-do people who do not
stand in need of shelter, 1 have noth
ing to say. This Government is res
ponsible for giving shelter not only 
to the refugees but to other people. 
Who are the fifty per cent, people who 
live in the bastis? I would like to 
draw your attention to this new re
port published by the Bharat Sewak

Samaj—Slums of old Delhi. There 
are 2,26,000 people living in the slums 
of Delhi. Who are the categories of 
people? That-is also described there.

Well, as far as New Delhi is con
cerned, I think it will be news to the 
hon. Minister that the people who 
live in jhuggiet are government ser
vants, peons, servants of the Ministry 
of Works, Housing and Supply, fitters, 
mechanics, our dhobies, our milkmen, 
our domestic servants and a lot of 
labourers and other people who work 
in small industries. Plenty of Harijans 
and others also live in these bostts.

Why do they live in these bastis? 
Why have they come to the city? 
They have come to the city only 
because they earn. Their slums are 
increasing because there ig unemploy
ment in the villages and there is con
stant pressure. Therefore, that has to 
be taken care of by the Government. 
The Government has to offer them 
employment. Secondly, those people 
who are here have come here because 
they have work here. It is the direct 
responsibility of the Government to 
give accommodation to the govern
ment servants who are living in these 
bastw. Instead of building big bunga
lows, instead of giving houses to the 
big officers who can afford to have 
alternative flats for the time being, if 
Government can build more cheap 
tenements where their own servants 
can go and stay, the pressure on the 
bastts will he reduced to a great ex
tent

Then, Sir, it is incumbent upon the 
Corporation, the N.D.M.C. and other 
local authorities to undertake cheap 
housing schemes where these people 
can be given some shelter. What hap
pens today? It is heart-breaking. I 
speak with some feeling. Not a day 
passes without some people coining 
to me and saying that their jhuggies 
have been broken, and they ask me 
to go to the N.D.M.C. or the Chief 
Commissioner and give them protec
tion. Every day they are driven from 
'pillar to post.
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Bastis are increasing, and no 
amenities are given to these bastis. 
We cry, give them water, give them 
latrines, give them certain basic 
amenities of life. But the plea is that 
if we give them that they will per
manently be staying there and they 
will not go to other premises. I am 
very happy to quote here what Shri 
Jawaharlal Nehru himself has said in 
this Foreword to this book, Slums of 
Old Delhi. He says-

“We have to provide housing 
for them before we can ask them 
to vacate.”

I would like the hon. Minister to 
learn it and remember it. Then, he 
also says:

‘The argument that any im
provement might lead to their 
perpetuation is not one that we 
can accept.”

He says that we should give them 
the basic amenities of life. These are 
his views. This Government is func
tioning under his direction, and his 
Government every day goes and de
molishes huts and drives the people 
away. They are driven from pillar to 
post. Sir, I am reminded of the Jews, 
who had no homes of their own, who 
were driven from everywhere and 
who had to go in the high seas. In 
the same way we are treating our 
basti people. They have no place to 
go. Our attitude is entirely a penal 
attitude, the attitude of a Police State 
and not a welfare State. We want to 
drive them away because they are 
breaking our wonderful laws. Who 
are the people whom we want to 
drive away? They are our govern
ment servants, our domestic servants 
and others who reside and function in 
Delhi. I f  you cannot provide them 
with good houses, at least give them 
a plot where they can put up a shack 
and stay there.

These people are driven out from 
their huts every day. Just two days 
before the heavy rains the ND.M.C. 
or the Land & Development Authority 
ilemolished 100 huts in Chanakyapuri.

I went there immediately after the 
rains and I found them sitting even 
without the meagre shelter of a sirki. 
There was a woman with a 20 day 
old child. I asked her and she said: 
“Yes; they came two days back and 
broke my hut". Today people came 
from Prithviraj Lane and said that 
their huts have been broken. Every 
day I get people who say that their 
huts have been broken. I ask the 
Government, have you given alter
native accommodation to these peo
ple? How can you remove them with
out giving them alternative accom
modation? A ll your big palaces have 
no meaning, if your own people have 
no place to live in, if your people 
have not got a spot where they can 
stay. If we do not give them shelter, 
at least give them a place where they 
can stand.

I feel under this Act as it is, under 
the present provision these poor peo
ple arc being very harshly treated, 
and with this summary power where 
will they go? I am sorry the hon. 
Health Minister is not here, because 
he i .s also partly responsible for 
housing But I would appeal to the 
hon. Munster for Works, Housing 
and Supply to take a more construc
tive approach. Do not throw these 
people away unless you have made 
alternative arrangements for their 
housing. I would say, please imple
ment the a. surance that you gave 
because that is a matter of prestige 
for you, not only for you, it is 8 
matter of prestige for the whole 
House. We have undertaken to re
habilitate these people. We spend 
crores and crores of rupees. Can we 
not keep one small promise? Sir, it 
is a shameful thing to see that our 
assurance has been broken.

The third category of people are 
the government servants. My hon. 
friend. Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava 
has already said about government 
servants. Some of these government 
servants are refugees. I have myself 
forwarded a representation from the 
East Bengal Government servants
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who say: "We are refugees. We are 
retired. We have no homes. Where are 
we to go?” They cannot pay the ex
orbitant rents prevailing in Delhi. 
They have asked that facilities may 
be given to them for building houses. 
There are government servants who 
have come from West Pakistan and 
whose, claims have not yet been set
tled because they do not come in the 
priority category. Today they are re
tired and they have no place. Where 
are these people to go. They have no 
town, no village which they can call 
their own and take shelter.

Therefore, Sir, this Act needs to be 
amended. Several sections of this Act 
need to be amended. Not only you 
should amend the Act, but you should 
also take up the matter with the 
Cabinet. Instead of talking about 
slum clearance and issuing reports 
and so on, I think we must take con
structive steps to give adequate hous
ing facilities to these poor people 
who are without houses.

Shri Naushir Bharucha: Mr. Deputy 
Speaker, Sir, we are discussing a 
type of Act which is not new to me, 
because we have a similar Act, the 
Housing Board Act in Bombay, and 
I fully appreciate the sentiments ex
pressed by both the previous speak
ers. It has been our unfortunate ex
perience that in Bombay City also a 
similar type of legislation has worked 
havoc, and I have no doubt that if 
this legislation is put on the statute- 
book the results will be equally dis
astrous.

Sir, the last 1950 Act was held 
ultra vires because it infringed cer
tain articles of the Constitution, and 
I agree with my hon. friend Pandit 
Thakur Das Bhargava that this Bill 
is also likely to share the same fate.

It is rather unfortunate that in the 
treatment of various types of people 
which this Bill will have to deal with 
no account is taken of the fact that

there are various types of occupants 
whom this Bill seeks to throw out. 
There may be people who are purely 
trespassers for whom we may not 
waste too much sympathy; but there 
are people who occupy the premises 
as licencees; there may be people 
who may be described as tenants hol
ding-over, and there may be people 
whose services may have been termi
nated. All these occupants are treated 
in the same category as if they are 
trespassers and they have to be haunt
ed out from the pemises.

So far as the 1950 Act was concern
ed, it went completely beyond the 
barest principles of natural justice. 
But what does this Bill seek to do 
except for changing the designation 
of the officers that may be there? We 
have defined “public premises” which 
is a very wide definition. I do not 
agree with Pandit Thakur Das Bhar
gava when he says that it is not ap
plicable to other premises. It is appli
cable to all premises, and hence its 
disastrous effect will be feit far and 
wide.

I concede, Sir, that the Govern
ment has some claim to the premises 
which they own or which they desire 
to take on lease. But, at the same 
time, I am not prepared to say that all 
human considerations should be 
thrown aside. Let us see what is the 
procedure that is being provided 
under this Bill. Of course, the Estate 
Officer has been created. As I said, it 
is only a change of designation, noth
ing beyond that. But let us see the 
procedure itself. This Act does not 
provide, in the first instance, for the 
personal service of summons. It is, I 
suppose, the bedrock of our Code of 
Civil Procedure that service of sum
mons must be adequately proved and 
the best efforts should be made for 
tendering summons personally to the 
defendant. In this case that very fac
tor is set aside. Then, the officer is em
powered to paste the summons on the 
c ’iter dooi or on some conspicuous 
place and within ten days of such
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service the hearing of the case pro
ceeds. I ask m the first place about 
the summons sought to be served, on 
any conspicuous place or door When 
it can be served and how it will be 
served under the Bill nobody knows, 
with the result that many people will 
receive the first intimation of their 
eviction by the order of eviction

The normal procedure is not fol
lowed. No effort is to be made, no 
due diligence is to be exercised by 
the Government officers to find out 
who are personally responsible and 
to serve the summons on them The 
things are pasted anywhere, and then 
in ten days there will be the hearing, 
and an eviction order

And what type of hearing will it 
be’  My hon friend has, argued that 
possibly lawyers may not be allowed 
to argue. Certainly not as of right, 
but with the permission of the autho
rities they may appear The High 
Courts have held that when it is pro
vided in the Act that an opportunity 
should be given and the party should 
be heard, it is not necessary that the 
party must be personally heard The 
High Courts have held that it is suffi
cient compliance if a written repre
sentation from the party is read by 
the authority which exercises juns- 
iiction Therefore, there is no guar- 
mtee even that the defendant can, as 
>f right, cross-examine the other 
;ide What type of procedure are we 
Lvolving just because the Govern- 
nent wants to have certain premises 
'or itself’

I am not disputing the fact that if
sublic interests require, people may
iave to be evicted, but there has got
to be an element of humanity in the 
matter. I have seen and I know how 
this type of legislation is operated in 
^Bombay People with fever have
been thrown out, roofs over people’s 
hi-adii have been demolished at 2 o’
Clock in the morning In this way 
possession of tenements has been
taken by the Government And in 
some cases, even ignoring the orders

of the Secretary of the Department, 
the officer has proceeded to execute 
eviction orders These things have 
taken place, and I know m this parti
cular case the same phenomena will 
be witnessed here

I ask why is it necessary to pro
vide a different procedure7 If we are 
creating a new class of tribunals—let 
us take it, the estate officers—why 
can we not create a sufficient num
ber of judges ask them to follow as 
far as possible the procedure pres
cribed by the Code of Civil Pro
cedure and do justice’  Why is it that 
this short-cut, this summary proce
dure is being adopted’  I certainly 
think that this is not the way in 
which the Government should seek 
to recover the premises on which 
they may have an eye

It is not merely in the case of evic
tion, but m the case of so-called 
arrears of rent also, the same proce
dure is prescribed And what is more, 
the dtfendant who gets the summons 
may not even get the correct details 
as to in what respect he is liable to 
pay the arrears of rent, and still 
after a summary proceeding, the 
ordir can be issued and the arrears 
can be recovered as arrears of land 
revenue I ask whv this extraordinary 
procedure is being adopted by the 
Government Have they no faith in 
their own law courts’  Assuming that 
they find that on account of heavy 
congestion they cannot wait, let them 
evolve a separate cadre of courts, but 
let the procedure be properly pres
cribed so that principles of natural 
justice are duly observed

It is very eas> for us to pass this 
Bill who have never experienced 
what it is to be thrown out of pre
mises, but when this Act came in 
Bombay I got letters after letters 
from refugees pleading “We have 
been refugees once m our life time; 
do not make us refugees agam”. This 
law may make them refugees a 
second time And particularly as the 
law stands today, at least as it stands
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in Bombay State, you cannot go and 
lease any premises from any land
lord. The landlord has no power to 
lease out premises, and the Rent Con
trol Bill which you are going to 
bring before the House will also, in 
respect of certain tenements, contain 
similar powers. If due to shortage of 
accommodation there are no premises, 
if there are no premises to be let out, 
where is the uprooted person to go?

Therefore, my first appeal to the 
hon. Minister is that he must accept 
certain reasonable amendments which 
have been tabled here, which go to 
implement the assurance given by an 
hon. Minister to this House, by which 
assurance the hon. Minister in charge 
of this Bill is bound.

Then I would ask this: Assuming
for a moment that certain structures 
which are unauthorised are there, 
why should they not be regularised? 
It is a very common practice for 
municipal corporations, and I speak 
with my experience of nearly 20 
years in the Bombay Municipal Cor
poration, to regularise unauthorised 
structures. Therefore, there must be 
an amendment that where certain 
public premises within the meaning 
of the Act are occupied by unautho
rised squatters, if they happen to be 
there before 16th August, 1950, if they 
have constructed any structures on 
them and if they have been in conti
nuous occupation of those structures, 
and if they are prepared to comply 
either by modifications or otherwise 
with the requirements of any local 
authority, any town planning autho
rity or any other authority, then 
Government, instead of evicting them, 
must regularise those unauthorised 
occupations. There are thousands 
and thousands of them, and I refuse to 
believe that they are squatters. They 
are not squatters. They have come 
there with the leave and licence of 
the Government. In fact, Government 
encouraged them, and now after five, 
six or eight year* they cannot toy:

clear out from here. Clear out where! 
This is a human problem. Have you 
established even transit camps for 
these people? Nothing is being done. 
It is extremely unfair.

1 have no sympathy for the tres
passers who come and just get into 
Government premises. I am pleading 
for those refugees whom the Govern- 
ment have settled on this land. The 
Government has got no right to ask 
them to clear out unless the Govern^ 
ment provides alternative accommo
dation. Do I understand from the hon. 
Minister in charge of the Bill that in 
the case of such refugees as I have 
described, who have been there before 
16th August, 1950 and who are pre
pared to comply with any reasonable 
requirements of the town planning or 
municipal authorities, he will regula
rise them and not subject them to 
evictions o r ....

Shri A jit Singh Sarhadi (Ludhi
ana) : There are other commitments 
after that also.

Shri Nanshir Bharucha: Apart
from them, let us take the basic com
mitment first, because that will cover 
a large number of persons. Or, in 
the alternative, is he prepared to say 
they will not be evicted until they 
have been provided with suitable ac
commodation? Otherwise, what is the 
meaning of the assurance, ‘and’ who 
will trust Government assurances?

I, therefore, plead that before this 
Bill is put on the statute-book, wc 
have got to see that there is a proper 
procedure and that procedure will be 
analogous to the procedure prescrib
ed by the Code of Civil Procedure. I 
can understand your saying the small 

causes court procedure should be 
adopted, which is a sort of summary 
procedure, only detailed evidence 
may not be recorded, but all otheî  
rights of cross-examination etc., are 
guaranteed in the legislation itself.



4781 Public Premises 4 SEPTEMBER 1958 (.Eviction of un- 478a
authorised Occupant*)

Bill
Unless that is done, 1 am airaia tnu 
Bill, while it may serve the purpose 
of the Government, will convert these 
people into refugees for a second 
time. I am sure that.is not the inten
tion of the Government.

Shri A jit Singh Sarbadi: I am
afraid I cannot congratulate the Gov
ernment on bringing forward this 
Bill in this form and at this stage, 
and my reasons are many.

The hon. Deputy Minister, while 
moving this Bill, admitted that it has 
a legal aspect also. He said that the 
predecessor of this Bill enacted in 1950 
has been held to be ultra vires by 
three High Courts. The question 
before us is: Does the present Bill 
remove those objections which the 
High Courts raised and for reasons of 
which that Act was held to be ultra 
vires I am afraid it does not and 1 
join my hon. friend, Pandit Thakur 
Das Bhargava that this Bill may pos
sibly meet the same fate.

The reasons given by two High 
Courts were that this Bill offended the 
provisions of articles 19 and 14. The 
hon. Minister said that the Select 
Committee has tried to meet those 
objections. I am afraid that objections 
111 regard to article 14 have not been 
met entirely. I would only draw his 
attention to the judgment of the 
Allahabad High Court where it was 
definitely laid down thus:

“Thus the classification here 
sought to be made by the Act 
is between two private indivi
duals one of whom happen^ to 
occupy private land and the other 
Government land. Article 14, 
therefore, applies with full force 
to such a situation as the person 
occupying Government premises 
is not afforded the same protec
tion of law as is afforded to a 
person occupying private land 
and the differential treatment 
meted out to the former person 
has no reasonable connection with 
the objects sought to be achieved.”

u wouid have been very much better 
if the Government had waited for a 
decision of the Supreme Court on this 
point and then come with a Bill of 
this nature. I concede that the inter
pretation placed by the Allahabad 
High Court has not been concurred 
by the Punjab High Court; but all 
the same, it is true that as long as 
it has not been upset by the. Supreme 
Court, the same objection can be 
taken against this Bill also, where 
distinction is made between occupiers 
of private land and those of Govern
ment premises. We are creating a 
separate forum for the eviction of 
those who are occupying public pre
mises, as defined in this Bill, whereas 
for an individual in occupation of 
private land, there is the ordinary 
civil law. How far this classification 
is reasonable is a moot point. There 
is a further classification in this Bill 
which is sought to be applied to 
premises belonging to the Corpora
tion. So, these are classifications 
which may be held to be unreason
able. Therefore, to my mind it 
appears that it would have been 
much better if the Government would 
have been well-advised to wait lor 
the decision of the Supreme Court 
about the ruling of the Allahabad 
High Court and then bring forward 
a comprehensive Bill.

The second feature of the Bill is 
its effect on displaced persons. I 
am sorry that while piloting the hon. 
Minister has not appreciated the 
enormity of its effect on the displaced 
persons. I w ill remind him that 
when the predecessor Bill was 
brought in the House in 1950, at that 
time, the then Minister who was 
piloting the Bill said that even in 
1950 the Bill would affect nearly 25 
to 30 per cent of the people. To 
quote from the Debates, the Minister 
said:

“But I can say this that the 
number of refugees, as far as I 
have been able to ascertain, is
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not much. I tym told the per
centage is not more than 25 or 30 
per cent at the maximum. That 
being the case, 70 per cent of the 
people who are occupying Govern
ment buildings are not displaced 
persons.”

So, in 1950, it would have affected 30 
per cent of the unauthorised occupants. 
In the year 1958, the hon. Minister 
knows very well the extent of evacuee 
properties acquired by the Govern
ment and which have come within 
the purview and mischief of clause 2, 
as public premises; I think it is worth 
nearly Rs. 100 crores. So, the Bill 
would affect a very large percentage 
of displaced persons now. My appre
hensions are that it will be affecting 
nearly 70 to 75 per cent of unautho
rised occupants. So, we have got to 
see its effect in the light of the com
mitments made by the Government 
at different stages in the last 11 years

The fiflet commitment, about which 
my hon. friend, Shrimati Sucheta 
Kripalani was pleased to refer, per
tains to the commitment of the Gov
ernment in relation to Government 
land. You know fully well that in 
1947 and 1948, when the refugee dis
placed persons poured into Delhi and 
other nlaces. there was no arrange
ment for their rehabilitation. Their 
number was so large, the problem was 
so colossal and the resources of the 
Government were so meagre that it 
was very difficult to meet the situa
tion. I can appreciate the difficulty. 
At that time, efforts were made to 
ask them to find a place by themselves 
and have some kind of rehabii'tation. 
Several lakhs, 3 to 4 lakhs, came to 
Delhi and they had to be put some
where. Naturally, they were en
couraged to have constructions any
where. The then Works and Housing 
Minister, Shri Gadgil, gave an under
taking that they would not be eject
ed if they had built certain construc
tions on certain Government lands. 
That point has already been fully

dealt with by Shrimati Sucheta Kripa
lani and I need not dilate on it further.

But there is one thing to which I 
would draw the attention of the hon. 
Deputy Minister, viz., what is the 
legal value of those commitments? 
He has told us today that the Govern
ment stands by that commitment and 
that will hold good. I have got no 
disbelief in it and I am sure he will 
issue the necessary instructions so that 
it may be done. Even when the 
assurances were given in 1950, a 
letter was circulated to all the autho
rities in Delhi that the commitments 
should be followed. But the difficulty 
is how far they will be legally valid. 
I am afraid that unless it is incorpo
rated as a statutory clause, as a pro
viso to clause 2, it will have no legal 
value. This has been so held in the 
ruling of the Punjab High Court. That 
ruling is reported in the Punjab Law 
Reporter—-it was a 'Bench i*uling— 
where their Lordships held as follows. 
The letter referred to is the letter 
issued by the Works and Hous
ing Ministry in 1952, subsequent to 
the assurances given by Mr. Gadgil, 
which definitely laid down that no 
person who was an unauthorised
occupant before 15th August, 1950
should bo ejected, if he complied 
with the conditions given in the 
assurance. Yet, when the matter
came before the High Court for the 
final decision, the High Court held 
thus:

“This letter was followed by a 
communication dated the 22nd 
February, 1952, in which the 
Ministry of Works, Production 
and Supply directed that in the 
case of constructions which com
ply or with suitable modifications 
may be made fairly to comply with 
the municipal requirements and 
Town Improvement plans the 
value of the land in unauthorised 
occupation should be assessed on 
a fto-proflt-no-loss basis and that



the dhplaced penon ahould be 
11ven an option w purchase the 
slt.e occupied by rum a1ainst pay
imsnt In ~•Y instalments of the 
value of the land assc1111cd. The 
1rant of these concesliions d.id not 
preclude Government from exer
c:lsine their own r i,hts of owner
srup over the property in ques
tion." 

One of the terms of the assu.rance was 
that in certain conditions, where the, 
occupation is after 15th Aueust, 1950, 
but bt!fore a certain other date, he 
would be entitled to take the land on 
a n o-profit-no-loss basis or at its race 
value. 

15 Jin. 

That is the assurance. That shall 
be 11l the di!•cretion of lht! Govern
ment. There will be no leeal validity 
to this as~urancc-. l be& to the hon. 
Deputy Mmister to consider whether 
the assur11nc(' which he h:1 ~ i:1vcn L0 

u pious wi~h that ha~ been expressed 
in the Report of the Sele-ct Committee 
on this Bill or that the assuranct> that 
he has ,riven today on the floor of 
th is H<>U~e has cot any 11', al value, 
when it has not b<'<'n m<·ol-porated 
m thi~ Bill. 

Mr. Deputy -Speaker: Would t~e 
hon M<·mber likt> to continue and 
tln i~h In another two m inutes? 

Sbrt Ajlt SID1b Sarhadl: No. 
would l ike to continue. 

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: He m ay con
tmue tomorrow. Now the two-hour 
discussion will start 

15.0J hrs. 

JNDO-PAKISTAN CANAL WATER 
DISPUTE 

1/fr ~ ~ (<mrapff) : ~
~ ~)~. ~ <TI~H ""') ~ 
~~qr-ft't~ir· ~mr~~ l 
~ aoq ~ ~ ft11~t:r ~ 'tlf~ • 
~ flf1ns; S:) '{g1 t I ~ ll:R'f it; ~-

~ifq;~g I ~'i<~~~ 

;f ~JT.1171 ~ ~if lfi'l1' : 

"Over Kashmir and canal 
waters we will fight India with our 
own army. We will fight wltb OW' 
Police, our men and women and 
children will fight. We shall fiaht 
and fight and fight." 

~ ill>:' ~:fl '11r.<I' ~ ~'lf'U 
~~ 1lfT ~ it ~ ~, l'JClT f~ 

m-R f~r 1f ".~ ~ 'l< ~ 
~ iti' lft ¥,~Fe It'), ;:{r~A'?n°'r~~ 

'"The agreement relates to the 
waters of two canals. It was 
signtd under duress." 

\(T ~ ~ f<f. '<{~ ':'~'11 'lT~ 
fi:;'!"'fH it; f Rf"l'T ~. ~ ~'If~ ~ 

tfil' iTT'f ~{,T ~ I i'fflFI' ~ ~f.'f 'TT 

~-, mnw ~ m ~fl' ~ f~ 
f'.if:;:{T1i:'Wf~ ~ cf, ~I~ 
<lT~ it q1 f <;.q ;i if; qq.iT ~ !If' 
rirr F ~rff.if ~ ~ ~ q. , 
~ 'ir:h if. if) ~~TT "3Tf ~R qi: 

lf':-~;r ~ I Jf ~ f, f1'> m"~ 'l'Tf~
"'l'T:r if,' eftT Xl'<J "1'11T •{r-:r-n;n ~ <tT 
~ if> 'fr,T ;; ~17 !f 7.fT'T ~'i failtr QT 

il'TI >f;ft~ if: 'Tilf flffi"( ~;.it I ~ 

~H ~ f.T. 1fr i:frf ~ ~ ~ ~'f-t 
it ~ <q l!?. ~ 

"1f the East Punjab Government 
to discharge the obligauon to de
veloped areas where water is 
score<' and which were under
d<•vcloped m relation to parts of 
West Punjab." 

'('i iri:mra it lit 1:14t ~ ~~t <fT<I' t 
1Jl7. ?fit ~ f.!; ~ fU iii :r f.:rzri 1f1<T ~ 
f~ tR;t ~ ~ ;W,l' ~ I <f~ 
<l:i!T ll' Wrt°fl'i'f, t. I ~ ~::t' lfl1 
q-~ f7:e;f q';;mt ~ q1f1.k1H ~ ~ 

31fr~ qr;ft' iiflt '11'~ i I 




