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WRI T PETITION (ClVIL) NO 310 OF 1996
PRAKASH SI NGH & ORS. Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

Uuol. & ORS Respondent ( s)
(For directions with office report)
Date: 08/11/2010 This Matter was called on for hearing today.
CORAM :

HON BLE THE CHI EF JUSTI CE

HON BLE MR JUSTI CE AFTAB ALAM

HON BLE MR JUSTI CE K. S. RADHAKRI SHNAN
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... 3/ -

-3 -
M. Rajiv Nanda, Adv.

M. Copal Prasad, Adv.

M. Rajesh Srivastava, Adv.

M. Pragyan P. Sharnma, Adv.
M. P.V. Yogeswaran, Adv.

Ms. Anitha Shenoy, Adv.

M. Atul Jha, Adv.
M . Dharnmendra Kunmar Si nha, Adv.

M. T.V.George, Adv.
M . Radha Shyam Jena, Adv.

Ms. Rachana Srivast ava, Adv.

M. Ashoka Kumar Thakur, Adv.

M. MP. Jha, Adv.
M . Ram Ekbal Roy, Adv.
M . Harshvar dhan Jha, Adv.
Ms. A. Subhashi ni, Adv.
M. Ravi ndra Keshavrao Adsure, Adv.

M. Tara Chandra Sharnm, Adv.

Ms. Neel am Shar ma, Adv.

&

Bi nu Tant a, Adv.



Sushnma Suri, Adv.

S. R Si ngh, Sr. Adv.
Manoj K. M shra, Adv.

M. @nnam Venkat eswar a Rao, Adv.
Manoj Dwi vedi, Adv.

Ashok H. Desai, Sr. Adv.
T. R Andhyaruji na, Sr. Adv.
M. T. Harish Kumar, Adv.
P. Prasant h, Adv.
V. Vasudevan, Adv.

SS 55 5 55 %

M. Jana Kal yan Das, Adv.
.4 -

4 -

V.G Pragasam Adv.

S.J. Aristotle, Adv.

S. Prabu Ramasubr amani an, Adv.
L. A J. Sel vam Adv.

Manj it Singh, Addl . AG
Kamal Mohan CGupt a, Adv.

Nar esh K. Shar ma, Adv.

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

Sanj ay V. Kharde, Adv.
Asha Gopal an Nair, Adv.

Mani sh Si nghvi, AAG Raj ast han
D. K. Devesh, Adv.

Sahil S. Chauhan, Adv.

M1l ind Kumar, Adv.

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

A. Mari ar put ham Adv. Genl ., Si kki m
Aruna Mat hur, Adv.

Amar j eet Singh G rsa, Adv.

Yusuf Khan, Adv.

Suni | Fer nandes, Adv.
Si dhant h Goel , Adv.
Renu CGupt a, Adv.

Sanj ay Pari kh, Adv.
Ani sh R Shah, Adv.
Mant a Saxena, Adv.
A. N. Singh, Adv.
Soumya Ray, Adv.

Aj ay Pal, Adv.
P. V. Di nesh, Adv.

. Sindhu T.P., Adv.
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UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER



As far back as on 22nd Septenber, 2006, this Court in the case of Prakash Singh & O's. vs. Un
on of Indiain Wit Petition (C) No.310 of 1996, since reported in 2006 (8) S.C.C. 1 issued, in
ter alia, six directives to the State Governnments in respect of State Security Conm ssion, se
ection of mininumtenure of DG, mninumtenure of 1G of Police and other officers, separation
of investigation, setting up of Police Establishnment Board and setting up of Police Conplaint
Aut hority.
By Order dated 16th May, 2008, in I.A Nos.20-38 with I.A No.3 in Wit Petition (C) No.310 of
1996, in the matter of inplenentation of the above directions, Thomas Committee was constitut
ed and it was directed to submit it’s Report within three nonths. The terns and conditions on
whi ch the Report was sought was also stipulated in the said Order, which reads as under

1) To exanine the affidavits filed by the different States and the Union Territories in conpl
iance to the Court’s direction with reference to ground realities.

2) Advise the respondents wherever the inplenentation is falling short of the Court’s order, a
fter considering the respondents’ stated difficulties in inplenentation

3) Bring to the notice of the Court any genui ne problens the respondents rmay have in view of t
he specific conditions prevailing in a State or Union Territory.
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4) Exanine the new |l egislations enacted by different States regarding the police to see whet he
r these are in conpliance with the letter and spirit of the Court’s directions.

5) Apprise the Court about unnecessary objections or delays on the part of any respondent so th
at appropriate followup action could be taken agai nst that respondent.

6) Subnmit a status report on conpliance to this Court every six nonths.

The Conmittee shall be provided necessary infrastructure and required financial assistance by

the Governnent of India (the Mnistry of Home Affairs/Bureau of Police Research and Devel opnen
t (BPRD) to enable it to carry on its functions. The Conmittee may, if necessary, visit a par
ticular State for discussing any matter relating to inplenentation with the officers of that S
tate. Hone Mnistry is directed to deposit Rs.10 |l akhs with the Secretary General of Suprene

Court towards initial expenses of the Comittee.

The Conmittee will function initially for a period of two years only. This Hon' ble Court nay,
however, extend its |ife span, if considered necessary.

The final Report of the Thomas Conmittee dated 23rd August, 2010, has now been submitted to th
is Court and the sanme has been received by alnost all States appearing before us, particularly
, States of Karnataka, Mharashtra, Uttar Pradesh and West Bengal. W regret to say that, ti

| today, nobst of the directions given by this Court init’'s
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Order dated 22nd Sept enber, 2006, have remai ned non-conpliant. To begin with, the Thomas Com
mttee has given a chart, which is quoted at Page 12 of the conpilation given by the |earned a
m cus curi ae,

whi ch indi cates non-conpliance, partial conpliance, marginal conpliance and in the end, to say
the | east, paper conpliance. None of the above States have issued appropriate notification/G
overnment Order on the directions given by this Court in it’'s Oder dated 22nd Septenber, 2006

In the circunstances, we hereby issue notice, in the first instance, to the followi ng four Sta
tes:

[i] Kar nat aka;
[ii]Maharashtra;
[fii]Utar Pradesh; and
[1v]West Bengal .

We hereby direct the Chief Secretary of each of the above four States to remain present in thi
s Court on the next date of hearing, i.e., 6th Decenber, 2010. The said notice will be showc
ause notice which the States will have to reply through the Chief Secretary as to why the six

directions given in the Order dated 22nd Septenber, 2006, have not been conpli ed.

W may reiterate that each of the States have appeared through their respective advocates befo



re us. They have stated that they are in receipt of the Report of Thonas Committee.
The matter shall stand over to 6th Decenber, 2010, at 2.00 p.m

[ T.1. Rajput ][ Madhu Saxena ]
A R -cumP. S Assi stant Regi strar



