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Supreme Court’s Opinion on Governors’ and President’s Time Limits for

Assent to Bills - A Constitutional Analysis.

The Supreme Court of Indiq, in its recent unanimous opinion delivered in response to a
Presidential Reference, has provided significant clarity on the constitutional role of Governors and the
President with regard to assenting to State legislation. The judgment, dealing with the contentious issue
of whether the judiciary can prescribe time limits for constitutional authorities to act on Bills, has deep
implications for Centre—State relations and India’s federal structure. This article examines the core
findings of the judgment, its historical context, associated judicial precedents, and its wider significance
for governance and the functioning of the Indian polity.

What Is the Opinion Judgment

About?

The central question placed
before the Supreme Court was -
Can the judiciary prescribe a time
limit for Governors or the President to
decide on Bills placed before them

under Articles 111, 200, and 201 of the
SUPREME COURT ON GOVERNOR'S

ROLE (ART. 200 & 201) . Constitution?
The Court held NO—the

s- & judiciary cannot impose rigid
- timelines on constitutional
authorities unless the Constitution
itself explicitly provides such a limit.
This opinion arose from
increasing friction between State
governments and Governors, where
some Bills were kept pending for long
durations. States argued that this
undermined democratic governance
and demanded judicial intervention.
The Presidential Reference sought
clarity to avoid breakdowns in the
constitutional scheme.

NO FIXED TIMELINES!
NO "DEEMED ASSENT"!

JUDICAL
INTERVENTION:

Key Opinions Expressed by the Supreme Court

(a) No “Deemed Assent” - The Court categorically stated that there is no concept of deemed assent by
the Governor or President, except where explicitly provided in the Constitution (and none exists for
Articles 200 & 201). Courts cannot invent such mechanismes.

(b) Judiciary Cannot Fix Timelines - The Court held that - Fixing a time frame amounts to judicial
legislation, which violates separation of powers. Constitutional silences are deliberate design, not gaps
to be filled by courts.

(c) Governors Must Act Within a “Reasonable Time” - Though timelines cannot be judicially imposed,
the Court clarified that - Governors cannot indefinitely delay decisions. Unexplained, excessive delay
may invite judicial scrutiny, but only in rare cases.

(d) Three Constitutional Options for the Governor - Under Article 200, the Governor has three choices -
1. Assent to the Bill

2. Return the Bill (except money bills)

3. Reserve it for the President

The Governor cannot refuse assent outright.

(e) President’s Powers Are Independent - Under Articles 111 & 201, the President exercises -
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1. Independent constitutional authority
2. Not bound to seek advisory opinions unless the President chooses to invoke Article 143
(f) No Mandatory Consultation with the Supreme Court - Requiring Presidential references for every
reserved Bill would -
1. Create procedural bottlenecks
2. Distort the executive—judicial balance
3. Undermine the President’s constitutional role
Previous Judicial Approach to the Issue
There have been earlier judgments where the Supreme Court attempted to address

gubernatorial delays.
(a) Punjab vs. Union of India (2024) - The Court observed -

1. Governors cannot sit on Bills indefinitely

2. It suggested a “reasonable time” of three months
This was widely interpreted as a judicially imposed time limit.
The latest opinion overrules this and clarifies that -

1. Courts cannot prescribe strict timelines

2. Only “reasonableness” can serve as the guiding principle
(b) Nabam Rebia Case (2016) - Held that -

1. Governors cannot exercise discretion arbitrarily

2. They are bound by the aid and advice of the Council of Ministers except in limited cases
The new opinion is consistent with restraining gubernatorial overreach, while also respecting
constitutional boundaries.
Significance of the Judgment
(a) Preserves Separation of Powers - The judgment prevents the judiciary from -

1. Entering legislative or executive domains

2. Creating new procedural requirements
This reinforces constitutional discipline.
(b) Reasserts the Neutral Role of Governors - The Court reminds Governors that they are -

1. Constitutional heads

2. Not political actors

3. Expected to uphold democratic functioning
(c) strengthens Federal Stability - In politically polarised environments, Governors often become
friction points. The judgment brings clarity and reduces potential flashpoints.
(d) Protects Democratic Legislative Processes - By discouraging prolonged inaction, the judgment
ensures -

1. State legislatures can function effectively

2. Governance is not halted by executive delays
Implications for Centre—State Relations
(a) Reduces Political Conflict - Many States accused Governors of acting as agents of the Centre.
The judgment signals that -

1.  Governors must act responsibly

2. Centre cannot indirectly stall State laws through gubernatorial delay
(b) Clarifies Constitutional Boundaries - State autonomy in legislation is reaffirmed. The Centre cannot
interfere using constitutional silence.
(c) Prevents Misuse of the “Reservation Power” - Governors must justify -

1.  Why a Bill is sent to the President

2. Why itis delayed
This reduces arbitrary use of Article 200.

Impact on Indian States
The judgment will -
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1. Encourage smoother passage of State laws

2. Promote cooperative federalism

3. Ensure predictable governance structures

4. Strengthen institutional integrity

5. Reduce friction between elected governments and nominated constitutional authorities

States facing delays (Tamil Nadu, Kerala, Telangana, Punjab) will particularly benefit from clearer norms

and accountability standards.

Conclusion

The Supreme Court’s opinion marks an important moment in reinforcing the constitutional
balance among India’s institutions. By refusing to impose rigid timelines yet discouraging indefinite
delays, the Court has upheld both constitutional morality and institutional restraint. It preserves the
federal equilibrium, prevents judicial overreach, and sends a strong message that constitutional
functionaries must act with responsibility and respect for democratic principles.

For civil services aspirants, this judgment is a case study in federalism, constitutional design, judicial

limits, and the ongoing evolution of India’s governance framework.

Main Practice question.

1. “The Supreme Court’s recent opinion on gubernatorial and presidential assent powers reinforces
constitutional boundaries while addressing federal tensions. Analyse the judgement’s implications
for Centre-State relations and legislative functioning in India.” (=30 words)

1. Introduction (2-3 sentences) - Briefly state what the Supreme Court’s opinion was about. Mention that

it clarified constitutional roles under Articles 111, 200, and 201.

Example - The Supreme Court’s opinion on the President and Governors’ discretion in granting assent to

bills clarified that courts cannot impose rigid timelines and rejected the concept of “deemed assent”,

while still discouraging undue delays.

2. Body

1. Key Elements of the Judgement (Bullet Points Ideal)

1. Judiciary cannot prescribe time-limits for assent.

2. No “deemed assent” permissible.

3. Governors have three constitutional options - assent, return for reconsideration, or reserve for

President.

President has independent authority; no mandatory reference to SC under Article 143.

Judicial review possible only in cases of extreme, unexplained delay.

. Context & Previous Judgments

Earlier judgments (e.g., Punjab 2024 case) indirectly pushed for time-bound action.

Discussion on judicial activism vs constitutional silence.

How the Court corrected past tendencies to fill constitutional gaps.

Implications for Centre—State Relations

Reduces friction caused by indefinite bill pendency.

Curbs misuse of gubernatorial offices as political tools.

Strengthens cooperative federalism by restoring balance.

Ensures legislatures’ will cannot be stalled arbitrarily.

Reinforces federal autonomy of states.

4.Impact on Legislative Functioning

Encourages smoother processing of state bills.

2. Enhances predictability in legislative procedures.

3. Aligns functioning with constitutional design rather than judicially-created timelines.

4. Clarifies when judicial intervention is legitimate.

5. Critical Analysis

Positive outcomes

1. Restores constitutional discipline by clarifying boundaries of executive discretion.

2. Prevents judicial overreach into legislative/executive domains.
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3. Reduces politicisation of gubernatorial offices.

4. Strengthens federal trust between States and the Union.

Concerns [ Limitations

1. Absence of any outer limit may still allow political delays.

2. States may continue to face uncertainty if Governors sit on bills.

3. Judicial review remains narrow, offering limited remedy in real-time governance crises.

6. Implications for the Indian State

1. Strengthens democratic process by ensuring legislative intent cannot be indefinitely stalled.

2. Promotes institutional balance by reasserting constitutional design.

3. Reduces friction in Centre—State relations, especially in opposition-ruled states.

4. Clarifies roles of constitutional authorities, preventing procedural confusion.

5. Enhances accountability, as Governors must act with “constitutional reasonableness”.

3. Conclusion (2-3 sentences) - The Supreme Court’s opinion judgment marks a significant
reaffirmation of the constitutional scheme governing assent powers. By refusing rigid court-mandated
timelines yet discouraging indefinite delays, the Court has strengthened cooperative federalism and the
integrity of legislative functioning. Its impact will likely foster a more mature Centre—State relationship
grounded in constitutional propriety.



