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CALLING ATTENTION TO A MATTER OF URGENT
PUBLIC IMPORTANCE

The situation arising out of impasse in the appointment of Judges
in the High Courts and Supreme Court

SHRI VIVEK K. TANKHA (Madhya Pradesh): Sir, I beg to call the attention
of the Minister of Law and Justice to the situation arising out of the impasse in

the appointment of Judges in the High Courts and the Supreme Court.

THE MINISTER OF LAW AND JUSTICE, AND THE MINISTER OF
ELECTRONICS AND INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY (SHRI RAVI SHANKAR
PRASAD): Sir, after commencement of the Constitution of India, a fresh Memorandum
of Procedure (MoP) for appointment of Judges to the Supreme Court and High
Courts was framed. The MoP was revised in 1971 and 1983. This was further
revised in 1994 and 1998 after the judgements in the Second and Third Judges’
cases respectively with approval of the Chief Justice of India and the Prime Minister.
Currently, all appointments to the Supreme Court and the High Courts are made as
per the MoP framed pursuant to the Supreme Court Judgment of 6.10.1993, read
with the advisory opinion of 28.10.1998.

The Supreme Court of India vide its order dated 16.10.2015 inter alia struck
down the Constitution (Ninety-Ninth Amendment Act) 2014 and the National Judicial
Appointments’ Commission Act, 2014 as unconstitutional and void. The Supreme
Court simultaneously revived the "Collegium System" for appointment of Judges to

higher judiciary.

The Supreme Court later invited suggestions for the improved working of the
Collegium. The Government of India submitted its suggestions for improving the
system for Judicial appointments subject to its reservation about the correctness of
the Judgment and it reserved its liberty to take such action as it may deem fit and
the Parliament shall have the power within the parameters of the Constitution to
govern the criteria and process for appointment of Judges to the Supreme Court and
High Courts and nothing in these suggestions or participation should be construed as

stopping the Parliament or Union of India from exercising such power.

The Supreme Court appointed two amicus curie; Ms. Pinky Anand, Additional
Solicitor General and Mr. Arvind Datar, Senior Advocate, for compiling the suggestions
received from the Advocates. However, as a large number of advocates prayed for
further time to make suggestions, the Supreme Court directed the suggestions to

be invited from the public by 1700 hours on 13.11.2015. The suggestions were
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invited by Supreme Court in four categories, viz., (i) Transparency, (ii) Secretariat,

(iii) Eligibility Criteria, and (iv) Complaints.

Accordingly, Department of Justice, vide a Public Notice, dated 06.11.2015
published in all major national/regional dailies, invited suggestions on its website.
All the suggestions received by the Department in the time stipulated on its website
were e-mailed to the two amicus curiae. The amicus curiae, in their report filed in
the Supreme Court, have stated that about 1,450 suggestions were received within
the deadline fixed by the Supreme Court. The suggestions received were classified
into one more category apart from the four categories mentioned by the Supreme

Court, that is, Miscellaneous category, and were placed before the Supreme Court.

The Supreme Court pronounced its Order on improvement in the “Collegium
System” on 16.12.2015. Vide this order, they have inter alia decided that the
"Government of India may finalize the existing Memorandum of Procedure (MoP)
by supplementing it in consultation with the Chief Justice of India.” The Chief
Justice of India will take a decision based on the unanimous view of the collegium

comprising the four senior most puisne Judges of the Supreme Court.

The Department of Justice sought the views of the State Governments for
improvement of the Collegium System of appointments vide letter dated 23.12.2015
addressed to all the Chief Ministers. The Department received response of 9 State
Governments, viz., Meghalaya, Gujarat, Chhattisgarh, Arunachal Pradesh, Jharkhand,
Mizoram, Rajasthan, Odisha and Goa.

In view of the importance of the matter, the Government of India constituted a
Team of Ministers to deliberate upon on draft MoP for appointment of Chief Justice
and Judges of the Supreme Court of India and for appointment and transfer of Chief
Justices and Judges of High Courts.

The changes proposed in the draft MoP's were sent to the Hon'ble Chief Justice
of India vide letter dated 22.3.2016. The response of the Chief Justice of India was
received on 25.5.2016 and 01.07.2016. The Supreme Court Collegium has agreed with
some of the suggestions made in the revised MoP while it has not accepted some
other provisions. The Government, after careful consideration of the matter has sent
its response to the Chief Justice of India vide letter dated 3.8.2016. The effort of the
Government is to supplement the existing MoP by making the appointment process
transparent, fair and accountable within the parameters set by various pronouncements

of the Supreme Court and, at the same time, ensuring the independence of Judiciary.

While the case was being heard and till the Judgment was pronounced by

Supreme Court, only those Additional Judges, whose terms were expiring, were given
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extensions of three months as per the Supreme Court orders dated 12.05.2015 and
15.07.2015. No other appointments were made. During this period, 112 Additional
Judges were given extension of tenure. As the process of finalizing the MoP is likely
to take some time, at the initiative of the Government of India, the matter was taken
up with the Supreme Court and the process of appointment of Judges has been
resumed. During 2016, 110 Additional Judges have been made permanent and 52
fresh appointments of Judges have been made. The proposals for appointments have
been received from High Courts from February, 2016 onwards. The whole process,
as per MoP, takes six months as States/Intelligence Bureau and the Supreme Court

Collegium are consulted and then the case is processed for approval.

Sir, this is my statement. I have to add only one more thing that about three

Supreme Court Judges have also been appointed after this.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now, Mr. Vivek K. Tankha. Put your questions

within three minutes, or, maximum five minutes.
SHRI VIVEK K. TANKHA: Sir, it is my first speech.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is not applicable here. This is not a speech.

You can only put questions.
SHRI VIVEK K. TANKHA: I know that, but just give me a little more time.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No; you have to put the question within three

minutes. At maximum, you can take five minutes.

SHRI VIVEK K. TANKHA: I will be as brief as possible. Five minutes are

good enough for me.

Sir, this is a matter of utmost public importance. I am only conveying the feelings
of the entire Bar of this country, and not only of the Bar but also of the people
of India. There is a complete bottleneck which has been created in the appointment
of Judges in the last nearly one-and-a-half years. I have the figures in this regard.
These figures may be a little old. In this country, the sanctioned strength of High
Court Judges, for instance, is 1,079, and 458 vacancies are there. Then, 1 will quote
some more examples. In Allahabad High Court, out of the total sanctioned strength,
81 vacancies are there. In Hyderabad High Court, there are 36 vacancies. In Bombay
High Court, there are 30 vacancies. In Calcutta High Court, there are 30 vacancies.
In Delhi High Court, there are 24 vacancies. In Guwahati High Court, out of a total
sanctioned strength of 24, there are 11 vacancies. In Madhya Pradesh, out of a total

sanctioned strength of 53, there are 16 vacancies. Sir, the question which actually
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concerns all of us is: Unless these vacancies are filled up, how do we conduct the
cases that are being filed and the cases that have to be heard? Look at the figures
of backlog. There are three crore cases pending in this country from the level of
District Courts to the High Courts. There are more than fifty lakh cases pending
in various High Courts. The worry of the system is that the system seems to have
collapsed. Now, on the point of Collegium and the MoP, we have a judgement of
the Supreme Court, which did not agree with the Constitutional amendment and the
Act. Now, that is an issue which the Supreme Court and the Government at some
point in time may tackle in a different way but till this law applies, the law has to
be followed. Now, there is a problem about the MoP being drafted and finalized. Sir,
we only read from newspapers; otherwise, the country does not come to know of
it. I am told that it is because of some conditions that the Government is putting.
You cannot have a veto power over the Supreme Court judgement. The Supreme
Court judgement today says that it is the Collegium that decides. You can look at
the parameters, before you send the matter to the Collegium, through the IB reports
and other agencies. But once the Supreme Court has cleared the names, they have
to be accepted or you give very cogent reasons to the Supreme Court so that the
Supreme Court can have a review. For the Government to insist that in public
interest, we can say 'no' to anything that the Collegium recommends is something
which the Collegium, I believe, will never accept because that is not part of the
judgement. Our worry is that instead of reforming the system, for the last one-and-
a-half years, we are facing a case of a stalemate, a complete impasse. People are
not getting hearing; the Judges are over-stressed. I know, in Madhya Pradesh High
Court, five judges have been hospitalized. There, each Judge is hearing 200 to 300
cases a day. So, the problem is there. Where is the point of judicial reforms? As a

country, instead of progressing towards judicial reforms, we are staring at a stalemate.

I have five, six points, which may be considered in a larger perspective. We
had a system of fast track courts; it has disappeared. We had a system of ad hoc
Judges; it is no more in vogue. There were proposals to modernize the judicial
administration; it is not happening. What happened to the Gram Nyayalayas, where
enactments had been made; they do not seem to be functioning. Sir, the Judicial
Accountability Bill is another very important facet because I know, impeachment is
not an answer. That also has not happened. The Law Minister has made so many

commitments before this House. That also has not happened.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: See, the simple point is, appointment of judges
in the High Courts and the Supreme Court. Please confine to that. Otherwise, you

will not get time. ...(Interruptions)...
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SHRI VIVEK K. TANKHA: Ultimately, all this leads to accumulation of cases,
all this leads to the system failing, and, today, we have virtually a collapsed system

before us. Are we ready to accept this system? This is what I am asking.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Put your question.

SHRI VIVEK K. TANKHA: Otherwise, the Government should speak to the
Supreme Court and come to a settlement at the earliest so that, at least, as per the
law today, appointments are made and the work gets started. That is what I am
trying to say. My question is: How early is the Government going to do this because
without the Government finishing this work, it won't happen and the system will not

start working? A collapsed system needs to work, and that is what I am saying, Sir.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Hon. Members, there are thirteen names before
me. The total time is one hour. So, every Member is requested to please confine

to three minutes' time. Now, Shri Satish Chandra Misra.

SHRI SATISH CHANDRA MISRA (Uttar Pradesh): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir,
straightway | come to the issue of appointment of judges in the High Courts and
the Supreme Court, vacancies of judges, and the Memorandum of Procedure (MoP).
I believe, as is being said, the Memorandum of Procedure, which is presently there,
is being followed. Till the fresh Memorandum of Procedure is finalized, further
appointments would be done on that basis. But, as has been stated by the hon.
Minister, there has been a stalemate and there were no appointments made during
all this period except 52 appointments. It has been indicated here that only 52 new
appointments were made. I would like the hon. Minister to inform as to how many

vacancies arose during this period when these 52 appointments were made.

Sir, another piece of information, which we can gather from this, is that the
discussion is going on with regard to the Memorandum of Procedure, and as it is
a lengthy discussion, it is taking a lot of time to be finalized. I am not suggesting
that it should be done very hurriedly. You need an independent judiciary. You made
three points. There should be transparency in the entire appointment system. I would
not use the phrase ‘under the table’, but there should not be a give and take where
I would say this name and you would say this name and then all of them would
be appointed. It should be done on the basis of merit. Those persons should be

appointed who can give results to the persons who are looking at the Judiciary.

At the same time, I would like to know this from the hon. Minister. During
this period, while the Memorandum of Procedure is being decided and the matter
is still pending, what is the difficulty in clearing those names which belong to the

persons who are in the lower Judiciary? That is 33.13 per cent. One-third is the
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quota which is to be filled from the lower judiciary. The appointments are made on
the basis of their seniority. They have a retirement age. When they retire at the age
of sixty years, they cannot become a High Court Judge. As per the Memorandum
of Procedure, which is already in existence, there should be at least one year for
their retirement and only then would they be considered. These persons are losing
their entire chance of becoming a High Court Judge only because of the delay,
in your fianalisation of MoP with the hon. Supreme Court, with respect to the
procedure. The names have already come. What is the difficulty if the Collegium
has cleared those names? If the names are pending with you and the Collegium
has cleared those names, why are those names not being cleared? Can we put this

category separately?

The other thing, which 1 would like to know from the hon. Minister, is this. In
this country, as has been just pointed out, there are 1,079 posts of judges. Out of
that, fifty per cent of the posts are vacant. In the Allahabad High Court, more than
fifty per cent of the posts are vacant. Those could not be filled up. I believe that a
large number of names, which are pending before the Ministry after being cleared by
the Collegium, consist of those names who are from the lower Judiciary. Why are
those names not being cleared? If you clear those names, then some backlog would

be cleared. The impression that you are retaining those names should not be there.

The last thing which I would like to know from the hon. Minister is this. At
present, how many judges are from the Scheduled Castes in the entire country?
...(Time-bell rings)... This is the last point. I would like the hon. Minister to clarify
it and convey it further. The Memorandum of Procedure, to my knowledge and I
am subject to correction by the hon. Minister, which is in existence, says that while
names are being finalised, it would be kept into consideration that the Collegium
considers the names of the Scheduled Castes, the backward classes and the minorities.
The names belonging to the Scheduled Castes are missing throughout the country.
There is no Scheduled Caste Judge presently in the entire Allahabad High Court
and in the Supreme Court. I am subject to correction by the hon. Minister. And
there is no High Court Chief Justice in the entire country. Therefore, this category
has literally been excluded. When it reaches the final stage and comes to your end,
at the end of the Ministry, does the Ministry send it back on this ground that you
have not considered a name with respect to this category which you are otherwise

bound to consider? I would like to know this from the hon. Minister.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is to be noted. That is an important question.

I agree that that is an important question.
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much for limiting within the time
allotted to you. Now, Dr. K. Keshava Rao.

DR. K. KESHAVA RAO (Andhra Pradesh): Sir, I would be brief because both
of them have said the same thing. But, there is a peculiarity in this. I may not
agree with Mr. Vivek, who said as to how you can have a veto, which Mr. Naresh
and Mr. Misra have already said. In respect of reservation to the Scheduled Castes,
there should be a scope or a space for the Government to say 'no' when reservation
to the Scheduled Castes is not given notwithstanding the fact that it is not there in

the Constitution. The policy of the State is that we will have them.
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Now, I am taking it back to the district level, which comes under the States.
Since the entire thing comes under the monitoring system of the High Courts and
also the Supreme Court, the reservations are not being looked into. Again, the

Government comes in.

Sir, the second point is, the wind has been taken out of this entire thing because
he said that he will not discuss MoP. It is the very item and the very basis of all
these. We know the historic Bill brought forward by the same Minister last time
here, on the appointment of Judges, which was passed. It has just been thrown to
the wind, thrown into the dustbin. We have done nothing at all. Nareshji, every time,
gets up and talks about the rights of this House. What exactly are our rights which
are thrown to the wind? Now, against that background, they may take objection
to the MoP. We have not read much. But, nonetheless, there are reports about
the differences. Nareshji asked about the contents of the letter. Now, against that
background, I am saying that the Government must stick, as per the paper reports,
to the principles, which were reflected in the original Bill, the Bill which has been
rejected. Now, it is high time that you stuck to the Bill. Sir, now I come to the
last point. The Minister must understand that there is a peculiarity as far as my
State, Telangana, is concerned. Regarding the appointment of judges, like Punjab and
Haryana High Court, we have a High Court for two States. I will not go into the
details. In the recent appointments to the High Court of Judicature at Hyderabad, 42
were to come from Telangana. The name is ‘Andhra Pradesh High Court, Judicature
at Hyderabad.” And, out of a total of 61, 19 are from Telangana. But, in the new
appointments, only two are from Telangana. But I can’t say anything because you
are not accepting the existing two States, vis a vis the High Court. Now, it is time
that the Government must realize that whenever you are thinking of appointments
to Andhra Pradesh High Court Judicature at Hyderabad, you must think that they
represent two States and do justice to both the States as the A.P. Reorganisation Act
has said, i.e., in the ratio of 42:58 for Telangana and Andhra Pradesh. This has to
be looked into. The recent appointments are not what you have approved. Out of

those 14, two are for Telangana and you have given 12 to Andhra Pradesh!

SHRI RAJEEV SHUKLA (Maharashtra): Sir, everybody is aware about the
massive pendency as far as judiciary is concerned. I think if all the cases are to
be disposed of, it will take minimum two hundred years. The New York Times had

once written that the wheel of justice has come to a standstill in India because of

the pendency of the cases. 3Tl =INeI WIS, {ier St 3R fade Sft 7 <t a1 I &,
I agree R gU o GI-A dlol RS A8 I Bl 8l $9H S UP dl
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Court pronounced its Order on improvement in the “Collegium System”. Vide this

order they have inter alia decided that the Government of India may finalize the
existing Memorandum of Procedure by supplementing it in consultation with the
Chief Justice of India. The Chief Justice of India will take a decision based on the
unanimous view of the Collegium comprising the four seniormost puisne Judges of
the Supreme Court.” Whatever the Government has suggested on that also, after
taking the advice of everybody, if Collegium is supposed to have the final word, then
where is the Parliament’s and where is the Government’s opinion? 34 Jg =l &l
g f& wfaamie g™ &f 99 9% <, 99 $8 IR <, dfdbd a8l F turn down &R
& a1 S¥d 1% IR Al A ARY AT, AfBA TaHS W SBR 48 TS| IqA
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SHRI RAVI SHANKAR PRASAD: Sir, I have to interrupt; ‘fraud judgement’...

...(Interruptions)...

SHRI RAJEEV SHUKLA: Sir, I said ‘flawed’ not ‘fraud’. ...(Interruptions)...
R, gHifeq § wear g & ol o o fifes T8 T =ty 9 Soi 9 %
g, Hifp S8l P AW $F o4 ST &l I S0l I a1 X & [P d I1d-97d R
STST AR Bl ... (FGEH). ..

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Rajeev Shuklaji, is that applicable to him or to

every lawyer? ...(Interruptions)...

2 Il gad: BY TaHE H g8 myth 99 T © 6 ol ffReR g@ia b
g BT TIfRYl ¥ 9l ST 91yl ...(FEYT)... 39 disl Bl 9ol ST a1yl
..(TAUF)... W, 39F 918 Plaforay & oo+ fedic €, 3 Soiel & Raams &8d
Tl S e SATET SIS Bl criticism 31T €, S99 nepotism @1 RT&GRIG 81l =
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THH T A, RIS A1 injustice g3, 9 gafoy 1 @ & 5 gR 9o wEl =
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Time is over. ...(Interruptions)...
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SHRI D. RAJA (Tamil Nadu): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, I refer to point No.9 of

the hon. Minister’s statement. I quote, “The effort of the Government is to implement

the existing MoP by making the appointments process transparent, fair and accountable
within the parameters set by various pronouncements of the Supreme Court and, at
the same time, ensuring the independence of Judiciary.” Sir, the Indian Judiciary has
a glorious history but the Indian Judiciary continues to be having class bias, caste

bias. The Indian Judiciary can’t claim to be free from corruption.

Sir, in our history, Dr. Ambedkar occupies a unique place. He was the prime
architect of the Indian Constitution. He was the Law Minister. Now, you are the
Law Minister. We have seen great names in Judiciary like Justice Krishna Iyer,
Justice Bhagwati, Justice Chinappa Reddy, Justice Tarkunde, including lawyer Mr.
Fali S. Nariman. We have great names but the Judiciary continues to have class

bias, caste bias.

For instance, I will tell you about a place called Sundru, Guntur District, Andhra
Pradesh; there was a massacre of 13 Dalits. The lower court convicted the accused
persons. ...(Interruptions)... 1 stand corrected, it was 17 Dalits. But at the High Court
level they were acquitted. In Bihar also 54 Dalits were massacred and in another
case 26 Dalits were massacred. All the accused persons were convicted by the
lower court. But they were all acquitted at the High Court level. I am asking the
Government whether these people were killed or are still alive. Who has killed these
Dalits? We talk about Indian jurisprudence, criminal justice system, but where is the
justice? Dalits do not get justice. That is why I question the appointment process.

Now the time has come for the Indian Judiciary that they must have adequate social
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representation. Hon. Member, Shri Satish Chandra Misra, has inquired as to how

many Judges belonging to Dalits are there in the Allahabad High Court. I am asking
in the whole country how many Dalits are there in the Indian Judiciary. How many
Judges belonging to the OBC are there in the Indian Judiciary? Yes, including Tribals,
Dalits and OBCs. On eligibility criteria, the Supreme Court has invited suggestions
from the people. What is the eligibility criterion? Do you mean to say that Tribals,
Dalits and OBCs are not eligible to be appointed as Judges?

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Nobody has said like that. Time is over. Please
conclude.

SHRI D. RAJA: I am concluding. In a society like ours, it is a very serious
issue. The time has come for the Government to address this issue. They can’t
evade this issue for long. Otherwise, you will face revolt. Already there is a revolt.
Even if there are one or two Dalit Judicial Officers, they are being harassed. 1 have

complete cases with me. If you want, I can give it to you.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is a different issue.

SHRI D. RAJA: Will the Minister tell us what the Government’s thinking is
on all these matters?

SHRI SUKHENDU SEKHAR ROY (West Bengal): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir,
there are 477 vacancies in all the High Courts in the country. How it has been caused
we all know. After this Parliament and State Legislatures passed the Constitution
(Amendment) Bill, the 99th Constitution (Amendment) Act and the NJAC Bill... After
the Parliament and State Legislatures passed the Constitution Ninety-nine Amendment
Bill and the National Judicial Appointments Commission Bill, the Supreme Court
set these aside declaring them as unconstitutional. Hon. Minister’s statement is there

with regard to that.

Now, over a period of time, it has been held that the meaning of the word
‘consultation’ in Article 366 is ‘concurrence’. A new meaning has been imported
into our Constitution, and not only in Article 366 but in several other Articles,
namely, Articles 124, 127, 217 and 222. Everywhere there is the use of the word
‘consultation’. And in all those cases, ‘consultation’ is binding, and the ordinary
dictionary meaning is accepted. But only in case of Article 366, ‘consultation’ has
been taken to be ‘concurrence’. ®H Bf, B I, Tl S8 I8 change fopar < <@t
¥l Arising out of this situation, now the entire system of appointment of High Court
Judges has come to a standstill. The hon. Minister says in his statement, and I quote,

“It has been decided that the Government of India may finalize the existing MoP
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3.00 p.m.

in ‘consultation” with the Chief Justice of India.” Again, you have this expression
of ‘consultation’! ‘Consultation’ again will be interpreted as ‘concurrence’. It would
become ‘the concurrence of the Chief Justice of India’. So, it is not ‘consultation’;
it is ‘concurrence’. It would have been better for the hon. Minister if he had
used the word ‘concurrence’. We have reduced it to that level. The Parliament has
been ignored like anything, Sir. When it is in Session, why should the MoP not
be discussed here? Why should the Government discuss it only with the Supreme
Court and others? Now, suggestions have been invited from the public in general,
through the website of the Ministry of Law and Justice in regard to the MoP. But
the Parliamentarians have been kept in the dark. Sir, this is a big attempt, according
to me, to undermine the importance and the very existence of this Parliament.
...(Interruptions)... Why shouldn’t the Members of Parliament discuss it? When the
Parliament is in Session, it is incumbent upon the Government to discuss the MoP on
the floor of the House. Otherwise, according to my Party’s thinking, the Government
is willy-nilly giving a goodbye to one of the greatest traditions of this Parliament;
the Parliament is now being kept in the dark about the MoP. Sir, this is a very
serious issue because this is not a one-time affair; once this MoP is accepted, in
some form or the other, this would continue for years together, and nobody would

know how long it would continue.

My last point, Sir, is that there should be an interpretation of the word
‘consultation’, whether ‘consultation’ means ‘concurrence’ or not in each and every
Article of our Constitution and, for that, the Government should bring in a legislation
defining the word ‘consultation’. Thank you very much, Sir.

SHRI A. NAVANEETHAKRISHNAN (Tamil Nadu): Hon. Deputy Chairman,
Sir, the Memorandum of Procedure has not yet been finalised. I hope the hon. Law
Minister would protect the rights of State Governments and the Central Government
because it is not known when the selection process would commence in High Courts
and the Supreme Court. In the Memorandum of Procedure, it must be made clear
and the Government must be informed as to when High Courts and the Supreme
Court would commence the whole process. Then only, the State Governments and
the Central Government can take part in the selection process properly. There is
a general demand that the candidates must be from the oppressed and the most
backward classes. In the Memorandum of Procedure, there must be some guidelines
to that effect because, in our State of Tamil Nadu, 69 per cent reservation is
followed in the process of selection of original side judicial officer appointments.
Thanks to the efforts made by the hon. Chief Minister, Amma. It is only because

of her efforts now that the oppressed community people, candidates, lawyers from
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these communities are being selected. I would further like to inform this House that
the hon. Chief Minister, Amma, is appointing the law officers ...(Interruptions)...
I am not bothered about what you say. I am putting forward a very serious matter
before this House. The selection of good judges from the lawyers, who know law,
is very essential. We cannot get good judges just by magic. The hon. Chief Minister,
Amma, is providing good opportunities to the lawyers belonging to the oppressed
community and Backward Class community at the grass- root level, to perform
as law officers, in the lower courts as well as in the High Court, and they are
getting proper training. And their conduct is also being monitored effectively by the
Government. So, very good law officers are now available in the State of Tamil Nadu,
and because of this process and the good efforts made by the hon. Chief Minister,
Amma, now, the Tamil Nadu Original Side Judiciary is properly represented, thanks
to the 69 per cent reservation. Hence, I humbly request the hon. Law Minister, who
is a very eminent lawyer, who knows the difficulties of lawyers who are from the
rural areas or from the oppressed community, that he must protect the interest of
the oppressed and backward communities properly, as has been done by the hon.
Chief Minister, Amma.

SHRI SHANTARAM NAIK (Goa): Sir, judges are supposed to have allegiance
to the Constitution of India, including, the principle of secularism. The Constitution
nowadays is interpreted differently by different individuals, parties and organizations.
One of the organizations in the country is the guiding force of the Ruling Party.
This organization in the country is consulted at every step by the Government to
understand this, and therefore, there is every possibility that views of this organization
are going to be at the back of his mind when the Prime Minister is going to express
his views in the matter of selection process. Now, recently, — why I am saying
this, I am telling you — when the former HRD Minister started her consultation

process with respect to the new Education Policy, the first organization she visited....

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Shantaram Naik, you come to the point. What
is this? You talk on this subject and put your questions.

SHRI SHANTARAM NAIK: Sir, why do you think that this is not the subject?
I am asking this thing from you, Sir.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: From what you said, I can infer that this is not
the subject, and you have got only three minutes.

SHRI SHANTARAM NAIK: You will come to know. Recently, when the former
HRD Minister started her consultation process as regards the new Education Policy,

the first organization she visited was this organization ...(Interruptions)...
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is not relevant here.

SHRI SHANTARAM NAIK: How can you insulate these appointments from the

organization? And you know what I mean.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: What are you saying? This is all irrelevant.

SHRI SHANTARAM NAIK: If what I said is irrelevant, you expunge it. I am
giving this offer.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, I can expunge if it is unparliamentary, but I

cannot expunge it if it is irrelevant. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI SHANTARAM NAIK: I have expressed my views cautiously, and every

word I have used cautiously, and you are casting aspersion on me.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You talk about the appointment of judges or the
MoP....(Interruptions)...

SHRI SHANTARAM NAIK: I have not named that organization.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Don't name the organization. I am not asking you

to name the organization.
SHRI SHANTARAM NAIK: *

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I am not asking you to name any organization. We
are not discussing any organization. We are discussing the Judiciary. It is irrelevant.
It is not going on record. It is irrelevant. ...(Interruptions)... Sit down. ...(Interruptions)...

What are you doing?
SHRI SHANTARAM NAIK : *
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is irrelevant. Why do you say all these?
SHRI SHANTARAM NAIK : *

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You have a subject for which there is ample
scope for discussion and for asking questions. Then, why do you talk about some

organization? And you took the name also.
SHRI SHANTARAM NAIK : *

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is irrelevant. So, I come to the next Member,
Shri Anubhav Mohanty.

*Not Recorded.
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SHRI ANUBHAV MOHANTY (Odisha): Thank you, Sir. Sir, I remember the
first year of my presence in this Parliament. That was in 2014. The National Judicial
Commission Bill was passed here in front of me in Rajya Sabha, and 1 was very
disappointed that the Supreme Court had struck down it. Sir, the Collegium System,
which was prevalent earlier for Judges, was very much appreciated by the Judges
but not accepted by the people at large. Obviously, how can you choose yourself
and your brother Judges? It is quite strange. Sir, will the Government open dialogues
with the Supreme Court Judges and legal luminaries and solve this crisis? This is my
first question. Then, I come to my second question. I will give you an example. I
have seen a lot of people, in recent past, coming here from remote areas of Odisha.
gAN oy feeell ugamT 9gd ds! a1d sl §l SITSen ¥, S9d RAlC TRATS 4 Sl
backward ST €, tribal people €, they come to Delhi with a lot of difficulties. 3%
WMWIawyersﬁWWﬁWﬁg,mmWW@?
A o<t a7 B 81 e a1e b bl RBRINT el 8, 98 O 9@ S« 8, S9
TR STode T #EHI, ATl o doldl Y8dl gl 99 [h Bl SToric T8 fHedr, df 98
garel g1 oAt 21 el Sorie T8 fean, ST 9, R off $8 o W B §, S
AU BT & 7, A1 378 Bl S @ © 3R 3N dF oed ol But, Sir, T will

not take any name here but, in the recent past, a very rich person filed a case on

Monday, his case hearing was on Wednesday and the Judgement was on Friday and
the brief of judgement was given on Saturday by two leading English magazines.
Will the Government deny that the rich get preference in Supreme Court and in High
Courts whereas for the poor, it is very difficult to get justice? In Supreme Court,
as far as my knowledge goes, — if I am wrong, please correct me and I apologize
before I speak anything wrong, — out of 30 Judges there is only one woman Judge
and 29 Judges are men. As Shri Satish Chandra Misra also said, there has to be
some understanding and some reservation for the Scheduled Castes and Scheduled
Tribes. Then, Sir, Shri D. Raja also said about the MoP. So, will the Government
consider having to have special reservation for women Judges in Supreme Court
and in High Courts because, Sir, gH A € fb S 89R BRI ®I Il ©, whether
I talk about my mother; my wife; my sister or about any woman in this nation,
they constitute fifty per cent of the population of India. Sl AR BRI ®I $aq 3T
TRIF I HS B € FT BH g8 TS NI, FT BH I AT WR doubt 87 &9
FARI SToe ¥, 8T WX judges &1 F&X B, I8 9% women &I Tl T8l SII$ Adhd &2

There is no doubt in their management capabilities. Why can’t we have exemption

for women, especially...
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Time over. ...(Time Bell rings)...

SHRI ANUBHAV MOHANTY: And, the final thing which I would like to say
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is that it is also a shame for us that India till today has not seen a woman Chief
Justice in Supreme Court. We haven’t seen a single woman Chief Justice. I urge
upon the Government that they should really think very, very seriously on this
because, ST BH dlald &, "JCI g, IS UGN, dCI DI IHT T8N - (TAYT)....
then it is our responsibility and duty to honour woman through the core of our
heart. I think I have asked all questions. I hope the Minister will consider them

and reply. Thank you.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Okay You have asked very relevant questions.
Now, Shri Ripun Bora.

SHRI RIPUN BORA (Assam): Thank you, Sir. I want to put only three questions
to the hon. Minister. The first, we, the Members of Parliament, are the law-makers,
and we, law-makers are accountable also. We, all the politicians, Ministers, MPs,
are accountable. As law-makers, when we are accountable, then, why is the judicial

accountability not there?

Why are the judges not accountable? Sir, in the High Courts and the Supreme
Court, hundreds and thousands of cases — I am not speaking about the subordinate
courts and lower courts where lakhs of cases are pending — are pending for years
together. There is a proverb 'justice delayed is justice denied'. So, in view of that, I
would like to know from the hon. Minister as to what steps the Government would

take to make the judges accountable. This is number one.

Secondly, so far as the RTI is concerned, my friend, Shri Rajeev Shukla has
rightly mentioned, in our country, all departments whether it is Defence or Police,
etc., — only the sensitive Departments are barred from RTI — are covered under
the RTI. All the judgements of the courts are in public domain. These are available
on the Internet and in the social media. Then, what is the difficulty in bringing in

the Judiciary within the purview of RTI? This is my second question.

Thirdly, ours is a big country and we have got a very good reputation in the
world. But, Sir, 478 posts of judges are lying vacant in different High Courts; and,
in the Supreme Court, which is the highest court of the country, three posts of
judges are vacant. This is a very bad reflection of our country in the eyes of the

world. Sir, my only question to the hon. Minister is this.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Okay.

SHRI RIPUN BORA: My final point to the hon. Law Minister is this. Since we
are law-makers, what is the difficulty in making the Memorandum of Procedure known

to us? Has the country no right to know about the Memorandum of Procedure? Should



340 Calling Attention to Matter [RAJYA SABHA] of Urgent Public Importance

[Shri Ripun Bora]
the Parliament not be taken into confidence about the Memorandum of Procedure?

So, my question to the hon. Minister is. Would the Government allow a discussion

on the Memorandum of Procedure and take the Parliament into confidence?

# YU AIed RISIRAT): G STFHMRT Held, AG WAl Sff F 379
STarg & WREme |, 9 # forar 7 f6 WReR &1 g 7 6 STadw e & e
ol grT *enfia Ael & Wiar Fgfaa afar & aRefl, 9e-gerd iRk SareE
T F oY IAT UfhaT S99 Bl ATEARIT AT Sy 3R =IRferd! Bl eI
ff e @1 Sl gaied [T 15 AT ghled dR1 $ de 39 R Fawe]
3R Ufshar # RT RT AR 2, oAb G TR0 &5 A Faled IRTAI H S &
q1e, Fdted AT | S IR MR ford §, WA 4. 4 § — URef3dn, afdare,
T 3R Rrer@, # a1 e 9§ g8 ge =@ fF faa 7o aut § S e
BI UpAT B B, TH-HLR, UoTE, ERATON, IO, SR <3, [ER, sIRTS,
A Y, ARG, AERTS ¥ Udh Y ferd omel d& |aled <RIt § ool &9
PR B IMAT B, TH MR SToT (AT 8, 7 Al Siot 781 3 uTs &1 g9fely WRaR
Memorandum of Procedure % oY 9gd fa=ra &R 9gd SHMGRI ¥ &9 &R &l B
70 A DI 39 UlhAT H Fdled AT Bl BH 3FJeg 32 3R 226 & A=A &l
PR Ry € % PR srRiuifore ARReT & f&dl ©” ®Is W afdpd Hed Iord]
g, A <RTeI Bl ITH BX&T BY- Bl AP R g 3R R 39 4dg § oI fagrh
S IR fHu T 8, I Ifae™ & Racoe €, a1 ddied Uy iR S <Rty
BT TR W IR B BT ATPR AT B1 89 TR T B ©, &9 a8 o [P
9 B YRIUIART 7 S "Fcs Wfud fHv 8, I #Fcs 3N 9¢, offhd S A<
BI RN PRI FHI IR BT i1 U S AAI0D IR BT P05, IR B
S U ATad AN IRURT €, SHUHT W & @ S| MRaR 39 99 H RS,
BTG, AL UQ¥l, VoRYM, [oRId Udh I91 adrl SAThl 81 SIS F9 1 2,
ITB! AU IWURTG Bl B9 I AR AHEISTD i, AT AR WRRISAT BI 39
AR =TT & efCHIV H MM 9gMT B 8H =TI B T 39 IRGIAT & gRT
MR W) ST 81T, off dofl gAY 3foe YRa @t afedl ¥ wWuRT JET 81 gaferw §
AT FAT St 6 gy Q)T ey ke U A8 Pl argd B Sl Sead ey
AR AR A gema qmba fBy § — uRefdn, |farerd, uEar &R Rier,
I9H TP Igd ATId FEAN A ARl 59 ot § oot frge g €, 1 wed
H IT6 gR H =9l Bl §l $AlY U R BH 4 $H d 9K v Fged 89 & 91|
HME M @12y iR S ol =R Fgfadal @ Raxar &, 9 a5 & IRBR dM
P B B, BN oAl & [P WRAR IO edi Bl BRI B, fhd s el Bl
BRI Bx & for i it o &1 O sSfd ufafsfee g =nfeu

SHRI C. P. NARAYANAN (Kerala): Sir, Judiciary have created an insulation

around themselves. We discuss this because we have brought in the legislation to

have judicial accountability, but the Judiciary itself has said that it is ultra vires. But
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we, the people, are concerned because there are lakhs of cases pending in various
courts, and corruption and nepotism is rampant. It is also reported in the media
and such things are prevalent among these people. We, in Parliament, always quote
the Preamble, 'We, the People of India' but the Parliament, which is the creation
of the people, does not have any right to touch the Judiciary in India. I think, this
anachronism has to be overcome. I join with all my colleagues who have mentioned
that the backward sections, whether it is the Scheduled Castes or the OBCs or the
women, as a member from Odisha has also said, have all been kept away from
the Judiciary; not by the Parliament, not by the Government, but because they
have an insulated system. It is they who brought in, 25 years back, this system
of a Collegiuim and they insist that the Parliament has to approve the Collegium.
Collegium and the Parliament are to be balanced. A few people sit on one side. On
the other side One hundred and twenty-five crores of people as represented by both
the Houses. We are considered to be equals. This situation has to be put an end to.
Sir, the Members here know more than the law. The aspirations of the people, their
hopes and their concept regarding democracy and freedom, all these have all been
put to a tangle by the court. I do not say that the court has not given very good
judgments. But, all these good judgments come out of a judicial system which is
mised in rampant corruption, nepotism, and social inequality. This has to be put an
end to. I, and my party, request the Government that we have to take a very bold

position on this issue.

SHRI D. P. TRIPATHI (Maharashtra): Sir, while agreeing broadly to the statement
of the hon. Law Minister, since many distinguished Members, who are distinguished
lawyers, beginning from Shri Vivek K. Tankha to Shri Satish Chandra Misra. Shri
Rajeev Shukla, Shri Bhupender Yadav and Shri D. Raja, have made the points that

I wanted to make, I would not repeat them.

I begin my questions with a few lines of a very popular Hindi poet who describes
the Indian Judicial System.

=R P19 TP IS § AR I T8I Bl
qiRpell BT &9 31 98 AT & e Al
SHfeT W 9 ¥gel BIg A U T8 B

This is the understanding about our judicial system!

The system about the appointment of Judges in the Supreme Court and High
Courts raised by Mr. Tankha cannot be corrected; this impasse and deadlock will
continue, I am telling you. It is because nowhere in the world, as far as I have

studied, Judges appoint Judges. I am not a lawyer. But, I have studied and taught
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the Indian Constitution. So, even in the Indian Constitution and the debates in the
Constituent Assembly, the limits or boundaries of the Judiciary are defined. Sir,
the Supreme Court does not mean the most supreme in India. There is Legislature
and there is Executive. Therefore, the point raised by Shri Rajeev Shukla is very
important — where does the Parliament stands in comparison to the Judiciary. In
more than four years of my presence in this House, I have not heard a single
discussion on Judiciary of India. The time has now come and we should debate
the standing, structure and position of the Indian Judiciary. If we do not reform our
Judicial system, we are not going to advance and develop in the 21st Century as an
important power in the world. That is my point. Therefore, that has to be debated.

My second point is about the procedural systems of jurisprudence in the country.
How old is our I.LP.C. and Cr.P.C.? They have not changed, substantially, according
to the changing times. Therefore, it is not only appointments, even the execution of
justice, delivery of justice is not possible without changing our structural jurisprudence

procedures and penal system according to the changing times.

My third point for consideration of the hon. Law Minister is this. Sir, why cann't,
like other countries, our Parliament debate the recommendations of the Collegium
System? Why cannot it debate? You have recommended someone, it is alright. Let us
debate and then the Executive decide which recommendation is to accept and which
recommendation is not to accept. I can tell you, with full authority of conviction,
this kind of Collegium and absolutism continues, then no Dalit or tribal would ever
be appointed. It is very difficult ...(Time-bell rings)... I want to inform this august
House very briefly, I am telling you, because I witness to one occasion when one
of the hon. Presidents of India had to return the recommendation marking a single
question, ‘Could you not find a single Dalit throughout the country to be Judge?’
...(Time-bell rings)...This is what was written. Then, of course, it came back. A Dalit

was found somewhere in High Court in South India.

Last point is, as a Hindi poet said, about the functioning of our judicial system.

It is my last sentence.

"Rt < gHed B RE 9d @l B
IR BISER! IHeH Pl av8 Al &l 2"

. M MU Igd (SR U<): g9ag AR, Sd ddiall & MBSt d oAds
ﬂﬁ?’lﬁ?‘l—cﬁa—s’murmuringﬁﬁaﬁ%mmw%ﬁw%,ﬁwm
B foraT SU, S9BT Adold Ig & fb il &l I8 vedr 8 1 fF judiciary | ot
corruption rampant Bl $UIfTT 3119 "The National Judicial Appointments Commission
Bill" &Y & 3R U1 $Raml A1, - Re 3R 31 171 o1l § 39 g8 el arg
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5 R IRE My STt W) 39 @l &l JIR fhar, S aREg 9 g7 919 dd
FIT SIGRT $9 W B I 3R FHE B Fareddl HI WUT HRA & oy o9 g9
ﬁﬂ@m?ﬁﬂwwa—é%ﬁ?mg@fﬁéﬁjudges appoint%'ﬁﬁ%exﬁ?
g8l BT collegium STWWW%,ﬁWSTFqﬂ%’mandatoryEﬁﬁﬁ?\_rﬁoollegium
HOIdT B, I WR G 5T b G HA DI A MaID 817 IR IS el Bl
%aﬁaﬁaﬁs‘a‘s’é@ﬁwﬁzﬂ S adlel AT ST deserving %, SREZ supersede
P foIT ST 8 3R supersede BB 9 RTAHT 9910 &, I9H I8 At T ¥ fh ST
character roll WSil | know. 39T 8T feam <9 QT[GfITﬁ EEE<IEl ﬂ?ﬁﬂﬂ?ﬁ%, ar
PRI 3MY $HDB! mandatory BT BT TITRT HRA?

3l w<lier < s Sft 7 ®81, Ps 3R W9 1 Hel, Yus SN A Bl SHD] Blg
AM AT A A, dfed I8 99 7 [ Sferd, SER a1 AsARe, AAiRe! & d $v
SToret 8, 9 81 S B, ofhs 39 a1l & SToisl & 9 8 9 & 9K §9 9 & A
P Y JYTT B ST Bl SABEIE 88 Pl 7 deliberately STR U2 & ol T
Wﬁﬁﬁ?ﬂfﬁﬁ, ST fF constitutional post %, aﬁrqﬁﬁwﬁ%%ﬁééﬁq
®I BT Ghdl 8, IS9P (Y qrbrIc] fo@r ganm & b IHP! HY gl o Al &,
A 9l Rt safery g1 fean wn, wife a8 <Ry R i I o Areufie
RIET STINT 3R BRIR USIhRM HHRM & IRHT AR AR T a1 gfefd @il &
9, 39 |aH! gl faar @n, St A MR 71 719 gford 9, 9 99 99 -1 37 Tl Bl
R1ed B4 e, T R d8x1 T8 Sxga1 9rsd 87 O @l @ [T $Ed ©,
3R d S & 3MUR WX discrimination B o, Bl < o1, O I8 ATT St
g f g9 <ford 3R RN a71f &1 ot 87 AR ....(A9T &t €., RIT MY D!
AT gad g BIRTY BT b ms=ar 19 Y=l oMy, a S 39 a9 & ¥l T Iy

SHRI K. T. S. TULSI (Nominated): Sir, the question in the Calling Attention

Motion is how to deal with the situation arising out of the impasse in the appointment

of Judges. The impasse is not the creation of the Government. This impasse is due
to insistence by the Judiciary that no one else can have any say in the matter of
appointments. Suggestions have so many times been sent by the Government that if
there is certain material against the nominated candidate for a Judge, Government
may send that back to them collegium and they may examine that. They say, “No.
Even if you have the weightiest reasons for not appointing somebody as a Judge,
you cannot send that back.” After all, what was the attempt in the National Judicial
Appointments Commission? The point was, let there be wider consultation. The
Supreme Court does not want the say of anyone in the matter of appointment. That
is the impasse. For removal of impasse, there has to be a give and take from both
sides. But, here, one side is sticking to its guns. There is no such system anywhere in
the world. In fact, in Scotland, there is a Judicial Appointment Commission, consisting
of about 24 persons. All of them are laymen. Last year, there was a proposition, let

there be two Judges or lawyers. But, the people returned the verdict that they do not
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want even a single Judge or lawyer in the Judicial Appointment Commission. They
are the consumers of justice; hence, they will decide. Here neither the Parliament
can have any say nor the Executive can have any say. How is it going to work?
The Constitution has been re-written by the Supreme Court. When the Constituent
Assembly debated the matter of appointment, they said that the matter could not
be left to the Chief Justice alone. The appointment will be by the President on the
recommendation of the Government of the day. Now, when the Supreme Court is
not willing to concede an inch, how is the Government going to be able to remove

the impasse? This is an unfortunate situation. But that is the problem.

SHRI TIRUCHI SIVA (Tamil Nadu): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, the utmost
concern of any Government should be the common man. Because of the impasse
on appointment of judges, the pendency of cases across the country is increasing
and this should be taken note of. I think, none of us are taking serious note of
it. Even in Tamil Nadu, the lawyers bycotted courts for about 60 days. So many
cases are pending in courts. Litigants are waiting outside. The Government says
that it is pending with the Judiciary, with the lawyers, but, actually, the people
are being affected. The Government has to take some stand. Sir, every one of us
agree that since the Collegium System did not work well with the appointment of
judges, we enacted the National Judicial Appointments Commision Act, 2014, by
way of amending the Constitution, but this was struck down by the Supreme Court
and declared void. What did the Government do after that? We enacted a law by
way of establishing the powers of the Legislature, realising the issues faced by the
people, but the Supreme Court has struck that down and we are sitting calm! Then,
we are discussing about the impasse on the appointment of judges. The population
is increasing, the litigations are increasing, and the people are suffering because of
the posts of judges lying vacant. So, what are you going to do with that? Sir, I
have got two clarifications to seek. Before that, I would like to say that there is
pendency of cases across the country. I don't want to quote all the statistics which
the Law Commission has given in its Report. Because of the vacancy of judges,
lakhs of cases are pending across the country. Sir, the Supreme Court, in order to
finalise the existing Memorandum of Procedure, has advised the Government to take
a decision. The Department of Justice sought the views of the State Governments
for improvement of the collegium system by way of a letter addressed to all the
Chief Ministers. Only nine States have responded - Meghalaya, Gujarat, Chhattisgarh,
Arunachal Pradesh...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now, put your question.



Calling Attention to Matter [9 August, 2016] of Urgent Public Importance 345

SHRI TIRUCHI SIVA: Sir, major States like Tamil Nadu have not responded
to this very important issue. So, taking serious note of this matter, the Government
must do something. My two questions are: While you are trying to set aside the
impasse on appointment of judges, firstly, Sir, what are you going to do when the
Supreme Court has struck down our efforts taken in enacing a law by way of
amending the Constitution? And, while appointing the judges, as all other Members
have suggested, follow the reservation policy for the Scheduled Castes, the Scheduled
Tribes, the OBCs, women and minorities. Sir, people from South India are coming
all the way to the the apex Court in Delhi, the Supreme Court, for any appeal here,
but they are taking a lot of time. We have been suggesting that a Bench of the
Supreme Court has to be set up in Tamil Nadu for the benefit of the South Indian
people. Sir, we have been suggesting this for quite a long time. The Government
has to consider that. We need a Bench of the Supreme Court in Tamil Nadu for
the Southern States and the reservation policy has to be adopted in appointment of

judges. Thank you, Sir.
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: When he saw you speaking, he has come.

2} I wHx TS od g8 RPrs H 37 M1 &, d 18 H Ug ¥l Now, Sir, let me
make certain general observations. In fact, I will go issue-wise because issue-wise,
a lot of concerns expressed would be allayed. Let me first make a very general
point. This Government’s commitment to the independence of Judiciary is complete
and total, and I say so because this Government is led by the Prime Minister, Shri
Rajnath Singh, Shri Arun Jaitley, Shrimati Sushma Swaraj, Shri Venkaiah Naidu,

Shri Ananthkumar, Shri Kalraj Mishra and many others, including me, who have
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fought against the Emergency and suffered where three freedoms were involved —

(1) individual, (ii) media and (iii) independence of Judiciary. Therefore, this Government
today — it is very important to be conveyed to this House — is led by leaders
starting from the Prime Minister who have fought for the cause of independence of
Judiciary. It is good that independence of Judiciary today has become an integral

part of India’s polity. That is the first thing that I would like to say.

The second thing, Sir, is, regardless of all the limitations in gap areas, which
hon. Ram Gopalji also alluded to, our Judiciary’s record is indeed exemplary
also, be it in terms of probity or be it in terms of concern for the poor and the
underprivileged. Let us not forget that ultimately the Supreme Court led benchmark
in many cases of gross impropriety by Governments of any party which led to a
new commitment about probity. The same Supreme Court talked about the rights of
the poor and underprivileged in various PILs. Therefore, there are gap areas. I know
that. But the larger commitment of the Supreme Court to these issues needs to be
appreciated. Now, Sir, why are we discussing it today? And I am happy that hon.
Sukhendu Sekhar Roy and Mr. K. T. S. Tulsi very rightly pointed it out. Let me
tell, hon. Deputy Chairman, Sir, that on 13th of April, 2015, the National Judicial
Appointments Commission Act was brought into force. Thereafter, it was challenged.
Now, once the law had come, — all the Members would realize immediately and
obviously you being an eminent lawyer yourself, Navaneethakrishnanji — the Bill,
this Constitutional Amendment has completely removed the Collegium System. For a
new system, an Appointment Commission was to come into existence, consisting of
the Chief Justice, two senior Judges of the Supreme Court, the Law Minister, two
eminent persons, one of SC/ST woman or a minority category person, and those
two eminent persons were to be selected by a Collegium of the Prime Minister,
the Leader of Opposition or the biggest party in the Lok Sabha and the hon. Chief
Justice. But before that could commence, it was challenged and all the appointments
got stuck. Therefore, in stalling the appointments — I am grateful to the two hon.
Members — the Government did not play any role at all. Thereafter, the judgement
comes on 16.12.2015.

Now, Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, a lot of my distinguished friends had concerns
about the rights of Parliament. I will immediately come to that; and Naresh Agrawalji
just talked about Article 368 as well. But even before I could move this Bill —
on 26th of May, 2014 I took the oath as a Minister in Shri Narendra Modi’s
Government and I am grateful he also entrusted me the Law Ministry then; and
I would like to tell respected Ram Gopal Yadavji, Shri Satish Chandra Misra and
my good friend, Mr. D. Raja, who also espoused this cause about the rights of the
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marginalized communities — Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, the first letter I wrote to
all the Chief Justices of High Courts of India was, on the 21st of July, 2014, and
here, I am quoting from that letter. I quote, “The need for giving representation to
the Scheduled Castes, the Scheduled Tribes, Other Backward Classes, minorities and
women may also please be kept in view while making recommendations for fresh
appointments in the High Court.” Therefore, one of the first initiatives I took after
I became the Minister was to write like this. Not only me, Mr. Deputy Chairman,
Sir, even thereafter, my distinguished successor, Mr. Sadananda Gowda, on 30th of
December, 2015 when the whole process commenced again mentioned the same
thing. “The need for giving representation to the Scheduled Castes, the Scheduled
Tribes, Other Backward Classes, minorities and women may also please be kept in
view while making recommendations for fresh appointments in the High Court.”
Therefore, 1 hope, hon. Satish Chandra Misraji, Mr. Navaneethakrishnan, Sukhendu
babu, Mr. Tulsi and all others know that the Collegium System is not there in the
Constitution. It has also not been created by an Act of Parliament. The Collegium
System is a Judge-made institution. This needs to be clearly understood. But then,

they said, ‘now we would make recommendations.’

Sir, I would like to make two observations here, and I am not making these
observations as the Law Minister of India; I am making these observations as a
student of the Indian Constitution and Law. The crux of the judgement of the five-
Judge Bench of the Supreme Court is that we are annulling the National Judicial
Commission Act, because the Law Minister is a part of this selection process. The
law Minister is there and, therefore, a litigant who is appearing before a Judge,
who has also been appointed by the Law Minister in that process, will have doubts
about the impartiality of that Judge. Therefore, it is violative of the basic structure.
And coming to the second part, the ‘two eminent persons’ are also — the same —

violating the basic structure.

Sir, Nareshji asked about Article 368. Yes, we have got the right to amend
the Constitution. But the hon. Judges say, ‘We have got the right to define what
the ‘basic structure’ is. And if any Amendment violates the basic structure, we can
annual that.” And, here, they said, ‘Even though the Parliament has passed this law
with a 99.99 per cent support’” — only one Member of the House walked out —
‘we say that it is violative of the basic structure’ That is how it stands. But what
is the question that I am asking, Sir? Today, I would like to share it with this
hon. House that if the mere presence of the Law Minister leads to doubt about the
independence of the Judiciary, it is a loaded statement that is being made; it is a
profound statement. We have obeyed the judgement. I will come to that separately.

But since the House has asked a lot of questions, Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, let



348 Calling Attention to Matter [RAJYA SABHA] of Urgent Public Importance

[+l *fq wir uwre]
me say that even in the present regime, all the files that pass through me go to

the Prime Minister and to the President. And today, the Prime Minister of India is
the central figure in the appointment of the President, the Vice-President, the three
Chiefs of the Armed Forces, the CAG, the CVC, the Election Commissioners and
the Chief Election Commissioner, after a consultation process. The Prime Minister
of India has been given the mandate, by the people of India, to defend India, to
maintain the unity and integrity of India. When the Prime Minister can be entrusted
with so much of a trust by the people and the polity of India, how is it that the
Prime Minister or the Law Minister cannot be trusted in the appointment of a Judge?
That is a larger question to be considered. At some point of time, the polity will

have to do that. ...(Interruptions)...

Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, the second thing that I would like to highlight today
is this. This judgement came in the year 1993. The Constitution came into being in
1950. From 1950 till 1993, for 43 long years, the Law Minister has been integral to
the process. Many a time, the Chief Minister was integral to the process before even
the Chief Justice came. That is past. But let me ask a question today. There have
been problems, during the Emergency or during the regime of some particular Law
Minister. But, Sir, some of the finest Judges of India, who are beacons of Indian
Judiciary, were appointed through the same process, where the Law Minister used
to play a part. Who are they? Patanjali Shastri, Kania, Gajendragadkar, Hidayatulla,
Krishna Aiyyar, Venkatachalaiah, Chandrachud, Bhagwati, who led to PIL, or J. S.
Verma — all were appointed by the same process! And I would like to ask Satish
Misraji, Mr. Tulsi and Sukhendu babu, has the Collegium System produced any
Judge of that intellectual calibre or intelligence? That is a larger question to be
considered at some time in future. But what I am saying today, Sir, is that we
have accepted this challenge. Regardless of our reservations, lots of questions were
asked: Are you willing to come again with this law? The polity will have to take
a call; I cannot make any commitment today. #IF=III Y IMUTA Sff, GST WR Uh
JAFART & &I R Uga & (oY $¢ A1 qob fha-l WeaId Al gsl, B 9 T
ST Bl 81 3R HEl 7 Hel 59 S & Aoidd Ga¥ Bl 39 FaArgafd ol gl
R G BT AT B, Al T el A SHP IR H Big fewoll e av forg
Iferd & 8N But, Sir, we have accepted the Judgement in all humility. Here, I
would like to tell, Mr. Vivek Tankha, — hon. Member is a distinguished colleague

of mine in the profession; we have appeared together and opposed each other in
many cases, but he is junior to me in the Parliament, — at least, allow me to
make that indulgence in the Parliament; okay. I came in the Parliament in the year

2000. Now, it is seventeen years; you have come this year only. Therefore, I am
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seventeen years senior to him in the Parliament. Having said that, let me say my
basic point. We don’t intend to have a veto on the Judiciary. Sir, I want to make
it very clear with the full authority of the Government and the Prime Minister that

we don’t wish to have any veto on the Judiciary. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI MADHUSUDAN MISTRY (Gujarat): Sir, this statement of the Minister is

not fair. ...(Interruptions)... He may be senior, but ...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is between them. ...(Interruptions)... There is

nothing wrong. ...(Interruptions)...

it Y ipx T9IS: W), IR fade I=@1 S &1 39 4R SMURT 81N, a1 § withdraw
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a1l Now, Sir, what I was trying to say is that we have accepted the Judgement in

all humility. But I want to make it very clear to this House, and it is very important,
that the right to reframe the MoP has been given by the Supreme Court to us. It
is not a job which we are taking suo motu. The Supreme Court had said that the
present Collegium System needs improvement. The Supreme Court had said, please
take suggestions from the public of India. And, yes, hon. Sukhendu babu, you are
right, if you have any specific suggestions to give, I undertake that I will convey

it to the Judiciary that these are suggestions from some of my ...(Interruptions)...
SHRI SUKHENDU SEKHAR ROY: Parliament should decide ...(Interruptions)..

SHRI RAVI SHANKAR PRASAD: I will come to that. ...(Interruptions)... 1
will come to that debate part. ...(Interruptions)... Therefore, that point is fairly well
taken. About 3,500 suggestions came. We collated them and 1,450 have been gone
into. Now, Sir, why did the Supreme Court ask us to reframe it? My distinguished
colleague, hon. Bhupender Yadav, has very rightly stated that they framed four issues.
And, Sir, I have got the Judgement with me. Let me read from the Judgement itself
instead of quoting it otherwise. The concluding part of the Judgement says, 'The
Memorandum of Procedure may provide for any other matter considered appropriate
for ensuring transparency and accountability including interaction with the recommendee
by the Collegium of the Supreme Court, without sacrificing the confidentiality....
Earlier, they say, Sir, four issues, which they say very clearly. What the four issues
are:, '...existing Memorandum of Procedure with the object of considering criteria or
benchmark for the appointment of Judges of the higher judiciary, including widening
the zone of consideration; to introduce transparency in the matter of appointment; to
make the present procedure broad-based, by reducing supporting measures, etc.', and
then they say, ‘do like this’. Therefore, the Supreme Court itself acknowledges that

the Collegium System has a lot of limitations, which need improvement. The second
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thing they did acknowledge is that the element of transparency may be missing or
maybe not that prominent; therefore, reinforce the transparency mechanism. Thirdly,
let the appointment process be more predictable; therefore, come with an eligibility
condition in a more proper manner. These are the issues which they themselves stated.
Sir, these are not my views. But out of five Judges, one, hon. Justice Chelameswar,
was dissenting. Since he was dissenting, I am not reading that. But two hon. Judges
of the Supreme Court, who formed the majority of the five Judges, have written in
their Judgement, which is a public document, and, Sir, I would like to read that.
Sir, this judgment is by hon. Justice Madan B. Lokur. These are not my words;
I am quoting it, “But it must not be forgotten that the Executive had an equally-
important participative role in the integrated process of appointment of Judges. That
the Executive adopted a defeatist or an I-don’t-care attitude is most unfortunate.
The Collegium cannot be blamed for all the ills in the appointment of Judges. The
political Executive has to share the blame equally, if not more, since it mortgaged
its Constitutional responsibility of maintaining a check on what may be described
as the erroncous decision of the Collegium.” A Supreme Court Judge, who is part
of the majority, has written this judgment. I want to make it very clear that these

are not my words.

The second judgment is by Justice Kurien Joseph, again a distinguished Judge,
and this is a little long. Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, he comes from your State and
he is a very distinguished Judge of India. I have great personal regard for all the
Judges. He writes, “All told, all was and is not well. To that extent, I agree with
Chelameswar J. that the present Collegium system lacks transparency, accountability
and objectivity. The trust deficit has affected the credibility of the Collegium System,
as sometimes observed by the civil society. Quite often, very serious allegations, and
many a time not unfounded too, have been raised that its approach has been highly
subjective. Deserving persons have been ignored wholly for subjective reasons. Social
and other national realities were overlooked. Certain appointments were purposely
delayed so as either to benefit vested choices or to deny such benefits to the less
patronised. Selection of patronised or favoured persons were made in blatant violation
of the guidelines resulting in unmerited, if not, bad appointments. The dictatorial attitude
of the Collegium seriously affecting the self-respect and dignity, if not, independence
of Judges; the court, particularly the Supreme Court, often being styled as the Court
of the Collegium, the looking forward syndrome affecting impartial assessment, etc...”
These are not my words. These are the words of the Supreme Court and of the

majority of the Judges. And, what does he write ultimately? He writes, “The active
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silence of the Executive in not preventing such unworthy appointments was actually

one of the major problems.”

I would like to remind Mr. Vivek Tankha that the serious concern over the
creeping limitation of the collegium has never been expressed by us in such eloquent
words, where there is a recurrent recognition by two senior Judges in the majority
view that we have a role to play. We don’t wish to exercise veto at all. But, in the
consultation process, in the very nature of the limitations which the law has given to
us, we are trying to emphasise, and we shall continue to emphasise, that MoP needs
improvement for making it more transparent and more objective, so that it inspires

more confidence. That is what I have to say because I want to make it very clear.

Sir, I will take ten minutes and finish. It is an important issue. Kindly allow
me. Sir, the issue of reservation was raised by Shri Satish Chandra Misra. Sir, I
recall that while moving this Bill, I had, while replying to a concern raised by him
and Behan Mayawatiji, assured the House that a stage would come and we will
maintain a proper catalogue of good lawyers of the dalit community and the OBC
community, so that we can take a pool of those talented lawyers to be pushed up
for consideration. Because the Law Minister was to be there, unfortunately, all had
been struck down. I can only say that reservation in a single Constitutional post
is a larger debate. My good friend, Mr. D. Raja, talked about reservation for the
deprived. I am completely with him, as far as the rights of the deprived community
are concerned. Yes, | had said this while moving the Amendment Bill in the House,
and [ repeat it today, that the Judiciary of the day had to acknowledge that today,
the Judiciary has come into the focus of India’s governance system where those who
are marginalised, those who are poor, those who are SC, those who are ST, want to
have a stake, and that stake must come for the minorities, who are also competent.
I know, in this country, there are a good number of lawyers from these marginalised
communities who are competent lawyers. Why are they not being considered? That
is the question that has to be answered. I can assure you that it is the focus of
this Government that in the whole process, those people, who are ignored, must be
given a space. As the Law Minister of India in the Government, I will do whatever

I can. I want to assure that this will continue to be our endeavour.

Sir, certain larger questions have been raised. One of them is about the role of
the Chief Minister.

SHRI C. P. NARAYANAN: You mentioned nothing about 'women'.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is also included.
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SHRI RAVI SHANKAR PRASAD: Sir, I read it. In my letter itself, 'women'

was mentioned. ...(Interruptions)...
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Yes, that is mentioned. ...(Interruptions)...
AN HON. MEMBER: What about reservation for women? ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI RAVI SHANKAR PRASAD: I was coming to that. Since you have raised
this issue, I must reply to that. As far as the reservation in the higher Judiciary
is concerned, all the distinguished Members, Sukhenduji, Tulsiji, Misraji, Tankhaji
and others having knowledge of Constitution, know it very well that as of now,
in higher Judiciary, there is no reservation. The view is that, it is a Constitutional
post, and, if you think of reservation in a Constitutional post, you can't stop only
at the High Court Judges or the Supreme Court Judges, there is the Public Service
Commission, there is the Election Commission, there is CAG, there are many other
posts, you will have to think about that. But, there must be consistent endeavour
to ensure that these marginalized communities are there. Yes, women should also be

there. Why not? We will keep on thinking about that.
SHRI TIRUCHI SIVA: What about 'minorities'?

SHRI RAVI SHANKAR PRASAD: My great friend, Siva, in my letter itself, I
had mentioned that when I became a Minister in July, 2014. Obviously 'minorities';
why not? Definitely, they should be there.

1. M AT S F g HE B YHdT b aR W b 99 Sorn H !
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I think, hon. Members will have to acknowledge one thing. Sukhendu babu, 1
am not running away from debate in the Parliament. But you are a very seasoned
man who understands the Constitution. When I am discussing the whole MoP with
the hon. Judges, it is a process. Let that process be complete. I am dealing with
something sensitive. You must understand that, and I want to tell all the Members
that we are alive to the concerns that you have reflected here. Let that process be

complete. Surely, we will do our best.
SHRI SUKHENDU SEKHAR ROY: Thereafter, it can be discussed.

SHRI RAVI SHANKAR PRASAD: A lot of questions have been asked about

accountability and the role of this House. How can I run away from that? As a
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Member of this House, I want to convey to the hon. Member that when the judgement
came, the first comment, which I made as a Minister, was, "While upholding the
majesty of independence of Judiciary, the judgement has given a go-by to the majesty
of the supremacy of Parliament." I said it publicly. Some time or the other, this
Parliament will have to debate that larger issue. Our Constitution has given a very
specific role of law-making, governance, accountability to the Parliament; it includes
the fact that I am replying to this Calling Attention Motion moved by Mr. Vivek
Tankha; and, on behalf of Judiciary, the good points as also the minus points, I
am acknowledging. That is the degree of accountability, and I do not think this
constitutionally-recognized supreme power of the Parliament can be mitigated. But,
yes, one thing is there, the law passed by the Parliament or amendments are subject

to scrutiny by the Supreme Court. That is what they have done.
Now, I come to last three quick points. A lot of issues have been raised.
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You need to reply in brief.

SHRI RAVI SHANKAR PRASAD: Mr. Tulsi raised the issue of impasse. I want

to assure him that there is no impasse.

SHRI SATISH CHANDRA MISRA: Sir, let the reply come. It is a very important

issue.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I know it. That is why, two hours have been
given. Let us look at the watch. ...(Interruptions)... How much time was allowed?

...(Interruptions)... In place of one hour, I have allowed two hours.

SHRI SUKHENDU SEKHAR ROY: Sir, we want to listen to the Minister.

...(Interruptions)...
SHRI SATISH CHANDRA MISRA: Sir, we will sit one hour extra. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI RAVI SHANKAR PRASAD: Sir, I want to assure hon. Member, Shri K.
T. S. Tulsi, that there is no impasse. As I said, there is no veto, there is no impasse
also. But, yes, if the Supreme Court has asked us to frame this particular MoP, like
the previous judgement, in consultation with them, keeping the issue of accountability,
objectivity and fairness in mind, it is my duty to convey it in that consultation

process keeping that in mind, and, you will continue to have that. ...(Interruptions)...

Sir, Mr. Raja mentioned about certain acquittals. It is a serious matter. Mr. Raja,
with your wide parliamentary experience, I hope, you are aware that in India, we

have a principle called 'presumption of the innocence of the accused'. And we have
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a Judicial process. It has conviction, acquittal or reversal. But, yes, I take your point
that the Judiciary needs to have sensitivity in the case of a massacre. If Dalits have
been massacred, there has to be certain accountability of fixing the guilt on some
persons. That is important. Not only the trial but the investigation should also be
free and fair by those who are conducting the investigation. I think these issues
will have to be taken into consideration. Sir, I think I have by and large addressed
all the issues. ...(Interruptions)... Dr. K. Keshava Rao mentioned about the issue of
Telangana. In his own inimitable style, he has always been espousing the cause of
Telangana whenever I have had the occasion to hear him on legal issues. I want
to assure you that we are in discussion. Your point that Telangana needs to have
representation both in the subordinate and higher Judiciary is well taken. We are
looking into it. Allow us to have that process. That is all I can assure you. I think

with this 1 have addressed all the issues. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI SATISH CHANDRA MISRA: Sir, I had raised a question. ...(Interruptions)...
Since it was raised in the beginning, it has been left over. You have said that there are
more than 450 vacancies. The judges in the lower Judiciary retire at a particular age.
Why are their names not being cleared? Two, you have said that the hon. Supreme
Court had said that the Executive cannot sit silently when unworthy appointments
are being made. Can the Executive sit silently when worthy appointments are not
being made? We appreciate your stand and your action of sending letters to them
asking to send this category names and their subsequent successors also. But have
you returned the names saying that these names do not find place? The Executive

cannot sit silently if worthy appointments are not being made.

SHRI RAJEEV SHUKLA: Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, just one small question.

...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, no. ...(Interruptions).... 1 cannot allow all this.
...(Interruptions)... 1 have to start the debate on the Bill. ...(Interruptions).... No, no.

...(Interruptions)... If 1 allow...(Interruptions)...

SHRI RAJEEV SHUKLA: Sir, the hon. Minister has said that if there is consensus

in Parliament, he is willing to bring this Bill again. ...(Inferruptions)...
SHRI RAVI SHANKAR PRASAD: I did not say that. ...(Interruptions)..

SHRI RAJEEV SHUKLA: Who is preventing you from doing that? ...(Interruptions)...
You can always bring a Bill. There was consensus in Parliament. Ninety-nine per
cent people voted ...(Inferruptions)... You bring it again. ...(Interruptions)... We are
ready for that.
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MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I have to take up the Bill now. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI RAJEEV SHUKLA: Secondly, if the independence of the Judiciary does

not mean surrender to Judiciary ...(Interruptions)...
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That he has explained very well.
SHRI RAJEEV SHUKLA: Judiciary is ensuring probity in public life. ...(Interruptions)...
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The Minister has explained it very well. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI RAJEEV SHUKLA: What about probity within the Judiciary?

...(Interruptions)... Your comments should also be on that. ...(Interruptions)...

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He has already explained it. There is no need for
doing that. I have to take up the Bill. ...(Interruptions)... No, no. I have to take up
the Bill. ...(Interruptions)...

i ITola YaeT: AR, SHDT SIA1d AT MY, SHHT STard T8l AT 2 ... (FaET). ..
My 9% forg faer af ogul ... .

SHRI VIVEK K. TANKHA: Sir, what [ am saying is this. ...(Interruptions)...
My intent was to ignite a debate. And I have succeeded in doing that. Because
nobody was debating this in the country. ...(Inferruptions)... Two, I am saying that

...(Interruptions)...
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, no. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI VIVEK K. TANKHA: Today, the judgement of the Supreme Court as it
stands is final. Whatever we have to do, we have to do within the framework of

the Supreme Court. ...(Interruptions)...
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He has explained that very well. ...(Interruptions)...

SHRI VIVEK K. TANKHA: What [ am saying today is this. ...(Interruptions)...
The hon. Law Minister does not have that elbow room of a public interest

...(Interruptions)... which the newspapers have been supporting. ...(Interruptions)...
MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Do you have to say anything? ...(Interruptions)...

sft I SR UNIE: WX, HEA G dg s St 7 S 91 del 7, § St
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it and expedite it. Sir, today, 478 vacancies are there. About 200-plus appointments

are in process. The rest also I am expediting. Kindly don’t forget that the judgement

came in December and in January we told the Chief Justice to kindly initiate the
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appointment again. We have taken initiative ourselves. I know that regardless of
the reservation of the House, there is a judgement of the Supreme Court which we
have accepted in all humility and we are working according to the parameters set

by them. Sir, I am deeply grateful to you for providing me this opportunity.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Thank you. I actually congratulate every Member
who participated in the discussion. The discussion was of high level. It was very

informative for me also. I congratulate the Minister on explaining it very well.

GOVERNMENT BILL

The Enforcement of Security Interest and Recovery of Debts Laws and

Miscellaneous Provisions (Amendment) Bill, 2016

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Now, we will take up the Enforcement of Security
Interest and Recovery of Debts Laws and Miscellaneous Provisions (Amendment)
Bill, 2016. Shri Arun Jaitley to move.

THE MINISTER OF FINANCE, AND THE MINISTER OF CORPORATE
AFFAIRS (SHRI ARUN JAITLEY): Sir, I move:

That the Bill further to amend the Securitisation and Reconstruction of
Financial Assets and Enforcement of Security Interest Act, 2002, the
Recovery of Debts due to Banks and Financial Institutions Act, 1993, the
Indian Stamp Act, 1899, and the Depositories Act, 1996, and for matters
connected therewith or incidental thereto, as passed by Lok Sabha, be taken

into consideration.
The question was proposed.

DR. T. SUBBARAMI REDDY (Andhra Pradesh): Mr. Deputy Chairman, Sir, I
rise to speak on the Enforcement of Security Interest and Recovery of Debts Laws
and Miscellaneous Provisions (Amendment) Bill, 2016, which was passed by Lok
Sabha on Ist August, 2016. Earlier, it was referred to a Joint Committee of both

Houses for examination, and the Committee submitted its Report in July, 2016.

I am very happy in welcoming this Bill. The Bill aims to strengthen the hands
of the banks and financial institutions to recover the money from the debtors, to
whom they have given loans, making the banks strong and also taking the initiative
to facilitate new investments, which will ultimately lead to higher economic growth.

We appreciate that.



