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PREFACE

I, the Chairman of the Department-related Parligamy Standing Committee on Human
Resource Development, having been authorized b@timemittee, present this Two Hundred and
Twenty-ninth Report of the Committee on the Arctlis(Amendment) Bill, 2010*.

2. The Architects (Amendment) Bill, 2010 was inwodd in the Rajya Sabha on 31
August, 2010. In pursuance of Rule 270 relatin@pépartment-related Parliamentary Standing
Committees, the Chairman, Rajya Sabha referred®*BHl to the Committee on 13 September,
2010 for examination and report within two months.

3. The Committee considered the Bill in four sijsnheld on 9,18 November and 21
December, 2010 and 17 January, 2011.

4, The Committee heard the Secretary, Departmentiglier Education on 9 November,
representatives of the Council of Architecture dh Movember and the All India Council
Technical Education on 21 December, 2010 on varpoagisions of the Bill.

5. The Committee, while drafting the Report, reledthe following:-

® Background Note on the Bill and Note on clauséshe Bill received from the
Department of Higher Education;

(i) Presentation made and clarifications given the Secretary, Department of
Higher Education;

(i) Feedback received from the Department on the aquesire and the issues
raised by the Members during the course of theardlence of the Secretary;

(iv) Oral evidence of the Council of Architecture anglies of the Council to the
guestionnaire; and

(v) Oral evidence of the All India Council for Techrlidaducation and feedback
received from them on the questionnaire.

7. The Committee considered the Draft Report onBileand adopted the same in its
meeting held on 17 January, 2011.

8. For facility of reference, observations and recomdagions of the Committee have been
printed in bold letters at the end of the Report.

NEW DELHI; OSCAR FERNANDES
JANUARY 17, 2011 Chairman,
PAUSA 12, 1932 (Saka) Department-related Parliamentary

Standing Committee on Human Resource Development

(ii)

*Published in Gazette of India Extraordinary Pa@éction 2 dated the 3August, 2010
** Rajya Sabha Parliamentary Bulletin Parit. 47658 dated the 1$eptember, 2010




REPORT
[ Introduction

1.1 The Architects (Amendment) Bill, 2010 was introddde the Rajya
Sabha on 31 August, 2010 and referred to the Dmpattrelated
Parliamentary Standing Committee on Human Resdbes&lopment on 13
September, 2010 for examination and report thereon.
1.2 The Architects (Amendment) Bill, 2010 seekaitwend the Architects
Act, 1972 which was enacted to provide for the segtion of Architects
and for matters connected therewith. Exercise ghteadministrative and
financial functions by the Council of Architectuseyond those stipulated in
the Architects Act, 1972 and non-adherence to theca of the Central
Government in certain cases have been cited amdirefactors responsible
for the proposed legislation in its Statement ofe®ts and Reasons. The
Bill, accordingly, proposes to omit the words ‘iamtil his successor has
been duly elected or nominated, whichever is latersub-section (1) of
Section 6 so that the office bearers do not costiouremain in the Council
beyond the stipulated period of three years orgtbend that the successor
has not been duly elected or nominated. It furfh@poses to insert new
sections 10A and 10B conferring power upon the @éovernment to -
(a) issue, in the public interest for reasons ® recorded in
writing, directions to the Council as it thinkis f which inter-
alia, include directing the Council of Artddture to make
or amend regulations within the periods specifisd the Central
Government; and
(b) supersede the Council of Architecture fogripd not

exceeding two years in case the Council is unablperform, or



has persistently made default in the performantethe duty
imposed on it by or under the Architects Act, 29@r has
exceeded or abused its powers, or has willfully without
sufficient cause failed to comply with any directiissued by the
Central Government.

Il Background of the Bill

2.1 Background Note submitted by the Departmentiigher Education

dwelt upon the developments necessitating the thrgevery significant

modifications in the Act. The Committee was giverunderstand that after
the year 2000, certain disturbing trends startechgoenoticed in the

functioning of the Council of Architecture. Encrbacents upon the
functions of AICTE and upon the areas of other bsfiuthorities,

exceeding of its powers and belittling the roleeitral Government and
State Governments, complaint by the Indian IngitftArchitects (ll1A) and

increasing number of court cases have been quotgport thereof.

2.2 The Committee had the opportunity to interadhwhe Secretary,

Department of Higher Education on the Bill on 9 Bmber, 2010. In this
meeting, besides the representatives of the Depattraxperts, both former
and presently associated with the Council and edpoesentatives of the
Indian Institute of Architecture and Jamia Milidaisia University were

present. Interaction with these witnesses enalbledCommittee to make an
assessment about the ground realities behind tdpoged legislation.

2.3 The Committee was informed that over the yeas; visible gaps in

the principal Act leading to degradation of itsaitijves were being noticed.
Accordingly, provision regarding issuing of direxts by the Central
Government was being proposed. In the event of direlttions not being

complied with, enabling provision for supersesabthe Council was being



incorporated. Fixed term of three years for the ivens of the Council, not
only to check their continuance indefinitely bus@lko ensure transparency
was the other amendment proposed to be brougfthie.Committee was
given to understand that the proposed amendmentsinwdine with similar
provisions enshrined in Acts governing similarts@ary bodies like UGC
and AICTE.

2.4 Certain very pertinent queries touching upoe tircumstances/
development leading to the proposed legislation ewesised by the
Members. Consultation with the Council; Architeétst, 1972, vis-a-vis
AICTE Act, 1987; MoU between COA and AICTE, effwa of the
proposed amendments; their adverse impact on thena@my of a
professional body; level of coordination betweengieeering and
architectural framework in advanced economies lkermany, England,
China; role and responsibility of the Council andn@al Government and
Report of the Expert Group were the main issaesed by the Members.
Attention of the Secretary was also drawn to théitjuof this exercise in
the light of the proposed Umbrella Legislation teig to higher education
whereunder all the professional councils were pseddo be subsumed.
2.5 In response, while emphasizing the hands-ofbr@gch of the
Department in all the proposed legislations on digleducation, the
Secretary drew the attention of the Committee @ fdoct that inherent
drawbacks being noticed in the functioning of theufxil necessitated
somewhat different handling of the present LegmtatBroadly outlining
the history of the Architects Act since 1972, diitam of the Committee was
drawn to the signing of MoU between COA and AICTi:tbe initiative of
the then Chairman of AICTE and working of both e th Councils in a

co-ordinated manner. The Committee was given terstdnd that the MoU



had to be called off in 2003 primarily due to COdirgy beyond its mandate.
It was also indicated that majority of the professils were not happy with
the functioning of the Council. Also there was aeaheor bringing in
comprehensive changes in the principal Act whicth been there for more
than thirty years. The Committee was given to ustded that substantive
amendments required to be made in the Act woul@lken care of under the
proposed legislation relating to the over-archirgtibhal Commission for
Higher Education. The proposed amendments bef@eCttmmittee were
meant for streamlining the day-to-day functionirfgttte Council, with no
increase of element of bureaucratization.

2.6 On a specific query about the problems beiregdan the holding of
elections, representative of the Indian InstituteAochitects apprised the
Committee that under section 3 (a) of the Act, tides were conducted in
2007 for electing five architects as members of@oeincil by IIA and the
names of the elected members were sent to the €danaotifying the
same in the Official Gazette. However, the procedirelection by IIA was
challenged in the Chennai High Court which ruledawour of IIA, upheld
by the Division Bench subsequently. Ruling of thigiHCourt could not be
effected due to COA filing SLP before the Suprenmi© Not only this,
nominations made to the Council by eleven Statee@ouents remained
unaccepted by the Council. It was impressed uperCttmmittee that names
of all members elected/nominated to the Councildedeto be notified
without any further delay.

2.7 The Committee was also given to understanddinatto the Council's
undue interference in architectural education bdyitsimandate, autonomy
of educational institutions/Universities was beirgncroached upon.

Mandatory condition of qualifying National Aptitudeest of Architecture



for admission, training of teachers by Nationatitnge of Advanced Studies
in Architecture (NIASA), non-auditing of account®lating to funds
generated by COA were some of the uncalled fovities undertaken by it.
It was finally impressed upon the Committee thatphoposed amendments
would lead to streamlining of the functioning of E®y having a higher
authority taking corrective measures, wheneveriredu

28 With a view to have an objective assessment thé
circumstances/alleged deviations by COA compelling Government to
bring in the amendments to the Act, the Committedd hextensive
deliberations with the representatives of the Cowmc18 November, 2010.
Drawing the attention of the Committee to the cosiman of the Council,
its President dwelt upon the functioning of the @mulsince its inception.
The Committee was informed that like other prof@sal bodies, the
Council had been regulating both the architecpucdession and education
from 1972. Situation changed with the coming irdocé of AICTE Act in
1987. With the incorporation of the word 'architeet under the definition
of the term 'technical education’ in the AICTE Awobth the Councils were
entrusted the same task of regulating architectedaication. In order to
remove any over-lapping in the functioning of theu@cils, an MoU was
signed by both of them. Broadly speaking, it preddhat COA would
continue regulating architectural education, i.@isiting institutions
periodically, specifying entry-level qualifications duration,
gualification/standards of teachers/staff, infrastire and equipment,
carrying out inspections conducted by experts agpdi by Council,
forwarding the inspection reports as cleared bybdkecutive Committee to
AICTE. AICTE was assigned the responsibility ofuisg the final letter of

approval or continuation to institutions. Till 2Q0both the Councils
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continued to function smoothly as per the MoU. Heere thereafter, MoU
was unilaterally withdrawn by AICTE. Attorney Gemkrwas then
approached by COA for his advice in the matter. dfimion was that even
though AICTE Act was a later Act, Architects Actsva special Act dealing
with architectural education as well as regulabbprofession. Committee's
attention was also drawn to complications arising tb both the Councils
handling the same subject and a number of casestil different entities in
various High Courts and the Supreme Court. It wae amphasized that
there was no change in the functioning of COA eaier the termination of
MoU with AICTE.

2.9 Another pertinent issue raised by the Presidéi@OA pertained to
conduct of elections. It was pointed out that #xsponsibility of conducting
elections did not lie with COA but with the ReturgiOfficer appointed by
the Central Government. The Committee was giveonmerstand that six
months prior to the term of members elected in 29@ding over in 2007,
Central Government was duly apprised by COA abtt anticipated
vacancies. However, no Returning Officer was apediby it. It was only
on a representation made to the then Minister oDHIy some Architect
Groups, COA was approached by the Ministry in teigard. It was also
pointed out that no case relating to elections leh filed by COA so far
and they were only respondents in a few cases.ifiCiion regarding
continuance of the present President of COA wa® given to the
Committee.

2.10 It was emphasized that the proposed amamdne the Act were
going to directly impact the independent functigniof the Council, with
increasing bureaucratic intervention. Another angrpainted out was that

against the total valid membership of 9,000 in li&ere were 50,000
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registered architects in the country, who werehasing any say in matters
relating to architectural education. Not only thms, consultations had been
undertaken with both COA and 170 Schools of Ardtitee in the country
before bringing in the present legislation. Attentiof the COA was then
drawn by the Committee to nominations made by eleStates/UTs not
being accepted by it. Response of the Council haitsrtominations were not
received from majority of States and if receivedenveaving some technical
shortcomings.

2.11  On being asked about the basis for inangatsie retirement age of
Registrar of the Council, the Committee was infaintieat the decision for
increasing the age-limit of all the employees wakeh by the whole
Council. Justification given was that as per tHegapproved by the Central
Government, service conditions of employees werébdofixed by the
Executive Committee of COA. Specific reference ¢gt®n 12 (c) laying
down previous sanction of the Central Governmerat asndatory condition
for fixing the conditions of service of COA empém®s elicited no response
from the President of the COA.

2.12 With regard to the proposed amendmenthdanrAct regarding the
term of the members, it was suggested that someegpariod for the
changeover needed to be provided. The two othgrogerl amendments
regarding power of the Central Government to giweeations and the
supersession of the Council were not found accéntdbwas pointed out
that the Council being a perpetual body can coetitm function with
State/Central Government nominees even in the absef elected
members. Finally, it was emphasized that there arasurgent need for
making comprehensive changes in the Architects wach had been in

operation for about forty years.
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2.13  While interacting with the Department asliwes COA, the
Committee was given to understand that the funitgoof All India Council
for Technical Education, particularly in its deglénwith COA has proved to
be the major factor responsible for bringing in gneposed legislation. The
Committee, therefore, felt that it would be appraja to have an idea about
their assessment about the background leadingetprigsent development.
The Committee had the opportunity to interact whie Chairman of AICTE
on 21 December, 2010.

2.14 The Chairman of AICTE drew the attentiontlme Committee
towards three significant aspects justifying thepmsed amendments to the
Architects Act, 1972. Firstly, AICTE Act came inforce in 1987, while
Architects Act was enacted in 1972. Thus, in vidWarliament consciously
vesting architecture as a discipline of technighlaation, COA could not
possibly control architectural education. Secontlgth UGC and AICTE
Acts empowered the Central Government to give tloes to the respective
Councils so as to ensure prevention of disparéresb also to harmonise and
coordinate the standards of education in the réispefields at the national
level. Lastly, power to supersede COA was requiede given to the
Central Government as given in the case of AICTE ftmctioning as
mandated. Committee's attention was also drawtetoent of over-lapping
in the functioning of both the Councils. It wasaalsentioned that bringing
of architectural education under technical educati@s called for due to
inherent similarities. It was impressed upon then@ittee that AICTE was
the proper authority for grant of approvals to igibns as well as for
coordinated development and planning of architetteducation. Role of

COA should be restricted to registration of aratigeonly.
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2.15  On a specific query about the backgroumddaomination of MoU
between the two Councils, the Committee was inforntieat constant
difference of opinion in their functioning was resgible for this
development. However, Committee's pointed queryuabitere being court
cases and directives given about the mandate dwexither Council for
governing architectural education, Chairman of AECflleaded ignorance.
The Committee was also given to understand thafTEl@as not a party to
any court case on this issue. It was also categtyrimentioned that AICTE
had twice approached COA for having the detailairt cases but no
response had been received so far. Committee'ategpattempts drawing
attention to various court cases elicited no affition from the Chairman of
AICTE.

2.16 Lastly, Committee made an attempt to wstdad the justification
for AICTE being considered the appropriate bodyh#mdle architectural
education. In response, Committee's attention weasrdto initiatives like e-
governance for bringing complete transparency enagbproval process taken
by AICTE thereby making it better equipped for nmornng setting up of
technical institutions and regulating their funaotitg.

2.17 It was pointed out by the Committee that iéectural education
cannot be equated with technical education, it dpein very different
complex stream and accordingly being managed kyitaots. Response of
the Chairman of AICTE was that an exclusive Boagd Architecture Board
consistent of eminent Architects was assigned &ctiral education.

2.18 Since some of the specific issues raised by thenltee could not
be addressed properly by the Chairman, AICTE, ailéet questionnaire
was forwarded to AICTE for written response. Reggonf AICTE was
forwarded to the Committee on 7 January, 2011. ugad of this feedback

14



indicates that some of the pertinent issues ramsethe Committee have
elicited very vague and evasive replies.

2.19 On the issue of over-lapping in the funahgmof COA and AICTE,
contention of AICTE is that with the enactment ofCAE Act in 1987,
technical education involving architecture and tgyanning must rest with
AICTE only, thus eliminating overlapping, if anyoltever, attention of the
Committee has also been drawn to the fact thatnmb#er is presently
pending before the Supreme Court on an appeal liyedICTE in the light
of Bombay and Delhi High Court Judgements.

2.20 Specific query about honouring of terms and dants of MoU by
both the Councils from 1991 onwards has elicitedesy vague response
from AICTE. It has been mentioned that it seems dlegpite the signing of
MoU, COA continued to exercise its powers in respaf architectural
education to the exclusion of AICTE. Similarly hias been pointed out that
the information about AICTE ever approaching thet@d Government on
violation of MoU by COA or not, is not availabletWwiAICTE.

2.21 AICTE has also not been forthcoming on #&sons necessitating
the termination of MoU by it in November, 2003. Has been simply
mentioned that COA was not honouring the terms adUMand was
exercising its power regarding architectural edooato the exclusion of
AICTE.

2.22 Regarding the court cases, mention has been ordgeabout Writ
Petition N0.5942/2004 decided by the Bombay Highurt€on which SLP
has been filed by AICTE before the Supreme CourB Wb.2669/2005
decided by Delhi High court and two Writ Petitionsi.e.
W.P.N0.11774/2003 and W.P.N0.14245/2004 decideddihghra Pradesh
High Court, particulars of which are being verifieg AICTE.
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2.23  Finally, it has been reiterated that pregcamendment empowering
the Central Government to issue directions to COAle pattern of UGC
and AICTE Act is required not only to prevent disfyabut also to
harmonise and co-ordinate standards of architdcadacation. Similarly,
proposed power to supersede COA has also beeriigdstor meeting
extreme situations in the context of its impropeardtioning.

2.24  In order to comprehend the very appareniptications, problem
areas and uncalled for controversies noticed inittfdementation of the
Architects Act, 1972 and visible lack of co-ordinatbetween COA and the
Department and also over-lapping in the functioniigCOA and AICTE,
the Committee sent a detailed Questionnaire to bmthDepartment and
COA. Feedback received by the Committee has prowdae of immense
help in formulating its views on the amendmentgppszd in the Act.

2.25 The Committee takes note of a large number of
objections/reservations raised by the Department wh regard to the
functioning of COA which have necessitated the prapsed legislation.
Reservations have also been expressed by COA on tgproach of the
Department. Analysis of all the documents brought éfore it as well as
its interaction with the Department and stakeholdes makes it very
clear to the Committee that situation is far from sitisfactory. Indicators
like the regulatory body feeling victimized and thenodal Department
conveying a sense of helplessness cannot be considan ideal position.
2.26  The Committee finds that COA has categlyyickenied some of the
deviations from its mandated tasks as pointed guhé Department. With
regard to qualifications other than those notifigdthe Central Government
being used by COA for registration of architecesponse of COA is that no

person has been registered by it on the basis alifigation other than
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notified by the Central Government in the SchedefieQualifications or
notified under section 15 of the Act. Similarly, &Mas not accepted the
contention of the Department that recognition hesnbgiven by it for other
degrees apart from the degree in architectureadtdeen clarified that only
recommendations are made by COA for according m@tog to an
architectural qualification granted by Indian/Fgreiauthority to the Central
Government under sections 14 and 15 of the Act.

2.27 To the contention of the Department about CApAroving courses
like B.Arch. (Interior Design), B.Arch. (Landscaprchitecture),
B.Arch.(Town Planning), B.Arch.(Building EngineegirManagement) for
which other undergraduate courses are availablé 883 pointed out that
permission to run  specialized B.Arch  (Interior  [R@EBi
B.Arch.(Construction Technology) etc. have beeregijointly by COA and
AICTE since 2001 when working under MoU. It hadigen clarified that
such specialized B.Arch. courses are only horidosfecializations in
architecture and not separate degree courses tautdla architecture and
have been introduced in keeping with the curremuirements and
international trends.

2.28 Another shortcoming pointed out by the Dapant is regarding
approval for Masters Programme and Doctoral Prograsnbeing given by
COA, inspite of it not being professionally equigpierefor. Response of
COA is that Masters/Doctoral Programmes in Architez are also
recognised qualifications for the purposes of thehf{ects Act being
prescribed as essential qualifications for facufigmbers of Architectural
Institutions. It has been clarified further thalyominimum standards have
been prescribed in respect of such courses arttenaiich courses are being

run by COA nor admissions to such courses beingerbgdt.
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2.29 Reported encroachment upon the autonomy ddficational
institutions/universities has been categoricallpidé by COA. It has been
pointed out that prescription of minimum standardf architectural
education required for granting recognized qualifans by institutions
under the Act cannot be considered interferencé weutonomy of any
institution/university.

2.30 Accounts of the Council not being audited ®G was another
lapse brought to the notice of the Committee. Hawuel has been clarified
that annual accounts of the Council are being addity an auditor duly
appointed by the Council as per section 13 of tke Annual Report and
Accounts of the Council are being published in@szette of India and also
sent to the Central Government.

2.31 The Committee feels that with regard to the shodomings on the
part of COA as reported in the preceding paragraphs clarifications
given by COA seem to be more or less satisfactoryn@ convincing.
However, in respect of some other deviations poinde out by the
Department, action taken by COA does not seem to bestified.

2.32 Committee's attention has been drawn tezing of admission of
institutions by COA on receipt of adverse inspeattieport and even before
the same being put before its Executive CommitResponse of COA is
that while under sections 21 and 45 of the Adbas the power to prescribe
the minimum standards of architectural educatian,isi undertaking
inspections of institutions to oversee the maimeraof their standards and
accordingly, sanctioning their intake. COA has taltee stand that some
institutions have been placed under the 'No Admisscategory or their
intake frozen in the past so as to ensure maintenari standards of

architecture education.
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2.33 Introduction of National Aptitude Test farchitecture (NATA) and
making it compulsory for all institutions includingls, NITs and Central
Universities is another instance of COA exceedisgnandate cited by the
Department. COA has pointed out that Regulation) 4¢3the Council of
Architecture (Minimum Standards of ArchitecturalUuédtion) Regulations,
1983 provides that the institutions may subject ¢hadidates to aptitude
tests. Further, introduction of NATA at nationaléé as a single window
admission test was done in the light of Supreme riCalirective in
P.A.lnamdar and others Vs.State of Maharashtrah&rstcase. It has also
been informed by COA that the issue whether NATAdwted by it can be
mandatory or not and whether different admissiotn@ities can conduct
their own aptitude tests is sub-judice.

2.34  Reservations have been expressed by thertdemt on the
establishment of the National Institute of Advan&tddies in Architecture
(NIASA) by the Council. Clarification given by CO& that the Institute has
no separate entity and is functioning as an academit of the Council.
Training Programmes for teachers/professional Aecks are being
conducted by the Institute on voluntary basis.

2.35 Another serious deviation reported by thepddement relates to
issuing of guidelines by the Council and then etifay these as Regulations
without following the procedure prescribed undectism 45 of the Act.
Clarification given by COA is that under section 8f the Act, it can
prescribe minimum standards of architectural edocat Accordingly,
guidelines on various aspects of architectural atioc have been issued to
give effect to the provisions of the Act and Regalss made thereunder.
Various guidelines/standards prescribed by COA fitome to time were
consolidated in 2008 as additional and supplemgnséandards to the
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Council of Architecture (Minimum Standards of Antelctural Education)
Regulations, 1983. These consolidated guideline® wever enforced as
regulations.

2.36  Objections have also been raised on raigiagretirement age of
Registrar and other employees from 60 to 65 yesgr€OA without the
previous sanction of the Central Government. It be@sn clarified by COA
that retirement age of all employees was revised tly Executive
Committee, it being competent to prescribe sendoaditions under the
Council of Architecture Regulations, 1982 which e€uly approved by the
Central Government before the same was implemeAtsed, the revision of
the retirement age was approved by the Executivenrfitiee and also
approved and subsequently ratified by the full Gadumhere the nominee of
the Central Government was also present.

2.37  The Committee is not convinced by the argumentsut forth by
COA for taking pro-active action beyond its mandate against the
architecture institutions. Equally disturbing is issuance of guidelines
when only regulations can be notified by it, thatdo with the approval of
the Central Government. The kind of justification gven by COA for
increasing the age of retirement of its employees far from satisfactory
as it is in direct contravention of specific provign, i.e. section 12 (c) of
the Act. Similarly, establishment of NIASA can alsdbe not considered
an advisable action.

2.38 The Committee is constrained to observe that gerally when
amendments in legislation are proposed to be madspecially after a
long gap, the main objective is to carry out modiftations in line with the
changing requirements as also international trends.Problem areas
faced in the implementation of such Acts are alsoatgetted to be
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removed in such an exercise. However, in the predecase, analysis of
the elaborate feedback received both from the Depament and COA
has compelled the Committee to conclude that sheetack of
coordination between COA and the Department and ats between COA
and AICTE aggravated by the somewhat biased and d$etentered
handling of the ground realities by both the authoities has led to a very
disturbing situation. The Committee can only expres its sense of
dismay.

2.39 Committee's concern has been further iseckafter the analysis of
another set of development taking place over tharsyeThe Committee
notes with grave concern that from the year 200@avds, conflict was
there between the Council and AICTE, yet no effecsiteps could be taken
for addressing the problem areas. The Committeerebs that the AICTE
was established in 1987 under the AICTE Act, 198éneas the Council of
Architecture was already functioning since 1972 arnithe Architects Act,
1972. The AICTE being a regulatory body for techhieducation in the
country and due to architectural education beirgjuoshed under technical
education, AICTE came to play some role in arclutexd education as well.
2.40 The Committee has been informed that anisisue being raised by
COA with the then Minister of HRD, it was mutualigreed upon that both
the statutory bodies should enter into an MoU tmtip regulate the
architectural education. Accordingly, COA and AlC&#gtered into an MoU
in 1991 under which AICTE was to receive all pragesfor granting
recognition from institutions and forward them t®& which in turn would
examine the proposals and send its expert committeenstitutions to
verify the maintenance of standards as prescribe@€®A. Based on the

recommendations of COA, AICTE was to issue appatprapproval. Both
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the Councils were honouring all their commitmentsd ghere was no
violation of MoU on either part. The last such Msigned was on Suly,
2001 for three years. However, on a review of MaJ by the Executive
Committee of AICTE at its meeting held on [g4vember, 2003, the same
was terminated with immediate effect in accordanith Clause 8 of MoU.
This fact was duly conveyed by AICTE to COA on 2évidmber, 2003.
Thereafter, legal opinion of Additional Solicitore@eral of India and
Attorney General of India with regard to statusG®A vis-a-vis AICTE
was sought by COA.

2.41 The Committee takes note of the followomnion given by the
Attorney General of India on 24 December, 2003,0esidg the similar
opinion given by the Additional Solicitor Generdllndia:-

- Between the provisions of Central Acts, i.e. Arebis Act,
1972 and AICTE Act, 1987, Architects Act shall govehe
standards of architectural education and mattersnexied
therewith.

- AICTE cannot take any decision which is contraryotovhich
marks a departure from the provisions of the Astdig Act
with regard to grant of recognition to an instibutj in carrying
out inspections, extension of approval, increadetton in
intake etc.

- Architects Act, 1972 which is a Special Act willldahe field
and will be fully operative notwithstanding thedaprovisions
of AICTE Act, 1987 which are inconsistent with orake a
departure from the 1972 Act.

2.42 The Committee has been informed by theaBemnt that the
opinion of the Attorney General was taken by COAtbeair own without
making any reference to the Central Government.TA@s well as Central

Government were not heard in the matter. The Cotaeialso finds that

efforts were made by the Department in August, 2f@a@5having another
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MoU broadly based on the earlier MoU of 2001 betw€®A and AICTE.
However, COA did not find it feasible to enter irany MoU with AICTE.
Since then, both the Councils have been functiomdgpendently.

2.43 Committee's attention has also been dtavanvery large number
of court cases going on in different courts of¢bantry. On a specific query
in this regard, COA has informed that presentlyuatb72 court cases are
pending in which either the Council is petitionerome of the respondents.
These cases relate to different matters pertaioifgnctioning and mandate
of COA. In quite a few cases, Central Governmenalso a party. The
Committee also observes that the cases betweenEA#DT COA have been
clubbed by the Supreme Court with the directiont theoceedings in
different High Courts in the concerned cases, if aloeady disposed of,
shall remain stayed till the disposal of Civil Agp#&o.364 of 2005 and SLP
(c) No.3964 of 2008. While Civil Appeal No.364 o005 is on the issue
whether AICTE or COA will regulate the architecturaducation-
challenging Bombay High Court Order, SLP (C) No8%® 2008 relates to
conduct of NATA by COA.

2.44 The Committee also notes that as pedéhails furnished by the
Department, the legal expenses of the Councilriedudue to litigation
from the period 1 April, 2007 to 18 September, 2608 to the tune of Rs.
1,14,03,923/-. The Committee feels that this armhooight have increased
manifold from 2008 onwards. The very fact thatadwgory body created by
an Act of Parliament is involved in such a larganber of court cases
involving huge expenditure is a sad commentaryherstate of affairs and is
a cause of serious concern for the Committee.

2.45 The Committee notes that an Expert Growgeuthe Chairmanship

of Charles Correa was set up by the Governmentowvehhber, 2008 which
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submitted its report in January, 2009. The Ex@edup made the following

recommendations:-

2.46

Government should invoke the powers given for tret fwo years
under section 43 of the Act to issue order or amyigo the

Council for taking remedial action to ensure tha¢ rules and
procedures laid down in the Act are being followeyg the

Council. It was, accordingly, suggested that ppowinder section
43(1) of the Act be deleted.

A Provision for setting up a Commission of Inqutroy look into

allegations against the office-bearers and viotatioof the

provisions of the Act and Rules/ Regulations frarttesteunder be
incorporated in the Architects Act, 1972 on thee$irof the Indian
Medical Council Act, 1956 and the Dentists Act, 294

An autonomous Board of Architectural Education csiirsg of

representatives from the Schools of Architectuneshigectural

profession, AICTE and the Council of Architecture $et up. All

decisions taken by Board should be final, not retéz by the
AICTE or Council of Architecture.

On being asked about the reasons for meoorporation of

recommendations of the Expert Group in the propd#dthe Committee

was informed by the Department that power to remdiféculties as

enshrined in section 43 gives more powers to thar@leGovernment than

the proposed power to issue directions. Unlike isecd3, the present

amendment does not include issue of directions lwhian vary the

provisions of the Act by clarifying it. With regatd the recommendation for

setting up a Board of Architectural Education, @@mmittee was given to

understand that a decision has been taken to maweea-arching authority,

l.e., National Commission for Higher Education d@Research which will

ultimately redefine the role of all Councils incing COA. No response has

been received with regard to having a provision $etting up of a

Commission of Inquiry in the Act.
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2.47 On a specific query about the assessMeDO@ on the aforesaid
recommendations of the Expert Group, COA, whilewshg its reservations
about the recommendations relating to power to wemdifficulties and
setting up a Board, has found merit in the prowisior setting up a
Commission of Inquiry.

2.48 The Committee is not very happy about the resp@e of the
Department to the specific recommendations made byhe Expert
Group. The Committee would like to point out that aplain reading of
section 43 clearly indicates that the Central Goveirment has been given
the power, with a view to removing any difficulty,to make provisions,
not inconsistent with the provisions of the Act. Tk question of varying
the provisions of the Act therefore, does not ariseSecondly, the
Committee fails to understand the rationale for brhging in such
amendments on one hand and not accepting the reconemdation of the
Expert Group for setting up a Board of Architectural Education, on the
plea that a decision to have an over-arching bodyf diigher education
has already been taken. The Committee expresses ssrious concern on
this somewhat contradictory approach of the Departrant.

249  The Committee was informed by the Department that the
provision of issue of directions is available in stion 20 of the UGC Act,
section 20 of AICTE Act and in the new amendment itmoducing section
3 (c) of the Indian Medical Council Act, 1956 and exction 30 (A) of the
Chartered Accountant Act, 1949. Provision for supesession of the
Council is available in section 21 of AICTE Act andsection 3 (A) of
IMC Act, 1956. On a comparative analysis of Acts gerning
professional bodies, the Committee feels that proged amendments in
the Architects Act, 1972 cannot be considered sinait. While UGC Act,
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1956 (section 20), AICTE Act, 1987 (section 20), NE Act, 1993
(section 9) do have the power to give directions bthey are restricted to
only questions of policy. The Committee would liketo draw the
attention of the Department to section 20 of UGC Ag 1956:
e the Commission shml guided by such directions
on questions of policy relating to national pug®ss may be given
by the Central Government."
2.50 The Committee observes that power to supersede statutory
body has been provided to the Central Government inrespect of
AICTE and NCTE and recently in the case of MCIl. TheCommittee
would like to point out that period of supersessionn respect of these
bodies is only one year, unlike two years proposed respect of COA.
1] Committee’s observations/recommendations on varahauses of the
Bill are given in the succeeding paragraphs:-

Clause 2: Section 6 : Terms of Office and casual gancies
3.1 Clause 2 of the Bill seeks to drop the words “atilums successor has

been duly elected or nominated, whichever is latenh sub-section (1) of
the section. It further seeks to insert sub-sec{ioh in the section as
indicated below:

“the name and address of each member of thendl

elected or nominated under the provisions of subection (3)

of section 3 and sub-section (4) of this  sectstrall be notified

by the Central Government in the Official Gaggtt

Section 6 of the Act which relates to terms oficaffand casual
vacancies in the Council of Architecture providibat an elected or
nominated member of the Council shall hold offioe d term of three years
or until his successor has been duly elected orimated, whichever is later.

3.2 The Committee notes that the Central Governngenstitutes the
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Council of Architecture under sub-section (1) oftsmn 3 of the Act. Sub-
section (3) of the section enumerates the compasdf the Council which
inter-alia includes five architects possessing gaeced qualifications
elected by the Indian Institute of Architects framong its members (a) two
persons nominated by the All India Council for Tieiclal Education; (b)
five persons elected from among themselves by heddarchitectural
institutions in India imparting full time instruoi for recognized
gualifications; (c) the Chief Architects in the N&tries of Central
Government to which the Government business reglaton defence and
railways has been allotted and the head of the ifactiural Organization in
the Central Public Works Department, ex-official) ¢ne person nominated
by the Central Government; (e) an architect fraoheState nominated by
the government of that State; (f) two persons naieaith by the Institution of
Engineers (India) from among its members and ongopenominated by the
Institutions of Surveyors of India from among itsembers. Section 4
provides that the President and the Vice-Presidetite Council are to be
elected by the members of the Council from amorgmtelves. The
elected President and the Vice President holdeffic a term of three years
or till they cease to be member of the Council,chbver is earlier.

3.3.  From the information made available by COA wasll as the
Department about the composition of the presentn€bwalong with the
tenure of each member, the Committee could galiathe present Council
has five members elected by Indian Institute ofhitects, their membership
effective from 14 June, 2004 and four members etedty Heads of
Architectural Institutions in India, their membeisheffective from 9
August, 2004 with one vacancy in this category. éthe nominated

category, there are members representing Mingdtipefence and CPWD
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and a nominee of the Central Government. MinigifyRailways has
remained unrepresented since 30 June, 1987. 24 Gtaernments were
also being represented in the Council along witb tvominees from the
Institution of Engineers (India) and one nomineenfrthe Institution of
Surveyors of India. The Committee also noted tivatnominees from the
AICTE had not been accepted by the Council as lperddgal advice. The
Committee was also given to understand that thesxewno valid
nominations in the Council from eleven State Gowsrnts.

34 On a specific query about eleven States/UTsnair@ng
unrepresented, the Committee was informed by C@Arnbminations from
States of Gujarat, Uttarakhand, NCT of Delhi, Keralimachal Pradesh, J
& K, UT of Daman & Diu, UT of Dadra and Nagar Haveave not been
received. With regard to nominations received fibamil Nadu and Bihar,
clarifications have been sought from the State Gowents by COA.

3.5 The Committee also notes that the matter of nominan of two
persons by AICTE is at present sub-judice before DBi High Court for
the last three years. Basis of this court case isomination made by
AICTE under section 3(3) (b) not being accepted byCOA. The
Committee is surprised to note that a very technidaobjection relating
to status of AICTE as a statutory body not being ugdated in this section
has been raised by COA. What is more surprising, ithat this fact drew
the attention of COA after a gap of about twenty yars. AICTE became
a statutory body under AICTE Act, 1987. Prior to that, it was a body
established by a Government Resolution dated 30 Nember, 1945. The
Committee is constrained to observe that the rightfl course of action
was initiated neither by the AICTE nor by the Depatment. This
technical amendment continues to be missing from pposed legislation
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also. The Committee, therefore, recommends that nessary
amendments may be carried out in this regard.

3.6 The Committee notes that as per the provisiongafian 6(1) of the
Act, an elected or nominated member is to holdceffifor a term of three
years and according to the provisions of secti@),4(n elected President or
Vice-President of the Council shall also hold ddffor a term of three years.
The Department has proposed the amendment in ge6tibecause the
elected members and office bearers of the Couaeié ibeen continuing to
occupy the position since 2004, taking advantdgie words “ until his
successor has been duly elected or nominated velviehis later” in section
6. The Department’s argument in favour of the pega amendment is that
the amendment will ensure that the elected or natethmembers and the
office bearers of the Council do not continue belytiree years and that
before the expiry of three years, the nominatiod alection procedure is
completed and the new Council is in office.

3.7 Committee's attempt to understand the fact@spansible for
elections for members under Section 3 (a) and &fd) for President and
Vice-President under section 4 (1) being undulyaged revealed very
disturbing facts.

3.8 President of the Council during his deposithefore the Committee
denied vehemently that elected members have begmaimg as members
beyond their three year term deliberately. It wastended that the existing
members elected as per the provisions of secti8n(aj and 3(3) (c) of the
Act, were made to continue upon completion of thgear term in
accordance with section 6(1) of the Act as theacessors have not been
elected. As for the elections of the members asd #or the posts of

President and Vice-President of the Council, i wtated that the procedure
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for election was to be initiated by the Returninffi@r appointed by the
Central Government. It was the duty of the RengnOfficer to conduct
elections and the Council was not directly conreteteth the conduct of
elections. Committee's attention was also drawndpeated requests made
by COA from 2006 onwards to the Department for cmtithg elections
expeditiously. Last such request was made by then€bon 22March,
2010. Reference was also made about issue of cobrafuelection of
members under section 3 (3) (a) by the Indian tirtstiof Architects being
sub-judice. Objections were also raised on the dments carried out in the
Council of Architecture Rules, 1973 by the Deparitma June, 2009 taking
over all the powers to conduct elections.

3.9 Details furnished by the Department have redkahn entirely
different position. Committee was informed thatcélens under section 3
(3) (a) were duly held by the Secretary, Indiartitate of Architects as per
Rules 3 and 4 of the Council of Architecture Rul&#g73. The procedure
followed was identical to the one followed since trery inception of the
COA. However, one person from Tamil Nadu ChaptetAffiled a Writ
Petition before the Single Judge Bench in the MadHgh Court where it
was said that the Returning Officer for this electshould also be appoint
ted by the Central Government. Single Bench Judégdrin their favour.
COA also had taken up the same position. Howeveisibn Bench of the
Madras High Court set aside the judgement. Thexeaih SLP was filed by
the Tamil Nadu Chapter of IlA in the Supreme Coumother SLP was
filed by COA challenging the judgement of the Bien Bench of Madras
High Court. Central Government has taken the pwsithat the elections
have been conducted in accordance with Rules 34aofithe Council of

Architecture Rules, 1973 and is filing affidavit this regard. Committee
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was further informed that so far as election ursgetion 3 (3) (c) of the Act
Is concerned, the two Returning Officers appoiriigdhe Department were
told by the COA that the action of the Returnindi€afrs to find out the
names of the voters was not acceptable and suchkoele would not be
acceptable. Committee also took note of the faadt dhwrit petition has been
filed against the amendments carried out in thenCibwf Architecture
Rules, 1973 on 1 July, 2009 by a member of COA @éthDHigh Court and
Parliamentary Committee on Subordinate legislatibas also been
approached in this regard.

3.10 The Committee notes that a total number of tenlected members
are required to be there in the Council in terms ofsection 3(3) (a) and 3
(3) (c) of the Act and that rest of the members othe Council are
nominated members. It is factually correct to saythat elections for
elected members were last held in 2004. Furtheroth the Department
and the Council have been taking conflicting standfor the conduct of
elections holding the other party responsible.

3.11 The Committee would like to point out that thee are very
specific provisions regarding conduct of electionsnder Rules 3 and 6 of
the Council of Architecture Rules 1973. Rule 3.1 ahling with
'Representatives of the Indian Institute of Architects' says that

“ the President shall, not later than sixty days bfore the date of
occurrence of vacancy by the expiry of the term fooffice of a
member, send intimation thereof to Central Goverment who
shall, not later  than forty five days before the date of
occurrence of the vacancy, forward a notice by astered
post to the Secretary of the Indian Institute of Achitects
requesting him to hold an election by a dateat later than
the date specified in the notice.”
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Similar provisions are there in case of vacanciesnder section 4 (1) and
(2) of the Act. From the above, itis clear thaboth the President of the
Council and the Central Government are jointly resmnsible for
conducting the elections. Further, so far as eldohs under section
3(3)(c) are concerned, Rule 6 stipulates that :-
“The Returning Officer shall call upon the head ofarchitectural
institutions in  India to elect such number of menbers as are
referred to in clause (c)of sub-section (3) of section 3 and in the
case of first election, five members shall beeslted.”
It is also very clear from the Rules that the Retuning Officer is to be
appointed by the Central Government.
3.12 The Committee further takes note of the fact tht these rules
were amended by the Central Government in 2009. Ehamended rules
provided for conduct of elections by the Central Geernment where the
President fails to inform the Central Government regarding occurrence
of a vacancy or if the Central Government is of theopinion that the
vacancy has occurred. The amended rules further pwided for filling
up of the vacancies under section 3(3) (c) of thecAby the Central
Government by notifying the vacancies in the Offial Gazette and
requesting the Returning Officer to hold electiondy the date specified
in the notice. The Committee fails to understand aso why inspite of
having all the powers the Central Government failedto conduct the
elections for the ten elected members, and notifhe same.
3.13 It is ironical that inspite of the clear provisions under the Act
and Rules, the well-established procedure for cond of elections could
not be adhered to, due to a number of undesirablenal somewhat pre-

meditated developments by all the concerned authdies. Every small
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iIssue related to elections being dragged to Courtsn technical grounds
depicts a very disturbing state of affairs. Feelingf helplessness on the
part of the Department inspite of having all the athority for
conducting elections under the Act and the Rules &med by it indicates
a very unsatisfactory level of handling the uncallé for developments by
the Department. The Committee finds it very surprisng that nobody
took the initiative to take the benefit of sectiorb (2) whereunder in case
of any dispute regarding election arising, the matr has to be referred
by the Council to a Tribunal appointed by the Cental Government and
decision of the Tribunal shall be final. Had this povision been enforced,
need for approaching the Courts would not have aren.

3.14  The Committee also strongly feels that insteanof there being an
element of co-ordination and positive approach, uner current of one-
manupship has been very dominant in the recent yeain their dealing
with each other, both by COA and the Department. he Committee
finds it difficult to agree to the Department's cortention that the present
Council did not allow the Returning Officer to conduct elections as it
feels that under the Rules, the Returning Officer 3 endowed with
sufficient powers so much so that it is the Returmig Officer who decides
as to whether a person is or is not entitled to vetor to stand for
election.

3.15  The Committee would like to place on record tht it agrees with
the basic intent of the legislation that there shdd be timely
elections/nominations in the Council. The Committe would rather
appreciate if a free and fair process of electionronomination of the
Members of the Council is ensured. However, it apphends whether
the proposed amendment in section 6(1) only wouldchieve this.
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Further, the Committee feels that it may lead to avaccum in the
Council of Architecture if elections/nominations ae not held due to
some reasons as with the proposed amendment, theegent incumbent
would be required to go out immediately after the epiry of three years
whereas the Council of Architecture is supposed tdbe a permanent
body. Secondly this would be inconsistent with theroposed sub-
section (6) which provides that unless the names@ addresses of the
elected/nominated members of the Council are notdd by the Central
Government, a person would not become a member the Council.
The Committee feels that the proposed changes inlsgection (1) and
new proposed sub-section (6) are needed to be madensistent and
there should be clear provision obligatory on the €ntral Government
to notify the names within the stipulated time frane of 15 days.

3.16 The Committee would also like to point cdttthere is one more
provision in the Architects Act which may still @V the President and Vice-
President of the Council to continue in the offiimyond the period of three
years which has been overlooked by the Departm®8attion 4(2) (b)
relating to 'President and Vice-President of Cduwéi the Act provides
that :

4 (2) (b) “the President or the Vice President Ishmadtwithstanding the
expiry of this term of three years, continue todhaffice until his
successor enters upon office.”

The Committee is of the view that along with sarct6, the above provision
also needs to be suitably amended to make thegiwagi consistent and also
to ensure the continuity in the Office of the Pdesit and Vice-President of
COA.
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IV Clause 3: Section 10 A: Directions by Central @vernment

4.1 Clause 3 of the Bill seeks to insert new sectiGnA in the Act
providing for issuing of Directions by the Centr@overnment to the
Council of Architecture in public interest. Thecgen further stipulates that
such directions may include requiring the Council

(a) to make or amend any regulation within sucleriqul as may be
specified in the  direction:
Provided that if the Council fails oeglectsto comply with

such direction  within  the period specifiederein,the
Central Government may make the regulationsamend or
revoke the regulations made by Beuncil as
the case may be, either in the form specified
in the order or with such modition thereof
as the Central Government thinks fit and

(b) to give priority to the work undertaken do be  undertaken
by the Council in such manner as the Centraive@uoment

may think fit to specify in this behalf.

4.2 According to the Department, the main objecibiethe proposed
amendment is to issue directions to the CounciAathitecture to make
amendment in regulations, if any required, withuctls period as may be
specified in the directions. It was clarified hetDepartment that for other
works, the power to issue directions is limitedgiging priority for the
work to be undertaken by the Council and that rtas meant for interfering
in day to day functioning of the Council. The Depeent stated that
safeguards are there in the provision itself asGkatral Government is
required to give reasons for such directions andmnoonicate the same to
the Council.

4.3 On being enquired from the Department if theations to make or
amend regulations in the proposed provisions antraxy to section 45 of

the Act which empower the Council to make regulatwith the prior
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approval of the Central Government, the Departmeplied that the
provision is not contrary to section 45. It waarifled that the Central
Government while amending or modifying the regolasi made under
section 45 would follow the prescribed procedurehasection.

4.4 The Committee notes that the Council of Architeture had
serious reservations on the proposed amendments. céording to the
Council, it has no objection in receiving any direttons from the Central
Government on any policy matter. The purpose of dections given by
Central Government can prove beneficial only if thg are policy matters
but if directions are intended to interfere in dayto day functioning of a
statutory body, then such directions could prove amter productive.
The Council strongly contended that the proposed pwer to be given to
the Central Government to direct a statutory bodyto make or amend
its Regulations or to make, amend or revoke any regation framed by
that statutory body can only be considered an extr@rdinary,
arbitrary, unguided and uncontrolled executive powe adversely
impacting the autonomy and day to day functioning bthe Council.
Similarly, the power to issue direction to give prority of work is also
likely to go against the autonomy of a statutory bady.

4.5 The Committee finds substance in the contentiorof the
Council. The Committee also takes note of the facthat in other
statutory bodies like UGC, MCI, Dental Council, Indan Nursing
Council, Central Government has been vested with # power to issue
direction only on policy issues or to resolve disgas in election. The
Committee would also like to point out that the pr@osed provision
under section 10A is in contravention of regulatiormaking power given

to the Council under section 45. Not only this, tre Regulations are to
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be made by the Council only in consultation with Cetral Government

and to be laid in Parliament thereby ensuring their scrutiny by

Parliament. The Committee is of the opinion that te proposed
provision under section 10 A is uncalled for and &ble to raise

complication in future in view of section 45. TheCommittee, therefore,

recommends that this provision may be suitably rewed so as to give
powers to the Central Government to give directios only on policy

matters.

V Clause 3: Section 10 B: Power to supersede Couhci

5.1 Proposed section 10B gives the power to #m@ra@l Government to
supersede the Council of Architecture for a penotl exceeding two years
in case the Council is unable to perform or hasiptntly made default in
the performance of the duty imposed on its by alemrArchitects Act, 1972
or has exceeded or abused its powers or has Willdulwithout sufficient
cause failed to comply with any direction issuedhsy Central Government.
5.2 This amendment was discussed in depth by thand@ttee. The
Committee drew the attention of the Department tdwa number of basic
drawbacks inherent in the power to supersede atstgatbody. It was
pointed out that grounds cited for superseding @@A being very
sweeping, general and vague in nature, every pbiysivas there when
invoking of such powers may not be justified orblea to be misused.
Secondly, superseding of a professional body ha@tage representatives
and experts nominated/elected by professionaltutisins and Ministries,
cannot be considered a democratic move, that toa foeriod extending to
two years. Lastly, replacement of such a body bssqre or persons as

directed by the Central Government was also natdacceptable.
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5.3 On these apprehensions being taken up wigh Department,
attention of the Committee was drawn to similarvisions provided for
other statutory bodies like AICTE and MCI. It walso emphasized that the
Central Government was well aware that such natifi of supersession
would not only be subject to judicial review buasenable time would be
given to COA to show cause as to why it shouldososuperseded.

5.4 The Committee is not inclined to accept the jusitcation given
by the Department. The fact that similar provision already exists in
respect of other similar professional bodies alsoo#s not seem to be a
well-placed argument. It is a well known fact thatinspite of Councils
like NCTE and AICTE having a similar provision, such a provision has
not acted as a deterrent to misuse of powers by the bodies.

5.5 The Committee is of the firm opinion that with the proposed
powers to be given under section 10 A and 10 B, #tion is not likely to
improve so far as COA is concerned. Against the b&drop of such a
large number of court cases going on at present, iskng very apparent
element of confrontation is undoubtedly going to agravate further. The
Committee strongly feels that instead of such an aemdment, provision
relating to power to refer to a Commission of Inquiry on the failure of
COA to comply with the provisions of the Act can bancorporated in
the Act. This recommendation has already been madey the Expert
Group set up by the Government. The Committee fail4o understand
the reservation of the Department in accepting such recommendation
made by the Expert Group.

5.6 The Committee would like to point out that withthe proposed
amendments relating to term of three years for themembers of the
Council, with no chance of further extension, funabning of COA is
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definitely going to be streamlined. The Committeelao observes that the
role of the Central Government is well crafted in he Architects Act,
1972. Right from constitution of COA (section 3.1)jt is reflected in
appointment of Tribunal (Section 5 (2), fixation ofpay and allowances
and other conditions of service of employees [semti 12 (1) (5)],
investment of funds [section 13 (2)], recognitionf qualification granted
by authorities in India (section 14), recognition & architectural
gualifications granted by authorities in foreign caintries (section 15),
power to amend Schedule (section (16), withdrawalforecognition
(section 20), renewal of fees (section 27), resttom of Register (section
32), information to be furnished by the Council (setion 40), power to
remove difficulties (section 43), power to make r@s (section 44) and
approval to make regulations to be framed by the Qancil (Section 45).
Contention of the Department that in the absence opower to issue
directions to the Council, the aforesaid manifold dinctions and powers
assigned to the Central Government could not be ceed out as the
advisories given to the Council were not acceded tby the COA is
simply not acceptable to the Committee. The Commite can only
conclude that inspite of well-enshrined and well-¢ablished powers and
functions of both the Council and the Department inthe Act as well as
the regulations and rules made thereunder, somewher in the
atmosphere of confrontation, the spirit behind theAct of 1972, i.e.,
propagation of professional education in the fieldof architecture was
simply side-lined by all concerned.

5.7 The Committee has also taken note of the fact dh there is an
urgent need for bringing in comprehensive amendmest in the

Architects Act, 1972 in line with the advancementsmade specially
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during the recent years. Both the Council and the Bpartment are in
favour of such a move. Not only this, the Committe&s also aware of the
fact that a legislation for having an over-arching Commission for
Higher Education and Research whereunder all the atutory bodies
like Council of Architecture are likely to be subsumed is going to be
brought very soon by the Government. Lastly, thereare a number of
issues like role of Councilvis-a-vis AICTE, conduct of elections to the
Council, various actions taken by COA which are apresent sub-judice.
In such a scenario, the Committee is constrained tobserve that the
proposed legislation which can only be consideredshort-term measure
Is not an advisable move on the part of the Departent.

5.8 The Committee observes that architecture educationand
profession being very specialized, there is a neéar giving protection to
architects from legal and professional liabilities.Secondly, in view of
increasing number of foreign architects practisingin the country, a
mechanism can be evolved for having mutual exchangef Indian
architects with foreign architects. Lastly, a healy atmosphere of co-
ordination between architecture education and profssion is required to
be built up. The Committee would appreciate if allthese aspects are
taken care of whenever a new comprehensive legistat is brought

forward.

*kkkk
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OBSERVATIONS/RECOMMENDATIOINS-AT A GLANCE

1 Background of the Bill

The Committee takes note of a large number of
objections/reservations raised by the Department wh regard to the
functioning of COA which have necessitated the prapsed legislation.
Reservations have also been expressed by COA on tgproach of the
Department. Analysis of all the documents brought éfore it as well as
its interaction with the Department and stakeholdes makes it very
clear to the Committee that situation is far from sitisfactory. Indicators
like the regulatory body feeling victimized and thenodal Department
conveying a sense of helplessness cannot be considan ideal position.

(Para 2.25)

The Committee feels that with regard to the shortcmings on the
part of COA as reported in the preceding paragraphs clarifications
given by COA seem to be more or less satisfactoryn@ convincing.
However, in respect of some other deviations poinde out by the
Department, action taken by COA does not seem to bestified.

(Para 2.31)

The Committee is not convinced by the arguments pudorth by
COA for taking pro-active action beyond its mandate against the
architecture institutions. Equally disturbing is issuance of guidelines
when only regulations can be notified by it, thatdo with the approval of
the Central Government. The kind of justification gven by COA for

increasing the age of retirement of its employees far from satisfactory
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as it is in direct contravention of specific provign, i.e. section 12 (c) of
the Act. Similarly, establishment of NIASA can alsdbe not considered
an advisable action. (Para 2.37)

The Committee is constrained to observe that gendia when
amendments in legislation are proposed to be madspecially after a
long gap, the main objective is to carry out modiftations in line with the
changing requirements as also international trends.Problem areas
faced in the implementation of such Acts are alsoatgetted to be
removed in such an exercise. However, in the predecase, analysis of
the elaborate feedback received both from the Depaiment and COA
has compelled the Committee to conclude that sheetack of
coordination between COA and the Department and ats between COA
and AICTE aggravated by the somewhat biased and dedentered
handling of the ground realities by both the authoities has led to a very
disturbing situation. The Committee can only expres its sense of
dismay. (Para 2.38)

The Committee is not very happy about the responsef the
Department to the specific recommendations made byhe Expert
Group. The Committee would like to point out that aplain reading of
section 43 clearly indicates that the Central Goveirment has been given
the power, with a view to removing any difficulty,to make provisions,
not inconsistent with the provisions of the Act. Tk question of varying
the provisions of the Act therefore, does not ariseSecondly, the
Committee fails to understand the rationale for brhging in such

amendments on one hand and not accepting the reconemdation of the
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Expert Group for setting up a Board of Architectural Education, on the
plea that a decision to have an over-arching bodyf diigher education
has already been taken. The Committee expresses s&rious concern on
this somewhat contradictory approach of the Departrent. (Para 2.48)

The Committee was informed by the Department that he
provision of issue of directions is available in stion 20 of the UGC Act,
section 20 of AICTE Act and in the new amendment iimoducing section
3 (c) of the Indian Medical Council Act, 1956 and ection 30 (A) of the
Chartered Accountant Act, 1949. Provision for supesession of the
Council is available in section 21 of AICTE Act andsection 3 (A) of
IMC Act, 1956. On a comparative analysis of Acts gerning
professional bodies, the Committee feels that proged amendments in
the Architects Act, 1972 cannot be considered sinait. While UGC Act,
1956 (section 20), AICTE Act, 1987 (section 20), NE Act, 1993
(section 9) do have the power to give directions bthey are restricted to
only questions of policy. The Committee would liketo draw the
attention of the Department to section 20 of UGC Ag¢ 1956:

- the Commission shml guided by such directions

on questions of policy relating to national pug®®s may be given

by the Central Government."

(Para 2.49)

The Committee observes that power to supersede asgitory body
has been provided to the Central Government in resgt of AICTE and
NCTE and recently in the case of MCI. The Committeevould like to
point out that period of supersession in respect ahese bodies is only
one year, unlike two years proposed in respect of@A. (Para 2.50)

I Clause 2: Section 6 : Terms of Office and casdavacancies
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The Committee also notes that the matter of nominan of two
persons by AICTE is at present sub-judice before Dii High Court for
the last three years. Basis of this court case isomination made by
AICTE under section 3(3) (b) not being accepted byCOA. The
Committee is surprised to note that a very technidaobjection relating
to status of AICTE as a statutory body not being ugdated in this section
has been raised by COA. What is more surprising, ithat this fact drew
the attention of COA after a gap of about twenty yars. AICTE became
a statutory body under AICTE Act, 1987. Prior to that, it was a body
established by a Government Resolution dated 30 Nember, 1945. The
Committee is constrained to observe that the rightfl course of action
was initiated neither by the AICTE nor by the Depatment. This
technical amendment continues to be missing from pposed legislation
also. The Committee, therefore, recommends that nessary

amendments may be carried out in this regard. (Para 3.5)

The Committee notes that a total number of ten eléed members
are required to be there in the Council in terms ofsection 3(3) (a) and 3
(3) (c) of the Act and that rest of the members othe Council are
nominated members. It is factually correct to saythat elections for
elected members were last held in 2004. Furtheroth the Department
and the Council have been taking conflicting standfor the conduct of

elections holding the other party responsible. @ra 3.10)

The Committee would like to point out that there ae very

specific provisions regarding conduct of electionsinder Rules 3
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and 6 of the Council of Architecture Rules 1973. &e 3.1 dealing
with 'Representatives of the Indian Institute of Architects' says
that

“ the President shall, not later than sixty days bfore the date of
occurrence of vacancy by the expiry of the term fooffice of a
member, send intimation thereof to Central Goverment who
shall, not later  than forty five days before the date of
occurrence of the vacancy, forward a notice by astered
post to the Secretary of the Indian Institute of Achitects
requesting him to hold an election by a dateat later than
the date specified in the notice.”

Similar provisions are there in case of vacanciesnder section 4 (1) and
(2) of the Act. From the above, it is clear thaboth the President of the

Council and the Central Government are jointly resmnsible for

conducting the elections. Further, so far as eldons under section

3(3)(c) are concerned, Rule 6 stipulates that :-

“The Returning Officer shall call upon the head ofarchitectural
institutions in  India to elect such number of menbers as are
referred to in clause (c)of sub-section (3) of section 3 and in the
case of first election, five members shall beesited.”

It is also very clear from the Rules that the Retuning Officer is to be
appointed by the Central Government. (Para 3.11)

The Committee further takes note of the fact that hese rules were

amended by the Central Government in 2009. The ameded rules

provided for conduct of elections by the Central Geernment where the

President fails to inform the Central Government regarding occurrence

of a vacancy or if the Central Government is of theopinion that the

vacancy has occurred. The amended rules further pwided for filling

45



up of the vacancies under section 3(3) (c) of thecAby the Central
Government by notifying the vacancies in the Offi@l Gazette and
requesting the Returning Officer to hold electiondy the date specified
in the notice. The Committee fails to understand aso why inspite of
having all the powers the Central Government failedto conduct the

elections for the ten elected members, and notithe same. (Para 3.12)

It is ironical that inspite of the clear provisionsunder the Act and
Rules, the well-established procedure for conductf@lections could not
be adhered to, due to a number of undesirable andomewhat pre-
meditated developments by all the concerned authdies. Every small
iIssue related to elections being dragged to Courtsn technical grounds
depicts a very disturbing state of affairs. Feelingpf helplessness on the
part of the Department inspite of having all the athority for
conducting elections under the Act and the Rules &med by it indicates
a very unsatisfactory level of handling the uncallé for developments by
the Department. The Committee finds it very surprisng that nobody
took the initiative to take the benefit of sectiorb (2) whereunder in case
of any dispute regarding election arising, the matr has to be referred
by the Council to a Tribunal appointed by the Cental Government and
decision of the Tribunal shall be final. Had this povision been enforced,

need for approaching the Courts would not have aren. (Para3.13)

The Committee also strongly feels that instead ohere being an
element of co-ordination and positive approach, uner current of one-
manupship has been very dominant in the recent yeain their dealing
with each other, both by COA and the Department. Tie Committee
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finds it difficult to agree to the Department's cortention that the present
Council did not allow the Returning Officer to conduct elections as it
feels that under the Rules, the Returning Officer 3 endowed with
sufficient powers so much so that it is the Returmig Officer who decides
as to whether a person is or is not entitled to vetor to stand for
election. (Para3.14)

The Committee would like to place on record that itagrees with
the basic intent of the legislation that there shdd be timely
elections/nominations in the Council. The Committe would rather
appreciate if a free and fair process of electionronomination of the
Members of the Council is ensured. However, it apphends whether
the proposed amendment in section 6(1) only wouldchieve this.
Further, the Committee feels that it may lead to avaccum in the
Council of Architecture if elections/nominations ae not held due to
some reasons as with the proposed amendment, theegent incumbent
would be required to go out immediately after the gpiry of three years
whereas the Council of Architecture is supposed ttbe a permanent
body. Secondly this would be inconsistent with theroposed sub-
section (6) which provides that unless the names@ addresses of the
elected/nominated members of the Council are notéd by the Central
Government, a person would not become a member the Council.
The Committee feels that the proposed changes inlsisection (1) and
new proposed sub-section (6) are needed to be madensistent and
there should be clear provision obligatory on the €ntral Government
to notify the names within the stipulated time frame of 15 days.

(Para3.15)
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IV Clause 3: Section 10 A: Directions by Central Geernment

The Committee notes that the Council of Architectue had serious
reservations on the proposed amendments. Accordirtg the Councll, it
has no objection in receiving any directions from he Central
Government on any policy matter. The purpose of dections given by
Central Government can prove beneficial only if thg are policy matters
but if directions are intended to interfere in dayto day functioning of a
statutory body, then such directions could prove amnter productive.
The Council strongly contended that the proposed pwer to be given to
the Central Government to direct a statutory bodyto make or amend
its Regulations or to make, amend or revoke any regation framed by
that statutory body can only be considered an extr@rdinary,
arbitrary, unguided and uncontrolled executive powe adversely
impacting the autonomy and day to day functioning bthe Council.
Similarly, the power to issue direction to give prority of work is also

likely to go against the autonomy of a statutory bdy. (Para 4.1)

The Committee finds substance in the contention dhe Council.
The Committee also takes note of the fact that intber statutory bodies
like UGC, MCI, Dental Council, Indian Nursing Council, Central
Government has been vested with the power to issuirection only on
policy issues or to resolve disputes in election.h€ Committee would
also like to point out that the proposed provisiorunder section 10A is in
contravention of regulation making power given to he Council under
section 45. Not only this, these Regulations are tbe made by the

Council only in consultation with Central Governmert and to be laid in
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Parliament thereby ensuring their scrutiny by Parliament. The
Committee is of the opinion that the proposed prowion under section
10 A is uncalled for and liable to raise complicatn in future in view of
section 45. The Committee, therefore, recommendbat this provision
may be suitably revised so as to give powers to élCentral Government

to give directions only on policy matters. (Para 4.2)

V Clause 3: Section 10 B: Power to supersede Couhci

The Committee is not inclined to accept the justcation given by the
Department. The fact that similar provision already exists in respect of
other similar professional bodies also does not seeto be a well-placed
argument. It is a well known fact that inspite of uncils like NCTE and
AICTE having a similar provision, such a provisionhas not acted as a

deterrent to misuse of powers by these bodies. (Para 5.4)

The Committee is of the firm opinion that with the proposed
powers to be given under section 10 A and 10 B, #tion is not likely to
improve so far as COA is concerned. Against the b&drop of such a
large number of court cases going on at present, iskng very apparent
element of confrontation is undoubtedly going to agyavate further. The
Committee strongly feels that instead of such an aemdment, provision
relating to power to refer to a Commission of Inquiy on the failure of
COA to comply with the provisions of the Act can bancorporated in
the Act. This recommendation has already been madey the Expert
Group set up by the Government. The Committee fail4o understand
the reservation of the Department in accepting such recommendation
made by the Expert Group. (Parab.5)
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The Committee would like to point out that with the proposed
amendments relating to term of three years for themembers of the
Council, with no chance of further extension, funabning of COA is
definitely going to be streamlined. The Committeelao observes that the
role of the Central Government is well crafted in he Architects Act,
1972. Right from constitution of COA (section 3.1)jt is reflected in
appointment of Tribunal (Section 5 (2), fixation ofpay and allowances
and other conditions of service of employees [semti 12 (1) (5)],
investment of funds [section 13 (2)], recognitionf qualification granted
by authorities in India (section 14), recognition & architectural
gualifications granted by authorities in foreign caintries (section 15),
power to amend Schedule (section (16), withdrawal f orecognition
(section 20), renewal of fees (section 27), resttom of Register (section
32), information to be furnished by the Council (setion 40), power to
remove difficulties (section 43), power to make r@s (section 44) and
approval to make regulations to be framed by the Qancil (Section 45).
Contention of the Department that in the absence opower to issue
directions to the Council, the aforesaid manifold dinctions and powers
assigned to the Central Government could not be ceed out as the
advisories given to the Council were not acceded tby the COA is
simply not acceptable to the Committee. The Commite can only
conclude that inspite of well-enshrined and well-¢ablished powers and
functions of both the Council and the Department inthe Act as well as
the regulations and rules made thereunder, somewher in the

atmosphere of confrontation, the spirit behind theAct of 1972, i.e.,

50



propagation of professional education in the fieldof architecture was

simply side-lined by all concerned. (Para 5.6)

The Committee has also taken note of the fact thabere is an
urgent need for bringing in comprehensive amendmest in the
Architects Act, 1972 in line with the advancementsmade specially
during the recent years. Both the Council and the Bpartment are in
favour of such a move. Not only this, the Committe&s also aware of the
fact that a legislation for having an over-arching Commission for
Higher Education and Research whereunder all the atutory bodies
like Council of Architecture are likely to be subsumed is going to be
brought very soon by the Government. Lastly, thereare a number of
issues like role of Councilvis-a-vis AICTE, conduct of elections to the
Council, various actions taken by COA which are apresent sub-judice.
In such a scenario, the Committee is constrained tobserve that the
proposed legislation which can only be consideredshort-term measure

Is not an advisable move on the part of the Departent. (Para 5.7)

The Committee observes that architecture educationand
profession being very specialized, there is a neéar giving protection to
architects from legal and professional liabilities.Secondly, in view of
increasing number of foreign architects practisingin the country, a
mechanism can be evolved for having mutual exchangef Indian
architects with foreign architects. Lastly, a healy atmosphere of co-
ordination between architecture education and profssion is required to
be built up. The Committee would appreciate if allthese aspects are
taken care of whenever a new comprehensive legistat is brought
forward. (Para 5.8)
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RAJYA SABHA
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Shri Prakash Javadekar
Shri M. Rama Jois

Shri Pramod Kureel
Shri N. K. Singh
Shrimati Kanimozhi

Dr. Janardhan Waghmare
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Shri N. Balaganga
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LIST OF WITNESSES

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

Smt. Vibha Puri Das, Secretary Higher Education;

Sh. N.K. Sinha, Additional Secretary, MinistiyHRD;

Sh. N.K. Nampoothiry, Additional Secretargdislative Deptt.;
Sh. Amit Khare, Joint Secretary, Deptt. Of HigEducation;

P wbdbPE

5.  Prof. E.F.N. Ribeiro, Chairman School of Plagn&Architecture,
Bhopal,

6. Dr. Shovan K. Saha, Director, School of Planr@rchitecture,
Vijayawada;

Ar. J.R. Bhalla, Former President of CounciPothitecture;

Ar. K. Rajagopalan, Eminent Architect and Memaie€ouncil of
Architect;

9. Ar. Vijay Garg, Jt. Hony, Secretary, Indiantitnge of Architecture;

10. Prof. S. M. Akhtar, Dean, Faculty of ArchitegpuJamia Milia Islamia
University;

11. Prof. N.S. Gopalkrishnan, MHRD IPR Chair, CUSADchin;
12. Dr. Harvinder Singh, Director, Ministry of HRD;

13. Sh. G.R. Raghavender, Director, Deptt. Of Higbducation;
14. Sh. B.K. Bhadri, Assistant Educational AdviddHRD; and
15. Sh. K.K. Mishra, Consultant, MHRD.

SECRETARIAT

Smt.Vandana Garg, Additional Secretary
Shri J. Sundriyal, Director

Shri Arun Sharma, Joint Director

Shri Sanjay Singh, Assistant Director
Smt. Himanshi Arya, Committee Officer
Smt. Harshita Shankar, Committee Officer

2. At the outset, the Chairman welcomed the Memtmethe meeting of the
Committee which was convened to hear the viewb®fecretary, Department of
Higher Education on the the Architects (Amendm@ilt) 2010. **  ** *
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3 ** ** **

4. Thereafter, the Committee heard the views ofStheretary, Department of
Higher Education alongwith other experts/academgidrom the field of
architecture on the Architects (Amendment) Bill,120 The Chairman and
members sought clarifications to which the Secyeteplied to. The Committee
decided to send and questionnaire to the Departimieftigher Education for

detailed response.
5. A verbatim record of the proceedings was kept.

6. The Committee then adjourned at 5.45 p.m.

** Relates to other matter
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VIII
EIGHTH-MEETING
The Committee on Human Resource Development ni&88tp.m. on Thursday,
the 18" November, 2010 in Committee Room ‘A’, Ground d¥loParliament House

Annexe, New Delhi.

MEMBERS PRESENT

RAJYA SABHA

1. ShriOscar Fernandes - Chairman
2. Dr. K. Keshava Rao
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8.  Shri Suresh Chanabasappa Angadi
9. Shri Deepender Singh Hooda
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11. Dr. Vinay Kumar Pandey ‘Vinnu’

LIST OF WITNESSES

REPRESENTATIVES OF THE COUNCIL OF ARCHITECTURE

Prof. Vijay Shrikrishna Sohoni, President, CalotArchitecture

Prof. Uday Chandrakant Gadkari, Member, Cousfcil ~ Architecture
Prof. Inderjit Singh Bakshi, Member, CouncilArtchitecture

Shri Prakash Deshmukh, Member, Council of Amsttiire

Mr. Bharat Thakordas Sheth, Member, Council aft¥tecture
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SECRETARIAT

Smt.Vandana Garg, Additional Secretary
Shri Arun Sharma, Joint Director

Shri Sanjay Singh, Assistant Director

Smt. Himanshi Arya, Committee Officer
Smt. Harshita Shankar, Committee Officer

2. At the outset, the Chairman welcomed the memigetise meeting of the
Committee convened for hearing the views of theesgntatives of the Council

of Architecture on various provisions of the Artelets (Amendment) Bill, 2010.

** *%* **

3 ** ** **

4. The Committee, then, heard the views of theressmtatives of the
Council of Architecture on the various provisiorigiee Architects (Amendment)
Bill, 2010, problem areas in the functioning of tBeuncil and the comprehensive
changes required in the Architects Act, 1972 ankemtallied issues. The
Chairman and members raised certain queries whiliPtesident of the Council
replied to. The Committee decided to send a quasdire to the Council for

their detailed replies within three days.

(The witnesses then withdrew)

5. *% *%* *%
6. A verbatim record of the proceedings was kept.
7. The Committee then adjourned at 4.45 p.m. totragain on Thursday,

the 2%" November, 2010.

** Relates to other matters
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the 28' December, 2010 in Room No. ‘63’, First FloocasliRhment House, New Delhi.
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13. Shri Joseph Toppo
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0] Professor S.S. Mantha, Chairman, AICTE
(i) Dr. (Col.) M.K. Hada, Member-Secretary, AICTE
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I. LIST OF WITNESSES ON THE PROHIBITION OF UNFAIR
PRACTICES IN TECHNICAL EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS,
MEDICAL EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS AND UNIVERSITIES
BILL, 2010

A. REPRESENTATIVES OF EDUCATION PROMOTION SOCIETY FOR
INDIA

0] Dr. H. Chaturvedi, President

(i) Mr. Manohar Chellani, Secretary General

(i)  Dr. K. Ramanarayan, Vice-Chancellor, Maniptiversity
(iv)  Mr. Sekar Vishwanthan, Member

(V) Dr. R.P. Singh, Member

(vi)  Mr. M.N. Raju, Member

(vii)  Mr. N.V. Hegde, Member

(viii)  Mr. Taranjit Singh, Member

(ix)  Mr. Binod Dash, Member

(x) Mr. Prashant Bhalia, Member

(xi)  Mr. P. Palanivel, PRO

B. REPRESENTATIVES OF INDIAN COUNCIL OF UNIVERSITIES

(1) Brig. (Dr) S.S. Pabla, President
(i) Dr. D.S. Chauhan, Secretary General

(iif)  Dr. Rajneesh Arora, Vice Chancellor, Punja&chnical University,
Punjab

(iv)  Mr. Ashok Kumar Mittal, Chancellor, Lovely Piessional University
(v) Mr. Naresh Kaushik, Advocate SC (Advisor to euncil)

SECRETARIAT

Smt.Vandana Garg, Additional Secretary
Sh. N.S. Walia, Director

Shri Arun Sharma, Joint Director

Shri Sanjay Singh, Assistant Director
Smt. Himanshi Arya, Committee Officer
Smt. Harshita Shankar, Committee Officer
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2. At the outset, the Chairman welcomed the memigetise meeting of the
Committee convened to hear the Chairman, AICTE &e tArchitects
(Amendment) Bill, 2010 *x ** **

3. The Committee, then, heard the views of the i@ram, AICTE on the
Architects (Amendment) Bill, 2010 with special neface to encroachment by
the Council of Architecture upon the functions tfier statutory bodies including
that of the AICTE, problem areas encountered by AGvith the Council and
overall assessment of the functions of the Counthe Chairman and members
raised certain queries which were replied to by @eirman, AICTE. The

Committee decided to send a questionnaire to tha€ibofor its written replies.
(The witnesses then withdrew)

4. *% *% *%

5. A verbatim record of the proceedings was kept.

6. The Committee then adjourned at 5.35 p.m.

** Relates to other matters
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SECRETARIAT

Smt.Vandana Garg, Additional Secretary
Shri N.S. Walia, Director

Shri Arun Sharma, Joint Director

Shri Sanjay Singh, Assistant Director
Smt. Harshita Shankar, Committee Officer

2. At the outset, the Chairman welcomed the memtoetise meeting of the
Committee convened for consideration and adoptfdf o *

*x the Report on the Architects (Amendment) BiR010. The
Chairman, then, informed the members that anothierrmely the ‘Protection
of Women from Sexual Harassment at Work Place B0’ has been referred
to the Committee for examination and report wittwwo months.

3 ** ** **

4, The Committee, then, considered and adopted 228F, *x

* Reports pertaining to the Architects (AmendnjeBtll, 2010 and
the ** *x **  Keeping in view the extension ofrhe till 31%
January, 2011 given by the Hon'ble Chairman, R&ghha for presentation of
the Report on the Architects (Amendment) Bill, 20t Committee authorized
the Chairman to present the Report to the Hon'bl@r@an, Rajya Sabha.

5 ** ** **

6. The Committee then adjourned at 12.05 p.m.

** Relates to other matters
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