
The Supreme Court on Wed-
nesday gave the Centre and
the States eight weeks to fi�ll
the vacancies in the consum-
er disputes redressal
commissions.

“Is there some muhurrat
required for taking steps?
States are defeating the pur-
pose for which the consum-
er protection laws have been
made... they have been
made for the benefi�t of peo-
ple,” Justice Sanjay Kishan
Kaul, heading a Bench, in-
cluding Justice Hrishikesh
Roy, said.

The Bench asked the
Centre to conduct a compre-
hensive “legislative impact
study” on the Consumer
Protection Act, 2019.

“We want to know the im-
pact of this legislation on liti-
gation,” Justice Kaul said.
The court gave the govern-
ment four weeks to com-
plete the study. When the
government complained
about the paucity of time,
Justice Kaul said, “You make
legislation instantly. You
rush through so many
things, you can rush through
this too...” 

‘Is it deliberate?’
The court asked if the go-
vernments, both at the
Centre and in the States, had
deliberately kept the vacan-
cies pending to dissuade pe-

ople from fi�ling complaints.
“You don’t want com-

plaints to be processed, for
citizens to get justice? There
is no manpower, there is no
infrastructure.... People get
fed up. You say ‘we will get
this thing done’ or ‘we will
get that thing done’, and
then nothing happens. You
seem to have only vacancies
and not appointments,” Jus-
tice Kaul slammed the go-
vernments. The legislative
intent behind the Consumer
Protection Act was to em-
power ordinary citizens, he
noted.

“However, the ground
reality is diff�erent. There is
little attempt made to tran-
slate the legislative intent to
administrative infrastruc-
ture, facilities, staff�, mem-
bers in order for the func-
tioning of the consumer
disputes commissions,” the
Bench stated. 

The Centre had dilly-dal-
lied over the appointments
of members in the National

Commission.
Additional Solicitor-Gen-

eral Aman Lekhi, for the
Centre, said there was litiga-
tion in the court regarding
the tenure of tribunal mem-
bers. The Centre was waiting
for its outcome. Mr. Lekhi al-
so referred to the recent
passing of the Tribunal Re-
forms Bill of 2021, which had
the same provisions regard-
ing tenure and so on as the
Tribunals Reforms (Rational-
isation and Conditions of
Service) Ordinance, 2021
that was struck down by the
court in the recent verdict in
the Madras Bar Association
case. The to and fro of litiga-
tion and legislation had
caused “confusion”, delay-
ing appointments.

Justice Kaul addressed the
law offi�cer, “Somebody will
keep challenging. Now, so-
mebody will challenge this
law too... That does not
mean you stop appoint-
ments. Mr. Lekhi, when you
want to do something, there
is no ‘confusion’. My ques-
tion is simple. You have ap-
pointed four persons, when
are you appointing the re-
maining three people? You
need to have the requisite
number of people to deal
with the cases fi�led”. 

The court said if it could
ask the States to comply with
a eight-week deadline, it
could “jolly well” ask the
Centre to do the same thing.
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