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It is urged before us that in various Stales, iike
Andhra Pradesh and Telangana, there are MNSances
where women candidates have succeeded and won
the elections, securing votes even more than thetr
male counterparts. On this premise, it is urged that

instead of the Bar Council of India procee ding with

co-option, one of the following alternatives be
adopted:

(a) the co-option should be from amu

hongst  the
contesting women candidates who have secured the

highest votes, though they could not be elected withun
the tnitial 20% representation;

(b) the discretion of co-option should be left to the
State Bar Councils; or

(c) the exercise of co-option be done by the State
Election Committees.

8. These are all suggestions, and each option has its
own merits and demerits. It seems to us that the

High-Powered Supervisory Committee headed by
- Justice Sudhanshu Dhulia is well-equipped to take a
final call in this regard. It goes without saying that
the petitioners/intervenors, State Bar Councils, Bar
Counczl of India, and the women candzdates, who are

ol the fray in different States, and other women
f:‘--;?;-,f-;__ﬂdvocates, would be the dtrect stakeholders whose e




