Recommendations of the National Commission to Review the Working of the Constitution, 2002
The recommendations offered by the NCRWC, 2002 provide an insight into existing provisions that can be strengthened to reign in corruption within the Executive, Legislature and the Judiciary. 
· (74)          “The Petitions Committee of Parliament has tremendous potential as a supplement to the proposed Lok Pal institution.  It should be made more widely known and used for ventilation, investigation and redressal of people's grievances against the administration.”
[Para 5.9.2]

What is the Committee on Petitions?

The Committee consists of 15 members nominated by the Speaker. A Minister is not nominated to this Committee. The right of submitting petition to the Lok Sabha is an inherent right of the people, which enables them to ventilate their grievances and put forth suggestions before the supreme body elected by them whether relating to any Bill or any other matter. This Committee examines the merits of these petitions and recommends action thereon. The Committee also examines representation of individual grievances received from the public.
· (105)      “The services have remained largely immune from imposition of penalties due to the complicated procedures that have grown out of the constitutional guarantee against arbitrary and vindictive action (article 311).  The constitutional safeguards have in practice acted to shield the guilty against swift and certain punishment for abuse of public office for private gain.  A major corollary has been erosion of accountability.  It has accordingly become necessary to re-visit the issue of constitutional safeguards under article 311 to ensure that the honest and efficient officials are given the requisite protection but the dishonest are not allowed to prosper in office.  A comprehensive examination of the entire corpus of administrative jurisprudence has to be undertaken to rationalize and simplify the procedure of adminis​trative and legal action and to bring the theory and practice of security of tenure in line with the experience of the last more than 50 years. “
What is Article 311 of the Indian Constitution?

311. Dismissal, removal or reduction in rank of persons employed in civil capacities under the Union or a State

(1) No person who is a member of a civil service of the Union or an all India service or a civil service of a State or holds a civil post under the Union or a State shall be dismissed or removed by a authority subordinate to that by which he was appointed

(2) No such person as aforesaid shall be dismissed or removed or reduced in rank except after an inquiry in which he has been informed of the charges against him and given a reasonable opportunity of being heard in respect of those charges Provided that where it is proposed after such inquiry, to impose upon him any such penalty, such penalty may be imposed on the basis of the evidence adduced during such inquiry and it shall not be necessary to give such person any opportunity of making representation on the penalty proposed: Provided further that this clause shall not apply

(a) where a person is dismissed or removed or reduced in rank on the ground of conduct which has led to his conviction on a criminal charge; or

(b) where the authority empowered to dismiss or remove a person or to reduce him in rank ins satisfied that for some reason, to be recorded by that authority in writing, it is not reasonably practicable to hold such inquiry; or

(c) where the President or the Governor, as the case may be, is satisfied that in the interest of the security of the State, it is not expedient to hold such inquiry

(3) If, in respect of any such person as aforesaid, a question arises whether it is reasonably practicable to hold such inquiry as is referred to in clause ( 2 ), the decision thereon of the authority empowered to dismiss or remove such person or to reduce him in rank shall be final

· “(116)      The Government should examine enacting a law for confiscation of illegally acquired assets on the lines suggested by the Supreme Court in Delhi Development Authority vs. Skipper Construction Co. (P) Ltd. (AIR 1996 SC 2005). There is no need to set up an additional independent Authority to determine this issue of confiscation.  The Tribunal constituted under the Smugglers and Foreign Exchange Manipulators (Forfeiture of Property) Act, (SAFEMA) 1976, which could deal with similar situation arising out of other statutes may be conferred additional jurisdiction to determine cases of confiscation arising out of the Benami Transactions (Prohibition) Act, 1988 and the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988, (as may be amended) and other legislations which empower confiscation of illegally acquired assets.  Tribunal will exercise distinct and separate jurisdictions under separate statutes.

[Para 6.20.2]”
· “(117)      The Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 should be amended to provide for confiscation of the property of a public servant who is found to be in possession of property disproportionate to his/her known sources of income and is convicted for the said offence.  In this case, the law should shift the burden of proof to the public servant who was convicted.  In other words, the presumption should be that the disproportionate assets found in possession of the convicted public servant were acquired by him by corrupt or illegal means.  A proof of preponderance of probability shall be sufficient for confiscation of the property.  The law should lay down that the standard of proof in determining whether a person has been benefited from an offence and for determining the amount in which a confiscation order is to be made, is that which is applicable to civil cases, i.e. a mere preponderance of probability only.  A useful analogy may be seen in Section 2(8) of the Drug Trafficking Act 1994 in United Kingdom.”
[Para 6.20.3]
· “(118)      The Constitution should provide for appointment of Lok Pal.  The Prime Minister should be kept out of the purview of the Lok Pal.”
· “(120)      The Constitution should contain a provision obliging the States to establish the institution of Lokayuktas in their respective jurisdictions in accordance with the legislation of the appropriate legislatures.”
[Para 6.23.2]

