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TEACHERS’ SUBMISSION TO THE MEETING BETWEEN TEACHERS
(REPRESENTED BY PROF. MADHU SAHNI, PROF. RAJAT DATTA, AND PROF.
AYESHA KIDWAI) AND THE JNU ADMINISTRATION

The GSCASH was instituted on 8 March 1999, as a committee of 13 persons. Since
then, its composition and Rules & Procedures have been approved by the
Executive Council of Jawaharlal Nehru University four times, the last most
recently in 2015. The initial proposal to constitute such a body was communicated

to the University Grants Commission (UGC) on 14 October 1998 (Annexure 1).

|. The Karuna Ch;manaWorkmg Group on Sexudal Harassmentq.‘xA Resolution
 Plan and Institutional Mechanism to Combat Sexual Harassment on 6 May 1998.
on Campus is approved by the JNU Executive Council
2. JNU Executive Council éppfovés ‘the GSCASH Rules & Resolution 6.7, meeting
: Procedures baséd on the Ashok Mathur Comrhittee Report. on September 28, 2001.
3. JNU Executive Council ‘appr‘ovés the GSCASH ‘R‘ulés & Resolution 6.8, meeting |
| Procedures, 2008. on June 2, 2005. |
"4, JNU Executive Council approves the GSCASH Rules & “Resolution 5.1, meeting
Procedures, after the incorporation of the provisions of the on September 19, 2015.
Sexual Harassment of Women at Workplace (Prevention, ‘
Prohibition, and Redressal Act, 2013 and the Saksham Report

of the UGC).

Jawaharlal Nehru University has, over the past eighteen years, consistently
maintained in all its official communications that the GSCASH is the univérsity’s
official body to inquire into all complaints of sexual harassment, as required by
the Vishaka judgment (1999-2013) and then by the Sexual Harassment in the
Workplace Act 2013. As recently as February 3, 2017, in Arshad Alam vs.
Jawaharlal Nehru University, JNU has affirmed this in the Delhi High Court
(Annexure 2). In the Self-Study Report presented on 9 October 2017 to the visiting
‘National Assessment and Accreditation Council Peer Review team, JNU has once

again presented the GSCASH as the body responsible for gender sensitisation and



inquiring into complaints of sexual harassment in the university (Annexure 3).
The abrupt dissolution of GSCASH on 18 September 2017 has therefore taken the
Whole umversmy by surprlse as this move does not appear to have arisen from
any need felt by the un1vers1ty commumty to rev1s1t the compos1t10n and rules of
the GSCASH 1tself but from what we see as an erroneous readlng of the provisions
of the UGC (Prevention, Prohzbztzon & Redressal of Sexual Harassment of Women
Employees & Students in HLgher Educatwnal Instz,tutwns) Regulatwns 201 5 as
published in the Gazette of lndla on May 2, 2016 (henceforth UGC-ICC
Regulations).

 In this brief initial submission, we would like to impress upon you that this
reading is unwarranted, that the dissolution of GSCASH was entirely
unnecessary. Further, we wish to emphasize that a compositionfof;the GSCASH
through elections is not only,the most egalitarian method that works best in the
' interests of employees and students, but is also one that protects the office of the
Vice-Chancellor and other senior funct10nar1es of the JNU admlmstratmn from

‘allegatmns of blas and undue 1nﬂuence

. THE INSTITUTIONAL LEGITIMACY OF THE GSCASH

From the data avallable complled from annual reports of the GSCASH up to the
201‘5—16, GSCASH has since 1ts inception received a totalof 268 complamts, at an
average of 15 oomplaints a year. All members of the JNU community ‘have
accessed the committee’s redressal processes from time to time: 226 complaints
have been made by students, 30 by the non-teaching staff (perrnanent or
- contractual, 1nclud1ng secur1ty guards and service providers and safai
karamcharzs) 9 by faculty, and 3 by residents. Of the 184 complaints made in this
class even as 163 complalnts have been made by women against men, 13 by men
agalnst women, 2 by men against men and 6 by Women agalnst women. The latter
three f1gures demonstrate that the gender neutrality of the GSCASH has proved
to be truly relevant Roughly 15% of the complaints by students are against
employees (12 each against staff and officers, 19 against faculty) showing that the
GSCASH has been able to inspire faith in the student community that it can and



will impartially address complaints based on the nature of the grievance and not

position in the power hierarchy of the institution.

Empldyees have also accessed the GSCASH complaints resolution process through
the years. Faculty members have made only 9 complaints to the GSCASH, where
none of these éomplaints have been against other faculty — there have been 4 each
against staff and student(s), with at least one complainant béing a man. Staff have
made 30 complaints, of which 22 have been made against other staff, 5 against

faculty, and 3 againSt students.

Data for penalties imposed is not, at the current time, Aavailable for the full span
of 18 years, but the available information for the last five years from 2012
onwards, shows that at least 16 students have been given a range of ’reformative
to punitive penalties, 5 faculty members have been awarded penalties in
accordance with the service conditions as have at least 2 members of the staff, and

1 faculty member from another university has been declared out of bounds.

There has been hardly any litigation on GSCASH enquiries by either of the parties
to the proceedings. This has partly to do with the rule bound appellate process
incorporated in the GSCASH Rules and partly to do with the rigorous guarantees
* of the principles of natural justice its Rules afford, duly inflected with concerns for
gender sensitivity. The only completed court proceedings against a GSCASH
inquiry and recommended penalty in these eighteen years 1s S. Raju Aiyer v.
Jawaharlal Nehru "University (WP(C) No.2541/20.11) upheld the GSCASH
Enquiry Committee and the JNU Appeals Committee, with Justice Valmiki ruling
on March 13, 2013:

“The enquiry committee has arrived at correct findings and given the correct
recommendations. ... I find that both the enquiry commilttee and the appeals
cbmniittee has after detailed analysis and compelling reasons found the
peiitiénér guilty of sexual harassment of the respondent No.5. In no manner,
the exhaustive and analytical findings of the enquiry committee can at all be

interfered by this Court.”

In the Arshad Alam case cited earlier, the Delhi High Court refused to entértain



the writ petition obserﬁng that the appeals process as specified in the GSCASH
Rules is under way. In "another case, Amitabh Kundu v. Jawaharlal Nehru
University (W.P.(C) 2013/2013 and CM No. 3831/2013 (Stay)), the High Court
refused to stay a GSCASH inquiry proceedings, merely asking the University to
“strictly follow the GSCASH Rules, which are the Rules for conducting of enquiries

into allegatwns of sexual harassment”.

Furthermore the GSCASH has earned the umvers1ty great prest1ge for its
innovative character, from the positive observations on it by the Justice Verma
' ’ Committee (GSCASH was one of the 80-0odd persons invited by the committee to
appear before it), and from the fact that it was the bmodel that Supreme Court of\‘
Bangladesh extended to address the issue of sexual harassment against women n
‘ Workplaces More recently, the Un1vers1ty Grants Commission of Sri Lanka has
also formulated guidelines for universities in that country, using the JNU
GSCASH model. The J NU‘GSCASH’s innovations has also been featured in the
journal of the Association of Commonwealth Universltie‘s, and in fact the visit of
experts from JNU to Sri Lankan universities to guide the UGC Committee there

on matters of composmon and process have been supported by the ACU.

‘Eighteen years of history has successfully embedded the GSCASH in the
institutional practices of the university and campus culture — from the integration
- of sensitisation and diversity components into orientation programmes for
stﬁdents, to the development of gender sensitive and just procedures by which the
Executive Council discusses and implements penalties on complaints of sexual
harassment, respect for the GSCASH restraint order and the maintenance of
confidentiality. Most of all, the GSCASH Rules have created and mamtamed an
atmosphere that is conducive to the sober and lawful disposal of complaints of
sexual harassment, Wlthout any need for public outcry or public airing of‘
grlevances Th1s is amply attested by the fact that pubhc restraint is exercised on
complamts are filed and exammed and that none of the parties involved (or the
general pubhc) 1ndulge in pubhc outcry or slander. In fact, even after penalties
_have been imposed on respondents in 1nqu1r1es the conf1dent1ahty of the
complainant is always respected, and the rights of proven perpetrators to register

objections to the inquiry process using the channels conceived of in the GSCASH



Rules (i.e., the appeals process), are not challenged. Finally, due to its legitimacy
in the eyes of the university community, the GSCASH’s very existence is an
effective deterrent to sexual harassment and empowers many constitutuents to

object to discriminatory and unjust conduct.

THE DISSOLUTION OF GSCASH IS CONTRARY TO LAW AND JNU
STATUTES AND REGULATIONS

On the 18th of September, however, this all-important component of the JNU
community and its administration was excised by an Executive Council (EC)
resolution. The reason for this waé purportedly the adoption of the. UGC-1CC
Regulations 2015 by the EC, and particularly the misreading of Clause 2(1),which
states that “any existing body already functioning with the same objective (like
Gender Sensitization Committee Against Sexual Harassment — GSCASH) should
be re-constituted aé the ICC”, proﬁded that in the “latter case the HEI shall ensure
that the Constitution of such a Body is required for JCC under these regulations.
Provided that such a body shall be bound by the provisions of these Regulations”.

This clause does not state that GSCASH ought to be superseded. All it says it that
it “should” be “re-constituted” as an ICC. In other words, the Executive Council is
required to institute a new body only if it was first decided that GSCASH was not

an internal complaints committee of JNU. This 1s contrary to both law and fact,

" 45 GSCASH has always been avowed to be JNU’s internal complaints committee,

both in the courts and to the UGC. In the Arshad Alam v. Jawaharlal Nehru
University case cited above, vide order dated 3.2.2017, the Delhi High Court stated
that the enquiry report of the GSCASH fell within the meaning of “enquiry report
under Section 13(3) of the Sexual Harassment of Women at Workplace (Prevention,
Prohibition and Redressal) Act, 2013” (para 1). ‘

The function of GSCASH as JNU’s internal committee had been recognized by
several bodies such as the 2013 Justice Verma Committee Report which
recommended the GSCASH “as a model” that may be examined. The very next

year, the UGC’s Task Force on measures necessary to ensure the safety of women

on university campuses included the GSCASH Rules as Appendix 12 of its
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SAKSHAM Report, observing that the resource provided by the experience of a
long-standing complaints committee is one from which many other HEIs had

expressed a keen eagerness to learn and draw inspiration from.

The members of Saksham Committee have also recently in a statement clarified
that it héd néver recommended the Superééssion of fhe JNU GSCASH: “Our
Report made:i’t‘clear that our propésais for the composition of Anti-SH committees
were intended for campuses where ICCs were not in existeﬁee or were not Vishakha-
compliant — they were never intended to replace or supersede committees like those
of JNU’s GSCASH which we had found to be fully Vishakha-éompliant.” (See
Annexure 2 for fhe coniplete statement issued after the dissolution of GSCASH).
In superseding the GSCASH, the Executive Council has élso ignored Clause 3 (a)
of the ‘UG‘C-I‘CC’ Regulatioﬁs 2015, which states that “wherever req‘uiréd,
appropriately subsume the spirit of tﬁé above definitions in its poZicy and
regulations on prevention and prohibition of sexual harassment against the
employees and the students, and modify its ordinances'ahd rules in consonance
wi‘th the requirements of the Régulations.”’ (emphasis added). This clause makes 1t
cléér that the o’nly\ W"ay‘ , such modification cmjﬂd‘ be dbne under the extant
regulations on"18 Septembér 2017 was by the GSCASH. The procedure outlined
| in Clause X (4) of the GSCASHregulation of JNU had to be followed; i.e. the UGC-
ICC Regulations 72‘0 1~5; and the Garkoti Committee recommendations and issues
raised in the Executive Council should have been referred to the GSCASH for

consideration with the requirements of Clause X.4., which is reproduced below.-

Clause X (4) kAmendment' to the Rules & Procedures of GSCASH

i Amendments to the Rules and Procedures of GSCASH shall have effect only

_if they are in consonance with the letter and spirit of the Supreme Court

Judgement, the Report of the Working Group on Sexual Harassment headed

by Karuna Chanana, the Policy, and the Rules and Procedures based on the

guidelines laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, in its ruling on

the Writ Petition (Criminal) Vishaka vs. State of Rajasthan (reported as 1997

(6) SCC 241) on 13 August 1997, on the prevention and deterrence of Sexual

Harassment at the Workplace, SAKSHAM guideline by UGC, Justice J.S.
Verma Committee Report and Work Place Act. S : ‘

ii. . Amendments shall be effected by a decision taken in a Special Meeting of



GSCASH called for the purposé.

iii.  The proposed amendment (s), together with the objectives and reasons
thereof, shall be recorded in writing and circulated by the proposer of the
amendment (s) at least fifteen working days prior to the Special Meeting
called for the purpose.

Civ. - An amendment motion shall be adopted by two-thirds of the members present
and voting. In the event of a tie on an amendment motion, it shall be put to
vote one more time. If a tie recurs, the amendment motion shall be
reconsidered by another Special Meeting to be called after at least fifteen
working days. In the event of a tie occurring for the third time, the decision
of the Chairperson shall be final.

v.  GSCASH amended rules should be placed before the Executive Council prior
to adoption

Further, every time the GSCASH Rules have sought to be amended, the version
prepared by the GSCASH has been circulated in advance for comments to all the
unions and Associations of employees and students. This préctice is extremely
important as it ensures the addressing of concerns that all stakehélders have prior
to the adoption‘ of regulations pertaining to sexual harassment. This practice was
not followed in\ the last instance, and an opportunity not to proceed on a mistaken

reading of the UGC-ICC Regulations was lost.

THERE IS NO IRRECONCILABLE CONFLICT BETWEEN THE UGC-ICC
REGULATIONS AND THE GSCASH COMPOSITION AND RULES

The GSCASH Rules were amended by the Executive Council on September 18
2015. This harmonisation exercise with the Sexual Harassment in the Workplace

Act and the Saksham Guidelines of the UGC, brought the GSCASH Rules in line
with both. The UGC-ICC Regulations effectively derive their substantive content
from both of these, and therefore there can be no presumption that no further

harmonisation is possible.

As per our understanding, there are three major points of difference between the

| UGC Regulations and the GSCASH Rules. The first is that the composition of the

Committee itaelf — it has more members than those specified in the UGC-ICC
Regulations and its numerical strength is 23 rather than 7. This does not render
the GSCASH non-compliant with the UGC-ICC Regulations however, as the

Regulations specify the minimum standards. This is spelled out in the Saksham



Committee Report, which points out that “It should be noted that the composition
is conceived as the basic minimum, as the size of an ICC may vary depending on
the requlrements of the institutions (p 85)”. Ina res1dent1al un1vers1ty with nearly
8000 students on the rolls, about 1600 employees, and another 1oOO odd residents
and service prov1ders, a complamts committee of 23 members is certamly an
institutional requirement. This is made even more necessary by the fact that as
awareness has increased, the volume of complaints to the GSCASH has increased,
and a number of inquiries need to be conducted simultaneously. Not all 23
members s1t on each inquiry, as the GSCASH Rules limit inquiries to a maximum
of five, and a mlnlmum of three, persons. You will also recall that the membershlp

of GSCASH was expanded from 13 to 23 for th1s very reason.

There are similar good reasons for the inclusion of wardens, representatives of
unions and associations, an eminent women academic as well as NGO(s) as
‘members of the GSCASH. In a residential university, wardens play a crucial crisis
mediation role and in ensuring a non-hostile atmosphere in the campus. Union
and association representatives are important for the work of gender sensitisation
and the prevention of sexualharassment' erninent women academicians along
w1th NGOs play crucial dual roles in adv1s1ng and guiding the internal complaints
commlttee in its gender sens1t1sat1on act1v1t1es as well as serving as the watchdogs
in 1nqu1r1es The minimum standard set by the UGC Regulatlonsdo not bar their
1nclus1on It is 1nstruct1ve here to take note of the remarks made in the Dr B. N.

Ray Vs Ramjas College & Ors. ]udgment by Justice V.K. Jain:

“It 1s very much in the domain and competence of the University to provide
...that the members of the Committee would include representatives from
all the sections of the college community. In our view, such a composition
also meets the objective of ensuring that all sections of the college
cOmmunity'have full faith in the functioning:of Committee on account of
presence of their representatives on it. The findings of such a broad based
Committee are likely to be better received and accepted by all the sections
of the college community. In fact, inquiry by a Committee, as against

mnquiry by an individual, which normally is the case in case of Government



servants, is likely to be more fair, objective and impartial, particularly when

all the sections are represented in it.”

The second major pomt of difference 1s that unlike the UGC-ICC Regulations, the
GSCASH Rules are gender-neutral (we prefer the term gender-plural) the JNU
1CC Regulations state the ICC to admit, in the main, complaints from women
alone (although there exists a provisioh for men to approach the ICC as well). The

fact that the GSCASH allows for a larger class of potential complainants than just |
women is however more befitting a university setting, in which reservation to
transgender candidates is given, pursuant to a Supreme Court judgment.
Moreover, sexual harassment does not happen to women alone, and it 1s not only
they who are committed to justice in all such cases. The available data indicates
that about 11% of the complaints to GSCASH over the past 18 years have been
involved parties of the same seX of men as complainants charging women, and to
create a mechanism that simply excludes the possibility of such complaints belies

the spirit behind much of sexual harassment legislation and jurisprudence.

Third, the GSCASH Rules differ from the UGC-ICC Regulations in specifying the
method by which GSCASH members come to be designated as members the
Committee for all constituents. The GSCASH Rules constitute the pool by
elections of teachers, students, and staff directly elected to the GSCASH from
which the Vice-Chancellor nominates, whereas the U’GC-ICC Regulations do so
only for student representatives. This fact of the matter is that the Regulations
are simply silent about the criteria that must be employed by the Vice-Chancellor
in making such nominations so as to encourage faith in the autonomy and
credibility of the complaints committeé. In JNU, the nomination vs election was
discussed threadbare in the open fora organised by the Karuna Chanana Working
Group twenty years ago. The compact in the university for the last two decades,
and reaffirmed by the JNU Executive Council no less than four times since then,
is that constition of the pool by elections is the only fair method, for the following

reasons:
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e It is the only method that provides a universally accessible fair opportunity to
all constituents of the workplace to be part of a mechanism dedicated to the
prevention and deterrence of sexual harassment in the workplace.

e It is also theu least subjective means by which credentials regarding
commitment to the cause of gender justice and suitability for nomination can
bé, evaluated. | ,

o It also ensures greater transparency and accountability in the instifution, and
assures the stakeholders that the employer/institution is commitment in
redressing complaints of sexual harassment in the same manner.

‘e Elections also insulate both the i_hquiring authority and the executive
authority from charges of seeking of bias and the exercise of undue influence
and/or manipulation due to pressure from senior levels in a way that
nominatibn by a single individual can never achieve.

e The elecforal process enables workers and other constituents to raise and
discuss the issue of sexual harassment (as mandated by Vishaka) and to spread
awareness and education.

e Institutions structured by the electoral process inspire greater confidence
because they give all constituents an equal stake in ensuring the impartial

functioning of the committee.

There is nothing in the UGC-ICC Regulations that preclude use of elections as a
method of constructing the pool from which the Vice-Chancellor may nominate the
members of the complaints committee. It may also be noted that nomination from
a pool provided by employees in particular and students does not take away from
the Vice-Chancellor’s rights to nomination or prevent the exercise of the various
other powers invested in him as an Executive Authority. Indeed, following the
Saksham guidelinés of the UGC (as was mandated by the UGC through many
letters in 2014-2016) may indicate that it is imperative to allow for a method other
than direct nomination by the Vice-Chancellor. The Saksham report specifically
advises that ICC members must be representative and that “such representation

must not be directly nominated by the employer; rather, transparency and a
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principled basis for membership on the ICC should be arrived at after involving

all sections Qf the HEI »com’munity” (pp 75-76).

We hope that you will consider our preliminary submissions in this document as
an invitation to further dialogue in order to achieve a resolution of the dispute
that has forced the petitioners to approach the couft. We would like to make
further submissions with regards to multiple problems with the UGC-ICC
Regulations in JNU in the very near future, and preferably before the Executive
Council meeting on the 16th of November 2017. We hope also that you will brief

members of that body about this meeting.

Prof. Madhu Sahni Prof. Rajat Datta Prof. Ayesha Kidwai
Petitioner ' Petitioner President JNUTA
9 November 2017
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| jAWAHARmL NEHRU UMWERSWY
~ NEW DELHI-110067

JAHMATULLAH KHAN
WCTOR. L s 1 e : ~
‘ .g‘zmﬁf;m\ Be o o 14 October 1998

Dr.Asha Kiran
Deputy Secretary ; :
 National Commission for Women i : \
Noi 4, Deen ﬁ&yai G@&dhyava Marg : /\PJPJEE)(LJF¥EE1
ﬁk@ @LL%I 110 002

'ﬁéar Dr.Asha Kiran,

Tl - Tuis has reference to your communication of 9th
June 1998 on the subject of violence and sexual hsrassnment
on the universgity campus. Jawaharlal HNehru University
had constituted a committee in accordance with your sugges-
tions : ‘ Cmmtaiae& in the sald letter. Even before
that the University had done an exercise of 1its own which
resulted in a vreport on the subject by 2 gorking group
set up by the University (a copy of the report is being
- gent to you for dnformation). There were differences
' over the composition of the committee,  The University
Grants Commission directive thus came handy. ¥e proceeded
to announce the committee as directed by the UGC.

it. The JNU announcement, however, has raised a contro-
versy. Numerous members of the faculty and the students
have &xpro%ged themselves against the composition as
directed by the UGC in .esgence, the alternative composi-
%1@& suggested by thn students and iamulty ig as follows:

Lo Ch&;ryer%aﬁ (woman, faculty member to be elecied
by the commlttﬁw members from amotigst tnﬁmﬁ@EV@W}

R 'rwa faculty members {at least one a wom&n} @y@&ialiy
i %lmataﬁ i@ w@rv& on the cammztﬁ@&

.;B{f:“Twa war&@am (at 1@&&% one a wwm&n} to be a%m@mn by the
“ wa$§ ﬁ@ for the comnittes L

4;‘1 0ﬁ@ faau}ty’memb@r from the GeadefﬁﬁtuﬁiegyFQrum

B Two &Lm@@ﬁt (one hostel resident, one day scholar -
oAt 1&&5% one a Wum&n} specially &iecteﬁ ta serve on
th@ committee

o B. o One r@ﬁf&&@ﬁtativ% of the JNU Students' Union

cved

fﬁ‘i@x”‘i?! ﬁ?i}?&fﬁ!&x% 2004 Ras. G102689, B107878/Ext 2702 Telex Gfﬁ TRIEY JNUIN Gram Lmvfi?mh@
e ?azx 9%651 £198234 and 91-01 (-8165886 Email - rkhan @ jnuniv.ernelin ‘



}AWAHAR_LAL NEHRU umvgmw
' ONEW DELHI-110067

: ﬁAﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁLLAﬁKﬂAN : |
CRECTOR o e G

7. One member mf ‘the JNU Etaff A@wmﬁiatian, $§®61&§§y :
- ~elected to aevva on the ammmlttﬁe o ;

3.  One member @f the Jﬁﬁ Karamchari ﬁ%ﬁﬁ@i&tkﬁﬂ, apeaxaiiy“
elected to sarve on. the committee .

G, Qﬁ@ ﬁmmn&nt wmmaﬁ a&aﬁ@mmm from @Gtﬁid& the University

P 1 0s Al NGO with speclal experience in 1%$ue@ of &exu&l
: :7§ara3$m&ﬂt

*il., A.Qmmn@ellgr (w@many

11, It is also being suggested that the Committee be
assisted by: = ' Sl ;  >

11,'A'iaWy@r
20k waman doctor

V?V ' The fu%ct%mnw of thw ?ammlttﬁﬁ are bﬁiﬁg perceived
Wa% follows: e o

1io m@na;ii%atimn and awareness generatxaﬁ
2. erisis management amﬁ mediation !
e fmrma& redraﬁsal and emquzry

v,  As enquiry and redressal is only one of the funatimn@_

of the committee, not all the 14 members may be involved
in the enquiry process. it may be held by two members
of the committee. The ammmxtt@e, it is bveing %uggﬁgt&d
‘needs to have the n@ceaﬁ&ry infrastructure for its functio-
ning. A ywarly grant, gecretarial asglﬁtﬁﬂQ&3 office
space and telephone sonnection is  being demanded.
In ‘adﬁmtzan, fumé@ for ‘the yasﬁ af Counsellor (item 11
in the ammpm%;tion 1ist), it is  being suggested, are
_available with the UGC or the Human HResource ﬁ@vglﬁgmant..'
‘Ministry. ‘ : . o

CE182171 6107676/ ﬁ()fém ?%mv @mmf;g ﬁwm?!&iéﬁm 2702 Telax 031 7:315? JHUEIN azﬁm JM&M*A ’
P 491 zm £198204 and 91 012«$3$&&£§€ il - rkhan@in AueheBrnetin



. ;aigq;;;!z;§ i;gq;s ig'ggig‘%s%;;% 23 .
}AWAH&R&AL{ NEHRU LﬁNiVERS%YY
| MKW DELHI- 3?@(3{3”? |

RAHT&%:&?GLME.H ?4%&1\1
RECTOR :

Vi, 1 am writing to seek your concurrence of the compo-
;qztiaﬁ of the committee as above, and for the release
of some fundﬁ available with the UGC to meet the salary
of the Counsellor and the expenses on infrastructure
indicated above, The University will agﬁfeaiate an @xpﬁdaw
tious response to this letter.

Yours sincerely,

Vs

RAHMATULLAH KHAN

Encl:Report of Working Group-
Con o Sexusl Haragssment

&3&?1:1 BIO7THTHERL2004 ?%93 B102680, 810767 6/Ex 2702 Telox: 03173187 JNU N Gram JAYENU
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On Dissolving GSCASH
in JNU

We, the undersigned, would like to
share our concerns regarding the
proposed dissolution of the Gender Sen-
sitisation Committee against Sexual Har-
assment (ascasH) of Jawaharlal Nehru
University (7NU) in light of the decision
to set up an Internal Complaints Com-
mittee (1cc) in compliance with the Uni-
versity Grants Commission (UGC) regu-
lation of 2015 and the gazette notifica-
tion that fotlowed.

We would like to draw attention to the
fact that the Saksham report, authored
by usviaa mandate-of the uGc in 2013,
had provided the broad perspective and
framework for the UGC’s initiatives and
regulations to ensure gender sensitisa-
tion on campuses of higher education
institutions (HEIs), to combat instances of
sexual harassment after the Delhi gang
rape of December 2012 and the subsequent
enactment of the Sexual Harassment of
Women at Workplace (Prevention, Pro-
hibition and Redressal) Act, 2013.

We write primarily because the models
for gender sensitisation and anti-sexual
harassment committees recommended
by us in the Saksham report (based on
nationwide questionnaires and visits to
several campuses) were drawn from the
structures and processes operational
at JNU (the GscAsH) and the University
of Delhi (pu). We are, consequently, at
a loss to understand why a seemingly
well-functioning body in JNU needed
to be disbanded and could not seam-
lessly incorporate an rcc. Had we missed
some important aspect that we need to
know about? :

The Saksham Task Force was set up
since the uac was “committed to a policy
of zero tolerance regarding harassment
of any kind ... to review the present
arrangements, identify loopholes and in-
adequacies and to formulate remedial
measures to address the concerns of all
girls and women, and of the youth who
study and live in the country’s numer-
ous and diverse university campuses”
(Chairman, UGC, 7 November 2013).

The Saksham report was accepted as

- guidelines by the UGC in 2013. During
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2014 and 2015, a series of letters were
sent to universities under the jurisdic-
tion of the ucc asking all universities
and affiliated colleges to implement
the recommendations of the Saksham

report “in toto so as to enable the uGc to
compile and furnish the action taken to
the Ministry of Human Resource Deve-
lopment (MHRD), Government of India.”
All colleges were requested to send
compliance reports at the earliest. The
Saksham report authored by us made it
clear that its intention was to offer rec-
ommendations for HEIs to set up ade-
quate mechanisms for protection from
and prevention of sexual harassment
and other forms of violence against
women. These guidelines were in no
way intended to restrict HEIs from evolv-
ing models that improve on these stand-
ards and are tailored to address the spe-
cificities of various campuses. In fact,
the gscass rules and procedures in JNU
laid down important benchmarks in the
view of the Saksham Committee.

Our report made it clear that our pro-
posals for the composition of anti-sexual
harassment committees were intended
for campuses where 1cCs were not in ex-
istence or were not Vishakha-compli-
ant—they were never intended to replace
or supersede committees like those -of
JNU's Gscast which we had found to
be fully Vishakha-compliant: “It should
be noted that the composition (of 1ccs) is
conceived as the basic minimum, as the
size of an 1cc may vary depending on the
requirements of the institutions. Fur-
thermore, adoption of a particular mode
of constitution of the 1cc must be dis-
cussed widely in the institution ina demo-
cratic and transparent manner” (p 85).

The report had specifically advised that
1cc members must be representative
and that “such representation must not
be directly nominated by the employer;
rather, transparency and a principled
basis for membership on the 1cc should
be arrived at after involving all sections
of the HE community” (pp 75-76). We
reproduce this section from our report
in full: “A core guiding principle is that
individual institutions should be em-
powered to choose whichever method
of composition of iccs that is deemed
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appropriate by the workplace community
(students, employees and the person(s)
in charge of the HEIs), as long as the
composition of the 1cc complies with the
Act of 2013, and is given the force of
Rules, Regulations, Statutes and/or Or-
dinances of the institution concerned ...
While it could be the case that the mode
of direct election is not feasible across
all HEIs, it is nevertheless important that
the composition of 1ccs does not repli-
cate the power inherent in workplace
hierarchies. 1ccs must contain represen-
tation from all sections, particularly
junior levels, of the workplace. Further-
more, such representation must not be
directly nominated by the employer;
rather, transparency and a principled
basis for membership on the 1cc should
be arrived at after involving all sections
of the HEI community.”

Our report drew on our meetings with
open forums across campuses in the
country. In our study, we also found that
in some campuses, ICCs already existed,
but were not effective or functional in
spirit, as reported in the many narra-
tives of students and staff members who
were either not able to voice their expe-
riences of harassment or had been dis-
suaded from reporting in writing. Dur-
ing these interactions, we found that the
models offered by pu and JNu, in order
to formulate these broad guidelines,
were widely appreciated and accepted
by diverse bodies (p 22). We had in fact
included the guidelines of the commit-
tees of these two universities as Appen-
dices 11 and 12 in our report, as a re-
source from which many other HEIs had
expressed a keen eagerness to learn and
draw inspiration from. This was a meas-
ure of the appreciation and acceptance
of the rules and procedures formulated
by these two committees, reflecting deep
application of mind and experience to
ensure adequate safeguards to reflect the
concerns for confidentiality anﬁll freedom
from bias and “pressure from senior levels.”
We cited the JNU GSCASH rules ‘(at P 147);
acknowledged the 1o-member report

chaired by Sudha Pai (at p xi),i and cited
the legal literacy workshops held‘ inJNu (at
p 229) as amodel for the rest of the country.

The Saksham team was given the task by

the uGc to aid in the larger transformation

of college and university spaces, by
bringing attention to transgressions per-
taining to the redressal of sexual harass-
ment on campuses across the country.
Given the larger mandate of INU’s GSCASH,
which has been a model for many uni-
versities in India, it would serve the larger
purpose for the icc, a redressal body, to
coexist with it and so, remain in compli-
ance with the ucc regulations 2015.

Anjali Bhardwaj, Janaki Abraham,
Kulwinder Kaur, Mary E John,

Meenakshi Gopinath, Sanjay Srivastava,
Susie Tharu, Uma Chakravarti

(Members of the uGc-appointed Saksham Report
Task Force)

The Narmada Saga

On 17 September 2017, on the occasion
of his 66th birthday, Prime Minister
Narendra Modi dedicated the Sardar
Sarovar Dam (ssp) across the Narmada
River to the nation. While addressing a
rally at Dabhoi on the day of the formal
inauguration of the ssp project, he said,
« will leave no stone unturned to achieve
a New India, like Mahatma Gandhi
achieved a New India earlier. I am living
for your dreams.” The Prime Minister
thanked the tribal families who were
displaced by the project, and further
stated, “India will remember and honour
their sacrifice for development of the

country” Modi branded the project an
“engineering miracle,” while alleging that
“g massive misinformation campaign
had been launched against the project.”

On the very day of the inauguration
of the ssp project, a group of concerned
citizens registered their protest through
a letter addressed to the President of
India. The letter raised questions regard-
ing the violations of the rights of 40,000
families in the Narmada Valley who have
been affected by the project. It articu-
lates these violations as follows: “Their
livestock, agricultural lands, forests,
homes and everything that belongs to
them is being drowned in town after
town, village after village, across the
Narmada Valley.”

The press statement issued by Medha
Patkar and others of the Narmada Bachao
Andolan in the wake of the formal inau-
guration of the project is worthy of our
serious attention: “We wish to convey that
our struggle will continue ... Our loss will
be a loss for the people fighting all across
the country, who are opposing displace-
ment, submergence and forcible evic-
tions, all in the name of development.”

The Narmada saga will be remem-
bered as one of the most grievous cases
of “development by dispossession.”

Arup Kumar Sen
KOLKATA

EPWRF India Time Series '

Series (ITS) database.

urban and metropolitan)

Credit-Deposit (CD) Ratio

sector indicators on the Indian economy.

xpansion of Banking Statistics Module
Banking Indicators for 653 Districts
District-wise data has been added to the Banking Statistics module of the EPWREF India Time

This sub-module provides data for 653 districts for the following variables:

e Deposit—No. of Accounts and Amount, by Population Group (rural, semi-urban,

e Credit (as per Sanction)—Amount Outstanding, by Population Group
e Credit (as per Utilisation)—No. of Accounts and Amount Outstanding, by sectors
L ]

o Number of Bank Offices—By Population Group

The data series are available from December 1972; on a half-yearly basis till June 1989 and
on an annual basis thereafter. These data have been sourced from Reserve Bank of India’s
publication, Basic Statistical Returns (BSR) of Scheduled Commercial Banks in India.

" This module is a comprehensive database on the progress of commercial banking in India in
terms of extending the geographical spread and functional reach.

The EPWRFE ITS has 16 modules covering a range of macroeconomic, financial and social

For more details, visit www.epwrfits.in or e-mail to: its@epwrf.in
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