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firm except in cases like those which Shri 
Abid AH has pointed  out. 

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA: Sir, I have just 
a small submission to make before you pass 
on to the next subject, and it is that the 
Government be directed to circulate copies 
to all the Members of Parliament as early as 
possible, because my own information is 
that a very limited number of copies have 
come and they will not be sufficient for all 
the Members who are interested in taking 
part in the discussion. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN: I will request you to 

see that a sufficient number of copies are 
made and distributed t0 all the Members at 
the earliest possible time. 

SHRI M. C. CHAGLA: That will be 
done as soon as possible. 

THE LAND ACQUISITION (AMEND-
MENT AND    VALIDATION)    BILL, 

1967—contd. 
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MB. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Chordia was 

speaking on the last day. You may begin 
now, Mr. Chordia. The House will  sit  
through  lunch. 

SHRI P. K. KUMARAN (Andhra 
Pradesh): We are sitting tomorrow also.     
Why through lunch, Sir? 

SHRI LOKANATH MISBA 
(Orissa): If we are sitting tomorrow, I 
think we may have the usual lunch 
interval,  Sir. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: There is ample 
bywork, as you will see. 
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SHRI N. PATRA (Orissa): Mr. Chairman, 
Sir, I rise to support this welfare measure but 
while supporting it I want to point out the 
way the acquisition proceedings are being 
V»ken in my State erf Orissa. 

[THE    VICE-CHAIRMAN     (SHRI  M.  P. 
BHARGAVA)  in the Chair.] 

Laxge acreage of land for the Maha-nadi and 
the Delta Irrigation Projects was acquired and 
it is a long time since that was done but 
compensation due to the people who were 
deprived of their valuable land has not been 
paid as yet and payment of lakhs of rupees is 
still pending. From my own personal 
experience I can give another instance where a 
plot of land was acquired some 7 or 8 years 
back for the construction of a police station. 
That was a village site meant for house 
building purposes and those people who were 
owners of the land were small holders. They 
had even dug foundations for building their 
houses but this piece of land was acquired for 
building a police station and these people who 
have been deprived of their land have not been 
paid the proper compensation. This is from mv 
personal experience. The poorer sections of the 
people who are deprived of their holdings, of 
their valuable property, are not being paid 
properly and in time. The previous speaker 
from the benches opposite, Mr Chordia, 
lucidly explained how people are being 
harassed in the matter of payment of proper 
compensation. Therefore, I would suggest to 
the Government that when they think 

of taking over the land for development 
purposes, as soon as the notification is made 
ready they should start clearing the dues in 
time. Further they should not expect a small 
person who is deprived of his valuable land to 
run to the kutcheri several times to receive the 
compensation. I know the people who were 
deprived of their house sites at my place had 
to wait long for getting compansation and 
they naturally had to go to same other place 
for eking out their livelihood, that is, to 
Calcutta. But for receiving this small amount 
as compensation for their land they had per-
sonally to come down to the local Treasury in 
Orissa. Those harass-ments and indignities 
have to be kept in view and the Government 
should see that proper compensation is paid in 
time. 

Recently in Madras one Mr. Vajra-velu in 
Madras filed a suit for his compensation and 
the Supreme Court has decreed in his favour 
saying that the payment of compensation was 
not being properly made to him. Before the 
Fourth Amendment of the Constitution a 
person who was being deprived of his land 
used to get even the potential value of the 
land. 

SHRI SUNDAR MANI PATEL (Orissa): 
Fourth Amendment of the Constitution. 

SHRI N. PATRA: Yes. The potential value 
was to be paid but after the Fourth 
Amendment he would get just equivalent 
valuo, that is, the market value. Then we had 
another amendment, the Seventeenth 
Amendment,, whereby the position of the 
tenant has been ameliorated to a smalt extent; 
that is, it has been made obligatory on the part 
of the acquiring authorities to pay him market 
value. 

SHRI SUNDAR MANI PATEL: S» my 
friend does not agree with trie Seventeenth 
Amendment? 
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SHRI N. PATRA: Whether you agree or 
not, it is a separate question. What I have said 
is that the position of the person who is 
deprived of his land has been further 
ameliorated by the Seventeenth Amendment 
when compared to the position that obtained 
as a result of the Fourth Amendment. So there 
is no question of agreeing or disagreeing. I 
am now stating in a nutshell the comparative 
positions before and after the Fourth 
Amendment. Briefly the position before the 
Fourth Amendment of 1955 was— 

(1) The law had to provide for the 
payment of just equivalent of the 
property acquired; 

(2) The expression 'just equivalent' was 
taken to mean not only the market 
value of the property at the time of 
acquisition but also its potential 
value; 

(3) If either of these values were 
omitted, then the resultant amount 
of compensation was not a 'just 
equivalent' of the property acquired 
and the court could set aside the law 
on the ground of inadequacy of 
compensation. 

In Vajravelu's case the Supreme Court had to 
intervene and set it right. Now the position 
after the Constitution (Fourth Amendment)   
Act,  1955 is: — 

(1) The law has to provide for the 
payment of 'just equivalent' of the 
property acquired; 

(2) If the principles laid down by law 
^0 not take into account the value of 
the property at or about the time of 
acquisition, the law will be struck 
down on the ground °x violation of 
article 31(2); 

(3) The non-consideration of the 
potential value of the property is 
perhaps no ground for strik ing 
down the law as it pertains to the 
domain of adequacy of 
compensation; 

(4) If the principles do not take into 
consideration the value of the 
property at or about the time of 
acquisition the law is liable to be set 
aside as it pertains to the domain of 
the principles of compensation 
which is within the jurisdiction of 
the courts. 

But I may say in this context that the large 
social and economic goals set out in the 
Constitution in the Preamble and Chapter IV 
cannot be achieved if we see to the dictionary 
meaning of the word 'compensation'. 
Therefore whatever the Supreme Court may 
observe, a flexible meaning has to be taken 
otherwise the various welfare measures and 
other development projects cannot be properly 
carried out. 

With these observations   I   resume my seat 
12 NOON 
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SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL (Gujarat): 
Mr. Vice-Chairman, Sir, it is not clear exactly 
what the Government's mind is in this matter, 
particularly in the Congress Party. We have 
heard the two distinctly contradictory views 
of two Members of the Congress Party, viz., 
the hon. friend who just spoke before me and 
the hon. Mr. N. Patra. In particular I would 
like to ask through you, Mr. Patra where he 
was when the Seventeenth Amendment was 
stampeded through this House. In spite of so 
much protest in the Select Committee, when 
there was Satyagraha right up to the door of 
Parliament and elsewhere, Government would 
not take the advice and perhaps the result has 
come which is sought to be remedied by this 
sort of amendment. Alsoj very often in this 
House references were made to the land deals 
which were going on in Delhi, to the 
malpractices that were being indulged in by a 
clique who were managing the affairs of the 
lands around Delhi. Government would not 
wake up and the result we have seen in the 
last general elections. The hon. Minister got 
up to intervene when the hon. Member, Mr. 
Chordia, was making his speech. 

I would like to congratulate Mr Chordia for 
the very well thought oui and reasoned speech 
that he made. But I would also like my friend 
Mr. Chordia, and his friends in the new set-up 
in Delhi who are in power to remember the 
suggestion made by the hon. Minister. He 
suggests to them to enquire into the misdeeds 
of the past administration. I hope they will do 
so. I hope they will take a lesson from what is 
going to ibe done in Orissa under the new 
Chief Minister who has given an assurance 
that he will enquire into the misdeeds of the 
previous Chief Minister, Shri Biju Patnaik, 
about which he has heard -jo much. I hope the 
present administration in Delhi which has 
come into being by the popular vote will take 
a lesson ahd go into the misdeeds of the past 
administration. I hope the pattern will be the 
same not only in this place but everywhere 
where the past Governments because of their 
vast majority had turned a deaf ear to so many 
complaints that were brought to their notice. 

Sir, the plea for referring a measure of this 
type to a Select Committee is a plea that 
cannot be refused on any reasonable ground. 
This Government has made a mess of land 
legislation only on one plea and that is similar 
to what my hon. friend Mr. Yajee, was 
making. The only thing that he omitted to say 
was, if the Supreme Court comes in the way, 
abolish the Supreme Court. Without putting it 
in so many words he said everything else. He 
only left out the conclusion. His case was that 
only. I know there are a number of Members 
in this House . . . 

SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAJEE: I never 
suggested the Supreme Court should be 
abolished. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: I think I 
am very clear. Sir, you understand what I 
mean to convey. Perhaps Mr. Yajee is not 
able to follow what I am saying. 
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SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAJEE: I said 
what would happen in the future. 

SHRI D^HYABHAI V. PATEL: You will 
ha^e to change many of your views. 

SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAJEE: You 
will be nowhere in the next gene, ral 
elections 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: I am 
going to be here whether you like me or not. 
You will have to bear with me for many 
years to come. 

Sir, I was just pointing out before I was 
interrupted that land legislation as it exists in 
this country needs to be reviewed. I do not 
know whether Mr. Yajee knows, I do not 
know whether the hoi. Minister knows, but 
under the law of the land as it exists in the 
province of Bihar from where my friend, Mr. 
Yajee, comes, anybody can go and occupy a 
vacant land and pay land revenue for two 
years. If lie has paid land revenue for two 
years, he has established his title to land. This 
is what I have been told by people who have 
done s°J they have shown me places they 
have occupied. I am glad to say that they are 
producing good grain on land which was 
lying vacant. Even Shri J. P. Narayan who 
comes from that province has not been able to 
do so with all the Bhoodan lands that have 
been put at his disposal. If the hon. Minister 
has an open mind on these thingsj I would be 
very glad to take him and show him these 
places. But the point I am making is—
whether it is right or wrong is a different 
matter—that land legislation in this country 
needs to be gone into not in this hurried 
manner as we do but it needs to be put on a 
rational and reasonable footing. I had pointed 
out this at the time the 17th Amendment was 
being moved in this House. I pleaded but a 
legal luminary sitting on the opposite side 
pressed that since this was going to the Select 
Committee why I was objecting. I had to 
remind that legal luminary that if we accepted 
the proposal for sending it to a Select Com- 

mitteei it meant that we accepted the principle 
of the Bill, and we opposed it. But 
Government was not in a mood to listen to 
reason, and therefore we have got this historic 
judgment of the Supreme Court. 

What is Government's reaction and what 
does Government propose to do? I agree very 
much with some of the observations of Mr. 
Chordia. I am sure that many hon. Members 
must have been approached by local people 
from Delhi who have been affected by the 
proposed Bill. They do not know where they 
will stand. They have been given assurances. 
They have purchased land. Under this Bill 
what is going to be the position of the land? 
What is going to be position of the structures 
that have been built on them? In the 17th 
Amendment it concerned mainly Government 
acquiring land in rural areas. Here you have 
gone a step further, and they want to take 
away land in built-up areas without specifyig 
what compensation they will give. I am afraid 
th'e whole principle of the Bill is miscon-
ceived and in the same spirit in which the 
17th Amendment was stampeded through this 
House. In Gujarat I had pointed out last time 
that wherever somebody wants to start 
agriculture on a co-operative basis . . . 

SHRI ANNASAHIB SHINDE: I am sorry 
to intervene, but may I draw his attention that 
there is nothing in the Bill which adds to the 
previous position as far as the acquisition of 
land is concerned on which buildings are 
constructed? If you are referring to the point 
that as between the Supreme Court judgment 
and the promulgation of the Ordinance some 
constructions may have come up, as far as 
that position is concerned there is already a 
provision in the law for bona fide 
constructions, an^ the Collectors can go into 
that and they can perhaps award a reasonable 
compensation. 



 

SHRI ANNASAHIB SHINDE: That is 
a different thing. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: I 
was just trying to point out exactly what 
my friend, Mr. Chordia has said. I just 
wanted to refer it and go on to similar 
matter that came in the 17th Amendment. 
In Gujarat in several places people came 
out with the idea of starting co-operative 
farming, and in the position that existed 
in Gujarat, people could be compelled to 
join a co-operative under the law that 
existed and which was sought to be given 
official sanction from here under the 17th 
Amendment. I feel this was wrong. An 
agriculturist could not be compelled to 
join a co-operative or a collective. We 
have got a lot of people who are still 
enamoured of collectives, though the 
results neither in China nor in Russia 
seem to show that that is the better way 
of cultivating, that it produces more than 
the initiative of the farmer who produces 
better on his own. 

SHRI ANNASAHIB SHINDE: This 
you can argue with Mr. Bhupesh Gupta. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: You 
better take him on your side because he 
seems to be your guru, your ideal, and I 
have repeated here in this House that he 
was the driving force very often in this 
matter behind Shri Jawaharlal Nehru.   If 
you accept 

the position, my case is proved, that does 
not mean I will ever agree with him. I 
think it is fundamentally wrong to do 
that. Mr. Bhupesh Gupta has got funny 
ideas, ideas which I do not like. He is 
certainly welcome to those ideas as 
anybody else is. But 1 am pointing out 
the fact which neithei Mr. Bhupesh Gupta 
not the hon. Minister can deny that after 
50 years or 60 years of communism 
Russia does not produce enough food 
from the vast land that it has and it has to 
import food from America. Similarly, in 
China they have gone the same way. They 
do not produce enough for themselves 
and they have to purchase from abroad. If 
they do not get directly from America, 
they purchase through France or some 
other country; they do purchase. Let us 
recognise the fact. Therefore, the 
conclusion is that better food production 
will not take place under conditions that 
exi ". in China and in Russia but will onlr 
take place where there is a free and 
protected farmer. That is what we want; 
that is what Gandhiji told Thereforet 
under Gandhiji's advice, the fundamental 
right of the farmer was promised to be 
protected at the Karachi Congress where 
the Resolution on Fundamental Rights 
was moved by no less a person than 
Jawaharlal Nehru himself. It was only 
afterwards . . . 
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this method 01 bringing up sucn legis-
lations again and again in hot haste is 
wrong. I would still request the hon. 
Minister to refer this to a Select 
Committee. Let the matter be reconsidered 
and measures taken which do not come up 
before the Supreme Court again and again 
and we have trouble with them. 
Fortunately, in this House today we have 
eminent lawyers who are Members of this 
House, who have been advisers to the 
Government, to whose advice the 
Government would normally have listened 
but who were not consulted when the 
Seventeenth Amendment was sought to be 
rushed through. I know. Let the Govern-
ment reconsider the matter. Otherwise, the 
people of this country will remember the 
hon. Mr. Yajee and people who think like 
him. The Congress has ceased to govern 
nine States of this country already and the 
day is not far off when they will be out of 
the other nine States. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA): I have received requests 
from some other hon. Members today who 
want to take part in this discussion. I am 
prepared to accommodate them. But I 
would request them to limit their remarks 
to five minutes each.   Shri Abid Ali. 

SHRI ABID ALI (Maharashtra): Thank 
you, Mr. Vice-Chairman. 

I support the amending Bill. But while 
doing so, I would request the hon. Minister 
kindly to ensure the proper implementation 
of the Act as it exists and as it would be 
amended. Of course, we are pledged to 
socialism. But socialism does not mean 
injustice being done to poor people, 
particularly those who possess lands of 
small holdings, they have to receive more 
consideration. The way in which the whole 
land acquisition proceedings are conducted 
displeases many people, puts them into 
many and considerable inconveniences. 
Lands are notified for acquisition and for 
years nothing is done. In some cases, 
possession also has been taken technically 
but the amount is not paid.   There are 
some 



 

[Shri Abid Ali.] charity trusts to whom 
these lands belong and some of the lands 
under acquisition are mortgaged. The owners 
of these lands have to continue paying the 
mortgage interest and there is no end to it. 

Mr. Dahyabhai Patel is going. I wanted to 
make a reference to some of the charges that 
he made. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: I went 
out to drink some water. 

SHRI ABID ALI: He can come later, Sir. I 
will come to his points subsequently.    I hope 
I have    enough    cf 
time. 

I would request the hon. Minister kindly to 
ensure taking quick decisions. So far as 
acquisition in public interest is concerned, it 
has to be done. I would request the hon. 
Minister kindly to communicate to all the 
State Ministers about this and bring pressure 
on them, in the Central territories and other 
places everywhere that quick decisions should 
be given. In Delhi for 12 years some matters 
are pending before the tribunals in appeal. 
There are High Court decisions given. On the 
basis of that, I hope that quick action would 
be taken. Now, some of the lands in Delhi 
were acquired under the emergency clause 
under this Act. I know that still on some 
nothing is done. The emergency clause was 
applied and for eight years not a piece of brick 
has been placed there, no building has been 
constructed, ana nothing is happening, and the 
land is just lying vacant; the tillers have been 
deprived of possession. 

Now, with regard to my hon. friend, Shri 
Dahyabhai Patel, I am sorry he has gone 
away . . . 

SHRI ANNASAHIB SHINDE: No, he is 
here. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL; All the 
Congressmen are short-sighted, 1 think. 

SHRI ABID ALI:   Of course,    they 

have a strong vision.   He is not in seat. 

The     hon.     Member    made    some 
charges.    I  was  going    to    make    a 
reference to them, firstly, to what he  said 
regarding the enquiry in Or It is good.   I   
would   like   that   the enquiry  should be  
started in a full-fledged    manner    against    
everybody, everywhere,  official  and    non-
official, against whom charges are mentioned 
by    anybody.      And    I    think Mr. 
Dahyabhai Patel and many oi associates  will  
be found  much  moj • guilty.    I know Mr. 
Dahyabhai   Patel for long.   I know that he 
was serving in an insurance corporation as a 
junior officer.    I know that he is a wealthy 
man today. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: I am not 
a wealthy man. I was a senior officer in the 
Oriental Lift Insurance Company. Your 
information is wrong.   I am not a wealthy 
man. 

SHRI ABID ALI: May be a senior officer. 
About the wealth that he i possessing, his 
returns are available from the Income-Tax 
Department. How he got in possession of 
such bijj wealth and how he used the good 
name of the great leader of India is being . . . 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: J 
protest. 

SHRI   ABID   ALI:   Protesting . . . 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: I would 
like any one man to say that I ever used my 
father's name. It is the present Congress 
Ministers who are allowing that. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA): No insinuation, please. 

SHRI ABID ALI: Of course, no in-
sinuation. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA):    Speak on the Bill. 
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SHRI ABID ALI: Then why did you allow 
him to make a statement about Congressmen, 
Orissa and enquiry? 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA): You should have objected at 
that time. 

SHRI ABID ALI: I am following the 
standard here. What I was submitting was 
thai the people who make charges are 
themselves sitting in glass houses. 

SHRI DAHYABHAI V. PATEL: I wish 
he would make those charges outside and 
then see what happens. 

SHRI ABID ALI: I will repeat and prove 
my words. If the hon'ble Member is prepared 
to appeal to the Chair and an opportunity is 
allowed :o me, I am prepared to prove what I 
say because I know the ins and outs of 
everything. Therefore, with regard to the 
statement that he made, I was suggesting that 
he is himself in a glass house. It is no use 
saying that the Congress has lost. It is we 
Congressmen who were responsible for 
giving this Constitution to the people 
we

are responsiDie ior tnis. mere was no 
authority, power or party in India which 
could compel us at that time. We have 
confidence in the people. We have given 
them the Constitution and they have 
exercised their right. We are happy about it. 
What is the use saying every day that this 
Ministry has gone, that Ministry has gone, so 
many Ministries have gone? The Ministries 
will go. The whole world will perish. But 
may I submit to him, let he and his associates 
always remember that their hands   are   not   
clean? 
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But this fixation of land price it not 
equitable by any yard-stick. In the sales 
that have been made after acquisition of 
land by the Government, either by the 
D.D.A. or by the various other 
authorities, the prices have gone up from 
Rs. 40 to Rs. 125 or Rs. 130 per sq. yard, 
when the auctions of various plots of 
land took place. It is now Rs. 300 to Rs. 
500 as Mr. Chordia said . . . 

 
KUMARI SHANTA VASISHT: Yes, 

that is correct, sfar j|, ?feqr, ifm,  | 

But what I am saying is that    the prices 
given to the land-owners who are, by and 
large, very poor people, have been very    
neglible and when the Government have 
added their own cost  of  development   
and  other  administrative  costs and  
certain  other charges, they have 
calculated the rate on a no-profit-no-loss 
basis at Rs. 30, Rs. 35  or Rs. 40 at the     
minimum. This great injustice and 
disparity and the very wrong approach to 
the whole question were pointed out so    
many years ago even when Pandit 
Jawahar-lal Nehru was alive.    This 
representation was made to him by our 
people,  but  unfortunately,  nothing    has 
been  done.    Even  when  this  matter of 
price fixation was taken up with the 
D.D.A.,  they  gave  some  set ex-
planations   saying—"so   much   is   the 
administrative cost, so much is    the 
development charges, so much on this, 
etc., etc., and coming up with a fictitious 
figure  which leads  you nowhere.    When 
a private coloniser can sell at the rate of 
only about Rs. 10, how is that  the Delhi 
Development Authority    can sell at the  
rate    of Rs. 40 when they give the same 
sort 

 



 

[Kumari Shanta Vasisht.] of services or 
maybe slightly more? The disparity in prices 
is very much indeed. There are many cases 
pending from 1958 where compensation has 
not been paid yet. The rates are also different 
in different areas in the same locality. One 
person, who may be influential, will get a 
higher rate even from a court of law, but a 
neighbouring person, who is not so influen-
tial, will not get ihe same rate. Secondly, even 
for getting an adequate price for the land 
acquired by the Government, everybody has 
to depend on litigation which the poorer 
people cannot afford. It is very hard for them 
to be able to go to a court of law and demand 
justice regarding the rate of compensation to 
be paid. This has caused a good deal of hard-
ship to our people. 

With  the great  expansion of     the urban 
area in Delhi, with the influx of nearly one 
lakh of people    every year  into  Delhi,  with  
the  large  expansion   of  Government   
offices    and Government servants' residential 
area in  Delhi,  the  land  prices  have  shot 
up.    Also  there  is  a  good  deal     of 
speculation in land and so on which increases   
the   land  prices.   All    this has caused a 
large number of people to  come  into Delhi 
and construction activity  has   expanded     
enormously. And  the  por  peasants  
unfortunately have been tempted to sell their 
land, as everybody else,  and make money 
quickly because of the great demand and 
hunger for land  in Delhi.    The result is that 
the Government      has been put in an 
awkward position because they  cannot  stop  
all     activity and  the  unauthorised  people     
make construction  and   it   is   very  difficult 
for  the  Government  either  to regularise 
them or demolish them.    Also there has been 
a great deal of negligence in passing or 
approving    construction    plans,    etc.,     
early,    and this    has    created    a    lot  of    
difficulties,     hardship    and heartburning to 
the people in Delhi because they cannot make 
construction within  the rules; and the rules 
are very defective.    Compensation  is  not 
paid;     in time;  lay-outs  are  not  prepared     
in 

time;  and because  of all these,     at every step,  
the people have faced a lot  of  difficulties.    
Mr.     Dahayabhai Patel is not here now.    But 
I would like, to contradict certain things    he 
has said.    He said that the colonisers in Delhi  
have  been  responsible    for the  results  in  the  
elections.    He,  at '   least,  coming from     the     
Swatantra Party,   ought   not  to  have     
worried about the reasons for the election re 
suits   in  Delhi.    It   should   be      our 
problem  and our worry  rather  than his 
problem.    If anything, he should be  happy that  
at least some     other party has won.   But it is 
true that to a  large  number of pople who  come 
into Delhi—about  a lakh of    people every 
year—and who have constructed  houses,   
when  their  houses     are demolished or when 
they live with a feeling  of uncertainty  or fear     
that their   houses  may  be   demolished   or 
when they are being harassed by the 
Inspectorate   and   other  people  when they  
have  undertaken    construction, enormous   
hardship   and  irritation   is caused.    The 
expansion of this   town should not be allowed 
at the rate at which it is being allowed.   We 
should develop  some  satellite   towns.       We 
should arrange to  shift this population into 
other smaller towns around Delhi   and   revive   
other   towns   like Agra  and Meerut  and other 
smaller towns.   They should be revived rather 
than that everybody should come into Delhi and 
raise the  price  of everything here, and create 
difficulties for themselves as well as for others.    
So my suggestion is that the whole question 
needs to be examined seriously and at very 
great length.   A through study  should  be  
made  and  compensation should be fixed and 
given in a very   equitable   and   proper   
manner. I do not agree with Mr. Yajee when he 
says that "We want socialism, but we are only 
taking away land from the poor people and 
giving it to the rich people;     what sort of 
socialism is this?    No money is paid to these 
people for years and years and they are 
expected to go into litigation and become even 
more bankrupt and the land also passs into the 
hands      of cinema-owners   or   hotel-owners      
or 
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other rich people who have money to buy it." 
There is always this question of public 
purpose, but this also should be defined 
clearly. This has been misused quite often. 
Sometimes land is given for a certain 
industry, but the industry sells that land to 
somebody else and makes a profit out of it 
which the Government could have well done. 
These are the many difficulties. I think there 
should be a time-limit within which 
compensation and other procedures should be 
completed. I would suggest that within one 
year, everything should be completed. It 
should not go on for thiee years or four years 
or five years. If the Government servants 
were not to get their salaries for five years or 
so, then I would like to know how they would 
feel about it. If the question of their 
promotion is delayed for five years or so, I 
would like to know how they would feel 
about it. They want their terms and 
conditions and everything to be right and 
proper, but when it comes to paying 
compensation, they take four years or five 
years. I think it should not take more than six 
months and not more than one year at the 
most. 

I would also like to emphasise before the 
hon. Minister that when, large tracts of land 
are acquired by Government, those peasants 
become absolutely landless and pennyless 
and sometimes the compensation that is paid 
very late is also squandered away because 
they are neither qualified nor are they skilled 
artisans or engineers or doctors or qualified 
even for semi-skilled jobs. So every one of 
these persons and their boys should be given 
some sort of skilled or semi-skilled training 
so that they are absorbed in jobs around that 
colony' or industry for which the land was 
acquired. They should be made partners in 
the industries that are started on the land that 
is acquired from them and the compensation 
money should be made part of the capital 
because otherwise these poor people would 
misuse it. If the compensation money is paid 
by way of shares in the industry, to be set up 

on their lands, then they may get some 
money from those shares; they become 
partners in the industry and their boys can be 
absorbed in jobs there after the necessary 
training is given to them. So along with the 
land acquisition programme, there must be a 
programme for the rehabilitation of the 
people whose land is acquired. This will pose 
a very serious problem before you and this 
requires very serious thought and planning, 
because when their land is acquired and 
compensation money is paid to them, they are 
likely to squander it away at once—to eat, 
and drink and be merry—and- after that, they 
will be absolutely helpless, without any 
qualification or training for any other job. So 
this problem should be given serious 
consideration and the whole question should 
be seriously  examined. 

Thank you. 

SHRI ANNASAHIB SHlNDE: I am 
thankful to hon. Members and to this august 
House for enlightening me on a number of 
issues involved in this Bill. During the course 
of this debate a number of helpful suggestions 
have been made by hon. Members. I was 
there also in the Lok Sabha when the debate 
took place and I also persued the previous 
debates when on a number of previous 
occasions this Act was being amended and 
discussions took place in this House. I find 
that a large number of Members of this House 
take considerable interest when the land 
legislations are being amended and that is 
rightly so. Some Members opposite have been 
critical but I am thankful to all of them for 
participating in this debate. This has helped 
me to understand the depth of feelings of the 
Members on this particular Bill. I am also 
aware of the shortcomings of the Land Ac-
quisition Act and particularly the way the law 
is implemented in practice. As I mentioned in 
the other House, one of my own lands which I 
was cultivating as a tenant, part of it was 
acquired and the compensation 
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after 10 years after possession was take© 
over. So I know of the administrative 
delays in implementation too. A number 
of Members, specially Mr. Abid Ali, Mr. 
Jagat Narain and Kumari Shanta Vasisht 
referred to the administrative delays and 
a number of other problems. I think 
Kumari Vasisht made a very important 
point about the problem of rehabilitation. 
As a result of land acquisition measures, 
a number of people are displaced. As we 
know in our country there are no 
alternative avenues for employment 
easily available and as s°on as these 
persons are displaced as a result of 
acquisition of their lands, they are 
practically thrown on the streets and they 
have to face numerous difficulties 
especially poor people. I quite agree with 
the suggestion of Kumari Vasisht that the 
programme of land acquisition should be 
associated with or made an integral part 
of the programme of rehabilitation. It is a 
very helpful suggestion and needs 
examination. As far as the Act is 
concerned, there are certain other aspects 
and difficulties. For instance there is the 
complaint about adequacy of compen-
sation and that is a very reasonable 
complaint, m a number of cases the 
people had to undergo considerable 
hardship as a result of inadequate 
compensation and sometimes extremely 
fertile and rich lands are acquired for 
non-agricultural purposes. After the lands 
are acquired, for a considerable time the 
lands remain fallow or unused. All these 
require to be looked into. 

While making my preliminary 
observations, I had suggested that the 
Government has decided to set up a 
Committee of Members of Parliament to 
go into this entire scheme of the Act. The 
Act is one of the oldest in our Statute 
Book. It "was passed in 1894, about 70 
years back and a number of anomalies 
have come into it as a result of the 
working of the Act. Though the Act has 
been amended many times it requires 
fresh look 

and that is why I have suggested that the 
entire scheme of the Act needs re-
examination. Some time back the Law 
Commission, with which some very 
eminent legal experts of this House were 
associated, went into this problem and 
they have also made a number of useful 
suggestions. Recently in my Ministry, 
under the Chairmanship of Mr. 
Sivaraman, Secretary in my Ministry, a 
Committee went into the implementation 
of this Act and it has also made a number 
of suggestions. Together with the sug-
gestions of the Members of this House, 
the suggestions of the Law Commission 
and these of the Committee of 
administrators, the Committee of 
Members of Parliament would be in a 
position to make quite useful recom-
mendations for amending the basic 
framework of the law. 

Shri Yajee referred to a very important 
aspect of the law and brought to the 
notice of the Members the basic scheme 
as to why a Land Acquisition Act is 
necessary. Most of the countries of the 
world have similar acts in their own 
countries. Now our towns are developing 
fast; we are developing our industries. 
We require lands for our irrigation deve-
lopment. We require lands for fertiliser 
factories and various other projects. It is 
the need of the times that lands should be 
made available for the development 
projects. So it is no use opposing the 
basic scheme of the Act as such, though 
as I have suggested, while implementing 
the Act, the difficulties may be taken into 
consideration as to how to avoid the 
hardship caused to the common people, 
common farmer and that should be taken 
into consideration but as far as the basic 
approach to the problem is concerned, I 
do not think we should take any other 
view. 

As far as the proposals before the 
House are concerned, much of the cri-
ticism which was made by hon. Members 
was wide off the mark. That did not 
actually concern the provisions which are 
before the House. I must say that though 
Mr. Chordia made a 



 

number of suggestions, it also escaped his 
notice that there are also very healthy 
provisions in the amendment. I do not know 
why it escaped his attention. 

SHRI V. M. CHORDIA: About 3 years? I 
have given amendment for 

 
SHRI ANNASAHIB SHINDE: As far as 

one of the important provisions of the Bill is 
concerned, for instance, we have made a 
provision that the declaration under section 6 
must come within a period of 3 years after the 
notification. 

SHRI V. M. CHORDIA: it is too much. 

SHRI ANNASAHIB SHINDE: That can 
be looked into. As the Act stands to-day, 
there is no time-limit prescribed and this is a 
considerable improvement. 

SHRI V. M. CHORDIA: It implies that it 
should be as soon as possible. It does not 
mean that it should be 10 years. The lethargo 
and red-tapism have resulted in delay. 

SHRI ANNASAHIB SHINDE: We are 
going into the basic framework of the law 
and at that time the suggestion of the Member 
can be taken into consideration. I must 
confine myself to the specific provision in the 
Bill. As far as the old Act was concerned, 
there was no specific time-limit prescribed 
between the issuance of the notification under 
section 4 and the declaration under section 6. 
This is a substantive improvement on the 
existing provision and so we should welcome 
it. 

As far as the provision for interes'; is 
concerned, that is a very salutory provision. 
As the law stands to-day, even if there is 
delay in the notification, the owner is entitled 
to get the 

value of the land, as per the provision under 
Section 23 of the Act, that is, he gets the 
market value but the market value, which 
prevails on the day when the notification 
under Section 4 is issued, and according to 
that compensation determined under pro-
vision 23. We have made a provision here 
that as far as pending cases are concerned, if 
the delay is beyond 3 years, then the owner 
would be entitled to interest at 6 per cent, per 
annum on the price of the land, that is the 
market value which is determined as per law. 
This is also a very welcome suggestion and 
the Members should support this. 
1 P.M. 
Then, Sir, there is one important point which 

has been made by some of the hon. Members. 
Some impression has been created as if we 
are trying to circumvent the judgment of the 
Supreme Court. May I humbly submit that we 
respect the judgments of the Supreme Court? 
There is no attempt whatsoever to show any 
disrespect to the finding of the court. But, Sir, 
at the same time I must say that as far as 
Parliament is concerned, Parliament has the 
inherent power or prerogative to make laws. 
It is for the courts to interpret the law, but so 
far as making law is Concerned, it is the 
inherent right of this body, and this is done in 
every country. Even in the U.K., for instance, 
from which we have inherited our 
parliamentary system, even the U. K. 
Parliament sometimes found that in order to 
nullify the effect of the decisions of the 
House of Lords they had to enact legislation. 
For instance, I may refer to old history 
because it was a very historic case. The 
House of Lords gave a decision in that well-
known case Queen vs. Leatham and, as a 
result, Parliament had to enact the law, the 
Trade Disputes Act of 1906. Now the purport 
of that law was to nullify the effect of the 
decision of the House of Lords. Similarly, Sir, 
in our own country the Wakf Validating Act 
of 1913 was passed, and it was passed in 
order to abrogate or nullify the effect of the 
ruling of the then Privy Council.   So our 
Legisla- 
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ture have been exercising this power of 
making laws if they are found to be 
inadequate to meet the needs of a situation. 
So, even in the present case, if we are trying 
to amend the law, there Is no intention 
whatsoever to show 'any disrespect to the 
decisions of courts, and in this particular case, 
Sir, I must submit that, if we do not amend 
the law, there will be considerable hardship. 
For instance, the decision of the Supreme 
Court is on the point that, if there are more 
than one Declaration under section 6 taking 
advantage of the Notification under section 4, 
then all the subsequent Declarations except 
the first one are invalid. So the effect, Sir, has 
been this—I cite this as an instance—on the 
Bhilai steel plant. Now there, one Notification 
under section 4 was issued, and a number of 
Declarations followed. Now that plant has 
come up. A number of buildings have been 
constructed. A township has come up. 
Hospitals and roads have been constructed. 
Now, if the judgment of the Supreme Court 
remains as it is, and if we do not provide 
against it by amending the law, then the lands 
on which the buildings have been constructed 
and, perhaps, some of the rand on which the 
plant 'has been erected, they all will have to 
be restored to the original owners. Now it is a 
very difficult situation. 

 
SHRI ANNASAHIB SHINDE: I will 

come to that. I am thankful to the hon. 
Member—at least he has conceded this 
position practically. He has conceded this 
position in the amendment also, which he has 
tabled, and I am glad he realises the 
importance of this. 

Sinulary, In Delhi itself there is one case—
I am only citing this as an instance. For 
instance, the Delhi Authority acquired some 
lands in the southern part 'of Delhi. A 
Notification under section 4 was issued and 
by a subsequent series of Declarations some 
lands were acquired. And on one portion of 
the land the Indian Medical Institute is 
situated. Now a number of buildings have 
came up and hospitals have been built. Now" 
if we do not amend this law, then the effect 
would be that we will have to restore the 
lands, on which the Indian Medical Institute 
buildings have come up, to their original 
owners. This is a very difficult situation now, 
and I hope hon. Members will realise the 
difficulties of this situation and support the 
present Bill which Is before the House. 

Sir, may I draw the attention of this hon. 
House that even Supreme Court Justice 
Sarkar, while giving the judgment in this 
particular case—the State of Madhya Pradesh 
vs. Vishnu Prasad Sharma—said that the 
court itself realised the difficulty. And they, 
by implication, indicated that, had there been 
a specific or categoric provision for making 
successive Declarations then, perhaps, this 
difficulty would not have arisen. Considering 
that there is no specific provision for making 
2 series of declarations, they said that we are 
interpreting the law in a particular way.   
Justice Sarkar says: 

"It must follow that without a specific 
provision more than one Declaration under 
section 6 was not contemplated." 

I need not comment on the judgment of the 
Supreme Court, but the very implied 
meaning of this sentence is that, had there 
been a specific provision, the court would 
have interpreted the law In a different way. 

Then, sir, some references have been made 
to Delhi's Master Plan. I am not prepared to 
say that no injustice might have been done in 
any individual case.    Administrative lapses 
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might have been there, but the facts which 
have been given to me, they go to show that 
the lands which have been acquired and 
which are to be acquired for the Master Plan 
up to 1931, the figures with me show that 
most of the lands which are acquired have 
been acquired for public purposes, but the 
impression has gone round that large portions 
of these lands have been acquired for the 
benefit of a few industrialists or a few 
capitalists. May I submit, Sir, for the 
information of hon. Members that, of the 
lands which have been acquired, or which are 
to be acquired, the percentages of their use 
for various purposes, appear like this. For 
residential purposes it would be about 42.9 
per cent; for major commercial purposes 
(including warehousing and mineral siding)—
2.3 per cent; for industrial purposes (including 
mining)—5.4 per cent; for Government 
purposes—7.4 per cent; for recreation (parks, 
etc.)—23.7 per cent; for public and semi-
public facilities—8 per ceni; for agriculture 
(nurseries)—0.3 per cent; for transportation 
facilities (excluding railway facilities)—2.4 
per cent; for roads 150' wide and more, and 
Nallas—5.3 per cent; for railway land 
(including stations, yards and tracks)—2.3 
per cent. These will show that most of the 
lands which have been acquired or which are 
contemplated to be acquired for the deve-
lopment of Delhi are mostly for public 
purposes. Of course I concede the position—
some of the hon. Members referred to that 
fact, and Mr. Patel also perhaps referred t0 the 
point— that, good agricultural land should 
not be used for non-agricultural purposes. I 
concede that position and, in fact, my 
Ministry has issued executive instructions to 
the State Governments that, as far as possible, 
unless it is unavoidable, good agricultural 
land should not be used for non-agricultural 
purposes. And may I take this opportunity to 
appeal to S ate Governments that, t'll the new 
law comes into force, that means, the law 
which we contemplate 
to enact after the Committee of Members of 
Parliament goes into the basic framework   of   
the   law   and   makes   I 

recommendations, until a comprehensive 
legislation is brought before the House, till 
that time at least, the State Governments will 
take care to see that good agricultural lands 
are not allowed to be used for non-
agricultural purposes unless it is absolutely 
unavoidable. 

Then, Sir, I also concede that in many 
places lands are acquired and they lie fallow. 
Now we are passing through a very difficult 
food situation and, therefore, to allow the 
lands to lie fallow is really against our 
national interests, is a great national loss. 1 
•appeal to the State Governments and to the 
Centrally-administratered territories and 
States that such lands should not be allowed 
to remain fallow but to have them ploughed 
and used, and they should be put    to   use   
for growing foodgrains. 

Many of the Opposition Members, 
especially Shri Rajnarainji and others, have 
been very critical about this Bill. I can 
understand my hon. friend's anxiety and I 
know that in some cases hardship has really 
been caused to a number of persons. But now 
in many of the States the Opposition parties 
are in power and I think now at least the 
State governments will see that the Act is 
administered properly and no injustice is  
caused to the people. 

SHRI ABID ALl: We cannot be sure of 
that, they can misuse it much more. 

SHRI ANNASAHIB SHINDE: May I 
assure Shri Rajnarainji and others that the 
proposal which we have placed before the 
House for a re-examina-tion of the entire 
framework of the law will be dealing with all 
these points? Since this subject falls in the 
Concurrent List the representatives cf the 
State Governments will be associated with 
this committee that is proposed for this  
purpose and we shall 



 

[Shri Annasahib Shinde.] benefit from 
their advice. As a result of the advice of hon. 
Members who would be associated with that 
committee and advice of the representatives 
of the State Governments, it should be 
possible for us to suggest a very com-
prehensive piece of legislation which will 
solve all these difficulties. 

 
f 

SHRI ANNASAHIB SHINDE: In fact, 
while the hon. Member was speaking I 
referred to this matter, if Shri Raj narainj i has 
in mind constructions during the time lag in 
between, that is to say between the time when 
the judgment of the Supreme Court came and 
when this Ordinance was enforced, i may say 
this. If during that time some constructions 
had taken. place then the Collector or the 
Court which gives awards for compensation, 
can take Into consideration the fact that 
perhaps the owner might have put up that 
construction under the bona fide belief that 
this law did not apply to that construction and 
so it may be possible to award reasonable 
compensation under the existing law. There is 
no difficulty in the present law for awarding 
compensations in such cases. 

Shri Dahyabhai Patel made some remarks 
about our approach to land reforms, I must 
concede that on this issue he has different 
views and we have different views. 

SHRI SHEEL BHADRA YAJEE: He 
misquoted G-andhiji. 

SHRI ANNASAHIB SHINDE; We have 
different views on this issue. But may I 
submit that as far as the administration of the 
Land acquisition Act is concerned, In the 
committee that' we 

have proposed we really wish to go into all 
these things and that should satisfy him? The 
hon. Minister here, my senior colleague, was 
just mentioning to me and asking whether I 
had mentioned the fact that representatives of 
the State Governments will be associated with 
the committee that would be constituted. I 
would reiterate that representatives of the 
State Governments would be associated with 
that committee and all these defects or 
difficulties can be re-examined in the light of 
the recommendations of that committee. With 
these observations, Sir, I commend this Bill 
to the House and I hope that with these 
clarifica tions all sides of the House will sup-
port this Bill, since this BUI has been brought 
forward to remove some difficulties created 
by the judgment of the Supreme Court. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M P. 
BHARGAVA):   The question is; 

"That the Bill further to amend the Land 
Acquisition Act, 1894, and to validate 
certain acquisitions of land under the said 
Act, as passed by the Lok Sabha, be taken 
into consideration." 

The motion was adopted. 
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN. (SHRI M. P. 

BHARGAVA): Now we shall take up the 
clause by clause consideration of this Bill. 

Clause 8.—Amendment of section 5A 

SHRI V. M. CHORDIA: Sir, I beg to 
move: 

1. "That at pages 1 and 2, clause 2 be 
deleted." 
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The  question was proposed. 

SHRI ANNASAHIB SHlNDE:   Sir, as 
far as this amendment of the hon. 
Member is .concerned, the very purpose   
of    our   bringing forward this 
amendment of ours is this.   As I have 
already explained, the ruling of the 
Supreme  Court is  there  and  as  the 
present law stands, under section 5A, if 
the interpretation of the Supreme Court 
is  taken further, perhaps by implication 
it may mean that only one report can be 
submitted by the Collector.   In practice 
what happens is this.   Suppose the 
Notificaton under 4(1) covers a number 
of lands owned by a number of persons.   
Under the provisions    of    section 5, 
objections have   to   be   raised.   Some   
of   the owners  may  be  interested rm 
completing the acquisition proceedings 
as early as possible.   Some others may 
be interested in delaying it by some 
kind of adjournment etc.   Suppose in 
respect of a particular piece of land the  
report  is  complete  and   nothing 
further is to be Inquired    into,    but 
there is another piece of land where the 
other persons who own that land want  
adjournment,   then  in  such  a case, all 
these cases will be held up and there 
will be delay against which the hon. 
Member himself is complaining.    So  
there    is    some    difficulty. That is 
the reason why in the present Bill 
.clause 2 provides for the submission of 
more    than    one    report under  
section  5.   That  is  the only plausible  
explanation,   Sir,   why  we have  
brought forward  this   amendment. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN   (SHRI M. 
P. BHARGAVA): The Question is: 

1. "That at pages 1 and 2, clause 2 
be deleted." 

The motion was negatived. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN  (SHRI M 
P. BHARGAVA):   The question is: 

"Thatc clause 2 stand part of the 
Bill." 
The motion was adopted. 

Clause 2 was added to the Bill. 

Clause 3.—Amendment  of Section  6 

SHRI V. M. CHORDlA:     Sir,     I 
move: 

2. "That at page 2,— 

(i) lines 6 to 13 be deleted; 
(ii) in lines 20-21, for the words 

'after the expiry of three years' the 
words 'after the expiry of one year' 
be substituted; and 

(Hi) lines 23-24 be deleted." 

 THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI 
M. P. BHARGAVA): These are 
self-explanatory and I do not think 
much of a speech is required. 
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The Question was proposed. 
SHRI ANNASAHIB SHINDE: Sir, 

we have given considerable thought to 
this and we thought that three years 
should be adequate but as far as the 
suggestion of the hon. Member is 
concerned, we shall forward his 
suggestion to the Committee which we 
propose to constitute and that Committee 
will go into the details of this provision. 
As far as clause 3 of the present Bill is 
concerned, I think the House should 
accept it as it is. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. 
P. BHARGAVA):   The question is: 

2. "That at page 2,— 
(i) lines 6 to 13 be deleted; 

(ii) in lines 20-21, for the words 
'after the expiry of three years' the 
words 'after the expiry of one year' 
be substituted;  and 

(iii) lines  23-24  be  deleted." 
The  motion was negatived. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. 
P. BHARGAVA):   The question is: 

"That clause 3 stand part of the 
Bill." 

The motion was adopted. Clause 3 was 
added to the Bill. 

Clause 4—Validation of Certain 
Acquisitions 

SHRI V. M. CHORDIA: Sir, I 
move— 

3. "That at pages 2 to 4, for the 
existing clause 4, the following be 
substituted, namely: — 

'4. Notwithstanding anything 
contained in this Act, no declaration 
under section 6 of the principal Act 
in respect of any land which has 
been notified under sub-section   (1)   
of  section  4 of 
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Acquisition (Amendment and 
Validation) Ordinance, 1967 shall 
be deemed to be invalid if all 
necessary proceedings have already 
been completed and possession of 
the land taken by the government" 
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be deemed to be invalid if all necessary 
proceedings have already been completed 
and possession of the land taken by the 
Government." 

 

The question was proposed. 
SHRI ANNASAHIB SHINDE; Sir, I am 

not in a position to accept the amendment of 
the hon. Member but I must state that he has 
at least conceded my position that the lands 
the possession of which has been taken over 
should not be disturbed. I am glad that at least 
he recognises the necessity for this and 
concedes the important point on which the 
Bill stands. 1 am really thankful to him for 
this. As far as his other suggestion Is 
concerned I am not in a position to accept it 
because this is the heart of the Bill which I 
have brought before the House. The 
validation part is very Important and unless 
the previous acts are validated in respect of all 
lands including lands in respect of which 
notification under section 4 has been issued, 1 
do not think the purpose of the Bill will be 
served. I am sorry I cannot accept this amend-
ment. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN   (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA):    The question is: 

3. "That at pages 2 to 4, for the existing 
clause 4, the following be substituted, 
namely: — 

'4. Notwithstanding anything 
contained in this Act, no declaration 
under section 6 of the principal Act in 
respect of any land which has been 
notified under sub-section (1) of section 
4 of the principal Act, before the com- 

mencement of the Land Acquisition 
(Amendment and Validation) 
Ordinance, 1947 shall be deemed to be 
invalid if all necessary proceedings have 
already been completed and possession 
of the land taken by the Government." 

The motion was negatived. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN   (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA) : The question is: 

"That clause 4 stand part of the Bill." 

The motion was adopted. 

Clause 4 was added to the Bill. 

Clause 5 was added to the Bill. 

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

SHRI ANNASAHIB SHINDE:   Sir, I 
move: 

"That the Bill be passed." 

 
THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M P. 

BHARGAVA): Which Report of which 
Commission? 

 
Commission of India, Tenth 
Report—Law of Acquisition and 
Requisitioning of Land, Govern 
ment     of     India, Ministry of Law. 
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SHRI ANNASAHIB SHINDE: As far as 

the recommendations of the Law 
Commission are concerned, Government has 
availed of those recommendations. I am 
afraid if all those recommendations are 
accepted, perhaps the hon. Member himself 
will object to the acceptance of those re-
commendations. 

SHRI V. M. CHORDIA: If there is reason. 

SHRI ANNASAHIB SHINDE: The point 
is the Law Commission itself has visualised 
the need for the Land Acquisition Act and 
most of the provisions, they say, are justified. 
The point is a political assessment has to be 
made. It is not only a technical point. Not 
only technical points have to be looked into, 
but taking into consideration the need to 
rehabilitate the poorer sections of the people, 
who are thrown out of their land and a 
number of such other problems, a political 
view of things has to be taken and that is why 
the Government have decided to constitute a 
Committee of Members of Parliament to go 
into this   .   .   . 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA): In consultation with the State 
Governments. 

SHRI ANNASAHIB SHINDE; As soon 
as we receive the replies from the State 
Governments, we shall constitute the 
Committee perhaps very soon   .   .   . 

SHRI V. M. CHORDIA: 'As soon as' 
means what? 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA (West Bengal): 
I hope it is sooner than you fall. 

SHRI ANNASAHIB SHINDE: Being a 
subject falling in the Concurrent List, the 
consultation process will take some time. 
There will not be any delay on our part, as far 
as the Government of India is concerned. Our 
decision stands and the moment their 
recommendations are available, immediately 
in the next Session after the 
recommendations have been considered, we 
shall bring forward a Bill. 

SHRI BHUPESH GUPTA: Only my 
request is this. It seems to me that the 
Government of India is functioning on an ad 
hoc basis. Therefore, 'very soon' should be 
defined. Now-a-days they say all things. Give 
us an idea of the time, because 'soon' dose not 
mean anything. As I said, they function on an 
ad hoc basis. One does not know when they 
are falling. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRI M. P. 
BHARGAVA):    The question is: 

"That the Bill be passed." 
The motion was adopted. 

THE MINERAL PRODUCTS (ADDI-
TIONAL DUTIES OF EXCISE AND 

CUSTOMS) AMENDMENT BILL, 1967 

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE 
MINISTRY OF FINANCE (SHRI K. C. 
PANT): Sir, I beg to move: 

"That the Bill further to amend the 
Mineral Products (Additional Duties of 
Excise and Customs) Act, 1958, as passed 
by the Lok Sabha, be taken into 
consideration." 

The Bill seeks to replace the Ordinance 
promulgated by the President on the 15th 
December, 1966. The circumstances which 
led to the issue of this Ordinance have 
already been explained   in the   statement 
circulated 


