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And even the question which Mr. Atal 
Bihari has put back to me, the press report 
about a statement attributed to the Foreign 
Minister of Pakistan to the effect that there 
should be simultaneous discussion of all 
issues. There is a clear difference between 
the question put by my hon. friend opposite, 
Shri Jagat Narain, and the question which 
Mr. Vajpayee is putting to me. 

DR. M. M. S. SIDDHU (Uttar Pradesh): 
There has been an anxiety on our part to 
bring about the usual normal relationship in 
trade and in diplomatic relations with 
Pakistan. May I know from the Government 
whether they agree that the relation-fhip or 
trade agreement or normalisation of relations 
should not occur till such time , that the 
cargoes and other things which are \ ia their 
possession are released to us ? There is a fear 
that Pakistan may go on taking concessions 
without yielding anything to us. 

SARDAR SW ARAN SINGH: I am glad 
the hon. Member had cautioned. There is no 
question of making any concessions. We 
have taken certain decisions on the basis of 
reciprocity so far. The starting of overflights 
over either country is a matter which is of 
mutual interest to both countries. We should 
be willing to discuss everything. If we make 
pre-conditions, just as Pakistan is attempting 
to make pre-conditions, that to my mind will 
not be a practical way of making some move 
forward with regard to discussions and with 
regard to settlement of these very 
complicated issues between the two 
countries. 

THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I think you 
have spent quite enough time on this. Mr. 
Anup Singh. 

DR. ANUP SlNGH: We have been 
disregarding what the Pakistan represen-
tatives said or did not say subsequently. 
Does the hon. Minister feel that unless 
Pakistan can get some tangible satisfaction 
with respect to Kashmir, there will be no 
progress in talks relating to other items ? 

SARDAR SWARAN SINGH: There are 
difficulties but we have to persevere. 

THE DELHI RENT   CONTROL 
(AMENDMENT)    BILL,    1964 

(To amend sections 14 and 23 and to insert 
new section 54A)—continued 

THE   DEPUTY     CHAIRMAN:   Mr. 
Chordia, please continue your speech. 
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SHRI G. D. TAPASE (Maharashtra): 
Madam Vice-Chairman, according to the 
Statement of Objects and Reasons the mover 
of this Bill intends to rectify certain lacunae 
found in the working of the Delhi Rent 
Control Act, one being the one militating 
against recovery of possession of the pre-
mises from the tenants. But I do not see such 
lacunae in the body of the Delhi Rent Control 
Act. As a matter of fact, the hon. mover of 
this Bill intends to make more provisions 
favourable to the landlords for recovery of 
possession of the premises rent out to the 
tenants. The other object of the Bill is to 
bring the Delhi Rent Control Act on par with 
the Rent Control Acts of other States. I have 
not recently studied the Rent Control Acts of 
all the States, but I know that the provisions 
in certain Rent Control Acts of certain States 
are not so far-reaching as are provided here 
in this Bill. 

Coming to the Bill itself the hon. mover of 
this Bill wants to add (dd) after (d) in section 
14. Under the" original provision the Rent 
Control Act is applicable only to residential 
premises. Now the mover of this Bill wants 
that the Rent Control Act should be made 
applicable to non-residential premises also, 
premises which are not used continuously for 
a period of four months. Now this is correct 
in the sense that the non-residential premises, 
which are assets of the country, should not 
remain vacant for a long time. But then we 
also know that it is very difficult to use the 
nonresidential premises immediately. Due to 
a number of factors non-residential premise* 
cannot be used immediately; it takes time. If 
the hon. mover is agreeable to extend the 
period to one year, I am one with his sugges-
tion. 

 



2323       Delhi Rent Control [4 MAR. 1966]   (Amendment)   Bill,   1964        2324 

I am agreeable to the second provision if 
the hon. Member is agreeable to remove the 
second 'or' and replace it by the word, 'and'. 
The meaning of this suggestion Madam, is 
very clear. The tenant is using the premises 
and if any member of his family, j who is 
residing with him and dependent on him, if 
they get any other tenement, or they build a 
house, they should vacate the premises 
occupied by them. But we will have to take 
into consideration the size of the family. If 
the size of a family is big enough and the 
premises given to any member of the family is 
not likely to accommodate ali, they should 
not be asked to vacate, or, we will have to 
take into consideration the married children or 
the grown-up children. 

With regard  to  the third   amendment (hh), 
I am agreeable to this amendment if the 
principle of this amendment   is that a person, 
whose rent-paying capacity is high, should not 
be protected  under the Rent Control Act.   If 
this is the object of the mover in making this 
amendment (hh), I am agreeable to it.   That 
was really the intention of the original Rent 
Control Act. The original    Rent Control Act, 
when it was piloted, it gave protection to the 
person whose rent-paying capacity was low.   
But, afterwards, due to various reasons 
perhaps, i the Rent Control Act was made 
applicable to all the premises, to all the 
persons, rich and poor.   The Rent Control 
Act, we know.   It | gives a guarantee for the 
fixity of rents and security of tenure.   The 
rents are pegged down to certain levels.   
Normally no increase in rents is allowed, and 
with regard to the tenancy also, as long as the 
tenant pays the rent regularly, he is not likely 
to be disturbed. 

Due to this even rich persons, moneyed 
persons whose earning capacity is more than 
thousands and thousands, they prefer to stay 
in rented houses rather than build or stay in 
their own houses. This has created a 
problem of housing. So those who have got 
the means, they should not be protected 
under the Rent Control Act. But unfor-
tunately such things are happening. If this is 
the intention of the hon. Member in moving 
this amendment, then as I said, I am 
agreeable to it. 

A limit of Rs. IOO appears to me to be too 
low now-a-days. I think it should be R,. 200 
or so. Also I am not able to under- 

stand the purpose of the second provision 
relating to the period of twenty-one years. If 
the idea or principle is that persons whose 
rent-paying capacity is low, should be pro-
tected by the Rent Control Act, then why 
this condition of twenty-one years is provided 
here ? 

Next there is a provision in (hh) and there 
is also an explanation. I am not agreeable to 
this explanation. I am strongly opposed to it. 
It will disturb large areas. It is likely to 
disturb many institutions. It is to be 
applicable not only to residential premises 
but also to premises used for business. So it is 
likely to disturb public hospitals, educational 
institutions, public libraries, reading rooms, 
orphanages and so on. Public institutions and 
especially charitable institutions need more 
protection under the Rent Control Act than 
others. I am not able to understand why the 
hon. Member was bold enough to suggest 
this provision. 

The next provision in (jj) says that any 
construction by the tenant can be the ground 
for eviction. If there is a construction by the 
tenant then an application should be made by 
the landlord to evict him. But then the 
construction may be of a minor nature. If the 
construction is of a minor nature, made by the 
tenant for his own convenience then I think it 
should not be made a ground for eviction. But 
if the construction is of a material nature and 
if thereby the accommodation in the house is 
enlarged, then that should certianly be a 
ground for eviction. And if permission of the 
municipality is required for that construction 
then certainly it should be a ground for 
eviction. 

Then I find that the word "annoyance" has 
been used here. You know it is difficult to 
understand what we mean by or what is the 
significance of the term "annoyance." There 
can be annoyance caused even by loud reading 
or by singing, or as is usual now-a-days, by 
putting the radio on. All sorts of things will be 
considered by the neighbour or person living 
with the tenant or by the side of the tenant to 
be annoyance. It is a factor which it is, very 
difficult to decide. It is difficult to say what 
constitutes annoyance and what does not 
constitute annoyance. The usual word used is 
"nuisance." I Even then it is difficult to decide 
the matter 
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IShriG. D. Tapase.] 

With regard to the other part, namely the 
one dealing with use for immoral or illegal 
purposes, I am aggreeable. I agree with the 
hon. Member that if the house is used for 
immoral purposes or for illegal purposes, 
then the tenant using it for such purposes 
should be evicted. There is provision for 
punishing for these offences but there is no 
provision for evicting the tenant from the 
premises when he uses the premises for 
immoral or illegal purposes. 

With regard to other matters I am agree-
able with the hon. Member. In the end, my 
suggestion to the Government would be, 
when Government is given power, then 
Government should use it sparingly and 
properly and not liberally. Another sugges-
tion that I would like to make to the Govern-
ment is that it is high time that they consider 
all the pros and cons of the Rent Control 
Act. The Government should go into the 
matter of the mischief that is going on under 
the Rent Control Act and the Government 
should come forward with a proper legis-
lation for the purpose of rent control. As I 
said, I agree with certain parts of this Bill 
and I do not agree with certain other parts. I 
do not see any purpose will be served by 
circulating the Bill for the purpose of getting   
public   opinion. 

Thank you. 
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THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE 

MINISTERY OF HOME AFFAIRS ( SHRI 
V. C. SHUKLA ) Madam Vice-Chairman, as 
hon. Members know, after independence the 
population in Delhi began to increase at a 
very rapid rate and this in its train brought 
about a number of new problems.     
Because   of Lthis the 

Cabinet in 1957 considered this problem and 
it was felt that a very compreheasive rent 
control law should be made to tackle the 
situation as it was developing in Delhi. 
Accordingly, first the Ministry of Works, 
Housing and Supply and then the Home 
Ministry tackled this problem and after very 
detailed discussions and meetions with all the 
interested parties devised certain principlei to 
reconcile the various conflicting claims of 
various parties and to formulate a rent control 
law which will give reasonable protection to 
the tenants against eviction and exploitation 
by the landlords and also leave some 
incentive to the landlords to maintain their 
buildings properly and to make new 
buildings. This law has been working pretty 
well for some time but then the problems 
have again cropped up and various new 
factors have come to iight not only in this 
discussion in this hon. House but also from 
representations which have been made from 
time to time to the Delhi Administration and 
to the Home Ministry. 

Madam, we have no objection to have a 
second look at this Rent Control Act. While 
we feel that basically it is meeting the needs 
of the Delhi population we recognise that 
with changing times and influx of more and 
more population some unforeseen problems 
have cropped up. With these in view the 
Government feel that we would have no 
objection if this Bill is circulated to elicit 
public opinion. There is already an 
amendment moved by the hon. Thakur 
Bhanu Pratap Singh to this effect and from 
the side of the Government I can assure you 
that if this amendment is pressed, we shall 
have no objection to it. 

Thank you, Madam. 

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA (Uttar Pradesh) 
Madam Vice-Chairman, I am very grateful to 
all the hon. Members who have taken part in 
this discussion. As the House is aware I 
moved a motion for consideration and passing 
of this Bill on the 26th November 1965 and 
my friend and colleague, Thakur Bhanu 
Pratap Singh, moved an amendment that the 
Bill be circulated for eliciting public opinion 
and the date he had fixed was 31st March 
1966. That was at a time when we were 
discussing the Bill on 26th November 1965. 
Today we are discussing it at a much later 
date.     Thirty-first March will 
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f Shri M. P. Bhargava ] be too short a 
period to be given for opinions to come back. 
Therefore, I suggest that the date for eliciting 
public opinion be fixed as the 31st August, 
1966. I am grateful to the Government for 
having agreed to send the Bill for eliciting 
public opinion and I do hope that the House 
will pass the motion for circulating the Bill 
to elicit public opinion. I do not propose to 
deal with the various points raised by the 
hon. Members of the House today because 
the Bill is going to be circulated for eliciting 
public opinion. There would be occasion 
again in this House to give a reply to the 
points raised    here. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN (SHRIMATI TARA 
RAMCHANDRA SATHE): You may move the 
amendment extending the date. 
SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA : I move: 

"That in the amendment moved on the 
26th November, 1965, for the figures and 
word *31st March, 1966' the figures and 
word '31st August, 1966' be substituted." 
The question was put and the motion nos 

adopted. 

THE VICE-CHAIRMAN: (SHRIMATI TARA 
RAMCHANDRA SATHE): I will now put to vote 
the amendment which was moved by Thakur 
Bhanu Pratap Singh, as now amended. 

The question is : 
"That the Bill further to amend the 

Delhi Rent  Control Act, 1958, be circu-
lated  for eliciting  opinion  thereon   by 
the 31st August, 1966." The motion was 
adopted. 

THE    REPRESENTATION      OF    
THE PEOPLE   (AMENDMENT)   BILL,   

1964 
(to omit sections 76, 77 and 78 and to amend 

section 123)—continued 

SHRI M. P. BHARGAVA , (Uttar Pra-
desh): Madam Vice-Chairman, on the 17th 
of Septembsr, 1965, I had moved : 

"That the Bill further to amend the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951, 
be taken into consideration." 

When I was speaking last time, I was 
citing to the House the various opinions 
received on the Bill and I shall now give 
some further opinions which were received 

in favour of the Bill. The Commissioner, 
Rajkot Division, is of opinion that the amend-
ment proposed in the Bill is on right lines. 
The Commissioner, Ahmedabad Division is 
agreeable to the Bill. The Collector, 
Bhavanagar is agreeable to the Bill. Tbe 
Commissioner of Police, Madras, has given 
the opinion that there is no objection to the 
deletion of the sections now sought to be 
deleted by virtue of the Representation of the 
People (Amendment) Bill, 1962, if 
Parliament feels that the law as it stands at 
present is not capable of effectual compliance. 
The Under Secretary to the Government  of 
Maharashtra bas    opined:— 

"This Government is of the opinion 
that the Bill may be supported, as the 
limit of expenditure is very low and the 
candidates contesting ihe elections start 
with a bad conscience and, therefore, 
breach of the rules is almost universal." 

[THE   VICE-CHAIRMAN   (SHRI   AKBAR  ALI 
KHAN) in the Chair] The   Commissioner,   
Nagpur   Division, has referred to certain 
reasons and then said: 

"For the above reasons I would recom-
mend complete deletion of the provision* 
concerning   expenditure   in   elections." 

Then, the Chief Secretary of Manipur has 
said: 

"I am, therefore, inclined to agree with 
the mover of the Bill that thi* provision 
can be deleted." 

Then,   the   Nagaland   Government   has 
said: 

"The Government of Nagaland is, therefore 
in favour of the proposed amendment of the 
Bill." The Joint Secretary to the Government, 
Home  (Elections   Department)   of  Orissa 
Government has said : 

"After carefully considering the pro-
visions *of the Representation of the 
People (Amendment) Bill, 1962 by Shri 
M. P. Bhargava, the State Government 
are in favour of the proposed amend-
ment." 

Then, the Deputy Government Advocate, 
High Court, Allahabad, is of  opinion: 
"In   my   opinion   the   amendments 
proposed are    proper in view of the 
experience gained during the last three 
general elections, as it will serve no 


