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| TEM NO. 105 COURT NO. 1 SECTI ON Xl
SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
Cvil Appeal No(s). 2740/2007

STATE OF U.P. & ORS Appel | ant ('s)
VERSUS

ALL U.P. CONSUMER PROTECTI ON BAR ASS. Respondent (s)

W TH

WP.(C) No. 164/2002
O fice Report)

Date : 31/08/ 2016 This appeal was called on for hearing today.
CORAM :
HON&#39; BLE THE CHI EF JUSTI CE
HON&#39; BLE MR. JUSTI CE A M KHANW LKAR
HON&#39; BLE DR. JUSTI CE D. Y. CHANDRACHUD
For Appellant(s) M. Vikrant Yadav, Adv.
M. Mikul Singh, Adv.
M. Gaurav Dhingra, Adv.

M. V. N Raghupat hy, Adv.

For Respondent(s) M. R Bal asubranaani an, Adv.
M. Santosh Kurmar, Adv.
M. MK Maroira, Adv.
M. S . VWasim A Qadri, Adv.
M. S.S. Rawat, Adv.
M. Shekhar VWyas, adv.
M. D. S. Mhra, Adv.
M. Ajay Pal, Adv.
M. Arun K. Sinha, Adv.
M. Avijit Bhattacharjee, Adv.
M. Balaji Srinivasan, Adv.
M . Suryanarayana Si ngh, AAG
MS. Pragati Neekhra, Adv.
M. Gunnam Venkat eswar a Rao, Adv.
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M . Khwai r akpam Nobi n Si ngh, Adv.
M. S. K. Pabbi, AAG
Ms. Di sha Singh, Adv.
M . Shivendu, Adv.
M. Kul dip Singh, Adv.
M. Sapam Biswajit Meitei, adv.
M. Z.H lsaac Haiding, adv.
M. Ashok Kumar Singh, Adv.
M. S.S. Shanshery, AAG
M. Anit Sharma, adv.
M. Ankit Raj, adv.
M5. Ruchi Kohli, Adv.
M. Rajesh Shrivastava, adv.
MS. Sandeep Jha, Adv.
M. Raj esh Shrivastava, Adv.
M. Krishnand Pandey, Adv.
M. Anrendra Kumar Choubey, Adv.

Naresh K. Sharma, Adv.
Ni she Raj en Shonker, Adv.
Pradeep M sra, Adv.

Raj esh Srivastava, Adv.
Ranj an Mukherj ee, Adv.
Ravi ndra Kumar, Adv.

R Gopal akri shnan, Adv.
R Sat hi sh, Adv.

s. Anil Katiyar, Adv.
Sanjay R Hegde, Adv.
S. Srinivasan, Adv.

T. Harish Kumar, Adv.
Tushar Bakshi, Adv.

V. G Pragasam Adv.
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MS. Aruna Mat hur, Adv.

M. Yusuf Khan, Adv.

M . Avneesh Arput ham Adv.

MS. Anur adha Ar put ham Adv.

M s Arput ham Adv.
Aruna & Co., Adv.

M. Ashut osh Kumar Sharna, Adv.

MS. Rachana Srivastava, Adv.
Ms. C. K Sucharita, Adv.
M s Corporate Law G oup, Adv.
M. K. V.Jagdi shvaran, Adv.

Ms. G Indira, Adv.
Ms. Hemanti ka Wahi, Adv.
Ms. K. Enatoli Semm, Adv.
Ms. Sandhya Goswarmi , Adv.

M. T. V. Ratnam Adv.
UPON hearing the counsel the Court made the follow ng

ORDER
e had by our Or der dat ed 14. 01. 2016 appoi nt ed a
Conmitted conpri sing Honé&#39; bl e Dr. Justice Arijit Pasayat , For mer

Judge, Supr ene Court of I ndi a, Honé&#39; bl e Ms. Justi ce Rekha Shar na,
For mer Judge, Hi gh Court of Del hi and t he Secretary to Gover nient
of India, Department of Consumer Affairs or his nominee with a view

to havi ng t he i nfrastructural and ot her requirenents in Nat i ona
Consuner redressal Commi ssi on, State Commi ssi ons and t he District

Fora  exam ned and possi bly r enoved by al | owi ng t he Conmittee to
make suitabl e reconmendat i ons to t hat ef f ect to t he State

Gover nient s concer ned. Para 9 of the said order specifically
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mentions that upon conpletion of the deliberations qua each State,

t he Committee would forward its reconmendat i ons to the State
Gover nnent concer ned for t he Gover nnent to t ake appropriate st eps
in t he matt er in a tinme-bound manner . A copy of t he
recomendati ons was al so required to be submitted to this Court to

enabl e this Court to i ssue appropriate directions in case t he

recomendat i ons made by t he Conmittee wer e not accepted or not

i npl emented by the State Governnnment concer ned.

The Committee has by now visited 12 States in the country and

submitted two interim reports. From a reading of para 8 of t he
second interimreport, it appears that the Committee has not so far

f or war ded any recomendat i ons to t he State Governnment s concer ned

for r enoval of t he deficiencies nor is it very cl ear whet her t he
Commi ttee has identified t he defi ci enci es in t he infrastructure

needed by the concerned State Commi ssions and the District FORA in

di fferent States whi ch t he Conmittee has by now visited. The
Conmittee it appears is now visiting t he remai ni ng St ates for

di scussi on and del i berati ons. Wi | e it is true t hat some of t he
directions whi ch t he Conmittee may eventual ly i ssue may require

country wi de deliberations and consultations, there nmay be certain

other areas which may be State specific in terns of the deficiency

in the existing infrastructure in a particular State or St at es.

The spirit of the order passed by us envisages such deficiencies to
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be i dentified by t he Conmittee and poi nt ed out to t he State
Governnments so that the State Governnents can take steps to renove

t he sane in a tine bound manner . In case t he State Gover nient s
fail to do so, t he matt er coul d be t aken up by this Court on
judicial side for appropriate directions. Since the Committee does

not appear to have identified t he nat ure and ext ent of t he
deficiencies in t he St ates al r eady vi si ted, there is no room for

i ssue of any directions by this Court at this st age. W wer e

wondering  whet her t he Committee could do so without any  further
del ay especially when it would help the State Commi ssions and the
District For a in di fferent St ates i mensel y as t he r enoval of

t he



defi ci enci es noti ced therein may not have to wai t till t he

Conmittee conpletes the visit to other States. We hope and trust
t hat t he Conmittee appreci ates t he or der passed by this Court
t he above spirit and i ssues directions wher ever it finds t hat

facilities are in any manner deficient.
Wth these observations we adjourn these matters by six weeks
to enable the Cormittee to subnit a further report keeping in view
the observations made above.
Post on Friday i.e. 21.10.2016.
(Shashi Sareen) (Veena Kher a)

AR- cum PS Court Master
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