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Chankya Clinema was allotted on tender basis to prescent licensee

Hcerce e of Rs. 551 lacs for a period of 10 yvears from O1.10.1970. The licens:

cxecuted the lease deed. In November 1991 the Administiator revived the i i
licence foe and approved renewal for ten years Tom 1.10.80 on licence (e of Ry O 18

1OUD0 on: licene

por annuimn at an inareanse of 6620 on the existing licence fee and (o O

fce of R 1515 lacs per annum on increase of 65% more. Jhe paiiy went to the 1 i
! i

Court challenging the quantuim of increase in the rates., In 1995 the then Speocial )ik

did not agree to the reduced licence fee of November 1991 decision of Adininistrator &

directed that et us wait for Tligh Court decision.

= I'he licensee has been filing one or the othoer caurt civses and in Wil Detition Flo
Ve
i

FRAR 4

IZAA/92 obtained a stay order trom the Delhi High Court that (he Heonsee s Heari. e
dispossessed during the pendency of the court case. As regards payment of licence {ce
the licensee was not regular in payment of licence fee. However, afler the dirccotion of
cancellation of the licence, he immediately paid the difTerence of licence fee in June

1997and has been making payment of thie licence fee at the rates fixed by the

Administrator in 1991, However, the interest liability (or lute payibent is outstanding.

>
i s the term of the licence was to expire in Sceptemboer 2000, in oy 2000, (e

Standing Counsel and L.egal Advisor was requested to get the stay vacated so that furthoer
Liccnsee

action in regard to grant of licence beyond September 2000 could Le initiated.

also moved o proposal vide its letter dated 05.04.2000 for redevelopment of the Cineian

from a single screen hall to a multiplex unit with enough space for laetting for commercial
proposes. 1t was proposced by licensce that entire cost shall Lo baorvoe by hiin aad the
MNDNC shall be paid a - snsiderable higher licence (ee than its prosend earnings (toin this
building. The lcensec s proposal was that NDOMO shall carn much higher revenue fram

redevelopmient withowut any investment and afler the expiry of the poriod of licence: the

property swould recert to WNIDNIC.
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<1 The Department, thercafier, proceeded in the maltter by rcecqucesiing the Chiel
Engineer (Civil) and Chiel Architect to give an idea of permissible covered arca if the

Luilding is redeveloped and SC&LA to have the stay {from the court wacated. Inn the

meantime the

Council considered the general policy for Lstate Department and in respect of hotels,

cinemas and other similar complexes the Council in its Resolution dated 30.08.2000

resolved that

“On the expiry of present term of licenses of holels/cinemas and other similar
commercial complexes, the licenses shall not be renewed. The fresh licence shall be as
per provisions of Section 141 (2) of the NDMC Act, 1994, In respect oFf
shopping/parking and other similar portions in these complexes, on an application made
in this behalf, the Chairperson may, permit sub-licensing of these portions, on such terms

and conditions and on payment of such additional licence fee, as he may, from time to
time be decided.”

=T Inspite of best elTort of the Department, it could not get the information o,

Chief Architect nor the SC&LA could get the stay vacated from the Delhi High Court

and the termm of licence expired on September 2000. The licensee started remitting the

monthly licence on the basis of the licence fee fixed from October 1990 as increascd by

65%% i.e. the percentage increase as agreed to by the Administrator in 1991, T..°

A e SiEEs

advised that accepting of licence fee beyond the terim of licence would maean automatic
extension of the licence, the increased amount so remitted by the licensce was refused by

the deparument and no payment has been accepted by the departiment after September
2000.

G. Since no decision was awvailable, the licensee made a detailed proposal in 157

5
NMarch 2001. 1t was proposed that pending final decision on their offer to develop the

site as a Commercial and a multiplex complex, the licence be renewed on existing *~-
The annual licence fee offered afler redevelopment was about Rs. 18O lacs per annum

against existing licence fee of Rs. 15.15 lacs from a single screen hall.

7 The Delhi igh Court vide its order dated 25.5.2001 has modificd their -~

arders bhut the writ petition and other court cases ate still ponding. SWihile verciifyririgs 1 hies

stay order, the Court has directed to consider the licensee’s proposal tol April 2000 &
Marchh 2001, Adler vacation of the stay order, licensee was informed vide letter dated
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