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LOK SABBA
Thursday, 29th November, 1956.

-————

The Lok Sabha met at Eleven of the
Clock.

[Mr. DEPUTY-SPEAKER in the Chair]
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
(See Part I)

12 hrs.

PETITION RE. INDIAN POSTS AND
TELEGRAPHS ACT AND RULES

Shri Viswanatha Reddy (Chittoor):
Sir, I beg to present a petition signed
by a petitioner in respect of the
Indian Posts and Telegraphs Act and
the Rules framed thereunder.

MOTOR VEHICLES (AMENDMENT)
BILL—Concld.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The House will
now take up further consideration of
the following motion moved by Shri
Lal Bahadur Shastri on the 28th
November, 1956:

“That the Bill further to amend
the Motor Vehicles Act, 1939, as
reported by the Joint Committee,
be taken into consideration.”

The Deputy Minister of Rallways
and Transport (Shri Alagesan):
Yesterday, I just began and said that
I was happy to note the universal
welcome which this measure, as
emerged from the Joint Committee,
received in this House, particularly
from the hon. Members who parti-
cipated in the discussion. They mainly

1400
welcomed the provision that had been
made for the creation of inter-State
Transport Commission and laid
emphasis on certain other aspects of
the Bill. There were also some hon.
Members who spoke against the
nationalisation of road transport while
some others were equally vigorous in
suggesting more and more nationalisa-
tion. When I heard both these points
of view, it struck me as somewhat
unrealistic in the present conditions
that obtain in the country. In the
picture that the Indian economy pre-
sents today, there should be absolutely
no conflict between the public and the
private sectors in the road transport
field.

One hon. Member very happily
described the Bill ‘as a good example
of both the private and. public enter-
prise. In fact, the present Indian
scene presents such a happy blending
of both private and public sectors and
this is only a miniature which has the
same aspect.

As far as the nationalised sector
goes, a sum of Rs. 10 crores was spent
actually on the nationalised road
transport services during the First
Plan though Rs. 12 crores were set
apart. The provision made in the
Second Plan is for an expenditure of
Rs. 27 crores for nationalisation pur-
poses. This will still leave a very
large field for the private operators to
take possession of and do useful
service.

Let us consider the amount of traffic
that will have to be carried during the
next five years. It has been calculated
when the plan for the railways was
formulated that they would have to
carry an extra quantum of traffic
amounting to 60°8 million tons. Even
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so, the target for the expansion of rail-
way transport pravided only for the
carrying of about 47 million tons
including the five million tons of
arrears that fell due in the First Plan.
Thus, there is already a gap of about
18 million tons. Certain targets of
production have been revised. It has
been decided to increase the target for
cement production from five to eight
million tons; similarly, in the field of
food production, it has been increased
from ten to twenty million tons. So,
actually the traffic that will have to
be carried goes up by at least fifteen
million tons and the resultant gap
comes to about 25 million tons. Even
to carry the traffic that has been pro-
posed to be carried by the railways,
the expenditure may have to undergo
an upward revision because the costs
have already gone up. Even to carry
the 47 or 50 million tons, the target
for the railways, the cost of the rail-
way plan will have to be revised in
an upward way. When this traffic of
about 25 million tons offers itself,
there should be no conflict between
the modes of transport. Road trans-
port has naturally to come in and play
its role. We will have to press other
forms of transport as well—for
instance, the inland waterways which
are not very much used. We have to
think of developing them and using
them also. So also, coastal shipping.
So, there is no question of private
sector versus public sector in road
transport; it is one of private sector
cum public sector.

There were other hon. Members who
pleaded that we should put a stop to
nationalisation. They expressed grave
doubts as to the utility of carrying on
further with nationalisation schemes.
I think that they are not quite in
touch with the actual facts of the
situation. It is not for the mere fact
of it that one wants nationalisation.
The hon. Member from Manipur spoke
yesterday about developing hilly
regions like Himachal Pradesh, Mani-
pur, Tripura, etc. where there is no
private enterprise coming forward to
operate the service. So, there is no
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other alternative to nationalisation in
those regions.

Then, again, take the quality of
service that is rendered. After the
various State Governments have
undertaken the nationalisation pro-
grammes and put them through, cer-
tainly the quality of service rendered
to the public has gone up. I do not
say that all is well with the nationa-
lised sector.

Even in Delhi we quite often hear
complaints, and there is great justi-
fication for those complaints. The
D.T.S. has to be pulled up and reform-
ed in several aspects. But such of
those hon. Members who were here
when the old G.N.I.T. were running
buses and vehicles in Delhi will
acknowledge that the present D.T.S.
represents a very great step forward
in regard to the quality of service that
is being rendered to the public.

So, nationalisation has come to stay
and there is no use quarrelling about
it. But it can be very well realised
that it does not come in the way of
expansion of private operators. They
have got a very large field. The two
circles, which both the nationalised
transport and the private transport
have described, have still not covered
a very large field. They have not
touched each other or infringed upon
each other. Therefore, 1 should like
to say that we have to realise the
anxiety of warious State Governments
to render more service to the public
by way of providing better passenger
transport facilities, and also wunder-
taking in some places goods transport.

The question now .is one of
co-ordination and pressing into ser-
vice all forms and manner of transport
instead of one sector quarrelling with
the other.

The question of rail transport was
also raised yesterday and my hon.
friend Shri Viswanatha Reddy said
that this bogy of road competition
against railways should be laid at rest.
True,.it no more exists. There cannot
be any question of competition
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pbetween road transport and rail trans-
port. Both have to supplement and
complement each other, and still there
will be a large volume of traffic to

carry.

Then, so far the private sector have
been advancing the plea that their
development is being retarded on
account of various factors. They
mentioned prominently the fear of
nationalisation, high level of taxation,
restrictions on inter-State transport
and inter-regional transport, restric-
tion on long haulages under the Code,
permits for short periods and also high
prices of vehicles. These were the
broad fears and grounds that were
given expression to by the private
sector. They pleaded that as long as
these factors are there hindering
further expansion, they will not be
able to make much progress.

Take the question of nationalisation.
I have already explained it. It has
been computed by the study group
which went into the question in very
great detail that even to nationalise
the present passenger transport ser-
vices it will require such a huge sum
as Rs. 100 crores. I have already
stated that the provision in the Second
Plan is only Rs. 27 crores. Therefore,
if anybody says that nationalisation
will stand in the way of further
expansion in the private sector, he is
only afraid of a phantom and not of
any reality. But it is true that the
position in general was somewhat like
this. The individuals were standing
in dread of their particular routes
being nationalised. Now, as far as
that goes, that fear has been removed.
We have asked the various State Gov-
ernments to prepare schemes of
nationalisation of passenger transport
and phase it properly so that there is
enough notice given to the private
sector to enable them to make other

arrangements or think of alternative -

routes in the meanwhile. That has
been agreed to by the State Gowvern-
ments.

Another factor also has to be taken
note of. The Planning Commission
and the Transport Ministry have said
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that it is always better that the Centre
also comes into the operation of road
transport. There will be Road Trans-
port Corporations formed. Somebody
said that many of these departmental
undertakings do not even pay income-
tax. The Railways will gladly share
the contribution towards the capital of
such corporations. Even. private
operators can come in if they are pre-
pared for it. But the private operators
so far have shown no great inclina-
tion to enter into these corporations.
So these corporations can be formed
by the Railways participating and also
the States participating. And, when
schemes of passenger transport
nationalisation are prepared, phased
and placed before the public in
advance, there should be no hesitation
on the part of private transport to
expand in other routes that are not
going to be nationalised.

Some hon. Members opposite ~ put
forward the plea that there should be
no objection to go forward with refer-
ence to nationalisation of goods trans-
port as well. But, as I have said,
there is a great limitation on the
resources that have to be found for
this purpose. In fact, that is the
limitation. When we want to expand
road transport by means of formation
of these Road Transport Corporations,
we take very good care of any future
development with reference to com-
petition between road and rail trans-
port. That is obviated.

With reference to goods transport
also, it is my intention to ask the Rail-

-way Board to take to goods transport

themselves. There are not many
private operators coming forward. The
Railways themselves can try this
experiment of operating goods trans-
port vehicles. That will not be
nationalisation in any big sense. The
field for goods transport is completely
left free for the private sector. It can
come in and contribute its own share.

So, there should be no fear left any-
where with reference to nationalisation
which is limited by so many factors
that I have just mentioned and which

‘has been very realistically conceived .
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taking all the existing conditions into
account.

Then there is the question of high
level of taxation. This was also gone
into by the study group. They came
to the conclusion that the remissible
part of this taxation does not mean
much. When the cost of road trans-
port operation is taken as a whole
they find that it forms a very minor
part. But still, through the machi-
nery of the Transport Advisory
Council we have been taking neces-
sary steps in this direction so that the
State Governments may not go on
increasing the level of taxation on the
motor vehicles.

With regard to the question of res-
triction on inter-State transport and
inter-regional transport, the inter-
State transport will be taken care of
hereafter by the Inter-State Transport
Commission that this Bill creates. Up
till now there was no proper instru-
ment in the hands of the Central
Government to execute its policies in
the matter of inter-State transport.
This Inter-State Transport Commission
will provide such an instrument by
which the development of these inter-
State routes can be undertaken,
regulated and further developed. So,
that is provided for.

As far as regional restrictions go,
we have asked the various State Gov-
ernments to do away with them and
see that there is as much freedom
given, to both public carriers and
private carriers, as peossible.

Then 1 come to the question of res-
triction on long haulages under the
Code. I would like to say a few
words about this Code which, I think,
is more a memory of the past than
something really belonging to the pre-
sent. It was true that in the thirties
and later on when there was fear of
road competition against the railways,
the principles and practices of this
Code were conceived and a certain
zonal restriction of 150 miles was
placed. Even so, this Code was not
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ratified by many of the State Govern-
ments. I think the one State Govern-
ment which ratified and gave effect to
it was the then Madhya Pradesh Gov-
ernment and the present Madhya
Pradesh Government also continues it.
Barring this and a few other examples,
the Code was not very much practised
in other States, but still, it repre-
sented a sort of psychological barrier
in the minds of the private operators,
and they were always mentioning this
Code as something that came in their
way.

It will be seen that in the Bill as
introduced originally in the Lok Sabha,
there was a clause—clause 50—the
provision under which ran as follows:

“....no such permit shall, with-
out the previous approval of the
State Transport Authority, be
granted for a route exceeding one
hundred and fifty miles and serv-
ing places connected by railway”.

Then, in the same clause, there was
a sub-clause defining the meaning of
places connected by Railway, etc.
These two provisions have been
omitted in the Bill which is now before
the House, as reported by the Jbint
Committee. So, this question of some
restriction coming in the way of long
haulages under the Code does not
stand. Therefore, there cannot be any
restriction. Of course, road transport
is more economical—That has been
examined and found to be so—with
reference to short haulages. This dis-
tance restriction has been found to
exist in other countries as well, but in
cases where it is found necessary that
a longer distance is necessary for the
economical operation of the goods
vehicles, certainly it can be under-
taken without any restriction being
placed upon it. In fact, we have
already told the State Governments
that wherever they feel that the Code
comes in the way, they have only to
write to the Transport Ministry and
the Transport Ministry will be too
glad to consider it _.a consultation with
the Railway Ministry and allow the
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relaxation. So, this Code should not
any more come in the way of further
expansion.

There was also the gquestion of
granting permits for short periods.
When the State Governments wanted
to undertake nationalisation, they
began to issue permits for very short
periods like three months, six months,
etc. In fact, several State Govern-
. ments amended the Act which had of
course local effect, namely, of enabling
them to give permits only for short
periods. Then, it required a good deal
of persuasion in the Transport
Advisory Council to make them agree
to a period of one year, that is, no
permit can be granted for a period
shorter than a year. But now we
have done away with all these things.
We have sa:d that the minimum period
will be three years, and that there is
no qQuestion, hereafter,, of granting
permits for very short periods. So,
this objection also goes. This was one
of the things that was found irksome
to private transport, and it has been
removed.

Then comes the question of high
prices of motor vehicles and the neces-
sity for developing the indigenous
automobile industry which was very
rightly stressed by some hon. Members.
Dr. Jaisoorya pleaded that the policy
of protection that is being afforded to
the indigenous automobile industry
has not produced good results or
rather, it has not produced the resulis
that we require. I only wish to say—
I shall not be able to go into the
details with reference to this—that
this matter has been recently gone
into by the Tarif Commission. I
think their report also is in the hands
of the Government. It has been just
received, or, I think, it was received
sometime back. It is being studied
and examined by the respective Gov-
ernment departments. So, the report
is out, and we shall have some more
light thrown on this subject. The
steps that have to be taken to make
the indigenous industry meet our
needs, make it mmore efficient, etc.,
should have been discussed by the
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Tariff Commission. They should also
have discussed the question of high
prices, and we should await the deci-
sion of the Government on this matter.
But 1 feel, without committing the
Government in any way, that the
policy of protection and the question
of prices require some re-thinking on
the part of the Government. They
should be conceived in such a way as
to produce results which will lead to
further expansion of road transport.

Then, I would like to point out that,
apart from all these factors, the pri-
vate operators themselves come in the
way of further expansion of road
transport. When there is any question
of opening more routes, awarding
more permits for a larger number of
vehicles, etc., it is the private operators
who already run their vehicles on the
particular routes that raise the objec-
tions. The private operator would
like to create a certain amount of
scarcity on the particular route that
he serves so that he could gain his
maximum, and he will not hesitate at
any infringement of the regulations in
this regard. So, the private operators
should also try to co-operate and not
raise frivolous objections. I am talk-
ing of the existing operators coming
in the way of further expansion of
road transport. This seems to have
been lost sight of by some Members
who spoke and accused the Govern-
ment of all sorts of things.

Then the question of compensation
was raised and opposite views were
expressed. Some said it is too liberal
and some others said that it is not so
liberal. As the House is aware, the
Joint Committee was pleased to double
the quantum of compensation that was
provided in the original Bill, and Gov-
ernment thought that it should not
stand in the way of the Joint Com-
mittee making that change. As Shri
V. B. Gandhi said yesterday, we
wanted to leave the impression in the
minds of the private sector that we are
prepared to be fair in this matter. We
do not want to be harsh or very
stingy in the matter of compensation.
But, at the same time, it will be
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recognised that we may not be able to
go further than this. In fact, the
original level of compensation that
was proposed was the level that was
adopted by the UP. Act. In fact, that
was adopted by the U.P. Government
on our advice and so, we adopted the
same scale of compensation. But the
Joint Committee during the course of
their deliberations thought it fit to
raise this level and double it. We
have agreed to it and I hope that will
satisfy all the ir.xterests concerned.

Then the question of alternative
routes was raised. Pandit Thakur Das
Bhargava was pleading that wherever
an operator is displaced, he should be
granted an alternative route. There is
a provision in the Bill for grant of
alternative routes. Government can
issue instructions to the State Trans-
port Authority or the Regional Trans-
port authority for the grant of permits
for running on alternative routes when
a particular route is being taken away
for operation by Government.

Then the question of duration of
permits was raised by many hon.
Members and they said that it should
be further raised. 1t is already raised
to 5 years in the matter of goods
vehicles, and even in the matter of
buses, it is between 3 and 5 years.
‘Nobody prevents the transport autho-
rities concerned making it 5 years.
The minimum period is 3 years and
it cannot be shorter than 3 years. The
Road Transport authority, the Regional
Transport authority or the State Trans-
port authority can issue permits for
vehicles up to 5 years. When the
nationalisation scheme is prepared, it
should be easy for the various Trans-
port authorities to suitably increase
the period of the permits. It can go
very well up to 5 years even in the
case of passenger transport vehicles,
but it will not be right to ask for
further increase in these limits. The
State Governments, I am sure, will
oppose such an increase, if it is sought
to increase this duration to 7 or 10
years. The State Governments, cer-
tainly, will oppose it for they will
plead that it is almost acquiring a sort
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of permanent right in the route. 'I
think that this provision will be found
acceptable to all sections of the House.

Then the question of acquiring the
assets at the time of nationalization
was raised. 1 do not know how it is
going to benefit at all the State Gov-
ernment or the private operator if all
the assets are going to be acquired at
the time of nationalisation; he may
have put up some buildings or he may
like to use them for some other pur-
poses. The vehicles may have been
just useless junk and we cannot go
and spend good money in buying these
useless vehicles. So, it has been left
for private negotiation between the
Government and the private operators.
When .the Government feel that they
can take over vehicles in good condi-
tion, they can certainly do so, but cer-
tainly we should not here plead that
the tax-payers be burdened with
throwing good money after bad things._
In fact, perhaps, some hon. Members
who were Members of the previous
House should be able to recall the
criticism that was levelled against
Government when they paid huge
sums of money as compensation and
took over the vehicles of the former
G.N.I.T. Company, here in Delhi. They
were all wuseless scrap. I do not
remember the sum, but I think several
lakhs were paid. Naturally, Members
took exception to that unwise course
of throwing good money as compensa-
tion for wuseless wehicles. Such a
charge will be levelled against State
Governments also, if we make it
obligatory on the State Governments
to acquire all the assets of the private
operators at the time of nationalisa-
tion.

The question of preference that is
sought to be shown to co-operative
societies was raised by some hon.
Members, and they pleaded that all is
not well with the co-operative move-
ment. I agree very largely with them.
It has become just a slogan; when you
say ‘co-operative society’ it seems to
cover so many sins now. It should
not be so. I myself have some experi-
ence of these co-operative societies
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functioning in my State, and I know

that all is not well with the co-opera-
tive movement, but that should not
stand in the way of our taking steps
to further expand the co-operative
movement. Formerly, it was confined
to only some credit operations and it
did not spread out; it rather became
stagnant at a particular level and it
did not expand. Now several new
ideas are coming into the field and we
are thinking of very extensive agri-
cultural co-operatives to increase food
production and we mainly rely on
them to realize the increased target of
food production and we are going to
set up -these co-operatives in the Com-
munity Prgject and National Exten-
sion Service areas and so, it fits in
with that view that we should
encourage co-operatives.

It was said that a private operator
may expand into a co-operative society
himself, by putting in only his rela-
tions, members of his family, etc. I
do not know how it will be possible
for him to run away with such a
co-operative society. But I should like
to tell hon. Members that this idea of
a co-operative society of vehicle
owners was there even in the original
Act. If you turn to section 108 of the
Motor Vehicles Act, 1939, this is what
you find there:

“The State Government may on
the application of a co-operative
society of public service vehicle
owners, registered or deemed to
have been registered under the
Co-operative Societies Act, 1912, or
under an act of a State Legislature
governing the registration of
co-operative societies and subject
to the control of the Registrar....”

This idea of a co-operative society
of public service vehicle owners was
there in the minds of the framers of
the Act even in the year 1939. So it
does not come a day too soon when
we propose to give preference to the
co-operative societies in the matter of
grant of permits, other things being
equal.

Shri B. K. Das (Contai): Is there
anything in this Bill that the R.T.A.
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will be barred from judging whether
a co-operative society is a good one or
not? If it is a bad society, it must not
be given any preference.

Shri Alagesan: Legally, it will be
difficult to define a good or bad society.
ATl that could be done will be that
these societies will have to be regis-
tered under the existing Act—either
the Central Act or the respective State
Acts—and the Registrar of Co-opera-
tive Societies, who gives his consent to
the registration of such a societyv is
supposed to take all factors into
account, whether this society will
further the co-operative principles, and
also further the economic interests of
the members of the society concerned.
These are the broad criteria laid down
in the Co-operative Societies Act. So,
when we register these societies, then
it should be enough that they come
under this definition and the R.T.A.
will proceed under the provisions of
the Act. That is how I conceive it.

There are also other Co-operative
societies. I know of a certain society
of ex-Servicemen, a certain society
formed by D.Ps. This will provide a
very good scope for all those people
with small means to come together
and run road transport. As I said, the
mere name or calling a certain con-
cern a co-operative society does not
produce all the good results. It is the
human material which go to make the
societies that counts in the final
analysis. I think a very right step has
been taken by the Joint Committee in
giving preference to co-operative
societies in the matter of granting
permit. This movement has to be
much more broad-based and extended
into fields into which it does not
extend now.

I come to the question of the work-
ing conditions of the workers in this
industry. That was rightly stressed
by Shri Vittal Rao and Dr. Rama Rao.
1 think I answered this question in the
Question Hour sometime back and I
can clearify the position further. At
present the Motor Vehicles Act, 1939
includes only one section—section 65—
which restricts the hours of work of
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drivers of transport vehicles. The
question whether the Act should be
enlarged to cover other matters relat-
ing to employment was considered by
Government and it was agreed that it
would be more appropriate to under-
take separate legislation on the subject
rather than widen the scope of the
Act, which is primarily concerned
with the safety aspects of motor
vehicles and the control and rationa-
lisation of motor transport services.
The Ministry of Labour are seized of
this matter and are having under their
consideration proposals for the enact-
ment of suitable legislation with
regard to this. In pursuance of the
conclusion reached at a meeting of the
Standing Labour Committee held in
April this year, the draft of the provi-
sions that may be included in the pro-
posed legislation has been circulated
by that Ministry to State Governments
for comments. As soon as their
replies are received, a special com-
mittee consisting of representatives of
State Governments’ nationalised trans-
port undertakings and some non-
official organisations interested in road
transport problems will scrutinise the
comments and make recommendations
to Government in regard to the provi-
sions to be included in the proposed
Bill. Further action will be taken by
the Ministry of Labour in the light of
the recommendations of this com-
mittee.

Shri T. B. Vittal Rao (Khammam):
It will be taken up in the next Parlia-
ment.

Shri Alagesan: Perhaps so; the next
Parliament is not far off and I hope
the hon. Member will be here.

It is not possible to hold out any
assurance when the measure will come
up before Parliament; but, the Labour
Ministry are doing their very beast to
expedite the matter and it is hoped
that it will be possible to bring for-
ward the legislation much sooner than
my hon: friend expects.

I thmkI should not take more time
of the House. I have answered all
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the points raised by hon. Members.
Some other points were raised regard-
ing fitness certificate etc. I can explain
all of them, but for want of time, 1
should like to conclude now.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question
is:

“That the Bill further to amend
the Motor Vehicles Act, 1939, as
reported by the Joint Committee,
be taken into consideration.”

The motion was adopted.
Clauses 2 to 4 were added to the Bill.
Clause 85— (Amendment of section 7)

Dr. Rama Rao (Kakinada): I beg to
move:

Page 4—
omit lines 5 and 6.

The Bill proposes to raise the
licence fee for the driver from Rs. 5
to Rs. 11. I do not want the licence
fee to be increased.

Shri Alagesan: The period of vali-
dity of the licence is also increased
from one year to three years. So,
the fee has been increased

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question
is:

Page 4—
omit lines 5 and 6.

The motion was negatived.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The question
is:

“That clause 5 stand part of the
Bill.”

The motion was adopted.

Cl 5 was added to the Bill

Clauses 6 to 51 were added to the )
Bill.
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Clause 52.—(Amendment of section
58).

Shri Bahadur Singh (Ferozepur-
Ludhiana—Reserved—Sch. Castes): I
beg to move:

(i) Page 33, line 40—

omit “A stage carriage permit or”;
and

(ii) Page 34, line 5—

before ‘“other than™ insert ‘“or
a stage carriage permit”

I want that there should be no diff-
erence in the period of permit between
the stage carrier and the public carrier.
At present the period is 8 years for
stage carriers and 5 years for public
carriers. I want that this distinction
should not remain there. It should
be 5 years for both, because it will
not be possible for the owner to get
back the return within three years.

Shri Alagesan: The Joint Commit-
tee have thought it fit to retain the
present lower limit of three years. 1
have also explained that if the Road
Transport Authorities so desire, they
can even issue permits for a period
of 5 years. So, I do not think there
is any necessity for this amendment.
I oppose it.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Amendment
No. 24 is the same as No. 11 and
amendments Nos. 12 and 13 are not
moved.

The question is:
(i) Page 33, line 40—

omit “A stage carriage permit
or”; and
(ii) Page 34, line 53—

before “other than” insert “or a
stage carriage permit”

The motion was negatived.
hMr. Deputy-Speaker: The question

That clause 52 stand part of the
Bin.”
The motion was adopted.
Clause 82 was added to the Bill.
Clawse 33 was added to the Bill.
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Clause 54. (Amendment of section
60).

Shri Alagesan: I beg to move:
Page 85—
(1) after line 5, insert:

S~
‘(i) in clause (c¢). for the
word “possess” the word “own”
shall be substituted.’

(2) the existing items (i), (ii)
and (iii) shall be re-numbered as °
items (ii), (iii) and (iv) respec-
tively.

I shall briefly explain this. Under
section 60(1) (¢) of the Motor Vehi-
cles Act, 1939, the Regional Transport
Authority which granted a permit,
may cancel a permit or may
suspend it for such period as it
thinks fit if the holder of the per-
mit ceases to possess the vehicle or
vehicles covered by the permit. In a
recent judgment of the Allahabad
High Court, an order of cancellation
of a permit under the above provi-
sion was set aside, because although
the vehicle is sold to another person
and registered in his name, the per-
mit holder could say that.it was still
in his possession. ‘This judgment has
created difficulty for the Regional
Transport Authorities in that they
cannot always prove actual disposses-
gion of a vehicle. In order to get
over this difficulty, it was suggested
by a State Government that the word
“possess” occurring in this section
should be substituted by the word
“own” since the change of ownership
can be proved as soon as transfer of
ownership is entered in the records of
the registering authority. That is the
reason why this amendment has been
brought forward.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:.The question
Page 35—
(1) after line 8, insert:

‘(i) in clause (c), for the
word ‘“possess” the word “own”
shall be substituted.
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‘[Mr. Deputy Speaker]}

2. the existing items (i), (ii).
and (iii) shall be re-numbered as
items (ii), (iii) and (iv) respec-
tively.

The motion was adopted.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:.The question
is:

“That clause 54, as amended,
stand part of the Bill.”

The motion was adopted.

Clauses 55. to 61 were added to the
the Bill.
Clauses 55 to 61 were added to the
Bill.

Clause 62.—(Insertion of new
Chapter IVA)

Shri T. B.. Vittal Rao: I beg to
move amendments Nos. 1 to 4.

Shri Alagesan: Amendment No. 2
does not stand in his name. Only
amendments Nos. 1, 3 and 4 are in his
name.

Mr. Peputy-Speaker: So, he is only
wmoving amendments Nos. 1, 3 and 4

Shri T. B. Vittal Rao: Yes.
I beg to move:

(i) Page 45, lines 30 and 31—

omit “and accepted by the
holder of the permit”

¢ii) Page 46, lines 5 and 6—

for “Two hundred rupees” subs-
titute “One hundred rupees™

(iii) Page 46, lines 8 and 9—

for “One hundred rupees” sub-
stitute “Fifty rupees”

The quantum of -compensation that
has been fixed,: or rather, which has
been raised by the Joint Committee
is too much. I am sure the State
Governments have not at all been
consulted in this matter. If the State
Governments had been consulted,
they would not have agreed to such a
revised c¢ompensation. At what rate
does it work out? Suppose a person
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is plying a route having invested Rs.
25,000, when the State takes over or
modifies or candels the permit, they
would be paying at the rate of Rs. 200
per month per vehicle. It works out
to 10 per cent of the total investrnent
if the vehicle costs Rs. 25,000 whereas
in the case of Government bonds, it
is very difficult to except 4 per cent.
Here, for nothing,—the business has
been takern cGver—we pay compensa-
tion at the rate oi 10 per cent. Is it
justifiable?

My friend Sardar Igbal Singh was
arguing that the Central Government
have paid a huge amount of compen-
sation, or recommended a huge rate
of compensation to the owners of the
Kolar Gold Fields than was proposed
by the State Government. I need not
go into the circumstances under which
such a high rate of compensation was
paid to the Kolar Gold Fields. I
would only ask my friends who
demand more compensation to just
read the speech of Shri Hanuman-
thaiah, the former Chief Minister of
Myscore, when that Bill was moved in
the Mysore Legislative Assembly. I
need not say anything further. By
this rate of compensation, you are
actually preventing the State Govern-
ment from nationalising Road Trans-
port. Having declared it as your
policy that there shall not be any
nationalisation of freight transport,
are further making it impossible for
the State Government to undertake
nationalisation. The State Govern-
ments today are willing to nationalise.
Only a few months ago, the Banglore
Transport Co., which was running a
suburban serviece in the city of Banga-
lore, was taken over and compensation
was paid. If computed at this rate of
compensation, the compensation that
was paid by the Mysore State Gov-
ernment would work out to as much
as twice ‘or thrice of what we are
providing for.

I would like to bring home to the
Government one point. After you
cancel or modify the permit, is the
vehicle going to be idle? There is
huge scope for development of road
transport. No vehicle will be idle.
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If he goes out of business, if he is not
going to run in other places, at least
he will sell it to some factory or mine
or any such businessman so that he
can utilise it for his own purposes.
So, paying huge compensation is
really against the interests of the
State. The State -Governments are
very anxious to go ahead with
nationalisation. Today, they are
undertaking so many development

works and they are finding it difficult:

to find finance. This would be a
source of incorne for them. Don’t
deny it to them. This way of arbitra-
rily imposing such restriction on the
plea that you are going to have a
national co-ordinated road transport
policy, is against the interests of the
State Governments, against the inte-
rests of the people and against the
interests of the very policy which we
are going to advocate. Therefore, 1
strongly ask the Minister to Teconsi-
der and accept the amendments that
I have moved.

‘™Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Amendments
moved: ’

(i) page 45, lines 30 and 31—
omit - “and accepted by the
holder of the permit”
(ii) Page 46, lines 5 and 6—

for “two hundred rupees” subs-
titute “One hundred rupees”.

(iii) Page 486, lines 8 and 98—

- for “One hundred rupees” sub-
stitute “Fifty rupees”.

Dr. Rama Rao:.I beg to move:
Page 44—
omit lines 23 to 26.

In page 44, sub-clause (3) there is
a proviso about taking over by the
State Government. “This compels the
State Governments to obtain the
previous permission or approval of
the Central Government. Here, 1
already indicated that there is a
tendency on the part of the Central

Government to restrict the freedomof:

the State Governments to nationalise
routes as and when they think fit I
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do not want the Central ‘Government
to put too many impediments in the
way of the State -Goverrmments.
Therefore, I want this previso teo be
omitted which reads:

13 hrs.

“Provided that no such scheme
which relates to any inter-State
route shall be deemed to be an
approved scheme unless it has
been published in the Official
Gazette with the previous appro-
val of the Central Government™

When you want approval from the
Central Government it may take any
number of months or years for papers
to pass up and down, and any remark
by some Under Secretary for any
information will take at least
another three months or six months.
Therefore, this will place a handicap
on the State Governments and thus
interfere with the freedom of the
State Governments. Therefore, 1
desire this proviso to be deleted.

The hon. Minister just now stated
in his speech that the public sector
and the private sector are having a
happy co-existence. Of course, he did
not use those words, but that is what
he meant. Of ceurse, co-existence is
very happy because the private sector
has about 90 per cent and the public
sector has about 10 per cent of the
total vehicles. We want this to in-
crease as repidly as possible. As my
hon. friend Shri Vittal Rao mentioned
just nmow, there is no question of any
vehicle going out of use because the
demand is so great and the limitations
on nationalisation are such that any
route nationalised will not throw the
private vehicles out of work. There-
fore I desire that this restriction
should be remowved.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:

moved:

Amendment

Page 44—
omit lines 23 to 26.

R yeuw fag  (wifeeer-
far) : s fedt =fiwe T,
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[ @™ A fag ]
& gl gweaEE (FEET) TE=K e
W L Y qT (FEIT) F&OTE
(i) Page 45—
omit lines 32 to 34.
(ii) Page 46—
after line 27, insert:

“88GG. Notwithstanding any
thing contained ¢ in sub-section
(i) of section 68G, when in pur-
suance of a scheme approved
under section 68D, the applications
for renewal of a permit are not
entertained or refused, there shall
be paid to the permit holder com-
pensation which may not be less
than two years’ profits, to be
determined by a tribunal consist-
ing of one nominee of the permit
holder, one representative of the
State Transport undertaking and
an independent chairman to be
nominated by the Government.

868GGG. Whenever as a result
of cancellation, modification or
refusal to renew a permit in pur-
suance of a scheme approved
under section 68D the holder of
the permit is unable to use his
wvehicles and other assets connect-
ed with the business, the State
Transport undertaking shall take
over such vehicles and assets at
an agreed price or a price as
nearly as the market value, to be
determined by a tribunal consist-
ing of one nominee each of the
permit holder and the State
Transport undertaking and an
independent chairman to be
nominated by the Government.”

%o fog=fasr & =t =t ao @
fagsa wa A gard fedt fafaeex
wrEw 7 g Qo T ) Afew &
g HET ATRAT § fFga # aq ¥ a9
FaAEEfE T W H g0 7 TF BE-
Wew fafaww (q= fagrma) v @
¢ W 7y ag & v fom feelt wy ol
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feaarer  (faeafam) fear s o
Iu W 2T W W fear sww 39
FY FRR_TA fegqy arww (el Frfaaw
(Frara) & garfas w19 F S §0-
fas & wWe gfear N FTETEY
(<refrmor) FeraT Ay ST Y BT
(qurae) fear wax @TEE w 9w
AT fear At WY Wi F
faar | X9 T AT TE AT AGT HIY
ar awa fm weaee adt fear o
wifed | AfEw agr 9T I W T A
forg @ T W R W & AT 4w R
fr e feedfmm (faifa) s
FT AT T Y, S JAXT & AZ FA<
(aﬁa )@lﬂa#wzvﬁﬁ?ﬁah
foq dae & afsw
¢ fr T

f;rd"qw FE FT qO&T § AT
Zwfe a1 0% & W W9 7 W
FEATA F FF (|AvT) W ¥ W
I wT4Y & e faar T @ §F qwwar
gﬁraﬁm«m&'ﬁﬁwﬁ
* e € 9T | MY ATy & E TH
qfae sfaer feg sfar § a7 ¥ Feawat
qreEE (AT FTON) T & oSaw
Fx faf oy § Wk wfaew W €«
faaT 9¢ SEw A fear smar fr fady
g T AT AT T AT AFdHe
®r mfeat <@ §

oy A feldr fafre wrew
F wgr 5 <7 @ TOd FY Ay avw @&

. wk ¥ ag IW FA ¥ yarfaw § afe

{oﬂoﬁtﬂtﬁwﬁf‘m:{oﬂo
# qHIL A TFHAHe WrE  sfEar A
m%mtummm

I S (Fr) Y TE I A A
et § WX 9w # agi T AT
AT Al ¥
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AT WY 3G AY AT Y q@7 T390
fr g qeve & dow sl 7 &
wrex Aifgrer e (Wrex e afq-
fraw) AT @1 A 99 F X 7 A
fadtwe sty (wax afafa) I& o
I W g fawiieg A 4 & [+
w feedfoa & 1T N a0FT Y a|

or T | ¥® & qg | eut w o=
MITAFEATHY A qEw T 9@ O
gee & A 7 o fao g3 fewm
a1 I 7 ag AR feay o fr st
9T FERATA FT G HYIT TG T
T qAfeE SN/ N W AR A
% ¥ TR @0 AT @l ¥ ag AAd
TR (W) [ OF wE AW
ag Wi (7% ) & fear s oawar
fs & qg FHUTA T Wifed
wefaa 7 @ 1 Qo Fo M = ATA-
s (TS afEgd w1 adiwor)
goT ¢ WX agi 9 W FEAmE #T
Y HIHAT FATAT TAT AT ag TAT €T
ofF S a1 | gl o) WY gg 9™
a& ¢ fe famr wRwa g & &=
VT ATATET FT AT | W §F (@
w7 GF & 5w w1
aﬁwmﬁﬁmﬁﬁaﬁwm
7 O TOFT & &g QAT T wried
ot ST € WX fow & X A
ffy = % frem 9 €Y | Agt X aF
arafaat FT gare a8y & | 99 F -
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TraET T0% o)X wey gu wehfew

dF B I Tuwerse fFT @ S€

fasr St FFU FT AT 97 99 F garfaw
& Fdme fear @ o 9| g
wrefaaY # arg =y &, ¥ s
AN aw Ay & fom N oo =@
o< T wl & @ Fr€ gEr adwT
& AW § W19 FY JI@ A= AT
T 1M TAFT AT A WV E S F A
¥4 a8 Fg & fax Jax g fF 39 1
Wﬂrtmwi'am%mzﬁug
I fr oF ST &7 W SRR
& fasr @7 1 TH AT X T T
wisHe 7 wa fear € fom & @
§ ¥ F ag wg ¢ 0w s A1
AT € forw 7 o @Y TENE wTHed
T TATEST &, TF FEA-HE HT TATEST
& = dma s sgfenw sfea<
& R F A faew F FAATT X
TR | FHAT FL | TR ET FT [HFAH
o1 & aY sw ¥ wartas pafaan T
W WX ATHEHE ' (dwfeas Anr)
frmmsmarmr gy s Sy dar A %
AfPT W TF HIIHT HY & 7 AEY
@A & ar wr ¥ qfHe wY 9w+
fed o ¥ wTOOr AE T H N @
qFAT § ) W gEa A Ig A & 91F
oTET 2, TARETET $7 AqNOEY &
& TATS HWAT & g I H9 FT Jrear
fagar T TRT ¥ AT § |W W
ar W g ¥ O AT WY AT IS
Y § A A Ao T Q@ AT
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{a== Faw fag)

w@aﬁﬁmf‘wﬁﬁ%ﬁr
@nmﬁoaoqwoaﬁ@%aﬁﬁwn

R 7 fasw s oy faa o, &= ar
a fod gy § 1 79 FT FIT 78 2
fF ot e 57 ) vt X §
zmw(m‘ ) &

FI | A JAFT HE THIT T gAT
@ W9 SE WY OF T AR, [
I AT &Y EE

s ST oHeRe ¥ 3 & 2 39
FY T qrAT #7 7ver g Far ) fav 4
I ®1 A T FY AW & 4T T1fgF 1
I A G F TF aOHT GAAT & &Y g9
9T WA &, ™ 9T AT € WX S99
97 ¥ T BAX FATE fLEr oS
gFaT g1 AT Eaw § w7 ¥ ww
AT FE Ro,000 [G HTHSH FHT 1
IT H ¥ ¥ ol ey § fw @
1 A T X A9 $T oF 9 wY
T FEE | A A e F T aqwar
2 9 F afa @ w7 & g &
g Y FT THRA A 5 qw =i
F o9 (| ¥ ARY | <gar g f A
ag aife g9 g 9% 5 safafes
e e drEradr (wmm)
TS ¥ fod o §F w90 guedl Y
@@ AR gRl ¥ e (fedl) &
faares Y Sy | FF @RI ST oAy
e F w9 2 frar 1 2T d@w
wik gfear & fasfasr § w9 9 oo
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TG ¥ qAT F AT Rcoo ¥WT &
WX {¥oo wF 3IF WET (Hd) &
F T 2R § | o awg W A wAw
AT F ATAA § SUSET T AR
F9wT fag € 1 el 9k A SR
TG TR TEY 1 AT TO9E F ar A
g arell § W S99 g A€ e 9S
|y @ Ty wmfgx &/ & fw
w7 & feer & @@ & @ geafas
HF FQ - ¥ qry N e wT
O FW € | 9w At #Y aw i &
Y WY 99 AE F WOGHTT W & W
I W T T & A wifew @ §,
afet 99 &€ S FT gET gET 8,
M FEI & fF R W T ¥ 1w
OT% A€ w1, Y fafeqw s arey
# momE fur 9@ & 39T ) 3 #T
oo @ o @ fF fafass § o
&7 Hoow faw a2 smefwil =1 fafeqw

fr gy ST TaT MfEET Y fraade
(F==r) & W Feaae o & A
&, Srafe w7 w3 A ®Y gy fawarw
€ fF gt 7 o zw, fiw ar wew
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TN e aF fF AT W F
AT TF AT AGF FQ Qg
30 www 7 ) war F FwE
fatﬁwm%fﬁnmqwm-
@ A §, W T fege |
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o fYo 7 TF HITHAT FATAT 41, S
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e ¥ & fawfes & s Gar
g =D A0 3T Y wdEeACH W ¥
TR W KT oy T 19 faw A
afere fwar sar §, S99 & Aarfaw
I Ani w1 oF qar o ad e
FHAT | AT T AT AT AT IS
AT @ &, Wl wrEw DT i (99
Fify AN9FT) § o g W J9v
a1 wferw "

T AR ¥ g § s
w@r § & ¥ @ @ wiedAw W
WY HATET T |

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Amednments
moved.
(i) Page 45—
omit lines 32 to 34.
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(ii) Page 46—

after line 27, insert:

“68GG. Notwithstanding any
thing contained in sub-section
(1) of section 68G, when in pur- .
suance of a scheme approved
under section 68D, the applications
for renewal of a permit are not
entertained or refused, there shall
be paid to the permit holder com-
pensation which may not be less
than two years’ profits, to be
determined by a tribunal consist-
ing of ane nominee of the permit
holder, one representative of the
State Transport undertaking and
an independent chairman to be
nominated by the Government.

68GGG. Whenever as a result
of cancellation, modification or
refusal to renew a permit in pur-
suance of a scheme approved
under section 68D the holder of
the permit is unable to use his
vehicles and other assets connect-
ed with the business, the State
Transport undertaking shall take
over such vehicles and assets at
an agreed price or a price as
nearly as the market value, to be
determined by a tribunal consist-
ing of one nominee each of the
permit holder and the State
Transport undertaking and an
independent chairman to Dbe
nominated by the Government.”
Shri Bahadur Singh: I beg to

move:

(i) Page 45—

for lines 32 to 34, substitute:

“(8) Notwithstanding any-
thing contained in sub-section
(1) of section 68-G compensa-
tion shall be paid, when in
pursuance of a scheme approv-
ed under section 68-D, the
application for renewal of a per-
mit is refused to be entertained
or not granted, to the permit-
holder which may.not be less
than his two years’ profits, to
be determined by a tribunal
consisting of one nominee of
the permit-holder, one repre-
sentative of the State transport
undertaking and the Chairman
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[Shri Bahadur Singh]

to be nominated by the Govern-
ment.”.

(ii) Page 46—
after line 27, add:

“(6) Whenever in pursuance
of a scheme approved under
section 68-D action is taken
under sub-section (2) of section
68-F resulting in the cessation
of use by the permit-holder of
his vehicles and other assests
connected with the business,
such vehicles and assets shall
be taken over by the State
transport undertaking at a price
to be agreed, or in case Mo
agreement is possible, at a
price which may be arrived
at by a tribunal consisting of
one nominee each of the permit-
holder and the State transport
undertaking and a chairman to
be appointed by the Govern-
ment.”.

In this Bill there is no provision
for the payment of compensation to
a permit-holder when his permit is
not renewed. If the permit is can-
celled, then he is paid compensation,
but if the permit is not renewed, the
poor fellow is not given anything. I
do not understand for what fault he
is not paid anything. After all, he is
doing a business, and he is earning
his livelihood. At the expiry of the
period of the permit, when the poor
man comes with a request that his
permit may be renewed, his request
is refused; and when you refuse to
renew his permit, you deprive him of
his livelihood. So, you are not doing
justice to him, if you do not pay him
any compensation. As the Planning
Commission have pointed out, more
than 95 per cent of the persons
engaged in the business of road trans-
port are small individuals. And it is
these small people who are going to
be deprived of their livelihood by the
refusal to renew the permit, because
past experience has been that whenever
the question of renewal of a permit
comes fap, Government do not renew
it. That has been the experience in
Bombay. Government try to take
over all the routes, and the poor men
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are thrown on the roads. We must
do some justice to them, and at least
for the work that they were doing,
they should be paid something.

Then, I have demanded that in case
the permit is not renewed, the dis-
placed operator must be paid compen-~
sation which would amount to not
less than two years’ profits which he
was earning through his business. To
determine that compensation I have
suggested that there should be a
tribunal consisting of one representa-
tive of the permit-holder (so that the
displaced operator who is deprived of
his business may not have any grie-
vance), one representative of the State
transport undertaking and a chairman
to be nominated by Government.

I now come to amendment No. 20.
In this amendment, I have suggested
that when road transport on a parti-
cular route is nationalised, the persons
affected must be paid compensation,
and the assets of the concern should
be taken over by the Government.
If the assets are not taken over, then
what will the poor man do with those
things? When we nationalised other
things, we did pay compensation to
the persons affected. But here, no
compensation is being paid. I do not
understand why this sort of discrimi-
natory treatment is meted out to
these people. It has been stated so
many times by so many non. Members
on the floor of this House that the
operators who are running this road
transport business are mostly small
individuals and poor people. When
that be the case, I do not see any
reason why Government should adopt
this sort of attitude towards these
people. No sound argument has been
advanced by Government in support
of their attitude.

Government should take over the
assets of these people. They should
have a committee or some kind of a
tribunal to determine the price of the
assets. If the things are of not any
use, then Government may not take
over, but if they are good and they
are of some use, Government should
take them over at a price to be
determined. For determining that
price, & board or a tribunal
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should be constituted, and a
representative of the operators should
also be taken in on that board, so that
he may also have a say in the deter-
mination of the price and express the
viewpoint of the operators, and thus
have no grievance that his vaews have
not been taken into consideration.

If the assets are not taken over,
then the operators who are displaced
should be given some alternative
routes, because, in the rural areas,
especially, more transport facilities
are needed.

If the Government think that they
can earn some money by nationalising
transport, they take it over. But
where the Government do not think
that they will earn money—actually
the question whether there will be
any earning is also debatable—, where
the Government have spent some
money in the rural areas and
where they think that they
will not earn imuch, then Govern-
ment are not taking it over. Then at
least give chance to those people who
are hard workers. Give them permits
for the rural areas and they will work
it.

With these words I request the hon.
Deputy Minister to think over this
question and accept my amendments.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Amendment
moved:

(i) Page 45—
for lines 32 to 34, substitute:

“(3) Notwithstanding any thing
contained in sub-section (1) of
section 88-G compensation shall
be paid, when in pursuance of a
scheme approved under section
68D, the application for renewal
of a permit is refused to be enter-
tained or not granted, to the per-
mit holder which may not be less
than his two years’ profits, to be
determined by a tribunal consist-
ing of one nominee of the permit
holder, one representative of the
State transport undertaking and
the Chairman to be nominated by
the Government."”
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(ii) Page 46—
after line 27, add:

“(68) Whenever in pursuance of
a scheme approved under section
68D action is taken under sub-
section (2) of section 68F result-
ing in the cessation of use by the
permit holder of his vehicles and
other assets connected with the
business, such vehicles and assets
shall be taken over by the State
transport undertaking at a price
to be agreed, or in case no agree-
ment is possible, at a price which
may be arrived at by a tribunal
consisting of one nominee each of
the permit holder, and the State

. transport undertaking and the
Chairman to be appointed by the
Government”.

Shri Raghavachari (Penukondsa): 1
rise to oppose these amendments. I
shall dispose of them one after an-
other briefly.

Evidently our friends have not
listened carefully to the -exposition of
the whole scheme, the purpose and the
policy which the Government have
kept before them as explained to the
House. For instance, I will just take
the amendment of my hon. friend,
Sardar Igbal -Singh. He wants that in
page 45, lines 32 to 34 should be
omitted. This sub-clause simply
reads thus:

“For the removal of doubts, it
is hereby declared that no compen-
sation shall be payable on account
of the refusal to renew a permit
under clause (a) of sub-section
(2) of section 68F”.

It this is removed, he gains
nothing. This sub-clause simply
makes the position as a result of the
other sub-clauses clear. It this is
omitted, it still does not mean that
any compensation will be paid or will
be claimable. Therefore, it has abso-
lutely no purpose. It only makes
litigation possible. That is so far ar
that amendment is concerned.

Then he advanced the argument
yesterday about the small man and the
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big man. As regards this, I tried to
explain the position yesterday. It is
unnecesary. to repeat those things
again.

As regards Shri T. B. Vittal Rao’s
amendment, he wants that when an
alternative route is offered, the
acceptance of the offer by the operator
is urmecessary. In other words, he
might have said that nothing is to be
paid to him. That is consistent with
the principle of confiscation without
compensation. But what is the mean-
ing of offering something which may
not be accepted or which may not be
acceptable? Of course, an alternative
route being acceptable to the man is
what is necessary. Suppose the license
to operate on a very good route is
cancelled and the man who is living
in Cape Comerin is given a route in
the Himalayas.

[SERI BARMAN in the Chair]
13.24 hrs.
Dr. Rama Rae: He won’t be given.

Shri Raghavachari: You imagine
geographically inconvenient positions.
You simply offer him and he must natu-
rally say, ‘I do not want it’. Better say,
‘I will take away withdut compensa-
tion’. Therefore, the phrase ‘and
accepted by the holder of the permit’
is very essential and in the interest of
the people who are operators. Hence
I cannot understand the amendment

of the Shri T. B. Vittal Rao. Of-

course, he has been consistently mak-
ing some observations about the
doubling of the compensation as pro-
posed and finally determined by the
Committee. His general arguments
are against compensation. I do not
think at this stage I should repeat
arguments in favour of compensation.

Then there is an amendment pro-
posed by Dr. Rama Rao which is for
the deletion of the proviso in lines 23
to 26 on page 44. The proviso reads:

‘“Provided that no such scheme
which relates to any inter-State
route shall be deemed to be an
approved scheme unless it has
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been published in the Official
Gazette with the previous appro-
val of the Central Government”.

This proviso was put in with a view
to ensure that the whole scheme is co-
ordinated, particularly in the inter-
State areas. With this end in view,
the Centre has taken some powers to
control and co-ordinate those things, 1
daresay, after consultation and with
the consent of the States also. Other-
wise, each State will take over the
particular portion of a route which is
in its areas and then create trouble.
Then there will be no question of
inter-State transport operating smooth-
ly. Therefore, the very purpose of
this scheme and the creation of this
Commission is to provide facilities and
convenience for public, not so much
for the operator, though surely his
interests are also involved. Hence,
if the proviso is omitted, it simply
means creating confusion in different
States. So the proviso must be re-

Then a general argument was ad-
vanced to the effect that paying com-
pensation even under the terms per-
missible, as well as interference by
the Commission or by the Centre in
the administration of the States’s
powers, was really thwarting the use-
ful existence of the States and cur-
tailing their powers. The States have
been given absolutely sufficient powers
within their own State limits and
these are meant only for the conven-
ience of the public, both operating as
well as using these vehicles. You
say that paying compensation is put-
ting some obstacles in the way ot the
States doing the work. The plainer
method would be to say that you want
to take away without compensation.
That would be an honest way of put-
ting it rather than saying that the
States would be affected. Thig is how
1 feel. 1 therefore oppose this amend-
ment. .

As regards the amendment proposed
for the formation of another committee
consisting of this man and that man,
it will only create a wheel within a
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wheel and there will be no end to
Htigation. Ot course, the principle
that compensation should be paid may
be accepted by the House even for
acquisition of assets. That is another
matter, But I would only request
Members not to ask and urge in the
name of the small man and not the
big man for compensation to be paid
for the acquisition of assets. The
Minister very plainly told us that it
was going to be the practice that
whenever anything was nationalised
in respect of passenger traffic, the
States would invariably acquire and
purchase assets by private agreement.
It is not that they (the Government)
are anxious to throw away useful
material into a useless State. There-
fore, compulsory acquisition is not
here. That is all. It is not that things
won't be acquired at all. If they are
useful, they will be acquired. But
once you make them compulsorily
acquirable, the result, as everybody
knows, will be that junk will have to
be purchased and there will be charges
of corruption against the officers who
have to acquire them and ultimately
there will be a heavy burden to the
taxpayer involved in this transac-
tion.

Therefore, arguments; should be
adduced in a realistic sense, as I put
it even yestef'day_ Sir, I oppose these
amendments.

. .Shri Kasliwal (Kotah-Jhalawar):
Like my hon. friend who spoke before
me, I rise to oppose all amendments.

There are two kinds of amendments
to this clause, one relating altogether
to the reduction of fair compensation
and the other to increase compensa-
tion generally. With regard to the
amendment of Shri T. B. Vittal Rao,
the Joint Committee was of opinion
that the compensation which was
being given previously was not
adequate. It is, therefore, only fair
that the Committee should have come
to the conclusion that the compensa-
tion so far as these things are con-
cermed should be doubled from
Rs. 100 to Rs. 200 and so on, Here I
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"am in full agreement with the view

of the Joint Committee,

Coming to the other amendments of
my friends Sardar Igbal Singh and
Shri Bahadur Singh, I also oppose
these amendments. It appears to me
that there is some slight confusion
with respect to the question of com-
pensation. I submit that the question
of compensation arises under three
conditions. First of all, there should
be a non-renewal of permit or there
should be a case where during the
pendency of currency of the permit
the route is taken over by the State
and, thirdly, where the terms of the
permit are modified. So far as the
modification of the terms of the per-
mit and the taking. over of the route
during the currency of the permit are
concerned, it has meen definitely men-
tioned that compensation-and ade-
quate compensation-will be given. It
appears to me that the arguments of
my hon. friends, as their amend-
ments also show, relate only to the
question of compensation so far as
non-renewal of permit is concerned.

First of all, I should say that the
period of permit has already been
increased by the Joint Committee. In
the case of transport vehicles, or what
you call goods vehicles, it is 5 years;
and in the case of stage carriages, it
is anywhere between 3 to 5 years.
That is a very important factor which
has to be taken into consideration
when the question of compensation
with regard to non-renewal of permits
is taken up.

In this respect I want to point out
to my friends the evidence, I do not
know whether my hon. friends have
read the evidence with regard to this
particular matter. Here is the evi-
dence of Shri Kundan Lal, the Secre-
tary .of the All-India Motor Union
of which Shri S. K. Patil is the Chair-
iman, This is what he says. In reply
to a question of Shri Dsabhi: ‘In regard
to non-renewal of permit, what should
be the basis of compensation in your
opinion?’., Shri Kundan Lal said ‘T
would like to submit that I do mnot
want any compensation for non-
renewal of permits.” This is the
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[Shri Kasliwal]
evidence that was given before the
Joint Committee and the Joint Com-
mittee came to the conclusion, on this
evidence, that there should be no
compensation so far as non-renewal of
permits is concerned.

I do not know why my hon. friends
have brought their amendments to the
effect that compensation should be
given if there is non-renewal of per-
mits. It appears to me that my
friends Sardar Igbal Singh and Shri
Bahadur Singh seem to have been
influenced by a certain Act which goes
by the name of the U.K. Transport
Act of 1947. 1 find that the scheme
of their amendments is in accordance,
more or less, with section 47 of the
U.K. Act.

Sardar Igbal Singh: That is correct.

Shri Kasliwal: The U.XK. Transport
Act has also been referred to by one
of the hon, Members in a minute of
dissent. My friend, Sardar Igbal
Singh has said that my view is cor-
rect. My submission is that the entire
scheme of our Motor Vehicles Act is
something quite different from the
U.K. Transport Act. The UK. Act
relates to railways, harbours, road
transport and so many other things,
whereas our Motor Vehicles Act is
self-contained and comprehensive. I
may say that section 47 of the UK.
Act relates only to the question of
acquisition of goods vehicles. It has
nothing to do with stage carriages or
anything of that sort. It says that
i at all compensation in a matter
like this has to be given, then there
should be a Tribunal and things of
that sort. So far as section 47 of the
U.K. Act is concerned, it has no appli-
cation whatsoever to our Motor
Vehicles Act.

There is another point which this
shri Kundan Lal has raised and which
my hon. friend, Shri Raghavachari
has already answered. While saying
that he did not want compensation for
non-renewal of permits, he, at the
same time, said that he would like to
have compensation for cessation of
business. If an alternative route is
given to the same operator, there is
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no cessation of business, although
there is no non-renewal of permit. If
his business is completely closed down,
then, the hon. Minister has already
said in his speech that the State will
acquire his assets not by way of
acquisition as such but by entering
into private agreement with the opera-
tor. The State will take over his
assets by paying reasonable compensa-
tion. In view of this, I oppose these
amendments.

Dr. Rama Rao: I want to oppose
amendment No. 17 and, in this con-
nection, I want to clarify our position
with regard to compensation, Our
position has been either misunder-
stood or misrepresented. We do not
oppose compensation as such if any-
thing is' taken. We always support
reasonable con_)pensation. Here when
we take over the vehicles we must
pay compensation. We support pri-
vate negotiations as the hon. Minister
has stated. If we lay down anything
in the law, all assets and things will
have to be taken, and, as has been
mentioned by some hon. friend, only
junk will be handed over to the
State for compensation. Even if =a
permit is cancelled, there is already
provision in the Bill. We only want
the amount to be reduced a little.

What is the compensation our hon.
friends want? It is not for taking
away the vehicles, nor even for can-
celling the permit but for not giving
permits to certain owners who are
running the transport services for a
certain period. They want that the
Government should be penalised for
not extending the period. They want
it as a hereditary right for one permit-
holder to continue for ever, It comes
to that. In fact, if the renewal is be-
ing refused to patronise somebody
else, I can understand my friends’
objection, I can even support that.
But here it is specifically mentioned
that the State will take it over and
that we are nationalising the trans-
port. If the State refuses renewal,
they want compensation. For what
act or service, I do not understand.
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My hon. friend mentioned some-
thing about the State Bank. You will
remember how we strongly felt that
the compensation must be reasonable
and that fanciful compensation should
not be paid. So also in the case of the
Airlines. It is our Congress friends
who supported fanciful compensation
for the former Imperial Bank and the
former Airlines. We wanted reasonable
compensation. Now, they bring in the
name of the socialist pattern. Is it
the socialist pattern that you want
to punish the State for not renewing
the permits? They want it in the
name of the poor bus owners. There
are not only poor bus owners; but,
there are, as I have already mentioned
many big owners with 350 or 400
buses.

Shri T. B. Vittal Rao: T. V. S.

Dr. Rama Rao: Therefore the
reason why we want reasonable com-
pensation for anything taken over is
this. But, my friends desire the pay-
ment of compensation for not continu-
ing the permit. No further argument
is necessary. Our friends Shri
Kasliwal and Shri Raghavachari have
said enough about that.

Then, there is a further proposal for
a tribunal on which one of the permit-
owners should be a member. This is
to decide how much of compensa-
tion is to be given. I think this is
adding ridicule to the unacceptable
proposal.

Pandit C. N. Malaviya (Raisen): Mr.
Chairman, Sir also oppose these
amendments. I agree with my hon.
friends Shri Raghavaehari and Shri
Kasliwal and I do not want to repeat
those arguments. What 1 wish to
point out is that it is not reasonable
to compare our scheme with the
scheme in U.S.A. or UK, because in
U.S.A. and UK, the bias is towards
private enterprise; their aim or objec~
tive for the time being is not towards
nationalisation or towards the public
sector. Therefore, it is no use giving
arguments where the two schemes
differ fundamentally.

Secondly. there is no question of
discrimination in paying compensa-
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tion to airlines or to the -Imperial
Bank. Here in the body of the Bill,
if we read the amendments of section
63 and section 68, the whole scheme
is that the Inter-State Commission is
set up in order to develop and provide
bus service in the interest of the
public and economically. Then a
scheme has to be framed and circula-
ted, and objections have to be invited,
and then everybody will have his
full say about it. After making
enquiries and coming to a particular
decision, and at the same time con-
sidering all the aspects of the ques-
tion of private enterprise on the inter-
State route where the scheme has to
be implemented and the bus service
has to be provided, the State Authori-
ties can use their powers. Therelore.
there is no fear that if a person’s
licence is not renewed, his buses will
go useless, because there are these
possibilities: one is he will have an
alternative permit; another is that
there will be so many other roads
where he can use his buses. If we
allow private enterprise, then there is
an open market,

The Deputy Minister has also point-
ed out in his speech that having in
view the special circumstances, they
will try to purchase, but it cannot be
made compulsory that when you pro-
vide a scheme for nationalisation of
transport, it should be compulsory
also to purchase the buses. I do no:
think it can be made compulsory. It
should be left open. The State
Authorities or the Commission or the
Government may purchase, but if the
demand is somewhere else and there
is a bigger demand from other people
who are carrying on the business,
they might purchase the buses. So, if
we are not nationalising the whole
transport service and there is scope
for free enterprise, then we should
allow a free market also. Where is
the question then of giving compensa-
tion to the people whose permit has
already expired? They have been
given permits only for a particular
period, and if that period expires, no-
body can claim any compensation. If
there is a free enterprise, and in the
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[Shri C. N. Malaviya]

interest of the public, transport is
nationalised, where is the claim for
compensation? I do not understand
it.

There is a demand from the public
that it should be nationalised, because
in certain cases the private bus
owners have not done well and people
are put to inconvenience. Therefore,
there has been a demand or a pres-
sure upon the Government to nationa-
lise the bus services.

Regarding our friends on the cther
side, it is their general tendency to
oppose nationalisation or allow profits
to go into the coffers of the State.
They want the profits to go into the
pockets of individuals. We cannot
accept such a proposition. We are
now going ahead with our plans and
we want to co-ordinate our railway
and bus services. If we have to do
that, it is necessary in certain cases
to nationalise motor transport. There-
fore, I oppose the amendments which
seek to provide compensation for
those whose time-limit expires or
where the transport bus service is
nationaiised. The provisions which
are already there are quite encugh,
and more than enough. I, therefore,
oppose the amendments, and support
the original clauses of the Bill.

Shri Alagesan: The three hor.
friends who spoke opposing the
amendments have made my task con-
siderably easier, and I do not think
that I can usefully add to the argu-
ments advanced by them. T should
only like to place before the House
certain factual information.

The question of nationalisation was
again brought up by two hon. friends
and they said that we should go for-
ward with the business of nationalis-
ing the transport service. The present
position is that the Central Govern-

ment have invested or rather the Rail- ~

ways have invested money in several
Road Transport Corporations and
undertakings sponsored by State (iov-
ernments. The total capital invested
by the Railways comes to aboul
Rs. 505 lakhs, and this represents
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about 32:9 per cent. of the total capital
invested. Perhaps that gives us an
idea of the total amount invested in
the nationalised transport under-
takings. It comes to roughly about
Rs. 15 or Rs. 16 crores. This will be
sufficiently expanded in the course «f
the next flve years, and the provision
made in this regard comes to about
Rs. 27 crores. Though that represents
an amount more than Rs. 16 crures,
the number of vehicles we will be
adding to the nationalised under-
takings will be about 5,000. The
present number of vehicles is some-
where about 11,000, owned by the
various State transport undertakings.
To this fleet another 5,000 vebicles
will be added. I think the House will
agree that this is a substantial mea-
sure of expansion of the nationalised
road transport services. There are
no two opinions as to the necessity
for further expansion. I have already
explained the limiting factors, namely,
want of sufficient resources. The
question of priorities comes in and
they have to be allotted for uther and
more urgent purposes, and . can
expand only to a certain extent. Bar-
ring that, there should be no doubt
left in anybody’s mind that we are
hesitating in this matter or we are
proceeding slowly or with more
caution because we want to help
somebody else. At the same time I
should like to add that we do not
hinder the private sector expandng.
I do not see any conflict. As 1 said,
in this matter, there is no question
of private sector versus public secior;
it is one of private sector cum public
sector handling the job and doing it
well, We should see that whila we
are anxious to expand the public
sector, we place no impediments in
the way of the private sector. 1 think
this is a very healthy rule and it wili
be good in the interest of the courtry.

About the amount of compensation,
I may say it was again referred to—I1
thought I had sufficiently answered
that point, It is neither on the liberel
side nor on the il-liberal side. Perhaps
it strikes a very happy via media.
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I think Shri Vittal Rao pointed out
that, supposing we paid compensation
on the basis of 12 months, it came to
about Rs. 2,400, perhaps about ten per
cent, more or less of the cost of the
vehicle. He said that it was.a large
amount and the State Government
would object to it. I do not know
how he came to that conclusion. T'his
amount will be much less than the
depreciated value of the vehicle.
Supposing, it is a new vehicle.
Certainly it is bound to be less than
the depreciated value of the vehicle.
If it is an old vehicle, perhaps the
position may be different. Here tne
question arose whether we should
provide—shall I say—a sort of a dis-
pute-proof machinery for the compu-
tation of compensation, if not fool-
proof. The hon. Members., Sardar
Igbal Singh and Sardar Bahadur Singh
were pleading the cause of chota admi
against a bada admi as they chose

to call itt I do not think the
amendments which they have
given will help the small man.

They want the matter to be left
to the tribunal -and the tribunal
may make any amount of time in com-
ing to a decision—days, months or
Years may pass and no compensation
may be paid to the displaced opera-
tors. Here, we have made it quite
straight and dispute-proof so that com-
pensation is capable of being com-
puted immediately and cash paig to
the person concerned. I think we are
helping the private operators more
than it would be possible under the
arrangement envisaged by Sardar
Igbal Singh and his friend, Sardar
Bhadur Singh,

Certainly, people, whose permits
have been cancelled, could be offered
alternative routes and we have said
that no compensation will be paid
provided the alternative route offered
is accepted by the other party. It
will not be fair, as pointed out by
Shri Raghavachari, to compel a per-
son to accept some route in which he
may not find it possible to operate and
in case he refuses, to refuse him com-
pensation, )

As 1 conceive, the State Govern-
ments need not pay any compensation.

-
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Supposing they have to wait for a
Year to take over a route, there are
ten buses plying in that route whose
permits may expire after a year, they
have only to wait for one year. Or,
they may put ome hundred vehicles
and for ten more vehicles, they can
wait for a Year. !

Shri T. B. Vittal Rao: That is
postpone nationalisation; it amounts
to that.

Shri Alagesan: It does not. The
scheme that we are envisaging is a
rational scheme and it will take into
consideration all  these factors—
life of permits oF the vehicles plying
on a particular route, etc. It can be
phased in such a way. Take for
instance the Delhi Transport Service.
We. wanted to add 400 vehicles to the
fleet. All the four hundred vehicles
did not arrive one fine morning—all
of them together. They come in
batches, in driblets at times. It takes
time to build bodies on the chassis.
These things are not all over at the
same moment, It is not as if the
State Government decides to nationa-
lise a particular route and puts
hundred vehicles on the particular
route all at the same time. It is not
so. These things can and should be
arranged in a convenient way not only
to displace the private operators but
also to give them alternative routes
as and when more buses of the State
transport undertakings arrive. It
provides for such a convenient dis-
placement and it is a wise arrange-
ment. If my hon. friend looks into
it carefully, he will see the reason-
ableness behind it. I would like the
State Governments not to pay com-
pensation at all. They have only to
wait and that will be a waiting, not
with vehicles on their hands, but
without vehicles. They would have to
notify the route or area and they have
to walit for the vehicles to arrive. In
the mean while, there will be no
dislocation of service and the private
operators will continue. As and when
the State Governments get the
vehicles, they can put them on the
routes. It has been conceived in such
a way.
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[Shri Alegesan]

We have provided for alternative
permits to be given to those whose
permits have been cancelled or whose
permits are modified. Those whose
permits are cancelled or not renewed
can apply, just like anybody else, for
fresh permits on other routes which
are open for private operators. Their
experience and the fact that their
permits had to be cancelled or
could not be remewcd on account of
nationalisation, will certainly be taken
into consideration by the transport
authorities concerned and that may be
one of the reasons why they may
stand a better chance of getting the
other route so that no assets go to
waste or remain unutilised. We
envisage such a position.

Payment of compensation for non-
renewal of permits forms the subject
matter of the amendments of my two
hon, friends. We consulted legal
opinion and we were told that non-
renewal of permits does not represent
any loss of business. Also, it 1is
inherent in the grant of a permit and
in the provision for renewal of a
permit. Leaving alone the question of
nationalisation, for various other
reasons, a permit may not be renewed.
The old Act gave a certain amount of
preference to those whose permits are
to be renewed against the new

entrants. It was sought to be left out

but then the Joint Committee agreed
to retain it and so it has been retained.
It is not possible for us to give com-
pensation to those people whose per
mits are not renewed. I hope they will
see the reasonablenesgs of the stand
that the Government has taker. I
need not again go into the question of
acquiring all sorts of assets that are
owned by the private operators at the
time of nationalisation. I have made
it cleay:that, if they are useful ones—
serviceable vehicles, etc.—the State
Governments would negotiate with
the particular operator and take them
over at a fair price. These are the
things that I want to say with regard
to these amendments and I am sorry
to say that I am not able to accept
any one of them.
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Sardar Igbal Singh: When the
State Electricity Undertakings Act.
was passed by this House, the manner
of acquisition and payment of com-
pensation was different. That is in
the same manner as suggested in my
amendment. May 1 know the reasons
for adopting a different manner and
method in this Bill? Liberal compen-
sation was given there. If there is no
difference in the nationalisation of
this and that, why should there be
this difference in the payment of com-
pensation?

Shri T. B. Vittal Rao: Because, they
are all British-owned and the British-
owned undertakings get much more.

Shri Alagesan: I do not know

. whether they are foreign-owned as my

friend opposite is suggesting, At the
moment I am not able to recall the
particular provisions of some other
Act, nor canlexplain them. Ido not
know those provisions. I can only say
that, as far as this measure goes, the
procedure that we have devised is the
best under the circumstances.

14 hrs,

Shri A. K Gopalan
What about Kolar?

Mr. Chairman: The question is:
Page 44—
omit lines 23 to 26.

(Cannanore):

The motion was negatived.
Mr. Chairman: The question is:
Page 45—

omit lines 32 to 34,

The motion was negatived.
Mr. Chairman: The question is:
Page 45—
for lines 32 to 34, substitute:

“(3) Notwithstanding anything
contained in sub-segtion (1) of
section 68G compensation shall be
paid, when in pursuance of a
scheme approved under section
68D, the application for renewal
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a permit is refused to be enter-
tained or not granted, to the per-
mit holder which may not be less
than his two years' profits, to be
determined by a tribunal cansist-
ing of one nominee of the permit
holder, one representative of the
State transport undertaking and
the Chairman to be nominated by
the Government.”

The motion was negatived.

Mr. Chairman: The question is:
Page 45, lines 30 and 31,

omit “and accepted by the
holder of the permit.”

The motion was negatived.

Mr. Chairman: The question is:
Page 46, lines 5 and 6.

for “Two hundred rupees” sub-
stitute “One hunderd rupees”.

The motion was negatived.
Mr. Chairman: The question is:

Page 46, lineg 8 and 8.

for “One hundred rupees” sub-
stitute “Fifty rupees”.
The metion was negatived.

Mr. Chairman: The question is:
Page 46—
after line ‘27, add:

*(6) Whenever in pursuance of
a scheme approved under section
68G action is taken under sub-
section (2) of section 68F result-
ing in the cessation of use by the
permit holder of his vehicles and
other assets connected -with the
business, such vehicles and assets
shall be taken over by the State
transport undertaking at a price
to be agreed, or in case no agree-
ment is possible, at a price whi-h
may be arrived at by a tribunal
consisting of one nominee each
of the permit holder and the State
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transport undertaking and a chair-
man to be appointed by the
Government.”

The motion was negatived.
Mr. Chairman: The questien is:
Page 46—
after line 27, insert:

£268GG. Notwithstanding any
thing contained in sub.section (1)
of section 68G, when in pursuance
of a scheme approved under sec-
ction 68D, the applications for
renewal of a permit are not enter-
tained or. refused, there shall be
paid to the permit holder compen-
sation which may not be less than
two years' profits, to be determin-
ed by a tribunal consisting of one
nominee of the permit holder, one
representative of the State Trans-
port undertaking and an indepen-
dent chairman to be nominated by
the Government,

68GGG. Whenever as a result
of cancellation, modification or
refusal to renew a permit in pur-
suance of a scheme approved
under section 68D the holder of
the permit is unable to use his
vehicles and other assets connect-
ed with the business, the State
Transport undertaking shall take
over such vehicles and assets at
an agreed price or a price as nearly
as the market value, to be deter-
mined by a tribunal consisting of
one nominee each of the permit
holder and the State Transport
undertaking and an independent
chairman to be nominated by the
Government.”"

The motion was negatived.

Mr. Chairmam: The question fs:

‘“That clause 62 stand part of
the Bill”

The'l motion was adopted.
Clayse 62 was added to the Bill

-€laudes 63 to 102 were added to

the Bill.

1448
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[Mr. Chairman.]

Tlause 1, the Enacting Formula and
the Title were added to. the Bill.

Shri Alagesan: Sir, I beg to move:

“That the Bill, as amended, be
passed.”

Mr. Chairman: The question is: &

“That the Bill, as amended,“be
passed.” ’

The motion was adopted.

SUPPRESSFION OF IMMORAL TRAF-
FIC IN WOMEN. AND GIRLS
BILL

The Minister in .the .Ministry .of
Home Affairs (Shri Datar): Mr,
Chairman, Sir, I beg to move:

“That the Bill to provide in
pursuance. of the International
Convention signed at New York
on the 9th day of May, 1950 for
the suppression of imunoral traffic
in women and girls, as reportésd
by the Select Committee, be taken
into consideration.”

Sir, this measure of social reform
is one of great importance and,
therefore, I am anxious that this Bill
be considered and passed by both
Houses of Parliament during this ses-
sion. This matter was considered by
the Select Committee. They have
made certain changes and I shall
briefly deal not only with the various
points that have been introduced in
this Bill by the Select Comrmittee but
also with the original Bill itself.

On the 9th May 1950 the Govern-
ment of India ratified an International
Convention for suppression of traffic
in persons and of the exploitation of
the prostitution of others. Now when
this ratification took place further
steps had to be taken by the Govern-
ment of India. Ordinarily it is a
matter -within the jurisdiction or pur-
view of the State Governments, but
in view, of the international character
of the principles which have been
embodied in this measure Parliament
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- Central
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. has been seized of this Bill under

" Article 253 and item 14 of the Union
.List, because according to these pro-

visions it is for Parliament to legis-
late and it is also for Parliament to
see .that proper provisions are intro-
duced in such a Bill in consonance
with the International Convention.
Therefore, this Parliament is now
entitled to pass a measure for the
purpose of suppression of prostitution
as also for the other attendant evils.

Now, so far as this question is con-
cerned, I may point out that there are
a number of Acts—a very large num-
ber—which have been passed by the
various State Governments in this
respect, but it is felt that they do not
go long enough and therefore it was
considered that in place of the vari-
ous Acts which are about thirteen or
fourteen in different States, there
ought to be a Central Act which lays
down a uniform procedure for the
purpose of checking, if not completely
eradicating, the evils associated with
prostitution. After the passing of this
Bill by both Houses of Parliament
all these Acts would stand repealed to
the extent that they are inconsistent
with the provisions of this Bill. That
is tha reason why this Bill has been
brought with the consent <T the State
Governments and taking ‘into account
the views of a number of institutions,
especially associations of women who
have dealt with this question. I might
also bring to the notice of this House
a report of the Advisory Committee
on Social and Moral Hygiene. This
appointed by the
Social Welfare Board and
their report is of great and inestim-
ahle value because it has considered
the whole question of prostitution. It
has also considered the main provi-
sions of this Bill: because this -iBill
has been before the Parliament for
two years. Before“that also, Govern-
ment took action on the basis ofra Bill
which was submitted to Government
by one of the outside associations.
After the Bill was received; we sent
it to '{t,he -various State: Governments,





