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PART-II
(NOTES ON IMPORTANT JUDGMENTS)

ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE :
|q1Ed BT HeATHA -
— See sections 3, 8, 17 and 68 of the Evidence Act, 1872.

— T ey AR, 1872 @ gRIY 3, 8, 17 TG 68 | 20 22
— See sections 3 and 145 of the Evidence Act, 1872.

— T ATy AT, 1872 @ ORIV 3 UG 145 | 21 24
— See section 27 of the Evidence Act, 1872.

— TG 91 ARTH, 1872 B GRT 27 | 22 26
— See sections 34 and 302 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860.

— W MR TUe AfEdl, 1860 &I €RIY 34 UG 302 | 30 36
— See sections 101 and 106 of the Evidence Act, 1872.

— W A1 SR, 1872 B ORI 101 TG 106 | 25 30
— See section 166 of the Motor Vehicles Act, 1988.

— TG Aexa A, 1988 BT SRT 166 | 48 54
— See sections 299 and 300 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860.

— W MR TUS AfEd, 1860 HI €RTY 299 Ud 300 | 32 41

— See sections 300, Exception 4 and 304 Part Il of the Indian Penal Code, 1860.
— W MR g0 AfEd, 1860 HI €RIY 300, UATE 4 U4 304 HIT—al |
33* 42
ARBITRATION AND CONCILIATION ACT, 1996
HIEYRIH U4 {ols Afeif-1aw, 1996

Section 37 — The provision of Section 5 of the Limitation Act is applicable to appeals which
are filed u/s 37 of the Arbitration Act related to commercial disputes of specified value.

€RT 37 — YR JAMAFTRH B ORT 5 & YTaET FedReId] SMIH & 9R_T 37 &
3T U S JUlell IR AT AR B § o falre qou & aiforiiges faarael o
e € | 1 1
CIVIL PRACTICE :
fafaer georr -
— See section 96 and Order 41 Rule 31 of the Civil Procedure Code, 1908.
— < fufde gfshar f2dT, 1908 @1 ©1RT 96 Ud 3T<el 41 19 311 4 5
— See sections 101 and 102 of the Evidence Act, 1872.
— < |Ied ITIH, 1872 B IRTT 101 TG 102 | 24 29
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908
fafaer ufspar afzar, 1908

Sections 11, 47 and Order 21 Rules 54, 64 and 66 — Execution of decree — Applicability
of res judicata.

€RTY 11, 47 TAT TR 21 FRAT 54, 64 TG 66 — 3T BT WG — g =1
DI IR | 2 2

Section 11, Order 23 Rules 3 and 3A — (i) Res Judicata — Whether plea of res judicata can
be decided as a preliminary issue?.

(ii) Res judicata — Whether issues conclusively decided in previous suit?

(iii) Res judicata and compromise decree.

€RT 11, MR 23 FRAM 3 TG 3-F — () 4@ = — 1 qF =[G & Afa
RS faarers & wu # fFefia f&ar S dear 2°

(i) 99 = — a1 gdadii arg | faarerel @1 ¢iftw wu | fFoffa fear i er?
(ili) gd =amg vd wesiar om=fi | 3 3

Section 96 and Order 41 Rule 31 — (i) First appeal — Procedure for deciding.

(ii) Specific performance of contract — Readiness and willingness of plaintiff — Affidavit
stating that he is ready and willing to execute the sale deed cannot be relied upon in
absence of pleadings.

€IRT 96 UG 3T 41 17 31 — (i) UM it — FRIGa &_1 &1 ufshan |
(ii) |faeT ®1 A sruTe — 91€l &7 IR Td $2gd 8T — WUAYH UKd IR
g fobar 11 & a8 [ fae Fenfed & & oy daR e segs @, e

$ T H 39 W 3deld T8l fordm ST Haval B | 4 5
Section 151 — Consolidation of suit — Purpose.
ERT 151 — dTal BT HHHA — US| 5* 8

Order 7 Rule 11 — Rejection of plaint — Non-disclosure of cause of action — Such a plaint
should be rejected for non-disclosure of cause of action under Order 7 Rule 11 of CPC.

AT 7 FRT 11 — AcUF &7 AR AT ST — a18 2@ Udhe el 81 — UaT
qIeUH, AIG 8g® Udhe 1 R & MR WR RIUH. & e 7 M 11 & o1l F AR
far ST =AnfRy | 6 9
Order 9 Rule 13 — Ex-parte decree; setting aside of — Matrimonial dispute.

AR 9 W 13 — THuehy Smsiftd &1 ruRd fhar o1 — faare Gee faarg |

7 10
COMMERCIAL COURTS, ACT, 2015
qifoiicas =arTad, AfrfE, 2015
Section 13 — See section 37 of the Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996.
€RT 13 — < AR U9 goig SfARM, 1996 @1 &R 37 | 1 1

JOTIJOURNAL - FEBRUARY 2022 1l



ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT, 1986
SYHTTdT evT AR, 1986
Section 2(1)(g) — See sections 101 and 102 of the Evidence Act, 1872.
aRT 2(1)(8) — <@ e AfAFIH, 1872 BT gRIT 101 T 1021 24 29

Section 24-A — Bar of limitation — Consumer complaint — Where cause of action
continues even after the date of agreement, the limitation period of two years will begin
from last of such dates.

€RT 24— — YRAHT BT Ioi — SYARH IRATE — TT&1 AFad a1 Ay & qrg
aTg 2P SN YT 2, <7 99 o) R Srafey vy fafdrt # & siftm &y g |
8 11

CONTRACT ACT, 1872
wfa<r arferf~ram, 1872
Section 73 — See sections 101 and 102 of the Evidence Act, 1872.
&RT 73 — Q@ AIE AR, 1872 &I IRTY 101 T 102 | 24 29
CRIMINAL PRACTICE :
JTURTRIS gl -
— See section 389 of the Criminal Procedure Code, 1973.
— < Tus Ufthar Hfed, 1973 HI €RT 389 | 17 18
— See sections 136, 148 and 165 of the Evidence Act, 1872.
— < HIey IR, 1872 BT URIU 136, 148 T4 165 | 26 31
— See sections 376 and 511 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860.
— 3 YR que wf2dn, 1860 &I ORIV 376 Td 511 | 39 46
CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973
que gfshar dfgdr, 1973

Section 154 — Preliminary inquiry before registration of FIR — Can accused be granted
a chance to explain his conduct at the time of inquiry?

€RT 154 — Y G URIde ysiiag (Y ST & g4 URM™E STie — 971 Ul ST
D AHY MY BT 37U TRV] BT WDV UK DI BT FaWR (AT ST Aehell

g7 9 12

Section 167(2)(a)(i) — Default Bail — Period of filing of the charge sheet — Principles laid
down in Rakesh Kumar Paul v. State of Assam, (2017) 15 SCC 67 reiterated.

&RT 167(2)(®) (i) — IHT T — IPRNT U5 WRId B DI 7@y — IHeT
FAY giel fawg STErT 59, (2017) 15 vaediel 67 % ufouifed Rigla v
T | 10* 13
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

Section 173 — Further investigation — Direction for further investigation can be given to
ensure fair investigation.

€IRT 173 — 37FH 90T — ey Jravor AT d & foly 31 or=wor & forg
fRcer faam ST |ehdr 2 | 11* 13

Sections 200 and 204 — Issuance of process — Vicarious liability of Chairman, Managing
Director, Managers or Planners of company — Specific allegations and/or averments
against them with respect to their individual role in their capacity is must.

€IIRTY 200 UG 204 — MTSTAHT STRT fHAT ST — B & <IRAH, Tdel (e, Taerad]
AT ASHATBRI BT AAES I — ITdH! UG &aar & 3l AR AT &
Taer | 9 faog dIs fAfdre ameiy 3k /a1 31fyhed smawdsd 81 12 14
Section 319 — Summoning of new accused — Causion required.

€RT 319 — T YT DI FHF HIAT — FADAT AT | 13 15

Section 320 — Compromise — The fact of compromise filed in a case related to
non-compoundable offence can be considered while awarding sentence — While doing
so other aggravating and mitigating factors should also be considered.

IIRT 320 — AHSICT — STRHAY JAURTY A AT THROT § FHSIAT U 811 D T
TR USSR IR PR T AR fbdm ST Aapdl & — U1 R TH 31 RPN
Ud FHYTRGRI d2dl R W) =R fbar Siem =y | 14 16

Section 378 — Appeal against acquittal—When can be interfered with by the appellate court?

gRT 378 — TVGRH & (4%g Uld — Ha 3y FATTT gRT BE fhar

AHT B° 15+ 17
Section 386 — Retrial — Retrial when can be ordered?
€IRT 386 — 1 fI=R0T — G: faaRvr o9 MR fHar 51 61 22 16 17

Section 389 — (i) Suspension of sentence — Factors to be considered.
(ii) Suspension of sentence — Recording of reasons by Appellate Court — Held, is mandatory.
(iii) Suspension of sentence — Maintainability of subsequent application.

€IRT 389 — (i) TUSIQY BT fAeiad — fIaR fy S a1t RS |
(i) TveTRe BT feias — U T §RT BRUT oiddg (T SIHT — J7aelid,
3TTSMID 2 |

(iii) TUSTRE &7 fFefds — SRAdT 3Mda BT YIYOIT | 17 18
Sections 437 (5) and 439 (2) — Cancellation of bail.
&IRTY 437 (5) U4 439 (2) — SAMA &1 MR o ST | 18 20

Section 438 — (i) Anticipatory bail — Whether a person who is declared as an absconder or
proclaimed offender in terms of section 82 CrPC be granted relief of anticipatory bail?
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

(ii) Anticipatory bail — Whether accusation arising out of business transaction is a factor
to be considered while deciding anticipatory bail?

€IRT 438 — (i) 1R\ ST — T TUE. BT IRT 82 & A HRR NqAT Igufa
IR T by T s &l I SHMd &1 o fear S ddar 27

(ii) R ST — RIT JAANT ATUIRS ol e H U~ 83Tl &, 39 a2 WR A

ST & PRI o’ 9 AR faar S =anfze? 19 21
Section 437 — See section 53 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860.
€RT 437 — <@ YR G0 W3, 1860 Bl &RT 53 | 31 37
Section 374 — See section 460 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860.
€RT 374 — <@ YRAR SU€ WfE, 1860 @I SIRT 460 | 40~ 48
CRIMINAL TRIAL :
JATURTRIS gl -
— See sections 136, 148 and 165 of the Evidence Act, 1872.
— < HIey IR, 1872 BT YRV 136, 148 T4 165 | 26 31
— See section 306 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860.
— q¥ YR gUS AR, 1860 B €RT 306 | 37 45

EVIDENCE ACT, 1872
wrey srferfraya, 1872

Section 3 — See sections 34 and 302 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860.

€RT 3 — q% YWRAI SUS A, 1860 Pl TRV 34 UG 302 | 30 36
Section 3 — See sections 300, Exception 4 and 304 Part Il of the Indian Penal Code, 1860.
HRT 3 — 3% YRAI TUS HiXdT, 1860 @1 &RTY 300, 319ATE 4 Td 304 HIT—aT |

33* 42
Section 3, 8, 17 and 68 — (i) Will; admission of.
(if) Will — Suspicious circumstances.
€RTY 3, 8, 17 U9 68 — (i) IHIIT BT WIHM |
(i) a~fraa — ey aRRerforT | 20 22

Sections 3 and 32 — See sections 299 and 300 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860.
IRV 3 U9 32 — o YRAIT gvs T, 1860 BT &R 299 UG 300 |

32 41

Sections 3 and 145 — (i) Contradiction in testimony of witnesses — Whether witnesses
must be confronted by the defence to seek advantage of the contradictions?

(ii) Inconsistency amongst witnesses as to the date of incident — Appreciation of.
(iii) Rape and murder — Time of death.
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

€RTY 3 U9 145 — (i) A1era} &1 uR¥rey # foRmImT — @1 faRemir &1 ot o
@ foIU gaTq uer gRT ATferl &1 S/ ATHAT HRAT MITD 87

(i) g &1 fAfY & IR & |iieEt & drE AT BT edidH |

(iii) ITPR 3IR T — G BT T | 21 24

Section 27 — (i) Disclosure statement and resultant recovery — Appreciation of.

(ii) Disclosure statement and resultant recovery — Factors affecting credibility of recovery
enumerated.

RT 27 — (i) Tdhed HIF AR IRV SR BT TeTid |
(il) TheT B AR YRV IR — SRR B fAeaa=iaar & g9Ifdd &= arel

PR @i by 1Y | 22 26
Section 45 — Opinion of medical expert — Evidentiary value of.
€RT 45 — FAIfecd fRvs & ifa &1 arfeds 9 | 23+ 28

Sections 63, 65 and 76 — See section 7 of the Protection of Children from Sexual
Offences Act, 2012.

EIRIY 63, 65 Ud 76 — O oI JJURTET W STcidh] BT GRETT I, 2012 Bl

gRT 7 | 53 60
Sections 101 and 102 — Deficiency in service — Burden of proof.
€RTY 101 TG 102 — I § HH — FId BT AR | 24 29

Sections 101 and 106 — Burden of proof of facts especially within knowledge —
Applicability of Section 106 of the Evidence Act.

SRS 101 U4 106 — I ®U § A9 & T & A BT R — H1e a9 @l
gRT 106 &1 TSI | 25 30

Sections 136, 148 and 165 — (i) Objections during recording of evidence — When to be
decided? — What course may be adopted to curtail repeated objections? Practice
mandated in Bipin Shantilal Panchal v. State of Gujarat, (2001) 3 SCC 1 modified.

(ii) Criminal trial — Procedure of investigation, bail, trial, recording of evidence and
judgment — Directions issued — Draft Rules of Criminal Practice, 2021 approved.

&RIY 136, 148 U4 165 — (i) A1ET oRg H & QR DI T35 IMUHT — Hd R

B S ARY? — IR—IR DI S dTell JMARTAT BT HF B & oIy DI A AW

3R] ST \ehd 27 — f9f0+7 ermfaerrer graret fa. oI 154, (2001) 3 T 1

# gfaurfed ven SuialRa @t 8 |

(i) MTORTS faaRer — Srayvl, ST, faaRe, Arey sfiegd ud Aot o ufshar

— e IR fvg U — gTUe wed it ffiee Ufdew, 2021 srgAIfed faw U |
26 31
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

HINDU LAW :
fa=g_ fafer :

— Partition and reunion.

— fawror ©d g | 27 33
HINDU MARRIAGE ACT, 1955
fe=g faare afefaw, 1955

Section 5 — Valid marriage — The ritual of Saptpadi is mandatory.

€RT 5 — 99 faare — F<ud] AR AFart 2 | 28 34
INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860
ARAII gvs Higdr, 1860

Sections 34, 149, 302 and 307 — (i) Appreciation of evidence — Difference between
“related witness” and “interested witness” explained.

(ii) Number of witnesses — Quality of witnesses should be considered not quantity of
witnesses.

(iii) Maxim “falsus in uno falsus in omnibus” has no application in India.

(iv) Minor omissions, contradictions, embellishment in the evidence of the prosecution
witness would not make them unreliable.

(v) Evidence of Police personnel.

(vi) Framing of charge — Charge u/s 149 of the IPC has been framed and if it is found
that some of the accused persons were not guilty and some of the accused had
participated in the occurrence and were sharing common intention.

SIRTY 34, 149, 302, U9 307 — (i) 1eT &1 fqdemr — “Faelt el vd “feqdsg ef”
% 419 3R AT T |

(ii) TiERIT T HEAT — A1eg Bl U WR IR fBAr S Ay 7 b Aneri o
T TR |

(i) T v a1 # fear a1 |9 # e’ & IRT H§ B vareIdr T8 2|

(iv) TSI ger & el @ Are H 3rey @y, faRemN, Jididfa = ifdeasig =&
T B |

(v) gforaa™t &1 e |

(iv) 3R BT LR — WIS H. & 9RT 149 & Ifd MR oo a7 € @R afg
g Ul STl 8 b B ARG ror a1 TE1 o 3R B AMYeTor 4 T H 9N
foram o &R A Haew A= R W J | 29+ 35
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

Sections 34 and 302 — Common intention; proof of.

¢IRTC 34 UG 302 — ATHY 3T T ATfad fhar <= | 30 36

Section 53 — (i) Life imprisonment — A sentence for imprisonment of life will run for the
entire life unless the remission is granted in accordance with law.

(ii) Power of remission of sentence.

€IRT 53 — () 3MIA HRIEAN — Ao BRI BT GUS T SIad ddb Tl 5d
o b fafer srgaR aRer &1 fear S |

(i) gve &1 URER &= &I o0fdd | 31 37
Sections 201, 302, 364, 366-A and 376 — See sections 3 and 145 of the Evidence Act, 1872.
€IRTY 201, 302, 364, 366—®H Ud 376 — <& W&y ARATH, 1872 HI ORI 3 T
45 | 21 24

Sections 299 and 300 — (i) Difference between murder and culpable homicide explained.

(ii) Relative witnesses — Testimonies of eye-witnesses cannot be discarded merely on
the ground of being relative of deceased.

€IRTY 299 TG 300 — (i) BT 3IR AMURIF AFIIY & eI AR FHAIT AT |
(i) RedarR el — aglaell el o A1ed $I bad 39 MR UR A el (bl

ST T 6 9 a6 & RedeR 2 | 32 41
Sections 300, Exception 4 and 304 Part Il - Murder or culpable homicide not amounting
to murder.

€IRTY 300, QTS 4 Ud 304 HIT—QI — BT NAdT MMURIMADG ATI—ae ST &1 T8
2| 33+ 42
Sections 302 and 304 Part | — Murder or culpable homicide — If the offence was

committed in the heat of passion or rage.
&IRIC 302 UG 304 HIT—UH — ST AT MURIRG AFGael — Jfe IURTT 3L Bl
Mot # A7 By H HIRT fhar Srar 2 | 34 43

Section 304 — Conviction — In the absence of any pre-planned attack and intention to
cause death or such bodily injury as is likely to cause death.

ORI 304 — QIR — B gd ARSI 31mepaor Ud e a1 Ul IR affar forasy
A BINT BRAT FATA B, & 3T & T H | 35 43

Section 306 — Abetment for suicide — No one should be convicted for offence u/s 306 of
IPC until it is proved that offence was committed because of positive act of the accused
by instigating or aiding in committing suicide.

€IRT 306 — ACHEAT B GURYT — HI.E.H. B &RT 306 & A 79 qP bl Al
Pl QURTE T8 fBar ST =1ty 9 9@ 6 g8 v\t € 8 o § {6 I8
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

3IRTY AMYFT & §RT &1 Y&T WU I HEAT PR & oY IS PR 3efaT
HEIAT @ & BRI BT 2 | 36 44

Section 306 — (i) Suicide — A teacher should not be prosecuted for the suicide committed
by any student just because he rebuked the student.

(ii) Prosecution — Only pain or suffering of any complainant cannot be a base for starting
a criminal prosecution unless it translates into a legal remedy.

IIRT 306 — () 3MHEAT — TH et BT fHAl B §RT $H MR TR BT T3 AT
& ford SIS =181 fham S Afey fob S6e1 BT @ JIJRIN-RIAAl & ford SHd!
AT 1 oY |

(i) o — foeft uRardy &1 w131 << a1 Uiel U q1ivsSd WIS U™ 81 &1
MR 2} 81 FhdT & od db & Ig fodl afde Swer #§ aRafda =& gdr 21
37 45

Section 376 — Quantum of punishment — An accused convicted u/s 376 of IPC for the
offence of rape committed prior to 21.04.2018.

&RT 376 — 3G Bl fQIP 21.04.2018 I USel BING eIk Haed IR & ford
YRT 376 IS4, & 3id QARG fHY S R TUs BT 4147 | 38 45

Sections 376 and 511 — (i) Preparation and attempt to commit an offence —
Distinction explained.

(ii) Attempt to commit rape or outraging modesty of women.

&IRTC 376 UG 511 — (i) ITURTET B BT TARY 3R YA — Vg FHSIAT 7T |

(i) SATHR INYaT F DI ool HIT B DI U | 39 46
Section 420 — See section 138 of the Negotiable Instruments Act, 1881.
SIRT 420 — < WY forad AfRIfTaH, 1881 BT &RT 138 | 50 55

Section 460 — Circumstantial evidence — When the case fully rests upon the
circumstantial evidence.

&IRT 460 — YRR A1eg — 519 AMern yofa: yRRfae A1 wR iR F=an
=l 40* 48
Section 467 — See section 167(2)(a)(i) of the Criminal Procedure Code, 1973.
&RT 467 — < GUS Ufhar AfEdr, 1973 &1 aRT 167(2)(@®)() | 10* 13
INDIAN SUCCESSTION ACT, 1925
AR IcRIererR rferfra, 1925

Section 63 — See sections 3, 8, 17 and 68 of the Evidence Act, 1872.
gRT 63 — < A1&Y AT, 1872 BT &R 3, 8, 17 TG 68 | 20 22

JOTIJOURNAL - FEBRUARY 2022 X



ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

INTERPRETATION OF STATUTES :

sfafern &1 fd=e -
Sections 63, 65 and 76 — See section 7 of the Protection of Children from Sexual
Offences Act, 2012.

€IIRTY 63, 65 Ud 76 — % i1 JTURTEN A dTcidh] Bl AReTUT SfSfgH, 2012 @

gRT 7| 53 60
JUVENILE JUSTICE (CARE AND PROTECTION OF CHILDREN) ACT, 2015
fheik g (Ta®l $ @RE U9 qveEvn) AferfH, 2015

Section 94 — Determination of age of Juvenile — If the documents mentioned in section
94(2)(i) and (ii) of the Act are not available.

€RT 94 — fHIIR BT Y BT IR — AT AATRH B gRW 94(2)() w& (i)
SeelRad XTI SUTE 78 2 | 41* 49
LAND ACQUISITION ACT, 1894
3ot IferraH, 1894

Sections 18 and 23 — Land acquisition — Determination of compensation — Reliance on
sale deed.

€RTY 18 U4 23 — fH Afrgor — gfdar &1 FuiRer — fama fdorg o= fdRar |
42* 49

Section 23 — (i) Compensation; determination of — Assessment of market value —
Where different properties in different servey numbers are acquired for same purpose.

(ii) Compensation; determination of — Assessment of market value — Reliance on sale
exemplars of very property in question.

&IRT 23 — (i) Ufdax &1 LR — IR Jod &7 e — el Th 8 Ieed & forg
STT—3TST |d He=it &Y fafie= it &1 srfdrrgor fasar Sam 2 |
(i) ufdR &1 FERY — IRIR Fed &1 Aidad — I FURT & Aha gid =R
iR | 43 50
LEGAL SERVICES AUTHROTIES ACT, 1987
faferas a1 yrferexor arferfor™, 1987

Sections 19 and 20 — Lok Adalat — Jurisdiction — Whether Lok Adalat can enter into the
merits of matter and decide it on merits in absence of any compromise or settlement
between the parties?

HIRTY 19 UG 20 — il IfETeId — SFIDBR — T b JaTeld YeThRI & dra fbadr
eI A1 IRIEROT & 39Tg # A @ POI—alY IR fIbR B Fahdl 8 3R [UT—aly
P IMYUR R [Avfa o el 87 44 51
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

LIMITATION ACT, 1963
gRET rferfsaw, 1963

Section 5, Articles 116, 117 and 137 — See section 37 of the Arbitration and Conciliation
Act, 1996.

€RT 5, AT 116, 117 T4 137 — <3 AR Ud Gols A, 1996 B &IRT
371 1 1

MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988
oA ferfray, 1988

Section 166 — Contributory negligence — The plea of contributory negligence — Head-on
collision.

€RT 166 — ST IULTT — USR] IUelT BT A — AHA—AHAT Bl Gele |

45 52

Section 166 — Determination of — Applying appropriate multiplier — The relevant multiplier
which should be applied is the age of the deceased at the time of accident and not the
age of his or her parents.

&RT 166 — URTHR BT IR0 — IR 0N BT YART — GESA & FHI JAD Dl AR
® AR TR GAITI 0TS BT YA fHar SIH1 anfee 7 & 9 Arar—fuar & g
P IAER W | 46* 53

Section 166 — Assessment of income of deceased — The minimum wages notification
cannot be the final yardstick to arrive at the income of the deceased.

€RT 166 — D DI 3 BT FERVT — D DI AT MR & foR1 <AaH Forgdl
A e rfeRgaen sife MuRe & 8 Aadt 2| 47 53

Section 166 — Negligence — Appreaciation of — If information related to negligence
disclosed in the first information report is contrary to the evidence taken by the Tribunal
on same point then in such a situation evidence taken by Tribunal should be believed
and not the information disclosed in FIR.

€RT 166 — SUETT BT i — S Y FoT Ufdda H Ioeligd SUell Hael! 7o
A g W f¥avor gRT o TIE Wew ¥ w8 99 O Rerfa 7 ifdraseor gwr
ST T8 A1ey WR ey b S =nfey 7 b vem g ufddes W SeolRad ga
WR| 48 54

NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS ACT, 1881
T foraa srferfra, 1881

Sections 118, 138 and 139 — (i) Presumptions — Presumption as provided under sections
118 and 139 of the Act arises when the signature on the dishonored cheque is admitted.

(ii) Sentence — Nature of transaction and status of parties should also be considered
while passing the sentence u/s 138 of the Act and this offence should not be compared
with any other criminal offences for the purpose of sentence.

JOTIJOURNAL - FEBRUARY 2022 Xl



ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

€IRTY 118, 138 U4 139 — (i) SWIRVIR — 14 JMERT UH TR EXIER WIHhd af agl
AT @7 aRIY 118 UG 139 & AT UGS SYIRVTY I BNl & |

(i) TUSTSRT — STAFTTH BT IRT 138 & AT TUSIQY UTRA B FHT FATER Dl
YHid Td UeThRI &I UIReIfd R W fFaR &1 =18y ok qvs & IR 8g 9
3TURTY 1 el fbdl 317 TV SuRTe | &l HRAT AR | 49 54

Section 138 — (i) Dishonour of cheque and cheating — Mere dishonour of cheque cannot
be construed as an act with a deliberate intention to cheat.

(ii) Cheque issued as security; dishonour of — When constitutes offence u/s 138 of the
NI Act ?

€RT 138 — (i) TP BT TG Ud B — AT AP B GV DI BA BINT B
e | BT ¢ BRI & wU § &Y AMT S AhaT 2|

(ii) gRemel ST T BT TRV — B URHIRT forRad ST &1 &R 138 & fcvd
JTURTE ST BT 872 50 55

Sections 138, 141 and 142 — Complaint — Averment — Against those Directors of the
company who neither signed the cheque nor at the post of Managing Director or Joint
Managing Director at the time of offence.

&IIRTY 138, 141 U9 142 — URATE — YHAH — I & W Adl & Faer § S 9
dl b & BSRIERSBA! &, AR 7 Bl R & F9g Jde e a1 Ggad udy Hazre

® Ug W | 51 58
Sections 138, 141 and 142 — (i) Offence against company — Form of complaint.

(ii) Offence against company — Complaint by authorized person — Whether it is always
necessary to elaborate upon the authorization of person in body of complaint?

&RIY 138, 141 TG 142 — (i) U & fI5g R — uRare &7 Uy |

(i) U & fOog AURTY — AP ARh R URAE — 9T URAIE & J=I AT 4

fh & WRGR & IR § IR & 9dm1 ST 9ed aedd 87 52 59
PROTECTION OF CHILDREN FROM SEXUAL OFFENCES ACT, 2012
Afire uRTE | qTIaAdl BT GRevr rferfE, 2012

Section 7 — (i) Sexual assault — Interpretation of words “touch”, “physical contact” and
“sexual intent” — Whether “skin to skin” contact is necessary for constituting offence
u/s 7 of the POCSO Act?

(ii) Certified copy of documents — How to be prepared?

&R 7 — (i) oIt gxelm — e, "oRiR® dua” 3R "<iffi® M’ vt &1 e
— T UTqAT AR B 9RT 7 B 31N TR & T34 & oy "I | @ U
RIGED o1

(il) SATESH @ gHITA Ufifarfd — &F TR & S aree? 53 60
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ACT/TOPIC NOTE PAGE
NO. NO.

SERVICE LAW :
|ar fafer :

— Burden of proof — Delinquent may examine himself to rebut the allegations of misconduct.
— YA BT R — YARY HETAR & AR & GUSA B folq W Bl YRAeT BT A
2l 54* 63
SPECIFIC RELIEF ACT, 1963
faffds agaiy aiferferm, 1963

Sections 10 and 16(c) — See section 96 and Order 41 Rule 31 of the Civil Procedure
Code, 1908.

&RIY 10 UG 16(71) — < fafder uforar HfEar, 1908 &1 9RT 96 Ud 31TeeT 41 o
31 4 5

WAKEF ACT, 1995
gah FfSfa, 1995

Section 6, 7, 83 and 85 — Jurisdiction of Wakf Tribunal — If tenant pleads that disputed
property is not wakf property.

€IRIV 6, 7, 83 Ud 85 — Tdh JAfTBRUT BT &SGR — IS fhvuer faarfed dufy

Jah FHRT T8l B BT AfTadT BT & | 55 63
PART -1V
(IMPORTANT CENTRAL/STATEACTS & AMENDMENTYS)
1. The Madhya Pradesh Land Revenue Code (Amendment) Act, 2021 1
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EDITORIAL

Esteemed Readers,

Defining the role of an advocate Justice Krishna lyer had said; “Counsel
in Court are ‘robed’ representatives, within the parameters of the adversary
system, geared to the higher cause of justice, not amoral attorneys paid to
ventriloquize the case of the principal.”

The judicial system is composed of judges and advocates who assist
the judiciary in dispensing justice. For a smooth administration of justice, the
Bar and the Bench are two elements of the same system without which justice
cannot be efficiently administered in the courts. The advocates play a vital
role in this process by assisting the court in the administration of justice. The
Apex Court in P. D. Gupta v. Ram Murti’s case, reported in (1997) 7 SCC 147
opined that “the Administration of justice not only concerns the Bench, it
concerns both the Bench and the Bar. Both the judges and the advocates
complement each other. The main duty of an advocate is to present the case
in court by informing the court about the law and the facts of the case and to
help the court in arising at the conclusion of the case. For good administration
of justice, an advocate shall possess good advocacy skills.”

Quality judicial education is imperative for advocates so that their legal
acumen is developed to the fullest. Hon’ble the Chief Justice and Patron of
the Madhya Pradesh State Judicial Academy has expressed the need to impart
training to the new advocates at district and tehsil levels. To execute this
baronial idea, the Academy prepared an Action Plan of Foundation Training
Programme for Advocates at District Level on continuous basis. The first
programme was organized on 12 & 13" February in all the 50 districts of the
State simultaneously which was inaugurated online by Hon’ble the Chief
Justice. Hon’ble Shri Justice Sheel Nagu, Administrative Judge, Hon’ble Shri
Justice Sujoy Paul, Chairman of the Academy and other Hon’ble Judges of
the High Court of Madhya Pradesh also joined the inaugural session. In this
programme, a total of 2352 Advocates from across the State, practicing within
the last 5 years were nominated. We strive to make a difference with this
initiative of ours.

This year, the Academy, through its Academic Calendar, 2022 has come
up with several programmes of judicial education and training for the Judges
of the District Judiciary and other stake holders as well. In the initial days of
this year, we were again compelled to prorogue some of our programmes
proposed to be conducted in physical mode like Colloquium for Principal District
& Sessions Judges, Awareness Programme on — Identified Legal Issues and
Regional Workshop for Panel Lawyers.
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The Academy commenced its academic activities for this year by
conducting online Refresher Course for Civil Judges, Senior Division on
completion of five years judicial service. Workshop on — Pre-conception and
Pre-natal Diagnostic Techniques (Prohibition of Sex Selection) Act, 1994,
Workshop on — Key issues relating to the Protection of Children from Sexual
Offences Act, 2012 and Special Programme for Advocates on e-Court Project
were also organized through virtual mode during this period.

Besides calendar schedule, the Academy in collaboration with NIMHANS,
has organized two online deliberations in two phases on topics namely;
Dilemmas of implementing Section 15: Preliminary Assessment for Children
in conflict with Law for the Principal Magistrates, Juvenile Justice Boards which
was held on 9" & 15" January, 2022 and preparatory deliberation of Child
Witness Testimony under the POCSO Act, 2012; Judicial Understanding of
Competency and Credibility for Special Judges presiding over POCSO Court
held on 26™ February, 2022. The final deliberation is scheduled for next month.
An awareness programme was also conducted on 29" January for the senior
police officers and nodal persons of insurer as per the directions issued by
the Supreme Court in Bajaj Allianz General Insurance Company Pvt. Ltd. v.
Union of India & ors. [WP (Civil) No. 534/2020 order dated 16.11.2021].

This journal is an evolving compilation of advancements made in the
field of judiciary by instrumental members of this field. These instrumental
members include our esteemed readers as well to whom this journal is more
than just a concept, it is reality. We appreciate and encourage this effort in
making our journal an important part of judicial literature and request all of you
to kindly continue the effort and support that you put in making this journal a
finished product.

The last two years were very difficult and collectively, we faced the situation
with grit and determination. Our efforts have resulted in the minimisation of
insurmountable risk over the course of the last two years. By the time this
issue reaches your hands, hopefully, we will be in a normal environs all around.
Till that time, we have to advance while being vigilant, empathetic to others
and motivated consistently.

The Academy celebrated the 73 Republic Day with Hon’ble the Chief
Justice unfurling the National Flag in the premises of the Academy. The pictorial
glimpses of the celebration find part in this issue.

Ramkumar Choubey
Director
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GLIMPSES OF THE 73" REPUBLIC DAY CELEBRATION
AT MADHYA PRADESH STATE JUDICIAL ACADEMY, JABALPUR

Hon'ble Shri Justice Ravi Malimath, Chief Justice, High Court of
Madhya Pradesh unfurling the National Flag and receiving Guard of Honour

JOTI JOURNAL - FEBRUARY 2022 - PART | 3



FOUNDATION TRAINING PROGRAMME FOR ADVOCATES
AT DISTRICT LEVEL (12.02.2022 & 13.02.2022)
GLIMPSES OF e-INAUGURATION

MADHYA PRADESH

STATEJUDICIAL-ACADEN

Hon'ble Shri Justice Ravi Malimath, Chief Justice, High Court of Madhya Pradesh
delivering inaugural address
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GLIMPSES OF FOUNDATION TRAINING PROGRAMME
FOR ADVOCATES AT DISTRICT LEVEL
(12.02.2022 & 13.02.2022)

Participant Advocates at different District Headquarters
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GLIMPSES OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMMES
CONDUCTED ONLINE __

Refresher Course for the C1V11 Judges, Deliberation on — The dilemmas
Senior Division of implementing Section 15: Preliminary
(17.01.2022 to 22.01.2022) Assessment of Children in conflict with

the Law (09 01 2022 & 15 01.2022)

Awareness Pgramme on— Gldeles 1ssued Workshopon ~Pre- conceptlon and Pre-natal
by the Supreme Court in Bajaj Allianz Case, Diagnostic Techniques (Prohibition of
Judgment dated 16. 11 2021 (29 01 2022) Sex Selection) Act, 1994 (12 02. 2022)

iﬂm iﬂr,-:n

bk Lafald

= ‘. ww
D ‘
) ) |

Worp on — essues relating to Special Programme for Advocates
Protection of Children from on e-Court Project
Sexual Offences Act, 2012 (26.02.2022)

(18.02.2022 & 19.02.2022)
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APPOINTMENT OF JUDGES IN
HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH

Hon'ble Shri Justice Maninder Singh Bhatti, Hon'ble Shri Justice
Dwarka Dhish Bansal, Hon'ble Shri Justice Milind Ramesh Phadke,
Hon'ble Shri Justice Amarnath (Kesharwani), Hon'ble Shri Justice Prakash
Chandra Gupta and Hon'ble Shri Justice Dinesh Kumar Paliwal were
administered oath of office by Hon'ble Shri Justice Ravi Malimath, Chief
Justice, High Court of Madhya Pradesh on 15" February, 2022 as Judges of
the High Court of Madhya Pradesh in a Swearing-in-Ceremony held in the
Conference Hall of South Block of High Court at Jabalpur:

Hon'ble Shri Justice Maninder Singh Bhatti was
born on 3" November, 1968. After completing school
education, His Lordship obtained Masters Degree in
Sociology and Bachelors Degree in Law and was
enrolled as an Advocate on 18" February, 1993 on the
rolls of the State Bar Council of Madhya Pradesh. Was
practicing in the High Court of Madhya Pradesh for the
last 27 years.

His Lordship represented State of Chhattisgarh in the M.P. State
Administrative Tribunal as standing counsel from 1" February, 2002 to
30" July, 2003 and worked as empanelled counsel of statutory bodies like
NTPC, M.P. Housing Board, Hindustan Copper Ltd., M.P. Oilseed Growers
Federation and Rani Durgawati Vishwavidhyalaya, Jabalpur from 1994 to
2000. Also represented M.P. Bhoomi Vikas Bank, Ashok Leyland Finance
Ltd., Asset Reconstruction Co. India Ltd. (ARCIL), M.P. Khadi Gram and
Udyog Board, M/s Sigma Construction Kolkata, M.P. M/s Royal Telecom
Pvt. Ltd., Mumbai, M.P. Housing of Infrastructure, M.P. Police Housing
Corporation, National Council of Technical Training Institute, Maharishi
Vedic Vishwavidhyalaya, Birla Corporation Ltd., Satna, M/s. Sisco Systems

Ltd., Chennai, D.K. Scientific Pvt. Ltd., Ahmedabad.
°
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S Hon'ble Shri Justice Dwarka Dhish Bansal was
born on 17" February, 1968. After completing school
education, His Lordship obtained Masters Degree in Arts
and Bachelors Degrees in Commerce and Law. Was
enrolled as an Advocate on 28" August, 1993 on the rolls
ofthe State Bar Council of Madhya Pradesh and has been
practicing in the High Court of Madhya Pradesh at
Gwalior for the last 28 years.

Prior to elevation, His Lordship was appointed as Government
Advocate for the State of Madhya Pradesh on 17" January, 2021 and was
empanelled counsel for Municipal Corporation, Gwalior and Gwalior
Dugdha Sangh, Gwalior.

°

Hon'ble Shri Justice Milind Ramesh Phadke was

born on 6" November, 1971. After completing school
education, His Lordship obtained Bachelors Degrees in
8 Science and Law. Was enrolled as an Advocate on
4 1" March, 1997 on the rolls of the State Bar Council of
Madhya Pradesh and has been practicing in the High
Court of Madhya Pradesh at Indore for the last 24 years.

His Lordship also worked as Government Advocate from June, 2015 to
May, 2017 and was appointed as Assistant Solicitor General, Government of
India at Indore in the month of March, 2019 and continued in the post till
elevation.

o
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Hon'ble Shri Justice Amar Nath (Kesharwani) was
born on 15" August, 1962. His Lordship joined Judicial
Services on 11" November, 1987 and was appointed as
Civil Judge Class-I on 29" July, 1995. His Lordship was
promoted as officiating District Judge in Higher Judicial
Services on 28" January, 2002. Was granted Selection




Grade Scale with effect from 19" December, 2008 and Super Time Scale
with effect from 1% July, 2017.

During His Lordship's tenure as Judicial Officer, he was posted at
Shahdol, Raipur, Satna, Bhopal, Lakhnadon (Seoni), Korba (Bilaspur),
Sohagpur (Hoshangabad), Jabalpur, Rewa, Guna, Waidhan (Singrauli),
Betul and Balaghat.

His Lordship also worked as Deputy Welfare Commissioner, Bhopal

Gas Victims and Principal Judge, Family Court, Guna. Before elevation as

Judge of the High Court of Madhya Pradesh, His Lordship was posted as
Principal District & Sessions Judge, Balaghat.

°

Hon'ble Shri Justice Prakash Chandra Gupta was

f ‘ born on 1"April, 1963. His Lordship joined Judicial

o ™ Services on 317 July, 2002 as officiating District Judge in

= Higher Judicial Service. His Lordship was granted

‘ Selection Grade Scale with effect from 30" September,
1‘ 2009 and Super Time Scale with effect from 1" June, 2017.
During His Lordship's tenure as Judicial Officer,

was posted at Jabalpur, Shajapur, Umaria, Mandla, Manawar (Dhar), Panna,
Sidhi, Morena, Gwalior and Ujjain.

His Lordship also worked as Principal Registrar (Vigilance), High
Court of Madhya Pradesh, Jabalpur and District Judge (Inspection),
Gwalior. Before elevation as Judge of the High Court of Madhya Pradesh,

His Lordship was posted as Principal District & Sessions Judge, Ujjain.
°

Hon'ble Shri Justice Dinesh Kumar Paliwal was
born on 10" August, 1963. His Lordship joined Judicial
Services on 31" May, 1990 and was appointed as Civil
Judge, Class-I on 23" May, 1996. His Lordship was
promoted as officiating District Judge in Higher Judicial

Services on 10" October, 2003. Was granted Selection
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Grade Scale with effect from 1" March, 2011 and Super Time Scale with
effect from 1" January, 2018.

During His Lordship's tenure as Judicial Officer, was posted at Gwalior,
Bhind, Gohad (Bhind), Shivpuri, Guna, Aaron (Guna), Raisen,
Dr. Ambedkar Nagar (Indore), Jabalpur, Indore, Chhatarpur, Bhopal,
Shahdol and Dewas.

His Lordship also worked as Officer-on-Special Duty (Vigilance),
Jabalpur and Indore, President, District Consumer Forum, Jabalpur and
District Judge (Inspection), Indore. Before elevation as Judge of the High
Court of Madhya Pradesh, His Lordship was posted as Principal District &
Sessions Judge, Indore.

We on behalf of JOTI Journal wish Their Lordships a very happy
and successful tenure.

“Language, both on the Bench and in judgments, must comport
with judicial propriety. Language is an important instrument of
a judicial process which is sensitive to constitutional values.

Judicial language is a window to a conscience sensitive to

constitutional ethos. Bereft of its understated balance, language

risks losing its symbolism as a protector of human dignity.”

- Dr. D.Y. Chandrachud, J.
Chief Election Commissioner of India v.
M.R Vijayabhaskar, 2021 SCC OnLine SC 364
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STATAI B qAT SAMGR & gIio- ° 918 I
e Arieeff fagia
Sad Tl
BT AR (HT3)
YL TS TP BIEH]
AT | U d1e A H e 7 79 1(31) Rifder ufhar |fedr, 1908 & AR
& BT RATAT B AR JIRSHTRAT & JAS & o7 a8 & Jedidh BT Bl & |
& BT Yedih dTa B [ATIaeg & JJAR BN fSRIepT A0 dTe 7Y 3y 9 & 7 fb
faarfed |ufed || are & oAl & (U <RI I BI T 8G AATAT B
31, 1870 TAT AFBR & YA 2 dTa eI ATIH, 1887 & UG TAR]
BT € | o Qi ARREE BT o H B sfeR—<dy g | Ryarg sae & a9
et AT B gRT 8 AT, RTHATRGR, AFH TAT UaTC & aral & ffaRkad
3 BT A&l & WY H RIS B & JAIeH $ oY 9T ARG & yAiod &
g Ua &1 Jid BT VT B 2 | ORI 8 & AR TG BT Hedi e ol <Al HIF
@ TG & oY A 11 € SNfaue, ShaTidR, Ardd oM UaIe & dTal &l Bled
Y ¥ SHHR & YA A T g8 I WIDR [HAT ST | 3fd: I8 W § b a1
BT B Ygol =IRATRI B & Wi A far SIraem iR afe 98 g 8 arg geaia-
M & SRR # 77T € A1 I AFel R SAHR & JAod 9 a8 &l g
AHiHT B DI AMATASHAT a1 T |
=TT B Jferfrad, 1870
RIS B AR 3 el 36 9RTY AT 3 JIYAAT & | 79 AaieId Hgeayor
gRT 7 2 Sl AT Ul & d1al & 9wg H <Tad B9 & YA 4 16 & Jedidhd
v U™ &Rl © | SRR &1 9T 9R7 7 JeATgaR <IETed B 9 IR §
3TCT: ©IRT 7 T Ucdel e YoH Il A & a1 gEl Sggdl &1 G 1 Irrer
BRI 2 ST STl & TR 17 B AT < BN © | AT @ a1 7 7 e 12
YHR & ATl & Hedid bl UGid 9dTs s & ol M wd 9 Rifdet =amares & dwe
ST arg |WRd U I © S 99 W) a1g, SN dem aTiRenfid rgdry, ST,
3fferae iftd, famrer, wfdeT &1 faffde urere vd fpras & a1 € | FIIg<id gureg
V19 [a%g FEYRTT WIS, 1971 WeTol T 69 ¥ & AMMHAT SR JIH 8g dad
e U3 & 3ff¥ae Bl faaR ¥ forar Sirar 8 159 w9 4 d1e g fhar 11 8 Sl SgaR
A& B A b 519 w9 # are yqgd fban S =1fey o |
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(1) a1 wwaEh 918 — g7 TR ATl 1 eiw Sal AT B AR AT S & i
e o favy o 2 o Al T fl & f[I%g 10 B9IR S0 &1 a4ell 8 a8 UK fbar
2 79 U 91 BT [IB 10 TAR I & JeAJAR ST BT | feg &8 IR agelt A
[ I8 AT & WY H UK U T & | ISRV @Ry Y & gRT IS AB o
I & I%g Te are 39 M &1 UK (a1 fb 4 gRT S 0T & Hae H 2 o1
wUY BT AT SireT T 2 | e Riera S9& gRT @l 18 2| df Sad Rera &
fARTART & Yd aRIell B BRIATET B B FTWR © | AV o1 & [dog 18 Hvermsm
SR @1 ST o 39! Riard & FAR1a<0 a6 et @ IR aal 7 & | 39 9T
T8 YT I BT B 6 TH a1g &7 Hedidhd <IRTer %I ARFRE & arT 7() &
AR fhar Sg a1 R 7(iv)(d) & AR | W RAfT | I8 <@ s © 6 an
U TAR R Y AGRIS A AWaa By 7Y & I8 9+ & oy aRdfdd g 7o
TRIETT (real money value test) FRAT BIAT © | 31: AR BIg aTs fhedl &4 @1 aGell Bl
b & forg Y wRd ar 7 © I ) IS aRdidd g9 & (real money value)
I WRT @ SRR & frae i & ARy # erewr 9er AT § | o arg Wel & ORI
7(iv)(d) @ 3TIa TR BT 7T 81 1<) DI 18 BT oI GRT 7()) & Tid S
g RN & AR T PRAT BNT| 30 T€Y § ARG JRlellicd HIARM [a6g
TEIYQ I WY, 1963 TAUIVCAG 717, RIGFAIY [d%g BIATCH el va 3174, 2000
(i) vafiverat 72 UG Galy dq o fawg davi+, vadlsd), vangenv 2001 vadt
88 JTAGHY ¥ |

T Feadl FerdT ATt T & He H AT ATET AT & | Heact| 37erar
3Tl o &7 & U H AT Ue g1 e € | U Rerfa # are ugd i 9 b Ud
T B IO BR TG BT Hedidhd AR B ARTRH B gRT 7(1) & SFia S+
g I & AFAR & HIAT 81| I a8 U Qs AN BT ™ Y& fbam 121
2 1 99 e &Y R Wl ORT 7() B ST & T Wi < 81T | STty
BRI & IR DI A BT ERT 11 B JJAR (SH1 & (Ia18 BT aTel =rarery 7 S feban
ST HhT 2 |

(2) wiRoTf® gAY wfea a1 saa 31 GI9en & 918 — I8 Y9u™ 99 aR] 8
2 9 ST A A8 T | HeT I EYOT BT & TAT GORT EUT B 1A BT
ITRONTE 8 | 1T TERT AN Wad w9 ¥ UGN T8l (BT S AHdl 2 98 °Ivo &
AT IR R 2| A gAY s WY A Y fBA1 S Gebdl § d9 39 qIRviAe
AT FTET AT ST 3R IHBT Wi d Jeih1 U & elfchT i Sy urRomfies
2 9 QM1 AN Pl HeAh d YA I b &1 J(e AT SIQIT AR U 81 JoidhT
BRAT BRI | 39 TRY H IGKId degel IUHY [dvwg dqogGiH, VHIgIY 1936
SeIEISIq 874 Ud ERYTT Gedl a%g FE[GT <l U 3=, YSIIFSIIN 1985 Margrc
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93 IAAHIY & | IIMERVT Wy ¢ o1 Y, 7ed A & ey & | 78 W 1 9g & SwWid
U ERI 1 & f9g o9 312 &1 a18 WRd fdar 6 S0 #8d A1 & o R #gq 9ifvd
fopar S o ft & faeg 39 AR &) g FveTen SN 6 Sd @) 98 WEd & W
H I BHBIST H BLIad T8l X | 30 O § 1 & fdg G d @1 SRy =7el fbar
ST AHAT 59 TP Y S UeT H HASd B DI "IN TSl PR &1 S JgT AT BT A
=IO & AN BT UIRVIAG AT 2 | M JeAIdb IR B ST B &R
7(iv)(c) @ I AT SR | TBT I &A1 &A1 T fdb ST81 | & &I YU iy
TS Y § 81 BIY0T BT Yeb AT, TAR BT UTROTHE AT &l ST | a7l Bl gerdh—
Yorch YJp TN & A & Y gl PRAT BT 3R TEJAR IRITAT BT <1
BT | 59 WY | IIgteid Gfe+T fawg A1, sieger qif¥rd, 33N 1997 AUl 25
Td THT ]}dt [A%gG ¥ HIS, SMSVAIY (2013) THYY 1004 AT % |

(3) =R wEEN aIg — AR FT AN AT FVITHAS BT AT ASUTHD, IHI B forg
RATATAT BT STRIFTH @7 9RT 7(iv)(d) & a1 far SITQT | 39 UTaem H
IS AR Y AN & Hod BT B I o W@ad BT § | SR & forg afe g,
® STEU W IHD! AR IR BXIE PR BT & 9 o1, U & g Qe gq arg URjd
IRl ® It ) AT BT Hedid B ¥g W@ad 2 3R A ardl g7 Ry Ty
qAIIHT # gWe T8l fhar S =nfey | fheg VA1 i A9HT T8l 8 Hahdl & |
IRAfIS g Hed T (real money value test) @FTFT BT & 39 TRg H
SIRGEd w7 AfCTIN fdvwg AT ST, VIS 1958 U] 245 Td
areT 3dl fdwg SIgHY IETHI, YITSIIN 1987 TEe] 2085 JaAIdH114 B |

(4) arforaea gifta @ fog arq — <ITe™ ®I RAfFTH @ ORT 7 3 SUART (V)
anfee yiftd & wfda aral & Jeid &1 Ua $Ral & | I8l Fefcd &l 1 Al
H a9 foar ST AT @ Us BN ff o gasT Y fH srerrar srael JHfed | i
IR & g ¥ AR TS AU & AT BT Hedidh YA TR 1 o & AR
T AfE —Tora a1 8 9 SR (v) H SoeoiRad AR 6 S © | S gff
A AR srae FHfed & SRUR & a8 BT Jedid [AVgaRy & oI & AR fHar
ST & | Sld /WA [dog ®ra-fcd ded (@) & S aR S8l awfad &l
I SeolRgd & 9 59 AHd BT JIoR Hed AT ST Fahdl @ | dHI—dH favaawg &
I P! &R &) & foy 99 wwfad | qwifRd sy u3 uqgd fdar Sran € fbeg
fITaawg &1 Jou 31aT IIoTR Jd d18 Ud fa1d Bl 9 FrIfcd Bl Jod BIdl § | Il
A TAT URTHe ¥ 3R BIdl & [dpd el H ufithel & w9 ¥ IecilRad RTRT Bl qroiR
4 & R & yAIoT & g ganT F81 fobar S @obdl & | 39 98y H Argeld
TG AR O fdwg arfadfl I va 3=, 2010 (1) vAdISsgU 63 a4 B |
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STq SATEIR YIS oI |INON & AN 8 a18 U [haT Sl & 99 U I
BIAT § & Jeuies <arrery w AfAfad & ary 7(v) & favia fear Se ar awn
7(iv)(c) @ oFid | Il I SeoraAd B fdh WA ReIfd # 9= o am uRieror (main relief
test) BT BIAT © | ST8T BINUN BT AT J&I 8 G981 GedIdh+ &RT 7(iv)(c) & r<id fdbar
STRIT ifehe AT AU BT AT G A & T4 Jedidh AR I 3fefrm
B IR 7(v) B A< (AT SIRATT | 59 W=y H RIS g Rig faeg vl
1982 WVerol dlc 72 Uq #avelld [awg ¥oc 3@ 3i® 3N, 1989 (1) vaflSsequ
124 JTATHI B | IETERV & oY ¢ 7 fl & g U dT< 37U+ 10 Yobs & aid &
Ty ¥ v @9 vd Rad e wifid 2 U foeam 2| ¢ & fiaad ® & o9
I8 U qY | YBX & d1ex AT 79 d1 1 IqD FiD UR Y WY I I B o B |
5 9T H ¢ e ) & "y W $ odaw g 78 2 O Refy # qrem sraw
MfeTer & forw 2 | 1 Jedid ORI 7(v) & i far S | af afk g a @i &
freg e w°ie & Ty # v gmon, fAsmg g3 31 3= 9ifd {63 S qen o+
BT Rad AT YT B & AN & foly $9 MR W a8 Y4 fhar b afcrardl
q GG A1 Hue Ay uF Fwnfed SR g, €A o A aefier o o1 fasa 7€ fhar
2| 39 9N ¥ U BT D BT MO 99 T el fSotdran S Ahdl o dd fasha
U3 @ I BN DI ETOT Tl DR <1 S | 3T g qHIT H BN bl gAY G ©
AT AU BT SN UTROMAS AT & ST e &RT 7(iv)(c) & Fid fhar
SR |
(5) fawToM — OIS & 918 H <A B9 IRARH B aRT 7(vi)(@) & AR
TR & Ui | 37 & ATAR dTa BT Jedih [baT ST & | A e o1 faarfad
[HT TR AU € 1 SqD 9T & AT B AR 31 I ey o1 fanfad wafe
R R TRl B iR SHS W@ ¥ IHR [HA1 T T q9 IS AN B I B JAR
i T ST 8 | STel U \Aear) W@ &l fawre arg wwafed & e # =12
BT 9ATdT © 981 faTor & a1e 92 w6 & MR TR Mue UIftd & a1g 3§ &I 3iaR
TE ® 39 BRI U I1¢ H AU & AT BT IRE & HeAih I | 3 aFe H
IS TRV TeIG [d%g ST Ua 3774, Q3SR (2011) THYY 792 Jacdiic-ia
2|

Hgad wHfed # 99 FEanial B i W R A ST § | o dad
3731 1 HYOT BT d18 | TRl & | $¥ o SN Pl faursi &1 gy /R
3MaTIH &1 & 5 T H IRGEd FY gINIRIR fdwg garg, 2018 (1v) vadisiame
UHYT 2 JaAlBA © | O UhR e Uil & arg H B 4 & T6g § a1 &l
AT YIS & AR TAT Al YT 19T 81 & 9 LRI (v) § Ieetfead
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3TNIR AT BT § 31 UBR RIGd #9ad) favwa a4 14, 1980 (i) vafseygy
22 % JTAR A9 & are § 9 A 9SS 7 BT 891 © 79 i J—Tod
% IR TAT A 1o F19d 81 & T9 SUIRT (v) H SeelRgd AR fHar S
Bl

(6) Hfaer & fafafde ures &1 918 — fder & fAfAfd< 9rem & a # qeaie |
@ FIG URIHe Bl IR & AJAR BIAT © Yd IR BT ARTIH BT &R 7(x) H
AR BT AT 1 B J<d AeITJAR < B8Rl & | I&TeR0T & foy ¢+l & g
Afdar & faffde urer &1 are uga fbar | ¢ sk d & dra g @1 [y ue o
wYY H B TG AT| 37 d1& BT b Uid ARG waA BN 3R 39 R JATJAR
RIS BT <A1 8101 | Widar & faffdse e & s & sifaRe i ®ig srary =men
ST FHT & O STEued faeTran Sid | avde: I8 ARINe Sy & | <rred B
AT BT IRT 17 & AR NIRID AN B foT7 JId Jedidh B 3R IR
B & BT ILIDHAT Tel BT |

(7) FrsTaA BT 918 — AHT B9 | ShRIT & ATl HeayaeT e+ fa=ror siferfam,
1961 & ST IR fhd ST 2 | =amarerd v A &t aRT 7(xi)(cc) & TR are
TR i ¥ S gaad 99 & dTfie BRI & AR 18 Pl JedIdb+ (bl Sl & |
g1 &I G- ARG I8 © & e =T ifdf e o Ry 12 3 SuaRT (1) # A
@ 16 MR A & | U a1g & T W M MR forg o Wbt & | WA Reafey # off daer
I fHRIA BT AR & FFAR g1 BN Rifcs 3ifcr JgaIy FFrepra o1 €1 8 foaer
A1 BT ST 8 el 8 Fshrd & U 9 Afdd MR forl T &7 |

5T FpIE & d1e # BT IR & SRy @ /R A BT SR © | R FRE
ST & Srate famm @l IR @1 axgell & el H BIS T & Uraw T8l 2 | i
R IR & 7A=Y BT Al &7 BT TGl b TG © 3Ich: Y PRI BT el TG
g IR & STTAR TRT 7(1) B <A A B gY YD W IR BN QT DI
ST | IRTERYT WRey Y AT #hE & g H Ui 8ok wUd Ufd A8 & &) 4 dY
BT fRReR 81 ft & 3R ¢ A fara O avf & faRmr ey =i fem g | i v s
f[I%g U g 3R] BOIR WU IH1T bR &l JI1RT UTe R AT faanfad dar &
W & A &g AIeIHAT B AR W BT BT a8 U [T 8 | 39 91 H
T P gRT 7(xi)(cc) & I BT & oy a1e UKId o & Ydad] 99 & d1ivdh
[T & AR S BOIR WU TAT A9 a9 & (R & el H gRT 7(1) & =90 1
IRT 80 BOTR WU §9 YHR QI FEIIISN & AN AR dTa] Pl 2 ARG 40 BOIR B0
qE BT HedIdHd B g HATTAR IRTAd BIF <1 807 |
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(8) argeaamyyl arq — W9 1 PIS dTe WA HAT ST & T 98 TS & 3N & forg
T BT SR I8 Mraeas el © | JAHI: Yo dTa H U I 3fh Y a1e Sifd
2 3 @I qrgeargel arg wET ST € | KT BN SR @ aRT 17 39 vy #
e BRdl € | e IR Ife are BRI &1 FAIo fhar 71 8 iR g a1
PR W YD d1& Y (BT ST Febell & d81 Theh dre PRI FFAR ATe Y YIh
AT B YNT YAAR dTe BT Hedih- BN TAT I B < 81T | 31 ORE Vb
81 g1& BRUT & AR TR Vb 3D Y =18 T & 76 Al Gl Ay & YN AR
HeAih BN AT =TTl B < 811 | cifds T8l SIquilliep Srelly =gl a1 & g8
dacl & Y BT Ydih- BT T IH WR ARSI BT < BT | I8T Wil
3T | e U A 9 & S I3 AN ¥ 39 YR el ® & a8 ua far
SIQ el & g | VT A 7 1 AR MY | 9 wfder & faffds uem & 9
H af arferaey uif &1 Ay 7 A1 Jv SY 9 ) I8 A & A S | S
afr g ff & fawg dRier @ Rffds oem @ forg are & sy @mear @ f5 ¢ & ua
#H fapa oz FeaTfad a1 #R GiAsT &1 uTels HRAMI Sid 3iR ufcarar o (R fear
ST f g8 farfed dufed &1 snfirueg ard) &1 | | I8 <7 srdy =g 7Y & fag e
A WfaaT & fARfE uTer ®1 & | 31 dact aTal Bl 9= A AT HidaT & ure
D ST BT HeATH HRA AT I TR <IRATAT BN T Bl eI 2 |

AT ST SIIRTP S H = & | ST81 Teb 3 3Aeep 3l # Plg Sy
dopfous U | ATel AT & d81 Wl dTe Y AN § A S qe™ g7 A |qa™ Al
B < qTell & SN & MR W e B =TIl BN <F B8R AW & forg Jeaid
DR AT B < Bl gDl 61 s | 99 T A 6l & [a6g uie g v g
B! Hufcd & fashg o1 WA & UTer Bl a1e URd fhar iR ey 7 31 et &1 78
EURSICCAGEEI ININICIEG R CE VIS ICARC G RI Rel IR e IS EC AR LM [ G RS K1
qIh BINTT AT dehfoud ST & oY aTe Jedic 9 =Ib I Jfuferd =i 8rm | afe
el §RT ARSI <18 T & a9 |l aral Bl U difed IFEawdd Ay R
ITITAT B AT BT |

TSI B FATH B gl I &1 gz 1(b) WRepr foraa srfafaH,
1881 & ST Tdh TRV B &I RITATAT B BT UG Rl © | B BT TP B
IR & IFAR T [HAT T § | U H U I~ 8T © b b 9 Afed 9 &
TRV & WY H U & yRare URd fhal 11 & 79 e B I 9P b
TR < BT 3727l T < I AR & INT & STJAR &I BRA? AR AeIUQel S
IR §RT yedivrer g % #eaqaer o3, TaISivedl #. 5197—2017 G
QT 05.09.2017 ¥ ARHT AT AT b ART BT o T 9ol A ATGDHROT Bl Id~
B ST © Ife gRare # efid U 9% & ol gId Jar U3 Aol AT & 9
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JIH—YJdh qIGHRYI I~ BT 3R IS qdb & oY el =T B < 81l
S afs |t I& & forg U &1 A7 &1 GE9a Al 97 € d9 U &1 IGHRT Ia
BT SR TP BT AHe T & AN R ATAI BRI <7 BFT |

(9) ISR o a2 F=ad<dl / weAad] dam™ &1 FeriRer — <raTey B s @t
gRIG 7(v) T21 7(vi)(a) H Frafed &7 g ereg YN B 121 B | afS o7 9 7 3raciien
PR Al I fAvIaeg &1 eI dI6IR Jed BT | g8 U3 Iq~ Blal & & are gwgfa
eI BI fAvIaw] BT eI FATd IHHT IR I FAT BRIT? HLAUQE RIS AT,
1959 @1 URT 2(91 &) & IF<Id URAINT ‘dIOIR eI’ & ATAR FIUQY TR A
AnTeeid G & Iid defde’ g1 MEiRa Jed &l IR Jed @& w9 4 forar o
FHAT & | AT AT # A T a7 Poldex g§RT SN TM8S e | 9wfcd & Hod &l
I AT BT FIGIR Hed AFT ST Faball © | IS IR & IRM F9fd & ok o
DI AR fadTe BT 3R RATAT BT IH FHITCd BT ISR e TR BRAT AaID 8
ST T &1RT 9 & ST \eT UGN &I §9 7q HieeR Fgad fBar o7 daar 7 | 36
JHR IIdcl / ALl AT & EROT 8 W1 &1RT 9 & JI=vTa HeTd UTRIBRT Bl BT
e fram i aar 2 |

(10) BT BT TYCI — RATET B JRATIH BT IRT 6 B JTAR JRFTIH BT Srgar
H IeelRgd USRS [STd] <IRITed B | J9RI 9911 T & WR Td dd 31T
PIRIATE! T8I B ST S T B 37T el B Il | §D] aead g 2 b =ararery
BRI BT A RIS o 2 | Jef aRRefy srgaR fafde ufshar |fedm @1 arT 149
@ I B D YA B T9I QAT ST Febell € | febegf Aol § AT BRIATS! T4 HRl
MY STd FIfSd B YA BR <1 T8 8 | TbR0T B (B3 Al wWR W I <A1 I8
ITel & b B HH YA Bl TS 8 79 g8 gRT AT BIg ARNEH B GRT 28 B
3Tt el +ft | U 9 I 1 TS BN o S Wt ® | afe fvig & wwa 3w
T I 2 b v o € g & a9 [ H I8 w6 ARG B S el © b feml
Tg g BRM 9 < BN &7 Yot T o) 3 Sig | O v fwres | #
ST @ ST AT © | TR, AT BIF IO & BRI DI aR8 a9el I & 39 &
A1y fEep! B Ul [Tel & Peldex I 9ol Tdhdl © | 59 G H ARG W19 ollel
fawg d9ag, 2013 (3) TAYITCTS 150 SFAATBHY & |

RIATS H I AU & UPHRT & PRIV & IURIT 31l DI ARTAENTR
H S GRIY S A Yd 39 91 d G PR o b el Dl HIF AY AT T8I 7 | 3R
gRT 28—V & AFAR YBRYT BT AMeRT AMTITR I Y: a9l o 1T Bl Al
ST HHAT B |
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(11) g7Taw q1 JAHTH AT B — JAIH BT o SR & JJAR
MBI RTATAT BT U ARG TN BolR ©0Y ¢ | DI Wl a8 Udh Al O | BF B
WR UK Tl AT ST FhdT 7 | T8l I§ Il PRAT AALID © B R B
JAAFTH BT g7 7(iv) FTIH @vs (a) I (e) TP & AN & oY ATl Bl Sfoad iy
BT IHH BT HAT AT BT &, 9 IRE & d1al 4 ofel (@) I (e) TP ami # | Hlg
3T ATET T & g8l I gAY & 7Y gord | YAaqH U A1 0 & el e
BY RIS B9 <7 811 | 39 9y 4 g vHelg gicy! fdwg Rayars
gicyl, vaIrganv 1976 TAYl 1 JAAHT ¢ |

fasha v3 @ @ &Y § "I & JAIY BT 1S

f4spd U= & T H Q1 UeTdbR BId © Ueh fdshall a1 RRT ehll | g8 fashar a1
TERT UeT fashg o3 & fwree @l gHlKdl oar € | gefy famdr 98 deax & 69 s/e
e o= @1 fsared fBar o fog o9 a8 S9 gy 13 &1 g &= e g,
AMRIG: 91 a1 o Ahal 2 | e g o7 & srd a1 yvia 3 aiffd &3 srerat
FreTes & SHR Y 67 [ o3 &l il R R FRed & & oy are oy Sima
21U © & g U3 &7 31y a1 g91d I AT AR & arg H JeATgaR ATITed
B I BRI AT S FId <RI B g 8117

JrRIgeld gvele (e fdwg vorEfik Rig (2010) 12 vaedl 112 & AR Ay
U3 Ue AfdeT g iR Hfaer s qn e’ Bl & | I Wfder a8 wfder € S
AfaeT & Sl UeTdRI & 7Y IRAT: I © | STdidh ARV HidaT a9 deb e Afdar
2 519 T I AeTH T §RT I I 7181 R a1 7l | raeeelia |idat siauy
MR TR B I AT &1 9 bl & | o [9ga o3 &1 fwres Wier f&ar T 8
fheg Tads Wedfd’ & MId & AR R A HegagR &f g & 18 2 | J8f 59 d&
WS HBA BT 397G e TE] BR QAT ST 3R 9 MR W Ay HFaeR
T T8l BR fear Sran sy o du v gurdl 8T | 3R AfdeT 1l SIR9d:
g U3 1 I 9INd B & 918 | JeATgaR IRTerd B QU S &1 Jiragadhdt
TE Bl | wefe gl |fier # qeargeaR wiN e S smawe § | gy
AT B BT AgRoT arg 75 # Py MY ff¥aesi & SMER W 8T 8 offd I8 I8
@A MAS ® fF a1g T |faer A e I A um & I 9iftd R @
foTg & 37T eI AidaT JMerRd 9o & forg |

fashd U= & A | Sl @fdd SH Akl < X818 Il 98 fIhd U3 BT ueTdR 37erar
UHR ¥ 2T 9T & arell T8l 2 A1 S6 AR BN G & MaeIdhdT T8l il &
<ife fea UfdfAfer 1 JeargaR wI <=1 8191 | S foar gy ferefed fasha o=t & g
AR <A1 2 99 U Rerfr § a8 A1 3y 93 &1 ueeR 8 8 gY W1 UEdR A1
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faar @1 ‘f2d g’ (representative in interest) 2| 3 SW U%d & JATHAR
AT BT BT YA DHRAT BN | $F FHe § AIIGECid g9NdT Wil [dvg ¥forgr
79, 2010 (1) vAdIverS 50 (S147) aAHEI 2 | S UHR Al FYad URAR & el
GRT fhT 3fAROT DI HABSILERY AN <l & Td W JATJAR AT B9 <7 B | 39
Y W RIS 7e1d FAY JTHAT [d%g ddel g, VSTFSITY 2012 T4l 113, TN
IRIR R favwg ST TS, TSITSSIY 1973 UEe] 2384 3G § | AR
ERT fbU AR DI Gl WAl FAKR <l 8 T9 T AeATgdR =Ty B9 < 8101 | 39
Ry # g Y yed fdeg Wad AR, ISVASIN 2015 YA 1676
ITAH B |

fasha o3 | |\ AWl § 918 BT i [ahd U7 H Seelgd Ufawha &I M0
% ITAR BT AR A S TR o & ATAR | 59 T § IS TAFATY of 7
fawg arfaslt I, 2010 (2) vadiversl 138 (141) sraciia & o faga Jea' e
IR o' H IR BT A AT AT 2 |
q1e JRITHA AN, 1887 B €RT 8 & 3I=A7Id AU, JTHAMTDR, A<
qAT YA & d1al & WEe q JRSIRAGT & ggioH & foay geais

AT B aRT 3 H Y & oI B ATURY & oY 5T WRBR §RT 7147 I
BT YTGET BRI © | TSI ARBR GRT 1942 H 18 AT R—H & T8 7199 9919
MY S TS fRAIE 13 A1, 1942 & 9T 3 # UG g3 7, foraer w2 weeayo
2 S A & Y H RIoRd & TR Jeid SR BT UTaeT BT © |

AT B GRT 9 & Urae gRT 3 W A= a1 & U d1al & 99y § & [
i fHaT SIHT |9 T8l 81T © | S ST AIf¥aRI @1 geReruH, faare fa=es,
el P ANREAT TAT TP FHY] 18 | TTBT SAMTBR & YO H i &1 BT,
S 8g 9 1911 H 7199 91T 1Y € S _oiuA fdie 30 RiawR, 1911 & 91T 1 H UahIRia
84 ©, [od R acl H Jedida 400 wU BRI oifh Afe \rafcd &1 & o

3rTaferd & a9 fAvIaw] & o & ATAR Jedid 81T |

9@ JIfARET TT&T IR B R & Fiid AR I ST AaIDh
TE ¥ &R Badt fgda ol & srgevs 17 # fMuiRa o <& o7 <& ? 98t =marer
B & JAI 9§ I AN BT i (BT ST MaeTH a1 eIl & g SAdR
@ YA H U AN BT b ST [AvIaR] & Jod & AR BT | 39 T
H RIgd $edrvT Rig fawg FR1Ivr (48, 2001 (5) vadivach 374, GvqR [¥g
fawg a7 Rig 2018 (11) vadisiane 30 aon ferga fawg &1erear, 1977 (2)
TS UT 138 A ¢ |
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SOME GUIDING PRINCIPLES OF
APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE IN CIVIL CASES

Yashpal Singh
Deputy Director, MPSJA

A judgment contains reasons for the decision based on sound judicial
principles of appreciation of evidence; both statutory and precedents justifying
the conclusion. There are various statutory provisions which contain principles
of appreciation of evidence. At the same time, different principles have developed
through precedents. This article is an attempt to compile some guiding principles
of appreciation of evidence in civil cases. Though, no such compilation can be
exhaustive in nature, it is just tried to bring in to the notice some general principles
oftenly confronting while adjudicating civil matters.

1. STANDARD AND BURDEN OF PROOF IN CIVIL CASES
Standard of proof

Black’s Law Dictionary defines ‘standard of proof’ as the degree or level of
proof demanded in a specific case such as beyond reasonable doubt or
preponderance of probability. In R.V.E. Venkatachala Gounder v. Arulmigu
Viswesaraswami, (2003) 8 SCC 752, it is held that civil cases may be proved by
preponderance of probability, due regard being had to the burden of proof. But
what is preponderance of probability? Black’s Law Dictionary defines it in following
terms —

“Preponderance of evidence is the greater weight of evidence, not
necessarily established by the greater number of witnesses testifying
to a fact but by evidence that has the most convincing force; superior
evidentiary weight that, though not sufficient to free the mind from all
reasonable doubt, is still sufficient to incline a fair and impartial mind
to one side of the issue rather than the others.”

In simple words, it is such degree of probability as would satisfy the mind of
a reasonable prudent person as to the existence of a fact.

Burden of proof

The law regarding burden of proof deals with the question by which party
and in what manner any fact is to proved. Sections 101 to 106 of the Evidence
Act lay down rules relating to burden of proof. The rules are as follows —

(1) Whoever desires any court to render judgment as to any legal right or
liability dependent on the existence of facts which he asserts must prove
that hose facts exist.

(2) When a person seeks to prove the existence of any facts, it is said that the
burden of proof lies on that person who would fail if no evidence at all were
given on either side.
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(3) The burden of proof as to any particular fact lies on that person who wishes
the court to believe in its existence, unless it is provided by any law that
the proof of that fact shall lie on a particular person.

(4) The burden of proving any fact necessary to be proved in order to enable
any person to give evidence of any other fact is on the person who wishes
to give such evidence.

(5) When any fact is especially within the knowledge of any person, the burden
of proving that fact is upon him.

Burden of proof has two district meanings — the burden of establishing a
case which never shifts and the onus of proof i.e., burden of leading evidence
which shifts constantly as evidence is led by either party.

In A. Raghavamma v. A. Chenchamma, AIR 1964 SC 136, the Apex Court has
held that there is an essential distinction between burden of proof and onus of
proof; burden of proof lies upon the person who has to prove a fact and it never
shifts, but the onus of proof shifts. Such a shifting of onus is a continuous process
in the evaluation of evidence.

Nevertheless, at the same time, it is also well settled as to when both the
parties lead evidence in civil cases, the question of burden of proof looses
importance. The same view has been enunciated by High Court of Madhya
Pradesh in Chief Municipal Officer Vidisha v. Champalal & another, 2007 RN 271
(HC) while relying upon the ratio of the Apex Court in Lakhan Sao v. Dharamu
Chaudhary, (1991) 3 SCC 331.

A party cannot take advantage of weakness in case of opposite party

Indubitably, plaintiff has to stand his case on his own legs rather than to
rely upon the shortcomings of defendant. In Daulat Singh v. Devi Singh, 2011 (2)
MPLJ 328, it is held that plaintiff (defendant in case of counter claim) is required
to prove his case on the basis of his own pleadings and he cannot take any
advantage of weakness of defendant. In Ratnagiri Nagar Parishad v. Gangaram
Narayan Ambekar and ors., (2020) 7 SCC 275, it has been laid down that weakness
in defence cannot be the basis to grant relief to the plaintiffs and to shift the
burden on defendant.

2. NO EVIDENCE WITHOUT PLEADINGS

The core golden thread running through the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908
ensures that no party is surprised by evidence of adversary during trial. That is
the objective of rules of pleadings and documents.

The High Court of Madhya Pradesh in Chandrabhan Singh v. Ganpat Singh,
ILR (2012) MP 1917 has considered this aspect and held that the object and
purpose of the pleadings is to enable the adversary to know the case of the
other party. In order to have a fair trial, it is imperative that party should state
the essential material facts, so that other party cannot be taken by surprise.
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It is settled law that evidence howsoever cogent but contrary to pleadings
cannot be relied on (See Janak Dulari Devi & anr. v. Kapildeo Rai & anv., (2011) 6
SCC 555). In Nandkishore Lalbhai Mehta v. New Era Fabrics Private Limited and
ors., (2015) 9 SCC 755 it is held that fresh evidence which is in variation to the
original pleadings cannot be taken unless the pleadings are incorporated by
way of amendment. In a more recent judgment of Biraji @ Brijraji and anr. v.
Surya Pratap and ors., (2020) 10 SCC 729 (Three Judge Bench) application to
summon records was filed after conclusion of evidence when case was fixed for
final arguments. There were no pleadings on the issue on which evidence was
sought. Apex Court held that in absence of pleading, no amount of evidence will
help the party and thus, such an application is not maintainable.

However, there may be cases where though specific plea on an issue is
not taken but parties may lead evidence about it knowing that in substance the
said plea is being tried. In such cases formal requirement of pleadings can be
relaxed. In this regard, the law laid down by the Apex Court in Bhagwati Prasad v.
Chandramaul, AIR 1966 SC 735 is relevant to refer here -

“But cases may occur in which though a particular plea is not
specifically included in the issues, parties might know that in substance
the said plea is being tried and might lead evidence about it. It is only
in such a case where the Court is satisfied that the ground on which
reliance is placed by one or the other of the parties, was in substance,
at issue between them and that both of them have had opportunity to
lead evidence about it at the trial that the formal requirement of
pleadings can be relaxed...”

For example, in a partition suit specific share of sister may not be pleaded,
the Court is absolutely empowered to reckon her share in the property of
deceased. She keeps her right of share in deceased’s property in the eyes of
Hindu Succession Act, 1956, and she would not be ousted from her share unless
she waives her right of share in consonance with law.

3. ADMISSION IS THE BEST EVIDENCE

An admission is a statement against the interests of the maker and
prejudicial to him. Admission may be either in pleadings or in evidence, oral or
documentary. Evidential admissions may also contain in previous statements
and writings. It is a cardinal rule of adjudication in a civil dispute that when
admission emanates from the mouth of opposite party, it would be treated as a
best evidence.

Regarding nature of admissions, High Court of Madhya Pradesh in Awadh
Bihari Asati & ors. v. Shyam Bihari Asati & ors., 2004 (1) MPLJ 225 has held that it
is well settled that admission made by the opposite party is the best evidence
on which other party can rely upon. Supreme Court in Ahmedsaheb v. Sayed Ismail,
AIR 2012 SC 3320 has also observed that it is needless to emphasize that admission
of a party in the proceedings either in the pleadings or oral is the best evidence
and the same does not need any further corroboration.
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Admission through pleading is regarded on higher footing than evidentiary
admissions and is accepted as unimpeachable and infallible. The observation
of Madhya Pradesh High Court in Ramsajivan v. Laljiram, 2012 RN 346 would be
condign to refer here —

“According to me, the admissions in pleadings or judicial admissions
admissible u/s 58 of the Evidence Act made by the parties or their
agents at or before the hearing of the case, stand on a higher footing
than evidentiary admissions. The former class of admissions are fully
binding on the party that makes them and constitute a waiver of proof.
They by themselves, can be made the foundation of the rights of the
parties...”

The evidentiary value of admissions was highlighted in the Apex Court
judgment of Narayan Bhagwantrao Gosavi Balajiwale v. Gopal Vinayak Gosavi and
Ors., AIR 1960 SC 100, wherein it was held that an admission is the best evidence
that an opposing party can rely upon, and though not conclusive, is decisive of
the matter, unless successfully withdrawn or proved erroneous. In relation to
documents, Madhya Pradesh High Court in Ramdevi Bai v. Kanak Singh, ILR
(2014) MP 184 has held that it is equally well settled legal proposition that an
admission of a document is an admission of a facts contained in the document.

However, plea of admission by vendor cannot be taken to defeat the
interests of purchaser. Any admission made after parting with the interest in
property is not admissible. In Nanku @ Nagendra Singh v. Ramdaras Singh, 2000
(II) MPWN 215, it was held that no admission could be made after parting with
the interest, it could be relevant if made during subsistence of the interest, no
admission is admissible in derogation to the right of purchaser if made after
selling property to him as per section 18 of the Evidence Act.

4. EVIDENTIARY VALUE OF REGISTERED DOCUMENTS

Registration of document is an official act. It has the backing of presumption
u/s 114 of the Evidence Act. In Prem Singh v. Birbal, (2006) 5 SCC 353 it has been
held by the Supreme Court that there is a presumption that registered document
is validly executed. A registered document therefore prima facie would be valid
in law.

In Shanti Budhiya Vesta Patel v. Nirmala Jayprakash Tiwari, AIR 2010 SC 2132
the Apex Court has held that we cannot lose sight of the fact that a registered
document has a lot of sanctity attached to it and this sanctity cannot be allowed
to be lost without following the proper procedure. Similarly, in Rajendra Prasad
Dwivedi v. Atul Kumar Dwivedi and ors., 2005 (5) MPHT 383 Madhya Pradesh High
Court has held that as per section 114 of the Evidence Act, there is presumption
that judicial and official acts have been regularly performed and therefore, if
the sale deed is registered by a sub-registrar under Indian Registration Act in
his official capacity it would deem that it is duly executed unless and until it is
refuted by some cogent evidence.
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However, registration of Will does not absolve the propounder to prove the
execution thereof.

5. APARTY CANNOT APPROBATE OR REPROBATE AT THE SAME TIME

It is also one of the fundamental principles of appreciation of evidence that
a party cannot be permitted to “blow hot and cold”, “fast and loose” or “approbate
and reprobate” at the same time. In this regard, the ratio rendered in R.N. Gosain
v. Yashpal Dhir, AIR 1993 SC 352, is relevant to refer as under —

“Law does not permit a person to both approbate and reprobate. This
principle is based on the doctrine of election which postulates that no
party can accept and reject the same instrument and that a person
cannot say at one time that a transaction is valid and thereby obtain
some advantage to which he could only be entitled on the footing that
it is valid, and then turn round and say it is void for the purpose of
securing some other advantage.”

In Cauvery Coffee Traders, Mangalore v. Hornor Resources (International)
Company Limited, (2011) 10 SCC 420, it was held that where one knowingly accepts
the benefits of a contract or conveyance or an order, he is estopped to deny the
validity or binding effect on him of such contract or conveyance or order. This
rule is applied to do equity. The rule is further elaborated in B. Bhagwat Sharan
(Dead thr. LRs.) v. Purushottam & ors., (2020) 6 SCC 387 by holding that in respect
of Will, this doctrine has been held to mean that a person who takes benefit of a
portion of the Will cannot challenge the remaining portion of the Will. Any party
who takes advantage of any instrument must accept all that is mentioned in the
said document.

6. DOCTRINE OF ESTOPPEL

Doctrine of estoppel is based on concept of fair play and secures justice
between the parties by promotion of honesty and good faith. It is contained u/s
116-117 of the Evidence Act. The doctrine of estoppel deals with questions of
fact and not of rights. A person having a certain right cannot be estoppel from
claiming that right merely because earlier he has stated that he will not claim
that right.

In Chhaganlal Keshavlal Mehta v. Patel Narandas Haribhai, (1982) 1 SCC 223,
the Apex Court laid down essential ingredients for applicability of this principle
in following terms —

“To bring the case within the scope of estoppel as defined in section 115 of the
Evidence Act :

(1) there must be a representation by a person or his authorised agent to
another in any form - a declaration, act or omission;

(2) the representation must have been of the existence of a fact and not of
promises de future or intention which might or might not be enforceable in
contract;

JOTI JOURNAL - FEBRUARY 2022 - PART | 24



(3) the representation must have been meant to be relied upon;
(4) there must have been belief on the part of the other party in its truth;

(5) there must have been action on the faith of that declaration, act or omission,
that is to say, the declaration, act or omission must have actually caused
another to act on the faith of it, and to alter his former position to his
prejudice or detriment;

(6) the misrepresentation or conduct or omission must have been the proximate
cause of leading the other party to act to his prejudice;

(7) the person claiming the benefit of an estoppel must show that he was not
aware of the true state of things. If he was aware of the real state of affairs
or had means of knowledge, there can be no estoppel.

(8) Only the person to whom representation was made or for whom it was
designed can avail himself of it. A person is entitled to plead estoppel in his
own individual character and not as a representative of his assignee.”

It was also held in this case that there can be no estoppel against an statute.

In Kale & ors. v. Dy. Director of Consolidation, AIR 1976 SC 807, a compulsorily
registrable family arrangement though not registered was held to operate as
estoppel by preventing the parties after having taken advantage under the
arrangement to resile from the same or try to revoke it.

7. PROOF OF DOCUMENTS

The law relating to proof of document is contained u/s 67 to 100 of the
Evidence Act. Admission of document is not proof thereof. A document after its
admission by Court is required to be proved by the party who wish to rely upon
it. However, there are some provisions such as sections 79 and 90 of the Evidence
Act which raise presumption of genuineness in favour of certified copy of public
documents or documents 30 years old.

General rule is laid down by Apex Court in Sait Tarajee Khimchand v. Yelamarti
Satyam, AIR 1971 SC 1865, where it was held that mere marking of a document as
an exhibit does not dispense with its proof.

Execution of document — How proved?

The landmark judgment of Madhya Pradesh High Court in Gwalior Ceramic
and Potteries Pvt. Ltd. v. Karamchand Thapar and Bros. Coal Sales Ltd., 1996 MPLJ
772 may be referred where law relating to proof of documents was discused in
detail. The principles laid down therein may be summarised in following
points —

(1) A reading of section 47 and 67 together shows that reasonable inference
is that the signature of the executer must be proved either by examining
the person in whose presence the signature was affixed or writing executed
or examining another person who is acquainted with the handwriting.
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(2) Of course, a document or signature can also be proved by calling a hand
writing expert but unless the requirement of law is fulfilled, a document can
not be said to have been proved.

(3) If document is alleged to have been executed or signed by a particular
person, it must be proved by witness who has either seen it being executed
or who is within the meaning of the explanation appended to section 47.

(4) If a person merely says that a particular document or a particular signature
is of particular person, it is not the compliance of law and cannot be said to
be proper evidence of the fact required to be proved under section 47 of
the Indian Evidence Act. Thus, unless the requirement of the law is fulfilled,
the mere statement that the document is in the hand writing of a particular
person is not sufficient proof under the law.

(5) Ifdocument is exhibited it by itself does not go to show that the requirement
of law has been dispensed with.

Proof of documents more than 30 years old

Section 90 of the Evidence Act raises presumption in favour of documents
which are more than 30 years old. It is founded on necessity and convenience
because it is extremely difficult and sometimes not possible to lead evidence to
prove handwriting, signature or execution of old documents after lapse of thirty
years.

Section 90 dispenses with proof of document as required in sections 67
and 68 and what is required to be done is deemed to have been done by operation
of law. In Om Prakash v. Shanti Devi, AIR 2015 SC 976 it has been held that once
it is satisfactorily proved that the document is thirty years or more in age, section
90 thereupon dispenses with the formalities of producing the executant and
and or the attestators thereto.

However, presumption of genuineness may be raised only if the document
in question is produced from proper custody. The extent of the presumption
relates only to the signature, execution or attestation of a document that is to
say, its genuineness. In Chhogamal v. Mangilal, 1988 (I) MPWN 238 Madhya
Pradesh High Court considered the extent of presumption u/s 90 and held that
four presumptions arise in respect of such document, namely —

(1) That the signature and every other part of the document, which purports
to be in the handwriting of any particular person, is in that person’s
handwriting;

(2) That the document was executed by the person by whom it purports to
have been executed;

(3) That document was attested by person by whom it purports to have been
attested; and

(4) That the document was prepared at the time when it purports to have been
prepared.
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It is the discretion of the Court to accept the presumption flowing from
section 90. In Lakhi Baruah v. Padma Kanta Kalita, AIR 1980 SC 1252 it has been
held that judicial discretion u/s 90 should not be exercised arbitrarily. In Ghasitibai
v. Ramgopal Singh, 2009 (1) MPLJ 666, it is held that the drawing of the
presumption does not connote the idea that the contents of the documents are
true or that they have been acted upon. Presumption is restricted to the
genuineness of document, not as to the truthness of its contents.

In Bharpur Singh and ors. v. Shamsher Singh, (2009) 3 SCC 687 Apex Court
has laid down that presumption regarding 30 years old documents is not applicable
to Will. A Will must be proved in terms of section 63 (c) of the Indian Succession
Act and section 68 of the Evidence Act.

Effect of proof of execution of document

The effect of proof of execution of document was considered by the Apex
Court in Grasim Industries Ltd. v. Agarwal Steel, ILR (2009) MP 3252 (SC). It is held
that when a person signs a document, there is a presumption, unless there is a
proof of force or fraud, that he read the document properly and understood it
and only then he has affixed his signatures thereon, otherwise no signature on
a document can ever be accepted. This aspect has been further clarified in
Madan Mohan Singh v. Ved Prakash Arya, (2021) 5 SCC 456 by holding that when
the parties sign a document, they cannot wish away the consequences which
flow from the signing of document.

Admissibility of document is one thing and its probative value another

In State of Bihar v. Radha Krishna Singh and ors., AIR 1983 SC 684, Apex
Court has held that admissibility of a document is one thing and its probative
value quite another — these two aspects cannot be combined. A document may
be admissible and yet may not carry any conviction and weight or its probative
value may be nil. In Dhaniram v. Karan Singh 1985 MPWN 540, it is held that where
executant of a document is illiterate or rustic, the opposite party has burden to
prove that the document was read over and properly explained to him.

Similarly, in Narendra Kante v. Anuradha Kante, AIR 2010 SC (Supp) 278 it is
held that deed of family settlement seeking to partition joint family property cannot
be relied upon unless signed by all the co-sharers.

Objection as to admissibility of document

Objection as to admissibility of a document must be raised at the time of
recording of evidence. Object of this provision is to afford an opportunity to the
party to rectify the defect and and resort to such mode of proof as would be
regular. A party cannot be permitted to surprise the adversary at the fag end of
trial. In P.C. Purushothama v. S. Perumal, AIR 1972 SC 608, Apex Court has held
that it is not open to a party to object to the admissibility of documents which
were marked as exhibits without any objection from such party.
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It is also apposite to refer to the celebrated judgment of the Apex Court in
R.V.E. Venkatachala Gounder (supra) where it was held that —

“Ordinarily, an objection to the admissibility of evidence should be
taken when it is tendered and not subsequently. The objections as to
admissibility of documents in evidence may be classified into two
classes (i) an objection that the document which is sought to be proved
is itself inadmissible in evidence; and (ii) where the objection does
not dispute the admissibility of the document in evidence but is directed
towards the mode of proof alleging the same to be irregular or
insufficient. In the first case, merely because a document has been
marked as “an exhibit,” an objection as to its admissibility is not
excluded and is available to be raised even at a later stage or even in
appeal or revision. In the latter case, the objection should be taken
when the evidence is tendered and once the document has been
admitted in evidence and marked as an exhibit, the objection that it
should not have been admitted in evidence or that the mode adopted
for proving the document is irregular cannot be allowed to be raised
at any stage subsequent to the marking of the document as an exhibit.
The latter proposition is a rule of fair play.

The crucial test is whether an objection, if taken at the appropriate
point of time, would have enabled the party tendering the evidence to
cure the defect and resort to such mode of proof as would be regular.
The omission to object becomes fatal because by his failure the party
entitled to object allows the party tendering the evidence to act on an
assumption that the opposite party is not serious about the mode of
proof.”

In Ranvir Singh v. Union of India, AIR 2005 SC 3467, the xerox copy of the
sale deeds were marked exhibits without any objection having been taken. It
was held that such an objection cannot, therefore, be taken for the first time
before the appellate Court. The said deeds of sale cannot be rejected only on
the ground that only xerox copies thereof had been brought on records.

Output of electronic records and requirement of certificate u/s 65B
Evidence Act

Relying upon the judgment of the Apex Court in R.VE. Venkatachala Gounder
(supra), Apex Court in Sonu @ Amar v. State of Haryana, AIR 2017 SC 3441 has
held that requirement of certificate as contemplated u/s 65B of the Evidence Act
is also a requirement of mode or method of proof and has to be raised at the
time of marking of the document as an exhibit and not later, particularly at the
appellate stage.

8. ADVERSE INFERENCE AND BEST EVIDENCE RULE

One of the cardinal principles of law of evidence is that party in possession
of best evidence must produce it, otherwise as per section 114 (g) of Evidence
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Act adverse inference may be drawn against him. Nature of presumption u/s
114 (g) of Evidence Act is discretionary. The Court may or may not raise such a
presumption.

In Gopal Krishnaji v. Mohd. Haji Latif, AIR 1968 SC 1413, the Apex Court has
held that where a party had not produced the best evidence, which could have
thrown fight on the issue in controversy, the Court ought to draw an adverse
inference against him notwithstanding that onus of proof does not lie on him.
The party cannot rely on abstract doctrine of onus of proof or on the fact that he
was not called upon to produce it.

Non-examination of a party lead to adverse inference

In Gulla Kharagjit Carpenter v. Narsingh Nandkishore Rawat, AIR 1970 MP
225, it was held that when a material fact is within the knowledge of a party and
he does not go into the witness box without any plausible reason, an adverse
inference must be drawn against him. A presumption must be drawn against a
party who having knowledge of the fact in dispute does not go into the witness
box particularly when a prima facie case has been made out against him. In
Jagdish Prasad & ors. v. Smt. Meera Devi & ors., ILR (2011) MP 1259, it was held
that the question of drawing an adverse inference on account of non-examination
of a party has to be decided in the facts of each case. U/s 114 of the Evidence
Act, presumption which may be raised, is discretionary. The Court may or may
not raise such a presumption.

In International Electricals and anr. v. Smt. Sunital Jain, 2008 (2) MPLJ 118
proprietor of defendant neither entered in the witness box nor any explanation
in this regard was put forth on record, whereas in order to prove the alleged
defence of the tenancy he was the only withess who could have proved such
fact. Therefore, non-examination of the defendant was held to be material
circumstance to draw the inference against him that there was no such relationship
of landlord and tenant. In Vimal Chand Ghevarchand Jain and ors. v. Ramakant Eknath
Jadoo, (2009) 5 SCC 713, the defendant (son of the vendor) was the attesting
witness of the sale deed. In his written statement, he categorically denied
execution of the said sale deed. He also denied that he had attested the
document. He even did not examined himself before the trial Court. It was held
that adverse inference, thus, should have been drawn against him.

In Igbal Basith and ors. v. N. Subbalakshmi and ors., (2021) 2 SCC 718 (Three
Judge Bench), the defendents raised no genuine objection to the validity or
genuineness of the government documents and the registered sale deeds
produced by the appellants in support of their lawful possession of the suit
property. Defendant 1 did not appear in person to depose, and be cross-
examined. His younger brother deposed on the basis of a power of attorney,
acknowledging that the latter had separated from his elder brother. No explanation
was furnished why the original defendant did not appear in person to depose.
Held, there is no reason not to draw an adverse inference against defendant 1
in the circumstances.
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However, the above rule admits an exception in form of power of attorney
holder having full knowledge of facts. In Jagdish Prasad (supra), plaintiff had not
entered the witness box and her son was examined on her behalf as her attorney.
The power of attorney was given to conduct the suit and to do all other acts
which were necessary. Plaintiffs’ son deposed that he had the information about
the case which was not rebutted in cross-examination. It was held that an attorney
can appear as a witness as well and no adverse inference can be drawn on
account of non-production of the plaintiff.

Husband is competent witness for wife

Section 120 of the Evidence Act provides that in all civil proceedings the
parties to the suit, and the husband or wife of any party to the suit, shall be
competent witnesses.

In Smt. Rajni Tiwari v. Smt. Bhagwati Bai, 2012 (2) MPHT 203 it has been
held that u/s 120 of the Evidence Act, the husband of a party to the suit is
competent witness, therefore, he is entitled to depose about the facts about
which he or his wife has the knowledge. The husband of the petitioner being the
competent witness for the wife can also be permitted to exhibit the document
and there is no need to execute the power of attorney.

In cases where husband holding special power of attorney of wife comes to
depose on her behalf, reference may be made to Murlidhar Pinjani & anr. v Smt.
Sheela Tandon & anr., ILR (2007) MP 785 where it has been held that husband is
competent to depose for his wife as provided u/s 120, thus, no adverse inference
can be drawn due to non-examination of plaintiff/wife.

Non-production of document lead to adverse inference

In Manisha Lalwani (Smt.) v. Dr. D.V. Paul, ILR (2012) MP SN 60 it was held
that non-production of document when called upon by Court to produce would
lead the Court to draw an adverse inference.

9. COMPETENCY OF POWER OF ATTORNEY HOLDER

Civil litigation often involves question of competency of power attoney
holders to depose on behalf of principal. General principle is that a power of
attorney holder cannot depose in place and instead of principal. However, he
can always appear as a witness for the principal.

The extent of competenacy of power of attorney holder came up for
consideration before the Apex Court in Janki Vashdeo Bhojwani v. Indusind Bank
Ltd., AIR 2005 SC 439. It was held that Order, 3 Rules 1 and 2 CPC empower the
holder of power of attorney to ‘act’ on behalf of the principal. The term ‘act’
would not include deposing in place and instead of the principal. However, if the
power of attorney holder has rendered some ‘acts’ in pursuance to power of
attorney, he may depose for the principal in respect of such acts, but he cannot
depose for the principal for the acts done by the principal and not by him.
Similarly, he cannot depose for the principal in respect of the matter which only
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the principal can have a personal knowledge and in respect of which the principal
is entitled to be cross-examined.

In Man Kaur (Dead) By Lrs. v. Hartar Singh Sangha, (2010) 10 SCC 512 the
Apex Court has summarised the position as to the competency of power of
attorney to give evidence —

(a) An attorney holder who has signed the plaint and instituted the suit, but
has no personal knowledge of the transaction can only give formal evidence
about the validity of the power of attorney and the filing of the suit.

(b) If the attorney holder has done any act or handled any transactions, in
pursuance of the power of attorney granted by the principal, he may be
examined as a witness to prove those acts or transactions. If the attorney
holder alone has personal knowledge of such acts and transactions and
not the principal, the attorney holder shall be examined, if those acts and
transactions have to be proved.

(c) The attorney holder cannot depose or give evidence in place of his principal
for the acts done by the principal or transactions or dealings of the principal,
of which principal alone has personal knowledge.

(d) Where the principal at no point of time had personally handled or dealt
with or participated in the transaction and has no personal knowledge of
the transaction, and where the entire transaction has been handled by an
attorney holder, necessarily the attorney holder alone can give evidence
in regard to the transaction. This frequently happens in case of principals
carrying on business through authorized managers/attorney holders or
persons residing abroad managing their affairs through their attorney
holders.

(e) Where the entire transaction has been conducted through a particular
attorney holder, the principal has to examine that attorney holder to prove
the transaction, and not a different or subsequent attorney holder.

(f) Where different attorney holders had dealt with the matter at different
stages of the transaction, if evidence has to be led as to what transpired at
those different stages, all the attorney holders will have to be examined.

(g) Where the law requires or contemplated the plaintiff or other party to a
proceeding, to establish or prove something with reference to his ‘state of
mind’ or ‘conduct’, normally the person concerned alone has to give
evidence and not an attorney holder.

Example : A landlord who seeks eviction of his tenant on the ground of his ‘bona
fide’ need and a purchaser seeking specific performance who has to show his
‘readiness and willingness’ fall under this category.

There is, however, a recognized exception to this requirement. Where all
the affairs of a party are completely managed, transacted and looked after by
an attorney (who may happen to be a close family member), it may be possible
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to accept the evidence of such attorney even with reference to bona fides or
‘readiness and willingness’. Examples of such attorney holders are a husband/
wife exclusively managing the affairs of his/her spouse, a son/daughter exclusively
managing the affairs of an old and infirm parent, a father/mother exclusively
managing the affairs of a son/daughter living abroad.

10. JOINT HINDU FAMILY AND JOINT PROPERTY
Presumption of joint Hindu family

There is a presumption of jointness of Hindu family. In State Bank of
Travancore v. A.K. Panicker, AIR 1971 SC 996 it was held that a Hindu family is
presumed to be joint unless the contrary is established. However, there is no
presumption of such joint family holding joint property. In Appasaheb Peerappa
Chandgade v. Devendra Peerappa Chandgade, AIR 2007 SC 218 it was held that —

“So far the legal proposition is concerned, there is no gainsaying that
whenever a suit for partition and determination of share and
possession thereof is filed, then the initial burden is on the plaintiff to
show that the entire property was a joint Hindu family property and
after initial discharge of the burden, it shifts on the defendants to
show that the property claimed by them was not purchased out of the
joint family nucleus and it was purchased independent of them.”

A three Judge Bench judgment of the Supreme Court in Achuthan Nair v.
Chinnammu Amma & ors., AIR 1966 SC 411 is also worth to refer here where it
was observed that under Hindu law, when a property stands in the name of a
member of a joint family, it is incumbent upon those asserting that it is a joint
property to establish it.

Property purchased from the funds of HUF is deemed to be of HUF

In Gopi Nath v. Shivprasad, 2012 RN 323 Madhya Pradesh High Court has
held that according to Article 231(1) of the Mulla’s Hindu Law there is a
presumption of Joint Hindu Family, but, according to sub-para (2) of the said
Article there cannot be any presumption that joint family possess a joint property
and it is for the person who claims it to be joint has to prove that from the funds
of HUF it was purchased. If it is proved that it was purchased from the funds of
HUF irrespective of the fact it was purchased in the name of only one member,
it would be deemed that the same is the HUF property.

No adverse possession against co-sharers

In Darshan Singh v. Gujjar Singh, 2002 LawSuit (SC) 10, the Apex Court held
that the correct legal position is that possession of a property belonging to
several co-sharers by one co-sharer shall be deemed that he possess the
property on behalf of the other co-sharers unless there has been a clear ouster
by denying the title of other co-sharers.
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Purchasers’ right in undivided and joint property

The crux of law laid down in Baital Singh v. Shrilal, 2007 (4) MPLJ 477,
Ramdas v. Sitabai, 2009 (4) MPLJ 597 (SC) and Govind Singh v. Hamir Singh, 2013
(IIT) MPWN 57 is that the purchaser of a co-parcener’s undivided interest in the
joint family property is not entitled to possession of what he had purchased. His
only right is to sue for partition of the property and ask for allotment to him of
that which, on partition, might be found to fall to the share of the coparcener
whose share he had purchased. Undivided share of co-sharer may be a subject-
matter of sale, but possession cannot be handed over to the vendee unless the
property is partitioned by metes and bounds amicably and through mutual
settlement or by a decree of the Court.

11. DOCUMENT BROUGHT IN LIGHT AFTER UNDUE DELAY

A document which is not shown light after its execution for long time raises
suspicion on its genuineness. A person gaining from a document would naturally
show such document to affected persons and would use it to further his interest.
Keeping silent about it is against the common course of human conduct.

In Punjraj v. Hemsingh, 1994 RN 168, it was held that section 109 of the MP
Land Revenue Code provides that if a person lawfully acquires a right or interest
in the land he shall report orally or in writing his acquisition of such right to the
Patwari within six months from the date of such acquisition. In absence of any
endorsement by the Patwari or any of the Revenue Officers it can very well be
assumed that it was never produced before the authorities who are required to
deal with recording of the possession of the agricultural land. A document which
is not brought in light for a considerable period to time creates serious doubt
over its truthfulness and veracity.

This principle has been further enunciated in Ramrao son of Karujibaghale
v. Natthu son of Karujibaghale & ors. AIR 2011 MP 195, by Madhya Pradesh High
Court on similar issue as under —

“The second suspicious circumstance is that although the plaintiff
was having Will in his possession and the said Will has been executed
on 3.2.1984 and testator Karuji died on 24.11.1985, but, the plaintiff
was keeping silent and did not act upon on the basis of Will for years
together which is against his natural conduct.”

However, in an appropriate case where the document is otherwise proved

to be a genuine one and party successfully explain the delay, the document
may be relied upon.

12. NOTICE RECEIVED AND NOT REPLIED

There is a presumption in favour of person issuing notice that the noticee
has nothing in defence where even after due receipt of notice, no reply is given
to the sender thereof. Such an inference may be drawn on the basis of common
course of human conduct.
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In Mool Chand v. S.P. Kapoor, 2010 (4) MPLJ 543 Madhya Pradesh High
Court has held that it is settled position of law that whenever a notice is given by
a party to the other party and in spite of service of the same if it is not replied by
the other party then, such a circumstance is sufficient to draw inference against
such other party that he did not have any proper defence to challenge or rebut
the case of the party who issued such notice. Ramesh v. Smt. Mansi, 2008 (I)
MPJR SN 4 may also be referred on this point.

13. WITNESS NOT APPEARING FOR CROSS-EXAMINATION

It often happen in civil cases that after filing examination-in-chief on affidavit,
the deponent do not appear for cross-examination. What will be the value of
such affidavit, was the question considered by Apex Court in 4.T. Corpn. Ltd. v.
Shapoorji Data Processing Ltd., AIR 2004 SC 355 (Three Judge Bench) where it
was held that examination-in-chief of a withess can be produced in the form of
affidavit, yet, same can not be ordered to form part of evidence unless the
deponent thereof enters the witness box and confirms that the contents thereof
are as per his say and the affidavit is under his signature and his statement
being made on oath.

Therefore, unless the deponent appears in the witness box, proves the
affidavit to be his examination-in-chief and renders himself available for cross
examination, his affidavit cannot be read in evidence.

14. AFFIDAVITS ARE NOT EVIDENCE

In many cases parties file previous affidavit of persons to prove the
statements in their favour. The term ‘evidence’ defined u/s 3 of the Evidence Act
specifically excludes ‘affidavit’ and therefore, affidavits are not evidence.
However, affidavits may be relevant and may be proved as ‘admission’ against
the deponent himself. In Kalusingh v. Nirmala, 2015 (3) MPHT 218, it is held that
unless Court orders under Order XIX, Rule 1 CPC or unless the adversary is
permitted to cross-examine the deponent on affidavit, affidavit cannot be
accepted as evidence.

15. ABSENCE OF CROSS EXAMINATION - EFFECT OF

Statement not challenged in cross examination is to be accepted as admitted.
The Apex Court in Laxmibai (Dead) Thr. L.Rs. & Anr. v. Bhagwanthuva (Dead) Thr.
L.Rs. & Ors., AIR 2013 SC 1204 has observed that there cannot be any dispute
with respect to the settled legal proposition that if a party wishes to raise any
doubt as regards the correctness of the statement of a witness, the said witness
must be given an opportunity to explain his statement by drawing his attention
to that part of it, which has been objected to by the other party, as being untrue.
Without this, it is not possible to impeach his credibility. If a party intends to
impeach a witness, he must provide adequate opportunity to the witness in the
witness box, to give a full and proper explanation. The same is essential to
ensure fair play and fairness in dealing with witnesses. Thereafter, the
unchallenged part of his evidence is to be relied upon, for the reason that it is

JOTI JOURNAL - FEBRUARY 2022 - PART | 34



impossible for the witness to explain or elaborate upon any doubts as regards
the same, in the absence of questions put to him with respect to the circumstances
which indicate that the version of events provided by him, is not fit to be believed,
and the witness himself, is unworthy of credit.

In Anita Sharma and ors. v. New India Assurance Company Ltd. and anr., (2021)
1 8CC 171, Apex Court has held that failure to cross-examine a witness despite
adequate opportunity leads to an inference of tacit admission.

InNn Mohammed Sayed & anr. v. M/s Hindustan Petroleum & ors., 2004 (I) JLJ
199, it has been reiterated that when a statement is not challenged in cross-
examination, it has to be accepted as admitted.

16. DESCRIPTION IN DEED IS NOT DECISIVE OF TRUE CHARACTER

Civil disputes often involves the question of interpretation of documents to
ascertain its true character. In such cases, title of the deed may not always
correspond to the contents thereof. In such cases observation of the Apex Court
in Mangala Kunhamina v. Puthiyaveettil Peru Amma, AIR 1971 SC 1575 may come
to the aid where it was observed that Court is required to consider circumstances
and conduct of the parties to ascertain the true character and conduct of the
transaction evidenced by any document. The mere description of the deed,
held, to be not decisive of the essence of the transaction.

17. IDENTITY OF PROPERTY - DISPUTE BETWEEN PLOT NUMBER
AND BOUNDARIES

Nagpur High Court in Pannalal v. Bhaiyyalal, AIR 1937 Nag 281 had observed
that substantial description of property such as boundaries must prevail over
measurement in a deed of conveyance, as measurements in deeds are seldom
accurate.

The Apex Court in Sheodhyan Singh v. Sanichara Kuer, AIR 1963 SC 1879 has
held that where both the boundaries and the plot number are availble on record,
boundaries must prevail and the mistake in the plot number must be treated as
a mere misdescription which does not affect the identity of the property sold.
The same has also been followed in Raj Bai v. Uday Pratap Singh, 2014 (II) MPWN
78 (DB).

18. NOMINEE IS AGENT OF ACTUAL SUCCESSORS

In family disputes and matters relating to succession certificate, question
arises as to the status of nominee. On one hand several persons may claim the
benefits on the basis of law of succession applicable to the parties, and on the
other hand widow may claim the entire benefits on the basis of being nominee of
the deceased.

So far as the rights of nominee are concerned, it is well settled that nominee
is only an agent of actual successors. In this respect, the verdict rendered in
Sarbati Devi v. Usha Devi, AIR 1984 SC 346, is condign to quote here —
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“12....We approve the views expressed by the other High Courts on
the meaning of section 39 of the Act (LIC of India Act, 1956) and hold
that a mere nomination made under section 39 of the Act does not
have the effect of conferring on the nominee any beneficial interest
in the amount payable under the life insurance policy on the death of
the assured. The nomination only indicates the hand which is
authorised to receive the amount, on the payment of which the insurer
gets a valid discharge of its liability under the policy. The amount,
however, can be claimed by the heirs of the assured in accordance
with the law of succession governing them.”

19. PRESUMPTION OF CORRECTNESS OF ORDER SHEET OF COURT

[llustration (e) of section 114 of the Evidence Act raises a presumption that
judicial and official acts have been regularly performed. Assertion of facts
contrary to the order sheet is impermissible. Record of Court speaks for itself
and terms of a judicial order reflect what has been decided.

In a recent judgment of Committee of Creditors of Amtek Auto Ltd. through
Corporation Bank v. Dinkar T. Venkatasubramanian and ors., (2021) 4 SCC 457 the
Apex Court dealt with an application for rectification of order. It has been held
that the application cannot be accepted as it is a settled principle of law that the
record of the Court speaks for itself and the terms of a judicial order reflect what
has been decided.

20. EFFECT OF CORRECTION IN DEPOSITION SHEET

Sometimes, deposition sheets are corrected by either replacing the words
“not true” with “it is true” or vice versa. When the presiding officer who had
recorded the deposition is transferred, such corrections become difficult to
appreciate. Such was the situation before Apex Court in Guru Dutt Pathak v.
State of Uttar Pradesh, AIR 2021 SC 2257 wherein it has been held that a truncated
statement is not to be read and true import of such correction is to be inferred
from the contents of entire paragraph. In this case, suggestion was given to
eye-witness that he was not present in the village and reached there after
receiving the information. Correction in deposition sheet suggests that he
admitted it to be true. Apex Court rejected the contention that witness accepted
that suggestion in the light of contents of the entire paragraph.

21. DEPOSITION TO BE READ AS A WHOLE

Oral statement of witnesses are often challenged on the basis of isolated
and truncated admissions obtained by sagacious cross-examination. Such
truncated admissions have no significance as deposition of a witness is to be
read as a whole, not in parts.

In Sunil Kumar Sambhudayal Gupta & ors. v. State of Maharashtra, (2010) 13
SCC 657 it has been held that the rules of appreciation of evidence require that
court should not draw conclusions by picking up an isolated sentence of a withess
without adverting to the statement as a whole.
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22. EVIDENCE OF RUSTIC VILLAGERS

It is quite natural for rustic villagers to be overawed by the Court atmosphere
to give varying statements. In Mallikarjun and ors. v. State of Karnataka, (2019) 8
SCC 359 Apex Court has held that vidence of rustic villagers cannot be adjudged
by the same standards and exactitude like any other witness. Minor variations
in their statements have to be ignored.

23. POSSESSION IS PRIMA FACIE PROOF OF TITLE

The presumption of section 110 of the Evidence Act provides that when
the question is whether any person is owner of anything of which he is shown to
be in possession, the burden of proving that he is not the owner is on the person
who affirms that he is not the owner.

On contemplation of the above provision, the Apex Court in Nair Service
Society v. KC Alexander, AIR 1968 SC 1165 has observed that a person in possession
of land in the assumed character of owner and exercising peaceably the ordinary
rights of ownership has a perfectly good title against all the world but the rightful
owner. And if the rightful owner does not come forward and assert his title by the
process of law within the period prescribed by the provisions of the statute of
limitation applicable to the case, his right is forever extinguished and the
possessory owner acquires an absolute title.

In Chief Conservator of Forests v. Collector, AIR 2003 SC 1805, Supreme Court
enunciated that section 110 embodies the principle that possession of property
furnishes prima facie proof of ownership to the possessor and casts burden of
proof on the party who denies his ownership. A long and settled possession of
party over disputed land shifts the burden of proof on adversary to prove that
their settled possession is without title.

However, recently in Nazir Mohamed v. J. Kamala and ors., 2021 (4) MPLJ 46
(SC), the Apex Court has carved out a caveat to the above general rule. It has
been held that the maxim “possession follows title” is limited in its application to
property, which having regard to its nature, does not admit to actual and exclusive
occupation, as in the case of open spaces accessible to all. The presumption
that possession must be deemed to follow title arises only where there is no
definite proof of possession by anyone else.

Attributes of settled possession

Law protects the rights of persons in settled possession of property. But it
is not easy to distinguish between a trespasser and a person in settled
possession as the difference is subliminal. Celebrated judgment of the Apex
Court in Rame Gowda v. M. Vardappa Naidu, AIR 2003 SC 4609 may be referred
wherein tests to determine whether a possession is settled possession or not
have been laid down. It has been held that —

“The court laid down the following tests which may be adopted as a working rule
for determining the attributes of “settled possession” :
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(i) that the trespasser must be in actual physical possession of the property
over a sufficiently long period;

(ii) that the possession must be to the knowledge (either express or implied)
of the owner or without any attempt at concealment by the trespasser and
which contains an element of animus possidendi. The nature of possession
of the trespasser would, however, be a matter to be decided on the facts
and circumstances of each case;

(iii) the process of dispossession of the true owner by the trespasser must be
complete and final and must be acquiesced to by the true owner; and

(iv) that one of the usual tests to determine the quality of settled possession,
in the case of culturable land, would be whether or not the trespasser,
after having taken possession, had grown any crop. If the crop had been
grown by the trespasser, then even the true owner has no right to destroy
the crop grown by the trespasser and take forcible possession.”

24. PERMISSIVE POSSESSION DOES NOT AUTOMATICALLY BECOME
ADVERSE

In a three Judge Bench judgment of Supreme Court in Sheodhari Rai v.
Suraj Prasad Singh, AIR 1954 SC 758 it was held that where the possession is
proved to be in its origin permissive, it will be presumed that it continued to be of
same character until and unless something occurred to make it adverse. In
another judgment of State Bank of Travancore v. A.K. Panicker (supra) it was held
that a permissive possession cannot be converted into an adverse possession
unless it is proved that the person in possession asserted an adverse title to
the property to the knowledge of true owners for a period of 12 years or more.

That apart, for establishing the title on the basis of adverse possession
the starting point of hostile possession has to be proved as laid down in Swaroop
Singh v. Bartu, (2005) 8 SCC 330 where it was observed that in terms of Article 65
the starting point of limitation does not commence from the date when the right
of ownership arises to the plaintiff but commences from the date the defendant’s
possession becomes adverse.

In a more recent judgment of Ramnagina Rai & anr. v. Dev Kumar Rai (dead)
by LRs. & anr. (2019) 13 SCC 1363, Apex Court has observed that there is nothing
on record to show that the defendants’ permissive possession over the property
became adverse to the interest of the real owner at any point of time. On the
contrary, the records reveal that the permissive possession of the defendants
continued till the filing of the suit. Therefore, question of adverse possession
do not arise.

25. SALE DEED AND AGREEMENT TO SALE

Section 5 of the Transfer of Property Act, 1882 defines “transfer of property”
which means an act by which a living person conveys property, in present or in
future, to one or more other living persons, or to himself or to himself and one
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or more other living persons; and “to transfer property” is to perform such act.
Further, section 54 defines “Sale’ and method thereof. “Sale” is a transfer of
ownership in exchange for a price paid or promised or part-paid and part-
promised. Such transfer, in the case of tangible immovable property of the value
of one hundred rupees and upwards, or in the case of a reversion or other
intangible thing, can be made only by a registered instrument.

Agreement to sale does not create any right or interest

In Suraj Lamp & Industries Pvt. Ltd. v. State of Haryana & anr,, 2012 (1) SCC
656, it has been held that any contract of sale (agreement to sell) which is not a
registered deed of conveyance (deed of sale) would fall short of the requirements
of sections 54 and 55 of TP Act and will not confer any title nor transfer any
interest in an immovable property. In Namdeo v. Collector, East Nimar, Khandwa,
(1995) 5 SCC 598 it was held that an agreement to sale does not create any
right, title or interest except a right to be enforced in Courts.

Priority of rights must be protected

Several civil litigations involve dispute where same property is claimed by
different persons on the basis of different sale deeds. Madhya Pradesh High
Court recognized the principle of priority of rights in Sunil Kumar v. Dr. Om Prakash
Garg & ors., ILR (2010) MP 960 (DB) and held that purchase made competently
vide earlier registered sale deed is to be first protected.

Essential ingredients of sale

In Kanaklatabai v. Parvatibai, 2009 (2) MPLJ 321, it has been held that
essential elements of sale are parties, subject matter, transfer or conveyance
and price or consideration. It was further held that price or consideration is
essential for sale, but payment of price is not necessarily a sine qua non to the
completion of sale.

In Dayawantibai v. Sarala Bai, 2006 (4) MPLJ 346, it was held that sale is a
transfer of ownership in exchange for a price. Delivery of possession is also an
essential ingredient. Where both the ingredients are lacking and the possession
remains with the vendor, it cannot be said to be a sale of immovable property.

Purchaser is to prove the title of predecessor also

Where property is purchased by a person and his title is challenged in a
suit, such person is required to prove the title of vendor also. In Rashid Khan v. State
of M.P, ILR (2011) MP 2801, Madhya Pradesh High Court has observed that —

“12. It is well settled law that if the title of the plaintiffs is challenged,
he is not only bound to prove his title but he had to further prove the
title of his vendor also. In this context, | may cite a decision of this
Court Sabrani v. Muniya, 1967 RN 507. Since the plaintiffs have utterly
failed to prove the title of their predecessor, according to me, learned
trial court did not err in dismissing the suit of plaintiffs holding that
they had failed to prove their title in the suit land.”
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Unregistered and insufficiently stamped sale deed or agreement

The Apex Court has considered the effect of unregistered and insufficiently
stamped sale deed and agreement to sale in the light of provisions of Transfer
of Property Act, 1882, Registration Act, 1908 and Stamp Act, 1899 in Avinash
Kumar Chauhan v. Vijay Krishna Mishra, 2009 (3) MPLJ 289 (SC). The upshot of
the judgment may be summarised in following points —

(1) An unregistered document may be admitted in evidence but a
document which is insufficiently stamped cannot be used even for
collateral purpose.

(2) Section 33 Stamp Act casts a duty upon every person who has authority
to receive evidence and every person in charge of a public office
before whom the instrument is produced, if it appears to him that the
same is not duly stamped, to impound the same. Sub-section (2) of
Section 33 of the Act lays down the procedure for undertaking the
process of impounding.

(3) Section 35 of the Stamp Act provides that an instrument shall be
inadmissible in evidence if the same is not duly stamped.

(4) The unregistered deed of sale is an instrument which required
payment of the stamp duty applicable to a deed of conveyance. If
adequate stamp duty is not paid, the court has to pass an order in
terms of section 35 of the Stamp Act.

(5) Such a document would be inadmissible even for collateral purposes.
Unregistered but sufficiently stamped sale deed or agreement

It may happen that requisite stamp is paid on the deed or agreement or
after impounding u/s 33 of the Stamp Act, deficit stamp and penalty is recovered
thereon, but requirement of registration cannot be fulfilled. In such cases,
provision of section 49 of the Registration Act, 1908 is relevant which says that
no document required by section 17 or by any provision of the Transfer of
Property Act, 1882, to be registered shall (a) affect any immovable property
comprised therein, or (b) confer any power to adopt, or (c) be received as
evidence of any transaction affecting such property or conferring such power,
unless it has been registered.

Further, proviso to section 49 provides that an unregistered document
affecting immovable property and required by this Act or the Transfer of Property
Act, 1882, to be registered may be received as evidence; (i) of a contract in a
suit for specific performance under Chapter Il of the Specific Relief Act, 1877
(now Specific Relief Act, 1963), or (ii) as evidence of any collateral transaction
not required to be effected by registered instrument.

In K.B. Saha and Sons Private Limited v. Development Consultant Limited, AIR
2008 SC 850 the Apex Court culled out the following principles —
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(1) A document required to be registered, if unregistered is not admissible
into evidence u/s 49 of the Registration Act.

(2) Such unregistered document can however be used as an evidence of
collateral purpose as provided in the proviso to section 49 of the Registration
Act.

(3) A collateral transaction must be independent of, or divisible from, the
transaction to effect which the law required registration.

(4) A collateral transaction must be a transaction not itself required to be
effected by a registered document, that is, a transaction creating, etc. any
right, title or interest in immovable property of the value of one hundred
rupees and upwards.

(5) If a document is inadmissible in evidence for want of registration, none of its
terms can be admitted in evidence and that to use a document for the purpose
of proving an important clause would not be using it as a collateral purpose.

In S. Kaladevi v. V.R. Somasundaram and ors., AIR 2010 SC 1654, the above
principles were approved with one more principle added that a document required
to be registered, if unregistered, can be admitted in evidence as evidence of a
contract in a suit for specific performance.

Section 17 of the Registration Act, 1908 was amended in Madhya Pradesh
by Act No. 4 of 2010 (w.e.f. 14.01.2010) by which clause (f) was added to section
17(1) to the following effect —

(f) any document which purports or operates to effect any
contract for sale of any immovable property;

Although, contract for sale of any immovable property has been made
compulsorily registrable but corresponding amendment as to its effect on non-
registration has not been made in section 49. Therefore, there is no effect of
non-registration of contract for sale of any immovable property and suit for
specific performance on its basis is maintainable. Our High Court in Akshay Doogad
v. State of MP, AIR 2016 MP 83 has approved it.

In Prabhu Ramchandra v. Sulchi Nande, AIR 1963 MP 292 it was held that an
unregistered sale deed can be received as evidence of contract in suit for specific
performance.

Collateral transactions

Black’s Law Dictionary defines ‘collateral’ as supplementary; accompanying,
but secondary or subordinate. Collateral purpose is the purpose which is
independent of the purpose for which document was executed and is divisible
from the transaction required by law to be registered.

In K.B. Saha (supra), it was held that an unregistered document may be
received as collateral purpose of the delivery of possession or nature of possession.
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Similarly, unregistered mortgage deed was held to be admissible in a suit
for recovery of money to prove advance of payment /2009 (1) MadLJ 961]. A new
agreement may prove that earlier agreement was repudiated [AIR 2008 All 169].
Date of entering into possession [AIR 1963 All 603], fact of possession [2004 (3)
PunLR 311] and delivery of possession [4IR 1976 Gau 10] have been held to be
collateral purposes.

However, terms of a document have been held to be not a collateral purpose
in Satish Chand Makhan v. Govardhan Das Byas, AIR 1984 SC 143. Thus, if a
document is inadmissible for want of registration, none of its terms may be proved
in the garb of collateral purpose.

Relinquishment must be by registered instrument

Relinquishment of any immovable property by a share holder results in
transfer of interest in favour of the beneficiary. It requires compulsory registration
in light of clause (b) of section 17(1) of the Registration Act, 1908. The same
has been established in the judgment of Madhya Pradesh High Court in Ghasitibai
v. Ramgopal Singh (supra).

However, relinquishment resulting by way of oral partition or in a document
which is recital of earlier partition does not require registration as held in Apex
Court judgment of Roshan Singh v. Zile Singh, AIR 1987 SC 881. Further, in Sharda
Prasad v. Prabhakar Kachi & ors., 2020 LawSuit (MP) 148, Madhya Pradesh High
Court has laid down that relinquishment of share by one coparcener in favour of
other coparcener under a family settlement does not require compulsory registration.

26. WHETHER ALL CASE LAWS ARE TO BE CITED IN JUDGMENT

There is a tendency of referring innumerable case laws in arguments by
the lawyers. Whether presiding officer of Court is required to cite all of them in
its judgment? This question came up for consideration before a Division Bench
of Madhya Pradesh High Court in Kishore Kumar & anr. v. Mohd. Hussain & ors.,
ILR (2011) MP 1487 (DB). Holding that it is not mandatory for a judge to cite all of
the case laws referred to, it has been observed that no party or counsel is
entitled to make a grievance that the judgments, which are being cited, are not
relied upon or mentioned unless the ratio laid down therein has any relevance
in the given case. The relevant para is condign to reproduce here —

“Next submission by the learned counsel for the petitioner, though
with an undertone but have an element of complaint that the judgments
which are being cited are not addressed at by the Court, we attach
no significance to this submission as it is not unusual for the parties,
and counsel to cite innumerable judgments without confining to the
ratio attracted and applicable in the matter where it is being cited. No
party or counsel is, therefore, entitled to make a grievance that the
judgments which are being cited are not relied upon or adverted; as
unless the judgments which are being cited has any relevance and if
the ratio laid down therein is attracted in the case.”
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Appropriate practice would be to refer all the case laws relevat to the
arguments advanced by the parties and mention that other referred case laws
have no significance in the matter to support their arguments.

27. EVALUATION OF REPORT OF LOCAL COMMISSIONER

Commission for local investigation may be issued by Courts for elucidation
of real dispute between the parties, where there is boundary dispute between
them, where identification of property is in dispute or where there is no agreed
map. But the question that how to appreciate such reports needs to be answered.

The law is well settled that Court is not bound by the report of Commissioner.
Court can accept or reject the report on the basis of other evidence and material
on record. Praga Tools Corporation Ltd. v. Mahboobunnissa Begum, (2001) 6 SCC
238, may be referred where Apex Court has held that the report of the
Commissioner could only be an aid to the trial Court in arriving at its findings.

In Bhuribai v. Phoolchand, 1977 (II) MPWN 236, it was held that where objection
is raised on Commissioners’ report, the report cannot be read in evidence unless
objection is decided. In Bherulal v. Shantabai, 1989 (II) MPWN 56, it was held that
Commissioners’ report being part of record of Court is not required to be proved
by the Commissioner himself.

As far the value of Commissioner report is concerned, Supreme Court in
Rajinder and Company v. Union of India, 2000 LawSuit (§C) 709, has held that the
question whether the commissioner’s report is finally acceptable or not could
be decided by the court dehors the order passed by the authority concerned.
Reference may also be made to the judgment of Privy Council in Chandan Mull
v. Chaimanlal, AIR 1940 PC 3, in which their Lordships have held —

“Interference with the result of a long and careful local investigation
except upon clearly defined and sufficient grounds is to be deprecated.
It is not safe for a Court to act as an expert and to overrule the
elaborate report of a Commissioner whose integrity and carefulness
are unquestioned, whose careful and laborious execution of his task
was proved by his report, and who had not blindly adopted the
assertions of either party.”

This judgment has been followed by Madhya Pradesh High Court in Mangilal
v. Gaurishankar, AIR 1992 MP 309.

So far as requirement of preparation of field book while conducting the
proceedings of demarcation is concerned, in Neema Bai v. Saraswati Bai & ors.,
2002 RN 416, Madhya Pradesh High Court has approved that preparation of
field book is not sine qua non for demarcation report.

28. PRESUMPTION OF ENTRIES IN LAND RECORDS
Presumption

Section 117 of the MP Land Revenue Code, 1959 (MPLRC) provides that
all entries made under this chapter in the land records shall be presumed to be
correct until the contrary is proved.
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Nature of presumption

The presumption u/s 117 is rebuttable presumption. It is enacted merely
as a rule of evidence dealing with onus of proof. In appropriate cases, where
the Court is satisfied that the entries were suspicious or their credibility was
otherwise doubtful, the Court may refuse to draw a presumption and insist on
proof aliunde the entries. Reference may be made to Malti v. Devi Ram, 1993
LawSuit (MP) 5.

Revenue entries are not proof of title

There is a series of judgments of the Apex Court where it has been
categorically held that entries in land records do not confer title and such entries
cannot be relied upon to prove title over the property. In leading case Durga Das
v. Collector and others (1996) 5 SCC 618, Apex Court considering the entries in
revenue record mandated as under —

“Mutation entries do not confer any title to the property. It is only an
entry for collection of the land revenue from the person in possession.
The title to the property should be on the basis of the title they acquired
to the land and not by mutation entries.”

The same principle has been followed in Union of India and others v. Vasavi
Co-operative Housing Society Limited and ors., (2014) 2 SCC 269 and Municipal
Corporation, Gwalior v. Puran Singh @ Puran Chand & ors., (2015) 5 SCC 725
where it was held that even if the entries in the Record of Rights carry evidentiary
value, that itself would not confer any title on the plaintiff on the suit land in
question. Plaintiffs have to show, independent of those entries, that the plaintiff’s
predecessors had title over the property in question and it is that property which
they have purchased. The same view has been reiterated in recent judgment of
the Apex Court in Jitendra Singh v. State of Madhya Pradesh, 2021 LawSuit (SC) 488.

Entries made without order of competent authority — No presumption

In Chudamani v. Shri Ramadhar, 1991 RN 61, it was further held that u/s 117
of MPLRC, on entries made by Patwari in remarks column of khasra, no
presumption of correctness can be attached. In Ismail v. State of M.P.,, 1999 RN
170, it has been laid down that stray entries is remarks column of khasra have
no evidentiary value.

The observation of the Apex Court in Baleshwar Tewari v. Sheo Jatan Tiwary,
AIR 1997 SC 2089 may also be referred here —

“Entries in revenue records is the paradise of the patwari and the
tiller of the soil is rarely concerned with the same. So long as his
possession and enjoyment is not interdicted by due process and
course of law, he is least concerned with entries. It is common
knowledge in rural India that a raiyat always regards the lands he
ploughs, as his dominion and generally obeys, with moral fiber the
command of the intermediary so long as his possession is not
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disturbed. Therefore, creation of records is a camouflage to defeat
just and legal right or claim and interest of the raiyat, the tiller of the
soil on whom the Act confers title to the land he tills.”

Order set aside in appeal — No presumption

In Ram Kumar and another v. Kamla Prasad and others, 1996 RN 337 and
Chudamani v. Shri Ramadhar (supra), it was held that certainly when khasra
entries made as per order of Tahsildar and concerning order has been set aside
in appeal, then such khasra entries have no value.

Longer period of entries raise stronger presumption

The presumption enshrined u/s 117 of the MPLRC relating to the entries
made in record of rights becomes stronger where entries are continuous and
for longer period. The observation of Madhya Pradesh High Court in Malti v.
Devi Ram (supra), is condign to refer here —

“O......... The longer the period of entries, the stronger would be the
presumption, i.e., if the entry continues to be repeated for a number
of years, year after year, without being challenged, the presumption
would gain better strength. Of course, it is true that in appropriate
cases, where the Court is satisfied that the entries were suspicious
or their credibility was otherwise doubtful, the Court may refuse to
draw a presumption and insist on proof aliunde the entries, the
presumption enacted being merely a rule of evidence dealing with
onus of proof.”

29. COMPETENCY OF CIVIL COURT TO NULLIFY THE ORDERS OF
REVENUE COURTS

Section 111 of MPLRC provides that the Civil Courts shall have jurisdiction
to decide any dispute to which the State Government is not a party relating to
any right which is recorded in the record-of-rights.

The principle laid down by Constitutional Bench of Supreme Court in
Dhulabhai v. State of Madhya Pradesh, 1968 LawSuit (SC) 94, has to be followed
by every Court of law. In this case, the Apex Court has held as under —

“It is settled law that the exclusion of the jurisdiction of the Civil Courts
is not be readily inferred, but that such exclusion must either be
explicitly expressed of clearly implied. It is also well settled that even
if jurisdiction is so excluded, the Civil Courts have jurisdiction to
examine into cases where the provisions of the Act have not been
complied with, or the statutory tribunal has not acted in conformity
with the fundamental principles of judicial procedure.”

Madhya Pradesh High Court in Reshma Bai (Smt.) & ors. v. Kanchansingh &
ors., 1996 RN 144, has held that Civil Court has jurisdiction to examine whether
any forum has exceeded its jurisdiction in passing the order under challenged.
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In view of the aforesaid provision, it is well settled that any order of Civil
Court pertaining to the title of the suit lands is binding upon the Revenue Courts.
Hence, the Revenue Courts are bound to rectify its orders and act in accordance
with the adjudication of Civil Court. As such, a separate order of Civil Court to
annul the orders of Revenue Court is not required. However, Civil Court may at
the same time declare that the order of Revenue Court is nullity and not binding.

30. PRINCIPLES OF CALCULATION OF MESNE PROFITS

The criteria for calculation of mesne profits is not what the owner looses by
reason of deprivation from possession but what the trespasser received or might
have received with ordinary diligence. In Fatehchand v. Balkrishna Das, AIR 1963 SC
1405, Apex Court has observed that the normal measure of mesne profits is,
therefore, the value of the user of the land to the person in wrongful possession.

31. QUESTION OF LIMITATION - DUTY OF COURT

Section 3 of the Limitation Act bars the institution of any suit after expiry of
the period of limitation prescribed in the said Act. The question is whether Court
can dismiss a suit being barred by limitation when no such defence is taken?
This question has been recently answered by the Apex Court in Nazir Mohamed
v. J. Kamala and ors., 2021 (4) MPLJ 46 (SC) by holding that the Court is obliged
to dismiss a suit filed after expiry of the period of limitation, even though the
plea of limitation may not have been taken in defence.

32. DOCUMENTS HAVE PRIMACY OVER ORAL EVIDENCE

Best evidence rule is also contained u/s 91 and 92 of the Evidence Act
which excludes oral evidence for the purpose of contradicting, varying, adding
or subtracting from the terms of any document. Recently, in V. Anantha Raju v.
T.M. Narasimhan, 2021 SCC OnLine SC 969, Apex Court has held that written
instruments are entitled to much higher degree of credit than parol (oral)
evidence. It is of principle because such instruments are in their own nature and
origin, entitled to a much higher degree of credit than parol evidence.

CONCLUSION

An effort has been made to compile important principles of appreciation of
evidence in civil cases. It can be seen that most of the principles are based on
inferences and presumptions. Some other principles have been developed
through judicial pronouncements. However, the list is not exhaustive. Judging
skills may be sharpen by more and more diverse reading and judicial wisdom is
developed with experience. Readers may read the complete judgments referred
in this article to gather how these principles have been applied to the facts. This
may help them in better and pragmatic understanding of the principles.

Note : See also article titled “Proof of Will particularly by Secondary Evidence” published
in JOTI Journal October, 2013 issue, Part I, page no. 165; articles titled “Law of Adverse
Possession: Contemporary Developments ”and “Probative Value of Land Records ” published
in JOTI Journal October, 2021 issue Part I at page no. 214 and 225 respectively.
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PRINCIPLES OF DETERMINATION OF JUVENILITY UNDER
JUVENILE JUSTICE (CARE & PROTECTION OF CHILDREN)
ACT, 2015

Anu Singh
0.S.D., MPSJA

INTRODUCTION

In February, 2006 and October, 2007 two articles were published in JOTI
Journal discussing the law relating to determination of juvenility. In October,
2004 another article was published pertaining to base date for determination of
age. However, all these articles were related to the provisions of Juvenile Justice
(Care and Protection of Children) Act, 2000. After the repeal of Act, 2000 and
enactment of Juvenile Justice (Care and Protection of Children) Act, 2015 (in
brief JJ Act, 2015), this subject necessitates a fresh discussion.

In the light of two judgments of our High Court in Indra Singh v. State of M. P,
order dated 15.03.2017 passed in Criminal Revision No. 793/2016 and Narpat
Singh v. State of Madhya Pradesh, order dated 16.09.2019 passed in Criminal
Revision No. 4376/2019, wherein it is held that u/s 94 of JJ Act, 2015, the Court
of Session has no power to determine the age of accused and this power is
granted only to the Juvenile Justice Board (JJB) constituted under the JJ Act,
2015. It was interpreted that in all cases when claim of juvenility is raised, the
matter should be sent to JUB for determination of the said fact.

However, after the recent verdict of Hon’ble the Apex Court in the case of
Rishipal Singh Solanki v. State of Uttar Pradesh and ors., 2021 SCC OnLine SC
1079, this is no more res integra. 1t has been held that it is mandatory for the
Court or Magistrate to record its opinion before forwarding any person claiming
to be a juvenile to the JUB. Further, the inquiry for the purpose of determination of
the age of the person claiming to be a juvenile has to be conducted within the
purview of section 9 (2) of the JJ Act, 2015 (section 7-A of the Act, 2000) by seeking
evidence and by obtaining documents mentioned u/s 94 (2) of JJ Act, 2015.

As rightly pointed out by the Apex Court in the case of Rishipal Singh Solanki
(supra) that it is neither feasible nor desirable to lay down an abstract formula
to determine the age of a person. It has to be on the basis of the material on
record and on appreciation of evidence adduced by the parties in each case.

This article is an attempt to discuss all the possible aspects of age
determination of the person accused of commission of an offence. It is also
pertinent to note that in this article, reliance is placed on some judgments
pronounced prior to enactment of JJ Act, 2015 since section 9 of JJ Act, 2015 is
to some extent pari materia with the provisions of sections 7 and 7A of the Act,
2000 and section 94 of JJ Act, 2015 is pari materia to some extent with rule 12 of
the JJ Rules, 2007. Therefore, the law laid down in such cases are still relevant
for understanding the provisions of JJ Act, 2015.
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DETERMINATION OF JUVENILITY

Before proceeding towards discussion at length, it is pertinent to have
sight of the provisions of JJ Act, 2015 in this regard.

Section 9. Procedure to be followed by a Magistrate who
has not been empowered under this Act -

(1) When a Magistrate, not empowered to exercise the powers
of the Board under this Act is of the opinion that the person
alleged to have committed the offence and brought before
him is a child, he shall, without any delay, record such opinion
and forward the child immediately along with the record of
such proceedings to the Board having jurisdiction.

(2) In case a person alleged to have committed an offence
claims before a Court other than a Board, that the person
is a child or was a child on the date of commission of the
offence, or if the Court itself is of the opinion that the person
was a child on the date of commission of the offence, the
said Court shall make an inquiry, take such evidence as
may be necessary (but not an affidavit) to determine the
age of such person, and shall record a finding on the matter,
stating the age of the person as nearly as may be:

Provided that such a claim may be raised before any Court
and it shall be recognized at any stage, even after final
disposal of the case, and such a claim shall be determined in
accordance with the provisions contained in this Act and the
rules made thereunder even if the person has ceased to be a
child on or before the date of commencement of this Act.

(3) If the Court finds that a person has committed an
offence and was a child on the date of commission of such
offence, it shall forward the child to the Board for passing
appropriate orders and the sentence, if any, passed by the
Court shall be deemed to have no effect.

(4) In case a person under this section is required to be kept
in protective custody, while the person’s claim of being a
child is being inquired into, such person may be placed, in
the intervening period in a place of safety.

Section 94. Presumption and determination of age -

(1) Where, it is obvious to the Committee or the Board, based
on the appearance of the person brought before it under
any of the provisions of this Act (other than for the purpose
of giving evidence) that the said person is a child, the
Committee or the Board shall record such observation
stating the age of the child as nearly as may be and proceed
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with the inquiry u/s 14 or section 36, as the case may be,
without waiting for further confirmation of the age.

2) In case, the Committee or the Board has reasonable
grounds for doubt regarding whether the person brought
before it is a child or not, the Committee or the Board, as
the case may be, shall undertake the process of age
determination, by seeking evidence by obtaining -

(i) the date of birth certificate from the school, or the matriculation
or equivalent certificate from the concerned examination
Board, if available; and in the absence thereof;

(ii) the birth certificate given by a corporation or a municipal
authority or a panchayat;

(iii) and only in the absence of (i) and (ii) above, age shall
be determined by an ossification test or any other latest
medical age determination test conducted on the orders of
the Committee or the Board.

Accordingly, a Magistrate not empowered under the JJ Act, 2015 have two
recourses when a person alleged to have committed the offence and brought
before the Magistrate appears to be a child or claims to be a child. Firstly, where
the Magistrate is in the position to make an opinion that the person is a child, he
shall, as per section 9 (1) without any delay, record such opinion and forward
the child immediately along with the record of such proceedings to the JJB.
Secondly, if Magistrate is not in the position to state that the person is a child but
has a suspicion and Court before which such claim is raised, they shall, as per
section 9(2) make an inquiry, take such evidence as may be necessary (but not
on affidavit) to determine the age of such person, and shall record a finding on
the matter, stating the age of the person as nearly as may be.

Second aspect which is explicit from section 9(2) is that here not only
Magistrate but also the word ‘Court’ is used. Hence, even a Court of Session or
Special Court before whom claim of juvenility is raised has to proceed u/s 9(2).

Hon’ble High Court of Madhya Pradesh in Hariom Singh v. State of M.P.,, ILR
(2018) MP 1007 has summed up law on this point in the following words —

“As per section 9(1) of the Act, firstly, Court has to have
satisfaction before forwarding the child to the Juvenile
Justice Board. Secondly, Court has to form an opinion that
offender was a child. Court is not precluded from recording
evidence. Section 9 clearly bestows authority on Court to
record a finding that whether a person brought before him
is a child on the date of commission of offence or not and
this exercise is not to be carried out in a mechanical manner
without there being any objective assessment and subjective
satisfaction.”
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In Rishipal Singh Solanki (supra) it is observed that when the issue of
juvenility arises before a Court, it would be under sub-section (2) and (3) of
section 9 of the JJ Act, 2015 but when a person is brought before a Committee
or JJ Board, section 94 of the JJ Act, 2015 applies. It is further held that if an
application is filed before the Court claiming juvenility, the provision of sub-
section (2) of section 94 of the JJ Act, 2015 would have to be applied or read
along with sub-section (2) of section 9 so as to seek evidence for the purpose
of recording a finding stating the age of the person “as nearly as may be.”

STANDARD OF PROOF AND PERCEPTION OF THE COURT

This fact could be discussed in light of important observation of Hon’ble
Apex Court in different cases. In Bhola Bhagat v. State of Bihar, (1997) 8 SCC 720,
an obligation has been cast on the Court that where a plea of juvenility is raised
having regard to the beneficial nature of the socially oriented legislation, such a
plea should be examined with great care. Further in Babloo Pasi v. State of
Jharkhand, AIR 2009 SC 314 it was held that —

“We are also not oblivious of the fact that being a welfare
legislation, the Courts should be zealous to see that a
juvenile derives full benefits of the provisions of the Act but
at the same time it is also imperative for the courts to ensure
that the protection and privileges under the Act are not
misused by unscrupulous persons to escape punishments
for having committed serious offences.”

In Ravinder Singh Gorkhi v. State of U.P., (2006) 5 SCC 584, this concept has
been further clarified and it was held that we are, however, of the opinion that
the same would not mean that a person who is not entitled to the said benefit
would be dealt with leniently only because such a plea is raised. Each plea must
be judged on its own merit. Each case has to be considered on the basis of the
materials brought on record.

While drawing a balance between this concept and theory of benefit of
doubt in criminal cases must be extended to accused, Hon’ble Apex Court in
Arnit Das v. State of Bihar, (2000) 5 SCC 488 observed that while considering the
question as to determination of the age of an accused for the purpose of
ascertaining whether he is a juvenile or not, a hyper-technical approach should
not be adopted while appreciating the evidence adduced in support of the plea
that he was a juvenile and, if two views may be possible, the Court should lean
in favour of holding the accused to be a juvenile in borderline cases [see Babloo
Pasi (supra)]. This is because the Act being a welfare legislation, Courts should
be zealous to see that a juvenile derives full benefits of the provisions of the Act
but at the same time it is also imperative for the Courts to ensure that the
protection and privileges under the Act are not misused by unscrupulous persons
to escape punishment for having committed serious offences. This principle
has been again reiterated in Rishipal Singh Solanki (supra).
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Regarding standard of proof, it is observed in Mukarrab and ors. v. State of
U.P, (2017) 2 SCC 210 that “It is to be of degree of probability and not proof
beyond reasonable doubt”. Further in Mukarrab and ors (supra) and Babloo Pasi
(supra) it was held that that if two views may be possible on the same evidence,
the Court should lean in favour of holding the accused to be a juvenile in
borderline cases.

Accordingly, as determination of claim of juvenility is an inquiry,
standard of proof will be alike in all other inquiries, i.e., of preponderance of
probabilities. Further, this plea should be examined with great caution and in
borderline cases benefit of doubt is to be given to the child.

BURDEN OF PROOF

Section 101 of the Evidence Act, 1872 provides that the initial burden to
prove existence of any fact is on the person who asserts or desires the Court to
give judgment as to any legal right. In Rishipal Singh Solanki (supra) the same
principle is fortified in following words —

“That when a claim for juvenility is raised, the burden is on
the person raising the claim to satisfy the Court to discharge
the initial burden. However, the documents mentioned in
Rule 12(3)(a)(i), (ii), and (iii) of the JJ Rules, 2007 made
under the JJ Act, 2000 or sub-section (2) of section 94 of JJ
Act, 2015, shall be sufficient for prima facie satisfaction of
the Court. On the basis of the aforesaid documents a
presumption of juvenility may be raised.”

Therefore, initial burden shall be on the person raising the claim of
juvenility and once such person discharges the burden, the onus to rebut it
shall shift upon the prosecution.

INQUIRY : AMBIT & SCOPE

Section 9(2) of the JJ Act, 2015 mandates that Court or Magistrate has to
conduct inquiry by taking evidence. Therefore, the extent or scope of inquiry or
evidence which is required to be recorded has to be understood. This aspect was
dealt at length by the Apex Court in context of JJ Rules, 2007 in the case of Ashwani
Kumar Saxena v. State of M.P. (2012) 9 SCC 750 wherein it was observed that:

“Section 7-A obliges the court only to make an inquiry, not
an investigation or a trial, an inquiry not under the Code of
Criminal Procedure, but under the JJ Act. The Criminal
Courts, Juvenile Justice Board, Committees, etc. we have
noticed, proceed as if they are conducting a trial, inquiry or
investigation as per the Code. The statute requires the
Court or the Board only to make an “inquiry” and in what
manner that inquiry has to be conducted is provided in the
JJ Rules. Few of the expressions used in Section 7-A and
Rule 12 are of considerable importance and a reference to
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them is necessary to understand the true scope and content
of those provisions. Section 7-A has used the expressions
“court shall make an inquiry”, “take such evidence as may
be necessary” and “but not an affidavit”. The Court or the
Board can accept as evidence something more than an
affidavit i.e. the Court or the Board can accept documents,

certificates etc. as evidence, need not be oral evidence.”

Hence, here only inquiry is to be conducted which is not intended to be as
extensive or detailed as a criminal trial. Further, this inquiry is only for determination
of the age and Court or Magistrate is not expected to examine the correctness of
those documents which are kept during the normal course of business.

EVIDENCE

In this regard observation of Hon’ble Delhi High Court in Court on its Own
Motion v. Department of Women and Child Development, [W.P.(Civil) 8889 of 2011]
judgment dated 11.05.2012 is apposite which says that JUBs shall determine the
age of a person by way of recording the evidence brought forth by the person
claiming to be a juvenile and the prosecution/ complainant and the parties shall
be given an opportunity to examine, cross examine or re-examine witnesses of
their choice.

Therefore, even at the stage of inquiry while taking evidence, opportunity
of cross examination and rebuttal should be afforded to opposite party. In Rishipal
Singh Solanki (supra) it was held that the presumption is not conclusive proof of
the age of juvenile and the same may be rebutted by contra evidence led in by
the opposite side.

HOW ENTRIES IN THE SCHOOL SCHOLAR REGISTER IS TO BE PROVED

The Apex Court in Birad Mal Singhvi v. Anand Purohit, 1988 Supp SCC 604
has observed that an entry in a school register may not be a public document
and, thus, must be proved in accordance with law. It was further held that an
entry in a register maintained in the ordinary course of business by a public
servant in the discharge of his official duty or by any other person in performance
of duty specially enjoined by law of the country in which such register is kept
would be relevant fact only if the conditions mentioned in section 35 of the
Evidence Act are fulfilled. Hence, the entry of date of birth in the admission
form, the scholar register and transfer certificate must satisfy the conditions
laid down in section 35 of the Evidence Act.

Observation of the Apex Court in Rishipal Singh Solanki (supra) needs to
be highlighted here. It is held that any document which is in consonance with
public documents, such as matriculation certificate, could be accepted by the
Court or the JJB provided such public document is credible and authentic as per
the provisions of the Indian Evidence Act, 1872 viz., section 35 and other
provisions.
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For extent to which and how reliability of these documents is to be tested
guidance may be taken from the observation in Akhilesh Yadav (supra) wherein
it was observed that “the Courts are not to conduct a roving inquiry into the
correctness of school certificate or the date of birth certificate. It has been held
that there may be situations where the entry made in the matriculation or
equivalent certificates, date of birth certificate from the school first attended
and even the birth certificate given by a corporation or a municipal authority or
a panchayat may not be correct. But Court, JUB or a Committee functioning
under the JJ Act is not expected to conduct such a roving inquiry and to go
behind those certificates to examine the correctness of those documents, kept during
the normal course of business. Only in cases where those documents or certificates
are found to be fabricated or manipulated, the court, the JJB or the committee need
to go for medical report for age determination.

Further, minor discrepancies in the documents must not be given undue
weightage [See- State of Madhya Pradesh v. Anoop Singh, (2015) 7 SCC 773].

In Sanat Kumar Yadav v. State of Madhya Pradesh, 2017 SCC OnLine MP 252 it
was held that “The only argument that has been advanced is that the father of
the petitioner had no definite knowledge regarding the date of birth of the
petitioner and the entry regarding the date of birth of the petitioner was made
on the basis of conjectures and surmises. As such, the date of birth mentioned
in school record cannot be relied upon. As already observed, the Supreme Court
has cautioned the Courts in the case of Akhilesh Yadav (supra) that a roving
inquiry doubting the date of birth given in the school record, is not to be
conducted. If the school records are maintained in ordinary course of business,
the Court or Juvenile Justice Board is not expected to conduct a detailed probe
to go behind the certificates issued on the basis of such records to examine
their correctness.”

AMBIGUOUS SCHOOL RECORDS

Where school records are ambiguous as to the date of birth of a person
and not conclusively prove juvenility, in such cases, opinion of medical experts
have to be given precedence over the school records (Om Prakash v. State of
Rajasthan and anr., 2012 AIR SCW 2462).

Therefore as per section 94(2) the phrase ‘and only in the absence of (i) and
(i) above,” will be construed not only in the circumstances of total absence of
such documents but also in those cases where such document may be available,
but are found to be untrustworthy or not reliable.

DIFFERENT DATES OF BIRTH ARE RECORDED IN DIFFERENT CLASSES

This question came up for consideration before the Apex Court in
Loknath Pandey v. State of UP and ors., AIR 2017 SC 3866. It has been held that
“where different dates of birth are recorded in different classes in reference to
a person, then the date of birth recorded in the first school shall be deemed to
be the effective date.” However, in such a case both the documents must be
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found to be reliable and there should not be any circumstance or fact on record
which makes one of them to be more trustworthy in relation to the other.

DOCUMENTS OTHER THAN THOSE MENTIONED IN SECTION 94(2)

Section 94(2), clauses (i) and (ii) specifies that process of age determination
is to be undertaken by seeking evidence by obtaining the date of birth certificate
from the school, or the matriculation or equivalent certificate from the concerned
examination Board, if available; and in the absence thereof; the birth certificate
given by a corporation or a municipal authority or a panchayat. Section 94(2),
clause (iii) further stipulates that in the absence of clause (i) and (ii), age shall be
determined by an ossification test or any other latest medical age determination
test. Therefore, this provision itself categorically states certain documents which
could be obtained for ascertainment of age. However, during inquiry, many other
documents are often placed on record for determination of age.

In Surendra Kumar v. State of Rajasthan, 2009 CriLJ 568 (Raj.) it was held
that for determination of age, entries in voters list/electoral roll cannot be treated
as conclusive piece of evidence. However, they could be considered along with
other evidence merely for purpose of corroboration. Such entries cannot certainly
be given precedence over birth certificate issued by a Government School. In
Sharda Soni v. State of M.P., ILR 2018 MP 2507 it was observed that the Aadhar
Card cannot be used as a proof of date of birth. This document is only for the
purpose of identification of particular person.

Therefore, any document other than those enumerated in section 94(2),
clauses (i) and (ii) cannot be decisive for the determination of age of the child
but such document can be looked up as corroborative. However, an exception
to this has recently culled out by Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Ram Vijay
Singh v. State of Uttar Pradesh, 2021 SCC OnLine SC 142, which is dealt in detail
hereinafter.

MEDICAL EXAMINATION: WHEN

Section 94(2), clause (iii) itself is clear in this regard which states that in
the absence of clauses (i) and (ii), age shall be determined by an ossification
test or any other latest medical age determination test. In the case of Shah
Nawaz v. State of U.P. and anr., AIR 2011 SC 3107, it was held that rule 12 of the JJ
Rules, 2007 categorically envisages that the medical opinion from the medical
board should be sought only when the matriculation certificate or school
certificate or any birth certificate issued by a corporation or by any Panchayat
or municipality is not available. Further, Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of
Ashwani Kumar Saxena (supra) has held that the question of obtaining medical
opinion from a duly constituted medical board arises only if the abovementioned
documents are unavailable.

In Rishipal Singh Solanki (supra) also it is reiterated that only in the absence
of either (i), (ii) or (iii) of clause (a) above (i.e. matriculation or equivalent
certificates, date of birth certificate from the school, Birth certificate given by a
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corporation or a municipal authority or a panchayat), the medical opinion will be
sought from a duly constituted Medical Board, which will declare the age of the
juvenile or child.

Accordingly, medical opinion regarding age of the person should be sought
only if the documents mentioned in (i), (ii) or (iii) of clause (a) of section 94(2) of
the JJ Act, 2015 are unavailable.

MARGIN OF ERROR

Before enactment of JJ Act, 2015, Rule 12(3)(b) of JJ Rules, 2007 was the
provision regarding benefit of margin of age which stipulated that benefit of
margin of one year could be given to the child. However, section 94(2), clause
(iii) does not contain any such provision. Interpreting the law in the light of
scientific advancements and necessity of time, it is observed in a recent judgment
of the Apex Court in Ram Vijay Singh (supra) that —

“We find that the procedure prescribed in Rule 12 is not materially
different than the provisions of section 94 of the Act to determine the
age of the person. There are minor variations as the Rule 12(3)(a)(i)
and (ii) have been clubbed together with slight change in the language.
Section 94 of the Act does not contain the provisions regarding benefit
of margin of age to be given to the child or juvenile as was provided
in Rule 12(3)(b) of the Rules. The importance of ossification test has
not undergone change with the enactment of section 94 of the Act.
The reliability of the ossification test remains vulnerable as was under
Rule 12 of the Rules.”

The extent of margin of error which could be accorded was discussed by
Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Mukarrab and ors. (supra). It is apposite to
mention the observation of the Apex Court-

“Age determination is essential to find out whether or not the person
claiming to be a child is below the cut-off age prescribed for application
of the Juvenile Justice Act. The issue of age determination is of utmost
importance as very few children subjected to the provisions of the
Juvenile Justice Act have a birth certificate. As juveniles in conflict
with law usually do not have any documentary evidence, age
determination, cannot be easily ascertained, specially in borderline
cases. Medical examination leaves a margin of about two years on
either side even if ossification test of multiple joints is conducted.”

At the same time observation made in Ramdayal v. State of M.P, 2008(2)
Crimes 150 and Mohd Wasim v. State, ILR (2012) 5 Del 286 also needs consideration.
Wherein it was held that

“If ossification test is done for a single bone, the error may be two
years either way. But if the test is done for multiple joints with
overlapping age of fusion, the margin of error may be reduced.
Sometimes this margin is reduced to six months on either side.”
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In Mukarrab and ors. (supra) it was also observed that “Medical examination
leaves a margin of about two years on either side even if ossification test of multiple
joints is conducted.” But this observation has to be considered in the light of the
facts of the case and there could not be a straight jacket formula. Therefore quatum
of margin of error is dependent on multiple facts such as the nature of examination
i.e. it is examination of single bone or of multiple bones, age etc.

Taking a note of the benefit of margin of one year as provided in Rule
12(3)(b) of JJ Rules, 2007, Hon’ble Apex Court in Rishipal Singh Solanki (supra)
observed that

“In case exact assessment of the age cannot be done, the Court or
the Board or, as the case may be, the Committee, for the reasons to
be recorded by them, may, if considered necessary, give benefit to
the child or juvenile by considering his/her age on lower side within
the margin of one year.”

Hence, medical examination leaves a margin of about 6 months to two years
on either side if ossification test is of multiple joints or otherwise respectively.
Therefore by taking note facts and circumstances of this benefit of lower side,
the margin of 6 months to two years may be given to child, in cases where exact
science is not available. Further, where exact assessment of the age cannot be
done, for the reasons to be recorded, if considered necessary, benefit of lower
side within the margin of one year may also be extended to the child.

Sometimes it is also argued that rather than going in the either side mean
or average of the upper and lower limit of the age indicated in medical examination
report should be considered as the age of the person. This approach is neither
approved in any law nor follwed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court or High Courts.
Further refereing this a doubt was raised in Darga Ram v. State of Rajasthan,
(2015) 2 SCC 775 in the following words —

“The general rule about age determination is that the age as
determined can vary plus minus two years but the Board has in the
case at hand spread over a period of six years and taken a mean to
fix the age of the appellant at 33 years. We are not sure whether that
is the correct way of estimating the age of the appellant. What
reassures us about the estimate of age is the fact that the same is
determined by a Medical Board comprising Professors of Anatomy,
Radiodiagnosis and Forensic Medicine whose opinion must get the
respect it deserves. That apart, even if the age of the appellant was
determined by the upper extremity limit i.e. 36 years the same would
have been subject to variation of plus minus 2 years meaning thereby
that he could as well be 34 years on the date of the examination.”

Therfore, mean or average of the upper or lower limit of the age expressed
in medical report could not be considered to be the age of the person.
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EVIDENTIARY VALUE OF MEDICAL REPORT

In this regard, it was held in Mukarrab and ors. (supra) at page 225 and
reiterated in Rishipal Singh Solanki (supra) that ossification test cannot be the
sole criterion for age determination and a mechanical view regarding the age of
a person cannot be adopted solely on the basis of medical opinion by radiological
examination. Such evidence is not conclusive evidence but only a very useful
guiding factor to be considered in the absence of documents mentioned in
section 94(2) of the JJ Act, 2015.

Hence, medical opinion regarding age of a person, like other expert opinion
is just opinion and has to be evaluated along with other matter on record. Further,
it is not at all conclusive proof of any age of the person.

PROCEDURE WHEN NEITHER DOCUMENT U/S 94(2)(I) OR (Il) IS
AVAILABLE NOR MEDICAL TEST IS HELPFUL

Although section 94(2) provides the detailed procedure to be adopted for
ascertainment of age of child who is alleged of committing any offence, however,
one cannot deny the existence of circumstances when neither section 94(1) nor
section 94(2)(i) or (ii) could be helpful for ascertainment of age nor medical
examination of the person could yield any result.

Recently, Hon’ble Apex Court has discussed this situation at length in the
case of Ram Vijay Singh (supra) wherein after detailed analysis of law, it is held
that —

“When a person is around 18 years of age, the ossification test can
be said to be relevant for determining the approximate age of a person
in conflict with law. However, when the person is around 40-55 years
of age, the structure of bones cannot be helpful in determining the
age. “The Apex Court considered its judgment in Arjun Panditrao
Khotkar v. Kailash Kushanrao Gorantyal and ors., (2020) 7 SCC 1, wherein
under the context of certificate required under Section 65B of the
Evidence Act, applicability of maxim, lex non cogit ad im-possibilia, i.e.,
law does not demand the impossible was discussed. It is further held
in Ram Vijay Singh (supra) that “When the ossification test cannot
yield trustworthy and reliable results, such test cannot be made a
basis to determine the age of the person concerned on the date of
incident. Therefore, in the absence of any reliable trustworthy medical
evidence to find out age of the appellant, the ossification test
conducted in year 2020 when the appellant was 55 years of age
cannot be conclusive to declare him as a juvenile on the date of the
incident. ... The Court is not precluded from taking into consideration
any other relevant and trustworthy material to determine the age as
all the three eventualities mentioned in sub-section (2) of section 94
of the Act are either not available or are not found to be reliable and
trustworthy. Since there is a document signed by the appellant much

JOTI JOURNAL - FEBRUARY 2022 - PART | 57



before the date of occurrence, therefore, we are of the opinion that
the appellant cannot be treated to be juvenile on the date of incident
as he was more than 21 years of age as per his application submitted
to obtain the Arms Licence.”

Accordingly, we may encounter some cases wherein all three eventualities
mentioned in sub-section (2) of section 94 of the JJ Act, 2015 are either not available
or are not found to be reliable and trustworthy. In such cases, after recording reasons
for the same, Court or Magistrate may take into consideration any other relevant
and trustworthy material to determine the age of the person concerned.

COMPUTATION OF AGE OF MAJORITY

The next important fact which may arise for consideration is how this age
has to be computed or calculated. For computation of the period, very pertinent
fact is the relevant date when computation will start and upto which period or
date this should be calculated.

Relevant date for the determination of age

Section 7A of the JJ Act, 2000 clarified that relevant date for determination
of juvenility is the date of commission of offence. Further, Section 2(13) of JJ
Act, 2015 defines ‘child in conflict with law’ as a child who is alleged or found to
have committed an offence and who has not completed eighteen years of age on
the date of commission of such offence. Therefore, no iota of doubt subsists that
relevant date for determination of juvenility is the date of commission of offence.

Date on which majority is said to be achieved

Generally, the date when majority is said to be achieved is not material but
in the cases when offence is said to be committed on the date of birth anniversary,
date on which majority is attained becomes crucial. In this regard, section 3 of the
Indian Majority Act, 1875 provides that in computing the age of any person, the day
on which a person was born is to be included as a whole day and he shall be
deemed to have attained majority at the beginning of the eighteenth anniversary of
that day. Hence, time of birth is not material and even if a person is born at 11.00
pm, his birthday will be counted as a whole day. Accordingly, the person is said to
attained specified age at 12.00 am (00.00 hours) of the day of his birth.

It can be simplified by an example. A person born on 7" January, 2000 will
attain his majority on 7" January, 2018 at 12.00 am. If he commits any offence on 6™
January, 2018 at 11.59 pm he will fall within the definition of child in conflict with law.
But, if the offence is committed on 7™ January, 2018 at 12.01 am, he will be treated
as an adult accused. [See also Eerati Laxman v. State of A.P, (2009) 3 SCC 337]

Cases of continuing offence

Cases pertaining to continuing or multiple offences or wherein offence is
not completed on any particular date but continues on different dates, then the
determinative date for claim of juvenility is another fact which substantially
changes the outcome of the inquiry. In Vikas Chaudhary v. N C T of Delhi, (2010) 8
SCC 508 and Sri Ganesh v. State of TN, (2017) 3 SCC 280 it was held that where
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multiple offences or continuing offences or repeated offences are committed, the
last date on which any offence is committed is to be considered as date on which
it is to be determined whether accused was a child in conflict with law or not.

OTHER PROCEDURAL ASPECTS
Bail during pending inquiry

Another important question which arises for consideration is whether the
Magistrate or Court can grant bail to a person claiming to be juvenile pending
inquiry?

Section 9(4) of the JJ Act, 2015 provides that —

‘In case a person under this section is required to be kept in protective
custody, while the persons claim of being a child is being inquired into ... .”
Therefore, it is explicit from this provision itself that in cases where it is not
required to keep the person in protective stay, he/she may be released on bail.

Next pertinent question which arises for consideration is which provision
will be applicable in such cases — section 437 or 439 of Cr.P.C. or section 12 of
JJ Act, 2015. The answer here will depend upon the facts and circumstances of
each case.

In cases where from the appearance of the person he/she prima facie
appears to be child and plea of juvenility appears to be well founded, then
taking recourse to section 12 of the JJ Act, 2015, such a person may be enlarged
on bail. Here one more fact which requires attention is that in such cases
irrespective of the nature of the offence, bail application has to be considered
in the light of the provisions of section 12 of the JJ Act, 2015. For bail to juvenile,
only applicable provision is section 12 of JJ Act, 2015 as held in order dated
20.03.2020 of Hon’ble the High Court of Madhya Pradesh (Jabalpur) in Y (Name
of the child is not published) v. State of M.P., MCrC No. 54552 of 2019. However,
one has to keep in mind that this bail is only a provisional arrangement for
placement of the person in custody of his/her parents/guardian till the conclusion
of inquiry regarding claim of juvenility. In other words it could only be interim
measure till conclusion of inquiry.

Otherwise if the person prima facie does not appear to be child and the
question of juvenility also does not prima facie inspires satisfaction of the Court,
then in such cases the person’s bail may be considered in light of provisions of
section 437 or 439 of Cr.P.C.

Where to keep that person while adjudication of his claim of juvenility

Section 9(4) of the JJ Act, 2015 provides that in case a person under this
section is required to be kept in protective custody, while the person’s claim of
being a child is being inquired into, such person may be placed, in the intervening
period in a place of safety. Accordingly, this provision gives a discretion to the
Court or Magistrate that the person may be placed, in the intervening period in
a place of safety. Hence, again in order to address the bonafide cases only
which inspire prima facie satisfaction of the Court, only for protective stay person
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should be send to place of safety. In rest of the cases, while recording reasons
for the same, Court can send the person to jail for the protective stay.

When after inquiry a person is found to be a child and forwarded to JJB
and JJB after inquiry finds that the person is an adult and send it back
to the Court/Magistrate for trial

There may be occassions when after inquiry a child is forwarded to JJB
and JJB on age determination finds that said person is an adult and sends that
person back to the Magistrate or Court concerned. In this case the question
which squarely covers the field is whose order will be binding or in that case is it
again open for that Court or Magistrate to hold an inquiry and to acertain juvenility
of the person?

In this regard, section 94(3) of the JJ Act, 2015 states that the age recorded
by the Committee or the Board to be the age of person so brought before it
shall, for the purpose of this Act, be deemed to be the true age of that person.
However, this order of JUB is appealable u/s 101 of the JJ Act, 2015. Accordingly,
the age determined by the JJB subject to the order of appellate Court is to be
considered true age of that person.

Further in the case of Rishipal Singh Solanki (supra), it is observed that
the procedure of an inquiry by a Court is not the same thing as declaring the
age of the person as a juvenile sought before the JJ Board when the case is
pending for trial before the concerned criminal Court. In case of an inquiry, the
Court records a prima facie conclusion but when there is a determination of age
as per sub-section (2) of section 94 of 2015 Act, a declaration is made on the
basis of evidence. Also the age recorded by the JJ Board shall be deemed to be
the true age of the person brought before it. Thus, the standard of proof in an
inquiry is different from that required in a proceeding where the determination
and declaration of the age of a person has to be made on the basis of evidence
scrutinised and accepted only if worthy of such acceptance.

CONCLUSION
The discussion in this article can be summarized as -

1.  Whenever any claim as to juvenility is raised before any Magistrate or Court,
it is mandatory for the Court/ Magistrate to record its opinion before
forwarding the person to the JJ Board.

2. Determination of claim of juvenility is an inquiry, and standard of proof for
the proof of the fact of juvenility is preponderance of probabilities.

3. This plea should be examined with great caution and in borderline cases,
benefit of doubt is to be given to the child.

4. Initial burden shall on the person raising the claim of juvenility and once
such person discharges the burden, the onus to rebut it shall shift upon
the prosecution.
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10.

1.

12.

Inquiry is to be conducted which is not intended to be as extensive or
detailed as a criminal trial.

The inquiry for the purpose of determination of the age of the person
claiming to be a juvenile has to be conducted within the purview of Section
9 (2) of the JJ Act, 2015 by seeking evidence and by obtaining documents
mentioned u/s 94 (2) of JJ Act, 2015.

While taking evidence at the stage of inquiry, opportunity of cross
examination and rebuttal should be afforded to opposite party.

In general, documents other than those enumerated in section 94(2),
clauses (i) and (ii) cannot be decisive for determination of age of the child
but they can be looked a as upon corroborative fact.

Medical opinion regarding age of the person should be sought only if the
documents mentioned in (i), (ii) or (iii) of clause (a) of section 94(2) of the
JJ Act, 2015 are unavailable.

Medical opinion regarding age of a person, is just an opinion. It is not at all
conclusive proof of any age of the person, and has to be evaluated along
with other matter on record.

Where all three eventualities mentioned in sub-section (2) of section 94 of
the JJ Act, 2015 are either not available or are not found to be reliable and
trustworthy, in such cases, after recording reasons for the same, Court or
Magistrate may take into consideration any other relevant and trustworthy
material to determine the age of the person concerned.

Relevant date for determination of juvenility is the date of commission of
offence. In computing the age of any person, the day on which a person
was born is to be included as a whole day. In case of continuing offences,
the last date on which any offence is committed is to be considered as
date on which it is to be determined whether accused was a child or not.

Note : See also article titled “Assessment of Age — an Overview” published in JOTI
Journal October, 2007 issue, Part I, page no. 202.
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faftre ey w9 wEmEmE
(S W™ & I AeIUQel & IR IRl & TR §RT IHICH &

A H 18 T8 e TRl & SUYd g U B DI UATH {1 ST & | W
% fory <IrmEfenToT o= fafdres TR THBIeHl Bl WSl Adhd & | I TN B
THTETE RN 3f! # ThTRa fhd SITe |)

(i)

F1 f&g q9ar Jrerar qfid 1 wead IaAF (perpetual minor) AF W
| <qar dar Ifd @ eg fafte srfarfeal 4 aRd {3 & e ang
T8l Bid 27

B b Y 3R WA A & fIudie eRon & & emead /aawe A/ o 9 8
<qqT 31T 9 @ fIeg aRAET fafdr & uraem o] T8l 81 & | avqd: <adT ferdT
Al v @IS fafde Hriare] Herferd T8l R Ahd & ST ATHI JqARD Sl
& T 9T 3rrEr qfd H At Faar (egal disability) @1 fafts weder
(legal fiction) @1 7T B 3R I "GRG’ AT ST & | oifd] SABI I8 37 &
2 o <gar srerar A & aREET e & graem=i | 8T UTd | <dar ferar
7t @1 ot afad@ BT 2 &R SHaT iR 4 faddt 7 faedt A Yot g1
BT UfIeea fam ST SIUfeard 2 | 59 |y # =gl faeqre fdwg o1gY
RTEIT JoctHl, USSR 1967 VAol 1044 WG WTRl=5-IreT TSV A% BTN
3% g~hq Sy, VIS 3V, 1969 V. Hl. 1089 JdANHAT 2 |

AT Aated ST @) Ui e & |feue W 3 o7 Rdle Awg
#ET YV GTH U 34, (2020) 1 Tl ¥l 1 (SIATLAT YHROT) H T 370
Aft @1 oA sraeRaar AR gRHAHT AT & graul & AR B & Hdg |
(Saa fvig & URT 525 ¥ 545 H) IMRW A 319 dab Ufared fafy o far 9 fdar
PR 8 ufauried fdar & f& a8 g enfua Refd & f& wmwad saaws 8 &
MR WX <qaT IR™AT AT o7 JareIar & ge Ui =81 & |aahd | ot &1
URT 544 T GETT 3 TH THR ©—

“b644. .......... Based on the judicial precedents analysed
above, it is an established position that a deity cannot on
the ground of being a perpetual minor stand exempted from
the application of the Limitation Act. The submission which
was urged by Mr. C.S. Vaidyanathan is contrary to the
jurisprudence of close to a century on the issue. We follow
the line of precedents emanating from the Privy Council,
this Court and several High Courts noted earlier. The
applicability of the law of limitation cannot be ruled out on
the basis of the theory of perpetual minority.”
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3FITe] el 31T Hfcl Bl Had faADh B Bl fAfdis BT & YR IR VA el
3rerar Ffdh @ IR | AT S [Iwg IRTer # arg a1 Hrdard! # gk |
BIS BT U A8l 8RN 9= aRAAT fafdy & uraer S S0 v @] 8 o
T A AfdT & AWl H AN B 2 |
B[ Yo =T BRI H 1 98 B Rerfay (FHT 81 Fapell & | IR0 & oy, A
Adied =T - ARGl defl Algw e fdwg ¥eqd df U9 34, U.3715.3IY.
1999 ve.¥). 1136 H ycudl & T vd ycell 1 Jadeell &1 R ¥ areuw
Ul & Jdgehdl aTg ST 9§ I gIRT Ui MY & SMHR IR W&o 3ifoid
TE IR T rauRa fan 2 | w1 & w7 4ft $eav e forg e geftar arar
QTS U3ITS. 3NV, 1954 U ¥ 69 U4 Feierd gHleiiel fdeg gTlciiel RIaaRTIvL
U.3ITS.3IIV. 1968 UH.UY. 81 ¥ T AT © | A HeIYSY Sod ~ITATAT B U
WS o &vT IE A%g TeIg<er 5, 1994 RToIed [A9(F 72 W&t arcua A
R el BT UfTEI—goIR] B 3R A AFA AU YIAT 17 o1, I8 faeiie foban
T & b QadT DI SHEI ATIRD AMT AT © SHY dd FHI F deol 3R Afcraed
AU o MR TR gl & Ao @ 3T Tl [T ST APl & | A G
I TR AT, 1963 BT IRT 10 & YHT H <@ W @MY | IRT 10 9
JHR & —

“10. =TRAAT T2T S TR & faeg arg — 9 Sifefaq &

eI Sueell H Jrfdee fhdl ard @ B 1, fedl U fdd @

faeg, forad Hufca fee faffde varem & forg = fAfed g3

B rar Sae s ufafafel o arRiifet & fowe (@

HoIdr gfawerel FHFRR 7 8l) Iqd AT I swid VAl

Ul AT IAD ANTAT BT UIST IR & JAISH | I 39 FUfed a1

IS AT & oAl & oY Big arg fba=r W G9 d1d S &

HROT giotd F BFT |

WA — 59 gRT & YAl @ oy fdl f@wg, gae = a1
dig g1 a1 W A= garfase e ¥ Fufad v fafafds
T & forg = fAfga aweh sl ok wwfea &1 udu®
BT rAT FHSIT ST [

W © & [T <aar et qfd & Yokl / Jadeell / ARERIBHR / AGTHGR AT
9D U & fOeg U <adT J1raT qfd 31 IR ¥ Affe wriarsl § aRemr
ML 81 B8R IR 39 HROT 9 YOI / Jadeel] / SRANEHR / AeHIdR AT 6D
OIS gIRT SadT ferar A & faveg Ufiae Ru & JATER UR & 3ffoid el
BT ST AHAT © | lfdhT ST 31erar Hil & YoINl / Hdeel! / ARAREDIR / ABTTHBIR
AT IS U & FATaT bl TR Ul AT 3 Afdd & fa%eg qaar sreran Ffd
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(i)

B AR W U [T are A1 A Prdars! § aRHr S| & graen oy
BT IR TR UeT a7 31 afdd gIRT <adn 3T qf a1 = & faeg ufdad
AT B MR WR Al Taed BT <raT fhar ST FbdT & | 39 9w § F18H 918
fatg Bellgg <l srardl, U.3Is. 3%, 1956 UH. ¥l 713 Td wRIQdr 9T ara+
fawg wrgreardl 1iey, v.ag 3. 1966 UL Hl. 1603 ITAATHY B |

ey 4, fa=g qaar srerar qfd &1 &R | B oAy & forw are a1 Frdarsr |
IR A & Uraem AR BT &R Al VAT a1 A1 wrfard fafda uRRkedrr
BT @ I1€ DI T3 © a9 U1 dI] AT HrIdTel Jafe qierd sri | ST o A
Aarea AT &1 Uia <RI &) |i9e™ We o g9, gie (qaiam) | ufurted
far 21

1 W forea sfifm, 1881 @ srvasfa uvqa 3rafer aifera ufkare 9
AURTT BT S o & SURid fIera & fouar o awar 272

A ART GA1 v Feq & Uwse Qa9 918 9 SIRI B arel §RT AR T T8
B AT TREBIRI forad S &1 aRT 142(d) & AR Iad U8 fQaq &l
A B I W UP A8 & AR uRare U el fbar S & d9 gRare
3FafSr a8 | Sad AATIH B GRT 142 B WD D AJAR VAT fdeTe e
febaT ST ehaT © | UReh1R forad ffafeem & areia uRdare yvgd fbd S a9
B AL gRT SO g Tt aR-GETRT &1 aReier™ BR o T JUfdd © oifd
P—HT giced & PR VAT Ffe 81 Sl & fob Srafer anfrd aRare gsf 81 Sren
2 3R fI=Rer & I UshH R FfE BT S BRI B AT A= BT &1 B
Tq e YR by 91 B |

AR Hated <RI & Gl 3fel AN (% [H97 g« U.3I1.31e.
2008 U1 899 B FTAR IJAIH BT &IRT 142 & WD D (I &HT B D
| H vl TaTa Tl 2 | 39 9RY W IRgRla gale e, GIeivay [d%g
STIY I TTE, (2008) 13 TH.H1. 1. 689 # J@enRa fovam 1 & & rfdfas @
RT 142 BT RGP FlshaT Tl 7 BlbR T Aglfciep UTaen= & 5 yeetell yarg
eI o 71 2 | AR Aevey S IRl §RT -Gl A19d Il [dvg
SHIIIHV faardt, 313U 31%. 2016 TH.U1. 3154 5 1f¥Ha fear am & A5 o=
% SURIT URaTe IR B H Gl fderd qeardad] UshH UR 3fda URd 8 IR
&1 T8I fhar ST Hahell © |

3T W & b et &™T o1 Haell Jrde uRdrg & A1y JAfar A= oy S
% gd B U dei FR1ed fBar Sier =iy | ve IR Aafe uRare R S of for
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(iii)

YT 2 A UTEIdad] YhH UR UGl fdore faaRer <Irrery gIRT & A8l fhar o
hdT B |
°

T fHIR = (Ta® B SERE U9 Gvevn) AfSf=m, 2015 & feenx «t
Iy Freior Geeh yraum e sraRmel | ardel &1 e afifa, 2012
@ siafa sfareh @Y ey fefvor 7 +ff arp 8 27 ok Far sy, frerfzor
3 forg aRRer Hate gdevr & frsed fAofarers & ?

3y el & Hdy § qvs ufehar fed, 1973, <iffie SuRTel | dTefd] BT HRaToT
AT, 2012 IT IffTH URTAT A FTeAD] BT FRETVT 994, 2020 H DI UG al
2| fheR R (STl BT W Ud ¥ReTn) Srferfgd, 2000 & 3f fheiR =y
(@l B SR Td AReTOT) I, 2007 99T Q| gD A 12 & ded #
oiviel Rig faeg gvamom 1oy, 2013 (7) va el 263 # 98 ufqufed faar

7 f& “Even though Rule 12 [Juvenile Justice (Care and Protection) of
Children Rules, 2007] is strictly applicable only to determine the age of
child in conflict with law, we are of the view that the aforesaid statutory
provision should be the basis for determining age, even for a child who is

a victim of crime.”

fPeIR =g (FTeTl B TN Td |xeT0T) AffRM, 2000 FRRYT 81 gaT © oI
D WM W fHIR =TT (FTed] B <@ Td R AR, 2015 R fhan
TT B | 39 AV A, 2015 B 1 fHIR <RI (ITeTd! BT SERG TG ARETT)
o, 2016 90 T € Rae 2 54(18)(v) & I8 SUsy © & It & A
IR 94 o I 9IS o7 AR g AT g7 ufshanaii &1 ure faam Sgam |

Ty fom 54(18)(iv) # S1fAIf A, 2015 & 3refie Il & fA%g TIRET & HeH #
81 Ay FERor 2q ufshar &1 Seord 61 & fbwg I8 Fom avder Rig (STRiaR)
H giqurfed Oy & fuda &8 €1 axga: /A =99 12 &1 & yrge T
3IRM 2015 BT GRT 94 H AT 2 | $9 AT FIGTId H8Id f[d%gG
HERTSE VT, (2013) 4 T e ¥} T Feqg_er vy fawg 3y Rig 2015 (7)
va el el 773 # sfafuiRa fafdy «ff s 2

T fHeIR =T (@TeTdl 1 <TE@RE U4 |=eT0T) 3™, 2015 & Bk @ a1y
fIiRoT el uraee o SToRTEN & aretdl BT AR fRTH, 2012 & faa
AT BT MY FEReT 7 o A1 B € | IR 1 g BT gRer & Hew
H I8 &I < S ARy © f ifAferd, 2012 & el oruRrell # e #1 oMy
3URTY T ATILIH €Ch © | TACIY MY fATad YA BT WR Al IR & TTh
@ YHIT B WR BT BT |
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STEl T 31ReT [T URIeToT (ossification test) @ fIshY &1 U9 7 31ReT WA
wieror 3y fFEIRer & forg fofarere € BT 2 | SN b wragRer g fdwag
g41d Rig (2009) 6 v ¥l ¥1. 681 Td H¥d g 37 fdwg Scav 3o ¥
(2017) 2 Tl H1. 210 T 377 AHAT # I8 gfauiied far war 2 & iRer Harem
T & AA H B a9 F <7 9 @) S @ Furaer Bt 2| ue I g 5 o
e &1 ™ fre vt 37rfq JIWAST & A1 SIRIad &I UaT fdHar S daar 27

I8 GRATUT & b STURIES ATl § Has BT o ARG Pl YT [T ST & |
<IRIg<ld 33§97 fawg Joviad oy, (1989) 1 ve. 1.l 678 T AT% W19
fatg wrea @, (1981) 1 VE.H1L. 1. 107, ¥dar Yarct fdwg feecl v el 3
B T GYHIY, 2018 U A HY. TS T fTocht 10448 IR vourrd MEHT
fawg faardaer 931 ¥y, (2018) 9 v et dfl. 248 e # vur & wq ufoorfeq
T 3 B | TIgeid #eeav [T fawg SREvS Iy, (2020) 10 U w1

108 % ¥ JIfafeiRa fdar 2 “In absence of any positive evidence with
regard to the age of prosecutrix on the date of occurance, benefit of doubt

has to be given to accused.”

S 3y & |dg # Ffe BT AR (margin of error) ®I Aaq "JfIagad Hag”
TE AT ST AHhT © | SEl Y @ 97 # Sif¥erg W Suder 99T wied iR 3
IRReIfT T 3R Pl = § g8l JfS BT JSIe (margin of error) HT o™
“gfeRTgert Wag B BU H Aged B QT S B ifariar el gl | Jonfy a8
TP T BT U B |

9% gyl fawg FEgger X9, 2021 &, 6100, 4229 (A.9.) # Fq9<3 S0

AT gRT a8 gfauifed fdar ar 8 f& — “There is no straight jacket
formula to the effect that in every case the margin of error of two years has
to be taken in favour of the accused irrespective of the surrounding
circumstances. If the surrounding circumstances indicate the margin of error
in favour of the prosecution then there is no bar under the law in considering

the same against the accused.” Jifq wigl SuRerd uRReftrn ifra= &1
=1 oy i 1 81 ST delt 2, U Reafay 7 Ffe 1TSS 1 A st
BT A e S Favar 71 o1 VT fadt aRRerfa &1 Sucterar @ Rerfa # Ffe &
SIS e BT A ST Bl AT S AH |

&N : (He1v =17 (FTaad) BT @G ¢q W) a9, 2015 & T 1Y
e & a9 4 i@ §¥1 3Id & HIT V& d Y5 HHI B 47 Y GHIIT a1
T8
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NOTES ON IMPORTANT JUDGMENTS

1. ARBITRATION AND CONCILIATION ACT, 1996 — Section 37
COMMERCIAL COURTS ACT, 2015 — Section 13
LIMITATION ACT, 1963 — Section 5, Articles 116, 117 and 137
Limitation — Appeal — Condonation of delay — The provision of section
5 of the Limitation Act is applicable to appeals which are filed u/s 37
of the Arbitration Act related to commercial disputes of specified
values defined in the Commercial Courts Act.

HIeA¥e ¥ Ud Yolg AfIf-raH, 1996 — €IRT 37

qiftiisas <araTad Aferfrad, 2015 — RT 13

gfRei=T arferfram, 1963 — €T 5, JATWT 116, 117 Ud 137
R — afilad — fads @) 9w — o s & arT 5 @
YTIE AT AW Y &R 37 @ avia g¥qa S Adfial wR +
dnL Bl @ ol aiftTias =mared aftif e § aRfda fafdre goa @
arfitTia® faarer & wefera 2 |

Government of Maharashtra (Water Resources Department) v.
Borse Brothers Engineers and Contractors Pvt. Ltd.
Judgment dated 19.03.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil

Appeal No. 995 of 2021, reported in 2021 (4) MPLJ 274 (Three Judge
Bench)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Section 37 of the Arbitration Act, when read with section 43 thereof, makes
it clear that the provisions of the Limitation Act will apply to appeals that are filed
under section 37. This takes us to Articles 116 and 117 of the Limitation Act,
which provide for a limitation period of 90 days and 30 days, depending upon
whether the appeal is from any other court to a High Court or an intra-High
Court appeal. There can be no doubt whatsoever that section 5 of the Limitation
Act will apply to the aforesaid appeals, both by virtue of section 43 of the
Arbitration Act and by virtue of section 29(2) of the Limitation Act.

Even in the rare situation in which an appeal under section 37 of the
Arbitration Act would be of a specified value less than three lakh rupees, resulting
in Article 116 or 117 of the Limitation Act applying, the main object of the
Arbitration Act requiring speedy resolution of disputes would be the most important
principle to be applied when applications under section 5 of the Limitation Act
are filed to condone delay beyond 90 days and/or 30 days depending upon
whether Article 116(a) or 116(b) or 117 applies. As a matter of fact, given the
timelines contained in sections 8, 9(2), 11(4), 11(13), 13(2)-(5), 29A, 29B, 33(3)-
(5) and 34(3) of the Arbitration Act, and the observations made in some of this
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Court’s judgments, the object of speedy resolution of disputes would govern
appeals covered by Articles 116 and 117 of the Limitation Act.

2. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 - Sections 11, 47 and Order 21 Rules
54, 64 and 66
Execution of decree — Applicability of res judicata — Sale of property
attached in execution of decree — Objection to sale on the ground
that only portion of property was sufficient to discharge the decree
— Objection filed belatedly and after earlier rejection of objections
on other grounds — Held, subsequent objection u/s 47 CPC is barred
by res judicata in the light of Explanation 7 to section 11 CPC -
Reference in section 11 to any suit, issue or former suit shall be
construed as reference to a proceeding for execution of decree,
question arising in such proceeding and a former proceeding for
the execution of that decree.

fufaer ufeear dfdar, 1908 — &IRIG 11, 47 q1 3= 21 FrM
54, 64 Ud 66

Jr=fta &1 e — qd < @) saisaar — r=fa @ e 9 g9
HURT &7 faspa — Ay U= 39 MR WX 3MURT &) 18 6 Uy 1 3H2 971
Bl Ieiftd & S @ forg gaiw o — iRy faere 9 va 3T Rt R
Jgal @ TS ATIRTAT & IR 819 © SURTd ) s — AR, SIRT 11
fiyd @& Whaor 7 & amelld ¥ g7 47 @ 3efia &Y 718 gvarqaddt
JTaRT gd = g1 afsfa @ — gt 11 7 ) 1 arg, fyaree siear gdadf
qre &1 ATERa @ e @ sriaE @ Wod ¥ f srfard 9 Sa= 84
qTel W3 U9 9 39 @ frsures @) qdad! driarEl amn S |
Dipali Biswas and ors. v. Nirmalendu Mukherjee and ors.

Judgment dated 05.10.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 4557 of 2012, reported in AIR 2021 SC 4756

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

It is seen that the appellants have filed as additional document in Annexure
A-3, the copy of the extract of relevant orders passed in Money Execution Case
No. 2 of 1975 by the District Munsif Court, Bongaon. This document reveals that
on 10.01.1975, the Executing Court ordered the issue of notice of attachment
under Order XXI, Rule 54 of the Code. It was only thereafter that the court
directed on 16.07.1975, the issue of sale proclamation under Order XXI, Rule 66.

Thereafter, the judgment-debtor filed a petition u/s 47 of the Code on
02.09.1975 (this was the first petition u/s 47, while the appeal on hand arises
out of the second petition u/s 47).
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Even after directing the publication of the sale proclamation in the
newspaper, the Executing Court was more than fair to the judgment-debtor, as
could be seen from the order passed on 16.03.1979. On the said date the
Executing Court found that in the newspaper publication, the case number was
wrongly mentioned. Therefore, the court directed the issue of fresh sale
proclamation and fresh publication. It is only thereafter that the judgment-debtor
moved a petition on 30.05.1979 for postponement of the auction. It was rejected
and the court proceeded with the auction. The decree holder himself participated
in the auction after getting permission from the Court. However, it is only the
third parties who succeeded in getting the sale confirmed.

The above sequence of events would show that the judgment-debtor had
sufficient opportunity to object to the inclusion of the entire property when an
order was passed under Order XXI, Rule 54. Subsequently he had an opportunity
to object to the inclusion of the whole of the property, by taking advantage of
the amended clause (a) of sub rule (2) of Rule 66 of Order XXI, which speaks
about a part of the property that would be sufficient to satisfy the decree. But
the judgment-debtor despite filing a petition u/s 47 on 02.09.1975, did not point
out how the property being a vacant land of an extent of 17 decimals could have
been divided.

XXX

As we have pointed out elsewhere, the original judgment-debtor himself
filed a petition u/s 47, way back on 02.09.1975. What is on hand is a second
petition u/s 47 and, hence, it is barred by res judicata. It must be pointed out at
this stage that before Act 104 of 1976 came into force, there was one view that
the provisions of section 11 of the Code had no application to execution
proceedings. But under Act 104 of 1976 Explanation VII was inserted u/s 11 and
it says that the provisions of this section shall apply to a proceeding for the
execution of a decree and reference in this section to any suit, issue or former
suit shall be construed as references to a proceeding for the execution of the
decree, question arising in such proceeding and a former proceeding for the
execution of that decree.

3. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Section 11, Order 23 Rules 3 and 3A
(i) Res Judicata — Whether plea of res judicata can be decided as a
preliminary issue? Held, yes — In cases, when mixed question
of law and fact is raised, the issue should await a full-fledged
trial after evidence is adduced - In other cases where no
disputed question of facts or mixed question of fact and law is
involved, plea of res judicata may be decided as preliminary
issue.
(ii) Res judicata — Whether issues conclusively decided in previous
suit? Twin test propounded i.e. ‘the necessity test’ and ‘the
essentiality test’.
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(iii) Res judicata and compromise decree — Earlier suit was dismissed
on the ground of compromise reached on the issue of
possession and lease — Since no compromise was entered on
the issue of title, subsequent suit of title is not barred.

fafaer gfsbar wikar, 1908 — &RT 11, QY 23 7199 3 W9 3—@

() uyd =ma— w1&mmaﬁqﬂmmﬁmﬁam$mﬁﬁvﬁa
foar i1 adar 872 ey, & — V8 wrTell § el fafer vd aeg &1
3@ we Soran iran @, VT faares quf faarer va e uwga fay
WM & SURTd FRIGd ST a1fRy — =1 AnTell | T8t aol &7 Sl
faarfea we a1 a7 iR fafdy &1 fafdra ue= siqdfeaa 781, d = @
aif¥rars, &1 fafreay uRfYe faaree & wu o fear s oar 2

(i) vd =ma — a1 gdadl are # faares! @1 sifow wu 4@ fFoffa fear =
u1? fg—udiegor ufauifea — “smaegddar wd&or va ifaridar adeor |

(iii) gd = va wwsitan s=fa — qdad! 9 anfae vd ue @ faares
TR Y WS @ AR R TR R &A1 11 o — Ff6 @@ & yeA
TR BIs GHeitar TET fHar a7 o, W uR InenRa ygardadt ar afsra
TET B |

Jamia Masjid v. K.V. Rudrappa (Since Dead) by LRs. and ors.

Judgment dated 23.09.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 10946 of 2014, reported in AIR 2021 SC 4523 (Three Judge
Bench)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The court while undertaking an analysis of the applicability of the plea of
res judicata determines first, if the requirements of section 11 CPC are fulfilled;
and if this is answered in the affirmative, it will have to be determined if there
has been any material alteration in law or facts since the first suit was decreed
as a result of which the principle of res judicata would be inapplicable. We are
unable to accept the submission of the appellants that res judicata can never be
decided as a preliminary issue. In certain cases, particularly when a mixed
question of law or fact is raised, the issue should await a full-fledged trial after
evidence is adduced. In the present case, a determination of the components of
res judicata turns on the pleadings and judgments in the earlier suits which have
been brought on the record. The issue has been argued on that basis before
the Trial Court and the First Appellate Court; followed by two rounds of
proceedings before the High Court (the second following upon an order of remand
by this Court on the ground that all parties were not heard). All the documentary
material necessary to decide the issue is before the Court and arguments have
been addressed by the contesting sides fully on that basis.

XXX
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The twin test that is used for the identification of whether an issue has
been conclusively decided in the previous suit is:

A. Whether the adjudication of the issue was ‘necessary’
for deciding on the principle issue (‘the necessity test’); and

B. Whether the judgment in the suit is based upon the
decision on that issue (‘the essentialist test’).

XXX

Since it is the principle of estoppal by conduct that will bar the institution of
the subsequent suit, it is pertinent that we refer to the compromise decree to
determine if any compromise was arrived at between the parties on the title to
the suit property. On a perusal of the compromise deed, it is evident that a
compromise was reached only on the issue of possession and lease. When no
compromise was arrived at between the parties on the title to the suit property,
then no estoppal by conduct could also be inferred. Additionally, the counsel for
the respondent referred to Order 23 Rule 3A to contend that a subsequent suit
is barred when the previous suit is dismissed through a compromise decree.
However, the provision would not be applicable to the case at hand since it only
bars the challenge to a compromise decree on the ground that it is unlawful.
Therefore, the disposal of the second suit in view of the compromise would not
bar the filing of the suit out of which the instant proceedings arise.

4. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Section 96 and Order 41 Rule 31

SPECIFIC RELIEF ACT, 1963 — Sections 10 and 16(c)

CIVIL PRACTICE :

(i) First appeal — Procedure for deciding — First Appellate Court
is required to frame points for determination, discuss the
entire matter and issues in detail and re-appreciate the entire
evidence on record before recording its findings.

(ii) Specific performance of contract — Readiness and willingness
of plaintiff — There were specific pleadings that defendant was
required to evict the tenants and thereafter to execute the
sale deed — There were no pleadings that plaintiff was ready
and willing to execute sale deed through tenants — Plaintiff
filed affidavit in first appeal stating that he is ready and willing
to execute the sale deed with tenants — Held, such an affidavit
cannot be relied upon in absence of pleadings.

fafaer uferar dfdar, 1908 — <IRT 96 Ta eI 41 a9 31

fafafds agaiy sifram, 1963 — aRIY 10 Ta 16(7)

fafaer gerr -

() v adia — I & @Y ufshar — veM srdiela =ImaTea @ fog
AT 2 f& 9 faariiy fag faxfaa &, R 9 &R faaree! w®
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K. Karuppuraj v. M. Ganesan
Judgment dated 04.10.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 6014 of 2021, reported in AIR 2021 SC 4652

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

In the present case, the original plaintiff instituted a suit for specific
performance of the contract. On appreciation of evidence, the learned Trial
Court held the issue of readiness in favour of the plaintiff. However, refused to
pass the decree for specific performance of the contract on the ground that the
plaintiff was not willing to purchase the property with tenants. Therefore, the
issue with respect to willingness was held against the plaintiff. In an appeal filed
before the High Court under Section 96 read with Order XLI| by the impugned
judgment and order, the High Court has allowed the said appeal and has quashed
and set aside the decree passed by the learned Trial Court dismissing the suit
and consequently has decreed the suit for specific performance. Having gone
through the impugned judgment and order passed by the High Court, it can be
seen that there is a total non-compliance of the Order XLI Rule 31 of CPC.
While disposing of the appeal, the High Court has not raised the points for
determination as required under Order XLI Rule 31 CPC. It also appears that
the High Court being the First Appellate Court has not discussed the entire
matter and the issues in detail and as such it does not reveal that the High
Court has re-appreciated the evidence while disposing of the first appeal. It
also appears that the High Court has disposed of the appeal preferred under
Order XLI CPC read with section 96 in a most casual and perfunctory manner.
Apart from the fact that the High Court has not framed the points for determination
as required under Order XLI Rule 31 CPC, it appears that even the High Court
has not exercised the powers vested in it as a First Appellate Court. As observed
above, the High Court has neither re-appreciated the entire evidence on record
nor has given any specific findings on the issues which were even raised before
the learned Trial Court.
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In the case of B.V. Nagesh and anr. v. H.V. Sreenivasa Murthy, (2010) 13 SCC
530, this Court has observed and held that without framing points for
determination and considering both facts and law; without proper discussion
and assigning the reasons, the First Appellate Court cannot dispose of the first
appeal under Section 96 CPC and that too without raising the points for
determination as provided under Order XLI Rule 31 CPC.

In the case of State Bank of India and anr. v. Emmsons International Limited
and anr., (2011) 12 SCC 174 while considering the scope and ambit of exercise of
powers u/s 96 of CPC by the Appellate Court and after considering the decisions
of this Court in the cases of Madhukar and ors. v. Sangram and ors., (2001) 4 SCC
756; H.K.N. Swami v. Irshad Basith (Dead) by LRs., (2005) 10 SCC 243 and Jagannath
v. Arulappa and anr., (2005) 12 SCC 303, it is held that sitting as a Court of First
Appeal, it is the duty of the Appellate Court to deal with all the issues and the
evidence led by the parties before recording its findings.

Applying the law laid down by this Court in the aforesaid decisions, if the
impugned judgment and order passed by the High Court is considered, in that
case, there is a total non-compliance of the provisions of the Order XLI Rule 31
CPC. The High Court has failed to exercise the jurisdiction vested in it as a First
Appellate Court; the High Court has not at all re-appreciated the entire evidence
on record; and not even considered the reasoning given by the learned Trial
Court, in particular, on findings recorded by the learned Trial Court on the issue
of willingness. Therefore, as such, the impugned judgment and order passed
by the High Court is unsustainable.

It is required to be noted that as per the case of the original plaintiff, the
defendant was required to evict the tenants and hand over the physical and
vacant possession at the time of execution of the sale deed on payment of full
sale consideration. Even in the suit notice issued by the plaintiff, the plaintiff
called upon the defendant to evict the tenants and thereafter execute the sale
deed on payment of full consideration from the plaintiff. Even when we consider
the pleadings and the averments in the plaint, it appears that the plaintiff was
never willing to get the sale deed executed with tenants and/or as it is. It was the
insistence on the part of the plaintiff to deliver the vacant possession after
evicting the tenants. Therefore, on the basis of the pleadings in the plaint and
on appreciation of evidence, the learned Trial Court held the issue of willingness
against the plaintiff. However, before the High Court, the plaintiff filed an affidavit
stating that he is now ready and willing to get the sale deed executed with respect
to the property with tenants and unfortunately, the High Court relying upon the
affidavit in the first appeal considered that as now the plaintiff is ready and
willing to purchase the property with tenants and get the sale deed executed
with respect to the property in question with tenants, the High Court has allowed
the appeal and decreed the suit for specific performance. The aforesaid
procedure adopted by the High Court relying upon the affidavit in a First Appeal
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by which virtually without submitting any application for amendment of the plaint
under Order VI Rule 17 CPC, the High Court as a First Appellate Court has
taken on record the affidavit and as such relied upon the same. Such a procedure
is untenable and unknown to law. First appeals are to be decided after following
the procedure to be followed under the CPC. The affidavit, which was filed by
the plaintiff and which has been relied upon by the High Court is just contrary to
the pleadings in the plaint. As observed hereinabove, there were no pleadings
in the plaint that he is ready and willing to purchase the property and get the
sale deed executed of the property with tenants and the specific pleadings were
to hand over the peaceful and vacant possession after getting the tenants evicted
and to execute the sale deed. The proper procedure would have been for the
plaintiff to move a proper application for amendment of the plaint in exercise of
the power under Order VI Rule 17 CPC, if at all it would have been permissible
in a first appeal under Section 96 read with Order XLI CPC. However, straightaway
to rely upon the affidavit without amending the plaint and the pleadings is wholly
impermissible under the law. Therefore, such a procedure adopted by the High
Court is disapproved.
()
*5. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Section 151
Consolidation of suit — Purpose — The purpose of consolidation of
suits is to save costs, time and effort and to make the conduct of
several actions more convenient by treating them as one action -
Consolidation of suits is ordered for meeting the ends of justice as
it saves the parties from multiplicity of proceedings, delay and
expenses and the parties are relieved of the need of adducing the
same or similar documentary and oral evidence twice over in the
two suits at two different trials.

fafaer ufshar |fadar, 1908 — aRT 151

qIEl &I AHDT — IS — d1el & DT BT TATO A, GHI AR G
DI 99d BT IR B3 9161 & GATd Dl (P 1% AFDR AfIS Flaene1a
T BT @ — dIGE BT G E a1 @ Syl & yiitd & ford smefR@
forar omaT @ e I8 veaeRI &1 SrRiarfal &) 9gaarl, fade @ =g 4
TATdT 2 AR USRI b1 <1 96l & <1 faf= faare 9 v 999 gxadsi
IR #iRa® A1e I3 IR UFGd A B JETISHAT ¥ JId BT © |
Dyna Chem (M/s) v. Jaipaldas S/o Ghuriyomal Punjabi

Order dated 26.07.2021 passed by the High Court of Madhya

Pradesh (Indore Bench) in Miscellaneous Petition No. 1463 of 2021,
reported in 2021 (4) MPLJ 406
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6. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Order 7 Rule 11
Rejection of plaint — Non-disclosure of cause of action — Where the
reliefs as sought in the plaint cannot be granted to the plaintiff,
the suit should be thrown out at the threshold — Such a plaint should
be rejected for non-disclosure of cause of action under Order 7
Rule 11 of CPC.

fufaer ufsear wfzar, 1908 — smw 7 fFraw 11

qIeUA AR fHaT ST — 918 3P Udc T8l BT — S8l ardl & qreud
# 9ifSa Ay ysH I fHar o1 wear 2, 9 & RS yHd ) D
AT B <A1 98¢ — QAT 91693, d18 2qd IPHC 7 I @ AR W
Iy @ aee 7 9 11 @ JEfia ArioR fear s =nfay |

Rajendra Bajoria and ors. v. Hemant Kumar Jalan and ors.
Judgment dated 21.09.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 5819 of 2021, reported in AIR 2021 SC 4594

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The court has to find out as to whether in the background of the facts, the
relief, as claimed in the plaint, can be granted to the plaintiff. It has been held
that if the court finds that none of the reliefs sought in the plaint can be granted
to the plaintiff under the law, the question then arises is as to whether such a
suit is to be allowed to continue and go for trial. This Court answered the said
question by holding that such a suit should be thrown out at the threshold. This
Court, therefore, upheld the order passed by the Trial Court of rejecting the suit
and that of the Appellate Court, thereby affirming the decision of the Trial Court.
This Court set aside the order passed by the High Court, wherein the High
Court had set aside the concurrent orders of the Trial Court and the Appellate
Court and had restored and remanded the suit for trial to the Trial Court.

It could thus be seen that this Court has held that the power conferred on
the court to terminate a civil action is a drastic one, and the conditions
enumerated under Order VII Rule 11 of CPC are required to be strictly adhered
to. However, under Order VII Rule 11 of CPC, the duty is cast upon the court to
determine whether the plaint discloses a cause of action, by scrutinizing the
averments in the plaint, read in conjunction with the documents relied upon, or
whether the suit is barred by any law. This Court has held that the underlying
object of Order VII Rule 11 of CPC is that when a plaint does not disclose a
cause of action, the court would not permit the plaintiff to unnecessarily protract
the proceedings. It has been held that in such a case, it will be necessary to put
an end to the sham litigation so that further judicial time is not wasted.
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7. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Order 9 Rule 13

Ex-parte decree; setting aside of — Matrimonial dispute — Wife alleged
that she was assured by her Advocate not to come on each date
and that he will call her as and when required — Her advocate was
out of town for treatment of his wife who died of cancer later -
Held, in general, lawyers do not call parties in family disputes on
each date and they are called when it is required for recording their
evidence — Party could not be made to suffer on fault of her counsel
— Ex-parte decree ordered to be set aside.

fafaer ufspar dfear, 1908 — amer 9 a9 13
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Pushpa Devi v. Santoshi Lal Sharma

Judgment dated 16.09.2021 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in First Appeal No. 217 of 2015, reported
in AIR 2021 MP 180 (DB)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Keeping in view the evidence adduced by the appellant/wife, her witness
Ramprakash Sharma, Stamp Vendor as well as the cross-examination of the
respondent/ husband, it is clear that appellant had engaged Shri Vishnu
Maheshwari as her lawyer for prosecuting her case in the divorce petition filed
by her husband/respondent, who had assured her not to come to the Court on
each date of hearing and he will call her as and when required. It is true that the
appellant did not produce Advocate Shri Vishnu Maheshwari but in general, the
Lawyers in family matters/disputes do not call their parties on each date and
they are called when it is required for recording of their evidence before the
Court. So far as the evidence of the appellant that the wife of her Advocate Shri
Vishnu Maheshwari died because of suffering from cancer for whose treatment,
her advocate Shri Vishnu Maheshwari had gone out of Morena is concerned,
the same remains unchallenged. The ex parte judgment and decree was passed
on 16/03/2011 and after obtaining certified copy of same on 07/04/2011, the
appellant on 11/04/2011 had filed a restoration application under Order 9 Rule
13 r/w Sec. 151 CPC for setting aside ex parte judgment and decree i.e. within
a period of one month. In the interest of justice, after affording an opportunity of
hearing to both the rival parties, the learned Family Court should have decided

JOTI JOURNAL - FEBRUARY 2022 - PART II 10



the matter. In the present matter, the appellant is 57 years old lady and could
not be made to suffer on the fault of her counsel. She has given sufficient cause/
reason for non-appearance of her/her counsel before the Court concerned
whereby an ex parte judgment and decree has been passed against her.

8. CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT, 1986 — Section 24-A

Bar of limitation — Consumer complaint — Where cause of action
continues even after the date of agreement, the limitation period
of two years will begin from last of such dates — Instantly, agreement
of maintenance was entered on 15.11.2003 between builder and RWA
— Builder was required to carry out certain works under the
agreement — Such works continued till December, 2005 — Consumer
complaint filed in February, 2007 was held to be within limitation.

SUHIFIT GREAT ATAFTIH, 1986 — ORI 24—

IRAHT BT a6t — ITHIHT uRRare — ST&l ey & [ & q1e ) 915 2q®
oY gl 2, ] 9 @) afRefh srafyr ¢ fafdry § @ sifes @ g sift
— T AF A, TERETT BT A9 15.11.2003 Pl fdesx 3R IRS<YY
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Icavarl o — 88 i fA¥aR, 2005 TF SR I8 — o1d: HRa), 2007 H
¥gd U1 uRRare @1 gk & A g1 saenlRa fean 1|

Managing Director (Shri Grish Batra), Padmini Infrastructure
Developers (l) Ltd. v. General Secretary (Shri Amol Mahapatra)
Royal Garden Residents Welfare Association

Judgment dated 28.09.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 2998 of 2010, reported in AIR 2021 SC 4627

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Section 24-A(1) of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 prescribes a period
of limitation of two years from the date on which the cause of action has arisen
for the admission of a complaint, by the District Forum, State Commission or the
National Commission. In the case on hand, the opposite party handed over the
work of maintenance of the complex to the complainant, under an agreement
dated 15.11.2003. As seen from the preamble to the agreement, the agreement
covered common essential services such as generators, lifts, tubewell, water
softening plant, electric substation, cabling, fire fighting system, pipelines,
swimming pool, health and fitness centre, parking, clubhouse, water supply,
drainage/sewerage system, horticulture, water tanks/pumps and lawns/parks.

But different timelines were prescribed under the said agreement for different
obligations still remaining to be performed by the opposite party, towards the
purchasers of flats. The last of such timeline was indicated to be 31.03.2004.
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There were specific obligations to be performed by the opposite party under
the said agreement, in relation to certain services.

In the affidavit filed by the local Manager of the opposite party by way of
evidence, it was admitted that certain works in relation to firefighting equipment
continued up to the year 2005. In fact, the opposite party filed certain bills,
which were dated 27.02.2005, 22.04.2005, 01.05.2005, 19.07.2005, 29.10.2005
and 12.12.2005, to show that the opposite party was honest and diligent in
carrying out their obligations.

The affidavit in evidence filed by the opposite party and the aforesaid bills
establish that the cause of action continued at least till December, 2005. The
complaint before the National Commission was filed in February, 2007. Therefore,
the National Commission was right in rejecting the objection relating to limitation.

[

9. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 - Section 154
Preliminary inquiry — In a case of corruption, FIR can be registered
without conducting any preliminary inquiry — However, if the
Investigation Officer is conducting preliminary inquiry before
registration of FIR then accused cannot be granted a chance to
explain his conduct at the time of inquiry.

qus yfebar wfedr, 1973 — aRT 154

IRMNS Wi — I<[R & AFd A {6 URYS o9 @ Q91+ gors e
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Central Bureau of Investigation (CBI) and anr. v. Thommandru
Hannah Vijayalakshmi @ T.H. Vijayalakshmi and anr.

Judgment dated 08.10.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1045 of 2021, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 141 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

A Preliminary Enquiry must be conducted before the registration of an FIR
in corruption cases. An FIR will not stand vitiated because a Preliminary Enquiry
has not been conducted. The decision in the State of Telangana v. Managipet,
(2019) 10 SCC 87 dealt specifically with a case of Disproportionate Assets. In that
context, the judgment holds that where relevant information regarding prima
facie allegations disclosing a cognizable offence is available, the officer recording
the FIR can proceed against the accused on the basis of the information without
conducting a Preliminary Enquiry.

Therefore, since an accused public servant does not have a right to be afforded
a chance to explain the alleged Disproportionate Assets to the Investigating Officer
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before the filing of a charge sheet, a similar right cannot be granted to the accused
before the filing of an FIR by making a Preliminary Enquiry mandatory.

*10. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Section 167(2)(a)(i)

*11.

INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Section 467

(i) Default bail — As per Section 167(2)(a)(i) of the Code, the period
of filing of the charge sheet in a case where the offence is
punishable with life imprisonment and any lower sentence would
be 90 days.

(ii) Default bail — Where the maximum prescribed sentence is not
death or life imprisonment but the minimum prescribed
sentence is less than 10 years then the period of filing of the
charge sheet would be 60 days.

[Principles laid down in Rakesh Kumar Paul v. State of Assam, (2017)
15 SCC 67 reiterated]

qus Yfshar dfgdr, 1973 — arT 167(2)(®)(i)

qUs AfEdr, 1860 — ©RT 467

() =afaswa s — diear @ a1 167(2)(F) (i) & IR, TH arTel |
Sl 3ITSiia REMM g9 fF-iar gvs 9 qvsH @ AT u3 uegd
B DY Iafer 90 =1 71|

(i) <afawy S — Siel sftrean fafea qvsew Y qvs 3ferar arrsiiad
PRIEMY 7 8l Uy <[4 fafza sveer 10 a 4 &4 @ 81 AT
93 gEgd B DI AAf 60 faT BN
[FTP 9T FAIY GieT [a6g ST ¥Iod, (2017) 15 vereiedt 67 % ufaufea
Rrgia e

Nitin Khandelwal and anr. v. State of M.P.

Order dated 23.04.2021 passed by the High Court of Madhya

Pradesh (Indore Bench) in MCRC No.15570 of 2021, reported in
ILR (2020) M.P. 1178

)
CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 - Section 173
Further investigation — Fair trial and fair investigation is also a
fundamental right of a victim — Where the Investigating Officer has
deliberately conducted a faulty investigation and certain lapses
were left deliberately, then a direction for further investigation can
be given.

qus yfshar dfedr, 1973 — aRT 173
FfaRed srawer — e fa=rRer @ik fsue savor ff fifsa &1 Jav@
AfPR 2 — W'l IAvvIdhdl IS T TFgEIaR qIvyef vy foar @

JOTI JOURNAL - FEBRUARY 2022 - PART II 13



IR {B BT TFGIPR BIs < ©, g8l A A9 & forg e faan
ST HHaT 2 |

State of M.P. v. Anil Sharma and ors.

Order dated 02.07.2021 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Miscellaneous Criminal Case No. 9801
of 2021, reported in 2021 CriLJ 4720

12. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Sections 200 and 204
Issuance of process — Vicarious liability of Chairman, Managing
Director, Managers or Planners of company — Unless there are
specific allegations and/or averments against them with respect to
their individual role in their capacity, such office bearers cannot
be arrayed as accused and held vicariously liable for the acts of
company.
qus Yfshar dfddr, 1973 — &RIT 200 U4 204
Il o fear 9T — ol & AuRAA, Y9y e, ydudl ar
FioHreRt &1 ufafaftre sifia — o9 e S9Ta! ud aaar @ srEfi=
afhid qffieT & deg d S99 fIvg i3 falre anau &k /3remEr
Afireper 71 &1, ¢ uaIitrsRal ot siffgad & wu ¥ waifoa €t fean
ST A&l @ 3R S° U & dell @ forg gfafifere wu @ Savarf T8
SEXT ST AhdT 2 |

Ravindranatha Bajpe v. Mangalore Special Economic Zone Ltd.
and ors. etc.

Judgment dated 27.09.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1047 of 2021, reported in AIR 2021 SC 4587

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

As held by this Court in the case of GHCL Employees Stock Option Trust v.
India Infoline Limited, (2013) 4 SCC 505, in the order issuing summons, the learned
Magistrate has to record his satisfaction about a prima facie case against the
accused who are Managing Director, the Company Secretary and the Directors
of the company and the role played by them in their respective capacities which
is sine qua non for initiating criminal proceedings against them. Looking to the
averments and the allegations in the complaint, there are no specific allegations
and/or averments with respect to role played by them in their capacity as
Chairman, Managing Director, Executive Director, Deputy General Manager and
Planner & Executor. Merely because they are Chairman, Managing Director/
Executive Director and/or Deputy General Manager and/or Planner/Supervisor
of A1 & A6, without any specific role attributed and the role played by them in
their capacity, they cannot be arrayed as an accused, more particularly they
cannot be held vicariously liable for the offences committed by A1 & AG6.
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From the order passed by the learned Magistrate issuing the process
against the Respondents herein — accused Nos. 1 to 8, there does not appear
that the learned Magistrate has recorded his satisfaction about a prima facie
case against respondent Nos. 2 to 5 and 7 & 8. Merely because respondent
Nos. 2 to 5 and 7 & 8 are the Chairman/Managing Director/Executive Director/
Deputy General Manager/Planner & Executor, automatically they cannot be held
vicariously liable, unless, as observed herein-above, there are specific
allegations and averments against them with respect to their individual role.

13. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Section 319
Summoning of new accused — Power of summoning any accused
u/s 319 of Cr.P.C. should not be exercised in a cursory manner —
This power should not be exercised just because the Magistrate
or the Sessions Judge makes an opinion that any other person may
also be offender in the same case — Such order must be based on
strong and cogent evidence — At this stage guilt of the proposed
accused should not be considered by the Court.

que gfshar dfadr, 1973 — aRT 319

T AR P AT AT — vs UThHAT WFAT BT &RT 319 & favia faef
AFRFT S ATgd B D A ST 9IIT ATuRare! gof a8 4 T8 S0
arfat — 59 fdd T YT 919 39 AR R 2 far w=r arfae fe
Aig T a1 93 ArarEfer 9w &1 a8 AfHd @ fh Sl gavor 7 Big 3
fdd 1 srarTefl 81 Waar @ — T QY §¢ Ud aa YUl IR R ARG
BT A1f3Y — 39 WR R ARG S JEIfad e a1 ifyar ) faar
T2 BAT ATfRY |

Ramesh Chandra Srivastava v. The State of U.P. and anr.

Judgment dated 13.09.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 990 of 2021, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 61 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Power under Section 319 Cr. P.C. is a discretionary and an extraordinary
power. It is to be exercised sparingly and only in those cases where the
circumstances of the case so warrant. It is not to be exercised because the
Magistrate or the Sessions Judge is of the opinion that some other person may
also be guilty of committing that offence. Only where strong and cogent evidence
occurs against a person from the evidence led before the court that such power
should be exercised and not in a casual and cavalier manner.

There is, therefore, no scope for the court acting under Section 319 Cr.
P.C. to form any opinion as to the guilt of the accused.

For invoking power under Section 319 Cr.P.C. inter alia includes the principle
that only when strong and cogent evidence occurs against a person from the
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evidence the power under Section 319 Cr.P.C. should be exercised. The power
cannot be exercised in a casual and cavalier manner. The test to be applied, as
laid down by this Court, is one which is more than prima facie case which is
applied at the time of framing of charges.

14. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Section 320

Compromise — Consideration of in non-compoundable offence — The
fact of compromise filed in a case related to non-compoundable
offence can be considered while awarding sentence to avoid
bitterness between the parties — While doing so other aggravating
and mitigating factors should also be considered and if it is found
that the crime was against the society then such compromise should
not be considered at the time of sentence because giving proper
punishment to the wrong doer is the heart of the criminal justice
delivery system.

qus yfshar dfedr, 1973 — €T 320

AT — ILHAR AR A fIaR — SHAUE & A=A Hdl A B B
TR JURTET | WA YHRoT § HuSiar U¥gd 89 & a2 WR SUSIe¥l
IRT $Rd T faarR f&HAr S gaar @ — UHT S)d 99 31 [HaRBRI
Tqd dgaRGR FRBT R H far fear s afdg i afe a7 gran srar
2 & e @ faeg sy #1RA fear 1 2 a9 9 wwsid R qvsey
3 9 faar T8 fear s arfey | fe suecesrl &1 Sfaa gvs ]
ARG =TT YT FaRAT HT 744 2 |

Bhagwan Narayan Gaikwad v. The State of Maharashtra and ors.
Judgment dated 20.09.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1039 of 2021, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 42 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Giving punishment to the wrongdoer is the heart of the criminal delivery
system. The compromise if entered at the later stage of the incident or even
after conviction can indeed be one of the factor in interfering the sentence
awarded to commensurate with the nature of offence being committed to avoid
bitterness in the families of the accused and the victim and it will always be
better to restore their relation, if possible, but the compromise cannot be taken
to be a solitary basis until the other aggravating and mitigating factors also
support and are favourable to the accused for molding the sentence which always
has to be examined in the facts and circumstances of the case on hand.
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*15. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 - Section 378

16.

Appeal against acquittal — If the Trial Court after due appreciation
of the evidence comes to the conclusion about the finding of
acquittal then normally, if the finding is not perverse, this should
not be interfered with by the Appellate Court.

qus gfshar dfadr, 1973 — &RT 378

JIYRe @ faeg arfiar — afe faareTr <marer @i ) St fadan @ )
AvfRe @ IR A frepd R gggar @, a9 afy frsed fawa =t @ @t
AT Il =TT §RT g%aed 181 fonar s anfay |

State of Madhya Pradesh v. Rizwan Khan
Order dated 08.07.2021 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Miscellaneous Criminal Case No. 9166
of 2021, reported in 2021 CriLJ 4769 (DB)

[
CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 - Section 386
Re-trial — Principles summarized — Re-trial should not be ordered
on the ground of failure of prosecution in producing proper
evidence — Re-trial may be ordered by the Appellate Court only after
its satisfaction that any omission or irregularity resulted in failure
of justice.

qus yfebar wfedr, 1973 — &RT 386

g: faare — fagia wfea feg 1 — afeq g Sfaa a gwga
P A JMHA B D AR R GA: fFaror smeflRa 7@ fHar s @y
— 31l <IRITe™ §RT Y: faarer sroft 59 dqite & uvarq @ smefl¥a faar
<1 W&l @ & fad Ffe ar sifrafiaar & aRemasy = fawe gam 2|
Nasib Singh v. The State of Punjab and anr.

Judgment dated 08.10.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1051 of 2021, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 173 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The principles that emerge from the decisions of this Court on retrial can

be formulated as under:

(i) The Appellate Court may direct a retrial only in ‘exceptional’
circumstances to avert a miscarriage of justice;

(i) Mere lapses in the investigation are not sufficient to warrant a direction
for re-trial. Only if the lapses are so grave so as to prejudice the
rights of the parties, can a retrial be directed;

(iii) A determination of whether a ‘shoddy’ investigation/trial has prejudiced
the party, must be based on the facts of each case pursuant to a
thorough reading of the evidence;
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(iv) Itis not sufficient if the accused/ prosecution makes a facial argument
that there has been a miscarriage of justice warranting a retrial. It is
incumbent on the Appellant Court directing a retrial to provide a
reasoned order on the nature of the miscarriage of justice caused
with reference to the evidence and investigatory process;

(v) If a matter is directed for re-trial, the evidence and record of the
previous trial is completely wiped out; and

(vi) The following are some instances, not intended to be exhaustive, of
when the Court could order a retrial on the ground of miscarriage of

justice :
(a) The trial court has proceeded with the trial in the absence of
jurisdiction:

(b) The trial has been vitiated by an illegality or irregularity based
on a misconception of the nature of the proceedings; and

(c) The prosecutor has been disabled or prevented from adducing
evidence as regards the nature of the charge, resulting in the
trial being rendered a farce, sham or charade.

17. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Section 389

CRIMINAL PRACTICE :

(i) Suspension of sentence — Factors to be considered — Nature
of accusation, gravity of the offence, its impact over society at
large, manner in which crime was committed, quality and
reliability of evidence on record, desirability of accused being
released on bail after conviction inter alia are factors to be
considered — Whether sentence of accused can be suspended
just because he has served half of the sentence awarded?
Held, no.

(ii) Suspension of sentence — Recording of reasons by appellate
court — Held, is mandatory.

(iii) Suspension of sentence — Maintainability of subsequent
application - Subsequent application for suspension of
sentence is maintainable when there is material change in facts
and circumstances or the law.

[Full Bench judgment dated 16.04.2017 of High Court of Madhya
Pradesh (Indore Bench) in Dashrath v. State of M.P.,, Criminal Appeal
No. 124872005 followed]

que gfshar wfadr, 1973 — €RT 389

SMURIeI® YT -

(i) <vsRY & fded — faaR féy 9F 99 $RS — JIRIY B UGfa,
IJURTY B THRAT, U U SHBT ATYD Y919, O a_kg | IruRTE
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foar T o, A W Suds WIET PV [urE ¢9 favawsiar,
Jufifg & SWia Afgad 1 swa R ReEr 819 @) 91871 3 &
|II—A1 faR {6y 9 ard SRS © — F1 ARG D $T SvsQe 9
39 IR R fefaa fear o1 goar @ {6 Su qusIeer &1 e 9T
1 feram 272 s@enia, 8 |

(i) <veRY &1 fAded — el AT §RT RV d@ag fear siFT —
JaETRA, ATATIS 2 |

(iii) <veIRY &1 fAdeq — Scaxad! AmdeT & NNviigdar — IT_RY B
e &1 Scaxad! smdee a2l vd uRRerfaay sierar fafer # arfcas
gRad= g9 W uryefig gl
[¥e UQE S FrRTed (351 0i8) @ ol die & gR1 vy faeg
7Y XTI, ATYVIfEIE 3rdler HHTH 1248 /2005 ¥ uiRa favfa feaie

16.04.2017 IERd]

Rahul v. State of Madhya Pradesh
Order dated 07.01.2022 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh in Criminal Appeal No. 740 of 2016, unreported (DB)

Relevant extracts from the order:

With regards to the ground taken by the applicant this time, discussing a
series of judgments and orders of the Hon’ble Supreme Court as well as of
various High Courts delivered from time to time on the issue, the Full Bench of
this Court in Dashrath vs State of M.P. (Cr.A. No. 1248/2005) delivered on 26.04.2017,
has held that sentence of any term of a convict cannot be suspended just
because he has served half of the sentence or any particular period of the
sentence. It has been concluded that while considering suspension, the Court,
amongst other factors, is required to consider the nature of accusation made
against the accused, gravity of the offence, the manner in which the crime is
alleged to have been committed and the desirability of the accused being
released on bail after conviction.

A simple and plain reading of this Sectlon makes it clear that while granting
suspension, it is mandatory for the Court to record reasons. In the judgments of
The State of Haryana v. hasmat, (2004) 6 SCC 175, State of Maharashtrav. Madhukar
Wamanrao Srnarth, (2008) 5 SCC 721, Kishori Lal v. Rupa, (2004) 7 SCC 638 and
Vasant Tikaram Pawar v. State of Maharashtra, (2005) 5 SCC 281 (also referred to
Dashrath’s case (supra)), the Apex Court has uniformly laid down that one of
the essential ingredients of Section 389 Cr.P.C is the requirement for the appellate
Court to record reasons in writing for ordering suspension of execution of
sentence and the requirement of recording reasons clearly indicates that there
has to be careful consideration of relevant aspects. In the above context, the
reasons refer to reasons which justify the suspension of sentence in all judicial
senses. Term of jail served may be one of the reasons in a given case but may
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not justify the conscious of the Court to decide the prayer of suspension without
consideration of the evidence produced on record, its quality and reliability, the
nature and gravity of the offence, the manner and method in which it has been
committed, its impact over the society or the public at large, the object of the law
in dealing with the crime, the special enactment introduced to curb the menace
etc. and peculiar facts and circumstances of any particular case.

XXX

Though, there is no doubt that the subsequent bail/suspension application
is maintainable, there must be some material change in the facts and
circumstances or the law.

It is not open to the aggrieved person to file successive bail application on
the ground already rejected by the Court earlier without any fresh material,
factual or legal. Granting bail by reconsidering the same grounds and by
substituting its subjective satisfaction practically overrules findings of the Court
recorded in the earlier order and obviously this is not permissible.

18. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Sections 437 (5) and 439 (2)
Cancellation of bail — After granting bail, it should not be cancelled
in absence of cogent and overwhelming reasons — Consideration
of irrelevant factors or ignorance of relevant factors by the court
granting bail may be considered at the time of cancellation of bail
for preventing the failure of justice.

qus yfehar dfdar, 1973 — aRIT 437 (5) UG 439 (2)

ST &1 R faan ST — Sd doR fad o @ ueEnq 39 dae gt
T4 uRER™ dRUN & 341d ¥ AR T8 &1 91y — =T &) fawerar !
frafa &3 3g SWd AR Sxd 999 S 49X B dld IR
RT3 9241 Sl faaR | 1 GAIa agl &l TeRaiars f6d o
Heeft aeat & faar § foram w7 w&ar 2

Vipin Kumar Dhir v. State of Punjab and anr.

Judgment dated 04.10.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1161 of 2021, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 67 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

At the outset, it would be fruitful to recapitulate the well-settled legal principle
that the cancellation of bail is to be dealt on a different footing in comparison to
a proceeding for grant of bail. It is necessary that ‘cogent and overwhelming
reasons’ are present for the cancellation of bail. Conventionally, there can be
supervening circumstances which may develop post the grant of bail and are
non-conducive to fair trial, making it necessary to cancel the bail. This Court in
Daulat Ram and others vs. State of Haryana, (1995) 1 SCC 349 observed that:
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“Rejection of bail in a non-bailable case at the initial stage
and the cancellation of bail so granted, have to be
considered and dealt with on different basis. Very cogent
and overwhelming circumstances are necessary for an order
directing the cancellation of the bail, already granted.
Generally speaking, the grounds for cancellation of bail,
broadly (illustrative and not exhaustive) are: interference
or attempt to interfere with the due course of administration
of Justice or evasion or attempt to evade the due course of
justice or abuse of the concession granted to the accused
in any manner. The satisfaction of the court, on the basis
of material placed on the record of the possibility of the
accused absconding is yet another reason justifying the
cancellation of bail.

Bail can also be revoked where the court has considered irrelevant factors
or has ignored relevant material available on record which renders the order
granting bail legally untenable. The gravity of the offence, conduct of the accused
and societal impact of an undue indulgence by Court when the investigation is
at the threshold, are also amongst a few situations, where a Superior Court can
interfere in an order of bail to prevent the miscarriage of justice.

19. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Section 438

(i) Anticipatory bail — Whether a person who is declared as an
absconder or proclaimed offender in terms of section 82 Cr.P.C.
be granted relief of anticipatory bail? Held, no.

(ii) Anticipatory bail — Whether accusation is arising out of
business transaction is a factor to be considered while deciding
anticipatory bail? Held, no — What is required to be considered
is the nature of allegation and the accusation.

qus yfshar Gfedr, 1973 — ©IRT 438

() <f9 S — I T YE. DY 9T 82 & e BRR 2T S
el Ef¥a fbe v aafe &t fw s &1 A A s awar 27
JquTid, T8 |

(i) 3rfyra Sa — @ IR AR AT | I gIIT B, 39 a4
) AfyA SFa &1 FReeT axd w faar fear s anfag?
IauiRa, T8 — 9 el R AR &3 3 Javasar @ 98 @
JURTE DY UHT Td AP |

Prem Shankar Prasad v. State of Bihar and anr.

Judgment dated 21.10.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1209 of 2021, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 303 (SC)
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Relevant extracts from the judgment:

In the case of State of Madhya Pradesh v. Pradeep Sharma, (2014) 2 SCC 171,
it is observed and held by this Court that if anyone is declared as an absconder/
proclaimed offender in terms of section 82 of CrPC, he is not entitled to relief of
anticipatory bail.

Even the observations made by the High Court while granting the anticipatory
bail to respondent No. 2 - accused that the nature of accusation is arising out of
a business transaction and therefore the accused is entitled to the anticipatory
bail is concerned, the same cannot be accepted. Even in the case of a business
transaction also there may be offences under the IPC more particularly sections
406, 420, 467, 468, etc. What is required to be considered is the nature of
allegation and the accusation and not that the nature of accusation is arising
out of a business transaction.

)
20. EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Sections 3, 8, 17 and 68

INDIAN SUCCESSION ACT, 1925 - Section 63

APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE :

(i) Will; admission of — Where a claim is based on revocation of
earlier Will, it is acknowledgement of the execution thereof —
If the Will is otherwise proved in accordance with law, such
admission becomes relevant fact duly proved.

(ii) Will — Suspicious circumstances — Exclusion of brother and
sister of beneficiary does not create suspicion when brother
was attesting winess and sister accompanied the testatrix to
Sub-Registrar office — Their participation, in fact, uphold the
execution of Will.

arey Afefra, 1872 — RV 3, 8, 17 U4 68

ARAI ScRIPSR A=A, 1925 — ORT 63

q1eg Bl Jdld :

(i) aHrEa @) WPHfa — ST Hig arq Ydad adfiga & FRET wR smela
3, a8 I8 vt afiga & e &) W igfa sift — afe afira sren
faforgar aifaa s ot @, a1 ¢ wefa faftaq wifya i< aren
EId a2 gl |

(i) o — dfevg aRRufAat — arareft & w1 AR 989 &1 Svasi= a9
QT S T2 BT 9 HIS IO |ighl g ¢d 98 aefiaawal
D 1 YU IP ST ATS 8 — 3! ArfgR), 9K IHd &
forsTes &) Wy aeedt 2

V. Prabhakara v. Basavaraj K. (Dead) by LR. and anr.

Judgment dated 07.10.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 1376 of 2010, reported in AIR 2021 SC 4830
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Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Section 3 of the Indian Evidence Act defines “a fact”. Conduct of a party
would be construed as a fact under section 8. Such a conduct may either be a
previous or subsequent one. It is the product of a motive or a preparation.
When evidence is given on the conduct of a party and if it is proved to the
satisfaction of the court particularly when it involves an admission, adequate
weight age is required to be given. Such a conduct would include a silence
emanating from a party who is expected to speak and express. When a party
makes a claim based upon revocation of the earlier Will, as indicated in the
subsequent one, the said acknowledgement of the former would form part of a
conduct leading to a relevant fact vis-a-vis a fact in issue.

Section 17 defines “an admission” which would include a statement both
oral and documentary. When such an admission is clear and unequivocal, there
is no need to prove it while taking judicial notice. U/s 58, a fact admitted need
not be proved unless the court warrants it. Thus, in a case where a party admits
the execution of the document in the nature of a Will, which is otherwise proved
in accordance with section 63 and section 68 of the Indian Succession Act and
Indian Evidence Act respectively, it becomes a relevant fact duly proved, in the
absence of any discretion by the court. The exercise of discretion is a judicial
one and therefore, there must be a basis in asking a party to prove it otherwise.

XXX

A testamentary court is not a court of suspicion but that of conscience. It
has to consider the relevant materials instead of adopting an ethical reasoning.
A mere exclusion of either brother or sister per se would not create a suspicion
unless it is surrounded by other circumstances creating an inference. In a case
where a testatrix is accompanied by the sister of the beneficiary of the Will and
the said document is attested by the brother, there is no room for any suspicion
when both of them have not raised any issue.

The appellant has duly complied with the mandate of section 63 of the
Indian Succession Act along with section 68 of the Indian Evidence Act. PW2
being the brother of the appellant and the other sister, Ms. Kantha Lakshmi
were present at the time of execution of Exhibit P4. They have not raised any
demur. Both the Courts found that Exhibit D1 is a forged and fabricated document.
The alleged mortgage in favor of respondent No.1 has not been proved. The
Appellate Court, in our considered view, has unnecessarily created a suspicion
when there is none. The respondents have not denied the factum of the execution
of Exhibit P4. The very fact that they made reliance upon Exhibit D1, which took
note of Exhibit P4 as validly done, there is no need for any suspicion on the part
of the High Court. That too, when the Trial Court did not find any. Such a
suspicion, as stated earlier, did not arise from either of the siblings of the appellant
who would otherwise be entitled to a share in the suit property. Their exclusion
will not enure to the benefit of the defendants who are bound by the recitals
under Exhibit D1 and averments made in their written statement.
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21.

The High Court has also committed an error in misconstruing the presence
of the sister of the appellant, Ms. Kantha Lakshmi. Her presence in fact adds
strength to Exhibit P4 having been executed properly. It is the specific case of
the appellant, and perhaps PW2 and Ms. Kantha Lakshmi that the deceased,
Ms. Jessie Jayalakshmi wanted the property to be given in his favor. Their
participation coupled with the subsequent conduct would be sufficient enough
to uphold Exhibit P4. When there are no suspicious circumstances surrounding
the execution of Exhibit P4, there is no need to remove.

EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Sections 3 and 145
INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Sections 201, 302, 364, 366-A and 376
APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE :

(i)

(i)

(iii)

Contradiction in testimony of witnesses — Whether witnesses
must be confronted by the defence to seek advantage of the
contradictions? Held, no — Defence is entitled to rely upon
contradictions in ocular evidence of eye-witnesses and
highlight incongruity between their versions and the
prosecution’s case.

Inconsistency amongst witnesses as to the date of incident —
Appreciation of — Held, dates in Gregorian calendar may not
be of much relevance in rural areas — Witnesses were villagers
and their evidence was recorded nearly a year after the
occurrence — Held, they may not have possibly remembered
the date of sighting.

Rape and murder — Time of death — Rate of putrefaction of body
in water is more reliable than of body exposed to air — Ordinarily,
body takes twice as much time in water as in air to undergo
the same degree of putrefaction — Flotation of body takes place
when gases of decomposition or putrefaction develop within
submerged body.

re 3ferfraHd, 1872 — ORIV 3 U4 145
ARJII gvs 9fedr, 1860 — €IIRTU 201, 302, 364, 366—® Ud 376
q1eg Bl Jdld :

0

(i)

arferl ) uR¥re ¥ faRtaras — @7 faRiem™™ &1 o @9 @ forg
9919 9 gIRT AT &1 SHA ATHAT ST Maeqd =2 AfAfreifa,
Tl — 9919 ug &1 dggeedt Aiftr 31 Jifas "ied ¥ sy faRiammar
BT A9 4 U4 S q AMAISH ueT & Aa & 9 fagwfa ot
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Irappa Siddappa Murgannavar v. State of Karnataka

Judgment dated 08.11.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1473 of 2017, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 221 (SC) (Three
Judge Bench)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Yallappagouda Kagadal (PW-7) in his testimony has clearly stated that he
had seen the appellant carrying a girl on his shoulder at about 8:30 p.m. on 28"
December, 2010. Contrary to Yallapagouda’s (PW-7) statement relating to the
date of sighting, Bhimappa Talawar (PW-8), Gadigeppa Talawar (PW-9), and
Hanamappa Talawar (PW-10), have deposed that they had seen the appellant
with a gunny bag and a girl child on his shoulder on 30" December, 2010 at
about 8:30 p.m. This date 30" December, 2010 has been repeatedly mentioned
by Bhimappa Talawar (PW-8) and Hanamappa Talawar (PW-10) and once by
Gadigeppa Talawar (PW-9). The counsel for the appellant has harped on the
inconsistency of these dates. On the other hand, the State has contended that
this contradiction should have been put to the witnesses in question in their
cross-examination by the defence. We would have to reject the contention raised
by the State as untenable and fallacious. It is an accepted position that the
defence is entitled to rely upon contradictions in ocular evidence furnished by
the eye-witnesses and highlight any incongruity between their versions and the
prosecution’s case. It is not a universally affirmed position that the witnesses
must be confronted by the defence to seek advantage of the contradictions.

Secondly, we see good and sound reasons to believe that the date 30th
December, 2010 deposed to by Bhimappa Talawar (PW-8), Gadigeppa Talawar
(PW-9) and Hanamappa Talawar (PW-10) is on account of failure to recollect
the exact date when they had seen the appellant with a gunny bag and the girl
on his shoulder, and not on account of false deposition on the factum that the
appellant was seen carrying the child at about 8:30 p.m. The witnesses are
village residents and as their evidence was recorded nearly a year after the
occurrence, they may not have possibly remembered the date of sighting, for
the reason that dates, especially those in the Gregorian calendar, may not be
of much relevance or consequence in the rural areas.

XXX
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To affirm our opinion as to the time of death we have studied the opinion
expressed in Modi’s Textbook of Medical Jurisprudence and Toxicology, 25"
edition (2016), Chapter XV - ‘Post Mortem Changes and Time of Death’. At page
352, the treatise observes that the rate of putrefaction of body in water is more
reliable than of body exposed to air as the temperature in water is more uniform
and the body is protected from air. Ordinarily, the body takes twice as much time
in water as in air to undergo the same degree of putrefaction. The process is
retarded, when a body is lying in deep water and is well-protected by clothing.
However, it is hastened when the body is lying in water contaminated with sewage.
Flotation of body takes place when gases of decomposition or putrefaction
develop within the submerged body. In India, submerged body comes to the
surface within 24 hours in summer and within two to three days or more, and
sometimes in more than a week, in winter. In temperate climates a submerged
body floats within a week in summer and in about a fortnight in winter. Power of
flotation of a decomposed body is so great that in certain cases it may float to
the surface in spite of being weighted with a heavy stone. The duration required
for flotation of body depends upon the age, sex, the condition of the body,
season of the year and water. Bodies which are light in weight have low specific
gravity and, therefore, float sooner.

22. EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 - Section 27

APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE :

(iii) Disclosure statement and resultant recovery — Appreciation of
— Conviction can be held exclusively on the basis of disclosure
statement and resultant recovery of inculpatory material from
accused — However, such recovery should be unimpeachable
and undoubted.

(iv) Disclosure statement and resultant recovery — Factors affecting
credibility of recovery enumerated — Held, period of interval
between the malfeasance and disclosure, commonality of the
recovered object and its availability in the market, nature of
the object and its relevance to the crime, ease of transferability
of the object, the testimony and trustworthiness of the attesting
witness and other like factors aid in gauging the intrinsic
evidentiary value and credibility of recovery.

e SfferfraH, 1872 — ORI 27

A& BT JATd :

(i) uPcT FAF R IRVTHG: KA BT TS — AF Udhed HAT 3R
ISP IER R IR & a9 <H¥ar wnfia s arefl 9reh
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JOTI JOURNAL - FEBRUARY 2022 - PART II 26
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Bijender @ Mandar v. State of Haryana

Judgment dated 08.11.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 2438 of 2010, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 215 (SC) (Three
Judge Bench)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

It may be true that at times the Court can convict an accused exclusively
on the basis of his disclosure statement and the resultant recovery of inculpatory
material. However, in order to sustain the guilt of such accused, the recovery
should be unimpeachable and not be shrouded with elements of doubt. [Vijay
Thakur v. State of Himachal Pradesh, (2014) 14 SCC 609] We may hasten to add
that circumstances such as (i) the period of interval between the malfeasance
and the disclosure; (ii) commonality of the recovered object and its availability
in the market; (iii) nature of the object and its relevance to the crime; (iv) ease
of transferability of the object; (v) the testimony and trustworthiness of the
attesting witness before the Court and/or other like factors, are weighty
considerations that aid in gauging the intrinsic evidentiary value and credibility
of the recovery. (See: Tulsiram Kanu v. The State, AIR 1954 SC 1; Pancho v. State of
Haryana, (2011) 10 SCC 165; State of Rajasthan v. Talevar and anr., (2011) 11 SCC
666 and Bharama Parasram Kudhachkar v. State of Karnataka, (2014) 14 SCC 431)

In its desire to hold a heavy hand over such derelictions, the Trial Court
and the High Court have hastened to shift the burden on the appellant to
elucidate how he bechanced to be in possession of the incriminating articles,
without primarily scrutinizing the credibility and admissibility of the recovery as
well as its linkage to the misconduct. We say so for the following reasons:

Firstly, the High Court and the Trial Court failed to take into
consideration that the testimony of ASI Rajinder Kumar
(PW-14) exhibited no substantial effort made by the police
for conducting the search of the residence of the appellant
in the presence of local witnesses. The only independent
witness to the recovery was Raldu (PW-8) who was
admittedly a companion of the complainant.

Secondly, the complainant (PW-4) as well as Raldu
(PW-8), have unambiguously refuted that neither the
passbook, nor the ‘red cloth’ was recovered from the
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possession of the appellant, as claimed in his disclosure
statement.

Thirdly, while the complainant (PW-4) negated his
signatures on the recovery memo (EX. PD/2), on the other
hand, Raldu (PW-8) also neither enumerated the recovery
memo (Ex. PD/2) in the catalogue of exhibited documents,
nor did that he affirm to having his endorsement.

Fourthly, the recovered articles are common place objects
such as money which can be easily transferred from one
hand to another and the ‘red cloth’ with ‘Kamla’ embossed
on it, as has been acceded by the Investigating Officer,
Rajinder Kumar (PW-14), can also be easily available in
market.

Fifthly, the recovery took place nearly a month after the
commission of the alleged offence. We find it incredulous,
that the appellant during the entire time period kept both
the red cloth and the passbook in his custody, along with
the money he allegedly robbed off the complainant.

Sixthly and finally, there is no other evidence on record
which even remotely points towards the iniquity of the
appellant.
()
*23. EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Section 45
Opinion of medical expert — Evidentiary value of — In case of medical
negligence, there should be material available on record, or
appropriate medical evidence should be tendered to prove
negligence — Opinion of medical expert was based on statements
recorded and material perused — Medical expert was not made
available for cross-examination — Held, such an opinion cannot be
the basis to arrive at a conclusion in judicial proceedings where
parties have opportunity of tendering evidence.

e Afef-raH, 1872 — €T 45

fafeiia favivg @ v &1 aifdas o — fafeciia Svar & ama 9
04T GIfad v B forg e W Arrfl Suere gi- anfiv srerar Sugwm
fafeca w1 wga &) o arfey — fafecha faRys &1 s daag
HUAl Ud o] TS G R ImemRd o1 — fafeca fagys o gfaadieror
@ forv Sueter 1EY foar ar o1 — sffauaifRa, s9 avg &1 siftma <=fae
Friard) # et frspd 9R g9 &1 uR T 8 "Hdr oE vEaeRl B
U A1ET YR B BT auR gl 2 |
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24,

Dr. Harish Kumar Khurana v. Joginder Singh and ors.
Judgment dated 07.09.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 7380 of 2009, reported in (2021) 10 SCC 291

[

EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Sections 101 and 102

CONTRACT ACT, 1872 — Section 73

CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT, 1986 — Section 2(1)(g)

CIVIL PRACTICE :

(i) Deficiency in service — Burden of proof — In civil cases onus is
always on the person who would fail if no evidence is led by
the other side — Thus, initial burden is on the complainant to
prove deficiency in service.

(ii) Deficiency in service — Proof of — Respondent was employed
for testing and certification of goods - Dispute that
consignment at destination do not match the certification —
There was no evidence as to the quality of samples at the time
of dispatch — Further, there was no stipulation that goods
consigned has to meet the specifications at the time of loading
— Held, respondent cannot be held liable for deficiency in
service.

ey e, 1872 — €RTY 101 U9 102

dfaer aferfras, 1872 — a1 73

SUHTTT YT frfra, 1986 — RT 2(1)(B)

fufaer gerr -

() <9 A N — 9gad &1 IR — fAfdd AEEr § gAeT MR 99 9 Aafke
R BT @ o GER U & gRT $Is Aied el y¥qa s W) fIve &
ST — 39 YeR, 9aT ¥ Hl gifad &1 &1 IR¥e 9R aRkard w®
2

(i) Qa1 q HH — arfaa fear s — gt ara & aheor i gwofievor
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@ 9HE T8l @ — A1 4T I I @ TE B [oraar G dig
areg 187 oft — gua afaRad, T HIS ord off LY 2N f A9 71T 710
$l e @ I fafde R & 81 — s@enia, afdard) &1 dar o
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SGS India Ltd. v. Dolphin International Ltd.

Judgment dated 06.10.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 5759 of 2009, reported in AIR 2021 SC 4849
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Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The onus of proof that there was deficiency in service is on the complainant.
If the complainant is able to discharge its initial onus, the burden would then
shift to the respondent in the complaint. The rule of evidence before the civil
proceedings is that the onus would lie on the person who would fail if no evidence
is led by the other side. Therefore, the initial burden of proof of deficiency in
service was on the complainant, but having failed to prove that the result of the
sample retained by the appellant at the time of consignment was materially
different than what was certified by the appellant, the burden of proof would not
shift on the appellant.

The complainant has not produced best evidence which they were expected
to produce in respect of the test results of the samples sent by the appellant to
the port of destination. There could be a deficiency of service only if the
complainant was able to prove that the certificate issued by the appellant at the
time of dispatch and the samples sent to the complainant or his agents is
materially different. In the absence of any such proof, the appellant cannot be
held deficient in service.

Therefore, in the absence of any proof of negligence on the part of the
appellant at the time of loading of the consignment, the appellant cannot be
held responsible if at the port of destination, the products specifications were
not the same as certified by the appellant at the time of loading of consignment.
In the absence of any clause in the contract to ensure that the goods consigned
has to meet the products specifications at the time of loading of consignment,
the appellant cannot be held liable for change in specifications of the agricultural
produce at the destination port after being in transit for two months on the high
seas.

25. EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Sections 101 and 106

APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE :

Burden of proof of facts especially within knowledge — Applicability
of Section 106 of the Evidence Act — It applies when prosecution
successfully establishes the facts from which reasonable inference
can be drawn regarding the existence of certain other facts which
are within special knowledge of accused — In cases based on
circumstantial evidence, if chain of circumstances required to be
established by prosecution is not established, failure of accused
to discharge burden u/s 106 of the Evidence Act is inconsequential.

1&g JAffrad, 1872 — gRT¢ 101 U4 106

A& BT JATd :

faeIy U 9 99 @ 921 & Agd BT IR — A1&d ARAR—A BT GRT 106 DI
WSIAT — I8 a9 or] gidl 8 o9 IR S9 a2l & a%hadyds
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Nagendra Sah v. State of Bihar
Judgment dated 14.09.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1903 of 2019, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 334 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

U/s 101 of the Evidence Act, whoever desires any Court to give a judgment
as to a liability dependent on the existence of facts, he must prove that those
facts exist. Therefore, the burden is always on the prosecution to bring home
the guilt of the accused beyond a reasonable doubt. Thus, section 106
constitutes an exception to section 101.

Thus, section 106 of the Evidence Act will apply to those cases where the
prosecution has succeeded in establishing the facts from which a reasonable
inference can be drawn regarding the existence of certain other facts which are
within the special knowledge of the accused. When the accused fails to offer
proper explanation about the existence of said other facts, the Court can always
draw an appropriate inference.

When a case is resting on circumstantial evidence, if the accused fails to
offer a reasonable explanation in discharge of burden placed on him by virtue
of section 106 of the Evidence Act, such a failure may provide an additional link
to the chain of circumstances. In a case governed by circumstantial evidence, if
the chain of circumstances which is required to be established by the prosecution
is not established, the failure of the accused to discharge the burden u/s 106 of
the Evidence Act is not relevant at all. When the chain is not complete, falsity of
the defence is no ground to convict the accused.

26. EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Sections 136, 148 and 165

CRIMINAL TRIAL :

CRIMINAL PRACTICE :

(i) Objections during recording of evidence — When to be
decided? What course may be adopted to curtail repeated
objections? Held, Presiding Officer should decide objection
to questions, during the course of proceeding, or failing it at
the end of the deposition of the withess concerned — Where
repeated objections are taken, Court may resort to imposing
costs, depending on the nature of obstruction and proclivity
of the line of questioning — Practice mandated in Bipin Shantilal
Panchal v. State of Gujarat, (2001) 3 SCC 1 modified.
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(ii) Criminal trial — Procedure of investigation, bail, trial, recording
of evidence and judgment — Directions issued — Draft Rules of
Criminal Practice, 2021 approved — Directions issued to High
Courts and State Governments to modify the existing Rules
and practice by incorporateing these Draft Rules.

ey arferfras, 1872 — IRIY 136, 148 U4 165

RIS faamor -

SMTURISI® YT -
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gfparare fAder &1 daifea a) give ®ed &l gfEfad o1 @
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Criminal Trials Guidelines Regarding Inadequacies and
Deficiciencies, In Re v. State of Andhra Pradesh and ors.

Judgment dated 20.04.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Suo
Motu Writ (Crl.) No. 1 of 2017, reported in (2021) 10 SCC 598

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

During questioning, no doubt, the counsel for the party seeking cross-
examination has considerable leeway; cross-examination is not confined to
matters in issue, but extends to all relevant facts. However, if the court is not
empowered to rule, during the proceeding, whether a line of questioning is
relevant, the danger lies in irrelevant, vague and speculative answers entering
the record. Further, based on the answers to what (subsequently turn out to be
irrelevant, vague or otherwise impermissible questions) more questions might
be asked and answered. If this process were to be repeated in case of most
witnesses, the record would be cluttered with a jumble of irrelevant details, which
at best can be distracting, and at worst, prejudicial to the accused. Therefore,
this Court is of opinion that the view in Bipin Shantilal Panchal v. State of Gujarat,
(2001) 3 SCC 1 should not be considered as binding. The Presiding Officer
therefore, should decide objections to questions, during the course of the
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proceeding, or failing it at the end of the deposition of the witness concerned.
This will result in de-cluttering the record, and, what is more, also have a salutary
effect of preventing frivolous objections. In given cases, if the court is of the
opinion that repeated objections have been taken, the remedy of costs,
depending on the nature of obstruction, and the proclivity of the line of
questioning, may be resorted to. Accordingly, the practice mandated in Bipin
Shantilal Panchal (supra) shall stand modified in the above terms.

The Court is of the opinion that the Draft Rules of Criminal Practice, 2021,
(which are annexed to the present order, and shall be read as part of it) should
be hereby finalised in terms of the above discussion. The following directions
are hereby issued:

All High Courts shall take expeditious steps to incorporate the said Draft
Rules, 2021 as part of the rules governing criminal trials, and ensure that the
existing rules, notifications, orders and practice directions are suitably modified,
and promulgated (wherever necessary through the Official Gazette) within 6
months from today. If the State Government’s co-operation is necessary in this
regard, the approval of the department or departments concerned, and the
formal notification of the said Draft Rules, shall be made within the said period
of six months.

The State Governments, as well as the Union of India (in relation to
investigating agencies in its control) shall carry out consequential amendments
to their police and other manuals, within six months from today. This direction
applies, specifically in respect of Draft Rules 1-3. The appropriate forms and
guidelines shall be brought into force, and all agencies instructed accordingly,
within six months from today.

)
27. HINDU LAW :
Partition and reunion — Any member of joint hindu family may

separate himself from joint family and after partition, he may reunite
again to continue the status of joint family also.

%ﬁ fafer -

fawTor va gafifas — @gad fag uRarR &1 313 f 9w @3 &1 9y
IRAR ¥ 3T B Fobdl © AR TS & Ugad 98 gad uRaR &1
giRerfa & AR @ g g fier ff w@ar 2

R. Janakiammal v. S. K. Kumarasamy (deceased) through Legal
Representatives and ors.

Judgment dated 30.06.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 1537 of 2016, reported in (2021) 9 SCC 114
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Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Under Hindu Law, any member of the joint family can separate himself from
joint family. The intention of the parties to terminate the status of joint family is a
relevant factor to determine the status of Hindu undivided family.

The concept of reunion in Hindu Law is well known. Hindu Joint Family
even if partitioned can revert back and reunite to continue the status of joint
family. Mulla on Hindu Law, 22" Edition, while deliberating on reunion has stated
following in paragraphs 341, 342 and 343:-

“341. Who may reunite. — ‘A reunion in estate properly so
called, can only take place between persons who were
parties to the original partition’. It would appear from this
that a reunion can take place between any persons who
were parties to the original partition. Only males can reunite.

342. Effect of reunion. — The effect of a reunion is to remit
the reunited members to their former status as members of
a joint Hindu family.

343. Intention necessary to constitute reunion. — To constitute
a reunion, there must be an intention of the parties to
reunite in estate and interest.”

It is also well settled that to constitute a reunion there must be an intention
of the parties to reunite in estate and interest. It is implicit in the concept of a
reunion that there shall be an agreement between the parties to reunite in estate
with an intention to revert to their former status of members of a joint Hindu
family. Such an agreement need not be express, but may be implied from the
conduct of the parties alleged to have reunited. But the conduct must be of
such an incontrovertible character that an agreement of reunion must be
necessarily implied therefrom. As the burden is heavy on a party asserting
reunion, ambiguous pieces of conduct equally consistent with a reunion or
ordinary joint enjoyment cannot sustain a plea of reunion.

[

28. HINDU MARRIAGE ACT, 1955 — Section 5
Valid marriage — The ritual of Sap#padi is mandatory for a valid marriage
between Hindus and mere exchange of garlands or filling up of
Mang with sindoor without Saptpadi does not make a marriage valid.

f&=g_ faare arfafraw, 1955 — aRT 5

g faars — gl @ #= Ay faarE o fod gwud) 4R AfEr 2@ sk
U] G¥HR & 91 913 ATl &1 ATRA—YST B 4 A1 917 A g3
R < ¥ dg faars du=1 T a2 |

Ankita Argal and anr. v. State of Madhya Pradesh and ors.
Judgment dated 13.08.2021 passed by the High Court of Madhya

Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Writ Petition No. 14349 of 2021, reported
in 2021 (4) MPLJ 451
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Relevant extracts from the judgment:

When the counsel for the petitioners was directed to point out from the Hindu
law that exchange of garlands or filling up of Mang without following the rituals of
Saptpadi would be a valid marriage, then he accepted that mere exchange of garlands
or filling up of Mang is/are not a known ritual for a valid marriage. Under these
circumstances, where the petitioner No. 1 is under a bonafide impression that she is
the legally wedded wife of the petitioner No. 2, but in fact, the marriage has not
been performed in accordance with any known rituals or under any statute, this
Court is of the considered opinion that the petitioners have failed to make out a
case that they are legally wedded husband and wife.

*29. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Sections 34, 149, 302 and 307

(i) Appreciation of evidence - Difference between “related
witness” and “interested witness” explained.

(ii) Number of witnesses — Quality of withesses should be
considered and not the quantity of witnesses.

(iii) Maxim “falsus in uno falsus in omnibus” has no application in India.

(iv) Minor omissions, contradictions, embellishments in the
evidence of the prosecution witnesses would not make them
unreliable.

(v) Evidence of Police personnel cannot be discarded only because
of the fact that either he is an Investigating Officer or his
evidence is not corroborated by independent witnesses.

(vi) Framing of charge — If charge u/s 149 of IPC has been framed
and if it is found that some of the accused persons were not
guilty and some of the accused had participated in the
occurrence and were sharing common intention then, they can
be convicted with the aid of section 34 of IPC and non-framing
of charge u/s 34 of IPC would not cause any prejudice to them.

ARG qvs AfEdl, 1860 — ©IRIU 34, 149, 302 Ud 307

() e @Y fadger — e el v fRRaeg weEfl” & = =R
AHSITAT 4T |
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30.

(vi) 3Ry &1 fAeizer — afs W1.d 9. &Y aRT 149 & Siavia R o fHar
AT B 3R A I7 9T It @ 6 go Aftrgaaor < 98T o 3k 8
AFRFTOT A T § ART fordm o iR W9 A-d<T TS o) @ o,
ql S WIS 9. B gRT 34 D) FETIAT F I SEWAT T Ahal 8 3N
A1L.E.H. I IRT 34 D A7 d IR AT 7 A 4 99 R dls gfdagmd
AT FE] IS |

Nathu Singh v. State of M.P.

Judgment dated 30.04.2021 passed by the High Court of Madhya

Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Criminal Appeal No. 397 of 2005, reported
in ILR 2021 MP 1388 (DB)

INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Sections 34 and 302

EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 - Section 3

APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE :

Common intention; proof of — Murder — Three out of four accused
persons armed with fire-arms and one with danda went together at
the field of complainant — There was previous enmity between the
parties over succession of property — Incident occurred in broad
day light when two accused fired shots and killed two persons of
complainant party on exhortation of one accused — Held, section
34 IPC was rightly invoked as the manner in which crime was
executed clearly establishes a concerted action on the part of the
accused persons.

ARG qvs AfEdr, 1860 — ©IRIY 34 U4 302

re JferfaH, 1872 — €RT 3

q1eg Bl Jdld :

AT ¥ &1 gifed f&ar o — g1 — ar 4 9 &9 aifga
ITATHI TG U SUs | JASod sIdx b |1l uRaE & ©d IR 1Y —
HURT & STRITSR Bl AR IHGRI & 7 Yd 98 o7 — el faa &
Iorel H gs ofl o9 s Ifgad & IHAE WR & ARRgFTer 3 mifern
Tt 3R IRATd) ueT & <1 Aafweal &1 g1 dx & — AffeiRa, o 34
A1E.H. &1 Stad Sy fear o Fife forg avg 9 IR &t e fear
TRT o1, 98 WK ®Y A JPGFT Y GYd HIRATs B AU ST 2 |
Indrapal Singh and ors. v. State of U.P.

Judgment dated 21.09.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal

Appeal No. 313 of 2020, reported in AIR 2021 SC 4514 (Three Judge
Bench)
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Relevant extracts from the judgment:

In fact, a cumulative reading of the evidence of PW1 and PW2 along with
other material evidence on record would clearly point to the fact that section 34
of the IPC was rightly invoked along with section 302 vis-a-vis the accused. This
is particularly so on account of there being no contra evidence on behalf of the
defence to explain as to why they all went together to the spot with fire-arms and
shot at the deceased. On the other hand, the antecedent enmity between the
accused and the victims as narrated in detail by PW-1 clearly brings out the fact
that there existed a common intention on the part of the accused inasmuch as
they went together armed with guns in broad day light to the land where the
victims were engaged in irrigation. Also the manner in which the crime was
executed clearly establishes a concerted action on part of the accused.

As far as the submission of learned counsel for the accused-appellant vis-
a-vis Surender Pal Singh is concerned, we do not think that though in the complaint
no overt act has been expressly attributed to Surender Pal Singh as such, it
cannot be ignored that PW1 as well as PW2 have categorically stated in their
evidence that Inder Pal Singh and Surender Pal Singh fired shots with their
weapons and killed Atar Singh and Shiv Pal Singh. PW2, another eye-witness,
has also stated that Inder Pal Singh and Surender Pal Singh began firing at Atar
Singh and Shiv Pal Singh with bore 315 rifle and semi barrel gun respectively. It
is also established that Surendra Pal Singh was also carrying a half gun (Addhi
gun). This consistent testimony of PW1 and PW2 demolishes the case sought
to be made out against Surender Pal Singh. It is also noted that the FIR clearly
mentioned that Rajbahadur Singh accompanied by the three appellants who
were carrying fire arms, came to the field of informant - PW1 and on the
exhortation of Rajbahadur Singh (accused No. 1), the other accused fired from
the respective fire arms (rifles).

)
31. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Section 53

CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Section 437

(i) Life imprisonment — A sentence for imprisonment of life will

run for the entire life unless the remission is granted in
accordance with law.

(ii) Power of remission of sentence — Such power cannot be

exercised by Court — It is with the appropriate Government.

ARJII gvs Gfadr, 1860 — ©IRT 53

qus yfshar Gfedr, 1973 — €T 437

(i) <o HREE — ST PREN ST U GOl Sfiaq a& el oid
b o fafdr srgar uReRr &Y fHar simar|

(ii) <vs &1 URER & @) fdd — VA JIBR BT TINT AT §RT TS
fear w1 ear @ — a7 ufaa wfaa SRR @ 9w 2|

JOTI JOURNAL - FEBRUARY 2022 - PART II 37



Haseen Khan v. State of M.P. and ors.

Judgment dated 30.06.2021 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh in Criminal Appeal No. 2113 of 2000, reported in 2021 CriLJ
4739

Relevant extracts from the judgment :

Coming to the question of sentence, the record reflects that the appellant
has suffered the actual sentence of 21 years 5 months and 19 days as on
26.03.2021 as reflected in the communication dated 30" of March, 2021 received
from the Superintendent of Jail, Bhopal. As per the said communication, he had
also earned remission of 9 years 2 months and 19 days as on 31.12.2020,
therefore, following two issues arise for consideration before this Court:-

(i) Whether the sentence of life imprisonment awarded to the

appellant means actual sentence of 14 years or 20 years?

(ii)  Whether this Court can commute or reduce the sentence

giving the benefit of remission?

Section 53 of the IPC provides for life imprisonment as a
punishment as under:

“63. Punishments.— The punishments to which offenders
are liable under the provisions of this Code are—

First-Death

1[Secondly-Imprisonment for life;]

2[***]

Fourthly-Imprisonment, which is of two descriptions, namely-
(1) Rigorous, that is, with hard labour;

(2) Simple;

Fifthly-Forfeiture of property;

Sixthly-Fine”

Section 45 of Indian Penal Code defines “Life Imprisonment”
as under:

“45. “Life”- The word “life” denotes the life of a human being,
unless the contrary appears from the context.”

Section 53 of the IPC provides for sentence of imprisonment for life and
the definition of ‘life’ as contained in Section 45 makes it clear that life means
the life of a human being i.e. till he breaths his last. The Supreme Court in the
matter of Gopal Vinayak Godse v. State of Maharashtra and ors., AIR 1961 SC 600
has held that a sentence for transportation for life or imprisonment for life must
prima facie be treated as transportation or imprisonment for whole or remaining
period of convicted person’s natural life. In the matter of Maru Ram v. Union of
India and ors., (1981) 1 SCC 107, the Constitution Bench has followed the earlier
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judgment in the case of Gopal Vinayak Godse (supra) and reiterated in paragraph
72(4) that the imprisonment for life lasts until the last breath and the prisoner
can claim release only if the remaining sentence is remitted by the government.
The above position of law was reiterated again by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in
the matter of State of M.P. v. Ratan Singh, (1976) 3 SCC 470. Hence, from the
aforesaid pronouncements, it is clear that a sentence for imprisonment of life
will run for the entire life of the convict unless the remission is granted in
accordance with law.

This takes us to the next question if this Court can grant remission and
release a life convict on completion of 14 years or 20 years of actual sentence.

Section 432 of the Cr.P.C. gives power to the appropriate Government to
suspend or remit sentence and Section 433 of the Cr.P.C. empowers the
appropriate Government to commute the sentence. Section 433 reads as under:

“433. Power to commute sentence. — The appropriate
Government may, without the consent of the person
sentenced commute —

(a) asentence of death, for any other punishment provided
by the Indian Penal Code (45 of 1860);

(b) a sentence of imprisonment for life, for imprisonment
for a term not exceeding fourteen years or for fine;

(c) a sentence of rigorous imprisonment, for simple
imprisonment for any term to which that person might
have been sentenced, or for fine;

(d) a sentence of simple imprisonment, for fine.”

The restriction imposed upon the power of remission or commutation of
sentence is contained under Section 433-A of the Cr.P.C. which provides that:

“433A- Restriction on powers of remission or
Commutation in certain cases. — Notwithstanding
anything contained in section 432, where a sentence of
imprisonment for life is imposed on conviction of a person
for an offence for which death is one of the punishments
provided by laws, or where a sentence of death imposed
on a person has been commuted under section 433 into
one of imprisonment for life, such person shall not be
released from prison unless he had served at least fourteen
years of imprisonment.”

In terms of Section 433 Cr.P.C., the appropriate government is empowered
to commute the sentence of a convict for imprisonment for life for a term not
exceeding 14 years and in terms of Section 433A Cr.P.C., the power of remission
or commutation is restricted and a convict with sentence of imprisonment of life
for an offence for which death is one of the punishment, cannot be released
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before completion of at least 14 years of imprisonment. Section 432 and 433 of
the Cr.P.C. also reveal that the remission can be granted only by the appropriate
government. Such an exercise of power is an executive discretion and the same
is not available to the High Court in exercise of review jurisdiction.

The Constitution Bench of the Supreme Court in the matter of Union of
India v. V. Sriharan @ Murugan and others reported in (2016) 7 SCC 1 has held that
the power of remission vests with the State executive and the Court at best can
only give a direction to consider any claim for remission and cannot grant any
remission and provide for premature release. It has further been held that -

“114. Therefore, it must be held that there is every scope
and ambit for the Appropriate Government to consider and
grant remission under Sections 432 and 433 of the Criminal
Procedure Code even if such consideration was earlier
made and exercised under Article 72 by the President and
under Article 161 by the Governor. As far as the implication
of Article 32 of the Constitution by this Court is concerned,
we have already held that the power under Sections 432
and 433 is to be exercised by the Appropriate Government
statutorily, it is not for this Court to exercise the said power
and it is always left to be decided by the Appropriate
Government, even if someone approaches this Court under
Article 32 of the Constitution. We answer the said question
on the above terms.”

In the matter of Ratan Singh (supra), the Supreme Court has held as under:

“9. From a review of the authorities and the statutory
provisions of the Code of Criminal Procedure the following
propositions emerge:

(1) that a sentence of imprisonment for life does not
automatically expire at the end of 20 years including
the remissions, because the administrative rules
framed under the various Jail Manuals or under the
Prisons Act cannot supersede the statutory provisions
of the Indian Penal Code. A sentence of imprisonment
for life means a sentence for the entire life of the
prisoner unless the appropriate Government chooses
to exercise its discretion to remit either the whole or a
part of the sentence under Section 401 of the Code of
Criminal Procedure;”

Having regard to the aforesaid position in law, we are of the opinion that
the life sentence which is awarded to the appellant is for a period of his entire
remaining life till his last breath and the power to grant remission lies with the State
Government. In view of the fact that the appellant has completed more than 20
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years of sentence, we are of the opinion that the issue relating to release of the
appellant after granting the benefit of remission now needs to be considered by
the competent authority of the State Government in accordance with law.

32. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Sections 299 and 300
EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Sections 3 and 32
APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE :
(i) Difference between murder and culpable homicide explained.
(ii) Relative witness — Credibility of — Testimonies of eye-witnesses
cannot be discarded merely on the ground of being relative of
deceased.

AR qvs Higdr, 1860 — SIRIY 299 UG 300

ey IferfH, 1872 — RT3 U9 32

q1eg Bl Jdld :

(i) =T SR AU AFIIY & A AR FHSTAT AT |

(i) Reder wef — Rgafaar — ageeft iy @ 9eg <1 93 59
ATIR R AT T8 fHar &1 Gdar f& 3 gae @ RedaR T

Hameer Singh and ors. v. State of Madhya Pradesh

Judgment dated 11.06.2021 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Criminal Appeal No.505 of 2011, reported
in 2021 CriLJ 4676 (DB)

Relevant extracts from the judgment :

A bare perusal of the section makes it crystal clear that the first and the
second clauses of the section refer to intention apart from the knowledge and
the third clause refers to knowledge alone and not the intention. Both the
expression “intent” and “knowledge” postulate the existence of a positive mental
attitude which is of different degrees. The mental element in culpable homicide
i.e., mental attitude towards the consequences of conduct is one of intention
and knowledge. If that is caused in any of the aforesaid three circumstances,
the offence of culpable homicide is said to have been committed.

In the scheme of Indian Penal Code, “Culpable homicide” is genus and
“murder” is its specie. All “Murder” is “culpable homicide” but not vice versa.
Speaking generally ‘culpable homicide sans special characteristics of murder’ if
culpable homicide is not amounting to murder.

There are three species of mens rea in culpable homicide. First, an intention
to cause death; second, an intention to cause a dangerous injury; third,
knowledge that death is likely to happen. The act is said to cause death when
death results either from the act directly or results from some consequence
necessarily or naturally flowing from such act and reasonably contemplated as
its result. The offence is complete as soon as any person is killed.
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Now, while determining whether it is culpable homicide or murder, the Court
has to keep in focus key words used in Sections 299 and 300 of the I.P.C. It is
degree of probability of death which determines whether a culpable homicide is
of the gravest, medium or the lowest degree. The word ‘likely’ in Section 299
conveys the sense of probable as distinguished from a mere possibility. Words
used in Section 299 ‘that bodily injury sufficient in the ordinary course of nature
to cause death’ indicates that death is most probable result of the injury. Where
bodily injury sufficient to cause death, is actually caused, it is immaterial to go
into the question as to whether the accused had intention to cause death or
knowledge that the act will cause death.

It is settled law that merely because the withesses may be related to the
victim or the complainant, their testimonies may not be rejected. There is no
legal canon that only unrelated witnesses shall be considered credible. On the
contrary, we are of the view that it is not natural for the related witness to implicate
a person falsely leaving aside the actual culprit. It is pertinent to note that only
interested witnesses want to see the real culprit is brought to book.

[
*33. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Sections 300, Exception 4 and 304 Part Il

EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Section 3

APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE :

Murder or culpable homicide not amounting to murder — Accused

was not armed, he was drunk, there was sudden quarrel when

accused stated that he wanted complainant to be his wife — Accused
took a stick lying on the spot and hit the deceased — There was no

other act of violence — Held, all the requirements of Section 300,

Exception 4 are satisfied — Conviction altered from Section 302 to

Section 304 Part Il of the IPC.

ARG gvs Hfdl, 1860 — &IRT¢ 300, 3YATE 4 UG 304 A<l
e AfSfraH, 1872 — oRT 3

q1Ed BT JeAThA :

BT AT ATURTEIS HITd—ae Sl &1 18] © — MY SRR I fora
&l o1, 98 T A o1, IAS IATST AT oid g = Far1 fs ag uRard)
B U g I ATEdT © — NG | HiD W ST U B9l ol AR AP
P HRT — AT BT BI3 37T I T8 AT — JGETRA, ST 300, JUAIE 4 DI
gl Jraegdart ¢ Bidl @ — JuRifE AL H. 1 ORI 302 9 ORI 304
HAT—<l & guRafda &) 719 |

Jangli v. State of Madhya Pradesh

Judgment dated 18.08.2021 passed by the High Court of Madhya

Pradesh in Criminal Appeal No. 822 of 2010, reported in 2021 CriLJ
5017 (DB)
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34. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Sections 302 and 304 Part |
Murder or culpable homicide - If the offence was committed in the
heat of passion or rage with lack of animus then in such case accused
should not be convicted u/s 302 of IPC but should be convicted
under first part of section 304 of IPC.

ARAR gvs Higdl, 1860 — SRIY 302 U9 304 AFT — UdH
BT AT IR AFGTET — IfS URTE A a frorar & A1 vy 7 fagwygof
I & 31 H1IRA fHan Srar @ 9 ¢ yHRoT A AT &l aRT 302
AIEH & Aavid SIRIG T8 HIAT AMRY 9 91.EH. B €RT 304 D Y2H
@ vs & Jaiid ciufig fear S anfeg |

Mohd. Rafig @ Kallu v. The State of Madhya Pradesh
Judgment dated 15.09.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 856 of 2021, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 53 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

All the essential elements show that the appellant did not have any previous
quarrel with the deceased; there was lack of animus. The act resulting in Si
Tiwari’s death was not pre-meditated. Though it cannot be said that there was a
quarrel, caused by sudden provocation, if one considers that the deceased
tried to board the truck, and was perhaps in plain clothes, the instinctive reaction
of the appellant was to resist; he disproportionately reacted, which resulted in
the deceased being thrown off the vehicle. Such act of throwing off. The deceased
and driving on without pausing, appears to have been in the heat of passion, or
rage. Therefore, it is held that the appellant’s conviction under Section 302 IPC
was not appropriate. Should be convicted for the offence punishable under the
first part of Section 304 IPC.

35. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Section 304
Conviction — In the absence of any pre-planned attack and intention
to cause death or such bodily injury as is likely to cause death,
accused should be convicted u/s 304 Part-ll of the IPC instead of
section 304 Part-l of the IPC.
ARAI que Hiddl, 1860 — ©IRT 304
qivfafg — ot qd fFrafoa smeaer @ g ar ot siRs afa e
Q] HIRA ST GATH 2, B AT B AT A AR B A1.E H. B &RT
304 MRT-U&H & M WR AL . DI ORT 304 AN-&I & Add II9RIE
fopar <= =Tty |
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Kala Singh @ Gurnam Singh v. State of Punjab
Judgment dated 21.09.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1040 of 2021, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 119 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

It is clear from the evidence on record that the scuffle had taken place on
the spur of the moment and a sudden fight had taken place in the heat of passion
upon a sudden quarrel. It was not a pre-meditated one and as there was no
intention on the part of the appellant and co-accused either to cause death or
cause such bodily injury as is likely to cause death, the High Court ought not to
have convicted the appellant for the offence under Section 304 Part-1 IPC. In
absence of any intention on the part of the appellant, we are of the view that it
is a clear case where the conviction of the appellant is to be modified to one
under Section 304 Part-1l IPC.

)
36. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Section 306
Abetment for suicide — No one should be convicted for offence
u/s 306 of IPC until it is proved that offence was committed because
of positive act of the accused by instigating or aiding in committing
suicide.

ARdII qUs Gfadl, 1860 — ST 306

JATHEAT B, GHROT — HI.E . DI &IRT 306 B A d d9 dd bl afaa a1
Jivfig 12 fHan s arfey w19 9@ 6 a8 ywfra =12 &1 wirar @ & a8
IR AP Td B §RT B IIH ©Y 9 AT B3 & folg Sciford &<
AT WERAAT I & HIRVT 3T 2 |

Kanchan Sharma v. State of Uttar Pradesh and anr.
Judgment dated 17.09.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1022 of 2021, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 48 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

‘Abetment’ involves mental process of instigating a person or intentionally
aiding a person in doing of a thing. Without positive act on the part of the accused
to instigate or aid in committing suicide, no one can be convicted for offence
under Section 306, IPC. To proceed against any person for the offence under
Section 306 IPC it requires an active act or direct act which led the deceased to
commit suicide, seeing no option and that act must have been intended to push
the deceased into such a position that he committed suicide.
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37. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Section 306

CRIMINAL TRIAL :

(i) Suicide — A teacher should not be prosecuted for the suicide
committed by any student just because he rebuked the student
for his indiscipline and informed his parents for the purpose
of correcting a child.

(ii) Prosecution — Only pain or suffering of any complainant cannot
be a base for starting a criminal prosecution unless it translates
into a legal remedy.

ARG qus Wfddl, 1860 — ©IIRT 306
TR faamoT -
(i) SRRl — U REd &) fHfl BT gRT 39 MR WR &Y T3 ATHSAT
o fort arf¥rifora =121 fvar S arfey & S99 813 @) S ar
3 forl ST AT BT off 3R T3 A IR dF @ I | WD
RS S Jfaa fear o)

(ii) <rfraoE — fedl uRard &1 a3 < a1 fieT e <ifdss e
U B ST ATIR 2] 8l GHdl & o d& & I7 Sl At Swar
# yRafda =12 grar 21

Geo Varghese v. State of Rajasthan and anr.

Judgment dated 05.10.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal

Appeal No. 1164 of 2021, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 71 (SC)
Relevant extracts from the judgment:

If, a student is simply reprimanded by a teacher for an act of indiscipline
and bringing the continued act of indiscipline to the notice of Principal of the
institution who conveyed to the parents of the student for the purposes of school
discipline and correcting a child, any student who is very emotional or sentimental
commits suicide, can the said teacher be held liable for the same and charged
and tried for the offence of abetment of suicide under section 306 IPC.

We are conscious of the pain and suffering of the complainant who is the
mother of the deceased boy. It is also very unfortunate that a young life has
been lost in this manner, but our sympathies and the pain and suffering of the
complainant, cannot translate into a legal remedy, much less a criminal
prosecution.

)

38. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Section 376
Quantum of punishment — An accused convicted u/s 376 of the IPC
for the offence of rape committed prior to 21.04.2018, cannot be
sentenced for a minimum period of ten years — The provisions for
punishment applicable at the time of offence decides the quantum
of punishment for any offence.
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ARG qvs Wfddl, 1860 — SIIRT 376

TUS B AT — fRAT$ 21.04.2018 B Ug HIRA TATHR AN IR B
fort W1.9. 9. &) RT 376 @ 3favid ARFFT B YAaH 10 I8l & ford <fosa
2T fpaT ST Addr — uRIe & 9HY yHrafia gvs deefl yrasmE € fef
IR © ford Tve @Y JAT BT FEiver B} 2

Manoj Mishra @ Chhotkau v. State of Uttar Pradesh
Judgment dated 08.10.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1167 of 2021, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 104 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

On arriving at the conclusion that the appellant is liable to be convicted
under Section 376 IPC and not under Section 376 D IPC, the appropriate
sentence to be imposed needs consideration. The incident in question is based
on the complaint dated 09.08.2013. In this circumstance, though it is noted that
Section 376 has been amended w.e.f. 21.04.2018 providing for the minimum
sentence of 10 years, the case on hand is of 2013 and the conviction of the
appellant was on 20.05.2015. The incident having occurred prior to amendment,
the pre-amended provision will have to be taken note. The same provides that a
person committed of rape shall be punished with rigorous imprisonment for a
term which shall not be less than seven years but which may extend to
imprisonment for life and shall also be liable to fine.

39. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Sections 376 and 511

CRIMINAL PRACTICE :

(i) Preparation and attempt to commit an offence — Distinction
explained — ‘Prepartion’ consists of deliberation, devising or
arranging the means or measures necessary for commission
of offence — ‘Attempt’ is execution of mens rea after preparation
— What constitutes ‘attempt’ is a mixed question of law and facts.

(ii) Attempt to commit rape or outraging modesty of women -
Accused took minor girls to his house, closed doors,
undressed the girls and himself and rubbed his genitals on
those of victim girls — As the victims started crying, accused
could not succeed in his penultimate act — Held, accused is
guilty of attempt to commit rape u/s 376 r/w/s 511 IPC as it stood
in force at the time of occurance.

ARG qvs Af&dr, 1860 — €IRIY 376 U4 511

SMTURIeI® YT -

(i) SR A B AN AR YIS — WS FHSIAT AT — FIRY 7 U=
B © foIy mavad ATgl AT SUR &7 faaR &A1, d—AR BT AT
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AqERT BT fferd @ — ‘v’ IR @ 91 79-Reafa &1 e
? — 'WATH P TS gIAT @ 81, Ig fafdy g =4l &1 A g 2 |

(i) FaTHR AT S B dSel HIT HIA BT JIN — JRY T JTIED
qrfrBT BT Y9 BR A AT, SaTol § R forn, aiferwisn 9 W@y &t
frde fear six su= g & aifasen W) wreT — fE qifaa g
A7 o, Affrgaa e sifeaw wrf § awe E g WeT — Iraufa,
AT T & GHI YATd] A1 H. DI IRT 376 HUfSd 511 B el
FATHR ® TIT BT qIH) 2 |

State of Madhya Pradesh v. Mahendra @ Golu
Judgment dated 25.10.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1827 of 2011, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 289 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

It is a settled preposition of criminal jurisprudence that in every crime, there
is first, mens rea (intention to commit), secondly, preparation to commit it, and
thirdly, attempt to commit it. If the third stage, that is, ‘attempt’ is successful,
then the crime is complete. If the attempt fails, the crime is not complete, but law
still punishes the person for attempting the said act. ‘Attempt’ is punishable
because even an unsuccessful commission of offence is preceded by mens
rea, moral guilt, and its depraving impact on the societal values is no less than
the actual commission.

There is a visible distinction between ‘preparation’ and ‘attempt’ to commit
an offence and it all depends on the statutory edict coupled with the nature of
evidence produced in a case. The stage of ‘preparation’ consists of deliberation,
devising or arranging the means or measures, which would be necessary for
the commission of the offence. Whereas, an ‘attempt’ to commit the offence,
starts immediately after the completion of preparation. ‘Attempt’ is the execution
of mens rea after preparation. ‘Attempt’ starts where ‘preparation’ comes to an
end, though it falls short of actual commission of the crime.

However, if the attributes are unambiguously beyond the stage of
preparation, then the misdemeanours shall qualify to be termed as an ‘attempt’
to commit the principal offence and such ‘attempt’ in itself is a punishable offence
in view of section 511 IPC. The ‘preparation’ or ‘attempt’ to commit the offence
will be predominantly determined on evaluation of the act and conduct of an
accused; and as to whether or not the incident tantamounts to transgressing
the thin space between ‘preparation’ and ‘attempt’. If no overt act is attributed to
the accused to commit the offence and only elementary exercise was undertaken
and if such preparatory acts cause a strong inference of the likelihood of
commission of the actual offence, the accused will be guilty of preparation to
commit the crime, which may or may not be punishable, depending upon the
intent and import of the penal laws.
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We may at the outset explain that what constitutes an ‘attempt’ is a mixed
question of law and facts. ‘Attempt’ is the direct movement towards the commission
after the preparations are over. It is essential to prove that the attempt was with
an intent to commit the offence. An attempt is possible even when the accused
is unsuccessful in committing the principal offence. Similarly, if the attempt to
commit a crime is accomplished, then the crime stands committed for all intents
and purposes.

There is overwhelming evidence on record to prove the respondent’s
deliberate overt steps to take the minor girls inside his house; closing the door(s);
undressing the victims and rubbing his genitals on those of the prosecutrices.
As the victims started crying, the respondent could not succeed in his penultimate
act and there was a sheer providential escape from actual penetration. Had the
respondent succeeded in penetration, even partially, his act would have fallen
within the contours of ‘Rape’ as it stood conservatively defined under section
375 IPC at that time.

In our considered opinion, the act of the respondent of luring the minor
girls, taking them inside the room, closing the doors and taking the victims to a
room with the motive of carnal knowledge, was the end of ‘preparation’ to commit
the offence. His following action of stripping the prosecutrices and himself, and
rubbing his genitals against those of the victims was indeed an endeavour to
commit sexual intercourse. These acts of the respondent were deliberately done
with manifest intention to commit the offence aimed and were reasonably
proximate to the consummation of the offence. Since the acts of the respondent
exceeded the stage beyond preparation and preceded the actual penetration,
the Trial Court rightly held him guilty of attempting to commit rape as punishable
within the ambit and scope of section 511 read with section 375 IPC as it stood
in force at the time of occurrence.

()
*40. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Section 460

CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Section 374

Circumstantial evidence — When the case fully rests upon the

circumstantial evidence, all the circumstances available against the

accused should be so connecting that only inference can be drawn
that it is the accused who is the author of the crime concerned.

ARAI qve Hiddl, 1860 — ©IRT 460

qus gfshar dfadr, 1973 — &RT 374

gRRerfie w1ea — w19 wmer yoia: yRRefos= e wr oy o=ar 2,
al fgad @ Raame Suae ¥t aRRefoT sa-it weg s+ afee &
Dad I FTAM T o 9 o Aafgaa & @ o S9f¥a e &1
&di 2 |
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*41.

*42.

Nandu Galtha Pardi v. State of Madhya Pradesh through Police
Station Kotwali, District Guna (M.P.)
Judgment dated 01.09.2021 passed by the High Court of Madhya

Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Criminal Appeal No. 499 of 2006, reported
in 2021 CriLJ 4867 (DB)

[
JUVENILE JUSTICE (CARE AND PROTECTION OF CHILDREN) ACT, 2015
— Section 94
Determination of age of juvenile — If the documents mentioned in
section 94(2)(i) & (ii) of the Act are not available, then the age shall
be determined by an ossification test or any other latest medical
age determination test conducted on the orders of the Committee
or Board.

fPek Mg @E®l H @RE U9 GeEon) A, 2015 —
€IIRT 94

feerk @1 oy &1 freEiver — afe st 31 arT 94(2)(i) wa (i) A
Jeol Rad TXATdS SUSS T8l & a9 31y, &1 feriRor siRer fasrd udieror g1
Jqar WRfd a1 9IS @ IRUER A 3= Tdan fafeaia g
frerizor wdegor g1 fan s arfey |

Rajendra v. State of M.P. and anr.

Order dated 16.03.2021 passed by the High Court of Madhya

Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Criminal Revision No. 693 of 2020,
reported in ILR (2020) MP 1172

[
LAND ACQUISITION ACT, 1894 — Sections 18 and 23
Land acquisition — Determination of compensation — Reliance on
sale deed - In absence of any material showing that parties were

aware of proposed acquisition of land, a sale deed executed by
land owner himself in favour of his relative cannot be discarded.

A3t IIfIfI¥, 1894 — &IRIT 18 UT 23

A srferrger — yfadx &1 faiRer — fawa fads o fkar — fa=dft +f i
G @ 9 | P veeR yRarfad {36t @1 aMeR vEd o, Wd
AfErh gRT U IRTR @ ue H Frnfia fas fAda &1 sdier 18!
foar < wear 2

Manusamy v. Land Acquisition Officer

Judgment dated 29.09.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 398 of 2010, reported in AIR 2021 SC 4715
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43. LAND ACQUISITION ACT, 1894 — Section 23

(i) Compensation; determination of — Assessment of market value
— Where different properties in different servey numbers are
acquired for same purpose, a common determination of market
value applicable to all lands which are subject-matter of
acquisition is the appropriate course.

(ii) Compensation; determination of — Assessment of market value
— Reliance on sale exemplars of very property in question —
Held, such sale exemplars would be appropriate if the sale
instance is closer to the period of acquisition — Where sale
instances are of prior dates, percentage of appreciation is to
be considered per year.

H—3roi< SAfefi1aH, 1894 — &RT 23

(i) ufrex &1 FEiRer — I9R [ &1 ATdhaT — S8l T & Se¥d & forg
T3 ud Faxt 1 fafr= qfr &1 aiftrrger fear wmar 2,
g &1 WM arell w1 & fay IR a1 i@ 9
forertzor, Sugw ufsar 2

(i) ufoer &1 fFEiRo — IR [ &1 Aievad — S wula & fawa
geid R feizar — safffeiRa, 08 fasma gera sug® & afe 9
Jferrevr &1 safy & whiuadf & — ol fasa gia qd o) faftal &
31, Afr[es &1 ufoera arffe st s =nfeg |

Manmohan Lal Gupta (Dead) Through LRs. v. Market Committee,
Bhikhi and ors.

Judgment dated 20.09.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 9207 of 2012, reported in (2021) 10 SCC 395

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

When the different items of property in the different survey number were
acquired for the same purpose of establishing the market yard and as observed
by the High Court since all the lands had the road passing beside it, a common
determination of the market value was the appropriate course. In that view, the
said observation of the High Court is justified. In that background, the
determination of the market value which would be applicable to all the lands
which were the subject-matter of the acquisition was to be made when the various
landowners had also filed their appeals. The determination of the common market
value which is applicable to all the lands as made by the High Court is justified.

In that regard, to arrive at the appropriate market value, the High Court
having discarded the documents at Exts. A-1 and A-2 had taken note of the
remaining documents. In order to rely upon Exts. A-17 to A-24 as also Ext. A-27
i.e. the sale deeds under which the properties were purchased by the landowners
the High Court has referred to the decision of this Court in Dollar Co. v. Collector
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of Madras, (1975) 2 SCC 730 and in V. Subrahmanya Rao v. LAO, (2004) 10 SCC
640. The said decisions have been extracted in detail and noted. It is to be noted
that such sale exemplars of the very property in question would in a normal
circumstance be appropriate if the sale instance is closer to the period of acquisition.
In the case which was referred by the High Court, the sale instances were around
ten months prior to the notification. Be that as it may, in the absence of such sale
instances which were closer to the date of the notification in the instant case, the
High Court has taken guidance from the decisions of this Court in Shakuntalabai
v. State of Maharashtra, (1996) 2 SCC 152 and Om Prakash v. Union of India, (2004)
10 SCC 627 whereunder this Court had indicated the percentage of appreciation
to be considered per year when earlier sale instances are taken into consideration
and the acquisition notification is of a subsequent date.
[
44. LEGAL SERVICES AUTHROTIES ACT, 1987 — Sections 19 and 20
Lok Adalat — Jurisdiction — Whether Lok Adalat can enter into the
merits of matter and decide it on merits in absence of any
compromise or settlement between the parties? Held, no -
Jurisdiction of Lok Adalat is to determine and arrive at a compromise
or settlement between the parties — In absence of any such
compromise or settlement, Lok Adalat has to return the case to the
reference Court — Lok Adalat has no jurisdiction to decide the matter
on merits.

fafere a1 yrfSrexor srferferam, 1987 — aRTT 19 TE 20

e IASTad — SAMTHR — FT dld JaTad USRI @ 9 o<t wwsia
A1 URFERT & 9 H AHd @ U<V R IR $R "abdl 2 3R
UI—<IY B IAER R Fofa o ol 22 afifeiRa, 7€ — die srerad &1
ARG R vegeRI @& A= Fasiiar a1 aRfsefRor sma a<Er @R 89 w®
UgIl © — 39 a}E @ [l o gusitd srerar uREiR & 3w9E 4, die
JISTeld Bl ATHAT HalHd B dTel IATAI Bl 999 HIAT BT — oAl D
JGTEd Pl AT Bl UI—TIY & IR R FRIGT B B AfraRar 7287 2 |
Estate Officer v. Colonel H.V. Mankotia (Retired)

Judgment dated 07.10.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 6223 of 2021, reported in AIR 2021 SC 4894

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The short question which is posed for consideration of this Court is whether
in the Lok Adalat held by the High Court, was it open for the members of the Lok
Adalat to enter into the merits of the writ petition and to dismiss the same on
merits, in absence of any settlement arrived at between the parties?

As per sub-section (3) of Section 20 where any case is referred to a Lok
Adalat under sub-section (1) or where a reference is made to it under sub-
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section (2), the Lok Adalat shall proceed to dispose of the case or matter and
arrive at a compromise or settlement between the parties. Sub-section (5) of
Section 20 further provides that where no award is made by the Lok Adalat on
the ground that no compromise or settlement could be arrived at between the
parties, the record of the case shall be returned by it to the court, from which
the reference has been received under sub-section (1) for disposal in
accordance with law.

Thus, a fair reading of the aforesaid provisions of the Legal Services
Authorities Act, 1987 makes it clear that the jurisdiction of the Lok Adalat would
be to determine and to arrive at a compromise or a settlement between the
parties to a dispute and once the aforesaid settlement/compromise fails and no
compromise or settlement could be arrived at between the parties, the Lok Adalat
has to return the case to the Court from which the reference has been received
for disposal in accordance with law and in any case, the Lok Adalat has no
jurisdiction at all to decide the matter on meris once it is found that compromise
or settlement could not be arrived at between the parties.

45. MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 — Section 166
Contributory negligence — The plea of contributory negligence must
be proved by the insurance company by adducing independent
witness and/or with spot map — The fact of contributory negligence
cannot be presumed just because of head-on collision.

eI I, 1988 — IIRT 166

IR IUAT — FAR IJUAT BT ARFAT 191 U FRT ATTWS w9 A
@da Hiefl ud /a1 ¥erd qEfas 9¥qd d) A fear s anfay —
TSR IUAT BT TF A ATH—ARA BI GHeAT BF & AR U= SUETRA
<&l fhar S gadr |

Oriental Insurance Co. Ltd. v. Komalbai Chouhan and ors.
Judgment dated 23.11.2020 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh in Miscellaneous Appeal No. 3820 of 2019, reported in 2021
ACJ 2473

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

In the present case, there is no spot map to establish a head-on collision
between Truck and Maruti car. The Insurance Company did not examine any
witness. The driver of the offending truck remained ex-parte before the Tribunal.
The accident took place in the broad day-light. No independent witness has
been examined by the appellant Insurance Co. to establish the plea of
contributory negligence. Merely because there was a head-on collision, it cannot
be presumed that the drivers of both the vehicles were equally responsible for
the accident.
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*46. MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 — Section 166

47.

Determination of compensation — Applging appropriate multiplier —
The relevant multiplier which should be applied is the age of the
deceased at the time of accident and not the age of his or her
parents.

eI I, 1988 — IIRT 166

gfaer &1 freizer — Sfaa o &1 gahir — geeT @ 99 Jad B Y
P ATIR W EIT TOMS BT FANT fooar Si=m =2y =1 & Swa arar—far
P Y B MR WX |

Chadra and ors. v. Branch Manager, Oriental Insurance Co. Ltd.

and anr.
Judgment dated 09.09.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 5635 of 2021, reported in 2021 ACJ 2550 (SC)

)
MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 — Section 166
Assessment of income of deceased — The minimum wages
notification cannot be the final yardstick to arrive at the income of
the deceased — Some amount of guess work should be done if there
is no documentary evidence on the record relating to income of
deceased.
(Note: In this case income of the deceased who was possessing heavy vehicle
driving license at the time of accident in 2016 was assessed at T 8000 per month)

eI I, 1988 — IIRT 166

Tad B I BT Feier — gaa o @ Faiko & foad gaaq aogd 9@
H4fera arfergae sifaw freike T8 8 aadl @ — sfida R Jaa a1 3
el I SEarash Wi 9 g1 W §B A3 § GHIGATHS eior fean
ST ATfevy |

(39 &0 % 2016 § GHAT B GHT HI ASVITT FAT BT ATSHE ¥
arel ga& ol I € 8000 HRIF fFEriRa &1 73)

Chandra @ Chanda @ Chandraram and anr. v. Mukesh Kumar
Yadav and ors.

Judgment dated 01.10.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 6152 of 2021, reported in 2021 ACJ 2554

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

In absence of salary certificate the minimum wage notification can be a

yardstick but at the same time cannot be an absolute one to fix the income of
the deceased. In absence of documentary evidence on record some amount of
guesswork is required to be done. But at the same time the guesswork for
assessing the income of the deceased should not be totally detached from reality.
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Keeping in mind the enormous growth of vehicle population and demand for
good drivers and by considering oral evidence on record we may take the income
of the deceased at Rs. 8000/- per month for the purpose of loss of dependency.

48. MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 - Section 166

APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE :

Negligence — Appreciation of — If information related to negligence
disclosed in the FIR is contrary to the evidence taken by the Tribunal
on same point then in such a situation evidence taken by Tribunal
should be believed and not the information disclosed in FIR — No
straitjacket formula can be formulated for deciding the point of
negligence.

e I, 1988 — IIRT 166

A& BT AT :

IUET BT [T — AT g Ja-1 gfadsT § IecifRaa Suar deef aog
I fdg 9= Af¥rever grT <l w8 wiew 9@ fQudia 8 a9 ¢ Refa o
ARl gRT off 8 w1 wR fazary fHar s =nfay 1 f o o
gfided 4 Seafad a1 R — Suam Heehl 92a & feior 2q a1
e/ wdie g3 FaiRa 728 fear o a@ar 2

National Insurance Co. Ltd. v. Chamundeswari and ors.
Judgment dated 01.10.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 6151 of 2021, reported in 2021 ACJ 2558

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

If any evidence before the Tribunal runs contrary to the contents in the
First Information Report, the evidence which is recorded before the Tribunal
has to be given weight age over the contents of the First Information Report.

Whether driver of the vehicle was negligent or not, there cannot be any
straitjacket formula. Each case is judged having regard to facts of the case and
evidence on record.

49. NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS ACT, 1881 — Sections 118, 138 and 139

(i) Presumptions — Presumption as provided under sections 118
and 139 of the Act arises when the signature on the dishonored
cheque is admitted.

(ii) Sentence — Nature of transaction and status of parties should
also be considered while passing the sentence u/s 138 of the
Act and this offence should not be compared with any other
criminal offences for the purpose of sentence.
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st forera siferf-am, 1881 — &IRIY 118, 138 U4 139

() SUTRUT — W9 IAERA A% R gwareR Wied & 9@l sfSfraw oY
€IRT 118 U4 139 & Ifciid SUeTel SULRUMI I &l € |

(ii) <vsRY — AU B gRT 138 B AT TvSTRY UTRT B GHY
HATER B YPid 7a ggaRl o) gilRerfa w + faar o= anfav sk
JUS B I B U AW DI g1 fHdl 34 1S suxrer 9 81
BT AR |

Triyambak S. Hegde v. Sripad
Judgment dated 23.09.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 849 of 2011, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 34 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Since the signature on the agreement and more particularly the dishonored
cheque was not disputed, the presumption as provided in law had arisen. Such
presumption would remain till it is rebutted. The question however is as to
whether, either from the material available on record or the nature of contentions
put forth it could be gathered that the presumption had been rebutted by the
respondent.

The subject cheque has been issued towards repayment of a portion of
the advance amount since the sale transaction could not be taken forward. In
that background, what cannot also be lost sight of is that more than two and half
decades have passed from the date on which the transaction had taken place.
During this period there would be a lot of social and economic change in the
status of the parties. Further, as observed by this Court in Kaushalya Devi Massand
v. Roopkishore Khore, (2011) 4 SCC 593, the gravity of complaint under N.I. Act
cannot be equated with an offence under the provisions of the Indian Penal
Code, 1860 or other criminal offences.

50. NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS ACT, 1881 — Section 138

INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Section 420

(i) Dishonour of cheque and cheating — Mere dishonour of cheque
cannot be construed as an act with a deliberate intention to
cheat - Instantly, amount was advanced as business transaction
and loan agreement was entered into — Held, offence u/s 420
of the IPC not made out.

(ii) Cheque issued as security; dishonour of — When constitutes
offence u/s 138 of the NI Act? A security cheque cannot be
considered as a worthless piece of paper under every
circumstance — If a loan is advanced and borrower agrees to
repay within a timeframe and issues a cheque as security; if
the loan amount is not repaid in any other form within such
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time or there in no other agreement between the parties to
defer the payment, the security cheque would mature for
presentation — If such cheque is dishonoured, consequences
u/s 138 of the NI Act would flow.

W foraa aferf<aw, 1881 — oIRT 138

ARG <vs Hiddl, 1860 — ®IIRT 420

(i) TP BT ATV UG B — AT AP D AAIGRYT Bl B HINT A D
AT ¥ fHY T 1 & wu H T AFT A AHdl 8 — FEA ATA
¥, Ao FhdaeR & ®©9 A A7 ¥ & 12 off v Fwor
Iy frsarfea fosam am o — s eifRa, ot 420 .89, @ siawa
T TfSa 1Y Bhar 2 |

(ii) gremed SR A% BT IFTEROT — H Wb foraa AR 3 aRT 138
® 3iaia Rty AfSd BT 2?7 UH grearef IRl 9% & e uRRefa
H 4PR SNTA & ¢hHs @ wU | 31 <@l ol G&dl & — IAfQ BIs F0T
e sirar 2 sk ®oft va w99 W @ +fiar 39 ga 3 wsafa <ar
2 3Nk gramef 3% I oxar 2; a9 IR W > HiaR e s
TP QR0 AR BT IAE T fHAr Sirar @ a1 JIraE & il
3 B foIU tasRT & A=9 HIS 3= gwsitar 7T ghar 2, ar yReef
A% YA =g IR & fag aRuem g1 sigm — afe ¢ar 9@ sFgd
B orar 8, dl R WRishT forea SR & aRT 138 @ JTURTH BT
TS B |

Sripati Singh (since deceased) through his son Gaurav Singh

v. State of Jharkhand and anr.

Judgment dated 28.10.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1269 of 2021, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 273 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Even as per the case of the appellant the amount advanced by the appellant
is towards the business transaction and a loan agreement had been entered
into between the parties. Under the loan agreement, the period for repayment
was agreed and the cheque had been issued to ensure repayment. It is no
doubt true that the cheques when presented for realisation were dishonoured.
The mere dishonorment of the cheque cannot be construed as an act on the
part of the Respondent No. 2 with a deliberate intention to cheat and the mens
rea in that regard cannot be gathered from the point the amount had been
received. In the present facts and circumstances, there is no sufficient evidence
to indicate the offence u/s 420 Indian Penal Code is made out and therefore on
that aspect, we see no reason to interfere with the conclusion reached by the
High Court.
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Having arrived at the above conclusion and also having taken note of the
conclusion reached by the High Court as extracted above, it is noted that the
High Court has itself arrived at the conclusion that the instant case becomes a
simpliciter case of non-refunding of loan which cannot be a basis for initiating
criminal proceedings. The conclusion to the extent of holding that it would not
constitute an offence of cheating, as already indicated above would be justified.
However, when the High Court itself has accepted the fact that it is a case of
non-refunding of the loan amount, the first aspect that there is a legally
recoverable debt from the Respondent No. 2 to the appellant is prima-facie
established. The only question that therefore needs consideration at our hands
is as to whether the contention put-forth on behalf of Respondent No. 2 that an
offence u/s 138 of the N.I. Act is not made out as the dishonorment alleged is of
the cheques which were issued by way of ‘security’ and not towards discharge
of any debt.

A cheque issued as security pursuant to a financial transaction cannot be
considered as a worthless piece of paper under every circumstance. ‘Security’
in its true sense is the state of being safe and the security given for a loan is
something given as a pledge of payment. It is given, deposited or pledged to
make certain the fulfiiment of an obligation to which the parties to the transaction
are bound. If in a transaction, a loan is advanced and the borrower agrees to
repay the amount in a specified timeframe and issues a cheque as security to
secure such repayment; if the loan amount is not repaid in any other form before
the due date or if there is no other understanding or agreement between the
parties to defer the payment of amount, the cheque which is issued as security
would mature for presentation and the drawee of the cheque would be entitled
to present the same. On such presentation, if the same is dishonoured, the
consequences contemplated u/s 138 and the other provisions of N.l. Act would
flow.

When a cheque is issued and is treated as ‘security’ towards repayment of
an amount with a time period being stipulated for repayment, all that it ensures
is that such cheque which is issued as ‘security’ cannot be presented prior to
the loan or the installment maturing for repayment towards which such cheque
is issued as security. Further, the borrower would have the option of repaying
the loan amount or such financial liability in any other form and in that manner if
the amount of loan due and payable has been discharged within the agreed
period, the cheque issued as security cannot thereafter be presented. Therefore,
the prior discharge of the loan or there being an altered situation due to which
there would be understanding between the parties is a sine qua non to not
present the cheque which was issued as security. These are only the defences
that would be available to the drawer of the cheque in a proceedings initiated u/
s 138 of the N.I. Act. Therefore, there cannot be a hard and fast rule that a
cheque which is issued as security can never be presented by the drawee of
the cheque. If such is the understanding a cheque would also be reduced to an
‘on demand promissory note’ and in all circumstances, it would only be a civil
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litigation to recover the amount, which is not the intention of the statute. When
a cheque is issued even though as ‘security’ the consequence flowing therefrom
is also known to the drawer of the cheque and in the circumstance stated above
if the cheque is presented and dishonoured, the holder of the cheque/drawee
would have the option of initiating the civil proceedings for recovery or the criminal
proceedings for punishment in the fact situation, but in any event, it is not for
the drawer of the cheque to dictate terms with regard to the nature of litigation.

51. NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS ACT, 1881 — Sections 138, 141 and 142
Complaint — Averment — There must be necessary averments against
those Directors of the company who neither signed the cheque nor
at the post of Managing Director or Joint Managing Director at the
time of offence in a complaint filed against a company and its Directors
u/s 138 of the Act — In the lack of such necessary averment, process
should not be issued against such Directors by the Magistrate.

R foraa siferfaH, 1881 — €IRTY 138, 141 U9 142
uRare — gd — AR &) aRT 138 @ 3favid fedl 9 v SH9
vl @ fawg yega uRak 4 ool @ 04 FReal & 999 o awds
UHA BT AR Sl 9 @1 AP & sdleRGdl 2, 3R 7 B AR & 99
g4y Fees a1 gad yey MRy & U WR o — U9 JA1aId UH Bl
I BIF WX U9 vl @ fawg afre e g1 3me et ok <18 &) o=l
EUR

Ashutosh Ashok Parasrampuriya and anr. v. M/s. Gharrkul
Industries Pvt. Ltd. and ors.

Judgment dated 08.10.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1206 of 2021, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 132 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

We are concerned in this case with Directors who are not signatories to
the cheques. So far as Directors who are not the signatories to the cheques or
who are not Managing Directors or Joint Managing Directors are concerned, it
is clear from the conclusions drawn in the afore—stated judgment that it is
necessary to aver in the complaint filed under Section 138 read with Section
141 of the Negotiable Instruments Act that at the relevant time when the offence
was committed, the Directors were in charge of and were responsible for the
conduct of the business of the company.

This averment assumes importance because it is the basic and essential
averment which persuades the Magistrate to issue process against the Director.
Thus, it is imperative that if this basic averment is missing, the Magistrate is
legally justified in not issuing process.
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52. NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS ACT, 1881 — Sections 138, 141 and 142

(i) Offence against company — Form of complaint — Company being
juristic person is represented by a natural person — There could
be a format where company’s name is described first, suing
through Managing Director — But format cannot be said to be
defective merely because name of Managing Director is stated
first followed by post held in company.

(ii) Offence against company — Complaint by authorized person -
Whether it is always necessary to elaborate upon the
authorization of person in body of complaint? Held, no — It would
be too technical view to defeat complaint because of failure
to elaborate about authorization — Existence of authorization
could be verified.

W foraa srferH, 1881 — €IRTY 138, 141 UG 142

(i) @ > favg T — uRarg &1 Yoy — faftre <afe g1 @ SR
S &1 e v Aafife aafw g fean siar @ — & urey 81
HaHdl @ W8l HU BT T Ugel afdtd &)d gQ ued e & e
| gRaTe |1 91T @ — U=, TRy &I AT 39 HIRVT 1YLl T81 Hal
ST "hdT @ & yde FQere &1 9/ ugd foaed gy su- 4 a1ika ug
9 ¥ @ fHar war 2

(i) @uh & favg sruRTe — AfdHa Afe gRT uRare — w1 ke & 4=
AR # afth @ UWIeR @ IR A IR @ 9arI7 ST 9Qd aead
2? aeRa, g€ — TR @ IR A fawaRr @ sam ¥ fQwaar @
PR IRATE Bl IJEISR BT AAd db-1dI gfRedhIvoT BT —
TSR & IR 1 Gcariad fear < aoar 2 |

Bhupesh Rathod v. Dayashankar Prasad Chaurasia and anr.
Judgment dated 10.11.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1105 of 2021, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 282 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

As to what would be the governing principles in respect of a corporate
entity which seeks to file the complaint, an elucidation can be found in the
judgment of this Court in Associated Cement Co. Ltd. v. Keshavanand, (1998) 1 SCC
687. If a complaint was made in the name of the company, it is necessary that a
natural person represents such juristic person in the court and the court looks
upon the natural person for all practical purposes. It is in this context that
observations were made that the body corporate is a de jure complainant while
the human being is a de facto complainant to represent the former in the court
proceedings. Thus, no Magistrate could insist that the particular person whose
statement was taken on oath alone can continue to represent the company till
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the end of the proceedings. Not only that, even if there was initially no authority
the company can at any stage rectify that defect by sending a competent person.

If we look at the format of the complaint which we have extracted aforesaid,
it is quite apparent that the Managing Director has filed the complaint on behalf
of the company. There could be a format where the company’s name is described
first, suing through the Managing Director but there cannot be a fundamental
defect merely because the name of the Managing Director is stated first followed
by the post held in the company.

It is also relevant to note that a copy of the Board Resolution was filed
along with the complaint. An affidavit had been brought on record in the Trial
Court by the company, affirming to the factum of authorisation in favour of the
Managing Director. A Manager or a Managing Director ordinarily by the very
nomenclature can be taken to be the person in-charge of the affairs company
for its day-to-day management and within the activity would certainly be calling
the act of approaching the court either under civil law or criminal law for setting
the trial in motion. It would be too technical a view to take to defeat the complaint
merely because the body of the complaint does not elaborate upon the
authorisation. The artificial person being the company had to act through a
person/official, which logically would include the Chairman or Managing Director.
Only the existence of authorisation could be verified.

The description of the complainant with its full registered office address is
given at the inception itself except that the Managing Director’s name appears
first as acting on behalf of the company. The affidavit and the cross-examination
in respect of the same during trial supports the finding that the complaint had
been filed by the Managing Director on behalf of the company. Thus, the format
itself cannot be said to be defective though it may not be perfect. The body of
the complaint need not be required to contain anything more in view of what has
been set out at the inception coupled with the copy of the Board Resolution.
There is no reason to otherwise annex a copy of the Board Resolution if the
complaint was not being filed by the appellant on behalf of the company.

53. PROTECTION OF CHILDREN FROM SEXUAL OFFENCES ACT, 2012 -

Section 7

EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Sections 63, 65 and 76

INTERPRETATION OF STATUTES :

(i) Sexual assault — Interpretation of words “touch”, “physical
contact” and “sexual intent” — Whether “skin to skin” contact
is necessary for constituting offence u/s 7 of the POCSO Act?
Held, no — Most important ingredient of offence of sexual
assault u/s 7 is sexual intent and not skin to skin contact with
the child — Any narrow or pedantic interpretation will frustrate
the very object of the POCSO Act.
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(ii) Certified copy of documents — How to be prepared — Held, as
contemplated in Section 76 of the Evidence Act, a certificate
that copy is the true copy of original document must be written
at the foot of the certified copy — Any other practice would allow
the miscreants to manipulate or commit mischief in public
documents having great significance in judicial proceedings.

Afr®s ruxTel A ArADl BT GIEAT A, 2012 — GRT 7

ey JferfraH, 1872 — €Y 63, 65 Ud 76
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Attorney General for India v. Satish and anr.

Judgment dated 18.11.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1410 of 2021, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 370 (SC) (Three
Judge Bench)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

From the bare reading of section 7 of the Act, which pertains to the “sexual
assault”, it appears that it is in two parts. The first part of the section mentions
about the act of touching the specific sexual parts of the body with sexual intent.
The second part mentions about “any other act” done with sexual intent which
involves physical contact without penetration. Since the bone of contention is
raised by Ld. Senior Advocate, Mr. Luthra with regard to the words “Touch”, and
“Physical Contact” used in the said section, it would be beneficial first to refer to
the dictionary meaning of the said words.

The word “Touch” as defined in the Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary
means “the sense that enables you to be aware of things and what are like
when you put your hands and fingers on them”. The word “physical” as defined
in the Advanced Law Lexicon, 3rd Edition, means “of or relating to body........... ”
and the word “contact” means “the state or condition of touching; touch; the act
of touching...... ”. Thus, having regard to the dictionary meaning of the words
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“touch” and “physical contact”, the Court finds much force in the submission of
Ms. Geetha Luthra, learned Senior Advocate appearing for the National
Commission for Women that both the said words have been interchangeably
used in section 7 by the legislature. The word “Touch” has been used specifically
with regard to the sexual parts of the body, whereas the word “physical contact”
has been used for any other act. Therefore, the act of touching the sexual part
of body or any other act involving physical contact, if done with “sexual intent”
would amount to “sexual assault” within the meaning of section 7 of the POCSO
Act.

There cannot be any disagreement with the submission made by Mr. Luthra
for the accused that the expression “sexual intent” having not been explained in
section 7, it cannot be confined to any predetermined format or structure and
that it would be a question of fact, however, the submission of Mr. Luthra that
the expression ‘physical contact’ used in Section 7 has to be construed as ‘skin
to skin’ contact cannot be accepted. As per the rule of construction contained in
the maxim “Ut Res Magis Valeat Quam Pereat”, the construction of a rule should
give effect to the rule rather than destroying it. Any narrow and pedantic
interpretation of the provision which would defeat the object of the provision,
cannot be accepted. It is also needless to say that where the intention of the
legislature cannot be given effect to, the courts would accept the bolder
construction for the purpose of bringing about an effective result. Restricting
the interpretation of the words “touch” or “physical contact” to “skin to skin
contact” would not only be a narrow and pedantic interpretation of the provision
contained in section 7 of the POCSO Act, but it would lead to an absurd
interpretation of the said provision. “Skin to skin contact” for constituting an
offence of “sexual assault” could not have been intended or contemplated by
the legislature. The very object of enacting the POCSO Act is to protect the
children from sexual abuse, and if such a narrow interpretation is accepted, it
would lead to a very detrimental situation, frustrating the very object of the Act,
inasmuch as in that case touching the sexual or non sexual parts of the body of
a child with gloves, condoms, sheets or with cloth, though done with sexual
intent would not amount to an offence of sexual assault u/s 7 of the POCSO Act.
The most important ingredient for constituting the offence of sexual assault u/s
7 of the Act is the “sexual intent” and not the “skin to skin” contact with the child.

The act of touching any sexual part of the body of a child with sexual intent
or any other act involving physical contact with sexual intent, could not be
trivialized or held insignificant or peripheral so as to exclude such act from the
purview of “sexual assault” u/s 7. As held by this Court in case of Balaram
Kumawat v. Union of India, (2003) 7 SCC 628, the law would have to be interpreted
having regard to the subject matter of the offence and to the object of the law it
seeks to achieve. The purpose of the law cannot be to allow the offender to
sneak out of the meshes of law.

XXX
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It is very surprising to note that the Registry of High Court of Bombay,
Nagpur Bench, has certified the copy of the impugned judgment by affixing the
stamp on the back side of every page of the judgment which is blank. The said
copy of the judgment appears to have been downloaded from the website and,
therefore, does not bear even the signature or the name of the concerned judge
at the end of the judgment. The certificate that the said copy is a true copy of
the judgment, is also not written at the foot of the judgment as contemplated in
Section 76 of the Indian Evidence Act. Such a practice, if followed by the Nagpur
Bench of the Bombay High Court, may allow the miscreants to manipulate or
commit mischief in the judicial orders which are used as the public documents
having great significance in the judicial proceedings. The Registrar General of
the Bombay High Court, therefore, is directed to look into the matter and ensure
that proper procedure for preparing the certified copies of the judgments/orders
of the Court in accordance with law is followed.

*54. SERVICE LAW :
Burden of proof — Burden of proof in departmental proceedings is
not of beyond reasonable doubt as is the principle in the criminal
trial but probabilities of the misconduct — Delinquent may examine
himself to rebut the allegations of misconduct.
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Union of India and ors. v. Dalbir Singh
Judgment dated 21.09.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 5848 of 2021, reported in 2021 (4) Crimes 122 (SC)

55. WAKF ACT, 1995 — Sections 6, 7, 83 and 85

Jurisdiction of Wakf Tribunal — If the tenant pleads in his defence in
written statement in suit for eviction that the disputed property is
not Wakf property and therefore, the Tribunal has no jurisdiction to
decide such suit and the Wakf Tribunal considers this defence by
making a specific issue in such suit then the Wakf Tribunal gets the
jurisdiction to decide the suit for eviction even though such dispute
about the nature of property was not considered under sections 6
and 7 of the Wakf Act by the Tribunal in a separate proceeding.
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Telangana State Wakf Board and anr. v. Mohamed Muzafar
Judgment dated 03.08.2021 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 4522 of 2021, reported in (2021) 9 SCC 179

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The dispute in effect is to question the extent of land beyond 667.8 sq.
yards being included to be the property of the Wakf Institution which is included
in the list and as such whether that extent in the list is Wakf property. That will
be a question which falls under Section 7 of the Waqf Act. The very observation
of the High Court indicating that an opportunity is to be afforded to the respondent
to question the correctness of the contents of the gazette notification by following
the procedure established by law is to allow the respondent to invoke the
provisions of Section 6 and 7 of the Wakf Act and seek appropriate orders.

When that is the position, it will have to be noted that in the instant case,
though the legal remedy had not been availed by the respondent within the time
frame as provided under Section 6 of the Act, the issue had fallen for
consideration before the Wakf tribunal in view of the defence put forth by the
respondent and the Wakf tribunal had rendered its finding on that aspect based
on the evidence placed before it. Since the gazette notification had been
questioned to indicate that the property which is in the occupation of the
respondent was not a part of the notified Wakf property, the same applied both
to the suit Schedule ‘A’ as well as Schedule ‘B’ properties. In such circumstance,
the Wakf tribunal had the jurisdiction to determine that question which had been
framed as an issue in this suit. Further as already noted, on the facts evolving
in the instant case, the tribunal had relied upon the evidence available and had
arrived at the conclusion that the property in question is Wakf property and had
accordingly decreed the suit.

In that view, we are of the opinion that the judgment dated 12.10.2012
passed by the Wakf Tribunal in O.S. No. 126/2006 was rendered in a suit which
was maintainable before the Wakf Tribunal and it had the jurisdiction to do so.
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IMPORTANT CENTRAL/STATE ACTS & AMENDMENTS

THE MADHYA PRADESH LAND REVENUE CODE
(AMENDMENT) ACT, 2021
No. 2 OF 2022

[Received the assent of the Governor on the 3™ January, 2022; assent first
published in the “Madhya Pradesh Gazette (Extraordinary)”, dated 6" January, 2022.

An act further to amend the Madhya Pradesh Land Revenue Code, 1959.

BE it enacted by the Madhya Pradesh Legislature in the Seventy Second
year of the Republic of India as follows :-

1. Short title.— This Act may be called the Madhya Pradesh Land Revenue
Code (Amendment) Act, 2021.

2. Insertion of Section 13-A.— Section 13-A of the Madhya Pradesh Land
Revenue Code, 1959 (No. 20 of 1959) (hereinafter referred to as the principal
Act), shall be renumbered as. Section 13-B and before Section 13-B as so
renumbered, the following new Section shall be inserted, namely:-

“13-A. Cyber Tehsil — The State Government may create a
Cyber Tehsil, comprising of one or more than one district,
along with its headquarter, for the purpose of dealing with
such class of cases, as the State Government may, by
general order, notify, and may abolish or alter the limits of
such Cyber Tehsil.”

3.  Amendment of Section 19.— In Section 19 of the principal Act, after sub-
section (3), the following sub-sections shall be added, namely:-

“(4) The State Government may appoint for each Cyber
Tehsil a Revenue Officer or any Gazetted Officer as it thinks
fit to be a Cyber Tahsildar, who shall exercise such powers
and perform such duties conferred or imposed on a Tahsildar
by or under this Code or by or under any other enactment
for the time being in force and such Cyber Tahsildar may
enquire into such cases as the State Government may, by
general order, notify under section 13-A, in such manner
as may be prescribed.

(5) The Cyber Tahsildar shall be a revenue officer for the
purpose of Section 11 as well as other provisions of the
Code and rules made thereunder”.

4. Insertion of Section 55.— After Section 54 of the principal Act, the following
new Section shall be inserted, namely:-
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“55. Appeal, review or revision of order passed by Cyber
Tahsildar.— The provisions of this Chapter shall be applicable
on all proceedings of, and orders passed by, a Cyber
Tahsildar in the matters related to Cyber Tehsil as they are
applicable to the proceeding of, and orders passed by, a
Tahsildar having jurisdiction over his Tehsil.”

5. Amendment of Section 110.— In Section 110 of the principal Act, after
sub-section (7), the following new sub-section shall be added, namely;-

“(8) Notwithstanding anything contained in this section, the
Tahsildar shall make entries in appropriate column of Khasra,
within three days from the date of receipt of intimation from -

(a) any bank or financial institution established and
regulated under the provisions of the Reserve Bank of India
Act, 1934 (No. 2 of 1934) or the Banking Regulation Act,
1949 (No. 10 of 1949) regarding mortgage or hypothecation,
as the case may be, including its period, against the
advances given or to be given by it to the tenure-holder; or

(b) any Court regarding -

(i) Any charge, penalty or any liability created or
imposed by it upon tenure-holder; or

(ii) any decree or order passed by it, and after making
such entries, the Tahsildar shall inform the
Bhumiswami, who, may object against such entries
and may apply for its correction before the Tahsildar.
The Tahsildar may after making such enquiry, as he
may deem fit, make such correction as he may
consider necessary.

Explanation. —For the purpose of clause (b) of sub-section (8),
“Court” means any Civil, Criminal or Revenue Court.”

6. Amendment of Section 247.— In Section 247 of the Principal Act, for sub-
section (7) and sub-section (8), the following sub-section shall be
substituted, namely:-

“(7) Such class of cases, in which minerals have been
extracted or removed without lawful authority from any mine
or quarry, the right to which vests in, and has not been
assigned by the Government, shall be dealt with under the
Mines and Minerals (Regulation and Development) Act,
1957 (No. 67 of 1957) and rules made thereunder.”

7. Amendment of Section 258.— In sub-section (2) of Section 258 of the principal
Act, after clause (i-a), the following clause shall be inserted, namely:-

“(i-b) manner of dealing class of cases in a Cyber Tehsil;”".
)
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