Open Access, Refereed Jdirpaiiiii(y

Peer Reviewed

y . 5N \ N \v
YT 75 N RS NN
N\, 8 - & ) \ : \:‘_‘.\i % >.\.
h ¥ F o N ‘\.\
: .-".‘ o ! -~ o : L N
: "'/1\ - " R 3 0
) A 74 : A\
y \ ! \
{‘ . . ’
/4 o~ v

JOURNAL FOR

LEGAL
RESEARCH AN


http://www.ijlra.com/

www.ijlra.com
Volume 2 Issue 8 | Sep 2025 ISSN: 2582-6433

DISCLAIMER

No part of this publication may be reproduced or copied in any form by any means
without prior written permission of Managing Editor of IJLRA. The views
expressed in this publication are purely personal opinions of the authors and do
not reflect the views of the Editorial Team of IJLRA.

Though every effort has been made to ensure that the information in Volume 11
Issue 7 is accurate and appropriately cited/referenced, neither the Editorial Board
nor 1JLRA shall be held liable or responsible in any manner what sever for any
consequences for any action taken by anyone on the basis of information in the

Journal.

Copyright © International Journal for Legal Research & Analysis

Page | 5905


http://www.ijlra.com/

www.ijlra.com
Volume 2 Issue 8 | Sep 2025 ISSN: 2582-6433

EDITORIALTEAM
EDITORS

Dr. Samrat Datta

Dr. Samrat Datta Seedling School of Law and Governance, Jaipur
National University, Jaipur. Dr. Samrat Datta is currently associated
with Seedling School of Law and Governance, Jaipur National
University, Jaipur. Dr. Datta has completed his graduation i.e.,
B.A.LL.B. from Law College Dehradun, Hemvati Nandan Bahuguna
Garhwal University, Srinagar, Uttarakhand. He is an alumnus of
KHT University, Bhubaneswar where he pursued his post-graduation

(LL.M.) in Criminal Law and subsequently completed his Ph.D. in

Police Law and Information Technology from the Pacific Academy of
Higher Education and Research University, Udaipur in 2020. His
area of interest and research is Criminal and Police Law. Dr. Datta

has a teaching experience of 7 years in various law schools across

North India and has held administrative positions like Academic

Coordinator, Centre Superintendent for Examinations, Deputy Controller of Examinations, Member of the

Proctorial Board

Dr. Namita Jain

Head & Associate Professor

School of Law, JECRC University, Jaipur Ph.D. (Commercial Law) LL.M.,
UGC-NET Post Graduation Diploma in Taxation law and Practice,
Bachelor of Commerce.

Teaching Experience: 12 years, AWARDS AND RECOGNITION of Dr.
Namita Jain are - ICF Global Excellence Award 2020 in the category of
educationalist by I Can Foundation, India. India Women Empowerment
Award in the category of “Emerging Excellence in Academics by Prime
Time & Utkrisht Bharat Foundation, New Delhi. (2020). Conferred in FL
Book of Top 21 Record Holders in the category of education by Fashion

Lifestyle Magazine, New Delhi. (2020).Certificate of Appreciation for organizing and managing the Professional
Development Training Program on IPR in Collaboration with Trade Innovations Services, Jaipur on March 14th,
2019

Page | 5906


http://www.ijlra.com/

www.ijlra.com
Volume 2 Issue 8 | Sep 2025

ISSN: 2582-6433

Mrs.S.Kalpana

Assistant professor of Law
Mrs.S.Kalpana, presently Assistant professor of Law, VelTech Rangarajan
Dr.Sagunthala R & D Institute of Science and Technology, Avadi. Formerly
Assistant professor of Law,Vels University in the year 2019 to 2020, Worked
as Guest Faculty, Chennai Dr.Ambedkar Law College, Pudupakkam.
Published one book. Published 8Articles in various reputed Law Journals.
Conducted 1Moot court competition and participated in nearly 80 National
and International seminars and webinars conducted on various subjects of
Law. Did ML in Criminal Law and Criminal Justice Administration.10 paper

presentations in various National and International seminars. Attended more

than 10 FDP programs. Ph.D. in Law pursuing.

Avinash Kumar

Avinash Kumar has completed his Ph.D. in International Investment
Law from the Dept. of Law & Governance, Central University of South
Bihar. His research work is on “International Investment Agreement
and State's right to regulate Foreign Investment." He qualified UGC-
NET and has been selected for the prestigious ICSSR Doctoral
Fellowship. He is an alumnus of the Faculty of Law, University of Delhi.
Formerly he has been elected as Students Union President of Law
Centre-1, University of Delhi. Moreover, he completed his LL.M. from
the University of Delhi (2014-16), dissertation on "Cross-border
Merger & Acquisition”; LL.B. from the University of Delhi (2011-14),
and B.A. (Hons.) from Maharaja Agrasen College, University of Delhi.

He has also obtained P.G. Diploma in IPR from the Indian Society of

International Law, New Delhi. He has qualified UGC — NET examination and has been awarded ICSSR —

Doctoral Fellowship. He has published six-plus articles and presented 9 plus papers in national and international

seminars/conferences. He participated in several workshops on research methodology and teaching and learning.

Page | 5907


http://www.ijlra.com/

www.ijlra.com
Volume 2 Issue 8 | Sep 2025 ISSN: 2582-6433

ABOUT US

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL FOR LEGAL RESEARCH & ANLAYSIS
ISSN- 2582-6433 is an Online Journal is Monthly, Peer Review, Academic
Journal, Published online, that seeks to provide an interactive platform for the
publication of Short Articles, Long Articles, Book Review, Case Comments,
Research Papers, Essay in the field of Law & Multidisciplinary issue. Our aim is
to upgrade the level of interaction and discourse about contemporary issues of
law. We are eager to become a highly cited academic publication, through quality
contributions from students, academics, professionals from the industry, the bar
and the bench. INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL FOR LEGAL RESEARCH &
ANALYSIS ISSN 2582-6433 welcomes contributions from all legal branches, as
long as the work is original, unpublished and is in consonance with the

submission guidelines.

Page | 5908


http://www.ijlra.com/

www.ijlra.com
Volume 2 Issue 8 | Sep 2025 ISSN: 2582-6433

ROBOTIC PROCESS AUTOMATION (RPA) IN
COURTS: CAN AUTOMATED JUDGMENTS
VIOLATE NATURAL JUSTICE?

AUTHORED BY - AKSHAT MISHRA
National Law Institute University, Bhopal

CO-AUTHOR - VEDANT MUNGRE

Indian Institute of Management, Indore

CO-AUTHOR 2 - ADITYA MISHRA

National Law Institute University, Bhopal

ABSTRACT

The integration of Robotic Process Automation in judicial systems presents a fundamental
tension between technological efficiency and constitutional due process requirements under
Indian law. As courts increasingly experiment with Al-powered decision-making tools to
address chronic case backlogs, the prospect of algorithmic judgments raises critical questions
about compatibility with natural justice principles enshrined in Article 14 of the Constitution.
This research examines whether automated judicial decisions can satisfy constitutional
requirements for fair hearing (audi alteram partem) and impartial adjudication (nemo judex in
causa sua) that form the bedrock of Indian jurisprudence. While RPA offers compelling
benefits including reduced delays, enhanced consistency, and improved administrative
efficiency, fully automated judgments risk violating fundamental due process rights through
algorithmic bias, inability to assess witness credibility, and compromised individualized
consideration of unique case circumstances. International experiences from Estonia's robot
judges, China's Al courts, and algorithmic risk assessment tools in the United States
demonstrate both the potential and perils of judicial automation, highlighting the critical
importance of robust safeguards including human oversight, transparency requirements, and
meaningful appeal mechanisms. The research concludes that constitutional compliance
requires a graduated approach where technology enhances administrative functions while
preserving human judgment for substantive legal determinations, ensuring that efficiency gains

do not compromise the constitutional mandate for fair and reasonable judicial procedure.
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I. Introduction
The rapid digitalization of judicial processes has fundamentally transformed justice delivery
globally. Courts worldwide are experimenting with artificial intelligence tools for drafting
orders and predictive algorithms for assessing case outcomes. The Indian judiciary, through
initiatives like the e-Courts project and virtual hearings post-COVID-19, has embraced
technological innovations while raising profound constitutional questions about judicial

fairness and due process.?

The emergence of Robotic Process Automation (RPA) in judicial settings creates
unprecedented scenarios where algorithmic systems may influence case outcomes without
direct human intervention. This raises a fundamental question: can automated judicial decisions
satisfy constitutional requirements of natural justice and due process under Article 14 of the
Indian Constitution?® The concern intensifies when considering cases potentially dismissed

based purely on algorithmic predictions without adequate human review.

Natural justice principles, embedded in Indian constitutional jurisprudence, mandate fair
hearings (audi alteram partem) and impartial decision-makers (nemo judex in causa sua).*
These procedural safeguards, consistently upheld by the Supreme Court as essential
components of Article 14's equality guarantee, face challenges from automated systems that

potentially remove human judgment and discretion from judicial proceedings.®

Global experiences with court automation present both opportunities and warnings. Estonia's
robotic judges for small claims, China's Al-powered courts, and the US use of algorithmic risk

assessment tools highlight the importance of robust procedural safeguards and human oversight

! Richard Susskind, Online Courts and the Future of Justice (Oxford University Press 2019) 45-67.

2 e-Committee Supreme Court of India, 'Policy and Action Plan Document on National Policy for Implementation
of ICT in Indian Judiciary' (2005).

3 Constitution of India 1950, art 14.

4 AK Kraipak v Union of India AIR 1970 SC 150.

5 Maneka Gandhi v Union of India (1978) 1 SCC 248; Olga Tellis v Bombay Municipal Corporation (1985) 3
SCC 545.
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to prevent technological efficiency from compromising fundamental rights.®

This research examines whether RPA-driven automated judgments can be reconciled with
constitutional due process requirements, particularly Article 14's guarantee of fair procedure
established in Maneka Gandhi v Union of India, providing timely guidance for India's

accelerating judicial digitalization.”

I1. Conceptual Framework

Understanding RPA in Judicial Context

Robotic Process Automation in the judicial context refers to the deployment of software robots
designed to perform rule-based, repetitive tasks within court systems through mimicking
human interactions with digital systems.® These automated systems operate by following pre-
programmed instructions to execute structured processes that traditionally required manual
human intervention. In contemporary judicial administration, RPA applications have expanded
beyond basic administrative functions to encompass more sophisticated operations including
automated case scheduling based on court availability and party preferences, comprehensive
document processing that includes filing, categorization, and preliminary review of submitted
materials, and generation of routine judicial orders such as adjournment orders, notice

issuances, and standard procedural directions.®

The critical distinction between RPA assistance and automated decision-making lies in the
degree of human oversight and the nature of judicial discretion involved. RPA assistance
encompasses technological tools that support judicial officers in performing administrative and
procedural tasks while preserving human judgment for substantive legal determinations.® In
contrast, automated decision-making involves algorithmic systems that independently reach
conclusions affecting parties' rights without meaningful human review or intervention. This
distinction becomes constitutionally significant when considering whether automated

processes merely facilitate judicial efficiency or actually substitute human judgment in matters

& Jena McGill and others, 'Robot Judges: Artificial Intelligence and the Future of Justice' (2019) 12 Stanford
Technology Law Review 157.

" Maneka Gandhi v Union of India (1978) 1 SCC 248, - (Bhagwati J).

8 Institute for the Future of Work, 'Automation and the Future of Work' (2020) 34-45.

% National Court Management Systems, 'Digital Transformation in Courts' (Judicial Administration Review 2021)
12-18.

10 Richard Susskind, The Future of Law (Oxford University Press 2013) 89-92.
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requiring discretionary analysis.!

Natural Justice Principles

The doctrine of natural justice constitutes the bedrock of fair judicial procedure, encompassing
two fundamental principles that govern all adjudicatory processes. Audi alteram partem,
literally meaning "hear the other side," establishes the inviolable right of every party to be heard
and present their case before any adverse decision is rendered.*? This principle requires not
merely formal notice but meaningful opportunity to understand allegations, present evidence,
cross-examine witnesses, and make submissions relevant to the determination of rights and

obligations.

Nemo judex in causa sua, meaning "no one should be a judge in his own cause,” mandates that
decision-makers must be impartial and free from bias, whether actual or perceived.®® This
principle extends beyond financial interests to encompass any circumstance that might
reasonably be perceived as compromising the decision-maker's objectivity, including

predetermined algorithmic biases or systematic programming preferences.

The constitutional foundations of natural justice in India are deeply embedded in Articles 14,
19, and 21 of the Constitution. Article 14's equality guarantee encompasses procedural fairness,
Article 19's fundamental freedoms require fair procedure for any restriction, and Article 21's

right to life and liberty has been expansively interpreted to include due process rights.*

Due Process Under Article 14

Indian constitutional jurisprudence recognizes both procedural and substantive components of
due process under Article 14. Procedural due process mandates adherence to fair procedures
including adequate notice of proceedings, meaningful opportunity to be heard, and reasonable
opportunity to respond to allegations or claims.’® These requirements ensure that the process
by which decisions are reached respects individual dignity and provides genuine opportunity

for parties to influence outcomes affecting their rights.

11 Cathy O'Neil, Weapons of Math Destruction (Crown Publishers 2016) 156-167.

12 Ridge v Baldwin AC 40 (HL); Cooper v Wandsworth Board of Works (1863) 14 CB (NS) 180.

13 Dimes v Grand Junction Canal (1852) 3 HL Cas 759; AK Kraipak v Union of India AIR 1970 SC 150.

14 Maneka Gandhi v Union of India (1978) 1 SCC 248; Francis Coralie Mullin v Administrator UT of Delhi (1981)
1 SCC 608.

15 Mohinder Singh Gill v Chief Election Commissioner (1978) 1 SCC 405.
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Substantive due process examines the reasonableness of laws and procedures themselves,
requiring that governmental action be rational, non-arbitrary, and proportionate to legitimate
objectives.!® This standard becomes particularly relevant when evaluating whether automated

judicial systems satisfy constitutional requirements for reasonable procedure.

Landmark judicial precedents have established minimum procedural standards that any judicial
process must satisfy. In Olga Tellis v Bombay Municipal Corporation, the Supreme Court
emphasized that Article 14 requires not merely equality in treatment but equality in the
procedure by which treatment is determined.’’ Similarly, AK Kraipak v Union of India
established that procedural fairness is not a mere technicality but an essential component of

just adjudication that cannot be compromised for administrative convenience.®

I11. Global Perspectives on Court Automation

Estonia’s Robot Judge Experiment

Estonia has pioneered the implementation of artificial intelligence in judicial decision-making
through its ambitious robot judge project, representing one of the most comprehensive attempts
at automated adjudication globally. The Estonian system operates within carefully
circumscribed jurisdictional limits, restricting automated decisions to contractual disputes
valued under €7,000.%° This threshold ensures that complex commercial disputes, significant
financial claims, and matters requiring nuanced legal interpretation remain within human

judicial purview.

The Estonian model incorporates robust procedural safeguards designed to preserve due
process while maximizing efficiency. Built-in appeal mechanisms guarantee that any party
dissatisfied with an automated decision can seek review by human judges without additional
procedural barriers.?’ These appeals are processed through standard judicial channels, ensuring
that the right to human adjudication remains accessible and meaningful. The system also
mandates comprehensive transparency requirements, including disclosure of algorithmic

decision-making criteria, explanation of how specific factual inputs influenced outcomes, and

16 EP Royappa v State of Tamil Nadu (1974) 4 SCC 3; Shrilekha Vidyarthi v State of UP (1991) 1 SCC 212.

17 QOlga Tellis v Bombay Municipal Corporation (1985) 3 SCC 545, -.

18 AK Kraipak v Union of India AIR 1970 SC 150, -.

19 Estonian Ministry of Justice, 'Al in Estonian Courts: Implementation Report' (2019) 23-28.

20 Priit Vinkel, 'Robot Judges in Estonia' (2019) 15 Digital Evidence and Electronic Signature Law Review 94-
102.
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clear notification to parties when automated systems are being utilized.?*

Estonian courts have implemented additional procedural protections including mandatory
waiting periods before automated decisions become final, allowing parties time to consider
appeals, and requirements for algorithmic systems to flag cases involving unusual factual
patterns or novel legal questions for human review.?? These safeguards demonstrate how
technological efficiency can coexist with constitutional due process requirements when

properly designed and implemented.

China's Al Courts

China's approach to judicial automation, exemplified by the Guangzhou Internet Court's Al
judge "Amy," represents a different model emphasizing comprehensive digital case
management while preserving human oversight for substantive decisions. The Al system
handles automated case filing, preliminary document review, and routine procedural tasks,
significantly reducing administrative burdens on human judges while maintaining judicial

control over outcome-determinative decisions.??

Amy conducts automated preliminary hearings, manages evidence presentation, and facilitates
virtual proceedings between parties. However, the system operates under strict limitations
ensuring that final judgments require human judicial approval and that complex legal questions
are automatically escalated to human judges.?* This hybrid model demonstrates how Al can
enhance judicial efficiency without completely replacing human discretion in legal decision-

making.

The Chinese implementation includes sophisticated case classification algorithms that identify
disputes suitable for automated processing while flagging matters requiring human intervention
based on legal complexity, factual disputes, or party characteristics. Regular performance
audits ensure that automated systems maintain accuracy and fairness standards comparable to

human adjudication.?

21 Ott Velsherg and Henrik Krimm, 'Al Judge in Estonian Courts' (Future of Law Blog, Oxford 2019).

22 Estonian e-Governance Academy, 'Digital Justice Implementation' (2020) 45-52.

23 Mimi Zou, 'Algorithmic Justice in China' (2019) 34 Maryland Journal of International Law 297, 312-318.
24 Wei Cui, 'Al Judges in China's Courts' (2020) 28 Asia Pacific Law Review 168-175.

%5 Supreme People's Court of China, 'Internet Courts White Paper' (2019) 67-73.
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United States: COMPAS and Algorithmic Bias

The United States experience with algorithmic tools in criminal justice, particularly the
Correctional Offender Management Profiling for Alternative Sanctions (COMPAS) risk
assessment system, provides crucial insights into the constitutional challenges of automated
judicial processes. COMPAS generates risk scores predicting recidivism likelihood,

influencing sentencing, parole, and pretrial detention decisions.?

State v. Loomis presented landmark due process challenges to algorithmic decision-making
when the Wisconsin Supreme Court addressed whether defendants have constitutional rights
to understand how algorithmic tools influence their sentences.?” The court established that due
process requires transparency in algorithmic decision-making, including disclosure of factors
considered, methodology employed, and limitations of predictive tools. However, the court
stopped short of requiring complete algorithmic transparency, balancing due process rights

against proprietary interests and system security concerns.?

Subsequent litigation has established evolving standards for algorithmic transparency,
requiring courts using predictive tools to provide meaningful explanations of how algorithmic
assessments influenced decisions, ensure human review of algorithmic recommendations, and

implement regular bias testing to identify and correct discriminatory patterns.®

United Kingdom: Online Dispute Resolution

The United Kingdom's digital transformation through HM Courts & Tribunals Service
represents a comprehensive approach to court modernization emphasizing graduated
automation based on case complexity. The system successfully implements automated
processing for routine matters such as traffic fine disputes, uncontested debt claims, and

straightforward regulatory violations.*

Critical to the UK model is the implementation of sophisticated triage systems that identify
cases suitable for automated processing while ensuring complex disputes receive appropriate

human attention. Automated systems handle document filing, fee processing, and routine

26 Julia Angwin and others, 'Machine Bias' (ProPublica, 23 May 2016).

27 State v Loomis 881 NW 2d 749 (Wis 2016).

2 jbid -.

2 Partnership on Al, 'Algorithmic Risk Assessment Tools in the US Criminal Justice System' (2019) 89-96.
30 HM Courts & Tribunals Service, 'Transforming Our Justice System' (2017) 34-41.
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correspondence, while preserving judicial discretion for substantive legal determinations.®

The UK approach includes comprehensive safeguards for vulnerable parties, including options
to request human assistance, simplified procedures for those lacking technological access, and
automatic escalation procedures when cases involve protected characteristics or complex legal

issues.%?

Lessons for Indian Implementation

International experiences demonstrate several crucial principles for successful judicial
automation implementation. Graduated automation proves essential, beginning with
administrative tasks before progressing to more substantive functions while maintaining clear
boundaries around human judicial discretion.®® Mandatory human review mechanisms must be
preserved for all decisions affecting fundamental rights or involving significant legal

complexity.

Clear jurisdictional limitations prevent automated systems from exceeding appropriate
boundaries, ensuring that technology enhances rather than replaces human judgment in matters
requiring discretionary analysis. Regular auditing, bias testing, and performance evaluation
maintain system accuracy and fairness while building public confidence in technological

innovation.3

Transparency requirements, meaningful appeal processes, and robust procedural safeguards
ensure that efficiency gains do not compromise constitutional due process rights, providing a
framework for Indian implementation that balances technological advancement with judicial

fairness.

IV. Constitutional Analysis Under Indian Law
Article 14 and Automated Decisions
Article 14 of the Indian Constitution guarantees equality before law and equal protection of
laws, establishing fundamental principles that significantly impact the constitutional validity

31 Civil Justice Council, 'Online Dispute Resolution for Low Value Civil Claims' (2015) 28-35.

32 House of Commons Justice Committee, ‘Court and Tribunal Reforms' (HC 190, 2018-19) -.

33 European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice, 'European Ethical Charter on Al in Judicial Systems' (2018)
12-18.

34 Regulatory Horizons Council, 'Regulating in a Digital World' (2019) 78-84.
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of automated judicial decisions. The equality clause creates a complex analytical framework
when applied to algorithmic decision-making systems that operate on principles of consistency

and standardization.®®

The tension between algorithmic consistency and case-specific considerations presents a
fundamental constitutional challenge. While automated systems promise uniform application
of legal rules across similar cases, potentially enhancing formal equality, they may
simultaneously undermine substantive equality by failing to account for unique factual
circumstances that warrant individualized consideration.® The Supreme Court has consistently
emphasized that true equality requires not mechanical uniformity but reasoned differentiation
based on relevant distinctions, a principle that algorithmic systems may struggle to implement

effectively.®’

Equal protection concerns become particularly acute when considering the risk of systemic bias
embedded within automated systems. Historical data used to train algorithmic models may
perpetuate existing judicial biases or societal discrimination, potentially violating Article 14's
mandate for equal treatment.®® The Court in E.P. Royappa v. State of Tamil Nadu established
that equality encompasses both formal non-discrimination and substantive fairness, requiring
that governmental procedures do not systematically disadvantage particular groups or classes

of persons.*

The Maneka Gandhi doctrine fundamentally transformed Indian constitutional interpretation
by establishing that any procedure prescribed by law must satisfy the triple test of being fair,
just, and reasonable.*® This doctrine applies directly to automated judicial procedures, requiring
that algorithmic decision-making systems meet constitutional standards for procedural fairness.
The procedure cannot be arbitrary, must serve legitimate governmental purposes, and must
employ means reasonably related to achieving those purposes.*! Automated systems that
operate without transparency, explanation, or meaningful human oversight may fail this

constitutional test.

35 Constitution of India 1950, art 14; State of West Bengal v Anwar Ali Sarkar AIR 1952 SC 75.
3 Shrilekha Vidyarthi v State of UP (1991) 1 SCC 212, -.

37 Air India v Nergesh Meerza (1981) 4 SCC 335, -.

3 Cass R Sunstein, 'Algorithms, Correcting Biases' (2019) 86 Social Research 499, 512-518.

39 EP Royappa v State of Tamil Nadu (1974) 4 SCC 3, -.

40 Maneka Gandhi v Union of India (1978) 1 SCC 248, (Bhagwati J).

“Libid ; Francis Coralie Mullin v Administrator UT of Delhi (1981) 1 SCC 608.
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Right to Fair Hearing

The constitutional right to a fair hearing, derived from Article 14 and elaborated through
extensive judicial precedent, faces significant challenges from automated decision-making
systems. The distinction between physical and virtual presence in judicial proceedings has
gained constitutional significance, particularly regarding its impact on effective legal

representation and meaningful participation in adjudicatory processes.*?

Traditional concepts of effective representation assume human interaction between advocates,
parties, and judicial officers, enabling real-time assessment of arguments, clarification of legal
positions, and responsive adjustment of litigation strategies. Automated systems may
compromise these interactive elements, potentially undermining the constitutional right to
effective assistance of counsel and meaningful participation in proceedings affecting individual
rights.*3

Cross-examination rights present particularly complex constitutional challenges for automated
judicial systems. The Supreme Court has recognized cross-examination as a fundamental
component of fair procedure, essential for testing evidence reliability and witness credibility.**
Automated systems inherently lack the capacity to assess witness demeanor, evaluate
conflicting testimony, or conduct meaningful credibility assessments that often prove decisive
in judicial determinations. This limitation may constitute a constitutional violation when

automated decisions rest on disputed factual determinations requiring human judgment.*®

The requirement for judicial mind application represents another constitutional barrier to fully
automated decision-making. Indian jurisprudence consistently emphasizes that judicial
decisions must reflect reasoned analysis, consideration of relevant factors, and application of
legal principles to specific factual circumstances.*® Automated systems that generate decisions
without demonstrable reasoning processes may violate constitutional requirements for judicial
decision-making, particularly in matters involving discretionary determinations or complex

legal analysis.

42 Supreme Court of India, 'Model Rules for Virtual Court Hearings' (2020) r 3-5.

43 Hussainara Khatoon v Home Secretary Bihar (1979) 3 SCC 532, -.

44 State of UP v Deoman Upadhyaya (1960) 3 SCR 974; Kathi Kalu Oghad v State of MP AIR 1966 SC 740.
45 Selvi v State of Karnataka (2010) 7 SCC 263, -.

46 Barium Chemicals v Company Law Board (1967) 1 SCR 296, -.
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Case Law Analysis

Olga Tellis v. Bombay Municipal Corporation established foundational principles for
procedural due process that directly impact automated judicial systems. The Court held that
Article 14 requires not merely equal laws but equal procedure in the application of laws,
mandating that procedural fairness be maintained regardless of administrative efficiency
considerations.*” The decision emphasized that procedural shortcuts that compromise fair
hearing rights cannot be justified solely by administrative convenience or resource constraints,

principles directly applicable to automated judicial procedures.

A K. Kraipak v. Union of India articulated comprehensive requirements for bias-free
adjudication that pose significant challenges for algorithmic decision-making. The Court
established that even apparent bias or reasonable suspicion of prejudgment can invalidate
administrative decisions, requiring decision-makers to demonstrate actual impartiality in both
substance and appearance.*® Automated systems programmed with predetermined decision
trees or weighted factors may create constitutional problems if they appear to prejudge

outcomes or systematically favor particular types of claims or parties.

Mohinder Singh Gill v. Chief Election Commissioner established the constitutional
requirement for reasoned decision-making in administrative adjudication, mandating that
decisions affecting individual rights must demonstrate rational analysis and consideration of
relevant factors.*® This precedent creates constitutional obstacles for automated systems that
cannot provide meaningful explanations for their determinations or demonstrate reasoned

analysis of case-specific factors.

The Court emphasized that mere conclusion-stating without reasoning violates constitutional
due process, requiring that administrative bodies provide sufficient explanation to enable
meaningful review and appeal.®® Automated systems that generate outcomes without
comprehensible reasoning processes may violate these constitutional requirements, particularly

when affecting fundamental rights or significant legal interests.

47 Olga Tellis v Bombay Municipal Corporation (1985) 3 SCC 545, -.

48 AK Kraipak v Union of India AIR 1970 SC 150, -.

49 Mohinder Singh Gill v Chief Election Commissioner (1978) 1 SCC 405, -.
%0 ibid .
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Emerging Jurisprudence

The Supreme Court's recent recognition of technology in judicial administration has created
evolving constitutional standards for digital procedures while maintaining core due process
requirements. In response to COVID-19 challenges, the Court established guidelines for virtual
hearings that balance technological efficiency with constitutional fairness, requiring that

technology enhance rather than compromise access to justice.>!

The Court's virtual hearing guidelines mandate preservation of essential procedural rights
including effective representation, meaningful participation, and fair consideration of
arguments, establishing precedents applicable to broader judicial automation initiatives.>?
These guidelines recognize that technological innovation must operate within existing

constitutional frameworks rather than creating exceptions to fundamental rights.

Recent judicial pronouncements have emphasized the importance of maintaining human
oversight in technology-assisted judicial procedures, requiring that efficiency gains not
compromise constitutional guarantees of fair procedure and meaningful access to justice.>® The
Court has indicated willingness to embrace technological innovation while insisting that

constitutional principles remain paramount in procedural design and implementation.

The emerging constitutional framework suggests that automated judicial systems must
incorporate robust safeguards including human review mechanisms, transparent decision-
making processes, meaningful appeal procedures, and preservation of essential fair hearing
rights to satisfy constitutional requirements under Articles 14, 19, and 21.%

V. Practical Challenges and Risks

Practical Challenges and Risks

Algorithmic Bias and Discrimination

The implementation of automated judicial systems presents profound risks of perpetuating and
amplifying existing biases through algorithmic decision-making processes. Training data used
to develop these systems inevitably reflects historical prejudices embedded within past judicial

51 Supreme Court of India, 'Guidelines for Court Functioning through Video Conferencing' (2020) para 2-4.
52 ibid para 7-9.

%3 In Re: Guidelines for Court Functioning through Video Conferencing (2021) 3 SCC 1, -.

54 Swapan Kumar Mullick v Tapan Kumar Mullick (2018) 15 SCC 84, -.
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decisions, administrative practices, and societal structures that may have systematically
disadvantaged certain groups.®® When algorithms learn from datasets containing biased
outcomes, they risk encoding discrimination as standard operating procedure, potentially

violating constitutional equality guarantees under Article 14.

The disproportionate impact on marginalized communities becomes particularly concerning
when considering that vulnerable populations often lack resources to challenge algorithmic
determinations or understand complex technological processes affecting their rights. Studies
from international jurisdictions demonstrate that automated systems frequently exhibit higher
error rates when processing cases involving minorities, women, economically disadvantaged
individuals, and other protected groups.®® These disparities may violate both formal equality
requirements and substantive due process protections established in Indian constitutional

jurisprudence.

Lack of transparency in decision-making algorithms compounds these discrimination concerns
by preventing meaningful scrutiny of automated determinations. When algorithmic processes
operate as "black boxes" without comprehensible explanation of decision-making criteria,
affected parties cannot effectively challenge biased outcomes or demonstrate systematic
discrimination.®” This opacity directly conflicts with established constitutional requirements
for reasoned decision-making articulated in cases like Mohinder Singh Gill v. Chief Election
Commissioner, which mandate that administrative decisions provide sufficient explanation to

enable meaningful review.%®

Technical Limitations

Automated judicial systems face fundamental technical constraints that may compromise fair
adjudication in cases requiring human judgment and discretionary analysis. The inability to
assess witness credibility represents a critical limitation, as judicial decisions often depend on
evaluating conflicting testimony, assessing demeanor evidence, and making credibility

determinations that require human perception and experience.>® Automated systems cannot

%5 Cathy O'Neil, Weapons of Math Destruction (Crown Publishers 2016) 142-159.

%6 Joy Buolamwini and Timnit Gebru, 'Gender Shades: Intersectional Accuracy Disparities in Commercial Gender
Classification' (2018) 81 Proceedings of Machine Learning Research 77-91.

5 Frank Pasquale, The Black Box Society (Harvard University Press 2015) 135-158.

%8 Mohinder Singh Gill v Chief Election Commissioner (1978) 1 SCC 405, -.

5 Kathi Kalu Oghad v State of MP AIR 1966 SC 740, -.
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replicate the nuanced assessment of witness reliability that human judges perform through
observation of body language, consistency in testimony, and responsiveness to questioning.

Difficulty in interpreting complex legal nuances presents another significant technical barrier
to effective automated adjudication. Legal reasoning frequently requires consideration of
multiple competing principles, balancing of conflicting interests, and application of broad
statutory language to specific factual circumstances.®® Automated systems may struggle with
cases involving novel legal questions, conflicting precedents, or situations requiring equitable
considerations that transcend mechanical rule application. The Supreme Court's emphasis in
Kerala State Electricity Board v. Indian Aluminium Co. on the need for judicial discretion in
complex commercial disputes illustrates the limitations of automated decision-making in

sophisticated legal matters.®*

Risk of programming errors affecting justice delivery creates additional concerns about system
reliability and accuracy. Unlike human errors that typically affect individual cases, algorithmic
mistakes may systematically impact numerous decisions before detection and correction.®
Programming bugs, data corruption, or flawed logical assumptions embedded in automated
systems could generate widespread injustice, potentially violating due process rights on a

massive scale before problems are identified and remediated.

Access to Justice Concerns

The digital divide poses significant barriers to equal access to justice when judicial processes
become increasingly automated and technology-dependent. Vulnerable populations including
elderly individuals, rural communities, persons with disabilities, and economically
disadvantaged groups may lack technological literacy or access necessary to navigate
automated judicial systems effectively.®® This technological exclusion could create a two-tiered

justice system violating constitutional equality principles.

Language barriers in automated systems present additional access challenges in India’s
multilingual society. Automated systems typically operate in limited languages, potentially

excluding non-English speakers or speakers of regional languages from effective participation

80 CIT v Hindustan Bulk Carriers (2003) 3 SCC 57, -.

61 Kerala State Electricity Board v Indian Aluminium Co (2000) 5 SCC 472, -.
62 safiya Umoja Noble, Algorithms of Oppression (NYU Press 2018) 89-106.
8 Digital India Programme, 'Digital Literacy Assessment' (2020) 67-74.
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in judicial processes.® Constitutional rights to fair hearing and effective representation may be
compromised when linguistic minorities cannot meaningfully engage with automated judicial

procedures in their preferred languages.

Reduced human interaction affects public trust in judiciary by diminishing the personalized
attention and responsive consideration that citizens expect from judicial institutions. The
legitimacy of judicial decisions often depends on public perception that individual cases
receive careful human consideration rather than mechanical processing.%® Excessive
automation may erode confidence in judicial fairness and accessibility, undermining the

constitutional foundation of judicial authority.

Appeal and Review Mechanisms

Challenging algorithmic decisions presents unique procedural difficulties that may
compromise effective appellate review. Traditional appeal processes assume human decision-
makers who can explain reasoning, respond to arguments, and engage with legal submissions.®
Algorithmic determinations may lack sufficient reasoning or explanation to enable meaningful
appellate review, creating due process violations when parties cannot effectively challenge

automated outcomes.

The burden of proof in demonstrating automated errors places additional obstacles before
parties seeking to challenge algorithmic decisions. Unlike human decision-makers who can be
questioned about their reasoning, automated systems may require technical expertise to identify
errors or biases, placing unfair burdens on parties lacking technological resources.®” This
disparity may violate equal protection principles by making effective appeal contingent on

technical sophistication rather than legal merit.

Time and resource constraints for effective review become particularly problematic when
algorithmic systems generate large volumes of decisions requiring human oversight. Courts
may lack sufficient judicial resources to provide meaningful review of automated

determinations, potentially compromising appellate rights.®® The Supreme Court's emphasis in

84 Commissioner of Police v Gordhandas Bhanji AIR 1952 SC 16, -.

% Tom R Tyler, Why People Obey the Law (Princeton University Press 2006) 161-178.

8 State of Punjab v Khushhal Singh (1989) 4 SCC 538, -.

67 partnership on Al, 'Algorithmic Risk Assessment Tools' (2019) 134-141.

88 Supreme Court of India, 'Case Management and Court Automation Report' (2020) 45-52.
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Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India on meaningful procedural safeguards suggests that resource
constraints cannot justify inadequate review mechanisms for decisions affecting fundamental
rights.%®

Effective implementation of automated judicial systems requires comprehensive solutions
addressing these practical challenges through robust bias testing, transparent algorithmic
processes, multilingual accessibility, and enhanced review mechanisms that preserve

constitutional due process requirements while realizing technological benefits

V1. Proposed Safeguards and Framework

Graduated Automation Model

A constitutionally compliant framework for judicial automation requires implementing a
graduated model that carefully delineates appropriate levels of technological intervention based
on case complexity and constitutional requirements. Level 1 automation encompasses
administrative tasks and case management functions including automated scheduling,
document filing, fee processing, and routine correspondence that do not affect substantive
rights or require judicial discretion.” These functions pose minimal constitutional concerns as

they merely digitize clerical processes without impacting adjudicatory outcomes.

Level 2 automation involves routine orders with mandatory human verification, including
standard adjournment orders, notice issuances, and procedural directions that follow
established templates. While algorithms may generate initial drafts, human judicial officers
must review and approve all orders before implementation, ensuring constitutional compliance
with requirements for judicial decision-making.”* This hybrid approach maximizes efficiency

while preserving human oversight for all decisions affecting party rights.

Level 3 maintains exclusive human adjudication for complex matters requiring discretionary
analysis, including disputes involving constitutional rights, novel legal questions, significant
financial stakes, or conflicting evidence requiring credibility assessments.’? This level ensures
that automated systems never substitute human judgment in matters requiring sophisticated

legal reasoning or individualized consideration of unique circumstances.

% Maneka Gandhi v Union of India (1978) 1 SCC 248, (Bhagwati J).

0 Supreme Court of India, 'National Policy on ICT in Judiciary' (2005) 23-28.

"L Richard Susskind, Online Courts and the Future of Justice (Oxford University Press 2019) 156-162.
2 AK Kraipak v Union of India AIR 1970 SC 150, -.
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Mandatory Procedural Safeguards

Constitutional compliance requires implementing comprehensive procedural safeguards that
preserve due process rights while enabling technological efficiency. Pre-automation notice
must inform all parties when automated processing will be utilized, including clear explanation
of algorithmic factors, decision-making criteria, and available alternatives.” This transparency
requirement satisfies constitutional notice standards established in cases like Olga Tellis v.

Bombay Municipal Corporation.

Opt-out mechanisms must guarantee parties' fundamental right to request human adjudication
without penalty or additional cost, ensuring that technological convenience never compromises
individual choice in judicial proceedings.” This safeguard addresses constitutional concerns
about involuntary subjection to automated decision-making that may compromise fair hearing

rights.

Transparency requirements mandate disclosure of algorithmic factors including decision-
making criteria, weighting systems, and data sources used in automated determinations. Parties
must receive comprehensible explanations of how specific inputs influenced outcomes,
satisfying constitutional requirements for reasoned decision-making established in Mohinder

Singh Gill v. Chief Election Commissioner.”

Automatic review triggers must flag complex or high-stakes cases for human intervention
based on predefined criteria including disputed facts, novel legal issues, protected
constitutional rights, or cases involving vulnerable parties. These triggers ensure that

automated systems never exceed appropriate jurisdictional boundaries.’®

Technical Standards
Robust technical standards are essential for constitutional compliance and public confidence in
automated judicial systems. Regular algorithm auditing for bias must be conducted by

independent technical experts using diverse testing datasets to identify and eliminate

73 Olga Tellis v Bombay Municipal Corporation (1985) 3 SCC 545, -.

4 Maneka Gandhi v Union of India (1978) 1 SCC 248, (Bhagwati J).

5 Mohinder Singh Gill v Chief Election Commissioner (1978) 1 SCC 405, -.

76 European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice, 'European Ethical Charter on Al in Judicial Systems' (2018)
15-18.
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discriminatory patterns that could violate Article 14's equality guarantees.”” These audits
should occur quarterly and results must be publicly disclosed to ensure accountability.

Explainable Al requirements mandate that automated systems provide comprehensible
reasoning for all decisions, enabling meaningful review and appeal consistent with
constitutional due process standards. Technical architecture must support human-readable
explanations of decision-making logic rather than operating as incomprehensible "black

boxes."’®

Data protection and privacy compliance must adhere to constitutional privacy rights established
in Justice K.S. Puttaswamy v. Union of India, ensuring that automated systems collect, process,
and store personal information according to established legal standards.”® Robust cybersecurity

measures must protect sensitive judicial data from unauthorized access or manipulation.

Continuous monitoring and improvement protocols must track system performance, accuracy
rates, and bias indicators while implementing regular updates to address identified deficiencies.
Performance metrics should include constitutional compliance measures alongside efficiency

indicators.8°

Judicial Oversight Framework

Effective implementation requires comprehensive judicial oversight ensuring that
technological innovation serves constitutional principles rather than undermining them. Senior
judge approval must be required for all automation implementation decisions, ensuring that
experienced judicial officers evaluate constitutional implications before deploying new

technologies.®

Regular review of automated decisions by senior judicial officers must occur through
statistically valid sampling methods to identify systemic errors, bias patterns, or constitutional
violations. These reviews should occur monthly with immediate corrective action for identified

problems.

" EP Royappa v State of Tamil Nadu (1974) 4 SCC 3, -.

8 Frank Pasquale, The Black Box Society (Harvard University Press 2015) 198-205.

79 Justice KS Puttaswamy v Union of India (2017) 10 SCC 1, -.

8 National Institute of Standards and Technology, 'Al Risk Management Framework' (2023) 45-52.
81 Supreme Court of India, 'Case Management Guidelines' (2020) 12-16.
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Training programs for judicial officers must address technological literacy, constitutional
implications of automation, and oversight responsibilities to ensure effective human
supervision of automated systems. Regular continuing education requirements should include

updates on emerging technological developments and constitutional standards.®?

Clear escalation procedures must enable immediate human intervention when automated
systems encounter unusual cases, technical difficulties, or situations requiring discretionary
judgment. These procedures should include 24-hour availability of senior judicial officers for
urgent matters and streamlined protocols for transferring cases from automated to human

adjudication.®

This comprehensive framework balances technological innovation with constitutional
requirements, ensuring that judicial automation enhances rather than compromises
fundamental rights to fair adjudication while maintaining public confidence in judicial

institutions.

VI1I. Comparative Analysis: Efficiency vs. Justice

Benefits of Court Automation

Judicial automation offers substantial administrative and operational advantages that address
longstanding challenges in Indian courts. Reduced case backlogs and faster dispute resolution
represent the most compelling benefits, as automated systems can process routine matters
exponentially faster than traditional manual procedures.®* The Indian judiciary's chronic
pendency crisis, with over 50 million cases awaiting resolution, could benefit significantly
from technological intervention that expedites administrative processing and routine

determinations.

Consistency in routine decisions eliminates human variability in standardized procedures,
ensuring that similar cases receive identical treatment regardless of individual judicial officer
preferences or workload pressures. This algorithmic uniformity potentially enhances formal

equality under Article 14 by reducing arbitrary disparities in procedural handling.®® Automated

82 National Judicial Academy, 'Technology Training Framework' (2021) 34-39.

8 HM Courts & Tribunals Service, 'Digital Case Management Protocols' (2019) 67-71.

8 LLaw Commission of India, 'Arrears and Backlog: Creating Additional Judicial (wo)manpower' (Report No 245,
2014) 34-41.

8 Shrilekha Vidyarthi v State of UP (1991) 1 SCC 212, -.
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systems apply predetermined criteria uniformly across all cases, eliminating concerns about

judicial mood, fatigue, or unconscious bias affecting routine administrative decisions.

Cost savings for court administration enable more efficient resource allocation, potentially
improving overall access to justice by reducing financial barriers to litigation. Automated
processing reduces personnel costs, minimizes paperwork expenses, and streamlines
administrative overhead, creating opportunities for courts to redirect resources toward

substantive adjudication and judicial capacity building.®

24/7 accessibility for certain procedures enhances convenience for litigants and legal
practitioners by enabling case filing, status checking, and routine correspondence outside
traditional court hours. This continuous availability particularly benefits working professionals
and geographically distant parties who may struggle to access courts during standard business

hours.8’

Risks to Justice Delivery

Despite efficiency benefits, automation poses significant risks to fundamental justice principles
that require careful constitutional consideration. Loss of judicial discretion in nuanced cases
represents the most serious constitutional concern, as automated systems cannot replicate
human judgment in situations requiring individualized assessment or equitable
considerations.® Cases involving unique circumstances, competing constitutional principles,
or novel legal questions may receive inadequate treatment when subjected to mechanical

algorithmic processing.

Potential for systematic errors affecting multiple cases creates unprecedented risks of
widespread injustice when programming flaws, biased algorithms, or faulty data inputs
generate incorrect outcomes across numerous decisions before detection and correction.®®
Unlike isolated human errors that typically affect single cases, algorithmic mistakes may

systematically violate constitutional rights on a massive scale.

Reduced public confidence in judicial fairness threatens the legitimacy foundation of judicial

8 PRS Legislative Research, 'Overview of the Indian Judicial System' (2018) 45-52.
87 Supreme Court of India, 'E-Courts Mission Mode Project Phase 1I' (2020) 23-28.
8 Kerala State Electricity Board v Indian Aluminium Co (2000) 5 SCC 472, -.

8 Cathy O'Neil, Weapons of Math Destruction (Crown Publishers 2016) 189-203.
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authority when citizens perceive that their cases receive mechanical rather than thoughtful
human consideration. The Supreme Court's emphasis on public confidence as essential to
judicial effectiveness suggests that excessive automation may undermine constitutional

governance by eroding trust in judicial institutions.*

Constitutional violations in due process become inevitable when automated systems fail to
satisfy requirements for fair hearing, reasoned decision-making, and individualized
consideration established in landmark cases like Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India and

Mohinder Singh Gill v. Chief Election Commissioner.%*

Balancing Framework

Effective balance between efficiency and justice requires implementing clear demarcation of
appropriate automation scope based on constitutional analysis rather than purely administrative
considerations. Administrative and clerical functions pose minimal constitutional concerns
while substantive adjudication requires preserved human oversight to satisfy due process

requirements.?

Robust appeal and review mechanisms must guarantee meaningful human review of all
automated determinations affecting substantive rights, ensuring that technological efficiency
never compromises fundamental appellate protections. These mechanisms must operate with

sufficient resources and expertise to provide genuine rather than perfunctory oversight.®

Continuous monitoring of justice outcomes through statistical analysis, bias testing, and
constitutional compliance assessment enables early identification of systematic problems while
maintaining public accountability for automated judicial systems.®* Regular evaluation should
measure both efficiency gains and constitutional adherence to ensure that technological
benefits do not come at the expense of fundamental rights.

% Supreme Court Advocates-on-Record Association v Union of India (2016) 5 SCC 1, -.

% Maneka Gandhi v Union of India (1978) 1 SCC 248; Mohinder Singh Gill v Chief Election Commissioner
(1978) 1 SCC 405.

92 European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice, 'European Ethical Charter on Al in Judicial Systems' (2018)
19-22.

93 State of Punjab v Khushhal Singh (1989) 4 SCC 538, -.
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VI11. Recommendations

Legislative Framework

Parliamentary intervention is essential to establish constitutional boundaries for judicial
automation while preserving fundamental rights and democratic oversight. A comprehensive
law governing court automation should define permissible scope of automated decision-
making, establish mandatory procedural safeguards, and create enforcement mechanisms for
constitutional compliance.® This legislation must clearly distinguish between administrative
automation and substantive adjudication, ensuring that algorithmic systems never replace

human judgment in matters requiring judicial discretion.

Constitutional amendment may prove necessary to explicitly address automated judicial
processes within the fundamental rights framework, particularly regarding Article 14's due
process requirements and Article 21's expanded interpretation encompassing procedural
fairness. Such amendment would provide definitive constitutional guidance for lower courts

and prevent conflicting interpretations of automation’s constitutional validity.

Clear guidelines for RPA implementation must establish technical standards, procedural
requirements, and oversight mechanisms that courts must follow when deploying automated
systems. These guidelines should mandate impact assessments, bias testing, and constitutional
compliance certification before implementation.®” Regular parliamentary oversight through
standing committees should monitor judicial automation initiatives, ensuring democratic

accountability and constitutional adherence.

Judicial Guidelines

Supreme Court leadership is crucial for establishing uniform national standards that balance
technological innovation with constitutional requirements. Comprehensive rules on automated
procedures should address permissible automation scope, mandatory human oversight
requirements, appeal mechanisms, and transparency obligations.?® These rules must establish

clear jurisdictional boundaries preventing automated systems from exceeding constitutional

% Constitution of India 1950, art 245; Law Commission of India, 'Review of the Indian Evidence Act, 1872'
(Report No 185, 2003) 78-85.

% Constitution of India 1950, arts 14, 21; Justice KS Puttaswamy v Union of India (2017) 10 SCC 1, -.

9 Parliament of India, 'Information Technology Act' (Act No 21 of 2000) s 87; Digital Personal Data Protection
Act (Act No 22 of 2023) s 18.

% Supreme Court of India, 'Supreme Court Rules' (2013) O XXI; Constitution of India 1950, art 145.
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limits.

Training protocols for judicial officers should encompass technological literacy, constitutional
implications of automation, and oversight responsibilities to ensure effective human
supervision of automated systems. Regular continuing education programs must address
emerging technologies and evolving constitutional standards.*® Standardized training curricula

should be developed nationally to ensure consistent understanding across all court levels.

Standard operating procedures for RPA wuse must provide detailed guidance for
implementation, monitoring, and escalation when automated systems encounter complex cases
requiring human intervention. These procedures should include clear criteria for automatic case

flagging and streamlined transfer protocols from automated to human adjudication.%

Regular impact assessments must evaluate both efficiency gains and constitutional compliance
through statistical analysis, case outcome monitoring, and stakeholder feedback. These
assessments should occur annually with immediate corrective action for identified

constitutional violations or systemic bias.

Technological Standards

Mandatory bias testing and algorithmic audits represent essential safeguards for constitutional
compliance and public confidence in automated judicial systems. Independent technical experts
should conduct quarterly audits using diverse testing datasets to identify discriminatory
patterns violating Article 14's equality guarantees.'®> Audit results must be publicly disclosed

to ensure transparency and accountability.

Open-source algorithms for transparency would enable independent scrutiny of automated
decision-making processes, satisfying constitutional requirements for reasoned decision-
making established in Mohinder Singh Gill v. Chief Election Commissioner.'®® Public
availability of algorithmic code would facilitate academic research, bias detection, and

continuous improvement while maintaining security through proper access controls.
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Regular system updates and improvements must address identified biases, technical errors, and
evolving legal standards through structured development cycles. Version control systems
should maintain detailed records of algorithmic changes, enabling retrospective analysis of

decision patterns and systematic error correction.%

Cybersecurity and data protection measures must comply with constitutional privacy rights
established in Justice K.S. Puttaswamy v. Union of India, ensuring robust protection of
sensitive judicial information from unauthorized access or manipulation.!® Multi-layered
security protocols should include encryption, access controls, audit trails, and incident response

procedures tailored to judicial data sensitivity requirements.

These comprehensive recommendations provide a constitutional framework for judicial
automation that preserves fundamental rights while enabling technological benefits, ensuring

that innovation serves justice rather than compromising it.

IX. Conclusion
The integration of Robotic Process Automation in judicial systems creates a fundamental
paradox between efficiency and constitutional governance. While RPA offers compelling
solutions to India's case backlog crisis, fully automated judgments threaten natural justice
principles under Article 14.1% This research demonstrates that algorithmic systems inherently
lack capacity for individualized consideration, credibility assessment, and discretionary

judgment essential to fair adjudication under Indian constitutional jurisprudence.®’

International experiences illustrate both benefits and constitutional pitfalls, emphasizing the
critical importance of robust safeguards. Automated judicial decisions can achieve
constitutional validity only through comprehensive protections including mandatory human
oversight, transparent processes satisfying reasoned decision-making standards, meaningful
appeal mechanisms, and clear jurisdictional limitations.%® The proposed graduated framework
provides a constitutional pathway distinguishing between permissible administrative

automation and prohibited substitution of human judgment.
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The Indian judiciary must adopt a cautious approach prioritizing constitutional compliance
over technological innovation when these values conflict. Constitutional principles established
in Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India and AK Kraipak v. Union of India must guide
implementation rather than being subordinated to efficiency considerations.®® Courts should
strategically embrace RPA for administrative functions while rigorously preserving human
judgment for substantive determinations involving constitutional rights or discretionary
considerations. This balanced approach maintains Article 14's fair procedure mandate while
realizing technological benefits, ensuring that judicial automation serves constitutional

governance rather than undermining fundamental rights to fair adjudication.*°

109 Maneka Gandhi v Union of India (1978) 1 SCC 248; AK Kraipak v Union of India AIR 1970 SC 150.
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