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PROGRESS REPORT oF FIVE YEAR PLAN
AND REPORT oF COMMUNITY PROJECTS
ADMINISTRATION

The Minister of Planning and Ir-
rigation and Power (Shri Nanda): I
Beg to lay on the Table a copy of each
-of the following papers:

(1) Five Year Plan—Progress Re-
ort for 1951-52 and 1952-53.
Aéacled in Ltbrar‘y, See 1IV.

(ii) Report of the Community
Projects Administration for
1952-53. [Placed in Library.
See 1V. F. 41(a).]

VOLUNTARY SURRENDER OF SALARIES

The Deputy Ministey of Finance
4Shri M. C Shah) I beg to lay om
the Table.........

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Order, order,
please. It is now two or three minu-
tes since the statement was made, Still
“hon. Members are talking in groups. I
‘will ask those hon. Members to kindly
go into the lobby and talk, not here. I
will have to take more severe action;
but today is the day of the session
and I de not want to do anything.

Shri M. C. Shah: I beg to lay on

. the Table a copy of the statement con-

taining information promised in reply

to unstarred question No. 686, asked on

the 24th March, 1953 regarding volun-

tary surrender of salaries. [See Ap-
pendix XII, annexure No. 23.7

STATEMENTS SHOWING ACTION TAKEN BY
GOVERNMENT ON ASSURANCES, PROMISES
ETC. GIVEN DURING SESSIONS

The Minister of Parliamentary
Affairs (Shri Satya Narayam Sinha): I
beg to lay on the Table the following
statements showing the action taken
by the Goverament on various assur-
ances, promises and undertakings given
during the various sessions shown
against "each:,

- Third session, 1953
of the House of
the People [See
Appendix Iv,
annexure No.2.]

+ Second session,
1952 of the House
of the People,
[See Appendix

IV, annexure
No. 3.]

First session, 1952
of the House of
the People. [See
Appendix v,
anneXure No. 4.]

{4) Supplement ++ Third Session
Statement No u%! Second part) of

visional .

4{1) Supplementary
Statement No. I

(2) Supplementary
Statement No. I

(3) Supplementari .
Statement No. II1
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liament, I9sI.

See  Appendix
IV, anneXure
No. 5.}

NOTIFICATIONS AMENDING CENTRAL
Excises RULes, 1944

The Deputy Minister of Finanee
(Shri A, C. Guha): I beg to lay on the
Table a copy of each of the {cllowing
notifications in accordance with Sec-
tion 38 of the Central Exciscs and
Salt Act, 1944:

(1) Central Excises Notificaticn No. g, dated
the 7th

Maich, 1953.

{2) L1} " 1] NCI. 11, dated
the 15th

. April, 1953.

@ " " » No. 13, dated
the 8th April,

1953.
No. 14, dated
the 15th.
April, 1953.
{Pkscrd "m
Library. Ses
No. 8-74/53.1

CORRECTIONS TO A STARRED QUESTION
re ROLLING STOCK FROM JAPAN

The Deputy Minister of Railways
and Transport (Shri Alagesan): I beg
to lay on the Table a copy of the slate-
ment correcting the reply given to
supplementary to Starred Question
No. 1268 asked on the 27th June, 1052.

(4) ” " [1]

STATEMENT

In reply to Shri T. S. A. Chettiar's
question asked on 27th June, 1452 as
supplementary to the starred question
No. 1266 by Pandit Munishwar Datt
Upadhyay, substitute “ten Metre
Gauge Passenger Bogie Underframes”
for ‘“ten locomotives”. _

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The time for
voting for the Public Accounts Com-
mittee and the Estimates Committee
was fixed till 11 o'clock, In view of
the fact that a number of hon. Mem-
bers have been engaged here, I extend
the time till 12 o'clock.

ESTATE DUTY BILL—contd.
10 AM.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The House
will now proceed with the further con-
sideration of the BIill to provide for
the levy gnd collection of an estate
dmtit{éeaa reported by the Select Com-
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Shri N. P. Nathwani (Sorath): The
Select Committee has introduced seve-
ral changes in the Bill and I consider
the changes made by the Seleclt Com-
mittee as improvement on the whole.

The first important change that has
been made by the Select Committee is
to fix the exemption limit and also 1o

lay down the exemptions inrespect of
certain kinds of properties. It has been
provided in the Bill that property of
“the value of Rs. 75,000 shall be exempt
from estate duty and in the case of an
interest in joint family property of a
Hindu governed hy the Mitakshara
school of Hindu law, the limil would
be Rs. 50,000.

The criticism is levelled’ thai the
above limit is fixed at a low rute and
does not take into consideration the
various social and economic factors in
our country. In this conneclion, they
refer to the depreciation in the value
of the rupee and the high cost of liv-
ing. They have also referred to the
economic backward position of the
female members in our society &nd
pointed out that they are depending
for their maintenance on the head of
the family and that they have got no
independent source -of maintenance.
They have also pointed out and be-

moaned the lack of social and ame- °

liorative schemes in our country.

Again, other friends who consider
that the limit fixed is rather high,
referred to the appalling poverty of
millions of people in the country, and
their  exceedingly low standard of liv-
ing. In these circumstances. I think,
that in fixing the limit at 75,000 and
in giving exemption in respect of rer-
tain kinds of property, the Selecl
Committee has followed the middle
path—the middle path between the
excess of valour and the excess of
caution. I consider the exemption
limit as quite reasonable. Taken
along with the exemptions granted in
respect of other properties, 1 believe
they make due -allowance for our
special social and economic factors in
the country. 1 consider the limit
sufficiently high tp cover amongst
other things the case of an ordinary
residential house belonging to an aver-
age middle class person.

Again, 1tthis, limit accords very well
with the trend of public opinion in
the country on the question. The
Estate Duty Bill was introduced for
the first time in 1946. In that Bill,
though it was a boom period and
money was very cheap, the exemption
limit was fixed at Rs. one lakh, and
there were no provisions for granting
exemptions such as those which are
now provided for in the report of the
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Select Committee.. Again, in 1949,
the first Select Committee had sub-
mitted its report to the Constituent
Assembly; in that report, the Select
Committee had approved this limit of
Rs. one lakh with the observation that
it was a liberal one. During this

riod, therefore, public opinion has
also crystallised in favour of the ex-
emption limit being fixed at Rs. one.

. lakh.

Since 1946, many. events have hap-
pened in the country which would
justify the limit being fixed ut a lower
level. For instance, since 1946, pri-
ces of several commodities, particu
ly of urhan immoveable property, have
fallen. Various schemes for develop-
ing our resources are getting into
strides creating a demand for higher
revenues. Lastly, there is today more
realisation in the country of the need
for removing disparities in wealth.
Therefore, if at all the Select Com-
mittee has erred, it has erred on the
side of liberality, but I say that the
limit, taken together with the exemp-
tions of properties, comes very near
to the public opinion in the matter. It
comes to nearly Rs. 90,000 or Rs. one
lakh; in some cases, it may be even
more.

In this connection, a reference was
made to the high exemption limit of
60,000 dollars fixed in the U.S.A. This
statement has been made in at least
two of the minutes of dissent, and is
likely to create a wrong impression, In
the first place, it must be noted that
60,000 dollars is ixed for the federal
estate tax. In 1928, when this fede-
ral estate tax was introduced in the
US.A, for the first time, it was
thought to fix the exemption limit at
a high rate. The intention was only
to rope in higher ;estates and leave the
ssrtr:;ller ones to be tackled by the

es.

[PANDIT THARKUR DAS BHARGAVA
in the Chair] '

Therefore, in the U.S.A, in forty-
seven out of forty-eight States. there
is either an estate tax or an inherit-
ance tax cr a combination of the two.
But in fixing their exemption limits for
either of the two taxes or for bhoth,
several States have fixed them at a
very low rate. I have read about at
least several States where the exemp-
tion limit for an estate is fixed at
10,000 dollars. Again, it must be
remembered that a large exemption
limit had a special reason, viz., to allow
the smaller States to tax the smaller
estates, and this intention has been
maintzined even now. Therefore,
the Federal Govermment does not
lower its limit.

»
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&l has been argued by some that a
nction in the exemption is made
between the interest in a joint family
governed by the Mitakshara school of
law and other properties and that such
distinction compares very unfavourab-
ly with other properties. I do not
wani to repeat the arguments which
have been already advanced in sup-
port of the fact that no such distine-.
tion or unfavourable comparison is
being made by fixing two different
limits. But I want to add one or two
observations of ‘my own. It must be
remembered that in case of large pro-
perty-owners- governed by the Mitak-
shara school joint status is not now
the normal condition. As a result of
the impact of the income-tax law, the
tendency of such joint families is to
sever their status and to form partner-
ships. Therefore, there may be some
ancestral property which might have
formed the nucleus. But the mem-
bers of the family come to a partition;
the father comes to a partition with
his sons and joins them as partner in
their business or other activity, so
that at the time of his death, he dies
leaving property of which he was the
sole owner and which devolves by in-
heritance and not by survivorship on
their coparceners. This is a very
important factor to be borne in. mind,
because even amongst Hindus who are
governed by the Mitakshara law, self-
acauired property or separate proper-
ty is bound to be far large in com-
parison with the ancestral properiy.

. 'The second point is that if the limit
of Rs. 75.000 is considered to be a
reasonable one., and if it is argued
that it overates to discriminate aggjnst
other properties, the remedy would
be not to increase the limit of Rs. 75,000
but to reduce it, namely the other
limit of Rs. 50,000, ,

Then I come to the gquestion raised
yesterday by Shri Dhulekar. He ask
ed for raising of the limit of Rs. 75.000
aon the ground of morality. I consider
it to be a serious question. If our
taxation is going to make people dis-
honest, then certainly we should seri-

sly take that into consideration. But

do not think the limit which has been
fixed, taken in conjunction with the
exemptions. is such as to make people
dishonest, It must be remembered in
the first instance that this taxation is
different from income-tax. Income-
tax returns are to be filed every year,
and there is an inducement to sup-
press income every year, but it is not
80 in the case of this tax, which would
be levied only once at the time of the
death of the deceased, and therefore
the inducement {s not much.

Then it was suggested that if the
limit is raised, there would be no in-
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ducement to resort to dishonest prac-
tices. I do not share this view, On
the contrary, I believe in the old
maxim that says that “the more one
gets the more and more one desires”

Lastly, it must not be forgotten that
in the case of small estates, the bur-
den of taxation would be very small.
In respect of estates in the neighwour-
hood of Rs. one lakh or more, the tax
would be between Rs. 500 and Rs. 1000.

There is, next, the question about
aggregating  agricultural and other
exempted property in determining the
rate of estate duty. I do not want to
repeat the arguments already advanc-
ed in support of this provision. I
wish, however, to say that the inclu-
sion of agricultural land is iikely to lead
other States, which have not already
passed resolutions for enabling Parlia-
ment to legislate in respect of agricul-
tural land, to fall in line, because the
value of the agricultural land would
already be taken into consideration
under this measure. Secondly, there
is a proposal to treat agricultural land
a little favourably, maybe by reduc-
ing the scale of rates of estate duly.
Therefore, the inclusion of agricultu-
ral land is to be welcomred for the
gake of uniformity in taxation of agri-
oultural land.

Then, I come to another point. Im
clause 9. an exemption is made in fav-
our of public charitable purposes, I
confess that I do not guite follow the
meaning of expression ‘“public
charitable purposes”. We know the
origin of this expression ‘“public chari-
table purposes” used in the Bill. In
the Bill as introduced in 1946, the
words were “public or charitable pur-
poses”. In 1949, the then Select Com-
mittee changed the words by deleting
the word “or”, and made {t “public
charitable purposes”. In law, Sir, as
you know. the term “charity”’ has a
well-defined legal meaning. It does
not coincide with the popular mean-
ing, but there are certain propositions
which are well-established in law. I
will merely state them with a view to
make my point clear. The words
“public charitable purposes” are tauto-
logy; the word “public” is unneces-
sary. Charity, it is well established,
must be of a public character. The
law recognizes no purpose as charitable
unless it is of a publicc character
A purpose must, in order to be charit-
able, be directed to the benefit of the
community or a section of the eommu-
ity, and not to the benefit of particu-
lar private individuals. There is no
such thing as a private charitable
trust. Therefore, the first submission
that I wish to make is that the word
“public” is unnecessary.. But then, 1
was told............
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Shri Velayudhan (Quilon cumMave-
likkara—Reserved—Sch. Castes): Pub-
lic trust by the Government and all
that.

shri N, P. Nathwani: No. A chari-
table trust would include purposes
which are only public.

Then I was told that the intention
was to exclude charities meant for
caste or communal purposes. If that
was the intention, I am afraid the
language used is inapt because pub-
lic charitable purposes would include
a purpose for a section of the pubhc
or for members of a caste or commu-
nity. If that is the intention, then the
language will have to be suitably modi-
fied. I personally would welcome
such an innovation because I feel that
the time has come when the Legisla-
ture need not afford any concession in
favour of charities which are meant
for caste or communal purposes. I quite
appreciate the generosity of the per-
sons who give these charities but the
value of their bounty is affected by the
narrow hidebound outlook of these
people. such charities are calculated
to perpetuate the differences between
caste and caste and community and
community, and is inconsistent with the
spirit and directive principles enshrined
in our Constitution.

Then, lastly about charitable pur-
poses, I would like to say that some
definition either on the lines of section
18 of the Transfer of Property Act or
on the lines of the definition given in
section 4 of the Income-tax Act should
be embodied in this clause 9 because
otherw:se there would be difficulty in
interpreting the exact meaning of the
term ‘‘charitable purposes”. There is
some difference between the English
law and the Indian law as regards the
exact import of this term.

Then I come to another point, wviz.,
that of appeals. In my opinion, it
would have been a very desirable im-
provement if the Select Committee had
provided for an appeal to an indepen-
dent Tribunal on questions of fact. In
regard to income-tax, we have already
accepted this principlee The hon.
Finance Minister gave two reasons for
not providing for such a right of ap-
peal. He said that some amount of
flexibility was necessary in the initial
stages, and serondly. he said in the
case of about 95 per cent. of the cases.
the question that would be involved
woll;ld be the question of valuntion
only.

As regards the first point, no doubt
, flexibility is desirable and has its uses,
but above all things we want impartia-
lity. And here comes the difficulty.
The persons who have to administer

f
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this Act do not have the necessa
judicial approach. They are acti
with an executive mind, and that is
why there is justitication for the com-
plaint that public confidence is lack-
ing in them. And secondly, from the
point of view of the tax-payer it must
be remembered that what is of the
utmost importance is the satisfaction
that they should get that their case 1s
being tried before an impartial Tribu-
nal to the last gunce of its merit. And
this satisfaction is of great importance,
It is second only to the satisfaction of
winning the case. )

As regards the other point referred
to by the hon. Minister, I beg to ditfer
from him that in respect of 95 per cent.
of cases the only question that would
be referred would be the questiun of
valuation. No doubt it would be the
most important, most frequent single
item of controversy under this Act,
but there would also be véry impor-
tant other questions of fact. If we
closely scrutinise the wvarious clauses
of the Bill beginning from clause 5, I
would say we find that many difficult
questions of fact are involved. Even
on a simple clause like clause 9. many
important questions of fact would
arise. In the first instance, the ques-
tion would be when the gift was made,
who took the possession, who enjoyed

* the fruits of that property, whether the
transaction was bona fide or nof—all
these are important questions gf fact
on which the rights of parties would
depend. , -

But I do not want to minimise the
value of the concession which has been
madge by the Select Committee. I
quite agree that so far as the guestion
ofy valuation is concerned. some special
or technical knowledge is necessary,
and the Tribunal is not competent en-
ough in all these matters to come to a
decision of it} own accord. The Court
also requires the assistance of experts
when some special or technical know-
ledge is concerned. - Looking at it
from that voint of view. the provison
for referring a dispute ahout valua-
tion to an independent arbitration of
two wvaluers is a very satisfaclory
thing. Therefore, while I want the
provision for an appeal to an indepen-
dent Tribunal to be made, I would also
wish this provision to be maintained.

There are one or two matters abhout *
. Which I will speak very briefly. There
is, first, the gquestion about refund.
There is provision in clause 6] about
giving refund in respect of an excess
duty paid under a mistake or when
the property is over-valued. But
there may be other occasions when
subsequent llabilities come to light,
when many dormant eclaims are put
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-forward and the person accountable
might have paid the duty without
knowing about them. It would not
be fair on the part of the Department
not to grant re in such cases. But
I do not find any provision in the Bill
to meet this situation.

Lastly, I would say one word about
avoidagce of duty. Similar provi-
sions about estale tax are in operation
in other countries since the last seve-
val decades. Many loopholes have
been found from time to time, and they
have been plugged up. But one im-
portant form:of avoidance is transter
during one’s lifetime. The only vuiner-
able period is two years, bul larze es-
tate . holders distribute their wealth
well in time so that an estate is re-
duced as much as possible at the time
©f his death. In our society this ten-
dency is likely to be followed on a
larger scale because an adult som,
though he is absolutely entitled in his
own right tp property, would like to

“ carry out the wishes of his father.
That is the consequence of our social
system today. Therefore, though I
know that we areat an initial stage,—
1 also kpow that the matter is pending
before the Income-tax Investigation
Commission—still I think that if we
-want to achieve substantially either
of the two objects set out in the State-
ment of Objects and Reasons, we will
#have todevise some method for bring-
ing this transfer also. With these
words I support the Bill. ,

Shri G. D. Somani (Nagaur-Pali): 1
would at the very outset like to make
a few observations on the principle of
the Bill as I definitely {feel that the
Bill. in the way in which it has emerg-
ed from the Select Commiltee, will do
more harm than good to the general
economy of our country.

In this connection, I would first like
to refer to the amendment that s
already before the House, that the
Bill should be circulated for eliciting
public opinion. (Interruptions.) I
would like to draw the attention of
the hon. the Finance Minister to the
various representations that were mrade
by the commercial organisations that
at least until the findings of the Taxa-
tion Inquiry Committee were known
the Bill should be postponed, After
all, an expert and specialised body,
the Taxation Inquiry Committee, is at
present engaged in an elaborate study

of the entire taxation structure of the

country and the incidence of taxation
-on the varioug sections of our society
and it is only fair and logical that aay
new taxation measure, especlally one
of such a far-reaching character, shculd
mot Have been placed on the Statute
Book until the same was reviewed by
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such an expert and specialised body,
when it Is already engaged in examin-
ing in all its aspects wne present taxa-
tion structure of the country.

After all, this is not a new measure.
This measure has been a matter of
study by various authorities and Com-
mittees ever since 1859 and if this Bill
could not be placed on the Statute
Book so far. it was not due to any lack
of desire on the part of the Govern-
ment concerned, but it was exclusive-
ly due to certain formidable complica-~
tions and difficulties involved in this
Bill which difficulties still ‘continue to
remain. My submission is that the
most fundamental objection to the way
in which this Bill has been brought
before the House is that it will adver-
sely affect savings and capital forma-
tion and thereby more adversely affect
our national economy ihan the benefit
that might accrue by the amount of
yield from this Bill.

In this connection, I would first like
to refer to what the Colvin Committee
on National Debt and Taxation in
England said in 1927. They said:

“Taking social and psychologi-
cal effects together, we think that
the estate duty is distinctly more
damaging to saving than the in-
come-tax.”

It does not require much argument
to substantiate this opinion of an ex-
pert body. After all, human nsture
as it is, it is only natural to infer that
when a man finds that his savings, a
large portion of his savings, is going
to be taken away by the State, then
there is an incentive rather inr less
work and less earnings and an incen-
tive for frittering away his resources
in so many other ways. That is ex-
actly contrary to the basic vbjective of
this Bill which is to assist the State
in the implementation of the varicus
development projects. I would like
to make a submission to the hon. the
Finance Minister to closely analyse the
repercussions which it will have on
capital formation and on analysis if the
House is satisfied that the operatinn of
this Bill will result in drying up the *
sources of invesiment and in withdraw-
ing from investment an amount whi~h
may be larger than what you might be
able to gather from this duty. then
certainly, it cannot be too stronely
emphasised that this Bill shonld very
well stand over until the needs of cur
expanding and developmental economy
are met in the initial oerind.  After
all, the primary objective today is to
raise the standard of living of rur
people and that will be possible only
by increasing production by stimulat-
ing Investment in all directions and
by various other ways, so that our un-



6705 Estate Duty Bill

[Shri G. D. Somani]

tapped resources may be exploited to
the fullest possible extent. But al-
though no definite estimate has yet
been given by the Finance Minister to
the House about the probable yield
Arom the duty, supposing, for the sake
.of argument. the Exchequer gets ten
crores from this duty und the opera-
tion of this duty inflicts an injury to
the extent of 20 crores to our national
economy, then I would like 10 caquire
how this Bill is going to prumote the
development of the country which we
seek? The whole point—I most res-
pectfully beg to submut in this connec-
tion—is that the approach to this Bill
has been more of a psychological and
sentimental character to ensure that
those who have got wealth should be
dispossessed so that this disparity that
is existing might be wiped out. I am
not against the reduction of this dis-
parity, provided you can bring about
this reduction in disparity without ad-
versely atlecting the general develop-
mental programme of the country., I
would ask a simple question in this
connection. Is it worthwhile trying
to reduce this disparity if in the pro-
cess you adversely affect the national
development programme which we
have under the Five Year Plan? The
fundamental object before us is to &c-
hieve the development of the country
and if this concentration of wealth in
the hands of a few assists in the
development of the country, then is it
not worthwhile at least in ‘he transi-
tion period to suffer the disparity
rather than do something which will.
while doing something to reduce the
disparity, adversely affect development
in so many directions? I would there-
fore humbly urge that this aspect,
about savings and capital formation,
should be much more minutely exanrin-
ed than the way in which it has been
done so far., We will have time en-
ough after the transitional period of
five or ten years when our resources
would have fully developed, {o take
whatever measures we think fit to re-
move this disparity. But the position
ay is—as we have been hearing
rom the hon. the Prime Minister and
other leaders of the countty—that we
have first to create the wealth bhefore
it can be distributed. Suppaose, for
instance, we today impose a hundred
per cent, capital levy and take away
whatever wealth at present lies with a
gmall section of our population, Will
that help our national economy in any
way? Will it make the slightest diffe-
rence to our teeming millions if what-
ever s left by way of concentration of
wealth in a few hands is taken away?
Will we, by drying away these springs
of production or investment. be serv-
ing the interests of our cruntry? After
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all, the Government are committed to-
the pattern of mixed economy, not be-
cause they have got any unduly soft
corner for the private sector; the ques-
tion s, and it has been stressed quite
clearly from the Prime Minister on-
wards, that this private sector would
be allowed to continue only to the ex-
tent and the period till it serves the
broad national objective of develop-
ment. The moment the privale sector
fails to make its contribution to the
national economy, it will not be allow-
ed to'exist and it is in the light of this
policy of the Government that I appeal

- that this question of this levy being

rushed through should be examined.
My point is that the repercussions
which it might have on capital forma-
tion and in several other directions
may far outweigh the advantages
which the small yield from this duty
may constitute to the national ex-
chequer.

I would also in this connection like-
to draw the attention of the House to-
the repercussions which it might have
on the middle classes and the small
scale and middle-sized family partner-
ship businesses. The hon. the Finance
Minister in his opening remarks on.

- this Bill had hinted that if this Bill

led to some of these private fomily
artnership businesses being converted
nto public limited concerns, that would
be a development which wouid not
be unwelcome. I agree so far as it
goes but the question is whether in
view of the formalities and the neces-
sities of forming a public limited con-
cern, it will be practicable or feasible-
for the vast number of our middle-
sized industries .or middle-sized.busi--
nesses, which are to a certain extent
the backbone of our economy, to con--
vert themselves into public limited
companies.

Then there i this question of the:
disruption or dislocation that these
middle-class or middle-sized pusinesses
would suffer from the operation of this
duty—it was not dealt with by the hon.
the Finance Minister. He left
it with the remark that it they
convert themselves into public limit-
ed concerns, that will be a step:
in the right direction. But he
has not pointed out any of the difil-
culties involved; if they are not able
to convert themselves into public limi--
ted concerns and if the operatlon of
these death duties disrupts or disloca-
tes the smooth functioning of these
institutions. then it will have inHicted
a severe hardship on these middle
classes who have been the worst hit
by the war and post-war conditions.
No safeguards have been provided in
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the Bill fo ensure against the disrup-
tion and dislocation of such businesses.
After all, it is too tragic to visualise
how, in a family concern when they
would be mourning the death of the
chief partner, their bread earner, the
Government's demand for this duty
will disrupt their business permanent-
ly and place those families under a
permanent hardship. This is also an
aspect which should have received
more attention from the Select Com-
mittee ,than it has had, My rcading
of the situation is that whatever may
be the yield from this duty to serve
the interests of the States for which it
is being collected, if a proper study is
made of the injury that it will cause to
such middle class businesses and the
injury that it will cause by drying up
the sources of investment into produc-
tive channels by the big businesses
who might be affected, then the met
balance would bhe that the country
would suffer rather than gain by the
passage of this Bill at this stage. We
are in the midst of a developmental
economy. Our resources are at pre-
sent concentrated towards building up
and towards expanding and anything
that goes against the incentive to pro-
duce, to invest more, to save .more
should be regarded as a policy which
is not desirable at this stage.

I know that several . countries have
got such a type of death duties, but
the conditions differ. Here we have
a complexity of inheritance laws and
at present we are also engaged in
development and certainly we have to
see to the circumstances and condi-
tions of the country concerned before
we embark upon something, simply be-
cause it has been done in other coun-
tries. I would therefore, again ap-
peal that certain safeguards or exemp-
tions should be provided in the Bill
which would ensure that it will not
lead to more harm being done to our
economy than benefit,

In this connection I would make one
suggestion which might, at least to
some extent, meet the requirements of
the situation and that suggestion was
put forward by the representatives of
the Federation. It was that invest-
ments in new enterprise§ approved by
the Government should be exempted
from the purview of this Bill. Already
the Income-tax Act, as it stands today,
provides certain concessions to these
new concerns including the liberallsa-
tion of depreciation and also the de-
claration of dividend up to s5ix fper
cent. Now, this is only logical that
when the Government, in order to en-
courage the growth and development
of new industries, have provided cer-

15 MAY 1983

Estate Duty Bill 6708:

tain concessions to the new concerns,
it is not too much to expect that any
investment made in these new indus--
trial enterprises should be exempt, at
least for a period of flve or ien years.
of transition, from the purview of
this Act.

This will lead, in the first instance,
to a great initiative in building up-
certain new industries of which the
country is in urgent need. On the
other hand I may also draw the aiten-
tion of the House to the fact that if
there be no such counter-direction,
the Bill might result easily in the peo-
ple trying to invest their funds in syme-
such sorts of commodities like hullion ~
or jewellery which are less likely to
be detected than these productive chan-
nels. It might easily lead to the flow -
of investments in unproductive chan-
nels rather than productive channels.
Already, I understand that tnere is
some provision in the UK. Act which
provides exemption for certain Gov-
ernment securities. There is no rea-
son why, in the context of the require-
ments of our country, the Government.
here should not allow these invest-
ments in new enterprises to be exemp-
ted from the purview of this Act.

Similarly, so far-as charity is con-
cerned, there is already a lot of refer--
ence in several minutes of dissent that
the public charities should be exempt
both as regards duration and as re-
gards the amount. I know come:
amount has been prescribed., which.
will be exempt fromr the duty

Shri C. D, Pande (Naini Tal Distt.
cum Almora Distt.—South West cum
Barellly Distt—North): A sum of
Rs. 2500,

Shri G. D. Somani;: A sum of Rs.
2500 has been made uniformly appli-
cable, My point is that a certain per-
centage of the value of the property
should have been provided—it may be
ten per cent. or twenty per cent; but a
uniform rate of Rs. 2500 irrespective
of the status of the person concerned
is ot just and fair. After all, he
should have an opportunity to con-
tribute a certain portion of his assets
to charity if he so chooses. ‘After all,
we have got ancient traditions in our
country under which people make their
gifts for charity at the time of their
death. Certainly, subject to certain
safeguards that this concession will not
be allowed to be misused and subject
to certain ceilings the Government
should see that Instead of a uniform
exemption of Rs. 2500, it should be
fixed in terms of percentages—what~
ever reasonable percentage it might

.
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Thend the question of dwelling
houses, It is really very tragic to
find that even in the case of dwelling
houses, it has raised too much of con-
troversy. I would have expected that
in view of the sentiments of the wvast
number of people, at least this ques-
tion of dwelling houses, subject to
certain ceilings, should have been de-
cided. I can understand that several
rich people who have got a number of
-dwelling houses in, several nplaces
should not get exemption for all. But,
certainly subject to certain ceilings
prescribed, it would have been possi-
ble for the Select Committee to pro-
vide exemption for dwelling houses
for the ordinary common man, for the
people who will be affected by this
tax.

Similarly, I would also urge that
provision should also be made to ac-
-cept payment of the liability in kind.
That is, if a property is valued at a

certain figure, it should be open to the °

party concerned to surrender that pro-
perty at that amount so that he may
not be forced to liquidate the same in
order to meet the liability under the
Act.

There are mrany other things which
should be said and which may be said
later on since the Bill is going 1o be
discussed in the next session. But, I
would again urge upon the Govern-
ment to explore and examine the im-
plications which this Bill may have
and to provide at least some amend-
ment which will ensure that the needs
of our development which are para-
mount at present will not be adverse-
ly affected. '

Shri C, C. Shah (Gohilwad-Sorath):
I must confess that I was amazed at
the speech of the last speaker. (Inter-
ruption.) I have known him long and
I have known him to take a reasonable
and rational view even when questions
of property are concerned. But, I
wasg surprised that in the year 1863 he
should still plead that this Bill should
be circulated for public opinion apd
he should plead in the name of nation-
al economy, in the name of our de-
velopment projects and say that this
Bill should not be passed at this stage.

I heard the hon. representative of
the Ram Rajya Parishad objecting tn
this Bill on grounds of religion. 1
could not argue with him, Of course,
it was most entertaining to hear -him.
My hon. friend Mr. Somani speaks in
the name of national economy. Well,
human nature has a certain capacity
for self-deception, but that it can go
to this length is something which amaz-
-ed us, ordinary people.
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Estate duty is an ordinary, common
form of taxation all over the world.
Not only does it not come too early in
this country, it comes too late. I ran
understand a man arguing that the ex-
emption limit should be higher than
what it is; that public charities should
be exempted to a certain exteut; the
specific suggestions which une can
make with regard to the Bill one (an
understand. But an outright cpposi-
tion to the Bill is a thing which I can-
not understand. Coming as it does
from Mr. Somapni, if it in any manner
represents the Federation of Indian
Chambers of Commerce and Industry
—to which he has referred—I regret
to say that that is not a point of view
which in any event a large majority in
this House can ever accept. But 1
am sure that the members of the Fe-
deration of Indian Chambers of Com-
merce and Industry have taken a more
reasonable view on this as on all other
matters and do not share th: views
which Mr, Somani has put forward and
it will be doing an injustice to them
to say that he represents themr.

He has trotted out the old, outworn
arguments of national capital notl being
formed, savings not being made and
he has held out .a threat that estates

" will be frittered away if one is under

the fear that he has to pay estate
duty. May I respectfully tell him
that if men of his class fritter away
their estates on this ground, {he bhetter
it is. The wvulgar oastentation of
wealth which we find in these days,
particularly from that class of people
who have suddenly become ricn dur-
ing the war, is most distressing. May I
respectfully tell him—if he represents
his class—that India lives in the vear
1953. Well, I do not want to take the
time of the House in arguing with him.
But I do hope that in his callmer mo-
ments he will think that a modest Bill
like this ought not to have met with
this kind of treatment from hirmr.

This is a very modest Bill, I know
there are some on this side of the
House who consider this Bill a very
extraordinary measure, something of a
great measure which they think is
Rning to be a great leveller of the in-
equalities of wealth. I do not take
that view. This is an ordinary mea-
sure of taxation which any modern
Government, callinf itself progressive,
must have, the earlier the better.
do not also share the view, by which
some have given pictures of sombre
situations, of families being ruined and
widows and children being left cesti-
tute and all that kind of thing, =nd
estates being washed away. Nothing
of that kind is going to happen by this
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Now, consider what this Bill is. Let
us once and for remember that,
men of property—as my hon. friend
Mr. Tek Chand sald very rightly yes-
terday—are, and ought to be, pursued
by the tax collector fromr the cradle to
the grave and even after death. It is
their lot, and it is their good fortune,
that they are so pursued by the tax
collector. It I may respectfully say
8o, payment of estate duty by men of
property, is the last settlement of ac-
count . by them with the society of
which they were a part and fron whom
they have-collected their wealth, It
ig their last settlement of account for
all their unconscious sins of omission
and commission during their lLife time.
And I hope by properly paying the
estate duty they will go with a clean
bill signed by the hon. Mr. Deshmukh,
8p that they may have an easy entry
into Heaven.

Dr. N. B. Khare (Gwalior):
the Pope? (Gwatior)

Shri C. C. Shah: Yes, as the Papal
bulls used to be issued,

Anyhow it is a modest measure I
can understand anybody saying that
the exemption limit ought to be a lit-
tle high considering the conditions in
the country. I ecan understand any-
body pleading that hardships in the
administration of the Act should te
removed. Such constructive sugges-
tions ought to be welcomed.

Only three questions are involved in
the Estate Duty Bill: what 1s the pro-
perty to be taxed; what shall’ be the
measure of taxation and what shall be
the method of collection. Thes2 are
the three simple questions which arise
on an Estate Duty B!ll and in each one
of them there is ample rpom for con-
structive suggestions. In a taxation
measure it is very difficult to strike
the golden mean. The Select Com-
mittec has done its best to arrive at
what it calls the greatest common mea-
sure of agreement between the various
groups. Some thought that the ex-
emption Lmit should be iow; some
thought that it should be much h_lgh;
some thought that the exemptions
should be of one nature or the cther
nature. The Select Committce has
undoubtedly. honestly, tried 1ts test to
arrive at the greatest common measure
of agreement. One may or may not
agree with them, because in a taxa-
tion measure there is nothing like
equity. There will always he hard-
ship in any taxation measure.

Is he

Take Income-tax Act for example.

M{ hon. friend Mr. Somani will be
able to give one hundred and one

cases—I myself can—of genuine hard-
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ships caused .by the operation of the
Income-tax Act, which he would like
to remove, which anybody would like
to remove. A taxation measure is al-
ways a measure which involves some
hardships.  Therefore, let us  recog--
nise that hard cases make bad laws.
Take for example quick succession.
Mr. Tek Chand argued very eloquently-
yesterday—eand some of us were much
impressed by it—dacoits come =nd kill"
you, though in very rgre cases it hap-
pens—there are still’ some in India.
But that is not a normal happrening;
let us not think of abnormal cases as.
ordinary. Taxation measures must
be looked at from this point of view.

What are the objects of an Estate
Duty Bill? There are only three ob-
jects: one to make it a source of re-
venue; secondly to reduce the inequa-
lities of wealth and thirdly the social
and psychological effect which it has
upon the community as a whole.

Now, as I began by saying that this.
is a modest measure, I want to point
out from the revenue point of view
what is the income which it is expect-
ed to yleld. No estimate has heen
made. But I may tell, the Planning:
Commission estimates it at Rs. eight
crores to Rs. ten' crores. Now, income-
tax alone yields Rs. 150 crores, 15 to
16 times more than what the Estate
Duty would yield. Do you not consi--
der—I ask my hon, friend Mr, Somani
—that compared from that point of
view, this is a very modest messure?”
If by one single measure of {uxation,
the Income-tax Act, you can take-
away Rs. 150 crores, do you stop capi-
tal formation? Do you discourage
savings? Then, do vou suggesi seri-
ously that by a measure which will
lead to a levy of Rs. eight rvores to
Rs. ten crores you will so much dis-
rupt the national economy, ithat it
should be circulated at this stage?

The serond objection js to reduction
in inequalities of wealth. In my
opinjon. though it will be a step in
that direction. it is & very mndest and
moderate stepn  The Estate Duty Bill*
taxes property at death and the mo-
ment it is introduced men of ?ropert,v—
and I am sure Mr. Somani hes consi-
dered it from that point of view—
would immediately begin arranging
their affairs and so mruch transfer their
property during their life-tim2 as to
leave as little as possible. to be sub-
jected to Estate Duty. It is my pro-
fession to advise people and I have
been advising people to do so. If my
hon, friend Mr. Somani comes to me,
I will save him as much of =state duty
as possible, within the limits of law, of”
course. Even as a leveller of inequa-
lities of wealth it Is a -very modest.
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measure, only a first step in that direc-
tion. That is why when some friends
-on this side of the House wax eloguent
~over this Bill and make a sentimental
approach to it and think they are doing
a very great thing, I beg respectfully
to say that though it is a measure in
the right direction and has come not a
day too late, we are not doing any-
thing extraordinary but something
which ought to have been done long
.ago. But the ®opinion of all well-
known economists on public finance is
that the value of the estate duty is not
so much as a source of revenue, nor so
much as a leveller of inequalities of
wealth, but it is the social and psychu-
logical effect on the community as a
whole., People feel that here are
men of property who are be.ng sub-
jected to increasing taxation at every
.stage, even at death. It brings a sort
-of psychological satisfaction. It is
not jealousy. I can assure men of
property it is not jealousy, But it is
necessary in their own interest that
they should make people, the millions
of people in the country, think as to
what their attitude is. namely that
““the wealth which we possess we pos-
sess for you and not for us alone.” I
do not want to be more eloquent on
this. I wish only to say that enligh-
tened self-interest should dictate to
them that they should -welcome this
measure. and not only welcome it hut
say “we want that a higher rate of
-duty should be levied on larger pro-
perties”., They should voluntarily say
that. If man does not voluntarily
choose equality. If man does not volun-
tarily give up greed. if man does not
want to look to the needs of his fellow
brethren. the law must make him do
‘what he will not do voluntarily. It
is expected that man will voluntarily
do it. But if man does not do it and
puts all impediments and hindrances
in the way of a Bill like this, the ear-
Per law takes its course the better it
{8

Having said this much on the gene-
ral aspect, if you will glve me a few
‘minutes I wish 10 touch one or two
-points. 1 know that I have already
«outrun my time.

Mr, Chairman: He can go on for
three or four minutes more,

Shri C. C. Shah: 1 only wish to
-gsay a few words about one or
points.: The first point is about pub-
‘lic charifies. I do not mind from
"which side of the House this sugges-
-tion comes. I would not like this mat-
~ter to be considered in a manner that
“because the suggestion comes from my
fhon. friend Mr. Somani it should not
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be considered and because it comes
from this side therefore it should be
considered. . I personally {eel that
there should be a greater inducement
for encouraging public charities and
therefore a larger exemption is neces-
sary in that case. I will not dilate
upon that at the opresent moment. At
the proper stage I will do so,

The second point is about appeals to
the tribunal. I have carefully read
the speech of the Finante Minister. I
have no grievance against the Central
Board of Revenue as such. But I
have no doubt in my mind that they
have a departmental outlook, what~
ever flexibility they may have. Peo-
ple must feel that justice is done, it is
not enough that justire is dnne in fact.
Another consideration T would urge is
this. The Central Board of Revenue
sits in Delhi. These appeais will
come from all aver the country and it
is inadvisable. in my opinion, that all
the appeals from all parts of the coun-
try should have to come to De'bi. And
the man must have a satisfaction that
he is personally heard. A district
judge in his own district will be able
to hear him more expeditiously and
more justly than otherwise. 1 do
not mind the first appeal remaining
with the Central Board of Revenue,

‘but there should be a second appeal

on a question of fact to the judicial
tribunal as it is under the Indian In-
comeoe-tax Act And there T am forti-
fied in my opinion because under the
Indian Income-tax Act after an cxperi-
~nee of several years we came to the
conclusion that it is better to nrovide
a judicial tribunal under the Anrt.

11 am.

I have outrun my time and do not
want to take any more time of the
House, With these few words T sup-
port the Bill.

»t g®o ®WYo ﬁws (farem sy ) -
gwrafa Y, 7 7 wad fira ofr FarAr
qTET & A HY AT N ¥ gar WK
# ] fedfenr A1z (famfa feorolt) &
oY geeirare frareg 1 A ot e
W AR W o A e e s
qeefiere & fedfenr A w1 3w wx
®YE weAr Y A8 g gt g e
P97 | @ §NT ATAT & AT 9T AT w7
&Y e wrzeT wTed & 1 4 A g Pk

¥ farorgrer Frdy & & < e € v
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fas Y zorar & wrw afEd WA
g grfa $T T ¥ q91 @)

7 faw qw § 98> dz wAAT A
R¥s F AT A IH I AGHER &
AT 7g fad FFF FALT Y AT A>T
W &FF 74 § Ao fond A @
fa= a3 & 3fF ag fa=wr T /@) fear
g1, W T FGAT AT F =1 fa@w
a fr fg ®refasr qragr wmam,
I 79 faa & O FE@ F7T 77T A T
Ty, ag faw, & gawar g, ¢ & |0
F G AT AT | TE AT QEUR
F AT A 9g faw foe arfearie
Howran, 17 & @ A G9F T
F war A1 gwed 4 ama ¢ R wowe
FAH 7 29 d58) F Iz wo A fod
wfegs a7 1 fog gwfaq § ey qrard §
o ITH & 3¢ g} F A wR
F garaa frard, 39 sl 1 dar
AT T A wF ar & fafar 7
& &wAr a1, ¥fFT oF Al F W
Far sAtAn| ¥ g7 faw awar @
R ¢ Az W Iyaz FAA g7 faer Y
Hafug s F oy fond g s awy
T Iq @ W FT FIH G997 &9
FoT AR aFT afafa ¥ gl o1 gwa A
FTR a1 FTed {6 off o0 qav &
g gzedl ) fraa ad € fF ag fawr
&Y, AT g1 &7 AT T 7Y, %frfmim
FE Y g 90T § Fr ag fawr o
¥ ez qre gar-arfegd | at ag S
qfsggfad sflae A qm @Y
arat W Wi & fad qedt ad fear
mrar, sfea arardr &, 98 fas a1 ¥s
¥ AR AT 91 I & A THAT W7
@1 & WK TR Y FIEY &7AT AN HT W
7 7 fast gear gt g fa=r | goeresy
TG FT 9 FAT 9084, 9 @ 9w
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A § wigw faary 7€) w7 arfed
¥4 IAANTT JYoAT & G A4 & fAg
T3 FY qgT 97 AT § AR TAFY
FTH! 5947 fqer %1 § 1 FAET AT ]
Afa w1 qaTe ST, AN ww F I
q 70 wd AT FT SART WAAW
& femr d s femm v
At Tg QY 19 7E) IS WA FA &
e & wAET A 2w A e
FguaAr T A R S fra g
Adwgures & fagra & gafasr Iy
T WA AT W AQG FT AL THAT
g T T g F gFAT E A fog
& 4 ¥ Ay Fifew w2 A §
qg {eF AYAT TP B e F@ §
R A qgET & | Ay ofr v
waers afaw ¥ 7g 2 fs @ domfag) &
g0 7 3T FT AT T @, WL GF T
qrerar & fag =7ar fasr g w) 2AT Y
qa§ig NFAT FHATF FoAG, v &
grmar g v 399 3w w0 wfywy Ay
oI fomedt F 78 € 1 Teft £Y aAaT X
AR 3T gl Y gvEwr foic @
T faa 7 fawr &1 oreg & g T18 AT
frgraa o8 §

7w 59 & o swax afafs & o faw
Y WTH TrE guT Ag) far, g faw A
AT AN WA WK feae § fw
T FT gAWAT qga § St F AR
amAfET § | @ @ & 7o faw
#r wgew 7 Nt wee e g,
e eftd # wry & B wIRr
A8 | WA A% TW EY ATI FT ATH
S\ FAHA ATAF 7 TAT 19 | I fawr
A gaar g WY Ay g wrfad
¥ TF WIEHT TN W1 qAW q® |

& aY g § WA A T14AT wear
fie ag wr€ 7 w1 39w Qv Fwre fw
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[t q@e o foue ]

fasr #Y Wt g wrae & 9g fE
EXTH SIZHT I6 B AW T AT T
&1 AT FA FT FE WrIEIEAT T 9L |
* A T® QT 1 W weEE § R ag
fawr qur fam g € 1 @ & wgTw €
ST ¥ W oz g § A A §
Fwrea g7 WY E | 5a fawr F oft aeew
I w7 g fagrae wond € | o 9w
R TIAT A WY 9 d% AT
AT W1 HIAAT TE AT GO | W
T I9 F Aiferas wfeea T8 & qelt )
whmdsraed g frgg N
TR €3 & forg s e feg ond
sa< afufy 1 95 wga1 fr wwawa
TG T | g} W1 aFAY W ag FiE-
T R fame g, gEd g ¥ W
¥ FERT AL § | W & AR ¥

WA AT ® e 23 ary ar s

ot feasa 7 q=et s w1 frurw &
fass ara & @t o

§ a1 ug WY argar g fF feet mreey
® UF IH @ § @ wife § @
(fawma 9 37) v wfawiz 78 @mr
wfgd « gra & & ag WY wgar g &
W F15 AIZHY AR S AT IH A
W get gedfe #eq w1 A wfuw
ag gr wrfgd | 9w g% 9g =09
qg WE JET qq AT AW FHAT
W FHAAT AF @1 a%q | gafad
¥ w1 EAT dgd WIfWATE | @ &
faedra waT afafs 7 v @0 =W
¥e W2 faan § | ag qve aga & wafa-
uE g | 939 FAAD % foOE § 77
g % g ag S fraf § -

“In practically all countries
with a federal structure of Govern-
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ment where inheritance or suc-
cession duties are paid in the
component States side by side
with estate duty, the principle bf
granting relief in respect of such
rduties when+estate duty comes to-
. be paid is well-recognisad. The:
Select Commitiee feel that a
similar relief should ‘be provided
in this Bill also within a specifi-:
ed limit”.
qZ TN FE qaAd Tg) @y, W
W 77 gve 7Y 7§ gfee 7w A
qawaT g fr ag & aga sfafwarard
(Frowadt) 21 50 79 e &7 agaT agE
wfea § s ¥ gz omY T d
T FT-AE 9T TEY HAT AT0EF | GEIC
® aY 7g FAT Wifgd 91 fF gwRT
gadr form s o g2t § A 8,
agi At T WX ag zw fegra
w1 ¥ F Er e N el Wi
I efe @ w1 W mfywc
TE TwAT AT TH FH F ST w1
ggfe 78 L a%ar | 9T % W
WTYI 9T GG 19T AGI g1 9 O g
faer i a8 &1 ’

W ¥ AR AR T M AR
AT & a1/ ®gAT 2 | STARHT T4y
Farq g weETa £ ) 3 A o faw %
worfa® Eaw sqrar [T 9IAT 0 WY
frargz arai ST FH AT GRATI WA
wHEY | OF AT W7 OF qA0HAT A9
TR TEX &1 W L FATHT F I0H LY
e &7 ATH & g AGTE a1 9 &Y
QA& O {7 FIAAT T 1 S wr
#YE ATCEATE! AAT § W 3§ & i ar
AL TN § AV W A1 OF dAT A SN
T A ATIEAT | I AG Y FAET AP
®T &7 T AT SR AT AT WK
e AT sarer 79 R AT OIS fbr w2
HTCETE AT § a1 ¥ 3R § aw wrn
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g 1 IR s d | A9 g uE & fad
TF qT g ArfEd | wrf Y foar W,
ATR A TTTATT T JTAR ATAT 21 4T Fiyatr-
T FT AIAF qT4T §), F ) qF a7 &
Zaq AT wifgd | Framx s T
FAX W F T A qT AT qE
gt =rfgd

qA oF A wsa & fr gare fae
HAY A gH §9 T FT A AT A% AG
Fart fr feg sz ¥ s fogr srgam
AT qg 4% a7 & A fa= # §
girar 98 1 g7 wwma @ fR fear
TTQT WT AT | §TA § qF HIT AT
& f& Y W 2aw AT oy Ay few
aT WY AT s, faa @ ada=Er &y
e 7 9 | foredt 1o dEaT w1
&7 ayer 7 oo, fest w S€aET F 37
Y AT T &Y, T T ST ¥ FTH
T a% | SfFT 19 § e I¥ae w7
] &Y 91w &7 frgw <& faar € fe QY e
F g A ez & ordeft o o< e
A& fagr Jrgar | a8 gF 9T AT
2 | Y & g WY §g W I W@ B
T aw Oy ¥ O wefed
JT YA TR & ATH FIT W G&ER
FT TEA IIT TEAT | AT AW EHTARTL
§ o ®T ¥ 74 %7 #1E qET U
4 s S wrquw dw [
qaqr AR T I T aw
AR | 57 faer 7 a7 FaeA AT Ated
f& fireg urs are 95> & f & ar
AW qIA I8, I7 99 9T 23 g7 wIfed,
e A Y I frgza e N Fe ol
(Terafawfai) & <& amg

fegrr w1 7 at ffeg  safe)
gro fed 7@ @ 9% g/ a@ w7
AT wifge frw o 5 99 Im

159 P.S.D.

15 MAY 1853

Estate Duty Bill 6720

T FT wAET T § A oA § e
et safimr 7 fagra)

T & arr qd 52 O fyagaw
FaiAsgn g 1 77 faw gy
W s g agw wAEfE
feqrédz & wrady ghwT W ¥ &,
% g3 & A sfama ()
T g & | ST wgh wrAr FAgd
# qg=r Fgt sfaama T it A
HIA & AT FTAERT | AT ey 5y
sréo @Yo 0Fo WIRFHT W & | I #) WY
gToH 299 wfwsTieal & qrg a1 &7 /YT
T 9T | T AT A AT E R
37 wfasrieat & qra o7 &1 qfF7 @
qe1d | § araT § frag fra wi wrody
o # Wik fead g3 wrad £ §
W I A ¥ A ARE WA § Ay
firdt mra wT2dY & foT war §, @O
¥ fad agl, vl o aqwnw gar § g
sarETaT At & fod azmTw g E,
firs w9 e ¥ forg wor @ awar )
feT ow ara ag WY g fe =7 wfewrfay
qX AT #) fagare 7Y & | AT Qg
¢ fF 37 & wiw &=ax wfusrfal &
agi @ ; fsaaw ¥ & A WY g
faer @ WX e A R
s o ey § e e ft sy mfwrdr
% g § Ar 3w vrra v § Aw IW
FY LT FY agT FATAT IFHE TEY YA
£ A wwagd fr faer o Wi S
AT & xRy g S wrfgd ( weATar
wTwfarTe T afgd fin ag 7z fame-
e d wfte w2 o SrRat ag frsgaw
A qdYe 3 | A1 a0 g O arigd |
o WET T-HTE 9T @F TG IPX F04 |

or A A W § | OF faw
ORI & qre 37 A #¥ gt =Arfgq
N 7@ T A FT & gAY Forr qx
T F 7 6%, T ¢ 5 7 0w WY
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[t q&o ®to femw]

AT A AT I X O RTAT AT A g,
aR A do a fafge & v @& ar
78 W R 9T g9 F T A} 6
TeEeET a4 | fag 3 & ann w foee
¥ AT wrfed o fw dvw &Y fafae 7
T %, AIFF AX F A1) B AT 7R F
FaaT AWEHTS T a7 EH |

wid & § g WY Fgar avgar g fw
7 F ureet ®Y g7 glawr ofr G
w1fgd | W fet 9w /AT 9
o FT TS a% 99 v fafewaq
#r fm ot T wrEd W &3
zratr quw 5 99 #Y faferan 9w g’
7 faw gwdft § Y %< AT M, wfww
g anfed fF st faferaa wt fee
FXH T 9% | TATR TEY ATEAT |

7 srda FEOr & g #2
FATET TN F AT IT & qanfas faw
g g FT |

oY AT (WA qeq)
gafa of, a8 o fadas st /ey
¥ AR TRITIATE T H ag Ay et
1 77 § fF 5@ aww g AN & wne-
fea} & qro g awfY (wfaw) & =
Fg Sfora & wrafedl & qrw agaFAd |
aqr &% Ay F wrfeal & o 39
ww3 ) afawia & qmggHradid
g AN FF & I w g Frerar wnfegd
Wi A § 1 Afewar g o
# 8 # A wravawar g fF oY wTow
wrEt & qTH §, T IW X 979 A @ FX
® TF WHIC ¥ AW & w79 § 04T AN
fow & wie & 7w oY w1 99 w7
am™ g
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W aF gl § ag e e
FI3 & W IT A g fear g
IR @ T ¢ | ag WA 9g

¥ fF gE wfwc g gw R

R yatst |1 @wd
wi@dargar sfgggar g, rew &
I qT dar Afaw A T R
N TZ @R T T AR TEE
ITFIAIE | W T AT WY TE W
e § fr ag s d= @Y e o we
# a7 FTAT § I FAT AL WO HEHT
¥ frd @ T vog W AT
R fra # d freE s
arfgd Wik 7 swwer afgd fF a7
| AW gaTa & WK oA v o
@Y & 7 g ATE & W o g e
€ 98 97 & guwe & fod & | Forw fawr
wEHt #Y g e & oA 9w few o
A xw faw &1 qver &7 o frow
HUR A9 H e & 7F @ W@ | wauT
ggN fawr waww s € I
gy IEQ § T@r oA S A
g

™ oY, dar fF A W e
qTET A Wy &, 2 safer ek wE @)
TF @t R W U9 afeeg & A=
e ofF TAT A FATA 97 ¥ gEr ¥ WY
Fanfa g 1 Faemafig ok T
# [HHT JTEA AT ATEAT T ATAX qTAT
g | IO ® WYH 97 §AEA Swiaesi
wreE § g T WEW 6 ow W
gq AT AN H AW N «T A
frrerar & w1 aft gard T ot A
¥ TAT ¥ HT I W AT W w9
qEETH #T AT FI A Y 7Y FAR
N T A AT W g aw §,
qg A0 guW F AG W | W
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Ty Aoy fag o &
afz s ar ok &y ?

it grgTETen : aft aXER wa
"T AT A oy qAg a9z I Y 9 gAY
T A W T § T g T WY
W19 @R w7 ww E e 3 e YT T
T AT § | g T TH qEET 6T Hhersq
¢frag 2@ fF vy swaaardar
T T O R ¥ e §
O AT KT N AT FW g R
IgT AT F FAT g g 37 {6 FHI
QT AT g, weEw A AG |

a0 wmafer gare Wt S @
A9 | g e fr wamamfad &
qE & AT ¥ gATL AW Y g OF A
N Swfw g 9§ F40 9T @
g AT mama
TF W $T IATEA  F@IAT F1T | FATY
T FHE 7 ANl q% 45w,
ata o< faa fear & f. frm s
FATL AT HT IJATEA a¢ | W A ovfam
Fgw A foe § ag oifeamde &
qrad @ T g W I9 A W
AT F AR A foar & @t ag s At
oA w7 #3 fear SR ST A ag
fawrfon & f6 «@ W &7 fa=r AT
ifgd SR &7 W #7 faq a7 w3
& §g Twar a7 wrfed fag & fr garar
JeareT a3 | v afg faer wraedr ar
frdt dear &1 IT A wARR  fF
™ ¥ JOTE € W, Wy e
FRETQA A& ERN, a@ A Iq &
FE v Y Ag I Wk A gw A
FTTH ST GHT | G A AT FATA
faor 4 W 99 7 78 TT F1a9 HT &
WX 39 7 38 wg & garq SwmRRe
A ¥ 7 ol N @ Iregd
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w3 g 97 & g o@e @@
fawr @ agg w0 1 WA
qg AT T § | W WX g OF 8
9T W I § [T F AT T ¥ IH F7
g & 72w | ww Al g
ATE HYATAT g WY ¥ K wa g A
T ArfEd AT AT ATE /YA qIRT
& W IT F Frfea) s qof w7 ¥ 1w faw
HT AT FCAT AET W T/ T6TC FT
gmwa wify @ @ afgd fore &
59 | 19T 9% | 70, &, A% oW qa-
o9 a1 w6y § afz e & sox A
AT AT EY AT FAqN 7 A & IARA
# arer gz & )

@A FE ST N 1@ favaw &y
qTH & ¥ ITH FICA AT 1F FgAT
HEAT I A 2gd % TES A OF
W FT ZAT AFATE | S AT BN
¥ wd & Mt ®g wEAr 9@
9g> € %E AT ArgATE | www
st F oft AT wgr § TR &W
YT EAAN FAXS WE 1 IT
wTEHY e grar & A ag e & fr e
FRIGF A TEIE TASTCE |
qaUa "9 A g & @ @
w3y feen fom & fo@, 39
feear sasT WX wsg s ¥ fa@
o (fafasz =0 & gar) w3 3T
A(fgd afs Y wrgHY AT I Y a8
oy g1 fs e o dar oA Ay v
TH STH § T& N7 | O 3g farer o™
Yo geTqr AT # ¥ IW@ & FA qG -
wA fxar av e ¥a *7 waar foraar
Ty 77 AL AW A A §7 HAT AHTAY
2 @ & 39 N g HR | W AY ariek
Far A AT R IT AT AT AAH
wF fear og Wi w A & fod 1w
¥ OTAY Y GO A N AT ™
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[t g .
faar I | wawT A1 A g1 T 7 Fear
¥ 759 A ® wAT W EI'HT
wfed | ota oY farem ® T AA A 0T
e & & gark faar g starar e
P2 & fr g S Qe ad 3
A T TF ALE FT AT § W FHY
qF 247 qx wrafer @Ay @ qa AR
W w1, N fF dadyT Bz wIAaw E,
® #§ T3 | Jar fr gamafa @ &
w91, g A gg wiT farar & gATr o
T 3 TZATRICET § | AT FAT F
| FY A G F KT FT {14 297 A0F7T
oI 59 T gF WY FIAT MR |

T T T F AAL @ | TF
& ug 2 fe ot qror ¥ Ak @Y &
xg 77 %378 fF frara wqa § e
O ATl F w7 IT X qgT wiww
| T3 | XF T TIT AL AE
Fpzar Y 7 fear g LI UF WA
&\ 9% afz 7 QY w7 fazr fad g,
gfe gar g A, & 7 srrAar fw oar
L aFArg a1 7, T8 TFTOHRT FATEA
# ] dvar A8 4, awg afk ag & 9F
W JTAT ¥ q4T DX A wrEdd
& srafer faz @ WX FTwre A dar
oA § 47 7 Y A g7 QA 7 A7 fivay
7w rfigd

a0 arq a7 & s wrr & 7 ag
sraT A aar § 5 opeg & Qv aw
qg> W A WA wraug W T[T
HT X WA AR Y A 4T FroT
# I F FI 4@ a8 q°A07 | TG AV
¥ qan 7 A WA 5 aw 97y
®T X W FAATHIET &Y | &Y FYAIFTLRY
7 g7 I #AT WS § 9 AF A IHA
d agf wrar g, Ig Y wFAr § v &Y
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FTTTLF T2, W X7 o Y @R w
faar 57 & a3 #7977 57 ¥ Fr Frgaeal
aZ (T FT IT TFT ¥ 5 7 IW AT
FTIRAT FI7 90 7 @, Fora w1207 fRar
N IT FTT T /I ITA Y ArAEA T
IQ R AZA T T7E & & T AT FEE
Fwgdfear (dragoz) & arAAF
2 1 3fRT Ta & wfafor afe ot A
wrearfead g Ot ag XA A7 7 A8 wram
ag A% H AT A0fgT | AH AT W A
TF T AT TIAT A &7 IT§ |

NFdIaagEHF TR Lo gATC
WA AT oy gAR TR Mgz AafE
FEFAT YA ISTAII R ANE
fF o AR T17 aF ¥ faiqr 3T &1
qar o feam ¥ WAy Y E
waiy N FIGTA X & 1 A0HT AN
Y oY AT ETX TF AT 3 Z & Jraar
WA s R FAl X FTFHE
qG] A T FAMT T@T TAT ¥ T 47
g ATk AT Tg g § fr afzr oF
qILAY FT FAFA QAT THC WO,
frararz sariz &% erfar & o 1€
orEEAY ®Y Y A1 IT HT gUAT A
THEAT 1 ZE &Y, T TRITHT 7 WAL
g avex & g5 Fefeieay ot qyarar
AT & a3 A0w AN AT AW E | qET
N A TF TAF X, ITFATH AL
¥ ot &rw 3rF ITT G X 7y ) Tl
AAAZ EA F7 TTE | IAMAT T O0F FT
faar wm@ &t wsgr A0 1 WA AT
gy T & s qat & fd oy game z9a
@R, N gg Ny are @A

garafa oY, @ € TH T § gy
dr T FgAY 9 | TFF 9T WG T @y
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TT &Y, A F AT TAAT &Y HgAT ATEAT
ife gt asgafe
FF TN e &t o § @39,
TR ey, 9w 4 wg f& “He
regards this measure as the
good God’s gift for Lawyers.”
# wgm gfe ow F v oW
R wwA W@ & feedr
Yo A fay agar % @
fa, W N faeit @ a7 @
WSG FTH § T W T Y W Wy
ag ¥ T, o 9 9 e g
afs ag ae ¥ 9T T A A @
¥ g% wmafer &

ot qreawt (o) ;- fow aw

Y FTIE FAY gAY IO A= fed g,
I w fefieT o qwar €, &
qrE A W &L AT |

frer st (ot oo ¥ro dwRW) :
9 #t geee ¥ WY age frar s

ot gAY © 9 3 §, ag oA
o g ¥ fFeTRRT wT doq (s
¥ gATEr) € | Sfew A ¥
qrE S AT q¥AT & Y I FT B9 T
ot & €, 7€ A% §, wifw g wa
q7 g 99 &1 fY foear & 1 a8 qreEE<
qTed a1 IT FT FgT AF F, \ifw
g W @ o ¥ § o AT
®eTT 4% & fF w9 3 ¥ weTEr o
R e E I AT A AR
et aga & (wfww) &t &
T Y & ¥ g, AfR g wwET
& A Prar § A AN ¥ O
TR AT A FAT T 1 o
T8 vew & a1 w18 % g §
F A7 m sEgwr farfe oy
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A urhorityB _(ﬁlmeﬂdﬂlﬁﬂt )
1

T WA WX Yo BT ®F §
T E AT AT X ahE ¥
g Y I A w31 i gw A A wAay
et & o arw amf et & @wd
TF AAE L A T AW F A
s ¥ ¥ R W Sw % ¥
aife @< F 9 7 gHar 9@ W) A
TR G FT T & g g & |

WY} AUR 3T€QTT F AGr &Y ATy
WS TG Y AT FT g A B gAY
& W o 9z TAw F T arE o ¥
WA 7§ wagr e
(Sere) @y qwa gt wE A o
¥ AT 8 IT AT LTHA A W1y sy
FHT A AW § WA &
g FLAS AT |

DELHI ROAD TRANSPORT AU-
THORITY (AMENDMENT) BILL

Mr. Chairman: It is now 11.30.
W shall take up the Delhi Road
Transport Authority (Amendment)
Bill, and as soon as it is finished, we
sh_all revert again to the Estate Duty
Bill and the discussion will continue.
Shri Alagesan.

The Deputy Minister of Rallways
and Transport (Shri Alagesan): Ibeg
to move:

“That the Bill to amend the
Delhi Road Transport Authority
Act, 1950, as passed by the Coun-
ril of States, be taken into consi-
deration.”

I am sorry to troublz the House on
this last day for a few minutes with
thig smuall measure., This is occasion-
ed by an oversight in my Ministry.
They have failed to issuc the notiflca-

.tion required under section 1(3) of

the Act, bringing the Act itself into
force, As the House knows, the Act
was passed in 1950. Two notifications
should have been issued more or less
simultaneously. bringing the Act in-
to force under section 1(3) an:d estab-
Jishing the Authority itself under
sertion 3(1). The notificatinn estab-
lishing the Authority was issued. but
due to an error the other notification
was not Issued . This 18 the reason
for ‘bringing this Bill. Clause 3 &





