ITEM No.3 Court KNo. SECTION =221

STPREME COURT OF INDIA
RECORD OF FROCEEDINGS

. WRIT PSTITION (C) NO.310 OF 1986

PRAKASH SINGH & ORE. Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

U.0.I. & ORS. Respondent (s)

(With appln. (s) for extension of time and clarification/modification of
Court's order and directions)

Date : 11/01/2007 The Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
BON'BLE TEE CEIEF JUSTICE
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE C.K. THAKKER
HON'SLE MR. JUSTICE R.V. RAVEENDRAN
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Ms. Rachana Srivastava, Adv.
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Mr. V.G.Pragasam, Adv.
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Jpon hearing counsel the Court made the following
ORDER

Urgent need to usher in police reforms has
been recelving attention of 2ll concerned
Governments, authorities and bodies for about
three decades. Varicus Commissions and Committees
were set up which gave their reports. As far pack
as in November, 1877, the Government of India had
appointed National Police Commission which gave
reporte in number c¢f volumes after examining the

matter frerm various angles for nearly fours years.

12,

A petition filed in this Court ultimately resulte
in issue o¢f directions by Judgement and orcer
dated 22™ September, 2005, in Prakash Singh & Ors.
vs. Upnion of India & Ors. (2006 (& ) S.C.C.1l).
The sHudgement refers to the reports of the
Naticnal Pclice Commission and cther committees.



devotion and accountability of the pocliice has to

be only tc the rule of law. In fact, ncne
disputed then or now the need tc introduce the
police reforms, It alsc cannot Dbe seriously

questioned that these reforms have ta Dbe
introduced wery expeditiously now. The judgement
further notices that the supervision and control
has to be such that it ensures that the police
serwes p=cple without any regard, whatsovever, to
the statuz or position of any person while
investigating & crime or taking preventive
measures. It's role has to be cdefined so that, in
appropriate cases, where on s&cccount of acts cof
omiggion and commission of police, rule of law
pecomes a casualt}, guilty pclice cfficers are
brought tc book and appropriate action taken
without any <Zelay.

The directions in the Jjudgement were issued
after hearing, besides counsel for the petiticner,
learned Solicitor General for the Union of India,
Ms. Indu Malhotra, learned counsel representing
National Human Rights Commission, Ms. Swati Mets,
learned counzel appearing for Commonwealtihn BHuman
Rights Initiatives. It is pertinent to note that
notice of the petition was given to all the State
Governments/Union Territories. When the arguments
ware heard, none of the State Goveraments/Union
Te-ritories made any submission or suggestion that
the suggesticns given 1n the reports either oy the
National BHuman Righte Commission or in Rebeiroc
Committee cor Sorabjee Committee or in the Pclice
Commission e nct accepted. Same pesition was
takxer by the learned Solicitor General whe
appeared Zor the Government of India in the
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