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On 2 January 2017, the Supreme Court of India (‘Court’) rendered its final order (‘January 2017 
Order’), in a series of orders since 20151, on the matter concerning the implementation of the 
Justice Lodha Committee Report on reforms to the structure, organisation and working of the Board 
of Control for Cricket in India (‘BCCI’). This order has dealt a body blow to the set of administrators 
who have governed Indian cricket for several years, and in some cases for several decades. At 
its core, this order reiterates that no administrator can be bigger than the game of cricket itself. 
Amrut Joshi, Founder of GameChanger Law Advisors, and Member of the World Sports Advocate 
Editorial Board discusses the Supreme Court’s order and what it means for cricket in India. 
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Genesis of this dispute
The Justice Lodha Committee 
(‘Committee’) had, at the Court’s 
behest, previously submitted its 
report on reforms to cricket in January 
2016 (‘Report’). This Report set out 
wide-ranging recommendations for 
changes to almost every facet of the 
administration of the game of cricket 
in India, including appointment of the 
office bearers of the BCCI, tenure and 
age limits for administrators of the BCCI 
and its different member associations, 
managing cricketing and non-cricketing 
operations of the BCCI, rules on 
avoidance of conflict of interest, and for 
the prevention of sporting fraud, etc.

Initially, the BCCI attempted to 
resist the implementation of several 
recommendations. However, the Court 
rejected most grounds of the challenge 
advanced by the BCCI in its order dated 
18 July 2016 (‘July 2016 Order’) and 
asked the Committee to supervise the 
implementation of the recommendations 
by the then BCCI dispensation, with a 
clear edict that “should any impediments 
arise, the Committee shall be free to seek 
appropriate directions from this Court 
by filing a status report in that regard.”

In the months following the July 2016 
Order, it became apparent that neither 
the BCCI nor its member associations 
were inclined to adopt most of the 
recommendations of the Committee. 
During this time period, the then 
President of the BCCI, Anurag Thakur, 
precipitated matters further by attempting 
to obtain a letter from the chairman of 

the International Cricket Council (‘ICC’) 
stating that the appointment of the 
nominee of the Comptroller and Auditor 
General on the Apex Council of the 
BCCI would amount to “governmental 
interference” and might invoke 
suspension of the BCCI from the ICC.

One of the main recommendations 
of the Committee related to the 
disqualification of office bearers of the 
BCCI and of its member associations2. 
The Committee, had in its status report 
dated 14 November 2016 informed the 
Court that several office bearers of 
the BCCI and its member associations 
continued to hold posts although they 
were disqualified in terms of the specific 
recommendation made by the Committee.

These actions compelled the Committee 
to seek an order from the Court directing 
the BCCI and its member associations 
to implement its recommendations and 
seeking appointment of administrators 
to administer the affairs of the BCCI 
in order to enable implementation 
of its recommendations.

What the January 2017 Order holds
What emerges from the January 2017 
Order is a scathing indictment of the 
manner in which the BCCI conducted 
its affairs during the period between 
July 2016 and January 2017. 

The January 2017 Order notes that 
the BCCI, during the months between 
July 2016 and December 2017, 
adopted an obstructionist and at 
times a defiant attitude towards the 

Committee and the implementation 
of its recommended reforms, almost 
bordering on contempt of court.

Further, the Court found that despite 
the BCCI being furnished with sufficient 
opportunities to comply with the July 
2016 Order, it had refused to do so, 
thereby leaving the Court with no option 
but “to take recourse to coercive steps 
to ensure that the directions contained in 
its final judgment and order are not left 
to be a writ in sand.” The Court further 
emphasised that “the turf of the cricket 
field is not a personal turf or fiefdom” 
and hence ordered that “no person shall 
hereafter continue to be or be entitled for 
appointment as office bearer of the BCCI 
or a State Association in breach of the 
above norms (the reference here being 
made to the recommendations of the 
Committee pertaining to disqualifications 
for being an office bearer).”

The Court concluded that the conduct 
of Mr Thakur, particularly in him seeking 
the aforementioned letter from the 
Chairman of the ICC, was tantamount 
to him seeking to obstruct and impede 
the implementation of the directions 
contained in the 18 July Order. Damningly, 
the Court noted that Mr Thakur had made 
statements on affidavit3, which to his 
knowledge were false, and accordingly 
issued a notice to show cause to explain 
why proceedings should not take 
place under the Contempt of Courts 
Act 1971. As a consequence, the Court 
also concluded that Mr Thakur had 
rendered himself unfit for continuance 
as President of the BCCI and directed 
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him to cease and desist from being 
associated with the working of the BCCI.

Finally, the Court, in a culmination of its 
highly interventionist approach, directed 
that a Committee of Administrators 
(‘CoA’)4 be appointed to supervise the 
administration of the BCCI, through 
its Chief Executive Officer, and to 
ensure that the directions contained 
in the July 2016 Order are fulfilled.

Ramifications and critique of the Order
Several observers of Indian cricket have 
wondered whether the actions of the 
Court in this case, expressed through 
a series of orders since 2015, are 
tantamount to using a sledgehammer to 
crack a nut, and whether the Court ought 
to have played such a hyperactive role 
in the functioning of the BCCI. To those 
doubters, I would only say this - that the 
ship had sailed a long time ago, when the 
Court had to step in to ensure that the 
2013 spot-fixing scandal was investigated 
thoroughly and independently by 
the Justice Mudgal Committee5.

The BCCI has brought the current 
situation upon itself by steadfastly 
refusing to reform itself, either voluntarily, 
when the opportunity presented 
itself in the form of the 2013 spot-
fixing scandal, or even when it was 
coaxed to do so by the Court and the 
Committee over the past year and a 
half. It is certainly not normal for the 
President of a well governed sporting 
body to be investigated for perjury and 
contempt of court. The rot in the BCCI 
had set in way before the Court was 

asked to intervene. The interventionist 
measures have come as a last resort 
of a Court whose dignity has been 
undermined by the actions/inactions of 
the BCCI and its member associations. 

Does the CoA represent a panacea 
to all the ills plaguing Indian Cricket? 
Certainly not - no set of persons or body 
can claim to be perfectly equipped to 
manage all aspects of a sport. However, 
we must not lose sight that the main 
objectives guiding both the Court 
and the Committee have been to put 
in place a set of measures that can 
bring about professionalism and good 
governance, and remove conflicts of 
interest that were hitherto prevalent 
in the functioning of the BCCI. 

The January 2017 Order certainly 
represents a disruption in the existing 
cricketing ecosystem (comprising of a 
set of administrators in the BCCI and 
its member associations), but it is a 
disruption that must be embraced by any 
well meaning fan of the game of cricket.
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documents/5791b4ee1b046-SC%20
Order%20dated%2018-07-2016%20(BCCI%20
vs.%20CAB).pdf, and its order dated 2 
January 2017, http://barandbench.com/
wp-content/uploads/2017/01/BCCI.pdf

2.  The Report had prescribed as follows: ‘A person 
shall be disqualified from being an Office Bearer 
if he or she: (a) Is not a citizen of India; (b) Has 
attained the age of 70 years; (c) Is declared 
to be insolvent, or of unsound mind; (d) Is a 
Minister or Government Servant; (e) Holds any 
office or post in a sports or athletic association 
or federation apart from cricket; (f ) Has been an 
Office Bearer of the BCCI for a cumulative period 
of 9 years; (g) Has been charged by a Court of 
Law for having committed any criminal offence.’

3.  The Court noted the affidavit of Mr Thakur dated 
15 October 2016 in which he stated that he 
had requested the ICC Chairman to clarify the 
position that he had taken as BCCI President 
as regards the issue of whether a nominee of 
the CAG on the Apex Council of BCCI would 
amount to “governmental interference.” The 
Court held that there was absolutely no occasion 
for the President of the BCCI to solicit any such 
clarification from the Chairperson of the ICC on 
the teeth of the judgment that was delivered by 
the Court on 18 July, where it had clearly laid 
down that any such appointment of the nominee 
of the CAG was not, in any manner, tantamount 
to “governmental interference.” The Court noted 
the response of Mr Shashank Manohar, Chairman 
of the ICC that Mr Thakur had requested him on 
6 August 2016 to issue a letter in his capacity 
as ICC Chairman that the appointment of 
CAG nominee would amount to governmental 
interference and would invoke suspension from 
the ICC. This, the Court observed, was nothing 
but an attempt on the part of the Head of the 
BCCI to evade complying with the Order. 

4.  On 30 January 2017, the Court appointed a 
panel of administrators, comprising of Vinod 
Rai, the former Comptroller and Auditor General 
of India, Ramachandra Guha, the historian and 
cricket writer, Diana Edulji, the former India 
women’s captain, and Vikram Limaye, managing 
director and CEO of IDFC (Infrastructure 
Development Finance Corporation).

5.  Please see the text of the Justice Mudgal 
Committee Report, http://www.rediff.com/
cricket/2014/feb/13justice-mudgal-ipl-probe-
cocommittee-report-final-feb-8.pdf

1.  For a detailed understanding of the battle 
between the BCCI and the Lodha Committee, see, 
inter alia, (i) https://lodhacommittee.wordpress.
com/; (ii) previous articles authored by myself, 
including ‘The shove to reform Indian Cricket: 
The Lodha Report’ - World Sports Advocate, 
January 2016 and ‘The game changing reforms 
from the Lodha Committee’ - World Sports Law 
Report, February 2016; and (iii) The Supreme 
Court of India’s judgment in 2015, in Board of 
Control for Cricket in India v. Cricket Association 
of Bihar and Ors, http://supremecourtofindia.
nic.in/FileServer/2015-01-22_1421928541.
pdf, its order dated 18 July 2016, http://
relaunch-live.s3.amazonaws.com/cms/


