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gATC gaesl et § 1 7 A9 3T W
TRATE W § 1 g fa g9
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ATAFT 47 20 Bl AZ} (AT & |

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : Now, let us
proceed with the business before the House,

ot FAWTE WA @ JUnAN HERY,
a7z & f& wmdm W=, o 9
S A7 ol Ay faad, v qEd
CEEILE I A
ot 7y fewa

st wpATE @W 4 g
&%qmawar?mﬂﬁf{ | {9Y
feafq &t asw & {87 & 39 famm A
qd W E |
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER:  Order,
order.

14.15 Hrs.

PUBLIC PREMISES (EVICTION OF
UNAUTHORISED OCCUPANTS) AM-
ENDMENT BILL—conud.

MR, DEPUTY-SPEAKER : The House
will not take up further consideration of
ihe following motion moved by Shri
Jagannath Rao on the 2nd August, 1968,

namely :—

“That the Bill further to amend the
Public Premises (Eviction of Unautho-
rised Occupants) Act, 1958, as passed
by Rajya Sabha, be taken into considera-
tion.”

SHRI D, C. SHARMA (Gurdaspur) : 1
welcome Shri S. M. Banerjee's. ...

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA (Delhi
Sadar) : Is the hon, Member iitting or
standing and thent speaking ?

SHRI D, C. SHARMA : Is bo a man or
4 woman 7

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : Ho has in-
tellectual height, but the physical height is
a little less.

SHRI D. C. SHARMA : Hoe looks like a
matron; he does not look like a man.

1 want to make a few observationy on
the Public Premises (Eviction of Unautho-
rised Occopants) Amendment Bill which
has been brought forward by Shri Jagannath
:r?:ndm used to be at one time my good
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The proposed section 2(b) is something
to which I do not think anybody can take
exception. The  definition runs as
follows ;

“public premises” means woy pre-
mises belonging to, or taken on lease or
requisitioned by, or on behalf of, tﬁ‘
Central Government. .

T think that this is uncxoephonnl:le. The
Central Government is responsible for the
public sector and the public sector requires
ample space for building its factories, its
workshops, its cantonments and other
things. Therefore, nobody should take
any exceplion to this. But the rub lies
where the following provision is there,
namely :

“any company as defined in section 3
of the Companies Act, 1956, in which
not less than fifty-one per cent of the
paid-up share capital is held by the
Central Government”,

Here lies the hurdle which I hlve not been
able to overcome,

Government may hold 51 per cent
shares, but take it from me that the persons
who hold 49 per cent shares will run that
company and not the Government, It is
because Government is half asleep and
half awake. Government is half ignorant
and half aware, and the result would be
that all these things would go into private
hands gradually and slowly and nobody
would bother about what would happen.
Therefore, 1 feel that the quantum of share
to be held by the Central Government
should be increased at least to 75 per ceat.
If that is not done, then I am afraid that
this provision is liable to be abused. I
wam the Government that they should
take heed in good time. Otherwise they
will rue the day when they have got to face
it. Most of the private enterprise people
will come forward and buy shares to the
tune of 49 per cent and they will have
their heyday or field day so far as the
acquisition of public premises is concerned.

Now, Government are seeking to extend
this to the local authorities also. Sir, yoa
are a great constitutional expert and you
know very well the proliferation of autho-
rity in India has done more harm to wus
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go down to the zilla parishads, and from
the zilla parishads we shall go down to the
block authorities and from the block
authorities we shall go to the village pan-
chayats and from the village panchayats
to the lambardars and so on. In this way,
the circle will go on w'dening itself to the
detriment of the people who own these
lands

Therefore, 1 would say that this autho-
rity should be held only by the Central
Government and nobody else should have
any say in this matter. Nobody should be
able to acquire any public premises,

Then, we have the provision :

“any premises belonging to the Muni-
cipal Corporation of Delhi or any muni-
cipal committee or notifled area com-
mittee.”

- think that this is an abuse of power,

SHRI HIMATSINGKA : It is already
there.

SHRI D, C, SHARMA: It may be
already there in his head, but it is not in
my head. His head is too old to take in
more, | was submitting very respectfully
that when this Bill is passed the municipal
committee or the notified area committee
or even the Municipal Corporation of Delhi
will use it to detriment of the peasants of
the farmers of India. It will be used to
the detriment of agriculturists; they will
take over the piece of land which is meant
for raising foodgrpins; they will not do
anything else... Therefore, I say that such
provisions should go out of this Bill.

Who are the persons who are going to
implement this Act? You see clause 3.
What does it say 7 ‘Officers of equivalent
rank of any company or the Corporation'.
These are the persons, What is the Central
Government doing and what is my good
friecnd Mr. Jaganath Rao doing ? He was
a very responsible Member of this House
but ever since he became a Minister, he
ceased to be a¢ responsible as he was before.
For instance, he has given the right to any
authority. I think this right should be
kept within the purview of the Central
Qovernment so that there should be no
abuse or misuse. Go to any small town in
this countfy or any big city in this country,
You find that the good land which used to
be under the plough of the farmer and add
to our production of food is being taken
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away by these persons and satellite towns
are growing up and mushroom :owns are
coming up. If it goes on like that there
will hardly be any land left for us to be
brought under the plough and the plea to
attain self-sufficiency in food would dis-
appear. 1 generalise from my own ex-
perience of Punjab. 1 find that most of
the land which wa¢ cultivated by sturdy,
honest and brave farmers is being taken
over by those perfons who have become
rich overnightt They have put in it all
the black money which they had got. So
many friends of mine ask me : where does
black money come from 7 How can I say ?

SHRI ABDUL GHANI DAR: I chall
tell you.

SHRI D, C, SHARMA : | shall get it
from you. So, they purchase Lhese lands
with the black money. Our first priority
is agriculture and food self-sufficiency, Our
hero today is the kisan and the farmer.
Next to him is our jawan, the warrior, the
army man. Even the men of our army
come mostly from the peasantry class. So,
our hero today is the peasant. If we are
going to deprive the peasant of the land
which he tills, I do not know where we
shall stop.

I shall now tell you about an incident
which I saw with my own eyes, There is
a city whose name I do not want to men-
tion. (Inrerruption). All right; T will
mention it. It is Chandigarh, One day,
I was going about in the city of Chandi-
garh. 1 saw a mango tree, and under
that mango tree 1 saw a peasant sitting and
crying. I went up to him and asked him,
“What is the trouble my dear friend 7"
He replied “My hut used to lie near this
mango tree; my land used to lie near this
mango tree, and all that land has beea
teken away. 1 am now a landless man.
I have no land now to cultivate.” So, i
you take this as the authority, I would
ask my friend Shri Jaganath Rao—he was
a good friend of mine at one time but not
now—to give land for the landless and
not compensation. What is your com-
pensation worth ? Your compensation is &
very paltry sum, 1 think if you take
land from any man who can cultivate it,
you should give him land for that. If you
cannot give it, I think this Bill is utterly
futile and will not work for the prosperity
of India.
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MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: We bave
three hours for this Bill, and one hour
is already exhausted, Today we have
exhaused 15 minutes so far. I find a
namber of speakers who have sent slips.
Some parties have spoken, for instance,
the Jan Sangh. If I were to accommodate
one spokesman from ecach party, and a
few others, it will take a long time, What
1 would suggest is that every hon, Mem-
ber should try to confine his remarks to
five minutes, I am not in a position to
extend the time today. Yesterday we had
epough time, and today I am not able
to do it. What I would suggest is, for the
general debate we have one hour. and
half an hour or 45 minutes that remains
could be devoted for clause-by-clause con-
sideration. Is it all right 7—Yes.

ft ®o Ao fourdt (afmar) -
JUTEqE] AZRA, UF & FEAT £ | AR
fane &7 I § SgTET WEy war ¢
Tw fa &Y arat & fema €47 arsT e
& v arET W TeE €, 99 &7 smeT Igw
fear snz

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : We shall
see,
SHRI K. M. KOUSHIK (Chanda) :

Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, there is a com-
mon law remedy in our country for evic-
tion from unauthorised occupancy. It is
open to the public as well as to the pri-
vate premises. Of course, there are laws
which give summary powers also, and
Act 32 of 1958 was enacted to give these
summary powers to the Estate Officer for
protecting the Government  property
when they are occupied unauthorisedly.
Unfortunately, the Supreme Court has
held section 51 of that Act to be arbitrarily
conferring powers on the Estate Officer,
and hence is violative of article 14 of
the Constitution. Therefore, this amend-
ment has been necessitated and the Bill
has been brought. I have no quarrel with
it. But my oanly quarrel is that this posi-
tion has been very clearly elucidated. A
perusal of the Objects and Reasons of the
Bill will show—I quote :

“In view of this, it is felt that in
order to meet the objection raised in
the aforesaid judgment of the Supreme
Court regarding the validity of the
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Punjab Act, suitable amendment should
be made to the Public Premises (Evic-
tion of Unauthorised Occupants) Act
1958 so that the alternative remedy by
wav of suit that may be resorted to
by the Estate Officer in his discretion
is taken away.”

This is a very clear statement, and it is
in conformity with what the Supreme
Court has said, but in carrying out this
into effect, in section 10E, the entire juris-
diction of the civil court has been takem
away, so that not only the Estate Officer
is prevented but even an aggrieved party
is prevented from going to the civil court.
That is my objection. I will show it pre-
sently. 1 waot the hon. Minister to go
with me to section 10E in the Bill. It
reads thus :

“No civil court shall have jurisdic-
tion to entertain any suit or proceeding
in. respect of the eviction...”

What you are wanting is that the Estate
Officer or the exccutive officer should not
have the remedy of civil court and he
should confine himself to the remedy pro-
vided in section 5. But as it is worded,
this section will debar the Estate Offizer
as well as any aggri:ved party from guing
to the civil court. Therefore, if you add
the words *“at the instance of the E:tate
Officer” after the words “any suit or pro-
ceeding”, then it will be in conformity
with the statement of objects and reasons.

In certain land revenue Acts, this pro-
vision of summary procedure is there. But
taking into consideration the fact that
summary procedure itself indicates that
there has ppt been a deep enquiry and
the persons exercising powers summarily
are not well vers:d in civil law, it has
been made subject to the jurisdiction of
the regular civil court. This is what has
been dong in the Bombay Land Revenoe
Act, M.P. Land Revenue Act, etc. In all
these. the summary procedure is subject to
the jurisdiction of the civil court. As
1 bave already said, your object is only to
prevent the Estate Officer from gomng to
a civil court. But the section has been
s0 worded as to debar the jurisdiction of
the civil court in a suit which mav be
brought at the instance of the Estate Offi-
cer or by an aggrieved person. Therefore,
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I request the minister to changed it so as
to read :

“No civil court shall have jurisdiction
to emtertain any suit or proceeding at
the instance of the Estate Officer.”
SHRI HIMATSINGKA (Godda) : Sir, 1

feel that the Bill has not been properly
understood by some members who have
spoken. As pointed out by the previous
speaker, the Supreme Court struck down
a similar provision in another Act and
therefore Government brought in this Bill.
They are giving up one of their alterma-
tive rights which made the other clause
infructuous in a similar Act. Instead of
having both the remedies of summary
procedure and civil suit, this Bill provides
that the right to go to a civil court is
beimg given up.

So far as the other objection raised by
the previous speaker is concerned, the
right to go to the civil court by way of
appeal is still there under section 9 of the
parent Act No. 32 of 1958. That section
provides for appeal to the district judge.
That right is not taken away by the pro-
posed section 10E.

Another point has been raised that land
will be acquired and cultivators will suffer.
I do not see where the question of acqui-
sition comes so far as this Bill is concern-
ed. This Bill only provides for eviction
of unauthorised occupants. Therefore,
1 feel that that criticism is wholly mis-
guided and has been levelled wunder a
misunderstanding, without realising the
exact purport of the Bill. Therefore 1

. feel that the Bill that has been introduced
has been correctly introduced.

As regards certain oObjections about the
municipal authority and the Delhi Deove-
lopment Authority having these powers,
they already have them under the Act as
at present. The new thing that has been
introduced is the company which becomes
a Government company because of the
Government holding more tham 51 per
cent shares. That is the new thing that
has been introduced and, I think, rightly,
as was pointed out by the hon. Member,
Shri Tiwary, who was the Chairman of
the Public Undertakings Committee and
who saw a number of things which need-
ed immediate action at the hands of
Government,

1, therefore, support the Bill.
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¥ 7t foelt o€ & 1 e W oA
o fafaw 2 #r gfafermm st &9
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T A WA § 9§ § qg W99 g
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q@R fafaw 1 & ar qadr § AR
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2 rae ¥ fafaw £ 7 a9
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TE UF T |
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wifgy aife a8 gEQ g 9T, AT
T % | @ faw § 5a g A
T Tfgw

SHRI S, KANDAPPAN (Mettur) :
Mr, Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I appreciate the
difficulty or the concern of the Govern-
ment in trying to recover public premises.
Bot, as Mr. Bibhuti Mishra pointed out,
there is this problem of humanity involv-
ed in this. Particularly, in Delhi, there
are many arcas which were occupied mot
only by the refugees but also by those,
who are our countrymen, who came here,
in a very desperats condition, to earn
their livelihood even from far down south
and from other corners of India. From
my own experience, I know, in 1953 from
Madras State alone, there were about
10,000 handloom weavers who left that
part of the country, who scattered to
various places and the major portion of
them camec to Delhi and settled in
various places doing all kinds of odd jobs.
Probably, they thought it is their capital
und they occupied certain places. They
have no means of acquiring a plot and
putting a pucca building. They simply
came here and when they got some job
somewhere and they found some plot
vacant nearby, they occupied it

After some years, when the Govern-
ment want [and for some purpose, it is
necessary to see that they are not simply
sent away lock, stock and barrel. There
should be some kind of human touch in
dealing with the problem of hutments.
Mr. Kanwar Lal Gupta said that the num-
ber of butments in Delhi, particularly,
has increased of late and that it is to
the tune of 1 lakh. I do not kmow the
cxact figure, It might be true. How is
the Government going to solve this prob-
lem? Not by passing this Bill and
authorising the authorities or the officers
voncerned to simply send them away.
Definitely, that is not going to solve the
problem. It is more a human problem.

I have no quarrel with the basic need
that the Government has got to requisi-
tion or to take some premises for their
own purposes, My own Party is running
the government in Madras. We know the
necessity and, sometimes, the dire need
of the Government to acquire certain
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land of their own. But while implement-
ing this—that is my whole argument—it
should be seen and the Minister should
take the responsibility to see that the
people are not unduly harassed and that
they should be given sufficient accommo-
dation elsewhere or the Government could
even provide accommodation through the
Rehabilitation Department and see that
they are not unnecessarily bothered or
their livelihood is spoiled because of these
actions, I know even the intentions of
the Government, sometimes, are not possi-
ble, when it comes to the administrative
machinery, to be carried out. I myself
had an experience with the Minister. I
think he will be in a position to recall i.
I myself, along with another Member of
my Party, called on him with regard to
the problem of some engineers in CPWD.
He was able to appreciate the difficulties
of engineers. He called some officers and
he discussed the whole thing with the
officers, But due to certain technical diffi-
culties, they were not able to accommo-
date them. I think, the position is still
the same. The Minister agreed with B
but the officers did not agree with him
because there were technical difficulties. I
do not know what are these technical
difficulties which cannot be overcome in
the interest of our own country-meo;
that too in this particular case, these
people who are downtrodden and who arc
living on the verge of poverty should be
given all the consideration that the Gov-
ernment can give. Particularly in Delbi,
this is a very vital problem. Of Iate,
there has been ‘an increasing feeling—I
do not want to dilate on that; we are
getting Tepresentations of that kind—,
particularly those people who have come
from far-off places like Madras, Kerala
‘and Bengal and some other far-off places
also have got a feeling, that they are
being squeezed out of Delhi I thiak,
this- is not a healthy feeling at all. We
talk tall about integration and =il that
but we do not allow our own people to
have a sense of pride in the capital eity
of ours, we do no; make them feel that
it is their own city. I think, Jan Sangh
is also ta be blamed to a certain extent for
that, but [ would rather put the blame
squarely on the Central Governmen: for
this because they have the ovemall control
as far as Delhi Administration is concerned.
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[Shri S, Kandappan) . ration itself, I do welcome the explana-
" . . : tion given by Shri Kanwar Lal Gupta, and
E::" abol b :i::nbd’t; 'h:: this (1:::;1 :s“y; it is for the Minister to sec that this kind

polyglot city; they should make all efforts
to provide amenities, particularly for those
who are the underdogs and who are doing
menial work in this country.

Sl €At qor @ it AWA
aew I T 5w § e F7 @
=W g f5 a8 oy 9= § smfuwa
AWt ® FIT IT & fau qweEta
T 3% f&7 gu, fasremr amgar )
¥ Ug I Ww FT A A g R
7R Wt i feeim w1 oamEr g,
e &1 AT @ 7 I d
THARE & AET AT & | T FTEIREA
F A A g T AT e
1 ww A g fF feat avew
T fraeft 7 T 7y o Fgw e
T TEY & | HT wTAAae S @
sl A grEw A M A ST AR
IR ¥ ST A D T A | TAEw
1 7g faegw o @df & fr feelt
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YW IWMF @ TR AN
§ 9 a9y ffedw & o IR @
i fraafrt 381 9
AT 99 ¥ a9 F feg § Fga
T & @ ag 7 wrE I Ko
Il ¥ fag T @ 1 R I wE
o & @1 @F Tood A g 9w
IT WG
SHRI S. KANDAPPAN : 1 would like
1o point out only one thing. The Corpo-
ration has built some shopping-centres in
some places. 1 have reliably learnt this,
and I have cven sent a representation to
some people in his Party, pointing this
out ; there are certain places where people
from the sourth had already been doing
businoss and afier the shopping conmtres
were built there, they were not given pre-
ference to run the shops but the lease was
given to somebody else. This kind of thing
can very well be overcome by the Corpo-

of feeling does not pet round.
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SHRI R. D. BHANDARE (Bombay Cen-
tral) : I do not understand why in Clause
4 Section 10E is sought to be introduced.
As I sec the original Act, I can see the
logicality of it except that there is no pro-
vision for appeal to the Civil Court.

It is contemplated under Section 4 that
notices will be given by the officer or
authority if an explanation is given by the
person who occupies a piece of land, power
is given to the officer or authority to hear
him., Then under the proviso to Section
5 of the original Act if' no explanation is
given within 45 days, the person who occu-
pies the premises will be evicted.

Under section 8 property will be taken
away, if after notification the property is
not claimed. Section 9 deals with the
power of appeal and the appeal shall lie
with the District Court. Under the original
Act District Court is the tribunal and the
decision given by the tribunal is final
Finality attaches to the decision given by
the Tribunal. That is the original schems.
But to my great surprise and dismay, why is
it that section 10E is sought to be intro-
duced to take away the power of the civil
court. It is but natural that certain com-
sequences flow since we have accepted the
sanctity of the private property. In other
words, if there is any right, any civil right,
whether that right does exist or not should
be decided by the civil court. That power
is taken away and arbitrary and despotic
power is given to the officer or authority
under the Act. Section 10E thus brings
the executive into conflict with the judiciary,
1 do not undersand why this is sought to
be incorporated. The hon. Minister ha# not
explained why such wide discretionary
power is given to the authority, which dis-
cretionary power cannot be challanged in
the civil court at all. In any event, the
whole trend under a democratic set up is
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that in case of conflict between the right of
an individual and the executive, the indi-
vidual hag the: right to go to the civil court.
1f that position is accepted and it is accepted
in all civilised world—why are we taking
away that right ? If there is no semblance
of any right at all, I can quite appreciate
that position. In case there i¢ a semblance
of civil right contemplated under section
5 which says that if there is any right in-
volved, the officer will hear him and de-
cide if that right is there., Why is it that
it is not decided by the civil court 7 | oppose
with all my strength and might the intro-
duction of this new principle or innovation
under clause 4.

If those who occupy these premises are
to be evicted some alternative accomodation
must naturally be given before they are
touched. That principle must be introduc-
ed. Not only alternative accommodation
should be given by the Government under
this Bill but some provision ought to be
made here that alternative accommodation
along with amenities would be provided.
So far as the Delhi Department Authority
is concerned, we hear a number of agonoz-
ing complaints that in somec of the bastis
no amenities at all are given. No light, no
water is given., Simply these persons are
thrown out of some of the premises belong-
ing to the Government and left in the
periphery of the city. There are no con-
veniences and no amenities at all there,

Therefore, my appeal is that even at

this late stage Government should accept
or introduce the principle that alternative

accommodation would be given and all
amenities would be provided for.
SHRI GANESH GHOSH (Calcutta

Somth) : This Bill is a draconian measurc
directed gainst millions of poor people who
are forced to live in slums around the pub-
lic sector undertakings or in areas in and
around cities and towns on municipal lands
now termed “public premises”. Hundreds
of thousands of poor people who are com-
pelled to live in cities or around the public
sector projects have not been provided with
any accommodation at all either by Gov-
ernment or by the corporation authorities
or by the public undertaking authorities,
with the result that the workersare obliged
to erect some huts to accommodate their
families. These huts are called #lums
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where not even normal human amenities
are available,

Take, for instance, the condition at Bhilai,
Despite all talks of construction of a pew
township, nothing worthwhile has been
done so far. The result is that thousands of
workers are compelled to live in  slum
areas where no sanitary facility or modren
amenity is available. We are astounded to
hear that large number of people die of
cholera every year in these slums around
Bhilai as drinking water is not supplied in
the slums where the workers live on the
ground that the constructions are unautho-
rised. It is a crual and a practical joke,
which the Minister should know, that there
is a small area which accommodates about
a few hundreds of workers who have been
shifted from Ranchi to Bhilai; the workers
themselves call that area “murgee” colony
because they think that it is not fit for
human habitation, but is fit only for fowls
and chicken, And yet these poor people
who are living in such areas are sought to
be evicted even from those slum areas,

It is strange that Government which
calls itself the custodian of a welfare
State is not taking any expeditious step
to create more housing and to build
houses for poor people, the workers and
for the people of modest means, but
are going to take draconic measures to
throw out the workers from the poor
shelters they have themselves built wup.
There is absolutely no provision in this
Bill to provide alternative accommodation
to the workers and people who are going
to be evicted.

Generally the public sector projects
come up in areas isolated from the town-
ships and cities. They acquire large
tracts of land at throw-away prices but
they utilise only a small portion of the
area to erect the factories and housing
accammodation for their officials. Large
areas of land go vacant, So, the workers
who have not been provided with any
accommodation by the public sector
undertaking are compelled to comstruct
small huts round about the imdustrial
concerns and which are called slums, If
Government are going to take steps under
this Bill then they will all be ejected
from those slums immediately. And what
would be the condition of those hundreds
of workers ?
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With regard to the existing condition of
Delhi and the areas adjacent to it, the
less is said the better it would be. My
other friends have already drawn attention
to this. This is a vast, huge and almost
unlimited area of land within New Delhi.
How much of it is covered up to today
and how much is lying vacant? What
steps have Government taken to  build
houses to accommodate the poor people
and the small people? I would not like
to mention the nature of the accommo-
dation that the Ministers or the big
officers have, But even large.number of
Goverament employees are compelled to
live in slums on lands which are now
termed “public premises”. This is ome
side of the picture. What is the other
side like ? There was a proposal to shift
the Delhi Cloth Mills to some other area.
What steps have been taken to shift it?
The Government have taken no steps at
all. The reason perhaps is that Shri
Bharat Ram has donated a few lakhs of
rupees to the Congress funds. Again, the
Hindustan Insecticides also was to have
been shifted. But nothing has been done
in that regard. Is it because he has made
contributions to the Government for
doing nothing in this regard ?

Then, take the case of Azadpur. There
is the Ajanta Textile Mills there. It
employs 1700 workers out of whom only
100 have been provided with accommoda-
tion and 1600 workers have no accommo-
dation to live in at all.

This Bill unfortunately gives whimsical
and dictatorial powers to the heads and
bureaucrats of the public sector undertak-
ings and to the municipal corporation
authorities. If this Bill be enacted and
put into effect it will really invite the
reaction of the poor people. I would
request the hon. Minister to see that alter-
native accommodation is provided to them
and also make provision for compensa-
tion. Let him take away the 1st clause
and bring forward a new Bill which all
will be able to support,

ft wwRw T R ()
™ fa=r %Y 9 enfaw § 9o @
ofifrge s § 1| DA qenfomer
# fafrer g A faema & aw
T ATRAT § | FTATEIOESE A AT
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THE MINISTER OF WORKS, HOUS-
ING AND SUPPLY (SHRI JAGANATH
RAO) : Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I am
thankful to the hon. Members for having
shown keen interest in this debate. It
is a simple Bill as explained by me at
the outset. Mainly it was necessitated
because of the judicial pronouncement
of the Supereme Court and the Delhi
High Court. To bring in line with the judi-
cial pronouncement, we had to curtail the
powers of the civil court which
the Estate Officer had in addition to
the summary powers conferred on
him under this Act. Having come to
this House with an amendment I thought
it necessary to include within the defini-
tion of public premises, Government
corporations which are wholly owned and
also government companies where Govern-
ment has a controlling interest by having
at least 51 per cent of the shareholding.

15.25 Hrs.
[SHrt VaAsUDEVAN NaIr in the Chair)

Most members have misunderstood the
scope of the Bill. Some members have
said that jhuggi-jhompri dwellers are
being evicted under this Act. It is not so.
They are trespassers, but still as they are
poor labourers who have come from out-
side to eke out their living and though the
Government has power to evict them
summarily straightaway, yet alternative
accommodation is being . given to them
to enable them to live and eke out their
livelihood.

The second misconception is this. Some
members like Mr. Randhir Singh spoke
loudly for the kisans. But this Bill does
not deal with the requisitioning of acqui-
sition of any agricultural land, much less
about compensation payable to them. The
scope of this Bill is very limited.

Professors are always not to the point.
The learned Professor in  his discourse
questioned the propriety of including
government companies within the scope of
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the Bill. Government company is defined
in the Companies Act—companjes owned
partly or wholly by Government or Gow-
ernment having controlling interest. That
legislation relates to entry 43 of the Union
List. Therefore we have competence to
make law for such companies.

The main objection has been to the
taking away the power of the civil court.
Both the Supreme Court and the Delhi
High Court have said that this alterna-
tive remedy of the civil court is mnot
available to the Estate Officer when bhe
seeks to take action under summary pro-
cedure. Therefore, if I give that power
to the civil court, I will be destroying the
very Act under which he derives the
power. It will be self-destructive, There-
fore, 1 had to take away the right of the
civil court,

If you look at section 8 of the original
Act, the Estate Officer is given the powers
of the civil court in respect of summoning
of witnesses, documents, etc. and the
opposite party is given the right to show
cause against the eviction, by producing
evidence, etc. Having heard both sides,
the Estate Officer comes to a decision.
Against that decision the right to appeal
to the district judge is given under sec-
tion 9. Here the district judge is not the
district court as understood in the civit
court but he is personce designata under
this Act. Section 9 has been interpreted
by the M.P. High Court and they have
said that he is person designata, Section
10 also refer to the finality of the order
passed by the district judge. I  have
introduced Section 10E because I have to
take away the right of the civil court,
When proceedings are initiated under this
Act, civil courts should not have jurisdic.
tion,

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA:
Taking away the right of whom? The
Estate Officer or the aggrieved party ?

SHRI JAGANATH RAO: Both I will
explain why. .
st Wwg SEwW . FE AT oAEd
AT SATE AT A w7 7
oY JwTe T T w0
Section 10 of the original Act says :

“Save as otherwise expressly provided
in this Act, every order made by the
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Estate Officer or appellate officer under

this Act shall be final and shall not be

called in question in any original suit,

application or execution proceeding.”
This section as it is does not take away
the right of the civil court. It is open
to the Estate Officer as well as the ag-
gricved person to go to the civil court.
But unless that right is taken away, this
Act becomes violative of article 14 and
the Supreme Court judgment comes in
my way. Therefore. I have to take away
the jurisdiction of the civil court and this
is being done through section 10E. As
I have explained, opportunity is given to
the per<son who is procecded apainst to
show cause why he is not liable to  be
evicted. If the decision goes against him,
the right of appeal is there.

There it ends. There is finality there.

s\ weEzw WAl 2T AT AT AT
AF AT ;% #, afea agt d1 % afmat
GF @1 garg 1w 7 A fam A
o form o

\..‘;:T _,3 1]

M Ml 67

- . =
I.f.r-?" Ol G;:] ot &) L Kea
FH. u,_f 6> Sl a0 el Ol
[- b a5 & L A

SHRI1 JAGANATH RAO: Where pro-
ceedings are taken under this Act, 30 days
notice is given to a person who is in un-
authorised occupation to show cause, then
evidence is taken and the estate  officer
exercises jurisdiction of a civil court under
the Code of Civil Procedure; he sees the
documents and takes a decision. Therefore,
it is not an arbitrary power and no power
is taken away from the citizen to defend
himself.

Then, Parliament has the power to take
away the right of a ciivl court. We have
passed so many laws like this one taking
away the powers of the civil court. The
intention of the povernment is not to cause
any hardship to the citizens but, at the
same time, this summary power is neces-
sary.

1 will explain why it is necessary, There
arc some government servants who have
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retired from service who do not vacate the
quarters allotted to them. In spite of ovr
notices, they do not vacate them. Then
we file eviction proceedings and a decree
is passed against such a person for evic-

tion. Then he goes to the district judge
and gets a sltay. There are several such
cases. This Act is meant to apply to such

case where a person who has ostensibly
no richt to occupy a house conlinues to
be in possession of it, refuseés to vacale in
und we hieve to proceed against him in a
sUmmury maneer.

But I can assure this House that during
the ten years of operation of this Act from
1958 till todate no complaint of indiscri-
minate application of this Act by the
estaie officer has ever been made and po
hon, Member has pointed oup a single
instance where this Act has been arcitia-
rily or indiscriminately used which causes
hardship 1o the people.

This is a simple Bill the purpose and
obicel of which is to bring the Act in line
with the judpment of the Supreme Court
and the Delhi High Court. Incidentaily, it
also secks to include some of the premises
within the scheme of the Public Premises
(Eviction of Unauthorised Occupants) Act.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA : T bave
stated in my speech that the DDA is mis-
using its powers and in Delhi about 50,000
cases are there where people have been
agerieved because of the action of the
DDA. Are you prepared to speak to the
Health Minister so that he may form a
Compmittee of Members of Parliamert from
Delhi to look into the whole affair ?
Otherwise, these 50,000 people will have
nu remedy whatsoever.

SHRI JAGANATH RAO: 1 may say
that the Home Minister is calling a meet-
ing tomorrow where the Delhi State offi-
cials will also be thire. We will then
discuss this aspect that this Act, or any
Act for that matter, should pot be wused
indiscriminately. 1 always hold that view
and 1 will never allow the indiscriminate
or arbitrary use of this Act.

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: The
Home Minister will discuss only the juggi
jhompri scheme. This Act does nct apply
to juggi-jhompris. I am referring to
persons who have purchased houses from
government or persons who have  been
allotted houses by the government. They
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are being forced to vacate those buildings.
As damage about Rs. 10,000 is demanded
from one person right from 1947 tll to-
day. How can a poor person afford to
pay such a big amount ? Further, this 15
not a solitary case. There are 50,000 cases
like that. I want a firm commitment from
the Minister that he will set up a com-
mittec of Members of Parliament to look
into this. Will he speak to the concerned
Minister ?  Otherwise, it will mean that
you will take the power today and misuse
it tomorrow, which is pot what is wanted.

SHRI JAGANATH RAO : We will look
into this,

SHRI BAL RAJ MADHOK (South
Delbi) : Of coure, we know that it is not
within your jurisdiction and a  different
Ministry is dealing with it. But the ques-
tion is, do you realise the importance and
magnitude of the problem ?

SHRI JAGANATH RAO: 1
agrec with your sentiments that...

SHRI BAL RAJ MADHOK : T; is not
a question of scntiments; 1 do not believe
in sentiments,

SHRI JAGANATH RAO: The sub-
stance of what Shri Kanwar Lal Gupta
has stated is that it has been wrongly and
arbitrarily used. Certainly it has to be
looked into and I can assure you that it
will be looked into.

SHRI BAL RAJ MADHOK : The
population of this capital city was 5 lakhs.
Now it is 40 lakhs. Most of the people
living here have got land from the govern-
ment. It has been given to them on leasc.
They have put up structures thereon or
they have purchased houses. Now, techni-
cally, they are lessees even though they
are paying only 1 per cent or 4 annas.
On that basis if the Government thinks
that this law gives them the power to evict
them or demand damages from them or
do anything with them, it means that you
are playing with the lives of the entire
people of Delhi. So some clear assurance
must come that ‘this law will not be mis-
used to harass the people of Delhi.

SHRI JAGANATH RAO: I said that
this law has not been misused within my
knowledge. If there are any such cases,
certainly I will look into them.

St WYAg T ¢ TF TEF TA
TEET ¥ AT E | ¥ 7 qur fF oo

entirely
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MR, CHAIRMAN : The question is:

“That the Bill further to amend the

Public  Premises (Eviction of Un-

authorised Occupants) Act, 1958, as

passed by Rajya Sabha, be taken into
consideration.”
The motion was adopted,

MR, CHAIRMAN : The House will now
tuhe up clause-by-clause consideration of
the Bill.

Craust: 2—(Amendmenr of section 2.)

SHRI BAL RAJ MADHOK : Sir, I beg
0 move :

Page 2, line 16,—
for “whether” substituie—
“where” (8)
Page 2, line 17,—
omit”, or leased out by,” (9)

MR. CHAIRMAN : Would you like to
speak on them also ?

SHRI BAL RAJ MADHOK: As you
like. T can speak now or during the third
reading.

MR. CHAIRMAN : You may  speak
during the third reading. That will be
better.

I shall put both thc amendments (Nos. 8
and 9) to the vote of the House,

Amendmenis 8 and 9 were put and

negatived.

MR. CHAIRMAN : The question is :

“That clause 2 stand part of the Bill."”
The motion was adopted.

Cravse 2 was added to the Bill,
CLAUSE 3 was added to the Bill.
CLAUSE 4—(Insertion of new section 10E.)
SHRI VIKRAM CHAND MAHAJAN

{Chauba) : Sir, I beg to move :
Page 2, line 28—
for “No Civil Court” substitute—
“Noiwithstanding anything coa-
tained in the Act only civil
court” (4).
SHRI SRINIBAS MISRA (Cuttack) :
Sir, T beg to move :
Page 2,—
fater line 35 inseri—
“Provided that when there is
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a dispute as to whether occu-
pation by any person is un-
authorised or not the civil court
alone shall have jurisdiction to
decide the matter.” (5)

SHRI ABDUL GHANI DAR : Sir, |
wish to move my amendment No. 6.

MR. CHAIRMAN : Amendment No. 6
is the same as amendment No. 5; so that
is barred.

SHRI BIBHUTI MISHRA : Sir, I beg
to move :
Page 2,—

after line 35, insert—

“10F. The civil court shall have
absolute jurisdiction to decide
whether occupation of premises
by any person is unauthorised
or not and if the occupation of
premises is found to be un-
authorised or done at the in-
sltance or negligence of the
Central Government  officers,
they shall be punishable with
fine of one thousand rupees or
with imprisonment for a term
of six months.” (7)

SHRI BAL RAJ MADHOK : Sir, I beg
to move :
Page 2, line 35—
add at the end—
“provided the total amount of
damages claimed is less than
rupees one hundred.” (10)

SHRI KANWAR LAL GUPTA: Sir, I
beg to move :

Page 2, line 35—
add at the end—
“provided the total amount of
damages cliimed is less than
rupees fifty.” (11).

SHRI VIKRAM CHAND MAHAJAN :
Sir, so far as clause 4 is concerned, the
power has been withdrawn from the civil
courts by the Bill because of the decision
of the Supreme Court in the Northern
India Caterers case. The decision of the
Supreme Court was that the Government
has alternative remedy, that is, they can
initiate on their own through their officers
and evict a person or they can go to civil
courts and ask the courts to decide whe-

.

ther the person is an unauthorised occu-
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pant or not. The Supreme Court said that
there are two alternative remedies available
lo the Government and one is a little worse
than the other and Government has the
discretion to use either; therefore, we strike
down this section.

My submission is that instead of saying
that civil courts have no jurisdiction, they
could have easily said that Government
officers who will deal with this matter will
not decide and only civil courts will decide.
That would have covered the  Supreme
Court decision. Why 1 submit the power
should be given to a civil court is because
it has a wo-fold advantage, Firstly, it
will reduce the expense of the Government
because Government will have to appoint
an officer to deal with this aspect. They
will have to appoint officers throughout
India whercas civil courts are already
cxisting and Government has to incur no
expense. Therefore, even from the finan-
cial point of view, it would be beneficial
to the Guvernment to have the  cases
decided by the civil coort.

Secondly, 1 submit that the approach of
an officer is entirely different from the
approach of a civil court. An officer's
approach will be administrative. He will
not have the same approach as the civil
courl has.

Thirdly, 1 submit, you have ucwplr;d
democracy as the basic principle. 1In
democracy, there is a complete scparation
of judiciary from cxecutive. 1f there is
complete separation of judiciary from exe-
cutive, why are you giving judicial powers
to the executive authority ? So, firstly, it
will reduce financial burden on the Gov-
ernment and, secondly, it is the basic
principle of democrarcy that you separate
judiciary from executive. If you combine
these two, you are, on the contrary, hitting
at the very basic of democracy. Therefore,
1 submit, this amendment should be ac-
cepted.

SHRI BAL RAJ] MADHOK : 1 entirely
endorse what Shri Vikram Chand Mahajan
has said.

SHRI SRINIBAS MISRA : Mr. Chair-
man, Sir, first of all, we have to find who
are the persons who will be evicted under
10E. Here, in the definition of public pre-
mises, the Bill has included more proper-
ties and more premises. The original Act
included land and premises. Now, under
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this Bill, the property of companics, cor-
porations and Government companies will
also be public premises. Who will be the
subject matter of this Bill? Persons to
whom the Government has leased out
lands, persons from whom money has
been taken but no lease has been executed
—there is a promise, and they have built
structures—persons to whom premises have
been sold out by companies and persons
to whom the company has promised to sell
out and has taken money are some of the
persons who will be covered.by 10E. How
will it operate? If there is a lease by
the Government or by a public company,
that man has got a right. Who will try
the case? An officer who will be the
servant of the Government. Suppose
Government wants 1o abrogate their con-
tract illepally. An officer will decide in
favour of Government. Hc being a party,
he cannot sit in judgment in deciding whe-
ther that man has got a right or not. In
order to come to a decision whether a
person is in unauthorised occupation or not,
it requires a decision of a civil court. It
is not a summary decision. What the
Supreme Court has said is that there should
not be any discrimination, So, 1  have
proposed two distinctions, One is for the
purposc of finding whether a person is in
unauthorised occupation and the civil court
will have the right. The other is for the
purpose of a clear case and an officer will
decide with appellate jurisdiction. But if
the question of title is involved, it will go
to a civil court and an appeal, whatever is
available, will be available 1o the party.
Without disturbing the scope of the
amendment, I want to suggest that there
should be a proviso added that where there
is a question whether a person is in un-
authorised occupation, that matter will be
decided by a civil court alone and other
cases will be decided by officers. That
section gave two separate remedies, one
by an officer and another by going to civil
court. There, the officers or the collector
bad the liberty of discriminating between
one person and another person. When he
wanted to favour one, it went to the court
and when he wanted to evict somebody
quickly, he himself acted. So, the Supreme
Court struck it down. When this is done
in respect of eviclion orders by the Estate
Officer, the appeal will be to another offi-
cer who will be a District Judge. That is
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in one line. The other line is that when
they will go to the civil court, there will

be first appeal, second appeal and so on.
I think, the hon. Minister will accept this

amendment because this will be in the
interest of the public. He does not per-
haps want that all the title matters should
be decided by summary proceedmgs by
Estate Officers.

ol wax o qen - awrafa
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ag G UWIGH gH §H A 9T T §
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WEaFaR a1
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St g @ 10(3) €, 4 9€F 9%F AW
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“No civil court shall have jurisdiction
to enter in any suit or proceeding in res-
pect of the eviction of any person who
is in unauthorised occupation of any
public premises or the recovery of the
arrcars of rent payable under sub-section
(1) of section 7 or the damages payable
under sub-section (2) of that section or
costs awarded to the Central Government
under sub-section (4A) of section 9 or
any portion of such rent, damages or
costs™,
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SHRI JAGANATH RAO: I am unable
to accept the any of the amendments moved
by the hon. Members. The sum and sub-
stance of all the amendments is to give
jurisdiction to the civil courts. If I agree
to the amendment, the very object of the
Bill will be defeated. This is an Act where
summary procedure is laid down for evic-
tion and for recovery of rent and damages.
The civil court jurisdiction is sought to be
barred because of the judicial pronounce-
ment, Each one of the amendments wants
to invoke the jurisdiction of the civil court
somehow or other. Therefore it will be
self-defeating if I accept any of the amend-
ments.

The person against whom  proceedings
are taken for unauthorised occupation is
given an opportunity to show cause end
can adduce evidence before the Estate
Officer. He has a right to go to a District
Judge and there is a finality with his
orders, Therefore, no person is prejudiced.
I can appreciate the argument if a person
is not given an opporiunity to  defend
himself. The Estate Officer has the powers
of a civil court for examining witnesses and
summoning evidence. Therefore, it cannot
be said he is denied justice. It would not
be social justice if we perpetuate unautho-
rised occupation. Neither the Act nor the
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[Shri Jagannath Rao)

amending Bill is intended to cause any
hardship to the poor people. As I said
earlier, this Act was not at all used against
thousands of homeless labourers who are
settling in Delhi or elsewhere where indus-
trial units come up. The Act is utilised
only in such cases where it is absolutely
necessary, where the person is in unautho-
rised ozcupation. Where a person can
prove his title or where he has a licence
he cannot be evicted. This Act only
applies to those who have no semblance
of right to be in possession, who are un-
authorised in the eyes of the law. There-
fore, 1 cannot see any reason why civil
courts jurisdiction should be invoked.

About Delhi, Shri Kanwar Lal Gupta has
been saying that there are some  cases

Division No. 10]

Ahirwar, Shri Nathu Ram
Ahmed, Shri F. A,
Babunath Singh, Shri
Bajpai, Shri Vidya Dhar
Barua, Shri Bedabrata
Barupal, Shri P. L.
Basu, Dr. Maitreyec
Bhakt Darshan, Shri
Chandrika Prasad, Shri
Das, Shri N. T,
Deshmukh, Shri K. G.
Deshmukh, Shri Shivajirao S.
Dhillon, Sri G. S.

Dixit, Shri G. C.

Ering, Shri D.

Gavit, Shri Tukaram
Ghosh, Shri Parimal
Govind Das, Dr.

Gupta, Shri Lakhan Lal
‘Gupta, Shri Ram Kishan
Hem Raj, Shri
Himatsingka, Shri

Igbal Singh, Shri
Jaggaiah, Shri K.

Jaipal Singh, Shri

Jamir, Shri 8. C,

Karan Singh, Dr,
Kasture, Shri A. S.
Kedaria, Shri C M.

Kinder Lal

Kripalani, Shﬂrrw.u Sucheta
Krishnan, Shri G, Y.
Laskar, Shri N, R,
Mahadeva Prasad, Dr.
Mandal, Dr. P.

‘Master, Shri Bhola Nath
‘Masuriya Din, Shri
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where injusice has been dome. I do not
know whether this Act was used against
those persons. If there are any such cases
where indiscriminate application of the Act
has been made in the past. 1 can assure
that they will be looked into and justice
will be done. This really is not with me
at present, but with the Health Ministry. I
will convey to them what has been men-
tioned here.

1 oppose 1he amendments.

MR. CHAIRMAN : 1 put amendment
Nos. 4, 5, 7, 10 and 11 to the House.
Amendments Nos, 4, 5, 7, 10 and 11 were

piit and negatived,

MR. CHAIRMAN : The question is :
“That clause 4 stand part of the Bill".

The Lok Sabha divided :
[16.06 Hrs.

Mehta, Shri Asoka
Mehta, Shri P, M.
Menon, Shri Govinda
Minimata Agam Dass Guru, Shrimati
Mishra, Shri Bibhuti
Mishra, Shri G. S.
Naghnoor, Shri M. N.
Oraon, Shri Kartik
Pandey, Shri Vishwa Nath
Patel, Shri Manubhai
Ram Dhan, Shri

Ram Subhag Singh, Dr.
Randhir Singh, Shri

Rao, Shri Jaganath

Rao, Dr. V. K. R, V,
Roy, Shri Bishwanath
Sambasivam, Shri

Sanji Rupji, Shri

Sapre, Shrimati Tara
Sen, Shri Dwaipayan
Shah, Shrimafi Jayaben
Shastri, Shri B.-N.
Shastri, Shri Ramanand
Sheo Narain, Shrj

Shiv Chandika Prasad, Shri
Shukla, Shri §. N,
Siddeshwar Prasad, Shri
Sinha, Shri Mudrika
Sinha, Shri R. K.
Sursingh, Shri

Tiwary, Shri D, N,
Uikey, Shri M. G.
Verma, Shri Balgovind
Virbhadra Singh, Shri
Yadab, Shri N. P.
Yadav, Shri Chandra Jeet
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Adichan, Shri P, C.
Ahmed, Shri J.
Bansh Narain Singh, Shri
Chakrapani, Shri C. K.
Ghosh, Shri Ganesh
Goyal, Shri Shri Chand
Gupta, Shri Kanwar Lal
Joshi, Shri Jagannath Rao
Joshi, Shri S, M,
Kalita, Shri Dhireswar
Khan, Shri Ghayoor Ali
Krishnamoorthi, Shri V.
Madhok, Shri Bal Raj
Madhukar, Shri K. M.
Mangalathumadom, Shri
Meghachandra, Shri M.
Menon, Shri Vishwanatha
Misra, Shri Srinibas
16.00 Hrs,
MR. CHAIRMAN : The result of the
Division is : Ayes 73; Noes : 35.
The motion was adopted.

Clause 4 was added to the Bill,

MR. CHAIRMAN : Then I will take
clausF S,‘There are no amendments, The
question is :

“That caluse 5

Bill”,

The motion was adopted,

Clause 5 was added to the Bill,
Clause 1, the Enacting Formula and the
Title were added 10 the Bill,

SHRI JAGANATH RAO: I beg to
move :

“That the Bill be passed.”

MR. CHAIRMAN : Motion moved :

“That the Bill be passed.”

) T U ;. AWNfT AgNET,
g A weT &) o fF 33 7TET & Ay
1 7% B AW FEATHT F AW A
FAMTE | gafT F7 g7 donET &
AR F TE& Fgar Ifaw g AT
Fwmwarg fe for s widte & afes
zeg ot fawfa fog st st faey
wEgrom anfe { WY o I #Er § afx
I & F9< foga 7 grar Ay ag o
o F AR W A fee tw g ¥
Hg 9 T AW 7 I fgy &
W 9T 9g AT fror fadt

stand part of the
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T HFT | 9 TR faeedr F e
AT FAfaar & faa fF st
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I 92 1A F fw gE gAn el
£ 1 3F g & fom 9w A e
& argae ¥ forgm & FTORE Sw
aff § saa gRes T A @ra | afem
T gw daa § fv 9 sfaa
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) Fmwm g fr 9w aw S
HTTFL |
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 Fgwrasgnagmfrafs s
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39 FT 2T 9% TgAT & FAfOY Iq@ A
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q HTAT TH GFIC FT qg g39HE AT
T ) feedll FY ST #1 39 dgHe
# 47 704 F fag qw F qETE
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FWHFFTATHFE WrAfg 9
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® | @ A A7 dfeww et §
wHY & I o< faae 7 & g g
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& fafd oo Al S 99 FY, IOIC
S gt Y A% § FErA AT q@ A
WAT AT T | AW AW T
wr Mif9d fe amg 97 1 =@ g@Ew
AT g9 AT F HG § | AT I FY A
o &4, AT gfaar &, a1 gw
F g g | g R famgT &
T 39 W & fod a4 aww
T W@E | A I R ARA
HfoeT www aaTgd #X 99 F w9 Ay
TEER | AT F wmar § i og a@n



969 Public

feag A 500 %o TA AT, T 300
Fo T FY §, qg WA 19X Y §, A
9T AT AT ATAT By FH qGET AT
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ST ATT KT I AMT R FHT AL
M E g F A AT T B sy 2
f& o 5 a7 zar Fifen R A &
qrw A1 @zErsd mA | AT faafs
faa gt st g7 7, F Fgar AMEEATE
fr sva oA Al A A AR A
FI, AT A A AT AT A ORI
Mz AT A w7V | o=w oWt
SR PAT T & A Wz e o
gzmv iz w1 W w1 S| R e
FT GEn YNT 07 FEET G F AT
BT ATTE

77 91931 % 19 7 37 fayaw v favrg
FIATE |

SHRI LOBO PRABHU (Udipi) : Sir.
1 would like to explain the position of our
party, why we abstained from wvoling on
this Bill. It is no doubt very repugnant
that a civil right should be denied to
anyone, but at the same time we feel that
thi¢ particular class of cases have to be
viewed in the context of the experience
of the department. The minister relied
only on the original Act and said that it
would not be correct to question that Act
when what we are concerned with now is
only the amendment, It would have been
fair if he had givea instances of delays
arising under civil litigation extending to 5
years and more.

The point we have to realise is, it is
not only a case between Government and
one party. It may be a case between two
parties. Therefore, when a provision like
this is made, it is a provision also in
favour of two parties which are not
Government. At the same time, there is
a justification even for this repugnant pro-
vision of the law, viz., the appeal which
is allowed to the district judge. The posi-
tion here is analogous to the position in
land acquisition proceedings. These pro-
ceedings are decided by an executive
authority and an appeal lies to the judge.
I would like the minister kindly to conti-
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nue that analogy further, In an appeal
from an executive order jn an acquisi-
tion case, no court fees are charged, If
there is real relief intended for those who
become subject to quasi-executive and
quasi-judicial proceedings there should be
no court fees, so that the appeal may be
easy and fair for both parties.

=) wEgw A AT ;a9 AgeT,
¥ AmEr 7 ouE Y A g e
g Aife 27 Y + Toom 7 97 wifE
77 ATy e ofimafaa w s
FIAT ATA £ | A2 TH HewAT & A7
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qrgay 7 gamr s fn ofiwwfra
wifgae 71 ag 7% fear .13 0w
fafaezz @meg g4a1 7 § AT H AgEm
a7y grwfedr & ahfme o nfia-
Fgfra 1 w7 FvG AT IZE | W
77 & fa7 s § fafaq awgmmar
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71 79T & fr g fadier odf v 91
FTeF A% 37 fod s g S @
A1 Afad 1 oy g7 e A1 faafea
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TEN TAAT AEA 1 S AT R 7
FET & FAT ATT 7 077 A fFAT Y W9
AT FT AT & G |

s Zw R g fr ow v A gfae
afsas wfam wfaem a@mar mw fF ag
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F1€ AT @, "few FTEYET #1939
FN G F A2 TG FT IEE A
wz 7 31 sy froeran 4 froag 9w
99 a1 F A1 7 A% 7gT e
TRz FEfwedr G ofiggfea €1
9T A AE AT ET B | WL FIT
A1 Tofre faz qem g omd, Afea
7z ag 1A ¢ fF frm woT & 73
a3 IORA g I F 7 T[T Y
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SHRI JAGANATH RAO: As I have
said, no new points have been made out
and | have replied to all the points raised
by the hon. Members during the various
stages of the passing of the Bill.

Though the proceedings are summary
in nature, the estate officer is given the
powers of a civil court. He has got the
powers under the Code of Civil Proce-
dure to summon documents etc. Then, an
opportunity is given to the person against
whom proceedings are taken and a right
of appeal is also provided for. Therefore,
the mere fact that an estate officer is not
a civil court, or the powers of the civil
courl have begen taken away, does not make
any difference. The estate officer has all
the trappings of a civil court,

Then, on the question of the judiciary
and the executive, I may say, government
appoints not only the executive but also
the judiciary. So, the -integrity of the
officer who is appointed by the government
cannot be doubted. The question of Judi-
ciary and executive does not come at all.
The estale officer is not a magistrate
who is exercising the powers under the
Code of Criminal Procedure. He is an
officer of the government in some depart-
ment. Government  appoints him as a
competent authority under the Act be-
cause he is a person who, in the opinion
of the government, is really competent to
dispose of these matters.

Regarding the cases in Delhi, referred
to by Shri Madhok and Shri Kanwar Lal
Gupta, as I said earlier, even though I
am not dealing with DDA at present, 1
will certainly convey fhe feelings of the
House to my colleague, the Health
Minister so that he may look into the
matter and set matters right,

SHRI LOBO PRABHU : What about
court fees?

SHRI JAGANATH RAO : As it is not
a civil suit, the question of court fees
would not arise.

SHRI LOBO PRABHU : Could he give
an assurance that no court fees would be
levied?
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SHRI JAGANATH RAO: How can T
give an assurance? This much I know
that it is not a civil. suit on which ad
valorem court fee is levied.
MR, CHAIRMAN : The question is :
“That the Bill be passed”
The motion was adopted.

16.19 Hrs.
ADVOCATES (AMENDMENT) BILL

MR. CHAIRMAN : The House will now
take up for consideration the Advocates
(Amendment) Bill.

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE
MINISTRY OF LAW (SHRI M, YUNUS
SALEEM) : I beg to move :

“That the Bill further to amend the
Advocates Act, 1961, as passed by
Rajya Sabha, be taken into considera-
tion.”

Under clause 3 of section 1 of the Ad-
vocates Act of 1961 different provisions
were to be in force on different dates. The
provision relating to admission and enrol-
ment of advocates was provided in Chap-
ter III of the Act which came into force
on the 1st December 1961, When Chap-
ter III of the 1961 Act was in force, the
other enactments relating to admission and
enrolment of advocates stood repealed.

In spite of this repealing clause the
Mysore High Court coatinued to enrol the
advocates. In section 58, which was the
repealing section of the Act, the words
“to the issue” was given a different inter-
pretation, Under that interpretation given
by the High Court about 174 advocates
were enrolled. The persons who were so
admitted as pleaders got themselves enrol-
led by the Mysore State Bar Council as
advocates although they had not under-
gone any practical training and passed any
admission examination as prescribed by
the Bar Council,

Then, a writ petition was filed before
the Mysore High Court and Chapter III
of the Advocates Act regarding the enrol-
ment of pleaders came up for considera-
tion before the High Court, ‘It was de-
cided by the High Court. that after com-
ving into force of Chapter III the enrol-
ment was not in order, The Bar Council



