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Bill will push acquusition costs, affect industrial projects

- India Inc has expressed grave
~ concernsover the Land Acquisi-
~ tion Bill, which was passed by

the Lok Sabha on Thursday.

The industry's major concern is that pro-
visionsof theBillwouldincrease boththe
cost and time for acquiring land. This
would be mainly because of therehabili-
tation and resettlement norms, which
woutld apply even in cases where land is
acquired through the owner's consent.
Theretrospectiveapplicabilityof theBill
is also a major worry. In an interview to
FE, CII director-general Chandrajit
Banerjee articulated the industry's con-
cerns and how it affects them. Edited ex-
cerpts:

Do you think the land Bill would
raise the cost of acquiring land? If
yes, by how much?
Aspertheprovisionsstipulated inthe
Bill, our estimates predict that cost of
land acquisition in the country is likely

toincreaseby 3-3.5times, which could se-
verely affect the viability of industrial
projects across the board and erode the
competitiveness of the Indian manufac-

turingsector.

Apartfrom the cost, do you think the
timetakentoacquire land would also

go up?

Theprocess of obtaining consent, ac-
companied by social impact analysis
(SIA) and environmental impact analy-
sis (EIA) makes the entire land acquisi-
tion process lengthy Provisions such as
consent of atleast80% of affected fami-
lies for private companies and 70% for
public-private-partnership (PPP) pro-
jects defined under ‘public purpose’
would only make this a long-drawn-out
process. We had suggested that the pro-
visionof “consent” should bereducedto
60% of land owners, uniformly and
equally applicable to all cases, irrespec-

tive of itsend use.

How do you view the R&R provi-
sions? Would they help the industry
in acquiring land or would it make
the entire process much more cum-
bersome?

As per our estimates, the R&R costs
are likely to go up by about 3 times com-
pared to the prevailing practice as per
the proposed package as it treats differ-
entcategoriesof affectedfamiliesatpar
and not aligned to their losses. We had
suggested that instead of using the
broad term “affected families”, catego-
ry of families needed to be clearly de-

fined and according to their losses, suit-
able compensation packageshould have
been laid down, keeping in mind that
families need to be much better off than
priortolandacquisition.

The Bill says that if the acquired
land remains wunutilised for five
yvears, it should be returned to the
owners. Isitafair provision?

Wefeel that this provision would not
be appropriate for industries that grow
in phases. Instead, the industry could
be asked to submit a land-use plan and
the provision for return of unutilised
land should be aligned to it, to be decid-
ed by acommittee under the chairman-
ship of the chief secretary of the con-
cerned state on a case-to-case basis.

The Bill has also introduced the con-
cept of leasing of lands by the owners
to the industry rather than selling
them. Is this a step in the right direc-
tion?

Aleaseoptionmightreducetheinitial
outlays, but on the other hand there are
inherent uncertainties regarding re-
newals, particularly for short-time peri-
ods. Further, leased lands may impact
mergers and acquisitions.

What are industry's concerns on the
retrospective applicability clause in
the Bill?

In cases of land acquisition where
award has not been made, the process
wouldlapse uponenactmentof the new
Bill and the entire acquisition process
would have to start afresh. We had sug-
gested that in order to avoid lengthy de-
lays and consequent cost overruns, in
cases of land acquisition where the no-
tification under section 11 of .
LA Act 1894 has already been =
issued and the process of
award commenced, suchland
acquisition cases should be continued
andnot started afresh.




