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SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

WRIT PETITION (ClVIL) NO 243 OF 2005

RAJI VE RATURI Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

UNION OF I NDI A & ORS. Respondent ( s)

(Wth appl n(s) for exenption fromfiling O T. and office report)

Wth Wit Petition (C No.228 of 2006
(Wth appln(s) for exenption fromfiling OT. and office report)

Date: 06/01/2011 These Matters were called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE THE CHI EF JUSTI CE
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE K. S. PANI CKER RADHAKRI SHNAN
HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE SWATANTER KUVAR

For Petitioner(s) Colin Gonsal ves, Sr. Adv.
Ritu Kumar, Adv.

Jyoti Mendiratta, Adv.
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For Respondent (s) Arun K. Sinha, Adv.
S.WA. Qadri, Adv.
Asha G Nair, Adv.
Mukesh Ver ma, Adv.
Ani | Katiyar, Adv.

Gopal Si ngh, Adv.
Ri turaj Biswas, Adv.

Gopal Si ngh, Adv.
Mani sh Kumar, Adv.

Hemant i ka Wahi , Adv.
Nupur Kanungo, Adv.
Jesal , Adv.
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Kam ni Jai swal , Adv.
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Radha Rangaswarmy, Adv.
M T. George, Adv.

A. Mari arput ham AG., Sikkim
Aruna Mat hur, Adv.

Yusuf Khan, Adv.

Avneesh Arput ham Adv.

Megha Gaur, Adv.

Ms. Arputham Aruna & Co., Adv.
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Ashok Bhan, Adv.
Suni t a Shar ma, Adv.
S. S. Rawat, Adv.
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Director, Transport,

Goa
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M Khairati, Adv.
D. S. Mahr a, Adv.

Bhavani shankar V. Gadni s, Adv.
B. Sunita Rao, Adv.

Ni ranj ana Si ngh, Adv.
Ranj an Miukherj ee, Adv.
V. K. Ver g, Adv.

D. Bharat hi Reddy, Adv.

Khwai r akpam Nobi n Si ngh, Adv.
Sapam Bi swajit Mitei, Adv.

Ani | Shrivast av, Adv.
Ri turaj Biswas, Adv.

Ashok K. Srivastava, Adv.
Asha G Nair, Adv.

Sushma Suri, Adv.

Sanjay R Hegde, Adv. (N P)
V. N. Raghupat hy, Adv.

R. Nedumar an, Adv.

Rat an Kumar Choudhuri, Adv.
Brahrmaj eet M shra, Adv.
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Raj Singh Rana, Adv.
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Navneet Kumar, Adv.
Ms. Corporate Law Group, Advs.

At ul Jha, Adv.

Raj esh Srivastava, Adv.

D. Mahesh Babu, Adv.
Ramesh Al | anki , Adv.

Jati nder Kumar Bhati a, Adv.

Pragyan P. Sharma, Adv.
P. V. Yogeswar an, Adv.

Anuvr at Shar ma, Adv.

Mani sh Si nghvi , AAG
D. K. Devesh, Adv.
Sahi| S. Chauhan, Adv.
M 1ind Kunmar, Adv.

B. S. Bant hi a, Adv.

Vi kas Upadhyay, Adv.

G Prakash, Adv.

Nar esh K. Shar ma, Adv.

Tara Chandra Shar nm, Adv.

Neel am Shar nma, Adv.
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V.G Pragasam Adv.

S.J. Aristotle, Adv.

Prabu Ramasubr anmani an, Adv.
Nandi ni Gor e, Adv.

Ameet Si ngh, Adv.

Bharat Ram Adv.

Praveen Swar up, Adv.

Gopal Prasad, Adv.

Susm ta Lal, Adv.

T.V. GCeorge, Adv.
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Aj ay Pal, Adv.
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Manj it Singh, AAG
Hari kesh Si ngh, Adv.
Kamal Mohan CGupt a, Adv.

Edwar d Bel ho, Adv.
K. Enatoli Senm, Adv.

5= =5%

UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng

ORDER
On goi ng t hr ough t he provi si ons of
Per sons with Disabilities (Equal Qpportunities

Protection of Rights and Full Participation) Act,

1995 [for short, *1995 Act’], prima facie, we are

satisfied that several inportant statutory duties

have renmai ned non-conpliant till date. We are not
even sure as to whether the Central Co-ordination

Conmittee has been duly constituted under Section 3

by the Central Government, as provided in 1995 Act.

In the circunstances, we are hereby directing the

Central Gover nnent to provi de us t he fol |l owi ng
informati on within four weeks from today:

(i) Whet her t he Central Co-
ordi nation Committee has been
constituted under Section 3 of 1995

Act . If not, we would like to know

within what period the said Committee
woul d be constituted in accordance with

the Act.

(i) | f Central Co-ordi nation
Commi ttee has been constituted, whether
such Comi ttee has gi ven

directions/guidelines to the State Co-
ordi nati on Conmmi ttees under 1995 Act.

I f such guidelines exist, they should
be annexed to the affidavit.
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(rii) We al so want to know whet her any
f unds have been disbursed to the State
Co-ordi nati on Commi tt ees. | f so,
whet her utilisation certificates have
been issued by the State Governnent
fromtinme to tine.

Thi s order is strictly based on
provi sions of 1995 Act, particularly, Sections 3,
8, 13 and 18 and the provisions of Chapters VII and

VIl of 1995 Act. W make it clear that if the
States do not enforce the National Building Code of
India as wel | as t he gui del i nes i ssued by

Central Public Wrks Departnent, we would be taking
contenpt proceedi ngs, for which the petitioner(s)
could nove before this Court.

The Wit petitions shal | stand over
four weeks.

[ Al ka Dudeja ] [ Madhu Saxena ]
A R -cumP. S Assi stant Regi strar
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